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ABSTRACT 
 

"WHAT CAN I POSSIBLY ACHIEVE AS A NECESSITY-DRIVEN 
ENTREPRENEUR?" THE IMPACT OF THE CULTURAL COMPONENT OF 

THE ENTREPRENEURIAL ECOLOGY ON POSSIBLE FUTURE 
ENTREPRENEUR SELVES 

 
Bruce G. Dye 

 
This study focuses on necessity-driven entrepreneurs, seated within the entrepreneurial 
ecology where culture and individuals intersect.  It is responding to the poor 
understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs in extant literature.  Specifically, there 
is not a comprehensive, theoretically informed understanding of necessity-driven 
entrepreneurs and how entering entrepreneurship from a position of social disadvantage 
impacts aspirations and behaviors.  As such, the study is concerned with how culture 
impacts entrepreneurial aspirations and resulting entrepreneurial behavior, framed by 
theories of entrepreneurship, culture, possible future selves, and the entrepreneurial 
ecology. 
 
The study was guided by a general research question that probed the impact of culture on 
the possible future selves of necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  It was supported by specific 
research questions focused on necessity-driven entrepreneurs’ needs, dreams, fears, and 
the impact of culture.  A systematic, yet flexible, qualitative research process was used, 
informed by interpretivism and constructivism.  Thematic analysis was used to facilitate 
discovery of propositions that can apply to other similar, necessity-driven entrepreneurs 
in similar contexts. 
 
It was found that the needs necessity-driven entrepreneurs are trying to meet are likely to 
be non-financial and their entrepreneurial dreams and fears are distinctly social.  Their 
belief that they can achieve their needs through entrepreneurship and their possible future 
entrepreneur selves are sensitive to signals from culture.  It was also found that necessity-
driven entrepreneurs are likely to interpret signals from culture that are encouraging, 
discouraging, mixed, and sometimes insulting and derogatory.  Discouraging signals 
negatively impact possible future entrepreneur selves and result in risk averse behavior.  
Finally, it was found that necessity-driven entrepreneurs' social disadvantage may prompt 
them to act on long-standing entrepreneurial aspirations.   
 
To better understand necessity-driven entrepreneurship, we need to broaden our lens 
beyond assumptions that it is necessarily a profit-motivated, individual-centric activity 
and simultaneously consider the role that culture plays, within the context of the entire 
entrepreneurial ecology.    
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

ii 



 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
There are several people I would like to acknowledge because they played a role in my 
journey of completing a doctorate degree; 
 
- My parents, the late Rev. William Dye and the late Beverley Dye.  They set an 
example for me to follow; to care for others who are less fortunate than me. 
 
- The late Dr. John Chamard who was my advisor during my MBA studies at Saint 
Mary's University.  He was a beacon for small business within a school where the 
primary focus was so often big business.   
 
 - Dr. Theodor Alter of the Pennsylvania State University who was my advisor during 
my MPS degree.  I am convinced that what he taught me as my advisor for my master's 
research paper significantly prepared me for success in my doctoral studies. 
 
- The 200+ entrepreneurs from more than 20 countries that I have had the privilege of 
working with over the past 16 years.  I have learned so much from these entrepreneurs 
who influenced my thinking on the practice of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship 
development. 
 
- The participants of this study who so kindly volunteered their time to participate.  If 
they had not shared their entrepreneurial experiences with me, this thesis would not 
exist.  
 
- Dr. Martin Quinn, my secondary and then primary supervisor for this study.  He 
graciously helped me get over the finish line. 
 
- I would like to thank Dr. Richard Courtney of the University of Leicester, my primary 
supervisor for this study.  He was very generous with his time and knowledge and often 
sent me off in directions that I did not even think to go.  These journeys significantly 
contributed to the quality of this thesis. 
 
- Finally, I would like to acknowledge my wife, Dr. Kelly Dye.  I thank her for the 
unwavering patience, support, and love she offered me during the completion of this 
degree and the others that led me to doctoral studies.  She allowed me to not only dream 
about doing doctoral studies but provided me with the emotional support I needed to see 
the project though.  Over the thirty-one years we have been together, I have learned 
from and been inspired by her intelligence, tenacity, and perseverance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

iii 



 

Table of Contents 

 

ABSTRACT                                                                                                                     ii 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS                                                                                           iii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS                                                                                               iv 

LIST OF FIGURES                                                                                                      vii 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION, CONTEXT, PROBLEMS, AND AIMS ....... 1 
1.1 Prelude: Necessity-driven entrepreneurship, one woman's story ........................... 1 
1.2 Introduction ............................................................................................................. 2 
1.3 The problems addressed by this study .................................................................... 4 
1.4 The importance of understanding necessity-driven entrepreneurs ......................... 7 
1.5 Opportunities presented by the research problems, and the resulting aims of the 
study .............................................................................................................................. 8 
1.6 How the aims will be achieved: Probing the intersection of culture and possible 
future selves ................................................................................................................ 12 
1.7 Theoretically informing the study: Culture and possible future selves within the 
context of the entrepreneurial ecology ........................................................................ 13 
1.8 The philosophically informed research system: Epistemology, ontology, 
methodology, methods, and sources ........................................................................... 16 
1.9 The guiding research questions ............................................................................. 19 
1.10 An introduction to the findings created by this study ......................................... 21 
1.11 Chapter one: Conclusions ................................................................................... 21 

CHAPTER TWO: ENTREPRENEURS, CULTURE, AND POSSIBLE FUTURE 
SELVES ......................................................................................................................... 24 

2.1 Introduction ........................................................................................................... 24 
2.2 Entrepreneurs ........................................................................................................ 24 
2.3 What entrepreneurs do and their motivation for doing it ...................................... 26 
2.4 Necessity-driven entrepreneurs ............................................................................. 32 
2.5 Performance of necessity-driven entrepreneurs ................................................ 35 
2.6 Possible future selves ............................................................................................ 37 
2.7 Entrepreneurial ecology ........................................................................................ 41 
2.8 Entrepreneurial ecology: Individuals .................................................................... 43 
2.9 Entrepreneurial ecology: Government policy, banks, and NGOs ........................ 44 
2.10 Entrepreneurial ecology: Culture ........................................................................ 48 
2.11 How individuals learn about culture through cultural transmissions and the 
impact of these transmissions on individual behavior ................................................ 51 
2.12 Culture and the intersection of structure and agency .......................................... 53 
2.13 Chapter two: Conclusions ................................................................................... 56 

CHAPTER THREE: THE RESEARCH APPROACH: METHODOLOGY AND 
METHODS .................................................................................................................... 58 

3.1 Introduction ........................................................................................................... 58 
3.2 Ontology and epistemology .................................................................................. 59 
3.3 Methodology and analytic framework: Qualitative research ................................ 61 

 
 

iv 



 

3.4 Framework for quality research ............................................................................ 65 
3.5 Methods: Case study, interviews, and sources ..................................................... 67 
3.6 Employing a systematic research process to sample, analyze, and discover 
findings ....................................................................................................................... 70 
3.7 Research ethics ..................................................................................................... 74 
3.8 Discussion of the research design and conclusions .............................................. 77 
CHAPTER FOUR: THE IMPACT OF CULTURE ON POSSIBLE FUTURE 

ENTREPRENEUR SELVES ....................................................................................... 80 
4.1 Introduction and restatement of research questions .............................................. 80 
4.2 Reflexivity in the research process: The attitudes and beliefs about 
entrepreneurship that I brought into the research ....................................................... 81 
4.3 The participants within their social context .......................................................... 84 
4.4 Individual needs hoped to be fulfilled through entrepreneurship and the impact of 
culture on meeting those needs ................................................................................... 95 
4.5 Dreams, fears, and the impact of culture ............................................................ 102 
4.6 Transmissions from culture and their impact on possible future selves ............. 107 
4.7 Entering entrepreneurship from a disadvantaged social position and its impact on 
possible future entrepreneur selves ........................................................................... 117 
4.8 The intersection of culture and the possible future entrepreneur selves: structure 
and agency in the data ............................................................................................... 121 
4.9 Findings and propositions ................................................................................... 123 
4.10 Theoretical findings: The chain of theories that explains how culture impacts 
possible future entrepreneur selves and resulting entrepreneurial behavior ............. 128 
4.11 Chapter four: Conclusions ................................................................................ 132 

CHAPTER FIVE: PRACTICE AND APPLICATION .......................................... 134 
5.1 Introduction and purpose .................................................................................... 134 
5.2 Categorizing entrepreneurs: Considering diversity ............................................ 134 
5.3 Understanding and exploiting necessity-driven entrepreneurs' social disadvantage
................................................................................................................................... 136 
5.4 Financial and social risk within the social context ............................................. 137 
5.5 Understanding and aligning policy and practice with entrepreneurial motivations
................................................................................................................................... 141 
5.6 Conclusions ......................................................................................................... 142 

CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSIONS ............................................................................ 144 
6.1 Building knowledge about necessity-driven entrepreneurs ........................... 144 
6.2 Theoretical finding of how culture influences entrepreneurial activity .............. 146 
6.3 How the research system facilitated discovery of findings ........................... 146 
6.4 The questions addressed ..................................................................................... 148 
6.5 The inspiring problems addressed and the opportunities exploited .............. 149 
6.6 Contributions to the policy and practice of entrepreneurship development ....... 151 
6.7 Limitations and future research .......................................................................... 154 
6.8 Final reflections .................................................................................................. 155 

APPENDIX A: PARTICIPANT INVITATION LETTER ..................................... 159 

APPENDIX B: PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET ................................... 160 
APPENDIX C: PARTICIPANT INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM ..................... 163 

 
v 



 

APPENDIX D: INTERVIEW GUIDE ...................................................................... 164 

APPENDIX E: SAMPLE OF DATA COLLECTION FIELD NOTES ................ 166 
APPENDIX F: CONSTANT ANALYSIS SAMPLE - STAGE ONE .................... 171 

APPENDIX G: CONSTANT ANALYSIS SAMPLE - STAGE TWO ................... 172 
APPENDIX H: CONSTANT ANALYSIS SAMPLE - STAGE THREE .............. 173 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................ 175 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

vi 



 

LIST OF FIGURES AND TABLES 

 

Table 2.1 - The Various Ways Entrepreneurs are Categorized in the 

Literature…………………………………………………………..……….…….33 

Table 2.2 - Theory of Possible Selves Over Time…………………………………...39 

Figure 2.3 – The Entrepreneurial Ecology Model…………………………….…….43 

Figure 3.1 - A Visual Representation of the Research Plan………………………..58 

Table 4.1 - Individual Participant Characteristics Around the Time they Entered 

Entrepreneurship……………………………………………………………………..85 

Figure 4.2 Length of Unemployment for those Participants Who Were 

Unemployed……………………………………………………………………………91 

Figure 4.3 - Highest Level of Education Achieved by Participants…………..……92 

Figure 4.4 - Industries in Which Participants Launched their Business………..…93 

Figure 4.5 - The Great Person Entrepreneur against Entrepreneurship being 

Social-centric………………………………………………………………………....126 

Figure 4.6 - A Visual Representation of the Connected Theories…………..…….129 

Figure 5.1 - Typical Canadian Insurance and Risk-avoidance Vehicles…………139 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

vii



 1 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION, CONTEXT, PROBLEMS, AND AIMS 

 

1.1 Prelude: Necessity-driven entrepreneurship, one woman's story 

 

 
 

When I was growing up, none in my immediate family were entrepreneurs.  My 

father was an Anglican Minister (Church of England) and my mother was a primary 

school teacher. However, one of the stories passed down through the generations of my 

family was the story about an unlikely entrepreneur - Dorothy Phalen, my father's 

mother and my grandmother.  Nanny Phalen was a first generation Cape Bretoner 

whose parents arrived on the Island of Cape Breton, Nova Scotia, Canada by boat from 

England in the 1910's.  They arrived with two suitcases and a small wooden table. 

Nanny Phalen grew up poor and in her early adult life, she found herself a 

single-mother of my father, sharing a small coal mining company house with her 

brother.  She had no real source of income but was determined to make a decent life for 

my father. 

She turned to entrepreneurship.  So the story goes, she used a pound of sugar 

and a few other ingredients from her kitchen to make a batch of fudge.  She sold that 

fudge by the piece out of the front door of her house.  She took the profits from that 

fudge and reinvested them in more ingredients.  Within a short period of time, she was 

running a small general store out of the living room of that company house.  This went 

on for a period of time.   

Perhaps, today, we have complicated entrepreneurship beyond this purest form.  

We have overcomplicated it with venture capitalists, commercial lending, share 

structures, and tax strategy.  If we peel back all these things, we are left with situations 
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like that of Nanny Phalen who needed to earn an income, speculated that there would be 

demand for her fudge, and practiced simple strategies like watching her pennies and 

reinvesting her profits to grow her business.  She made things happen. 

I can't say for sure that all of what I wrote above is historically accurate.  But to 

dwell on that is to miss the main point of the story.  That is, almost 100 years later, we 

are still talking about her entrepreneurial activity in an almost heroic sense.  Nanny 

Phalen is still being honored for the high degrees of innovativeness, tenacity, and 

perseverance it took to turn a pound of sugar into a life for her and my father.  This 

story inspires me! 

 

1.2 Introduction  

 

Necessity-driven entrepreneurs enter entrepreneurship while unemployed, 

underemployed, or living in poverty (Brünjes and Diez 2013; Baptista, Murat, and 

Mendoncs 2014).  An individual's status as unemployed, underemployed, or living in 

poverty puts them in a disadvantaged position compared to those within their social 

context who are not unemployed, underemployed, or living in poverty.  What I mean by 

'disadvantaged position' is that someone is in an unfavorable or 'less than' advantaged 

social position.  Being fully employed and not living in poverty affords individuals 

advantages that are not afforded to individuals who are not fully employed or are living 

in poverty.   

Logically, one of the disadvantages experienced is a financial disadvantage.   All 

other things being equal, someone who is fully employed and not living in poverty has 

the financial advantage of being able to buy more goods, services, and experiences than 

someone who is unemployed, underemployed, or living in poverty.  An individual who 

is unemployed, underemployed, or living in poverty is financially disadvantaged in that 

context.  However, there are disadvantages other than those that are financial.   The 

disadvantage I am concerned with for this study is social disadvantage.   

Socially disadvantaged individuals are those who are subject to bias because of 

the group to which they are appear to belong, without regard to their individual 

characteristics or circumstances (Cornell Law School 2019).  Although commonly 

associated with racial or cultural outgroups, other categories exist, including the 

category ‘unemployed’.  That is, being unemployed, underemployed, or living in 

poverty places an individual within a subgroup of the population that is considered 
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'different than' and 'less than' compared to others within their social context who are not 

unemployed, underemployed, or living in poverty.  They are viewed by others, and 

often themselves, as those who failed in their attempts to find full employment.  They 

are the ones who could not earn a living and had to rely on savings, family, friends, and 

government for support.  They are the ones who were rejected by employers and others 

in their attempts to relieve their social disadvantage.  These rejections and failures 

situated this subgroup of individuals, within their social context, as disadvantaged and 

'less-than' others who were successful at securing full employment and providing for 

themselves. 

It is important to note that these disadvantages, both financial and social, are 

relative disadvantages and not absolute disadvantages.  That is, they exist primarily as 

considered in relation to others around them, within the same economic and social 

context.  That is, for example, because Canada is a highly developed country with an 

abundance of social safety nets, an unemployed person in Canada is not necessarily 

disadvantaged when compared to someone living in the slums of Manila where social 

safety nets are not present.  The unemployed person in Canada is only disadvantaged as 

compared to others within their social context in Canada.   

For necessity-driven entrepreneurs who enter entrepreneurship from the 

disadvantaged position rooted in unemployment, under employment, or poverty, 

entering entrepreneurship was consciously or unconsciously seen as a way to improve 

their circumstances and reduce their social disadvantage by creating their own 

livelihood.  Because they entered entrepreneurship from a disadvantaged social 

position, necessity-driven entrepreneurs are a subgroup of entrepreneurs in need of 

encouragement and support.  Society will benefit from their entrepreneurial success 

because it will relieve the pressures put upon society by their social disadvantage.  This 

study is concerned with these necessity-driven entrepreneurs; a broad subgroup of all 

entrepreneurs.   

 

This chapter begins by revealing the research problem and the resulting research 

opportunities.  Next, the aims of the research and how they will be achieved is 

explained.  The theoretical underpinning of the study will be discussed including the 

cultural component of the entrepreneurial ecology and the theory of possible future 

selves.  The philosophically informed research system will be presented including the 

underpinning epistemology, ontology, methodology, methods, and sources.  The 



 4 

research questions will then be presented within the context of the previously discussed 

problems, opportunities, aim, theoretical and philosophical underpinning, and research 

system.  Finally, the chapter will be concluded and a roadmap for the rest of the 

dissertation will be offered. 

 

1.3 The problems addressed by this study 

 

The effectiveness of efforts to encourage and support necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs is constrained because extant knowledge about them is limited.  This lack 

of understanding results in literature that dismisses, marginalizes, others, expects less 

from, (Hechavarria and Reynolds 2009; Block and Wagner 2010; Chrysostome 2010) 

and is relatively silent on how development efforts can support necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs.  Specifically, there are two problems with resulting consequences to 

which this study is responding.   

 The first problem is that a comprehensive theory of necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs does not exist (Lingelbach, de la Viña, and Asel 2005; Block et al. 2010).  

There is not agreement in the literature as to who are necessity-driven entrepreneurs, 

why they do what they do, or how their social disadvantage impacts their 

entrepreneurial activity.  This is problematic because it is sometimes beneficial or 

necessary to categorize entrepreneurs for the purposes of targeting development efforts.  

The lack of understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs has created negative 

consequences when categorization has been attempted.  Such consequences include 

forced, dichotomous categorization in the literature of entrepreneurs as either 

opportunity or necessity entrepreneurs and the application of multiple, varied, and 

inconsistent definitions of necessity entrepreneurs (Block et al. 2010; Chrysostome 

2010; Hinz and Gans 1999; Williams 2009; Serviere 2010; Block and Sander 2009; 

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 2017).  

Not having a comprehensive theory of necessity-driven entrepreneurs and not 

having a strong understanding of their circumstances results in a tendency in the 

literature to force a dichotomous categorize on entrepreneurs; as either necessity or 

opportunity entrepreneurs.  As will be discussed in the literature review, this is 

problematic because studies such as Williams and Williams' (2011) indicate that as 
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many as 35% of entrepreneurs have motivations that are fluid, mixed, and consistent 

with definitions of both opportunity-driven and necessity-driven entrepreneurs.     

 The tendency to dichotomously categorize tends to label entrepreneurs 

permanently (Williams et al. 2011).  This is problematic because an entrepreneur may 

enter entrepreneurship from a position of unemployment, underemployment, and / or 

poverty but then, once in entrepreneurship, they may relieve their social position of 

unemployment, underemployment, and / or poverty through entrepreneurial success and 

learn to identify and exploit opportunities, as would an opportunity entrepreneur.  

Should this entrepreneur permanently be labeled as a necessity entrepreneur because of 

the disadvantaged position from which they entered entrepreneurship?  Logic tells us 

no, but, despite this logic, there is a tendency in the literature to do so (Williams et al.  

2011). 

The lack of a comprehensive theory of necessity-driven entrepreneurs also 

contributes to the problem of the dichotomous categorization being achieved through 

the application of multiple, varied, and inconsistent definitions of what constitutes a 

necessity-driven entrepreneur.  For example, Williams et al. (2011) use criteria such 

as being 'pushed into entrepreneurship' and 'other options are absent or 

unsatisfactory' and Serviere (2010) uses 'insufficient job opportunities.'  These 

become problematic because they are subjective.  For example, conditions that push 

one individual into entrepreneurship may not push another into entrepreneurship.  

Also problematic are definitions that rely solely on the stated motivation of research 

participants.  For example, Serviere (2010) considers those as necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs who state that they turned to entrepreneurship due to 'internal 

dissatisfaction' with previous income earning circumstances.  Block et al. (2009) 

rely on participants self-identifying as necessity or opportunity entrepreneurs and 

the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2017) considers entrepreneurs to be 

necessity-driven if they state that entrepreneurship was their 'best but not most 

preferred option.'  These self-identifying tactics are problematic because they leave 

the interpretation up to the research participant which may result in inconsistent 

application of the defining criteria.  These multiple, varied, and inconsistently 

applied definitions are problematic because when, for example, research findings 

are made about the performance of necessity-driven entrepreneurs, the findings do 

not necessarily pertain to all necessity-driven entrepreneurs but only to the subjects 

as described in the particular study.  This wide variety of definitions and the forced 
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dichotomous categorization are illustrative of the unfocused and vague 

understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  Research and development 

practices benefit from categorizing entrepreneurs, but it needs to be done in a non-

subjective, consistent, theoretically informed, way that is flexible and fluid over 

time.     

This study applied a specific, non-subjective, and measurable definition of 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  That is, to qualify for participation in the study, 

participants had to be unemployed for more than three months or underemployed 

(working in a field for which they did not train, earning less than the job they trained 

for, and / or working less than 30 hours per week but wanting to work more) prior to 

starting their business.  These definitions are supported by extant literature.  Being 

unemployed (Baptista, Murat, and Mendoncs 2014; Brunjes and Diez 2013; Hinz et 

al. 1999) or underemployed (Brunjes and Diez 2013) prior to the entrepreneurial 

event are common criteria used and are unproblematic in their own sense.  

However, using the criteria of unemployment to define necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs needs to be used along with some supporting defining criteria such as 

a period of time that an individual has to remain unemployed in order to qualify as a 

necessity-driven entrepreneur.  Being underemployed is also unproblematic as long 

as it is accompanied by a definition such as earning less than one would in the 

position for which they have been trained or educated.  Although living below the 

poverty cut-off (Brunjes and Diez 2013; Serviere 2010) prior to starting their 

business was originally a criterion that qualified individuals for participation in the 

study, through the process of purposeful and snowball sampling, it resulted that 

none of the participants met this criterion.  In hindsight, all participants being 

unemployed or underemployed and none living below the poverty line was 

beneficial because, as a result, all participants shared the common characteristic of 

having difficulty finding full employment prior to starting their business but their 

situation was not further exasperated by living below the poverty line.   

The related, second problem this study is responding to is that there is not an 

understanding of the impact of entering entrepreneurship from this culturally-defined 

position of disadvantage.  Specifically, there is not an understanding of how culture 

influences necessity-driven entrepreneurs' aspirations and behavior.  At best, this lack of 

understanding contributes to the literature being silent on how to effectively encourage 

and support necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  At worst, this lack of understanding leads 
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to the 'othering' and exclusion of necessity-driven entrepreneurs from mainstream 

entrepreneurship research (Chrysostome 2010). 

The context in which the study is rooted and the problems that inspired it led to 

the following research problem statement; 

 

Problem Statement 

Economic and social development strategies should include effectively encouraging and 

supporting necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  However, doing so is problematic because 

there is not a theoretically informed, comprehensive understanding of who are 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs and how entering entrepreneurship from a position of 

social disadvantage impacts their aspirations and behavior.   

 

1.4 The importance of understanding necessity-driven entrepreneurs 

 

 This study tells the story of 18 entrepreneurs who were unemployed or 

underemployed prior to starting their business.  It contributes to understanding 

entrepreneurs' visions of what might be possible for them as entrepreneurs, both 

positively and negatively.  Simultaneously, the study probed participants' culture 

through the lens of their perceptions and interpretations of cultural transmissions 

pertaining to their entering entrepreneurship.  Probing participants' reasons for entering 

entrepreneurship, their dreams, fears, and perceptions and interpretations of signals 

from their culture was done with the goal of understanding how culture impacted 

participants' possible future entrepreneur selves.  It is this space between culture and 

possible future entrepreneur selves upon which this study focused.  The reasons for 

studying this space are more than academic alone and are rooted in my belief that 

society benefits from entrepreneurial activity, entrepreneurs should be encouraged and 

supported, and that theoretical and empirical knowledge about entrepreneurs contributes 

to the effectiveness of that encouragement and support.   

However, uniform entrepreneurship development efforts applied evenly to all 

entrepreneurs may not be effective because broad efforts may not be targeted enough to 

address the variety of challenges and obstacles faced by different subgroups of 

entrepreneurs.  Such sub-groups include immigrant entrepreneurs, youth entrepreneurs, 

senior entrepreneurs, female entrepreneurs, entrepreneurs living below the poverty line, 

and previously unemployed or underemployed entrepreneurs.  Within these subgroups, 
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individuals have common strengths and face common challenges and obstacles.  For 

entrepreneurship development efforts to be successful, it is important to understand 

these strengths, challenges, and obstacles.  For example, because we know that 

successfully finding employment often requires the connection to and leveraging of 

social networks, it might be the case that individuals who cannot find full-time 

employment may share the commonality of not having social networks or not knowing 

how to leverage them.  If this is the case, individuals who enter entrepreneurship after 

being unemployed or underemployed may benefit from learning how to identify, 

integrate into, and leverage social networks.  Absent of this learning, the entrepreneurs' 

lack of social networks that contributed to unemployment or underemployment may 

also contribute to the failure of their entrepreneurial venture.  While not meant to 

replace a targeted needs assessment and asset inventory of specific entrepreneurs being 

supported, entrepreneurship development efforts that are rooted in theoretically 

informed knowledge of the characteristics, skills, challenges, and obstacles of particular 

subgroups, make development efforts more targeted, relevant, and effective.   

 

1.5 Opportunities presented by the research problems, and the resulting aims of 

the study 

 

This study is responding to research opportunities created by these problems and 

is designed to make a contribution to solving these problems in three ways. 

First, the study is responding to the opportunity to contribute to the 

understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  To do this, I built on extant literature.  

That is, as discussed above, the literature on necessity-driven entrepreneurs is varied, 

inconsistent, and fluid.  Through reviewing the literature and using what is currently 

known to inform my research, I strategically filtered, consolidated, and built on the 

literature to contribute to an informed theory of necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  If we 

can create a theory of necessity-driven entrepreneurs we may be able to better and more 

consistently categorize them in the literature and in practice, or justify why they should 

not be distinguished from opportunity-driven entrepreneurs.   

This started with trying to better understand necessity-driven entrepreneurs' 

aspirations and how they define success.  Despite knowing that entrepreneurs can have 

many other motives aside from profits (Haugh and Talwar 2016; Zellweger, Nason, and 

Nordqvist 2011), profitability remains the most common measure of entrepreneurial 
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success (Brush, Manolova, and Edelman 2008).  We cannot assume that maximizing 

profits is the sole goal of necessity driven entrepreneurs without asking them.  If we 

don't ask them, we risk using the wrong scale when measuring their performance.  Are 

they satisfied with merely making a living?  Does starting from a point where they are 

not making a decent living influence their goals for entrepreneurship towards simply 

making a living and not of maximizing profits? 

Second, this study is responding to an opportunity to better understand the 

impacts of entering entrepreneurship from a position of social disadvantage.  In 

particular, I probed the impacts of culture on necessity-driven entrepreneurs' aspirations 

and behavior.  The consistent theme running across the varied definitions of necessity-

driven entrepreneurs is the presence of some form of social disadvantage prior to 

entering entrepreneurship.  There is an opportunity to try to build our understanding of 

how entering entrepreneurship from a position of social disadvantage impacts 

entrepreneurial activity.  I will do this by probing the impact of culture on participants' 

views of what might be possible through entrepreneurship, all within the context of their 

social disadvantage.  By applying a consistent definition of necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs that includes a defined social disadvantage (unemployed, underemployed, 

living in poverty), we can attempt to increase the understanding of the impact that the 

disadvantage has on their entrepreneurial activity.   

Third, the study is responding to an opportunity to better the performance and 

contribution to economic development of necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  Ultimately, 

the opportunity being responded to is to leverage a comprehensive, theoretically-

informed understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs into recommendations for 

improved research and developmental entrepreneurship supports that specifically 

address and target the challenges facing necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  For example, 

the literature tells us that necessity entrepreneurs perform poorly as compared to 

opportunity entrepreneurs and that they contribute less to economic development than 

do opportunity entrepreneurs (Block et al. 2010; Chrysostome 2010).  However, it is 

difficult to justify this finding since the way necessity entrepreneurs are defined 

throughout the literature is varied and inconsistent.  If one study defines necessity-

driven entrepreneurs as those who enter entrepreneurship from a position of poverty and 

another study defines them as entering from a position of unemployment, how can we 

compare the performance of these two variously defined necessity entrepreneurs?  

Maybe poverty has a particular influence that unemployment does not and vice versa.  
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There is an opportunity to create and encourage the application of a proper and 

consistent comprehensive theory of necessity-driven entrepreneurs that will facilitate 

better determination of their performance and contributions to economic development.   

The resulting aim of the study is to exploit the research opportunities resulting 

from the research problems.  Specifically, the aim of the study is to contribute to the 

understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs, to understanding the culture-

influenced impacts of entering entrepreneurship from a position of social disadvantage, 

and to leverage this increased understanding into recommendations for better 

encouragement and support of necessity-driven entrepreneurs. 

The geographic focus of the study is the Halifax Regional Municipality, 

commonly known as Halifax.  Halifax is the Provincial Capital of the Province of Nova 

Scotia, located on the eastern coast of Canada.  Due to its relative size (population 

431,700 (Statistics Canada 2018b)) and relative economic power, Halifax serves as the 

unofficial capital of the group of provinces known as Atlantic Canada (Nova Scotia, 

New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island).  The only other metropolitan areas within a 

day's drive of Halifax are Moncton (population 152,200), St. John (population 128,500), 

Fredericton (population 105,688), and Charlottetown (population 69,325) (Statistics 

Canada 2018b).  The economy of the Atlantic region has been traditionally tied to 

industries such as fishing, forestry, and manufacturing.  It is therefore sensitive to 

external economic shocks such as declines in fish stocks, reduced demand for paper, 

and trends in global manufacturing.   

Studying entrepreneurship in Nova Scotia is timely and important because the 

province is facing immediate demographic problems that will benefit from creating and 

maintaining an environment that is encouraging and supporting of entrepreneurs.   The 

first problem is that Nova Scotia is experiencing a trend of rural migration to the capital 

city of Halifax or to other locations outside the province.  In the past two decades, 

closure of manufacturing facilities in rural Nova Scotia has resulted in high levels of 

rural unemployment and underemployment.  Within a globalized economy, when 

manufacturing facilities in Nova Scotia close, it is difficult to attract new, large-scale 

manufacturers.  Global manufacturers have the option of locating operations in 

countries with wage rates a fraction of that of Nova Scotia.  For example, the minimum 

wage in Nova Scotia is approximately $11.00 CAD per hour and, by contrast, the 

minimum wage in the Philippines is approximately $11.00 CAD per day.  These 

realities make attracting foreign corporations difficult.  Absent of attracting new global 
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manufacturers, the development efforts have shifted to encouraging those in these rural 

communities who are unemployed or underemployed to consider creating their own 

livelihood through entrepreneurship. These efforts will benefit from studies like this one 

that contribute to the knowledge of this type of necessity-driven entrepreneur.  

The second problem Nova Scotia has been experiencing over the past decade is 

negative overall population growth.  The provincial government's response has been to 

encourage foreign immigration.  The problem with what otherwise would be a good 

strategy is that immigrants to Nova Scotia experience difficulty in economically 

integrating.  This results in high levels of unemployment and underemployment among 

the immigrant population.  This can be attributed to barriers to immigrants in the labor 

market including employers' resistance to recognizing foreign credentials and work 

experience, the perceived risk of hiring immigrants due to the uncertainty related to 

cultural differences, and even discrimination.  For these individuals, entrepreneurship is 

a real option.  This study will benefit efforts to encourage and support these necessity-

driven entrepreneurs by contributing to the understanding of necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs.     

The timeliness and importance of this study in responding to these geo-

economic trends is reinforced by the recently released One Nova Scotia Commission 

Report (2014).  This report, supported by the Province of Nova Scotia, sounded the 

alarm that "Nova Scotia hovers now on the brink of an extended period of decline" as 

evidenced by "economic and population trends" (One Nova Scotia Commission 2014: 

vi).  The alarming tone of the report was apparent by the front page of the report reading 

"NOW OR NEVER: AN URGENT CALL TO ACTION FOR NOVA SCOTIANS." 

(One Nova Scotia Commission 2014).  The report argued that greater levels of 

entrepreneurship in Nova Scotia is a preferred strategy to boost economic output and 

create jobs that will contribute to less migration from rural areas to Halifax, less 

migration out of Nova Scotia, and more employment opportunities for immigrants.  

Specifically, the report called for a 50% annual increase in the number of start-ups in 

the Province (One Nova Scotia Commission 2014).   

I agree that significantly increasing the number of start-ups would contribute to 

solving Nova Scotia's economic and population problems and I have not heard any 

arguments against this being a good idea.  However, the problem lies in the fact that the 

report is relatively silent on how to encourage and support entrepreneurs in Nova Scotia 

to the degree that it could yield such an increase.   
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As such, this study moves past the commonly accepted premise that we want to 

increase levels of entrepreneurship.  It moves the conversation into the more unknown 

arena of how to effectively encourage and support entrepreneurs.  It will do so by 

contributing to the understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs; the subgroup of 

entrepreneurs in need of encouragement and support due to their social disadvantage.   

Finally, while the study focuses on necessity-driven entrepreneurs in Halifax, a 

systematic research process was employed to maximize the ability to build propositions 

that can also apply to other similar entrepreneurs within other similar contexts.  The 

methods, possibilities, and limitations of building theory from this study are discussed 

in the methodology and methods chapter. 

 

1.6 How the aims will be achieved: Probing the intersection of culture and possible 

future selves 

 

The aims of the study will be achieved by probing the intersection of culture and 

possible future entrepreneur selves.  What entrepreneurs believe is possible for them is 

influenced by the signals they receive from their culture regarding their current and 

future social position.  If they are in a 'low' social position (ie. unemployment, 

underemployment, living in poverty) they may perceive signals from their culture 

reinforcing their 'low' social position.  This reinforcement of their 'low' social position 

impacts the level of success they believe is possible for them in the future and, 

ultimately, influences their behavior (Hamman, Gosselin, Romano, and Bunuan 2010).  

For example, the signals perceived from culture by a successful, wealthy doctor 

will likely be different than signals perceived by an unemployed, single father on 

welfare.  Does the doctor perceive signals that reinforce her highly successful possible 

future selves?  Does the single father perceive signals from his culture that a highly 

successful possible future self is out-of-reach?  If each of these people choose to enter 

entrepreneurship, will they have different visions of possible future entrepreneur selves 

due to the signals they perceive based on their different social positions?  Will these 

different visions of the future influence entrepreneurial behavior?  Will the doctor aspire 

to a greater degree of success than the single father because she perceives signals from 

culture that a high degree of success is possible?  If so, can better understanding of this 

intersection of cultural and possible future entrepreneur selves allow for interventions 

that entrepreneurial development efforts can do to change the lesser aspirations of the 
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single father?  Can his view of possible future entrepreneur self be elevated?  This study 

will explore these possibilities. 

 

1.7 Theoretically informing the study: Culture and possible future selves within 

the context of the entrepreneurial ecology 

 

Since the study is concerned with the intersection of culture and possible future 

selves, it was necessary to theoretically inform and underpin the study with extant 

theory of culture and possible future selves.  This also needed to be contextualized 

within the entrepreneurial ecology.  These theories are introduced here and expanded 

upon in the literature review.  

Culture is a group's way of life, way of thinking, feeling and behaving created 

by the organizing of thoughts and behaviors into meaningful schemes and systems 

(Friedman 1994, Geertz 1993, Jeanquart-Barone and Peluchette 1999; Hays 1994).  

Culture is one of several components of the entrepreneurial ecology; the sum of which 

create conditions for entrepreneurship.  Extant literature on the space in which 

entrepreneurs function have evolved from the entrepreneurial environment (Fogel 2001; 

De Hoyos-Ruperto, Romaguera, Carlsson, and Perelli 2012) to the entrepreneurial 

ecology (Busenitz, West, Shepherd, Nelson, Chandler, and Zacharakis 2003; Fortunato 

2011).  Both the entrepreneurial environment and entrepreneurial ecology are the socio-

economic-political conditions in which entrepreneurs function, however, referring to it 

as an environment misses the underlying nature of these conditions and their 

interaction.  Within an ecology, the conditions are necessarily interconnected, 

interactive, fluid, and dependent on each other.  Love (1996) draws the distinction 

between an environment and an ecology when he argues that, unlike an environment, an 

ecology necessarily consists of “interactive processes between living things and their 

habitat” (Love 1996: 213).  This is consistent with Micklin and Sly (1998: 53) referring 

to the social ecological perspective as “a method for classifying and organizing specific 

sets of ecosystem variables to facilitate more detailed analyses of the full range of 

empirical relationships.” They also argue that, unlike an environment, in an ecology 

there is an interdependent relationship between components and that a change in any 

one variable necessarily “implies change in each of the others” (Micklin et al. 1998: 

54). 
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Busenitz et al. (2003) summarize the elements of the entrepreneurial ecology into three 

components; institutions, opportunities, and individuals; all within the context of the 

wider environment.  However, they relegate culture to that wider environment, external 

to the other components of the ecology.  I argue that culture needs to be considered as a 

central force within the entrepreneurial ecology.  As will be demonstrated through this 

study, the significant impact of culture on entrepreneurial activity requires that it be 

recognized as a driving force and a central component of the entrepreneurial ecology.  I 

suggest that the model by Busenitz et al. (2003) needs to be re-drawn to include the 

three components of individuals, institutions, and culture; all within the context of the 

wider environment.  I argue that opportunities are part of the wider environment 

because it is not their presence or absence that is under consideration but individuals' 

interpretation of opportunities within the context of culture and institutions, within the 

wider environment (See Entrepreneurial Ecology Model, Figure 2.3 in Literature 

Review Chapter).   

I used this entrepreneurial ecology framework because, although other 

frameworks, like those of Mack and Myer (2016) and Spegil (2015), include similar 

components, this framework places greater emphasis on the interacting, compounding, 

and negating aspects of the ecology by emphasizing the nexuses, where components 

overlap.  It is by probing these nexuses, that research efforts can contribute the most to 

the understanding of entrepreneurship and the entrepreneurial ecology.  That is because 

considering the nexuses is not only considering the presence or absence of elements 

within the ecology but also the interaction of elements and the resulting impact of that 

interaction on the rest of the ecology. 

 This study focuses on the nexus where the culture and individual components of 

the entrepreneurial ecology overlap because it is concerned with the impact of culture 

on individuals' view of possible future entrepreneur selves.   

The cultural component encompasses the cultural influences on entrepreneurship 

that support and deter the identification, creation, and exploitation of entrepreneurial 

opportunities; while the individual component encompasses the characteristics, 

motivations, and activities of individual entrepreneurs (Busenitz et al. 2003).  It is 

where the cultural component and the individual component of the entrepreneurial 

ecology overlap that the culture impacts individual entrepreneurial activity.  It is where 

"socio-cultural values shape the societal response to and social rewards to 

entrepreneurial behaviors that can either promote or inhibit entrepreneurial activity" 
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(Williams and Vorley 2015: 841).  Culture achieves this impact on entrepreneurs and 

conditions for entrepreneurship by transmitting signals that are learned by entrepreneurs 

through everyday social interaction within their unique cultural context (Williams and 

Vorley 2015: 841).  The literature review chapter includes an in-depth discussion of this 

entrepreneurial ecology model, including the three components and the various nexuses.     

 The second line of literature informing and underpinning this study is that 

pertaining to the theory of possible selves.  This study was concerned with the nexus 

where the individual and cultural components of the entrepreneurial ecology overlap 

and, in particular, was concerned with how culture specifically impacts individuals' 

view of what might be possible through entrepreneurship.  As such, it was also 

necessary to consider the theory of possible selves.   

An individual's possible (future) selves are based on perceived self-knowledge 

of their future potential, both positive and negative (Markus and Nurius 1986; Dunkel 

and Kerpelma 2006; Farmer, Yao, and Kung-Mcintyre 2011).  Notions of possible 

selves can range on a spectrum from dreams of what an individual might become to 

fears of what they are afraid of becoming (Markus and Nurius 1986).  Markus et al. 

(1986: 954) argue that "an individual's repertoire of possible selves can be viewed as the 

cognitive manifestation of enduring goals, aspirations, motives, fears, and threats."  

Examples of possible selves hoped for may include a self who is a top student, a 

successful athlete, a respected member of the community, or a loved parent.  Possible 

selves feared may include a drug addict, a convicted criminal, a university drop-out, or a 

shamed executive.  An individual's possible selves "derive from representations of the 

self in the past and they include representations of the self in the future.  They are 

different and separable from the current or now selves, yet they are intimately 

connected to them" (Markus et al. 1986: 954).  Possible selves are views of the future 

based on a complex weave of what one was in the past, is in the present, and fears or 

hopes to be in the future. 

Explaining the focus on the intersection of culture and possible future 

entrepreneur selves will benefit from an example, in the form of a fictions scenario.  

Consider an individual who has been unemployed for six months, searching for a job 

unsuccessfully, and then decides to enter entrepreneurship.  During their period of 

unemployment, they likely received negative signals from their culture.  These signals 

came from the process of others rejecting them for employment opportunities and from 

the negative or sympathetic reactions from family, friends, and their community in 
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reaction to them not being able to find a job.  When they decide to enter 

entrepreneurship out of necessity, do they continue to receive negative signals from 

their culture?  Are family, friends, and community members skeptical of their ability to 

be successful as an entrepreneur; as reflected in their inability to get a job?  If this 

skepticism is perceived by the necessity-driven entrepreneur, does it influence their 

view of what they might achieve as an entrepreneur?  If so, these signals may influence 

their behavior and entrepreneurial outcomes (Hamman et al. 2010).    

I anticipate that this plurality and intersection of theoretical underpinnings 

(cultural component of the entrepreneurial ecology and theory of possible future selves) 

will contribute to a better understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  There is a 

need for such a study, because, as discussed above, we currently do not have a 

comprehensive theory of necessity-driven entrepreneurs (Block et al. 2010).  We do not 

know how necessity-driven entrepreneurs are influenced by structure and agency and 

we do not know how they self-construct possible future selves.  As will be fully 

discussed in the literature review, this poor understanding results in their 

marginalization in the literature.  I have argued why supporting necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs is important, however, we cannot effectively do so without understanding 

their unique, culturally-related disadvantages.  This study contributes to the literature by 

shedding light on these pressing issues, and ultimately, on how culture influences 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs. 

 

1.8 The philosophically informed research system: Epistemology, ontology, 

methodology, methods, and sources  

 

To contribute to a better understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs and 

how to encourage and support them, it was necessary for me to design a research system 

that would support the achievement of that goal.  To that end, careful consideration of 

my research philosophy including the ontology, epistemology, methodology, methods, 

and sources was important.  These topics will be fully explored in the methods chapter.  

However, it is necessary to introduce their use here to create context for the upcoming 

presentation of the study's guiding research questions.   

This study was underpinned by an ontological position (what is out there to be 

known / what constitutes social theory (Blakie 2000 in Grix 2002)) of constructivism.  

A constructivist ontological position asserts that social phenomenon does not exist 
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except as perceived and described by social actors (Bryman 2001 in Grix 2002).  For 

example, in Western cultures, the symbol of a 'thumbs up' represents a meaning that 

thinks are 'good' or 'ok.'  It is a signal of approval or agreement.  This 'meaning' or 

'symbol' of approval or agreement does not really exist on its own.  Even though the 

thumb physically exists and the movement of the thumb to an upward position can be 

seen, the symbol or meaning of approval or agreement is not 'out there to be known,' 

except as it is defined by social actors.  Because of this reliance on social actors to 

perceive, define, and give meaning to actions, such social phenomenon is in a constant 

state of flux and revision (Bryman 2001 in Grix 2002).  If I use the 'thumbs up' gesture 

in another social context, it may not have the same meaning.  The act of raising one's 

thumb, on its own, has no meaning except as it is perceived by social actors. 

The constructivism ontology was best to underpin this study because it 

supported my argument that what it means to be a necessity-driven entrepreneur does 

not exist independently of social actors.  There is no such thing as a necessity-driven 

entrepreneur except when an individual engaging in business activity (entrepreneurship) 

is considered within the social context, considering their social disadvantage, and when 

compared to other entrepreneurs who do or do not have the same social disadvantage.  

Without such context and comparisons, that individual would just be someone engaging 

in business activity (an entrepreneur).  What it means to be a necessity-driven 

entrepreneur is seated within the culture and exists as it is perceived, understood, 

defined, and described by necessity-driven entrepreneurs themselves and by other social 

actors.   

Flowing from this ontological position, my accompanying and complementing 

epistemological position (possible ways to gain knowledge) underpinning the study 

(Blakie 2000 in Grix 2002) is heavily influenced by interpretivisism.  That is, I believe 

that creating social knowledge is a process of interpreting social interaction and social 

phenomenon (Bryman 2001 in Grix 2002).  Complementary to the constructivist 

ontological position where knowledge is not out there to be known independent of 

social actors, the interpretivist epistemological position asserts that knowledge is 

created by social actors through a process of interpreting.  Using the previous example 

of the raised thumb, someone unfamiliar with this gesture may interpret accompanying 

cues such as a smile or other facial expressions or perhaps an accompanying verbal 

'good job' or 'sounds good.'  The interpretation of the raised thumb, the smile, and the 
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'good job' together will likely lead the interpreter to form the knowledge of what a 

raised thumb means.   

Such an epistemology was best for this study because the issues surrounding 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs are not 'out there to be counted and measured' and do not 

exist but through the interpretation of social actors.  Building knowledge about these 

issues must be done through a process of interpreting the social interactions and social 

phenomenon of necessity-driven entrepreneurs and other related social actors.   

It was necessary to choose a methodology (underpinning possibilities, limitations, and 

logic of a study's research methods (Grix 2002)) for this study that linked to the 

study's research questions, ontology (constructivism), and epistemology 

(interpretivism).  To properly address the open-ended research questions and the 

constructivist and interpretivist ontological and epistemological positions, a qualitative 

research methodology was necessary.  That is because a qualitative methodology is best 

suited to addressing the open-ended, probing, interpretative nature of the research 

questions, ontology, and epistemology.  A qualitative approach was also consistent with 

my expectation that in order for the research to be successful, I needed to continually 

probe the informants in order to get answers of sufficient depth.  Only a qualitative 

methodology could have facilitated the capturing of the richness, complexity, and the 

subtle nuances associated with the impact of culture on self-constructed views of 

possible entrepreneur selves.   

I linked the study's methods (techniques to collect and analyze data) and sources 

(from where the data is derived) with the underpinning ontology (constructionism), 

epistemology (interpretivism), and methodology (qualitative) previously identified 

(Grix 2002).  Accordingly, a multiple case study method was used because it was 

able to facilitate the analysis of the social construction of necessity-driven entrepreneurs 

and the issues they face through a flexible, and probing process of interpretation.  Each 

individual entrepreneur was represented by a single case.  The use of multiple case 

studies was necessary because it facilitated comparison between entrepreneurs that 

highlighted similarities and differences that may not have become visible without 

multiple cases (Creswell 2013).  The case study method was best for this type of 

research because "case study research involves the study of a case within a real-life, 

contemporary context or setting" (Yin 2009 in Creswell 2013: 97).  Case studies are 

used to "understand a specific issue, problem, or concern and a case or cases selected to 

best understand the problem" (Creswell 2013: 98).  That was what I wanted to 
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understand; the real-life issues, challenges, and problems facing necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs within their own context and setting.   

These epistemology, ontology, methodology, methods, and sources created a 

research system that facilitated moving beyond the desire to encourage and support 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs to increasing the understanding of them so they can 

effectively be encouraged and supported.  This will be done by contributing to the 

understanding of the impact of culture on their possible future entrepreneur selves.  

While the system was well defined, it simultaneously allowed for the fluidity and 

flexibility necessary for successful social research.  As discussed in the methodology 

section, this system was rooted in the tenets of thematic analysis and was designed not 

only to facilitate the creation of theory relating to the eighteen participants but also to 

other entrepreneurs in similar situations. 

 

1.9 The guiding research questions 

 

Within the context of the research problems, research opportunities and aim, and 

underpinning research system, the following research questions were designed.  There 

was one general research question and five specific research questions that supported 

the addressing of the general research question. 

 

General Research Question  

What is the relationship between necessity entrepreneurs' culture and their self-

constructed view of their possible future achievements from entrepreneurial activity? 

 

Specific Research Questions  

What need(s) are necessity-driven entrepreneurs trying to fill by entering 

entrepreneurship?  What is the relationship between culture and these needs? 

 

What are necessity-driven entrepreneurs' meanings of entrepreneurial success (dreams) / 

failure (fear)?  What is the relationship between culture and these meanings?  

 

How did necessity-driven entrepreneurs understand their families' / friends' / 

community's perception of them being an entrepreneur?  How did this understanding 
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impact necessity-driven entrepreneurs' self-constructed view of their possible future 

achievements from entrepreneurial activity?   

 

Does a necessity-driven entrepreneur’s culture push them toward entrepreneurship or 

pull them away from it?  How does this pressure impact necessity-driven entrepreneurs' 

self-constructed view of their possible future achievements from entrepreneurial 

activity? 

 

How does entering entrepreneurship from a culturally-defined position of disadvantage 

(unemployed, underemployed, poor) impact necessity-driven entrepreneurs' self-

constructed view of their possible future achievements from entrepreneurial activity?   

 

 Consistent with the research aim, the general research question probed the space 

between culture and individual entrepreneurs.  Specifically, it probed the impact of 

culture on entrepreneurs' view of what might be possible through entrepreneurship, both 

negative and positive.  The specific research questions supported the general research 

question by probing participants' needs, dreams, fears and how culture impacts these.  

The open-ended, flexible, and fluid nature of the questions have been influenced by the 

afore mentioned underpinning constructivist ontology and interpretivist 

epistemology. 

Despite the general research question probing the 'relationship between' culture 

and possible future selves, due to reasons of practicality and time management, the 

scope of the study allowed probing only in one direction; the impact of culture on 

possible future entrepreneur selves.  It was not practically possible to also probe the 

other direction; the impact of possible future entrepreneur selves on culture.  While both 

directions are worthy of study, I argue that the first step in understanding the bi-

directional relationship between culture and possible future entrepreneur selves is to 

understand the impact of culture on possible future entrepreneur selves.  The important 

question of the impact of possible future entrepreneur selves on culture is reserved for 

future research. 

It is also important to note that the study focused on the point-in-time right 

around when participants acted on their entrepreneurial aspirations.  I focused the 

research questions on this point-in-time because it is a critical point in the 

entrepreneurial process when aspiring entrepreneurs decide to act on their 
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entrepreneurial aspirations, or not.  It is also the point-in-time when, by acting on their 

entrepreneurial aspirations, individuals can be instantly transformed from 'being socially 

disadvantaged' to 'being an entrepreneur.'  As such, during the interviews, participants 

were asked to discuss the questions within the context of their memory about the point-

in-time around which they opened their business.  Again, studying other points-in-time 

during the entrepreneurship process is also important, but reserved for future research.   

 

1.10 An introduction to the findings created by this study 

   

Significant empirical findings emerged from this study and they resulted in the 

creation of new social knowledge pertaining to the eighteen participants and other 

similar necessity-driven entrepreneurs in similar situations.  Light has been shed on the 

needs that necessity-driven entrepreneurs are trying to fulfill through entrepreneurship 

and the impact of culture on meeting those needs, the dreams and fears that drive 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs to and from entrepreneurship and the impact of culture 

on the realization of those dreams and fears, the transmission of signals from culture 

that are perceived and interpreted by necessity-driven entrepreneurs, and how entering 

entrepreneurship from a disadvantaged social position impacts necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs' possible future entrepreneur selves.   

These findings subsequently facilitated the creation of new social knowledge 

related to the impact of culture on possible future entrepreneur selves of those entering 

entrepreneurship from a disadvantaged social position.  These findings culminate in my 

presentation of a visual representation (Figure 4.5) that illustrates the great-person 

theory of entrepreneurship, in relation to the socially-embedded findings on 

entrepreneurship developed in this study.  Finally, complementing the empirical 

findings is new theory of, not just what is the impact of culture on possible future 

entrepreneur selves, but how culture impacts possible future entrepreneur selves.   

 

1.11 Chapter one: Conclusions  

 

 I will end this chapter with one of several experiences that have inspired me to 

study the impact of culture on what entrepreneurs view as possible.  It is a story of a 

situation I experienced while conducting research of necessity-driven entrepreneurs in 
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the Philippines.  Part way through our focus group session, one of the participants' cell 

phone received a text message and the notification sound was clearly the familiar sound 

of a car alarm being set; "Beep, Beep, Beep."  She appeared embarrassed that her text 

message had interrupted the focus group.  As she turned off her phone she said, "That 

was just my car alarm."  All the participants laughed.  What was so funny?  Why was 

the notion of her car alarm interrupting our session comical?  I interpreted the humor as 

an unspoken affirmation from her fellow entrepreneurs that, because of her station of 

poverty within the cultural context of the slums of suburban Manila, the mere idea of 

her owing a car, ever, was comical.  If, in fact, she did aspire to someday own a car, she 

just received a clear signal from her culture that such a goal is not only unlikely but also 

comical. 

This event influenced my desire to study entrepreneurial aspirations within the 

context of culture influencing what entrepreneurs view as possible to achieve through 

entrepreneurship.  The event raised many questions for me such as; Why was it so 

comical that, if she put her mind and entrepreneurial effort into it, she could not 

someday have her own car?  How are the visions of what is and is not possible formed 

and reinforced by culture?  Do such signals from one's culture effectively hold people 

back by preventing them from dreaming?  How does one break free from such 

constraints?  This research was designed to shed some light on these types of questions. 

 

This chapter has laid the foundation for the study.  I started by articulating the 

real, academic and practical problems that I have identified and the resulting research 

opportunities.  I have justified why it is important that we care about encouraging and 

supporting entrepreneurs.  I have I mapped out the study including its theoretical 

underpinning, research philosophy, and research system.  This then allowed me to 

present the research questions within the context of these problems, questions, 

philosophies, and system.  In the next chapter, the study will be embedded in extant 

literature including literature on necessity-driven entrepreneurs, culture, possible future 

selves, all within the broader context of the entrepreneurial ecology.  Chapter three will 

detail the methodology and methods used to achieve the study's aims.  Next, Chapter 

Four will detail the findings and discussion resulting from the participant interviews.  In 

Chapter Five, I will make recommendations for how efforts to support entrepreneurs 

may benefit from what has been learned from this study.  Finally, Chapter Six 
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summarizes and synthesizes the study's findings within the context of the research 

problem and the aims of the study. 
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CHAPTER TWO: ENTREPRENEURS, CULTURE, AND POSSIBLE FUTURE 

SELVES 

 

2.1 Introduction 

 

As previously stated, the aim of the study was to contribute to the understanding 

of necessity-driven entrepreneurs by analyzing the impact of culture on what they 

viewed as possible for them as entrepreneurs and, ultimately, the impact of culture on 

their entrepreneurial activity.  To inform this study and situate it within extant literature, 

it was necessary to consider what is already known about necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs and the issues surrounding them.  Specifically, the review of the 

literature, as reflected in this chapter, first includes theories of what is an entrepreneur, 

what they do and why they do it, and what is distinct about necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs.  This discussion of the literature then allowed me to construct and 

communicate a definition of entrepreneurs that will be used throughout the study. 

Next, theories of possible future selves, theories of the entrepreneurial ecology 

including culture and its intersection with individuals, how culture is communicated to 

individuals, and why we care about conditions for entrepreneurship, including the role 

of entrepreneurship in social and economic development, will be discussed.  All of this 

was nested within the context of sociological literature pertaining to the role of structure 

and agency in individual behavior. 

 

2.2 Entrepreneurs 

 

The term entrepreneur is contextual and used with a variety of meanings.  The 

simplest definition of entrepreneur is “any individual in control of a commercial 

venture” (Concise Oxford Dictionary 1952: 398).  However, this definition was too 

encompassing and vague for the purposes of this study.  In order to create a working 

definition of what is an entrepreneur, I needed to consider; Who are entrepreneurs?, 

What do entrepreneurs do?, and Why do they do what they do?  

Looking back to the literature from decades ago, Cunningham and Lischeron 

(1991) conducted an analysis of extant literature and summarized the various schools of 

thought pertaining to who are entrepreneurs.  Their first three definitions focused on the 
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individual entrepreneur as central to the entrepreneurial process at the expense of 

considering the surrounding context.  By its very nature, this line of consideration of 

who 'are' entrepreneurs or what it means to 'be' an entrepreneur subjectified the 

individual as 'being an entrepreneur' due to the type of attitude and behavior they 

displayed.  That is, because they acted entrepreneurially, they 'became' an entrepreneur.  

Challenging this labelling of individuals due to the profession in which they engage is 

beyond the scope of this study; that is being a 'firefighter,' 'teacher' or 'dentist' as 

opposed to being an individual who 'works as a firefighter,' 'works as a teacher,' or 

'works as a dentist.'  Due to a lack of alternatives, I will continue to label individuals 

who act in ways that we consider entrepreneurial as 'entrepreneurs' as opposed to 

'individuals who work as entrepreneurs' throughout this study.  However, I do so 

hesitantly for the reasons mentioned above. 

The first such school of thought identified by Cunningham et al. (1991) was the 

great person school of entrepreneurship which states that entrepreneurs are leaders, born 

with great leadership qualities.  The second school of thought was the psychological 

characteristics school of entrepreneurship which focuses on entrepreneurs being those 

having unique psychological characteristics such as high need for achievement, 

propensity to accept risk, and an internal locus of control (Cunningham et al. 1991).  

Third, there was the leadership school of entrepreneurship that viewed entrepreneurs as 

natural managers who were able to achieve their goals through others (Cunningham et 

al. 1991).  The fourth school of thought alludes to factors or events external to the 

individual as being part what it means to be an entrepreneur but still focuses primarily 

on the individual.  That fourth school of thought is the classic school of 

entrepreneurship that identifies entrepreneurs as individuals who undertake an event 

with great initiative (Cunningham et al. 1991).   

Cunningham and Lischeron's neat categorizations over-simplified the complex 

and fluid cocktail of characteristics and abilities that entrepreneurs need to be able to 

draw upon to survive.  What it takes to be successful in entrepreneurship cannot be 

reduced to a single school of thought.  It is a combination of characteristics, unique to 

the specific socio-economic-political context, that benefits an entrepreneur.  However, 

each of these schools of thought have aspects that contributed to the understanding of 

who is an entrepreneur.  That is, for example, being able to lead others is often a useful 

skill for individuals who work as entrepreneurs, as is the propensity to accept and 

ability to manage risk.  However, these individual-centric considerations must be 
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combined with considerations of the socio-economic-political context in which the 

individual acts entrepreneurially, if we really want to understand entrepreneurship.  

Entrepreneurial actions and the surrounding context will be discussed throughout the 

rest of this chapter. 

 

2.3 What entrepreneurs do and their motivation for doing it 

 

To consider what is entrepreneurship, it is necessary to broaden the lens to look 

beyond individuals and also consider what entrepreneurs do.  That is, individuals who 

work as entrepreneurs create and control an enterprise as a mechanism of achievement.  

The achievement is often personal financial gain but can also be non-financial in nature; 

such as other internal measures of achievement or even external achievement such as 

social change or social development.  The enterprise they control can range in size and 

design but is some type of business, organization, or other initiative.  The entrepreneur 

assumes risk when creating the enterprise by putting resources at risk (time, money, or 

other tangible or intangible resources) by investing them in the enterprise in anticipation 

of reaping reward in the future.  The enterprise facilitates the exchange between the 

entrepreneur and other social entities of goods or services that are controlled by the 

entrepreneur and demanded by other social entities.  Those social entities include 

individuals, businesses, associations, and institutions.   

There is also an element of innovation related to what entrepreneurs do (Kao 

2006).  The creation of the enterprise, the offerings, the way they are offered, or the 

circumstances in which they are offered is somehow innovative.  That means the 

entrepreneurial activity is not more of the same but is underpinned by innovation and 

newness (Shane and Venkataraman 2000).  This suggests that some entrepreneurial 

activity is more entrepreneurial than others by nature of the amount of uniqueness and 

newness displayed (Shane et al. 2000).  Justifiably, adding the innovation criteria to 

what entrepreneurs do shifts the focus from solely on the individual to a broader focus 

on the individual being part of a larger creative and transformational process of 

entrepreneurship (Shane at al. 2000).  It suggests that the individual is one of various 

elements that, along with other elements such as the innovation, creativity, and 

uniqueness, make an activity entrepreneurial.   

There is debate in the literature regarding who is and is not an entrepreneur, 

according to what it is they do.  Questions within this debate include “Can an individual 
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be considered a business owner without being considered an entrepreneur?” and “Can 

an individual engage in entrepreneurial activities within the constraints of traditional 

employment (without being in control of the enterprise)?”  The literature suggests the 

answer to both is yes (Cunningham et al. 1991; De Forest 1965).  However, we should 

not accept this answer without a deeper analysis.  First, yes, it can be argued that an 

individual can be a business owner without being an entrepreneur.  For example, it can 

be argued that a franchisee is not an entrepreneur because their business model and 

practices are not new and innovative but, instead, a replication of previously proven 

models and practices of the franchisor.  However, I do not agree that franchisees are not 

entrepreneurs.  I argue that a franchisee is an entrepreneur because they create and 

control a commercial enterprise and they are innovative.  Acts such as engaging in a 

new franchise ownership, finding methods of finance, and choosing a new location for 

the enterprise are all innovative.  I argue for application of a broad definition of 

innovation that encompasses these types of activities.  Another example, on a micro 

level, is an entrepreneur who buys a 20 pound bag of rice, divides the rice into more 

affordable one cup portions, and resells the rice to people who do not have the cash 

flow necessary to buy large bags of rice.  It can be argued that this activity is not 

entrepreneurial because there is no innovation involved in repackaging and reselling a 

staple good.  I also beg to differ here.  I argue that identifying a demand for small 

portions of rice and finding a new way to fill that demand is innovative.  In an even 

broader sense, finding new customers is often innovative.  Again, I argue that the 

concept of innovation should be broad and inclusive.    

The second question in the literature pertaining to who is and is not an 

entrepreneur, according to what they do, is "Can an individual engage in entrepreneurial 

activities within the constraints of traditional employment (without being in control of 

the enterprise)?”  It is necessary to consider this question when formulating a definition 

of entrepreneur because, depending on the answer, some people will be included and 

some excluded.  Yes, employees can act entrepreneurially.  However, a distinction must 

be made between an employee and an entrepreneur who controls a commercial 

enterprise.  Employees acting entrepreneurially (innovative, risk taking) should be 

considered intrepreneurs and not entrepreneurs because intrapreneurs do not control an 

enterprise but can function like an entrepreneur within the comforts and constraints of 

traditional employment (Cunningham et al. 1991; Parker 2011).  I take exception with 

considering employees as entrepreneurs because they lack the all-or-nothing risk that 
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often accompanies the ownership and control of a commercial enterprise.  The concept 

of the employee entrepreneur likely also lacks the independent control and decision 

making ability that is characteristic of the swerving and ducking done by entrepreneurs.  

Because of these differences, there is a distinction between entrepreneurs and 

innovative and risk-taking employee intrepreneurs.   

There is also debate in the literature about the nature of entrepreneurship within 

the context of the gig-economy.  Gig-economy labor platforms facilitate the purchase of 

labor from places and in ways that were not previously accessible to purchasers of labor 

prior to the efficiency and low cost of internet communication technologies. 

There are several points currently being debated in the literature related to this 

trend.  First, gig-economy trends bring jobs to places where they may not otherwise 

exist (Burtch, Carnaham, and Greenwood 2018).  This contributes to economic 

development and to lower unemployment.  For example, a North American employer 

can purchase the labor of Filipino workers for a fraction of the cost of North American 

labor.  The geographic location of the worker becomes less relevant to the transaction 

because of the availability and relatively low cost of internet communication 

technology.  However, simultaneously, this transaction takes jobs away from places 

where the employer would otherwise have to purchase labor (Graham, Hjorth, and 

Lehdonvirta 2017).  As in the example above, globally, new jobs are not created by the 

North American employer purchasing labor from the Philippines but it is just shifting 

the labor purchase from North America to the Philippines, taking employment 

opportunities away from the North American labor market. 

This type of employment arrangement is also notorious for creating precarious 

employment conditions for workers and situations where employees are exploited by 

employers (Graham et al. 2017).  By being able to shop his labor purchases around the 

world, the negotiating power of the employer far outweighs that of the worker (Graham 

et al. 2017).  Further, the nature of the 'self-employment' of the international labor as 

opposed to the worker being an 'employee' reduces the legal requirements usually 

afforded to a worker because labor laws do not typically apply to self-employed labor 

transactions.   

I question if this type of labor transaction should be considered 

entrepreneurship.  On the scale of innovativeness, this labor activity itself is barely 

innovative and the work itself is more akin to 'contract-employment' as opposed to 

'entrepreneurship.'  That is because the underlying labor activity itself lacks so many 
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elements that make something entrepreneurship such as, for example, innovativeness 

and the risking of a capital investment.  However, the way the labor services are 

marketed, sourced, and contracted is entrepreneurial.  That is, the mere idea of sourcing 

labor globally and facilitating the labor activity through ever-evolving technologies is 

certainly innovative and entrepreneurial. 

Considering what entrepreneurs do also requires considering their activity 

within the broader socio-economic context.  While Schumpeter (2011) focuses on the 

individual entrepreneur as he argues that due to the unique and innovative aspects of 

entrepreneurial behavior that not everyone can or will engage in it, but he does 

simultaneously stress the importance of placing the entrepreneurial activity within the 

context of the socio-economic system in which entrepreneurs act.  From this macro-

perspective, the new, innovative, risk-taking activity of entrepreneurs’ changes or 

disrupts the socio-economic structure in which they function (Schumpeter 2011).  

Schumpeter (2011) describes an economic system as a circular flow of activity that, 

without disruption, consists of movement of economic activity through the same 

established channels, year after year.  Without disruption, the channels and system 

remain relatively unchanged, with only small adjustments as the system continuously 

moves toward equilibrium (Schumpeter 2011).  It takes entrepreneurs, as agents of 

change, to introduce new and innovative activity that can cause change by disrupting 

the channels and the system (Schumpeter 2011; Schumpeter 1942 in Audretsch 2012).   

Due to this change and disruption to the surrounding socio-economic context 

initiated by entrepreneurs, entrepreneurial activity can benefit more than individual 

entrepreneurs.  Specifically, entrepreneurial activity can contribute to social and 

economic development.  Economic development occurs not when changes are forced 

from outside an economic system but when they arise from within by individuals who 

act entrepreneurially (Schumpeter 2011).  Economic development occurs by 

entrepreneurs introducing a new good or new quality of good, introducing a new 

method of production, opening a new market, finding a new source of supply, or by the 

new organization of an industry (Schumpeter 2011).  Schumpeter (2011) argues that 

"economic development is not a phenomenon to be explained economically, but that the 

economy, in itself without development, is dragged along by the changes in the 

surrounding world, that the causes and hence the explanation of the development must 

be sought outside the group of facts which are described by the economic 
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theory"(Schumpeter 2011: 63).  Without entrepreneurs, the status quo is maintained and 

development does not occur (Schumpeter 1942 in Audretsch 2012). 

Schumpeter (2011) also distinguishes between growth and development.  

Growth and wealth creation, he argues, can happen as a result of population growth and 

economic processing.  However, economic development requires the presence of the 

qualitative, new phenomenon that is introduced by disruptive entrepreneurial activity 

(Schumpeter 2011).  This disruption is how entrepreneurial activity contributes to 

economic and social development; by building value for the larger, surrounding society 

(Kao 2006; Schumpeter 2011).  Entrepreneurial activity can be a means of sustainably 

developing a local economy and society by creating new jobs for others, stimulating 

new spending, offering import substitutions, offering new goods and services and, in 

some cases, alleviating poverty (Servon and Bates 1998).  Entrepreneurial activity can 

also contribute to development by facilitating improvement of social conditions, 

offering general benefits derived from innovation (Acs, Desai, and Hessels 2008), 

providing benefits derived from innovative ways of using existing resources (DeForest 

1965), and empowering marginalized groups (Amin, Becker, and Bayes 1998).   

 

Now that I have considered who is an entrepreneur and what they do, it will be 

helpful in building the working definition of entrepreneur to consider what is their 

motivation for doing what they do.  That is, why do they do what they do?  As 

mentioned above, entrepreneurial activity is often motivated by the pursuit of personal 

financial gain.  However, there are a variety of motives for entering entrepreneurship, 

other than the pursuit of profit.   

There are, for example, those who are termed lifestyle entrepreneurs.  While 

lifestyle entrepreneurs likely are in pursuit of some financial gain such as earning a 

livelihood, there are other more important benefits they are trying to garner from 

entrepreneurship.  That is, lifestyle entrepreneurs are those who are not as concerned 

with maximizing profits as they are with other benefits of entrepreneurship such as 

living in a desired location, spending their time doing something they love to do, and 

enjoying the flexibility of their time that entrepreneurship can offer (Rowson and 

Lashley 2012).  The lifestyle entrepreneurs identified in Rowson et al.’s (2012) study 

are small inn owners in rural England.  While this unique subset of entrepreneurs has all 

the other characteristics of mainstream entrepreneurs, including acting innovatively and 

accepting risk, their primary motivation is not to maximize profits but to enjoy the other 
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benefits that owning a small inn offer.  These include working from home, meeting 

people, living in a picturesque environment, and having control over their own time. 

A hobbyist entrepreneur is another type of entrepreneur who is not primarily 

motivated by maximizing profits.  Instead, they are driven by a passion for the 

underlying good or service the business is sells.  They generally "start up a business out 

of a passion, cultivated in hobbies and leisure time, for the domain of their venture and 

product or service it provides" (Milanesi 2018, 423).  An example of a hobbyist 

entrepreneur is a baker, painter, sculptor, writer, or chef.  They start a business that 

allows them to turn their hobby into an income stream that allows them to spend most 

of their time doing the activity about which they are passionate.  It does not mean that 

these entrepreneurs do not need to also yield a livelihood from their business but it does 

mean that the ability to engage in the activity, about which they are passionate, is of 

greater importance than maximizing profits. 

 Social entrepreneurs are a type of entrepreneur who also are less concerned with 

maximizing profits than addressing the underlying goals of their business.  However, 

different than lifestyle entrepreneurs and hobbyist entrepreneurs, the benefits resulting 

from the efforts of a social entrepreneur are accrued by those other than the 

entrepreneur themselves.  Social entrepreneurs use proven strategies of entrepreneurship 

to create an entity who's goal it is to address a social problem or social cause.  That is, 

social entrepreneurs are "compassionate risk-takers with entrepreneurial mindsets who 

seek to address social issues in innovative ways" (Ghalwash, Tolba, and Ismail 2017: 

268). 

An example of a social enterprise is a community grocery store that is located in 

a neighborhood that would otherwise be a food desert.  The entrepreneur may or may 

not depend on the business for his livelihood but making fresh food available to a 

neighborhood that otherwise would not have it, is of greater importance to the social 

entrepreneur than maximizing profits. 

The common theme running through the various motivations of these different 

types of entrepreneurs is that individuals enter entrepreneurship in pursuit of financial 

or non-financial achievement that they anticipate can be yielded from entrepreneurial 

activity (Langan-Fox and Roth 1995).  It may be the sense of achievement and 

satisfaction anticipated as a result of succeeding as an entrepreneur, the ego pushing 

individuals to achieve, achievement of an elevated social status as an entrepreneur, 

achievement of a status of non-conformity with the norm of traditional employment, or 



 32 

the sense of achievement anticipated by the ability to control resources.  The 

commonality is the anticipation of achieving something through entrepreneurship that 

may not be achievable otherwise. 

  

2.4 Necessity-driven entrepreneurs 

 

Even if an individual's reason for entering entrepreneurship is financial, there are 

also other reasons underpinning the financial motivation.  These underpinning 

motivations range from wealth creation to mere physical survival.  The literature 

distinguishes between these two extremes by dichotomously categorizing entrepreneurs, 

based on their underlying drivers, as either opportunity-driven entrepreneurs or 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs (Block et al. 2010; Chrysostome 2010; Hinz et al. 1999; 

Williams 2009).  The literature distinguishes between the two by stating that 

opportunity-driven entrepreneurs engage in entrepreneurial activity by choice, to take 

advantage of a perceived opportunity, while necessity-driven entrepreneurs do so 

because other income generating options are not available or are unsatisfactory 

(Williams 2009).  The literature further states that, for necessity-driven entrepreneurs, 

engaging in entrepreneurial activity is often a matter of economic or physical survival 

(Hinz et al. 1999; Williams 2009).  This assumptively and inaccurately implies that the 

non-financial motives for entering entrepreneurship, such as need for achievement or 

creating a certain favorable lifestyle, are reserved for opportunity-driven entrepreneurs 

(Haugh et al. 2016; Zellweger et al. 2011).   

Table 2.1 illustrates the variety and variation of definitions that are used in 

extant literature to categorize entrepreneurs are either necessity-driven or 

opportunity-driven. 
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Table 2.1 - The Various Ways Entrepreneurs are Categorized in the Literature 

Necessity-driven Entrepreneurship Opportunity-driven 
Entrepreneurship 

 
Unemployed 
(Baptista et al. 2014; Brunjes and Diez 
2013) 
 

Experienced in business type 
(Brunjes and Diez 2013) 

Underemployed 
(Brunjes and Diez 2013) 
 

Pulled in to exploit opportunity 
(Williams et al. 2011) 

Insufficient income 
(Serviere 2010; Brunjes and Diez 2013) 
 

Left job voluntarily 
(Block et al. 2010) 

Pushed into entrepreneurship 
(Williams et al. 2011) 
 

Informant states opportunity-driven 
(Block et al. 2009) 

Options absent or unsatisfactory 
(Williams et al. 2011)    
 

Employed prior 
(Hinz et al. 1999) 

Left job involuntarily 
(Block et al. 2010) 
 

Engage in entrepreneurship by choice 
(Global Entrepreneurship monitor 
2017) 

Insufficient job opportunities 
(Serviere 2010) 
 

 

Internal dissatisfaction 
(Serviere 2010) 
 

 

Informant states necessity-driven 
(Block et al. 2009) 
 

 

Unemployed prior 
(Hinz et al. 1999) 
 

 

Entrepreneurship best but not most 
preferred 
(Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 
2017) 
 

 

 

There are problems, however, with this use of dichotomous categorization of 

entrepreneurs as either opportunity-driven or necessity-driven.  First, it is not 

appropriate to force all entrepreneurs into either the necessity or opportunity category.  

That is because researchers such as Williams et al. (2011) found that 35% of 

entrepreneurs participating in their study reported having mixed (necessity and 

opportunity) motives for entering entrepreneurship. Williams et al. (2011) 

subsequently argue that reasons for entering entrepreneurship cannot be 

dichotomously categorized as either opportunity or necessity because they are often 
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multiple and fluid.  Definitions of necessity-driven and opportunity-driven 

entrepreneurs should reflect this fluidity and variability.  For example, an individual 

may enter entrepreneurship out of a lack of acceptable alternatives but then identify 

an opportunity and exploit that opportunity as would an opportunity entrepreneur.  

Since this entrepreneur entered entrepreneurship as a necessity entrepreneur does 

that mean that they are forever a necessity entrepreneur?  I think not.  If it is 

necessary to categorize entrepreneurs as either opportunity- or necessity-driven, the 

categorization should be fluid and flexible to allow for accurate description of 

entrepreneurs according to their current circumstances. 

A further problem in the literature is the inconsistent, and sometimes 

arbitrary, range of definitions used to categorize opportunity-driven and necessity-

driven entrepreneurs.  This problematic tendency is seen, for example, in Block et 

al.’s (2009) distinction between necessity-driven and opportunity-driven entrepreneurs 

based only on the stated motivation of the entrepreneurs.  They ask research participants 

if they considered themselves a necessity-driven entrepreneur or an opportunity-driven 

entrepreneur, based on their circumstances prior to entering entrepreneurship (forced 

into entrepreneurship or entered entrepreneurship to pursue an opportunity).  By relying 

on only the entrepreneurs' interpretation of their entrepreneurial motivation, Block et al. 

(2009) fail to consider the broader socio-economic-political context and its role in the 

individual entering entrepreneurship.  Block et al. (2010) then use a different 

determinant in a subsequent study.  This time they consider how respondents left their 

previous jobs (Block et al. 2010).  If they left involuntarily, they considered them 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs; if they left voluntarily, they considered them 

opportunity-driven entrepreneurs.  This method of categorization is arbitrary and 

neglects to consider the obvious multifaceted motivations; such as an employee leaving 

their job involuntarily, being fully qualified and capable of obtaining a new job, but 

deciding to pursue an entrepreneurial opportunity instead.  Such methods of 

categorizing necessity-driven and opportunity-driven entrepreneurs are inconsistent and 

arbitrary.   

There are greater and more pressing arguments against dichotomously 

categorizing and labelling entrepreneurs.  As argued by Hechavarria et al. (2009), 

labelling an individual as a necessity entrepreneur is unnecessarily subjectifying that 

individual.  That is, defining them according to their assignment to an 'other-than' or 

'less-than' position as compared to 'real opportunity entrepreneurs.'  This could have the 
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negative result of the entrepreneurs thinking that their goals or possible success as an 

entrepreneur should be lowered to be in line with this 'less-than' categorization.  As an 

alternative to this dichotomous categorization, Hechavarria et al. (2009) argued that, if it 

is necessary to use these types of terms (as it is for this study), we should describe the 

entrepreneurial activity and circumstances surrounding the entrepreneur instead of 

labelling the individual.  They refer to the nature and circumstance of entrepreneurial 

activity as necessity-driven or opportunity-driven entrepreneurial activity.  You will 

notice that I employ this strategy throughout this study, referring to participants as 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs as opposed to necessity entrepreneurs.  That is my effort 

to describe the circumstances of social or economic disadvantage facing this subset of 

entrepreneurs without labelling and subjectifying the individual.  Labelling the activity 

instead of the individual is more accurate and, by its nature, as circumstances change so 

can the description of the entrepreneur.   

Further, the underlying motivation for entering entrepreneurship should be 

considered on a spectrum ranging from necessity-driven to opportunity-driven, not 

dichotomously either necessity-driven or opportunity-driven.  No entrepreneur is 

perfectly necessity-driven or opportunity-driven; but somewhere on the spectrum 

according to their immediate personal circumstances and socio-economic-political 

context.  Their necessity-driven or opportunity-driven motivations are subject to 

influence from time and context.  Coupled with this, it should be recognized that 

motivations are not singular and static but are multiple and fluid.  

 

2.5 Performance of necessity-driven entrepreneurs 

 

The literature suggests that necessity-driven entrepreneurs perform poorly when 

compared to their opportunity-driven counterparts when measured on profitability and 

longevity.  This is problematic in itself because of the previously discussed varied and 

inconsistent way that necessity-driven entrepreneurs are defined in the literature.  

However, Servon et al. (1998) conclude that if an entrepreneur was unemployed for a 

period of greater than 12 months prior to the entrepreneurial event (making them a 

necessity-driven entrepreneur), they are much more likely to fail.  Necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs are also likely to enter less profitable industries, earn less, and remain in 

business for shorter periods of time than opportunity-driven entrepreneurs (Block et al. 

2010).  Acs and Storey (2008) also found from their study of entrepreneurs within 11 
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national economies that opportunity-driven entrepreneurial activity has a positive 

significant effect on economic development while necessity-driven entrepreneurial 

activity has a neutral effect on economic development.   

There is speculation about the various reasons for this poor performance 

including lack of experience, lack of social capital, reduced opportunity costs, and a 

willingness by necessity entrepreneurs to accept less (Block et al. 2010).  Until now, the 

most common way of addressing the unknowns about why necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs perform poorly has been to keep necessity-driven entrepreneurs in a 

separate category, maintaining their distinct label, and creating a new benchmark for 

business based on survival instead of success (Chrysostome 2010).  By using different 

performance measures for necessity-driven entrepreneurs and lowering the threshold of 

success to survival instead of the measures used for all entrepreneurs, they are again 

being dismissed and their activity is being considered as 'less-than.'    

The discussion surrounding the performance of necessity-driven entrepreneurs 

also has another, less obvious and more rarely considered aspect.  That is, there appears 

to be an assumption that personal financial gain is the primary or sole goal and, 

subsequently, that using profitability as the primary measure of success is appropriate.  

While profit performance is the most popular dependent variable used in the literature 

when considering entrepreneurial success (Brush et al. 2008), it is presumptuous and 

likely inaccurate for researchers to assume all entrepreneurs have the same, primarily 

profit-driven, goals as the main or only reason they are in business.  On the contrary, 

Haugh et al. (2016) and Zellweger et al. (2011) argue that there are also many other 

equally valid, non-profit motives for engaging in entrepreneurship including, creating 

social change, empowering individuals, and a variety of other non-financial goals.  This 

needs to be considered when judging the 'success' and performance of necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs.  If we use profit alone, we may be measuring with the wrong scale and 

we will not know what scale to use until we ask entrepreneurs about their motivations. 

 

Having reviewed the literature pertaining to who are entrepreneurs, what 

they do, why they do what they do, the impact of their activity on themselves and 

the wider community, and the underpinning motivation for entering 

entrepreneurship, I can now offer the following definition of an entrepreneur;   
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An entrepreneur is an individual with personal characteristics that drive them and 

allow them to create and control an enterprise for the purpose of financial or non-

financial achievement.  They have the ability to envision an innovative process (in the 

broadest terms) outside themselves, the willingness to accept the associated risk, the 

ability to formulate a plan to create that process, and the perseverance to take action.  

Their actions are out of the ordinary, they disrupt the status quo through the process of 

creating something new, and their activity has the potential to benefit them as well as 

others.  Their underpinning motivation for acting is multiple and fluid and varies from 

purely opportunity-driven to purely necessity-driven. 

 

 This definition of entrepreneur was used to bind the study.  That is, it was used 

as a criterion for the selection of the literature used to inform the study, used as one of 

the criteria to qualify participants to be involved in the study, and it was used as one of 

the criteria to determine to whom the findings and propositions developed in the study 

apply.   

   

2.6 Possible future selves 

 

The focus of this study is how culture impacts what entrepreneurs view as 

possible to achieve through entrepreneurship.  As such, the theory of possible selves 

was one of the theories used to theoretically inform and frame the inquiry.  An 

individual's possible future selves are based on perceived self-knowledge of their future 

potential, both positive and negative (Markus et al. 1986; Dunkel et al. 2006; Farmer et 

al. 2009).  Notions of possible selves can range on a spectrum from dreams of what an 

individual might become to fears of what they are afraid of becoming (Markus et al. 

1986).  Markus et al. argue that "an individual's repertoire of possible selves can be 

viewed as the cognitive manifestation of enduring goals, aspirations, motives, fears, and 

threats" (1986: 954).  Examples of possible selves hoped for may include a self who is a 

top student, a successful athlete, a respected member of the community, or a loved 

parent.  Possible selves feared may include a drug addict, a convicted criminal, a 

university drop-out, or a shamed executive. 

An individual's possible selves "derive from representations of the self in the 

past and they include representations of the self in the future - they are different and 

separable from the current or now selves, yet they are intimately connected to them" 
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(Markus et al. 1986: 954).  The now self is best considered through the lens of theories 

of self-concept and identity.  The theory of possible self is a natural extension of these 

theories of self-concept and identity (Markus et al. 1986).  Self-concept is a system of 

cognitive theories or schemas about one's self that provides structure to an 

individual's experiences (Markus et al. 1986; Dunkel et al. 2006) and identity refers to 

the characteristics that determine who a person is (OED Online 2016).  Extending these 

theories, it is the future thinking component of possible selves that distinguishes it from 

self-concept and identity.  It is an inevitable extension because "the self as an organizer 

of behavior is always anticipating, always oriented to the future" (Lindesmith and 

Strauss 1956; Stryker 1980).  Possible selves are views of the future based on a 

complex weave of what one was in the past, is in the present, and fears or hopes to be in 

the future.  

As illustrated in Table 2.2, a series of authors dating back to 1910 have used 

concepts related to possible future selves.  Regardless of the specific terminology, the 

common thread running through all of these is the "focus on the self-knowledge that 

accompanies an individual's goals, fears, and threats" (Markus et al. 1986: 955).   
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Table 2.2 - Theory of Possible Selves Over Time 

Author Self-concept in the Context of the Future 
James 1910 in Markus et 
al. 1986 

"potential social me", "immediate present me", and 
"me of the past". 
 

Freud 1925 in Markus et 
al. 1986 
 

"ego ideal" 
 

Horney 1950 in Markus et 
al. 1986 
 

"idealized self" 
 

Rogers 1951in Markus et 
al. 1986 
 

"ideal self", "how I should be" 
 

Gordon 1968 in Markus et 
al. 1986 

"retrospective, current, and prospective elements of 
the self" 
 

Schutz 1964 in Markus et 
al. 1986 

"tenses of self, noting the difference between the 
present tense and the future present tense" 
 

Levinson 1978 in Markus 
et al. 1986 
 

"the imagined possibilities of the self" 
 

(Markus et al. 1986: 956) 
 

 

As previously mentioned, possible future selves can be both positive and 

negative.  Positive possible selves are liberating because they foster hope for the future 

(Markus et al. 1986).  Positive possible future selves may include such selves as 

successful self, healthy self, or wealthy self.  They reinforce the visions of how positive 

the future could be.  To the contrary, negative possible future selves can invoke fear and 

limit the vision of the future.  Negative possible selves "can be powerfully imprisoning 

because their associated affect and expectations may stifle attempts to change or 

develop" (Markus et al. 1986: 963).  It is difficult for an individual to work toward a 

possible future self that they do believe is achievable; this is how possible selves 

influence behavior (this will be discussed in more detail below).  For example, it would 

be difficult for an undergraduate student to strive academically in pre-med if they do not 

see a possible future physician self.   

Possible future selves can sometimes be distorted by the individual.  Sometimes 

individuals are "particularly sensitive to their successes and positive out comes while at 

the same time forgetting or failing to attend to their failures, they are seen as distorting 

or as conveniently revising social reality" (Markus et al. 1986: 963).  Selectively 

focusing on positive experiences without simultaneously acknowledging experiences 
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that were less than positive can inflate possible selves in the absence of a foundation for 

that success.  On the contrary, individuals can distort their view of possible selves by 

focusing too much on negative experiences without balancing them with the positive 

ones.  Markus et al. (1986) illustrate this point by saying that "individuals who view 

themselves as stupid and incompetent in the face of notable intellectual achievements 

are accused of irrational thinking" (Markus et al. 1986: 963).  A realistic view of 

possible future selves that takes into account a balanced and complete inventory of 

experiences is necessary in order to have rational possible future selves. 

Possible selves have consequences for an individual's motivation and behavior 

(Hamman et al. 2010: Markus et al. 1986) through "a systematic and pervasive 

influence on how information about the self is processed" (Markus et al. 1986: 955).  

That is, possible future selves are filters through which current and past life experiences 

are sifted and they provide a context of possibilities for life events by influencing the 

degree of importance ascribed to life events (Markus et al. 1986; Dunkel et al. 2006).  

Markus et al. (1986) illustrate this point with an example.  They argue that an 

undergraduate university student that has a possible self that is a physician, will assign a 

different interpretation to receiving a failing grade in biology than will an individual 

who does not have a possible physician self.  The undergraduate student is filtering the 

failing biology life experience through their possible physician self.  Because of the 

potential negative consequences and impact on the possible physician self, failing 

biology will be interpreted as a much more significant event to them than it will to the 

student who does not have a possible physician self.  

Possible future selves also serve as motivation to the individual (Markus et al. 

1986; Dunkel et al. 2006).  Markus et al. (1986) argue that "self-knowledge of what is 

possible for them to achieve is motivation as it is particularized and individualized; 

it serves to frame behavior, and to guide its course" (955).  Individuals will act in 

ways that are consistent with achieving desired possible future selves and avoiding their 

negative possible future selves (Cross and Markus 1991).  From the example above, for 

the undergraduate student who has self-knowledge that being a physician is a possible 

future self, it will serve as motivation to get better grades in biology.  

Even if two individuals share similar past and present selves, the unique 

perception and interpretation of those selves result in individualized possible future 

selves.  However, despite the individualized tendency, possible selves are distinctly 

social because "many of the comparisons in which the individual's own thoughts, 



 41 

feelings, characteristics, and behaviors have been contrasted to those of salient others.  

What others are now, I could become" (Markus et al. 1986: 954).  The individuation of 

possible selves is influenced by the social interactions witnessed and experienced.  

Markus et al. (1986) argue that possible selves "may be quite responsive to change in 

the environment" (964) and "they are quite likely to change, often quite 

dramatically" (Markus et al. 1986: 959).  Even though the individual is free to create 

any possible future self, "the pool of possible selves derives from the categories 

made salient by the individual's particular sociocultural and historical context and 

from the models, images, and symbols provided by the media and by the 

individual's immediate social experiences" (Markus et al. 1986: 954).   

Finally, individuals will also recognize what is and is not possible within their 

social environment and this influences individuals' view of what may be possible for 

them in the future.  Possible future selves represent "an individual's persistent hopes and 

fears and indicate what could be realized given appropriate social conditions" (Markus 

et al. 1986: 965).  So, as a result, possible future selves are a combination of the 

"inventive and constructive nature of the self but they also reflect the extent to which 

the self is socially determined and constrained (Meyer 1985; Stryker 1980)" 

(Markus et al. 1986: 954).  When social conditions change or an individual changes 

their social context, it can have an influence on views of possible future selves.  

 

2.7 Entrepreneurial ecology  

 

As discussed above, possible future selves do not exist in isolation but within the 

surrounding socio-economic-political context.  Specifically, in the case of possible 

future entrepreneur selves, they exist within the context of the surrounding 

entrepreneurial ecology.  As discussed in Chapter One, the study of the entrepreneurial 

ecology, the sum of the conditions in which entrepreneurs function, is concerned with 

the structure created for entrepreneurial activity and how it contributes to or deters from 

the volume and success of entrepreneurial ventures (Spigel 2017; Griffiths, Gundry, 

Kuckul, and Fernandez 2009).  Also discussed in Chapter One, within the 

entrepreneurial ecology as opposed to the entrepreneurial environment, there is an 

interdependent relationship between components and that a change in any one variable 

necessarily “implies change in each of the others” (Micklin et al. 1998: 54).  After 

discussing the entrepreneurial ecology theory (structure), and specifically the cultural 
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component, I will consider the intersection of culture with the theory of possible future 

selves (agency) within the wider theoretical discussion of the impact of structure and 

agency on individual behavior.   

There are numerous attempts in the literature to formalize the entrepreneurial 

ecology concept within a framework.  Most recently, Mack et al. (2016) proposed the 

use of a framework including six components; culture, formal institutions, 

infrastructure and amenities, information technology, melting pot, and demand.  

Spigel (2017) proposed the use of a framework including three attributes with 

subthemes within each attribute; cultural attributes (supportive culture, histories of 

entrepreneurship), social attributes (worker talent, investment capital, networks, 

mentors and role models), and material attributes (policy and governance, universities, 

support services, physical infrastructure, open markets) (Spegil 2015).  Busenitz et al. 

(2003), citing Amit, Glosten, and Muller 1993, Shane et al. 2000, and Venkataraman 

1997, proposed a framework for understanding this ecology that includes three 

components; institutions, opportunities, and individuals (Busenitz et al. 2003; Fortunato 

2011).  Where the three fields overlap, the conditions for entrepreneurship are created. 

As discussed in the Introduction Chapter, I am choosing to use a modified 

version of the entrepreneurial ecology framework of Busenitz et al. (2003) for two 

reasons.  First, although Mack et al. (2016) and Spigel (2017) acknowledge that all the 

components of the ecology interact, I feel that Busenitz et al. (2003) and Fortunato 

(2011) place greater and necessary emphasis on the interaction between components 

and, more specifically, the compounding, and negating aspects of the ecology and the 

necessary change in one component in response to any change in the others.  I will talk 

more about the nexuses between components shortly.  Second, Busenitz et al. (2003) 

assert there are main components of the ecology but they remain relatively silent, and 

thereby flexible, on the specific influences within each component.  This more flexible 

and fluid approach by Busenitz et al. (2003) allows for unique application of the model 

within various diverse contexts.  

 The following Figure 2.3 is a visual representation of my entrepreneurial 

ecology model, adapted from that of Busenitz et al. (2003); 
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Figure 2.3 - The Entrepreneurial Ecology Model

 
 

(Adapted from Busenitz et al. 2003; Fortunato 2011) 

  

I will discuss each of the individual, culture, and institutions components 

individually before commenting on the nexus, where the three overlap. 

 

2.8 Entrepreneurial ecology: Individuals 

 

The first component of the entrepreneurial ecology is the individual component.  

My discussion of this component is an extension of the definition of entrepreneur that I 

formulated above, including what it is they do and why they do it.  The individual 

component of the entrepreneurial ecology is concerned with the things pertaining to 

who is an entrepreneur and how they function.  Those are the characteristics, 

motivations, and activities of individual entrepreneurs within the ecology (Busenitz et 

al. 2003).  As discussed above, the literature is littered with studies on the psychological 

characteristics of entrepreneurs.  The literature tells us that typical entrepreneurs are 

likely to have a well-developed ego, to be generally self-confident, have an internal 

locus of control, are detail-oriented, have high levels of energy, and above average 

intelligence (Cunningham et al. 1991; Yarzebinski 1992; Zapalska and Zapalska1999; 

Zafirovski 1999).  They are also likely to have the propensity to accept at least a 

moderate amount of risk (Eisenhauer 1995).  Eisenhauer (1995) also argues aversion to 

risk is likely to decline as the achievement, or likely achievement, of high returns 

increases.  Zafirovski (1999) suggests that the psychological predisposition or desire to 

Individuals	
and	Teams	of	
Individuals

CultureInstitutions



 44 

become an entrepreneur is often more of a driving force than the potential for economic 

benefit alone.  It is important to recognize that this body of literature pertaining to the 

characteristics of entrepreneurs is both culturally relative and context specific.  That is, 

like the other components of the entrepreneurial ecology, the individual component 

must be considered within the context of the rest of the ecology.  The role of context 

explains why the same individual may view entrepreneurship as a viable option within 

one cultural setting and not within another (Thomas and Mueller 2000).   

 

2.9 Entrepreneurial ecology: Government policy, banks, and NGOs  

 

The second component of the entrepreneurial ecology is the institutions 

component.  This component encompasses the impact of formal institutions or formal 

structural mechanisms on the modes of organizing entrepreneurial activity (Busenitz et 

al. 2003).  This includes the political, economic, and legal structures within which 

entrepreneurs function (Williams and Vorley 2015).  It is essential to have a strong 

understanding of the impact of this structure on entrepreneurial activity because it plays 

such a dominating role in the ecology, for the most part, because it includes government 

and banks who play significant roles in the business process.  Since the participants in 

this study are all functioning within the same institutional context, on one level, it is 

assumed that the impact of the institutional component will be constant across all 

participants.  On another level though, the impacts of this structure are not evenly felt 

by individual entrepreneurs.  For example, in some contexts, institutional rules and 

rigidity impact female entrepreneurs more significantly than male entrepreneurs (Estrin 

and Mickiewicz 2011).  So, if the influence is the same (institutions) but the outcome 

varies by individual, the way individuals interpret and experience the impact is what is 

unique.  Regardless of these variations, it has been demonstrated that the institutional 

structure of the ecology impacts heavily on all entrepreneurs’ activities.   

The institutional component of the entrepreneurial ecology is comprised of 

structures such as government regulations, banking systems, non-government 

institutions, and other institutions (Busenitz et al. 2003).  These institutions influence 

the decisions entrepreneurs make and influence their perception of the existence of 

opportunities (Acs et al. 2008).  If entrepreneurs want to function within an ecology, 

they, and the organizations they create, must adapt to the rules and regulations put forth 

by institutions (Acs et al. 2008).  Following is a detailed discussion of the three primary 
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types of formal institutions that create the structure of the institutional component of the 

entrepreneurial ecology; governments, banks, and NGOs.  

  It is widely accepted that government policy should encourage and support 

entrepreneurs as a means of economic development (Bates 1995) because doing so 

strengthens, develops, and grows local economies and makes them more resilient to 

external shocks such as regional or national economic decline (Williams and Vorley 

2014).  It is also widely accepted that "the actions of government and its policies are a 

key influence on the external environment in which entrepreneurship takes place (in 

some cases constraining it, in others facilitating it)" (Smallbone 2016: 201).  

However, there is variation in the literature as to what kinds of entrepreneurship 

policy governments can employ to encourage and support entrepreneurs.  This variation 

ranges from a narrowly defined policy that specifically targets entrepreneurship 

(Lundstrom and Stevenson 2006), to a more broadly defined policy that does not 

specifically target entrepreneurship but that does so indirectly (Smallbone and Welter 

2001).  More narrowly focused government policy that impacts entrepreneurial activity, 

as indicated by Lundstrom et al. (2006), includes promoting a favorable attitude toward 

entrepreneurship, promoting and supporting entrepreneurship education, making it easy 

for entrepreneurs to launch, providing start-up supports, and customizing 

entrepreneurship encouragement and support for traditionally marginalized groups (ie., 

immigrants, women, youth, seniors). 

However, that is not where government policy stops impacting entrepreneurial 

activity.  The broader definition of how government policy impacts entrepreneurial 

activity, as offered by Smallbone et al. (2001), includes broader government policies 

that may not specifically target entrepreneurship but still have a distinct impact on 

entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship.  These may include general business taxation 

policy, import / export policy, and labor laws that, while they may not specifically 

target entrepreneurship, still have a distinct impact on the environment in which 

entrepreneurs function and impact the volume and quality of entrepreneurial activity. 

Specifically, there are three primary ways that government policy directly and 

indirectly influences entrepreneurial activity; supporting entrepreneurs (direct and 

indirect policy), business registration (indirect policy), and taxation and reporting 

(indirect policy) (Bates 1995; Kamleitner, Korunka, and Kirchler 2012; Gill and Biger 

2012).   
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First, governments can impact entrepreneurial activity through policy and 

programs designed to directly encourage and support entrepreneurs (Bates 1995).  There 

are many ways that governments can support entrepreneurs including offering business 

financing, offering consulting and advisory services, operating incubation services, and 

instituting policies that are favorable to entrepreneurial activity.  These initiatives have 

the potential to create jobs, encourage and support innovation, and increase 

productivity, leading to greater global competitiveness.  In some instances, government 

support of entrepreneurs can also be an exit route from poverty for entrepreneurs and 

their employees (Servon et al. 1998).   

Government policy also has the potential to directly impact entrepreneurial 

activity by encouraging and supporting entrepreneurship education.  There are a variety 

of ways that entrepreneurship is currently being taught in secondary and post-secondary 

arenas.  The most general method of teaching entrepreneurship is simply the process of 

trying to convince students that entrepreneurship is a real career option for them 

(Coltette 2013).  More specific entrepreneurial education includes instruction on 

entrepreneurial thinking by trying to instill skills such as problem-solving, opportunity 

identification, and innovative thinking (Coltette 2013).  Most directly, entrepreneurship 

curriculum can include the training on specific skills necessary to start, grow, and run a 

business including such things as writing a business plan, managing finances, 

marketing, and managing human resources (Coltette 2013). 

However, not all of the literature is supportive of government supporting 

entrepreneurs.  For example, Brockett (1992) is critical of government support of 

entrepreneurs and argues that it is not appropriate for government to intervene in the 

free market in which entrepreneurs function. 

Second, government can indirectly impact entrepreneurship through its more 

general commercial and industrial policy.  One such policy is a government’s business 

registration policy. While not written to specifically impact only entrepreneurs, such 

policy does impact the entrepreneurial ecology in which entrepreneurs function.  

Government policy dictates how easy or difficult it is for an entrepreneur to formally 

register a business.  If the registration structure is too rigid, bureaucratically 

burdensome, or inefficient, business registration may not be accessible to entrepreneurs 

(Morris and Pitt 1995).  Ritter (1998) refers to obstacles presented by bureaucratic 

rigidity and inefficiency, coupled with public policies that directly or indirectly 

discourage entrepreneurial activity, as the lack of an enabling ecology.  If business 
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registration is not possible, entrepreneurs are forced to either abandon their 

entrepreneurial aspirations or function, unregistered, within the informal economy.  

There are a multitude of disadvantages associated with entrepreneurs being forced into 

the informal economy including lack of recognition, diminished ability to finance their 

business, and the risk of prosecution for evading registration and reporting (Kamleitner 

et al. 2012).  Well-informed governments know the importance of policy that makes it 

easy for entrepreneurs to be able to register their businesses and actively attempt to 

lower barriers by lessening restrictions, difficulty, and rigidity of formal registration 

(Kamleitner et al. 2012).   

Other such policies that can indirectly impact entrepreneurship are more general 

industrial policies aimed at business in general, and not specifically entrepreneurs.  This 

would include, for example, policies aimed at cluster development.  Cluster 

development is an economic development practice that promotes and encourages the 

physical locating of multiple enterprises from a particular industry in a common 

location (Centonze 2010).  The benefits of cluster development are two-fold.  First, 

cluster development can contribute to local economic development by encouraging 

competition between firms located within the cluster (Porter 1998).  That is, the 

physical and visual presence of rival firms within the cluster can encourage firms to 

strive to be the best in the cluster.  Second, cluster development encourages vertical 

integration of firms within the cluster (Porter 1998).  For example, within a wine 

producing cluster, there will be opportunities for bottle manufacturers and shipping 

companies to vertically integrate with wine producers (Centonze 2010).  Cluster 

development policy and practice is not designed to impact only entrepreneurs but all 

types of firms, including multinational corporations.  However, local entrepreneurs 

having access to clusters does open new doors by facilitating access to competing and 

complementing firms that they may not have had if it were not for the presence of the 

cluster.   

Finally, business taxation and reporting policies are another mechanism through 

which government influences the state of the entrepreneurial ecology.  If tax policies are 

too complex or burdensome they can have a negative effect on the entrepreneurial 

ecology by forcing entrepreneurs to operate in non-compliance with tax laws (Gill and 

Biger 2012).  For entrepreneurs to comply with tax laws, they must first be able to 

understand their reporting responsibilities and, second, they must be able to comply 

with those reporting and payment responsibilities (Kamleitner et al. 2012).  Many 
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jurisdictions recognize the burden associated with understanding and paying tax and 

have taken steps to reduce the burden by streamlining compliance processes and 

lowering rates of taxation for small businesses in an effort to improve circumstances for 

entrepreneurs (Kamleitner et al. 2012).  

 The second type of institution that influences the state of the entrepreneurial 

ecology is commercial banks.  They play the role of gatekeeper for entry into the 

entrepreneurial ecology.  That is because banks are the obvious, and sometimes only, 

place where entrepreneurs can seek financing for their business.  However, 

entrepreneurs are often blocked by banks’ rigid requirements, bureaucratic processes, 

and risk aversion (Gill and Biger 2012).  For example, Gill and Biger (2012) argue that 

there is a relationship between availability of small business financing and small 

business growth and that a lack of small business financing options for entrepreneurs is 

a barrier they commonly face.  They identify this negative circumstance in developed 

countries such as Canada and also in other regions of the world, such as Africa (Gill and 

Biger 2012).  When borrowing from banks is out of the reach of entrepreneurs, they 

must turn to other sources such as family or other organizations to try to fill the need 

(Gill and Biger 2012). 

It is often the case that non-government organizations (NGOs) try to support 

entrepreneurs when they recognize the benefits of entrepreneurship but also recognize 

the barriers that entrepreneurs face, such as not being able to access bank loans or not 

understanding taxation regulations.  They do this by offering services to help 

entrepreneurs clear these hurdles.  This may include consulting and advising services to 

those entrepreneurs who may not be able to access such services in the marketplace.  

They may also include support and guidance with the formal registration process or 

lending to those entrepreneurs who are not able to access financing though traditional 

means.  NGOs are often willing to accept more entrepreneurial risk than profit-

motivated banks or publicly accountable governments as NGOs often have a broader 

social agenda such as creating employment or alleviating poverty.   

 

2.10 Entrepreneurial ecology: Culture 

 

The third component of the entrepreneurial ecology is culture.  This component, 

and its intersection with possible future selves, is the focus of this study.  In the context 

of entrepreneurship, culture is the social influence on entrepreneurship that supports and 
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/ or deters the identification, creation, and exploitation of entrepreneurial opportunities 

(Busenitz et al. 2003).  The informal institution of culture may explain why within the 

same formal institutional context there are locational differences.  Williams et al. (2015) 

argue that formal institutional structure (political, economic, legal structure) is 

insufficient alone to explain differences in entrepreneurship between various locations.  

They argue that "socio-cultural values shape the societal response to and social rewards 

to entrepreneurial behaviors that can either promote or inhibit entrepreneurial activity" 

(Williams et al. 2015: 841) and that "awareness, information and knowledge are 

important precursory factors in launching a venture, and social norms such as the degree 

to which a society respects entrepreneurs will affect individual entrepreneurial 

motivation" (Busenitz et al. 2000; Valdez and Richardson 2013 in Williams et al. 2015: 

841).  As such, research on culture and entrepreneurship is concerned with the analysis 

of how cultural conditions do or do not encourage and support entrepreneurial activity.  

The findings of such research can be used to try to manipulate social conditions to 

replicate those that are known to encourage entrepreneurship.     

As introduced in Chapter One, culture is a group's way of life, way of thinking, 

feeling and behaving created by the organizing of thoughts and behaviors into 

meaningful schemes and systems (Friedman 1994; Geertz 1993; Jeanquart-Barone et al. 

1999; Hays 1994 ).  Culture is a group's systems of relations (Friedman 1994) and 

shared organization of ideas, morals, and standards (LeVine 1984).  Kluckhohn (1949; 

in Geertz 1993: 4) defines culture as;  

"the total way of life of a people, the social legacy the individual acquires 
from his group, a way of thinking / feeling / believing, an abstraction from 
behaviour, a theory on the part of the anthropologist about the way in which 
a group of people in fact behave, a storehouse of pooled learning, a set of 
standardized orientations to recurrent problems, learned behaviour, a set of 
techniques for adjusting both to the external environment and to other 
[people], and a precipitate of history."   

 

Hays (1994: 65) describes culture as; 

"systems of meaning…including not only the beliefs and values of social 
groups, but also their language, forms of knowledge, and common sense, as 
well as the material products, interactional practices, rituals, and ways of life 
established by these." 
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What Kluckhohn and Hays are arguing is that culture represents the attitudinal and 

behavioral norms of a group.  It is the collective thoughts, attitudes, and beliefs of how 

things should be thought of and how things should be done.   

Culture is also relative as every culture is unique, relative to other cultures, and 

every culture has “to be understood in its own terms" (Friedman 1994: 69).  It is 

through comparing cultures that unique attributes are illuminated.  For example, to say 

that a culture is individualistic-centric is difficult without comparing it to other cultures.  

The tendency of a culture toward individualism is more of a relative concept that an 

absolute concept.  The degree of individualism or collectivism is illuminated when 

comparisons are made with other individualistic- and collectivist-centric cultures.  

Culture is not static but is fluid and changes over time and space.  Lowell 

emphasizes this point by suggesting that "any attempt to encompass the meaning of 

culture in words is 'like trying to seize the air in the hand, when one finds that it is 

everywhere except within one's grasp'" (Lowell 1934 in Chui 2014: 3).  Early, narrow-

thinking research on culture did not appreciate its fluidity and abstractness but, instead, 

considered the more static, demonstrable, demographic-like characteristics of culture 

such as race and class (Friedman 1994).  Examples include black culture, white culture, 

Hispanic culture, rural culture, or urban culture.  In these instances, the commonality 

that bounds individuals is substantive, often physical in nature.  Such thinking ignores 

the more important, subtle, and abstract characteristics of culture such as beliefs, ways 

of life, and ways of thinking, feeling and behaving (Friedman 1994; Geertz 1993; 

Jeanquart-Barone et al. 1999).     

 As will be discussed in the Findings and Discussion Chapter, it became 

necessary within this study to distinguish between the micro- and macro-levels of 

culture.  The micro-level of culture is the collective thoughts, attitudes, beliefs, and 

behaviors of individuals such as surrounding family, friends, and community members 

(Friedman 1994; Geertz 1993; Jeanquart-Barone et al. 1999).  The macro-level of 

culture is the wider cultural environment such as national culture that is influenced by 

regional, ethnic, linguistic, and religious subcultures and countercultures (McSweeney 

2002; Jenks 2004). 

 The cultural component and institutions component of the entrepreneurial 

ecology, together, impact individual entrepreneurs as well as the conditions for 

entrepreneurs.  These two components, together, "define the 'rules of the game' and 

affect whether or not individuals elect to pursue entrepreneurial activity.  Where 
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institutions are weak, or poorly devised, they can hamper growth and become 

detrimental to enterprise culture" (Williams et al. 2015: 857). 

 

2.11 How individuals learn about culture through cultural transmissions and the 

impact of these transmissions on individual behavior 

 

Culture perpetuates itself as individuals learn about their culture from those 

around them (Geertz 1993) "through everyday social interaction" (Williams et al. 2015: 

841).  Culture is communicated to individuals through a process of cultural transmission 

(Litina, Moriconi, and Zanaj 2016; Taylor and Thoth 2011).  Cultural transmission is, 

the process through which a group's attitudes, beliefs, norms, accepted behaviors, and 

values are communicated to and taught to others within the group (Taylor et al. 2011).  

This transmission takes place as individuals perceive and interpret signals that are 

transmitted from culture.  The signals are overt, subtle, or even unstated - they are the 

words, actions, attitudes, and behaviors of the group (Geertz 1993).  

In order for individuals to learn from the group, two things have to take place.  

First, individuals must perceive signals from culture.  To perceive means to "become 

aware or conscious of (something)" (OED Online 2016).  That is, they must take notice, 

either consciously or subconsciously, of what the culture is transmitting.  Second, after 

perceiving signals, the individual has to interpret what the signals mean and the 

implications of the signals.  Interpretation is the process of attempting to understand 

what is perceived, its significance, and the social rules prompting the actions 

(Rosenberg 2007; Sayer 1999; Turner 1996). 

At the micro-level of culture, individuals learn about their culture from the 

group (Geertz 1993).  At this level, signals are in the form of the words, actions, 

gestures, attitudes, and behaviors of surrounding family, friends, and other community 

members (Geertz 1993).  At the macro-level these signals are transmitted from more 

formal influences such as a common language, mass media, education system, political 

system, and common symbols (Hofstede 1997).   

These signals from culture create a social pressure that contributes to the 

creation and maintenance of a culture by encouraging conformity to cultural norms and 

social integration through the commonality and consolidation of social experiences.  

That is, signals encourage the maintenance of common ways of thinking, feeling, 

acting, and viewing the world. 
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More specifically, transmissions from culture work to encourage conformity to 

the culture's common values.  Values are an individual's underlying beliefs pertaining to 

what is right, what is wrong, and what is and is not important (Bates, Chen, and Hatcher 

2002).  Hofstede (1980: 19) defines values as a “broad tendency to prefer certain states 

of affairs over others."  He further explains that values are "a conception, explicit or 

implicit, distinctive of an individual or characteristic of a group, of the desirable, which 

influences the selection from available modes, means and ends of actions" (Hofstede 

1980: 19).  Values strongly influence individual and collective behavior, are enduring, 

and are more powerful than attitudes (Gamble and Gibson 2001).  In contrast to values, 

“attitudes address how individuals feel about a specific situation, condition, or event 

which predisposes them to respond in some manner (Rokeach 1972) but values are 

more deeply rooted than attitudes and are more permanent and enduring (Gahan and 

Abeysekera 2009).   

These values guide individual preferences and thus their choices (Litina, 

Moriconi, and Zanaj 2016).  Values shape individuals' choices of how to behave (Dietz, 

Fitzgerald, & Shwom, 2005; Steg and de Groot, 2012)" (Litina, Moriconi, and Zanaj 

2016).  Individuals turn to their values when faced with difficult choices and tend to 

choose in accordance with their culturally-influenced values (Litina, Moriconi, and 

Zanaj 2016; Dietz et al. 2005).  This is how culture influences entrepreneurial behavior 

(Busenitz et al. 2003).  For example, if an individual is trying to decide if they will act 

on their entrepreneurial desires, they will look to their culturally-influenced values for 

assistance in making that decision.  If, for example, risk-aversion is a value they have 

formed as a result of pressure from their culture, they may decide against 

entrepreneurship in favor of a work choice that is more aligned with their value of risk 

aversion.  

Hambrick and Brandon (1998 in Gamble et al. 2001) identify six value 

dimensions from the work on values from England (1967); Allport, Vernon, and 

Lindzey (1970); Rokeach (1973); and Hofstede (1980).  They are collectivism (having 

regard for others), duty (obligation and loyalty), materialism (wealth and possessions), 

novelty (change, newness, and difference), power (control of others), and rationality 

(emotion-free decisions).  Each of these value dimensions relates to an area of 

consideration for the preference of one state of affairs over another.  For example, the 

varying degree of collectivism relates to preferences of an individual or group related to 

how others are regarded, inward or outward thinking, and the placement of individual 
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needs over those of the group.  If each of these value dimensions is considered on a 

spectrum, an individual's values, that is their preference for one state of affairs over 

another, will cause them to fall somewhere on the spectrum of each value.  The 

complex, overlapping sum of where an individual falls on each of these spectrums 

constitutes an individual's value system.  That value system influences how aspiring 

entrepreneurs interpret what might be possible for them as an entrepreneur. 

 

2.12 Culture and the intersection of structure and agency  

 

As this study is concerned with the impact of culture on entrepreneurial beliefs, 

aspirations, and behavior, it was necessary to situate the study within the broader 

discussion about the influence of both agency and structure on individual thinking and 

resulting behavior.  This was necessary because the examination of the intersection of 

individual entrepreneurs’ possible future selves and their culture is, simultaneously, the 

examination of how social structure and individual agency can individually and 

collectively impact beliefs and resulting behavior.    

Social structure is "patterns of action that define collectives" (Berger 1991: 5) and 

"resilient patterns that order life" (Hays 1994: 57).  Culture, itself, is not social structure 

but culture is part of social structure (Hays 1994).  That is, culture is a part of the 

patterns that order life.  Hays argues that "social structure consists of two central, 

interconnected elements: systems of social relations and systems of meaning" (1994: 

65).  The system of meanings to which Hays is referring is culture and it is a part of 

social structure, the other parts being formal institutions and other structural elements.  

Hays describes the relationship between culture and structure and agency as culture 

being 'a' social structure, or as part of the total social structure, by arguing that; 

"Culture must be understood as a social structure if the term is to be 
consistently applied. Culture is a social, durable, layered pattern of cognitive 
and normative systems that are at once material and ideal, objective and 
subjective, embodied in artifacts and embedded in behavior, passed about in 
interaction, internalized in personalities, and externalized in institutions" ( 
1994: 65). 

 

Structure initiated actions are ones in which individuals are prompted to act, or to act in 

a certain way, as a result of influence from the social structure (Archer 1995).  

Alternatively, agency initiated actions are actions self-determined by the individual, 

without influence from the surrounding social structure (Archer 1995).  However, 
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caution is needed with this dichotomous conceptualization of how structure or agency 

influence individual behavior.  That is, caution is needed because the dichotomy 

oversimplifies the complex, simultaneous, dualistic influence of both structure and 

agency that is undeniably present within most individual action.   

There are a variety of theories about this dualistic influence and the relationship 

between structure and agency.  They range from the denial of each other's existence, to 

the reinforcing nature of the relationship between the two, to the morphogenetic 

melding of the two.  I will next discuss five theories of how structure and agency 

influence individual behavior before commenting on how they apply to the situation 

under investigation in this study; the impact of culture on possible future entrepreneur 

selves and the resulting entrepreneurial behavior.  

The first is the theory that human behavior is primarily prompted by social 

structure (Flyvbjerg 2001; Archer 1995).  This theory tends to reduce human beings to 

social agents (Archer 1995).  This view is credited to Durkheim and his claim that 

personal identity is a mere function of social relationships where "selfhood becomes 

defined in terms of social roles"(Archer 1995: 249).  This completely removes 

individual agency as "all purposes become entirely social, since all reasons for action 

are matters of role requirements" (Archer 1995: 249). 

The second theory is the reverse of the first.  As such, this theory states that 

individuals act independent of the social structure and, further, it is independent action 

that collectively forms the social structure (Flyvbjerg 2001; Archer 1995).  This is 

where "we have a 'model of man', an idealized human being standing for the social 

agent, who along with others like him generates the entirety of the social structure from 

his in-built dispositions to be a rational actor" (Archer 1995: 249).  In this sense, society 

is built as the collective of individual agency and this "burdens contemporary agency 

with responsibility for all current features of society" (Archer 1995: 250). 

 However, those such as Flyvbjerg argue that research should focus "on both the 

actor level and the structural level, as well as on the relation between the two in an 

attempt to transcend the dualism of actor / structure, hermeneutics / structuralism, and 

voluntarism / determinism" (Flyvbjerg 2001: 137).  Consistent with this, I argue that the 

possible future selves, which are the focus of this study, are influenced by both structure 

and agency.  They are a combination of the "inventive and constructive nature of the 

self but they also reflect the extent to which the self is socially determined and 

constrained" (Markus et al. 1986: 954).  Therefore, when social conditions change or 
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an individual changes their social context, it can have an influence on views of possible 

future selves. 

 The third theory of structure and agency, takes this dualism into account by 

combining the first and second theories.  This theory caters to those who are "so intent 

on stressing that to be human is to be social and that society enters into each and every 

action, that the human being and the social agent become synonymous with one 

another" (Archer 1995: 249).  In this sense, there is no distinction between the human 

agent and society because the social structure is so pervasive to the individual that it is 

impossible for individual action to be initiated without the effects of the social structure.  

Structure and agency are not just influenced by each other but they are indistinguishable 

from each another. 

 Fourth is a theory centered on an interdependency of structure and agency.  

While with this theory, the individual and society are distinctly separate, they are 

mutually constructive (Archer 1995).  Within this theory, the interdependency and 

entanglement of structure and agency results in the two being mutually constructive 

(Archer 1995).  In this case, " structure and culture have to be drawn upon in the routine 

production of action, which in turn instantiates structural properties, thus recursively 

reproducing structure itself" (Archer 1995: 251). 

Finally, there is what Archer refers to as the morphogenetic perspective.  Archer 

(1995) argues that the dualistic impact of structure and agency is nearly universally 

accepted but, she also argues, that it is the interplay between the two that must be 

carefully considered.  This is echoed by Flyvbjerg (2001: 137) who argues that "actors 

and their practices are analyzed in relation to structures and structures in terms of 

agency, not so that the two stand in an external relation to each other, but so that 

structures are found as part of actors and actors as part of structures."  He is not 

suggesting that structure and agency are one and the same but that structure and agency 

are a part of each other, which implies that there is interplay between them; a change in 

one necessarily means a change in the other.     

This morphogenetic perspective recognizes, "both human beings and social 

agents, but refuse(s) to treat them interchangeably" (Archer 1995: 249).  In fact, the 

morphogenetic perspective, "is more different still since it distinguishes between the 

'human being,' 'social agent,' and 'social actor', regarding all three as indispensable in 

social theorizing but as irreducible to one another" (Archer 1995: 249).  The 

morphogenetic perspective is unique in that it requires 'analytical dualism' in 
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determining the contribution of structure and agency to action and that the "two 

elements have to be teased out over time precisely in order to examine their interplay" 

(Archer 1995: 247) 

Consistent with the morphogenetic perspective, it is the interplay between the 

individual's possible future selves and the social structure, including culture, that 

ultimately influences entrepreneurs' behavior.  That is, it is not merely the impact of 

both the individual possible future selves (agency) and the social structure that impact 

entrepreneurial behavior, but the analytically distinct, intertwined, fluid, compounding 

and negating interplay between the two.  We have to look at the influence of structure 

and agency separately but, ultimately, it is likely some combination of structure and 

agency that prompts and sustains individual behavior.  In the case of this study, it is the 

cultural component of the entrepreneurial ecology, the individually formed and 

constantly fluid views of possible future selves, and the interplay between the two, that 

ultimately influences individual behavior.   

 

2.13 Chapter two: Conclusions 

 

This chapter has reviewed the landscape of literature pertaining to entrepreneurs, 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs, issues surrounding necessity-driven entrepreneurs' 

performance, the entrepreneurial ecology, and the theory of possible future selves.  This 

was all nested within the broader context of structure and agency, as they influence 

entrepreneurial behavior.  The review has illustrated the volume and diversity of the 

theories and issues faced by researchers of entrepreneurs, entrepreneurs themselves, and 

those that support entrepreneurs.  However, the review has also revealed both the 

importance of considering the interplay between these theories and issues and the lack 

of extant knowledge about this interplay.  This is where this study aimed to make a 

contribution to the literature.  To that end, the study examined the impact of culture on 

possible future selves, as reflected in the study's general research question; "What is the 

relationship between necessity entrepreneurs' culture and their self-constructed view of 

their possible future achievements from entrepreneurial activity?"  While the literature 

on entrepreneurship, culture, and possible future selves are all well established, this 

study is unique and is poised to make a contribution to the literature because it 

examines the impact of one concept on another and does so specifically within the 
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context of necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  The next chapter will discuss the design of 

the study and the implementation of that design to achieve the aims of the study. 
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CHAPTER THREE: THE RESEARCH APPROACH: METHODOLOGY AND 

METHODS  

 

3.1 Introduction 

 

To contribute to a better understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs, and 

specifically, how culture impacts their view of possible future entrepreneur selves, it 

was necessary to strategically craft a research plan that included the methodology and 

methods necessary to achieve these aims. 

The following Figure 3.1 is a visual representation of that plan; 

 
Figure 3.1 - A Visual Representation of the Research Plan      
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The plan builds from philosophical underpinnings, to who data will be collected 

from, to how data will be collected, to what will be done with that data once it is 

collected. 

 

3.2 Ontology and epistemology 

 

I argue that entrepreneurs exist as a social construct.  This argument is rooted in 

the ontological position of constructivism.  That is, I believe that for me to create new 

knowledge about entrepreneurs, it was necessary for me to engage in a social, 

qualitative, and interactive process of gathering social data and constructing new 

knowledge within the social context in which entrepreneurs act.   

Early in this research process, it was important for me to understand what is 

ontology, what are my ontological beliefs, and what impact my ontological beliefs have 

on my research (Grix 2002).  That is because ontological beliefs are less of a 

methodological choice and more of a personal positioning or value that is a result of my 

collective training, way of thinking, and personal experiences.  It was important that I 

clearly understood my ontological positioning because it lies at the root of the research 

design process (Glix 2002). 

My understanding of ontology is that it is the consideration of what it means for 

something to exist (Jacquette 2002).  Ontological positions include "claims and 

assumptions that are made about the nature of social reality, claims about what exists, 

what it looks like, what units make it up and how these units interact with each other" 

(Glix 2002: 175).  To exist is, "to be, to be real, actual or present" (Jacquette 2002: 1).  

In the case of this research, ontological assumptions are concerned with what I believe 

exists and what constitutes social theory (Blakie 2000 in Grix 2002).  More specifically, 

my ontological consideration became 'what does it mean for entrepreneurs to exist'  and 

'what does it mean for necessity-driven entrepreneurs to exist.'   

This constructivist ontology resonates with me and I am confident it was the 

best approach for constructing findings and propositions from the study of social 

interactions like those of my participant entrepreneurs (Bryman's 2001).  That is 

because social phenomena exist as perceived and described by social actors.  This is 

consistent with Bryman's (2001: 18) assertion that "social phenomena and their 

meanings are continually being accomplished by social actors.  This is in opposition to 

an objectivism ontology that asserts that "social phenomena and their meanings have an 
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existence that is independent of social actors’ (Bryman, 2001: 18).  Some characteristics 

of the entrepreneur are more objective, such as a person that engages in commercial 

activity and a person that works in some form of business.  These characteristics have 

meaning independent of social actors and exist outside social construction.  However, 

most of what we consider it to mean to be an entrepreneur is socially constructed; 

willing to take risks, looking at things in a new way, creating value where there was 

previously none.  The constructivist ontology was best to underpin this study because it 

supports my argument that what it means to be an entrepreneur and a necessity-driven 

entrepreneur does not exist independently of social actors.  Instead, it is seated within 

the culture and exists as it is perceived, understood, defined, and described by necessity-

driven entrepreneurs and other social actors.   

Flowing from my constructivist ontological position, my accompanying and 

complementing epistemological position is influenced by interpretivism.  Epistemology 

is "the possible ways of gaining knowledge of social reality" and "how what is assumed 

to exist can be known’ (Blaikie 2000: 8 in Glix 2002: 177).  That is, epistemology is the 

knowledge gathering system for social knowledge (Glix 2002: 177).  I believe that 

gaining or creating social knowledge is a collective achievement involving researchers, 

informants, and members of the surrounding culture (Fuller 2002).  It is done through a 

process of interpreting social interaction and social phenomenon (Bryman 2001; Grix 

2002).  For this study, it became apparent to me that to construct new knowledge about 

entrepreneurs, I had to engage in a process of interpreting the social data that I gathered.  

Through this process, I became part of the research as the social data was filtered 

through my attitudes, thoughts, values, and beliefs (as discussed in the reflexivity 

discussion in Section 4.2). 

My interpretivist epistemological approach is opposed to positivist philosophy 

that asserts that things are ‘out there’ and can be counted and measured (Bryman 2001 

in Glix 2002). Research undertaken within the interpretivism epistemological tradition 

is "predicated upon the view that a strategy is required that respects the differences 

between people and the objects of the natural sciences and therefore requires the social 

scientist to grasp the subjective meaning of social action" (Bryman 2001: 13 in Glix 

2002: 178).  As discussed above, what it means to be an entrepreneur is socially 

constructed.  Therefore, in order to acquire new knowledge about what it means to be an 

entrepreneur, an epistemological orientation such as interpretivism has to be adopted.  

That is because to acquire new socially constructed knowledge of what it means to be 
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an entrepreneur, we have to do so by interpreting social interaction and social 

phenomena related to entrepreneurs and the environment in which they function.   

It would not do justice to the complex social questions underpinning this study 

to address them by counting and measuring the related social interactions and social 

phenomena, as would be done with a positivist epistemology.  Instead interpretivist 

epistemology was best for this study because it did not assume the issues surrounding 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs are 'out there to be counted and measured'.  Instead, 

building knowledge about these issues had to be done through a process of interpreting 

the social interactions and social phenomena as seen through the eyes of necessity-

driven entrepreneurs and other social actors.   

In summary, the goals of this study to create new knowledge about necessity-

driven entrepreneurs was achieved through a process of gathering data about necessity-

driven entrepreneurs, interpreting that data (epistemology), and using those 

interpretations to construct (ontology) new social knowledge about necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs.   

 

3.3 Methodology and analytic framework: Qualitative research  

 
It was necessary to choose a methodology (underpinning possibilities, 

limitations, and logic of a study's research methods (Grix 2002)) for this study that 

complemented its ontology (constructivism) and epistemology (interpretivism).  To 

properly address the open-ended research questions and the probing, reflexive 

constructivist and interpretivist ontological and epistemological positions, a qualitative 

research methodology was necessary.  A qualitative approach was also consistent with 

my expectation that in order for the research to be successful, I needed to continually 

probe the informants in order to get answers of sufficient depth.  I suspected that, in 

some cases, the participants did not know what they know until they were probed.  For 

example, participants may not have realized the impact of culture on their 

entrepreneurial activity until they were probed throughout an interview.  Only a 

qualitative methodology was able to facilitate the capturing of the richness, complexity, 

and the subtle nuances associated with the impact of culture on self-constructed views 

of possible entrepreneur selves.   

Qualitative research is "a broad umbrella term for research methodologies that 

describe and explain persons' experiences, behaviors, interactions and social contexts 
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without the use of statistical procedures or quantifications" (Fossey, Harvey, 

McDermott and Davidson 2002: 717).   

Qualitative research does not endeavor to reduce individuals' thoughts, 

experiences, and perceptions into quantifiable packets of information that can be 

quantitatively manipulated, analyzed, and compared.  Instead, qualitative research is a 

situational, contextual, and interpretative construction of a social reality and cultural 

meaning through an interactive process of studying a few cases that emphasize 

authenticity (Newman 2013).  Denzin and Lincoln (2011: 3 in Cresswell 2013: 44) 

define qualitative research in the following way; 

"Qualitative research is a situated activity that locates the observer in the world.  
Qualitative research consists of a set of interpretive, material practices that make 
the world visible.  These practices transform the world.  They turn the world into 
a series of representations, including field notes, interviews, conversations, 
photographs, recordings, and memos to the self.  At this level, qualitative research 
involves an interpretative, naturalistic approach to the world.  This means that 
qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings, attempting to make 
sense of, or interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them." 
(Denzin et al. 2011: 3 in Creswell 2013: 44). 

 
Denzin et al.'s (2011) definition of qualitative research rightly argues that the researcher 

situates themselves within the world they are studying.  It is through the efforts of the 

qualitative researcher that the world of the participants becomes visible through the 

representations, interpretations, and constructions of the researcher.  This is where the 

new knowledge is created; the representations of the participants as interpreted by the 

researcher.  Creswell (2013: 44) defines qualitative research as follows; 

"Qualitative research begins with assumptions and the use of interpretative / 
theoretical frameworks that inform the study of research problems addressing the 
meanings individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human problem.  To study 
this problem, qualitative researchers use an emerging qualitative approach to 
inquiry, the collection of data in a natural setting sensitive to people and places 
under study, and data analysis that is both inductive and deductive and establishes 
patterns or themes.  The final written report or presentation includes the voices of 
participants, the reflexivity of the researcher, a complex description and 
interpretation of the problem, and its contribution to the literature or a call for 
change." (Cresswell 2013: 44) 

 
Cresswell (2013), correctly adds to the definition of qualitative research that the 

research begins with assumptions and theoretical frameworks that guide and inform the 

research process.  This was the case with my research.  The entrepreneurial ecology and 

the theory of possible selves informed and guided the creation of my research questions.  
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These theories and subsequent research questions served as a guiding framework for my 

study. 

Common critiques of qualitative methodology include its un-unified nature and 

the inability to prove statistical significance.  The qualitative methodology paradigm is 

not unified.  That is, there is not one set of methods that are qualitative research but, 

instead, the paradigm is fluid and subject to the context in which the research takes 

place.  For example, there are a variety of data collection methods that can be used 

within the paradigm of qualitative research such as structured interviews, semi-

structured interviews, unstructured interviews, individual interviews, group interviews, 

focus groups, observation, to name but a few.  Qualitative research can also be 

underpinned by a variety of research philosophies such as interpretivism, critical 

realism, and constructivism.  Qualitative research is also criticized for its inability to 

prove the statistical significance of the findings.  Statistical significance is the 

likelihood that the outcome of a statistical test could happen by chance (Ott and 

Longnecker 2010; McBurney and White 2010).  Critiques of qualitative research's un-

unified nature and inability to prove statistical significance are misplaced and 

inappropriate.  The critiques are invalid and can only be attempted when qualitative 

research is compared to quantitative research.  Such a comparison is inappropriate 

because the goals and objectives of quantitative research and qualitative research are so 

different.  The goal of qualitative research is generally to form a deep, rich 

understanding of particular cases and to theoretically infer findings to other similar 

cases (Mallersley 2012: 399).  The goal of quantitative research is generally to 

gleam certain information from a representative sample drawn from a population 

and statistically generalize findings to the entire population (Mallersley 2012: 399).  

Because the goals of quantitative and qualitative research are so different, 

comparing one to the other is not appropriate. 

Also, qualitative research findings do not have to be statistically significant for 

them to be socially relative.  Research results that are socially relevant are those that 

have impact or effect on society by contributing to social commentary in the form of 

creating new social knowledge or contributing to existing social knowledge) and / or 

contributing to social action (ideally in the form of social betterment) (Flyvbjerg 2001).  

It is up to the qualitative researcher to argue the social relevance of their findings 

through an analytical process of justifying how they contribute to social commentary 

and / or social action.  Ziliak and McCloskey (2004) argue that this is done by creating 
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an argument for social relevance that includes the application, analysis, and 

interpretation of the research results in the context of existing research and theories that 

support the argument (Ziliak et al. 2004). 

  Those arguing for the requirement of statistical significance are likely aligned 

with positivist-influenced research.  A positivist research philosophy includes the 

assumption that all social phenomena can be counted and measured (Elias 1978) and 

that social truths are free and independent of the researcher (Aliyu, Bello, Kasim, and 

Martin 2014).  If this were the case, requiring statistical significance to prove results 

would be appropriate.  However, we know that social phenomenon are not independent 

of the researcher and cannot be reduced to a process of counting and measuring.  On the 

contrary, understanding social phenomenon requires an epistemology such as 

interpretivism, that recognizes that understanding social phenomenon requires a process 

of interpretation on the part of the researcher (Sayer 1999; Turner 1996; Rosenberg 

2007). 

   Qualitative methodology has a multitude of benefits that make it more 

appropriate than quantitative research, in some situations.  This study was one of those 

situations.  Qualitative research was both advantageous and necessary for this study for 

several reasons.    

First, a qualitative methodology was necessary for this study because the 

problems under investigation needed to be explored, not counted and measured through 

a quantitative methodology.  According to Cresswell (2013: 47) "we conduct qualitative 

research because a problem or issue needs to be explored. This exploration is needed, in 

turn, because of a need to study a group or population, identify variables that cannot be 

easily measured, or hear silenced voices" (Creswell 2013: 47).  In the case of this study, 

there were problems surrounding necessity-driven entrepreneurs that needed to be 

explored.  In particular, does entering entrepreneurship from a difficult position impact 

what necessity-driven entrepreneurs view as possible to achieve through 

entrepreneurship?  The problems needed to be explored as opposed to counted and 

measured because we know so little about them that even the act of creating a 

quantitative instrument such as a survey, was not appropriate because we do not know 

what questions to ask.     

The second reason why a qualitative methodology was appropriate for this study 

was because the nature of this social research required a process of interpretation that 

was only possible through a qualitative process.  That is, participants needed to be 
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probed to have them release their thoughts and feelings pertaining to their experience as 

a necessity-driven entrepreneur.  It was my responsibility as the researcher to interpret 

these thoughts and feelings within the context of what is known and not known about 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  According to Cresswell (2013: 44), qualitative research 

is a "process of research as flowing from philosophical assumptions, to the 

interpretative lens, and on to the procedures involved in studying social or human 

problems."  At the core of this research was a process of interpretation.  It was a 

complex process using inductive (inference of general laws from particular instances 

(OED Online 2016)) and deductive (inference of particular instances from a general law 

(OED Online 2016)) reasoning, building data from ground up into organized units of 

information (Creswell 2013).   

Third, a qualitative methodology was best for this study because it allowed me 

to situate myself within the research, engaging in a process of reflexivity throughout the 

process (Cresswell 2013).  I work in entrepreneurship development and I study 

entrepreneurship development.  I could not remove my thoughts, experiences, and 

beliefs about entrepreneurship from this process of studying necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs.  I also believe that I should not have removed myself from this process 

but place myself within it and leverage what I learned from participants within the 

context of my academic and professional training and experience.  This was only 

possible with a qualitative methodology.  My role in the research is further discussed in 

the findings chapter. 

 

3.4 Framework for quality research  

 

The evaluation of quantitative research enjoys the luxury of the unity of the 

quantitative paradigm and the more standardized goals such as statistical generalization 

to the population being studied (London School of Economics 2015).  Qualitative 

research does not enjoy this luxury and therefore has to be subjected to "critical 

scrutiny, in order to evaluate the robustness of the findings" (Horsburgh 2003: 307) and 

it has to be determined if the research consists of a "systematic and rigorous approach to 

design and implementation of the study, the collection and analysis of data, and the 

interpretation and reporting of findings" (Fossey et al. 2002: 720).  I will now discuss 

three implications of the challenges of evaluating the quality of qualitative research – 
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implications that I had to address during the planning, execution, and writing-up of this 

study.  The following is the quality framework I designed to underpin this study. 

 First, because qualitative research is a diverse paradigm, a universal measure of 

quality and a static list of quality criteria cannot be used to evaluate qualitative studies.  

Extant literature tells us there is debate "about how to judge the quality of qualitative 

research" and that "we appear to be no closer to a consensus, or even to deciding 

whether it is appropriate to try to achieve a consensus" (Rolfe 2006: 304).  Because the 

qualitative research paradigm is not unified, evaluation of qualitative research has to be 

as diverse as the research itself (O'Riley and Parker 2012).  Imposing a universal set of 

quality criteria would stifle the diverse, malleable nature of qualitative research.  Using 

static quality criteria "would inevitably result in confusion and inconsistency, because 

[such] criteria are incompatible with the basic philosophical assumptions of this type of 

enquiry"(Hammersley 2007: 288). 

 As opposed to static, universal measures of quality, broader categories have 

been proposed.  For example, Fossey et al. (2002: 725) suggest that those evaluating 

qualitative research should consider the "responsiveness of the research to its social 

context, the appropriateness of the research, the researcher's adequacy in investigating 

the phenomenon, the researcher's intentions, and the research's transparency, 

authenticity, and coherence, reciprocity, typicality and interpretations."  These 

categories of quality contribute some structure to judging the quality of qualitative 

research without imposing strict, rigid criteria.   

Second, qualitative research should be evaluated within the context of the 

epistemology and ontology by which it is underpinned.  Due to the diverse and un-

unified nature of the qualitative methodology, a variety of methods can be used.  The 

various and diverse methodologies are not necessarily underpinned by the same 

epistemology and ontology (Rolfe 2006).  Due to the diversity of the various 

epistemologies and ontologies that can be used, qualitative research needs to be 

evaluated within the context of the epistemology and ontology being used.  By doing so, 

it allows the evaluator to understand the "terms of the debate in which it is framed" 

(Hammersley 2007) and to evaluate it against quality markers that are congruent with 

the study's underlying research philosophy (Caelli, Ray, and Mills 2003; Horsburgh 

2003).    This is one of the reasons, I so overtly identified, discussed, and justified the 

ontological (constructivism) and epistemological (interpretivism) underpinnings of this 

study – so it can be judged within that context. 
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Third, qualitative researchers must justify quality through a process of 

reflexivity and transparency.  Because there is not a universal quality measure for 

qualitative research, the quality of the research needs to be demonstrated and argued for 

by the researcher.  This is done by the researcher proving reflexivity and transparency in 

the research process.  Reflexivity means that the researcher is conscious and aware of 

themselves as part of the research and considering the effect this has on the research 

(Holand 1999).  This requires the researcher to understand how their beliefs, thoughts, 

and experiences influence the research process and communicate that to the reader by 

being transparent about it.  This reflexivity and transparency improves the quality, 

validity, and rigor of the research because it requires the researcher to reflect on the 

nature of the phenomenon under investigation, the research process itself, and the limits 

of the knowledge produced (Watt 2007; Guillemin and Guillemin 2004).  More 

specifically, it forces the researcher to consider how their presence in the research 

influences the research.   

 I have included in the planning and execution of this study, efforts to contribute 

to its evaluation as a high quality study.  I anticipated that the study will be judged using 

a variety of quality criteria.  I made clear what are the underpinning ontology and 

epistemology so the study can be evaluated within the appropriate context.  As is 

discussed in detail in the findings chapter, I have engaged in reflexivity by placing 

myself, and my thoughts, beliefs, and experiences, within the research and have 

acknowledged how I have influenced the research.   I have also taken every available 

opportunity through the writing-up of the study to communicate and demonstrate the 

importance I have placed on quality.    

 

3.5 Methods: Case study, interviews, and sources 

 

I linked the study's methods (techniques to collect and analyze data) and sources 

(from where the data is derived) with the underpinning ontology (constructionism), 

epistemology (interpretivism), and methodology (qualitative) previously identified 

(Grix 2002).   

Accordingly, a multiple case study method was used because it facilitated the 

analysis of the interpretation and social construction of necessity-driven entrepreneurs 

and the issues they face through a flexible, and probing process of interpretation.  This 

type of key informant research is used in studying elements of communities (Houston 
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and Sudmanat 1975) so it was appropriate for study of a community of entrepreneurs 

such as the ones under investigation here.  It was also appropriate for this research 

because it allowed, “informants to report on various aspects of the social system in 

which they perform role functions” (Houston et al. 1975: 151).  Case study research is 

best for describing such complex, interactive phenomenon and how people react to 

these phenomenon (Moore, Lapan, and Quartaroli 2012).  Whereas survey research 

yields broad, surface-level data – case study research yields data with more depth of 

particular instances – with thick, rich description (Moore et al. 2012). 

Each individual entrepreneur is represented as a single case.  The use of multiple 

case studies is necessary because it facilitated comparison between cases 

(entrepreneurs) that highlighted similarities and differences that may not have become 

visible without multiple cases comparison (Creswell 2013).  The case study method was 

best for this type of research because "case study research involves the study of a case 

within a real-life, contemporary context or setting" (Creswell 2013: 97).  Case studies 

are used to "understand a specific issue, problem, or concern and a case or cases 

selected to best understand the problem" (Creswell 2013: 98).  That is what I wanted to 

understand; the real-life issues, challenges, and problems facing necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs within their own cultural context and setting.   

 The study's data collection was carried out using semi-structured interviews.  

The creation of the interview guide was influenced by the research problems that were 

to be addressed by the study.  That is, there currently is not a comprehensive theory of 

necessity entrepreneurship and there is not a solid understanding of the impact of 

entering entrepreneurship from the socially disadvantaged positions of unemployment, 

underemployment, or poverty.  In response to these problems, I created general and 

specific research questions that probed the impact of culture on necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs' views of what might be possible through entrepreneurship.  The 

interview guide was designed to facilitate the gathering of information from participants 

that would help to address these research questions and, ultimately, address the 

underlying research problems.   

The creation of the interview guide (See Appendix D) was influenced by the 

MacCracken Long Interview format.  This format includes grand tour and mini tour 

questions that provide structure and continuity while also allowing probing by the 

researcher to explore experiences with participants (MacCracken 1988).  Prior to using 
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the semi-structured interview guide, I pre-tested it to obtain feedback on wording and 

interpretation of questions. 

Semi-structured interviews were chosen as the empirical method because of the 

complex social nature of my study's research questions.  These interviews facilitated the 

gathering of complex information about the relatively understudied phenomena of the 

impact of culture on possible entrepreneur selves, afforded me flexibility in terms of 

asking probing questions and responding to non-verbal cues and informant 

characteristics, and provided the richness of data required (Bryman and Bell 2011).  By 

combining the use of a theoretically informed research protocol (interview guide) with 

the flexibility of a semi-structured interview, the research process becomes guided by 

theory, open to the lived experiences of participants (Galletta and Cross 2013).  It 

allowed me to gather and create participant narratives in a relational context  (Galletta et 

al. 2013). 

Within the interview process, I started by establishing a level of comfort 

between myself and the participant (Galletta et al. 2013).  I did this by engaging in some 

preliminary discussions about me and them and asked some introductory questions 

about their business.  As I then progressed through the interview questions, I took every 

opportunity to introduce impromptu probes to participants to dig deeper into the topics 

under investigation.  As described by Galletta et al. "both in your formal questions and 

in your prompts, you are supporting your participant in generating meaningful 

responses" (2013: 51).  These flexible, probing characteristics are benefits of semi-

structured interviews, as opposed to structured interviews, surveys, or researcher 

administered interviews.  With semi-structured interviews, there is the ability to use 

what I learned about participants in earlier questions to improve the depth, breadth, and 

quality of my later questions and probes (Galletta et al. 2013).    

It is sometimes argued that there is greater reliability and validity with a 

structured interview or researcher-administered survey process than with a semi-

structured interview (Cornell, Johnson, and Schwartz 2013).  I do concede there is a 

place for these types of standardized research processes.  For example, in the study by 

Cornell et al. (2013), researchers monitored the effectiveness of accounting students 

using a standardized interview protocol to interview established professionals within the 

accounting field.  The purpose of the students interviewing the accounting professionals 

was for the students to gather information about the work and careers of accounting 

professionals.  I agree that a structured interview process may be best for that research.  
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That is because the student themselves would not know what questions to ask the 

accounting professionals and they did not have the experience or education in the 

accounting field necessary to generate impromptu questions and probes as with a semi-

structured process (Cornell at al. 2013).  By having the students use a structured 

instrument, the researchers could control what questions were asked by the students.  

As discussed above, a structured interview process or researcher-administered 

questionnaire would not have been appropriate for this study.  It was necessary to use a 

flexible and probing semi-structured interview process to gather information related to 

the complex social dynamics within the impact of culture on possible future 

entrepreneur selves.   

 

3.6 Employing a systematic research process to sample, analyze, and discover 

findings    

 

As discussed previously, the aim of this study was not only to discover new 

social knowledge about the eighteen participants but also to discover make discoveries 

that may also apply to other similar necessity-driven entrepreneurs, within similar 

socio-economic-political contexts.  The goal of this research was to discover findings 

that contribute to the explanation and prediction of entrepreneurial behavior, to advance 

the field of the social science of entrepreneurship, and to contribute to improving the 

practice of entrepreneurship development.  To that end, I employed the systematic 

research processes that facilitated the discovery of new social knowledge.     

This systematic process required that I not start the study with theories or 

hypotheses that I wanted to test, as doing so could have limited the direction of the 

study (Glaser and Strauss 2011).  Instead, I started with a general line of inquiry that I 

wanted to explore.  As discussed in Chapter One, that line of inquiry was rooted in the 

desire to contribute to the understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs by, 

specifically, probing the impact of culture on what necessity-driven entrepreneurs 

viewed as possible through entrepreneurship.  This line of inquiry was inspired by the 

problems that necessity-driven entrepreneurs are poorly understood, that we do not 

understand the impact of entering entrepreneurship from a disadvantaged social 

position, and that we do not know how culture impacts their entrepreneurial activity.  

While I did identify these problems, in part, as a result of reviewing extant literature, I 

also did not let the existing literature restrict the direction of the study.  I designed 
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guiding research questions, not hypotheses, that pointed me in the direction I thought I 

might need to go but I did not let the guiding research questions limit the path of the 

research.   

 With these guiding research questions in hand, I then designed a system of 

interlinking components that led the research toward learning about the impact of 

culture on possible future entrepreneur selves (Glaser et al. 2011).  The study was 

systematic in that it consisted of a series of interrelated components acting together to 

meet the research's aims.  I achieved this by, prior to starting the research, designing a 

research system that was specifically suitable for addressing the research questions.  

This system was detailed in Chapter One and included the strategic identification and 

employment of interlinking and complimenting ontology (constructivism), 

epistemology (interpretivism), methodology (qualitative), methods (multiple case study 

/ interviews), and sources (individuals meeting the definition of necessity-driven 

entrepreneur).  However, again, there was flexibility within the system design and 

implementation to allow for the modification of the system in response to findings as 

they emerged from the data (Glaser et al. 2011). 

 To strengthen the findings discovered through the study, various sampling 

methods were employed including purposeful, snowball, and theoretical sampling.  The 

early participants were chosen using purposeful sampling and snowball sampling.  For 

the purposeful sampling, informants were identified based on having “the 

characteristics…necessary to answer questions about a certain matter” (Koerber 2008: 

495).  In this case, entrepreneurs were chosen based on a predetermined criteria, 

including qualification of them as an entrepreneur and one who entered 

entrepreneurship in necessity-driven circumstances.   For the purpose of this research, 

and in light of the literature reviewed, an entrepreneur was considered to be an 

individual who undertakes something innovative or new for the purpose of personal, 

economic, or social gain.  To be considered a necessity-driven entrepreneur, participants 

had to have entered entrepreneurship from a position of unemployment (for three 

months or more) or underemployment (working in a field for which they did not train / 

earning less than the job they trained for / working less than 30 hours per week but 

wanting to work more) or be living below the national poverty level either before 

entering entrepreneurship or currently (Baptista, Murat, and Mendoncs 2014, Brunjes 

and Diez 2013; Seviere 2010).  However, it turned out that all participants were either 

unemployed or underemployed and none were living below the poverty line.  
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I considered participants from the following groups; entrepreneurs who were 

known to me in a personal capacity, entrepreneurs who were current or prior clients of 

my consulting practice (I work as an entrepreneurship consultant), entrepreneurs 

identified through snowball sampling, entrepreneurs identified as a result of me asking 

friends, family, and professional colleagues if they could refer entrepreneurs to me.  I 

also attempted to accepted referrals from a non-government organization that supports 

entrepreneurs but they were not able to convince any of their clients to participate.  Of 

the 18 participants in the study, seven participants became known to me through social 

connections, eight were clients of my consultancy, two were professional 

acquaintances, and one was referred to me by a professional colleague. 

I informally approached each potential participant in person, by phone, or by 

email, and asked if they were willing to participate in a one-hour interview.  If they 

agreed, I emailed them a copy of the formal invitation letter (See Appendix A) and a 

participant information sheet (See Appendix B).  I emailed participants an informed 

consent form (See Appendix C) in advance of our meting or gave them the form when 

we met; making sure I allowed sufficient time for them to read and understand the form.  

I reviewed the form with each participant and encouraged them to ask questions. 

The interviews were recorded and I transcribed and analyzed the data as I went.   

I conducted thematic analysis of the data.  Thematic analysis is "a method for 

identifying, analyzing, and interpreting patterns of meaning (‘themes’) within 

qualitative data" (Clarke and Braun 2017: 297).  I used Thematic Analysis to identify 

patterns within and across cases (Clarke et al. 2017).  What I learned from the analysis 

was used to influence future interviews (Glaser et al. 2011).  The data analysis was also 

informed by Glaser and Strauss’s (1967) constant comparison method; I identified 

similarities, differences, and themes within and between cases.  This data analysis 

method allowed analysis within a single interview, comparing between interviews, 

pairing of interviews, and then comparing pairs of interview data (Glaser et al. 1967).  

Specifically, the following are the four stages of the constant comparative method that I 

used in my thematic analysis;  
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Stage One  

- Coding incidents in the data. 

- Watching for categories to emerge or data to emerge that fits categories (Glaser et al. 

2011). 

- See analysis sample in Appendix F which shows the individual instances of the 

categories of themes as they began to immerge.  The table codes the presence, absence, 

or other data point for each of the participants, according to the categories of data that 

began to emerge.   

 

Stage Two 

- Comparing incidents and categories to each other (Glaser et al. 2011) 

- See analysis sample in Appendix G which shows how I started to develop themes 

from the data for categories that were prevalent among individual participants' data sets.  

The categories that did not sufficiently continue to emerge across multiple participants' 

data sets were dropped. 

 

Stage Three 

- Watching for themes to emerge. 

- Clarifying logic behind incidents and categories. 

- Reducing and eliminating non-relevant incidents and categories - those that I could not 

intellectually argue and that I could not link to the data. (Glaser et al. 2011) 

- See analysis sample in Appendix H as an example of one finding that I discovered and 

developed and a sample of its link to specific data from the data sets.  

- See field notes in Appendix E that were later used to help identify themes that were 

emerging. 

 

Stage Four 

- Developing findings from themes. 

- Clarifying logic behind themes. 

- Identifying and developing major themes that will constitute output from the study 

(Glaser et al. 2011). 

 

As themes emerged from the data, I validated them by employing tenets of 

theoretical sampling.  That is, I looked for subsequent participants while keeping in 
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mind that I wanted to test the themes that were emerging from the data.  For example, 

theoretical sampling resulted in me asking some different questions (or asking the same 

questions differently) in subsequent interviews as a result of the themes that were 

emerging from the data.  Specifically, for example, if participants did not discuss the 

role of financial gain in their decision to enter entrepreneurship, I specifically probed 

them on that point.  That is, I started asking participants specifically about financial gain 

as a motivator after the theme began to emerge about financial gain not being a 

dominant motivator for some participants.   

While probing differently as a result of the emerging themes, I remained 

cognizant that I would have to defend that doing so did not negatively impact the 

validity and reliability of my research findings.  Since I was conducting qualitative 

research, I was less concerned with the statistical validity (measuring what it purports to 

measure) and more concerned with 'credibility' (the quality of what a researcher claims) 

(Cresswell 2013).  I am confident that taking advantage of the flexible nature of my 

qualitative research process to 'test' the themes that emerged from earlier participants on 

later participants, by adjusting my probes, actually increased the credibility of my 

findings.  That is because I can now purport that my themes have been tested and that 

they stood up to the test.   

Reliability in qualitative research refers to "the stability of responses to multiple 

coders of data sets" (Cresswell 2013: 253).  Again, by probing the specific themes that 

emerged from early data, I placed within later data opportunities for alternative coders 

to be able to identify information that spoke to the supporting or not supporting of the 

themes that emerged from the earlier data. 

I stopped recruiting participants when I reached theoretical saturation.  This 

occurred when I was no longer receiving information from participants that I had not 

previously received (Glaser et al. 2011). 

  

3.7 Research ethics 

 

 I first contemplated the ethical considerations pertaining to this study through 

the process of the University of Leicester's ethics review process.  This regulatory 

process included the proposal of the research plan to the ethics review committee within 

the context of foreseeable and unforeseeable ethics considerations that might arise 

throughout the implementation of the study.  This process resulted in the ethics review 
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committee approving the study, in general, and specifically approving the use of the 

invitation letters, informed consent forms, and interview guide used in the study. 

During this regulatory process and through the study, I did not anticipate the 

possibility of physical harm to participants but I did consider that there were potential 

risks to participants related to emotional and intellectual harm.  To protect the 

participants, an ongoing, reflexive course of ethics was built into the research design 

(Bryman et al. 2011) by way of me remaining proactive and alert in regard to ethical 

issues and by me being responsive to ethical issues if they arose.   

At the preliminary planning stage of the research I identified a specific potential 

ethical issue related to the potential for a perceived power distance between the 

researcher and participants.  I hold a social position of a well-educated, upper-middle 

class, white male and this social position cannot be ignored as I brought it into the 

research with me.  As such, participants may have perceived a power distance and 

experienced distress or nervousness about interacting with me.  It was important to 

address this dilemma to attempt to do no harm to participants.  To address this dilemma, 

I strived to make participants physically and emotionally comfortable, answered 

questions they had, ensured participants understood they were not being evaluated or 

judged, assured them that they were welcome to choose not to answer any questions, 

and let them know that they were welcome to cease participation at any time.  I also 

stressed that choosing not to answer questions or ceasing participation would not have 

negative consequences. 

Even though power distance was the only specific, potential ethical issue I 

identified, ethical considerations in general were at the root of this study.  While I did 

not become aware of any other ethical issues throughout the research process, I was 

aware that other dilemmas may have arisen as the research progressed and I was 

committed to addressing them if they did.   

The next thing I did to protect participants was to ensure that all participants 

provided initial informed consent and I was cognizant of maintaining informed consent 

as an ongoing process while the research was underway (Hammersley 2012).  

Participants have remained anonymous, they were not intentionally deceived, and 

efforts were made for the research process to be transparent.  All electronic and physical 

data and information derived from the research is safeguarded and remains confidential.  

Participants were provided with a participant information sheet that outlined the role 

and responsibilities of all involved in the study.   
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I believe that the participants in my study were able to, and capable of, dealing 

with involvement in my research.  Their economic and social disadvantage / 

vulnerability did not disable them or make them vulnerable to the activities they 

engaged in by taking part in my research.  However, I was both aware of and prepared 

to deal with participants coming from a 'disadvantaged' social position and the 'non-

traditional vulnerability' associated with this in order to minimize risk and harm.   

There were several ways I managed this vulnerability.  First, I built the 

protections associated with anonymity into my research and data management plan.  

Participant anonymity was addressed by ensuring anonymity during the sampling 

process (as discussed in comment #2 below), not using names or any identifying 

information in outputs from the research, not associating names or identifying 

information with interview guides, transcripts, or research data, and doing my own 

coding and transcribing.    

I believed that if participants could be identified, it may become known that they 

are vulnerable (ie. from a disadvantaged social position), and this could cause them 

harm.  For example, the harm may come from stakeholders (customers, bankers, 

business associates) thinking that this disadvantage could potentially correlate with skill 

level or quality of their business.  By ensuring that the participants remained 

anonymous, I prevented other participants and people outside the research from 

identifying participants and identifying that they are disadvantaged, thereby minimizing 

the risk of harm. 

I anticipated that the snowball sampling method used could expose participants 

to harm by jeopardizing their anonymity.  For example, if a participant (referee) referred 

another participant to me (referred) and I disclose to the referred who referred them to 

me, I would be disclosing to the referred that the referee participated in the research.  

This could have resulted in the referred and / or referee being able to identify each other 

in the research output.  This could have caused harm as discussed above related to the 

disclosure that these entrepreneurs are vulnerable / disadvantaged.  

Efforts were made to ensure participant anonymity extended beyond myself and 

its importance was communicated to gatekeepers such as those participants involved in 

the snowball sampling.  Further, I adhered to the following research management 

process to ensure that participants remained anonymous during snowball sampling;  
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1. I asked participants for referrals to other potential participants. 

2. When I approached a referral, I told them that another person, who shall 

remain anonymous, suggested that they might participate in the research. 

3. I did not disclose to the refereed participant who referred them. 

4. I did not disclose to the referring participant whether or not the referred 

participant did or did not take part in the research. 

 

Third parties that I anticipated may be identified or talked about during the 

interviews included the following; 

- participants' family members 

- participants' friends and community members 

- participants' customers 

- participants' employees 

- organizations that support entrepreneurs (and their employees) 

- professional services providers (lawyer, accountant, banker)  

 

I undertook research and data management processes to ensure third parties 

remained anonymous and that they were not exposed to harm.  I ensured that interview 

recordings and transcripts remained confidential.  I did the coding and transcribing of 

data myself.  Also, I ensured that there was no identifying information in any of the 

research output that would allow third parties to be identified. 

 In summary, I remained cognizant throughout the research process that one of 

my roles as a responsible researcher was to protect the individuals who kindly agreed to 

donate their time, thoughts, and experiences to my study.   

 

3.8 Discussion of the research design and conclusions 

 

During the process of conducting this research, two issues arose that I had to 

actively manage related to me in my role of a researcher and the potential impact of 

academic labels being used to define real-world entrepreneurs. 

First, I had to remain conscious that my role was one of a researcher and not a 

consultant.  I work as a business consultant and I had even dealt with some of my 

research participants in a professional manner.  Previously knowing some of my 

participants and knowing about their businesses offered a distinct advantage.  That is, 
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the social barriers associated with getting to know someone for the first time were 

avoided.  We already knew each other so we could drill-down past the social niceties of 

meeting someone for the first time and get more depth on the research inquiries at hand.  

I also had to ensure that I stayed in my role as a researcher and did not slip into the role 

of a consultant.  My job as a researcher was to discover and construct new social 

knowledge by probing participants regarding their entrepreneurial experiences. I needed 

to interpret the data by filtering it through myself, while maintaining a balanced view of 

entrepreneurship rooted in my positive entrepreneurial views, but tempered by broader 

practical and theoretical literature available which highlights both the pros and cons of 

entrepreneurship.  My job in this instance was not to act as a consultant and help 

participants solve business problems or craft strategy. 

One of the specific ways I managed this dynamic was remaining conscious of 

how I reacted to and discussed the degree of entrepreneurial success that participants 

said they had and foresaw in their future.  I responded in a neutral tone.  I did not want 

to respond negatively so as to suggest they have not been or will not be successful.  I 

also did not want to respond positively and plant unsubstantiated support of their 

success and goals.  Despite being a business consultant by profession, I was interacting 

with participants as a researcher so I remained as neutral as possible regarding 

judgement of their success and failure, as they defined it. 

Second, I had to be careful not to place academic labels on my participants’ real-

world circumstances.  For example, an issue that arose during the research process 

regarding my use of the terms ‘necessity entrepreneur’ and ‘necessity-driven 

entrepreneur.’  I was cognizant that some informants may not have been aware of these 

terms.  Even though a prerequisite of participating in the research was being or having 

been a necessity-driven entrepreneur, informants may not have considered themselves a 

necessity-driven entrepreneur but, instead, an entrepreneur.  They may have simply 

entered entrepreneurship from a position of unemployment, underemployment, or 

poverty; making them eligible to participate in my research but may not have 

considered themselves disadvantaged by this in any way.  I did not want to influence 

their thinking by suggesting that because they were technically a necessity-driven 

entrepreneur, that they should let that impact their view of their possible future 

entrepreneur selves.  I tried not to influence their thinking of what is possible for them 

as an entrepreneur by remaining neutral in response to the future aspirations as an 
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entrepreneur.  In summary, I was acutely aware throughout the research process that I 

wanted to leave as small a footprint as possible on the lives of my participants. 

I used the research system described in this chapter to achieve the study's aim of 

better understanding the impact of culture on necessity-driven entrepreneurs' possible 

future entrepreneur selves.  The system was built on the foundation of an ontology 

(what exists) of constructivism and epistemology (how we learn) of interpretivism and 

employed a qualitative methodology to probe the socially complex situations and 

interactions under investigation.  Consistent with this ontology, epistemology, and 

methodology, the methods used included case studies, purposeful and snowball 

sampling, semi-structured interviews, thematic analysis, and constant comparison 

methods of data analysis.  Using this theoretically informed, systematic research 

process, I was able to discover findings about the 18 participants and these findings may 

serve as propositions that may pertain to other similar entrepreneurs in similar socio-

economic-political contexts.  All of this was underpinned by the discussion of how the 

planning and process of the study was rooted in the commitment to producing high 

quality research by ensuring that the research plan and process were robust, systematic, 

and rigorous.  In the next chapter, the study's findings will be revealed and discussed.   
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE IMPACT OF CULTURE ON POSSIBLE FUTURE 

ENTREPRENEUR SELVES 

 

4.1 Introduction and restatement of research questions 

 

In this chapter, the analysis, discussion, and synthesis of the data obtained 

during participant interviews will be presented and applied to addressing the study's 

general research inquiry into the impact of culture on possible future entrepreneur 

selves.  It begins with a restatement of the research questions, a discussion of the study's 

participants, and disclosure and reflections on my role in the research process.  Next, 

the findings and discussions resulting from the specific research questions are 

discussed.  What has been learned from the data derived from the specific research 

questions will then be synthesized and applied to addressing the study's general research 

question.  Finally, before the chapter concludes, the theoretical findings that have been 

constructed through the research process will be presented and discussed. 

 

 Since revealing the study's research questions in Chapter One, I have added the 

review and discussion of the extant literature and the embedding of this study within 

that literature.  I have then detailed and discussed the methodology and methods that 

were employed in an effort to meet the study's aims.  Within the context of the literature 

and the study's methodology, the following is a restatement of the general and specific 

research questions that guided this research. 

 

General Research Question 

What is the relationship between necessity entrepreneurs' culture and their self-

constructed view of their possible future achievements from entrepreneurial activity?  

  

Specific Research Questions 

What need(s) are necessity-driven entrepreneurs trying to fill by entering 

entrepreneurship?  What is the relationship between culture and these needs?  

 

What are necessity-driven entrepreneurs' meanings of entrepreneurial success (dreams) / 

failure (fears)?  What is the relationship between culture and these meanings? 
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How do necessity-driven entrepreneurs understand their families' / friends' / 

community's perception of them being an entrepreneur?  How does this understanding 

impact necessity-driven entrepreneurs' self-constructed view of their possible future 

achievements from entrepreneurial activity? 

 

Does a necessity-driven entrepreneur’s culture push them toward entrepreneurship or 

pull them away from it?  How does this pressure impact necessity-driven entrepreneurs' 

self-constructed view of their possible future achievements from entrepreneurial 

activity? 

 

How does entering entrepreneurship from a culturally-defined position of disadvantage 

(unemployed, underemployed, poor) impact necessity-driven entrepreneurs' self-

constructed view of their possible future achievements from entrepreneurial activity? 

 

 These research questions were very useful in guiding the research by prompting 

discussions with participants around the topics in which the study was interested.  They 

also facilitated some uniformity in the probes across participants.  However, I did not 

allow the questions to limit the scope of the discussions with participants.  To the 

degree permitted by time, I allowed the discussion to flow naturally. 

 

4.2 Reflexivity in the research process: The attitudes and beliefs about 

entrepreneurship that I brought into the research 

 

This research is interesting to me academically, professionally, and personally.  

Academically, it is interesting to me because, as discussed in the literature review, the 

literature tends to dismiss and marginalize necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  There is a 

tendency to distinguish them from 'real' opportunity-driven entrepreneurs.  I feel 

challenged to combat this tendency.  I believe this tendency is rooted in a poor 

understanding of individuals who enter entrepreneurship from a disadvantaged position.  

It also reflects a poor understanding of their culturally defined disadvantages and 

challenges.  It is interesting and exciting to me that the new social knowledge I created 

through this study could serve as a foundation for more focused, informed, and useful 

research that investigates the circumstances surrounding necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  
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This research is also interesting to me professionally.  Since 2001, I have 

worked as a consultant at a small consultancy that I founded and own.  I consult to 

entrepreneurs and organizations that support entrepreneurs, primarily in Canada but also 

in the Philippines.  I have provided consulting services to over 200 entrepreneurs.  I 

especially enjoy working with immigrant entrepreneurs and have consulted for 

entrepreneurs from more than 18 countries.  Many of the entrepreneurs I serve are 

necessity-driven, by varying definitions and degrees.  I believe this research has 

deepened and broadened my understanding beyond the obvious challenges facing 

entrepreneurs (ie. lack of capital) toward less obvious, culturally related challenges they 

also face.  This increased understanding will allow me and others who do work similar 

to mine, to better support all entrepreneurs but, especially, necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs. 

This research is also interesting to me personally.  As discussed in the prelude, a 

story of a 'heroic' entrepreneur has been passed down through my family for 

generations.  That is the story of my grandmother, Dorothy Phalen.  Nanny Phalen 

became a necessity-driven entrepreneur in the 1930's.  She was as a single mother in a 

small coal mining town where she had few resources and few opportunities to earn a 

livelihood.  So the story goes, she turned a pound of sugar into fudge, which launched a 

food store housed in the living room of her modest house.  This small store supported 

her and my father for a period of time.  As discussed in the prelude, it is more than just 

her determination and tenacity that inspires me but also the admiration and respect she 

garners still today, decades after her passing.  Within the context of her then and the 

current social structure, entering entrepreneurship in response to difficult social 

circumstances is an act that garners the admiration and respect of others.  The day she 

made that first batch of fudge, she transformed her social position from that of an 

'unemployed single mother' to 'a single mother entrepreneur.'  These two 'labels' carry 

distinctly different views from the cultural environment, the latter garnering much 

greater respect and social standing.  I think, at some level, the way Nanny Phalen's story 

has been told throughout my life has inspired me to study entrepreneurship, work with 

entrepreneurs, and be an entrepreneur.  I hope this research can increase the 

understanding of such necessity-driven entrepreneurs and, thereby, contribute to 

entrepreneurship development efforts that can serve them better.  

The academic, professional, and personal experiences I have had with 

entrepreneurship have resulted in me having a positive attitude toward entrepreneurship.  
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As a result, I did not come to this study with clean hands.  That is, I came to this study 

with my own positive perceptions, pretenses, feelings, beliefs, and attitudes about 

entrepreneurs and the process of entrepreneurship.   

In addition to the favorable attitude toward entrepreneurship that I brought to 

this study, there are two other specific things that I also brought.  First, having said that 

I currently work as an entrepreneur, the consultancy I own is the third business I have 

started.  I have created my own livelihood through entrepreneurship for most of the past 

23 years.  Despite this history, I need to disclose that I brought to this study, 

inconsistent with what is thought about entrepreneurs, the fact that I am extremely risk 

adverse and financially conservative by nature.  This has translated into me owning a 

business that has low overhead and by its nature has strong customer retention.  While I 

have been successful as an entrepreneur despite being financially conservative and risk 

adverse, I am aware that in many types of businesses, entrepreneurs need to be 

significantly more willing to accept risk than I am. 

 Second, my passion and experience with entrepreneurship, and the success I see 

my clients achieving result in me bringing extremely positive preconceived notions 

about entrepreneurship to this study.  I have the tendency to think that entrepreneurship 

can solve many of the world's problems; poverty - enable micro-entrepreneurship, 

unemployment - teach people to earn their own livelihood, immigrants not able to 

economically integrate - help them start a business, low national economic growth - 

develop the entrepreneurial sector and facilitate exports.  I am also very optimistic about 

entrepreneurship because of my belief that most everyone can be an entrepreneur and 

that common obstacles, such as lack of capital, don't have to be prohibitive but just may 

change the way people become entrepreneurs, starting part-time while keeping 

traditional employment, for example.  I do believe that this optimism is manageable as I 

remind myself to look at entrepreneurship in an objective way, measuring the pros and 

cons of both individual entrepreneurial situations and entrepreneurship in general. 

 When I embarked on this research I could not, and did not want, to transform 

myself into a neutral party or detach myself from my thoughts, attitudes, and beliefs 

about entrepreneurship. I did need to be aware of them and to constantly reflect on how 

they influenced me as a researcher.  That is, my story related to entrepreneurship is part 

of this research as it influenced the lens through which I viewed and interpreted the 

research.  To achieve this, as discussed in the methodology chapter, included in the 

quality plan for this study was a commitment to my reflexivity throughout the research 
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process.  This was achieved by me being reflexive and transparent concerning the role I 

played in the research process.  To be reflexive means that the I was conscious and 

aware of myself being part of the research and considered the effect I have on the 

research (Holand 1999).  This required me to reflect on and understand how my beliefs, 

thoughts, and experiences influence the research process.  This reflexivity improved the 

quality, validity, and rigor of the research because it required me to reflect on the nature 

of the phenomenon under investigation, the research process itself, and the limits of the 

knowledge I produced (Watt 2007; Guillemin et al. 2004).  More specifically, it forced 

me, as the researcher, to consider how my presence in the research influenced the study.     

 Specifically, I remained conscious of my attitudes toward entrepreneurship 

during the research planning, data collection, data analysis, and writing-up of the study.  

I recognized that not everyone's experiences with and attitudes toward entrepreneurship 

are as positive as mine.  I reminded myself that entrepreneurship is a risk-laden activity 

that can end in financial and emotional disaster.  Some of my participants were, to 

varying degrees, less than successful at entrepreneurship (as they defined success).  My 

job as a researcher was not to coach participants and convince participants about the 

advantages of entrepreneurship.  My job as a researcher was to construct new social 

knowledge by probing participants regarding their entrepreneurial experiences, interpret 

the data by filtering it through myself while maintaining a balanced view of 

entrepreneurship rooted in my positive entrepreneurial views and also the broader 

practical and theoretical literature available which highlights both the pros and cons of 

entrepreneurship.  

 

4.3 The participants within their social context 

 
I will first present Table 4.1 containing biographical and demographic 

information about each participant.  Then I will discuss the participants individually 

before discussing them as a group.  Again, I am rooting the individuals' descriptions 

around the point-in-time that they entered entrepreneurship.  The reason for the focus on 

that point-in-time is because that is the part of the participants' lives that is under 

investigation.   
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Table 4.1 - Individual Participant Characteristics Around the Time they Entered 

Entrepreneurship 
Name          Age                       Unemployed /       Post-          Year       Still 
(Pseudonym)  When Enter  Sex         Immigrant  Underemployed    Secondary  Launch   Operating 

Steve 30-40 Male Yes Unemployed Yes 2016 Yes 

Wes 40-50 Male No Unemployed Yes 2012 Yes 

Jack 40-50 Male No Unemployed No 2008 Yes 

Phil 40-50 Male No Unemployed No 2005 Yes 

George 50-60 Male No Unemployed Yes 2004 Yes 

Dan 40-50 Male No Unemployed Yes 2004 Yes 

Jennifer 40-50 Female No Unemployed Yes 2015 Yes 

Robert 30-40 Male No Underemployed No 2003 Yes 

Chad 40-50 Male No Unemployed No 2014 Yes 

John 40-50 Male No Unemployed No 2017 Yes 

Alan 40-50 Male No Underemployed Yes 2011 Yes 

Janice 20-30 Female No Underemployed Yes 2015 No 

Samuel 40-50 Male Yes Unemployed No 2012 No 

Ali 30-40 Male Yes Underemployed No 2011 Yes 

Terry 20-30 Male No Underemployed No 1990 Yes 

Mitchel 20-30 Male Yes Unemployed Yes 2012 No 

Bob 40-50 Male No Unemployed No 2009 Yes 

Karen 20-30 Female No Unemployed Yes 1995 No 

 
 

The following is a biography of each participant within the context of, and at the point-

in-time, when they entered entrepreneurship.  

 

'Steve' 

Steve was in his 30s when he entered entrepreneurship in 2016.  When Steve 

immigrated to Canada, he did not have any post-secondary education but he earned his 

university degree when he immigrated to Canada.  When Steve graduated from 

university, he followed the logical path into professional employment within the field in 

which he earned his degree.  After several years in that professional field, Steve realized 

that working in an office environment was not how he wanted to spend his life.  He 

bravely exited his job and began a quest to find work that was more personally 

satisfying for him.  After more than a year of looking for a new job unsuccessfully, 

Steve came to the realization that the solution to his social disadvantage of 
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unemployment was to create his own livelihood through entrepreneurship.  He took the 

plunge, using all his and his spouse's savings and credit, and some loans from close 

family members, and he launched his business.    

 

'Wes' 

In 2012, while Wes was in his 40s, he entered entrepreneurship.  He has a university 

degree and a professional qualification and had worked in his professional field for 

almost two decades before entering entrepreneurship.  Wes became dissatisfied with his 

previous employment position and decided to resign.  While unemployed, Wes decided 

to continue within his profession and start a small business where he could continue to 

produce and sell products similar to those that his previous employer did.  He started his 

business on a very small scale using personal savings and operating out of his personal 

residence. 

  

'Jack' 

In 2008, Jack retired from an arm of the federal government in his early 40s.  In 

addition to a high school diploma, Jack had an abundance of specific training within his 

field of employment with the federal government.  Due to the specificity and 

uniqueness of that training, it was difficult to translate it to the general labour market.  

To solve this problem, Jack turned to entrepreneurship.  Jack became excited about the 

idea of launching his own business, creating his own livelihood, and securing his own 

financial future without being dependent on the federal government.  Although he had 

access to a relatively large amount of personal savings and credit, he launched a 

personal services business without using, or risking, any of his savings or personal 

credit. 

 

'Phil' 

Phil's employer made him redundant in 2005 and thus he found himself unemployed in 

his mid 40s.  He had only a high school education but had been earning a significantly 

high income in his previous sales job.  It became difficult for him to find a new job 

where he could earn a salary comparable to the one he was earning in his previous job 

where he was well established with a strong client base.  He identified that 

entrepreneurship would give him the opportunity to regain his previous income level.  

Through his social network, he heard of a small start-up business that he thought might 
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be willing to take on an additional partner.  Phil approached that other entrepreneur and 

they agreed that Phil would buy 50% of the start-up for a relatively small amount.  Phil 

used his personal savings and other assets to acquire 50% of the start-up. 

  

'George' and 'Dan' 

In 2004, George (then in his 50s) and Dan (then in his 40s), for various reasons, left 

their positions at a technical company.  They both had extensive professional 

experience and had both earned university degrees and technical professional 

designations.  They decided they wanted to stay in the same field but did not see a clear 

path to re-enter the employment market because the demand for their specialized skills 

was not strong.  They decided to enter entrepreneurship as a means of getting back into 

their field.  After securing funding from a government program, they were able to 

launched their own business together. 

  

'Jennifer' 

Jennifer was in her late 40s and had been a long-term, permanent employee at an 

institute of higher education.  She was a highly educated professional.  When her spouse 

moved to a new city for an employment opportunity, Jennifer decided to quit her job 

and move with her spouse.  After some brief contract-based employment in her new 

city, she just could not find the right position that offered her the kind of work 

satisfaction for which she was looking.  She engaged in some specialized training that 

allowed her to launch a new venture in a field allied to her previous employment.  Her 

primary investment in her new business was the cost of the specialized training and the 

high opportunity cost of the time she devoted to her new business. 

 

'Robert' 

In 2003, in his 30s, Robert found himself underemployed and he was having a difficult 

time finding a new job that he was excited about.  That is partially because he had only 

a high school education and the only work he could find would not have utilized the 

skills he had acquired throughout his working life.  Further, the advancements he could 

foresee in his job did not match the aspirations he had for his career and his life.  

Entrepreneurship was the solution he identified to that problem.  He used personal 

savings and the financing of vehicles and equipment through banks to launch his 

entrepreneurial career and to use the skills he knew he had. 
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'Chad' 

In 2014 Chad was in his early 40s and unemployed.  Despite having extensive work 

experience in his technical field, he lacked the formal academic qualifications that most 

employers were requiring.  His solution was to start his own business where he could 

use his technical skills and where there was less of a requirement for formal academic 

qualifications.  Chad took advantage of a government program that financially 

supported him while he planned and launched his business.  With that support, he was 

able to launch his new venture.  

 

'John' 

John was in his late 40s in 2017 when the plant at which he worked closed, laying-off 

all the employees.  The plant was a union environment where employment for life was 

the expected norm.  John had a difficult time finding new employment because, despite 

having decades of work experience, his academic qualifications were less than 

employers were looking for as he did not have a high school diploma.  That was the first 

thing John did - he successfully acquired a high school equivalency diploma.  Despite 

this positive move, finding employment remained difficult for John.  His solution was 

to use some personal savings to enter entrepreneurship. 

 

'Alan'  

Alan was in his 40s, a university-educated, technical / creative employee in 2011.  

Despite being employed, he felt underemployed as his employment did not utilize his 

skills, to the degree that he would have liked.  He decided to leave his job and start a 

business in the same field where he would be better able to utilize his skills and 

training.  He started small, using very little capital and operated the business from his 

home.   

 

'Janice' 

In 2015, Janice was in her late 20s and was underemployed.  She had a university 

degree and a post-graduate certification.  She was underemployed because she was not 

able to secure permanent, full-time work in her field.  To relieve her underemployment, 

she decided to apply her education and skills to an entrepreneurial venture.  She cobbled 

together a relatively large amount of capital from lines of credit, credit cards, mortgage 
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refinancing, and loans from family and friends.  She launched a personal services 

business that would better utilize her skills, work experience, education, and training. 

  

'Samuel' 

Samuel immigrated to Canada is 2012.  He was in his 40s and had extensive work 

experience in his home country in the technology field and had even worked for some 

globally recognized companies.  However, in Canada, he had a difficult time finding 

work in his field likely because of his lack of formal qualifications.  He perceived that 

starting his own business would give him the opportunity to apply his significant skills 

without the requirement of a formal qualification.  He had amassed a relatively good 

amount of financial resources throughout his career in his home country.  He risked a 

significant amount of those resources to launch a business in Canada that would allow 

him to continue working in his field and to do the work he loves. 

 

'Ali' 

Ali was also an immigrant to Canada in 2011 and also had extensive work experience 

prior to coming to Canada.  He too had a difficult time finding appropriate work and 

economically integrating in Nova Scotia.  He was able to find some employment but 

compared to his previous industry experience, he was grossly underemployed.  While 

he was only in his 30s and therefore had many years left to work before retirement, he 

took matters into his own hands and entered entrepreneurship within his field of training 

and experience.  He quit his job and started his business with a very modest amount of 

capital.   

 

'Terry' 

Terry was underemployed in his 20s and in 1990 he decided to rectify that situation by 

entering entrepreneurship.  He borrowed some money from family, asked family 

members to co-sign loans for him, and lived an extremely frugal lifestyle in order to be 

able to afford to start his own business. 

 

'Mitchel' 

Mitchel immigrated to Canada when he was a teenager to attend university.  In 2012, 

while in his early 20s, he graduated from university and attempted to find a job in the 

field for which he was educated.  When not able to find employment, his mother and 
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father decided to lend Mitchel the money necessary for him to create his own livelihood 

in Canada, through entrepreneurship. 

 

'Bob' 

Bob worked for the same employer for more than 20 years.  In 2009, while in his 40s, 

his employer cut his position as a cost-saving measure.  After not being able to find a 

new job that had the same, relatively high level of pay as his old job, Bob decided that 

entrepreneurship was the solution for him to return to earning that level of income.  Bob 

had been self-employed decades before so the transition was relatively easy since he 

was already familiar with the intricacies of owning his own business. 

 

'Karen' 

Karen was a university graduate in her 20s in 1995.  She had been successfully working 

in a sales and management position at various locations in Canada when her 

employment terminated abruptly due to a conflict with her employer.  Karen saw that as 

a chance to return to her home province of Nova Scotia.  The problem was that, at that 

time, Nova Scotia was experiencing high levels of unemployment and the few available 

jobs she might have applied for did not offer salaries near those she had become 

accustom to in other parts of Canada.  Her father, who was also a victim of the sluggish 

Nova Scotia economy, remortgaged his house to finance a new business partnership 

with his daughter.     

 

Through the research process, each of these individual stories synthesized into a 

single story of a group of 18 necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  As a group, the 

participants were 83% male (15 of 18) and 17% female (3 of 18).  They were 78% 

Canadian-born (14 of 18) and 22% immigrants to Canada (4 of 18).  The study design 

required that participants were unemployed for more than three months, 

underemployed, or living below the poverty line before launching their business.  

Through the purposeful and snowball sampling process it resulted that none of the 

participants were living below the poverty line but all met either the unemployed or 

underemployed criteria.  Specifically, 13 of 18 (72%) participants were unemployed for 

more than three months before entering entrepreneurship. A breakdown of how long the 

13 were unemployed before entering entrepreneurship is detailed in Figure 4.2 below.   
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Figure 4.2 - Length of Unemployment for those Participants Who Were 

Unemployed 

 
 

The remaining five (28%) participants were not unemployed prior to entering 

entrepreneurship but they were underemployed.  One of these five was working part-

time jobs, three were doing sporadic, unpredictable, and temporary contract work, and 

one was working at a commission job and was earning very little. 

The participants were asked about their educational background and the industry 

in which they launched their business.  The details are presented in Figure 4.3 below. 
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Figure 4.3 - Highest Level of Education Achieved by Participants 

 
 

In summary, 10 of 18 (55%) had achieved some form of post-secondary 

education.  This compares to the general population of Canada of which 50% have 

achieved some form of post-secondary education (Statistics Canada 2018).   

Participants had an average of 14 years’ work experience but only 12 

participants had work experience within the industry in which they launched their 

business.  The industries in which they launched their entrepreneurial businesses are 

detailed in Figure 4.4 below. 
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Figure 4.4 - Industries in Which Participants Launched their Business 

 
Although the participants were active in similar industries, their actual 

businesses varied widely.  Their businesses included restaurants, technology design and 

light manufacturing, professional coaching, training, construction, and various other 

personal and business services.   

Fourteen participants were still actively running their business at the time of the 

interview.  The other 4 had exited their business.  The average number of years it had 

been since the participants launched their business was nine.  Twelve participants had at 

least one full-time employee at some point during their businesses' operations and of the 

participants who had at least one employee, the average number of people they 

employed was 10.   

This descriptive data tells the story of a group of primarily male, primarily 

Canadian-born, relatively well educated, experienced entrepreneurs who were 

experiencing the social disadvantage of unemployment or underemployment and who 

launched a business in the services sector.  Further, because the study was conducted in 

Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, it also resulted that participants were functioning in an 

urban environment and within a developed socio-political-economic system.   

 

There is a paradox within the data that needs to be addressed.  That is, as 

discussed previously, the participants were in a socially disadvantaged position prior to 

entering entrepreneurship because their unemployment or underemployment promoted 

others to look upon them as the people who could not find full employment.  They were 

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

Business and Personal 
Services

Technology Design 
and / or Light 
Manufacturing

Industries in Which Participants Launched their 
Business



 94 

not successful relative to others, and the cultural norm, of being fully employed.  

However, the paradox is that while they were relatively disadvantaged, when 

considering global quality-of-life comparisons, they were far from disadvantaged.  By 

way of being educated and living in one of the most highly developed and wealthy 

countries in the world, they had more luxuries and privileges than the majority of the 

world's population.  In this regard, simultaneous to being socially disadvantaged within 

their immediate cultural surroundings, they also held global elite status.  Despite this 

globally elite status, I maintain for the reasons mentioned above that within the 

immediate context, participants were in a position of social disadvantage. 

Participants' 'elite' status, by way of their being educated and part of the majority 

within a highly developed country, also impacted the 'necessity' aspect of their 

entrepreneurial experience.  That is, despite their entering entrepreneurship out of 

necessity in an effort to relieve their culturally-defined social disadvantage of 

unemployment of underemployment, without entrepreneurship their physical survival 

would not have been at risk.  This is part of the problem in the literature.  As discussed 

in the literature review, there is an extremely wide definition of necessity driven 

entrepreneurs used.  For example, a micro-finance client living in the slums of Manila 

who enters entrepreneurship to be able to feed herself and her children within the 

context of the Philippines which lacks a publicly-funded social safety net is also 

considered a necessity-driven entrepreneur.  In her case, her and her family's physical 

survival may depend on the success of her entrepreneurial activity.  Despite the 

participants of this study and the micro-finance client in Manila sharing the label of 

necessity-driven entrepreneur, they have little else in common.  They have completely 

different sets of circumstances, that result in very different entrepreneurial experiences, 

which necessitates the use of different lenses when researching them and different 

methods when supporting them. 

 

Thus far in this chapter, I have restated the guiding research questions within the 

context of the study's literature review and methodology, disclosed and discussed what I 

brought into the research process, and discussed the study's participants.  Next, I will 

discuss the findings resulting from the specific research questions before synthesizing 

those findings to address the study's general inquiry into the impact of culture on 

possible future entrepreneur selves.   
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4.4 Individual needs hoped to be fulfilled through entrepreneurship and the impact 

of culture on meeting those needs  

 

The first line of inquiry contributed to understanding the impact of culture on 

participants' future entrepreneur selves by probing the needs participants were trying to 

fulfill by entering entrepreneurship and how their culture impacted them being able to 

meet those needs through entrepreneurship.  That is, were there unfulfilled needs that 

drove participants into entrepreneurship and, if so, what were those needs?  More 

generally, it was a probe into why participants entered entrepreneurship or their 

entrepreneurial motivation.  Further, this line of inquiry aimed to build understanding of 

the degree of support participants perceived and interpreted from their culture pertaining 

to them meeting those needs through entrepreneurship.  During the interviews, I 

prompted discussion by asking participants "What needs were you trying to fulfill?," 

"What were you trying to get out of it?," "Why did you start a business?," "Do you think 

your family, friends, and community believed you could fulfill these needs by starting a 

business?"  

Analysis of the interview data identified the diversity of needs participants were 

trying to fulfill by entering entrepreneurship.  Of particular interest was that, despite all 

participants coming from the socially disadvantaged position of unemployment of 

underemployment and despite entrepreneurship and starting a business generally being 

considered profit-motivated activities, only 3 of 18 (17%) participants cited financial 

gain or making money as the dominant need they were trying to fulfill by entering 

entrepreneurship.  That is, it was not dominant because they did not cite it as the first or 

second need they were trying to fulfill and they did not emphasize it during the 

interview discussions.  The three who contradicted the majority of participants said that 

they entered entrepreneurship because they needed a job and needed to make a living.  

For these three participants, entering entrepreneurship was a rational economic decision 

rooted in the need to generate income and is consistent with the reasonable assumption 

that individuals open businesses to make money.   

This is where the data diverged from the reasonable assumption that the 

dominant motivation for necessity-driven entrepreneurs enter entrepreneurship is 

financial gain.  Despite the fact that all participants were in a disadvantaged position 

within their cultural context by being unemployed or underemployed prior to entering 

entrepreneurship, none were independently wealthy, and they all had the need to earn an 
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income, 15 of 18 (83%) participants reported that earning an income was not the 

dominant need they were trying to fulfill by entering entrepreneurship.  This is 

counterintuitive because, unless an individual is independently wealthy, being 

unemployed or underemployed implies that an individual is in need of earning an 

income.   

Despite their financial need, Steve reported that making money was 'not at the 

top of the list of needs he was trying to fulfill by becoming an entrepreneur (par.).'  

Jennifer echoed this by saying; 

"there is no money in (type of business), because I have a spouse who 
supports me, I don't have to worry about that right now, I will have nothing 
on my taxes this year, (if I can make) 40k and we would be really happy 
providing a service that makes me feel valuable…my sense of value has had 
to shift since I left my 100k per year job…realizing what matters to me - 
how do I want to live the next 10, 20, 30 years - to have enough money but 
to be happy"   
 

A similar sentiment, that money was not a primary motivator, was expressed by Phil as 

he said;  

"desire…satisfaction…success…the ability to know you could do it…it's 
not all about money…shouldn't always be about the financial reward – it's 
about growing."     

 
George reported that that there were other drivers for him to enter 

entrepreneurship aside from financial gain, saying; 

"it was always in the back of my mind – if I saw the right opportunity I 
would take the plunge – because I saw other people doing it and do really 
well…it was one of those things that you may think when you retire – I 
should have done that…go in a new direction…money not at the top [of the 
reasons to enter entrepreneurship]…if I have enough money for what is 
important the other does not matter"   

 

Despite participants entering entrepreneurship from the socially disadvantaged position 

of unemployment or underemployment and having the need to generate income, 15 

participants placed a higher importance on the non-financial needs they expected to 

fulfill through entrepreneurship than they did on financial needs.   

Instead of financial gain, these 15 participants reported that the dominant needs 

they were trying to fulfill by entering entrepreneurship were time freedom, decision 

freedom, or self-satisfaction.  For 6 of 18 (33%) participants, the primary need was time 

freedom or the ability to control how they allocated their work and personal time.  

While deciding if they were to act on their entrepreneurial aspirations, these participants 
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had the expectation that as an entrepreneur they would have greater flexibility and 

control over when they worked and when they did not work.  They expected that having 

the ability to control their time would result in an improvement in their personal lives.  

This point was illustrated by Alan, saying, 'I wanted to be able to work differently.  I 

wanted to have flexibility and control of my time (par).'  Steve, Wes, and Robert  

referred to the ability to manage their own time as time freedom and John as flexible 

time.  Chad referred to the illusion of freedom saying 'I expected to work more hours 

than I did as an employee but felt I would be able to control when I worked and when I 

did not (par)'. 

The second non-financial need participants (9 of 18 (56%)) were trying to fulfill 

by entering entrepreneurship was decision freedom or the freedom to autonomously 

make management decisions pertaining to their work.  This was illustrated by Steve 

who was driven to entrepreneurship by the need "to be [his] own boss and do things the 

way [he] liked as opposed to being a regular employee who does not have the freedom 

to do things the way I want (par.)."   

This need was echoed by Wes who said "I was dissatisfied with my previous 

employer because I saw opportunities being lost.  I wanted to do what I wanted to do 

without being influenced."  Dan's need for greater independence was rooted in previous 

work experiences as he reported "I was frustrated with working for other people in a 

bureaucratic organization.  I had a burning desire to do something on my own."  The 

desires for decision freedom seemed to be rooted in participants' past work experience 

where not having decision freedom created a feeling of frustration.  They expected to 

prevent that frustration by creating situations through entrepreneurship where they had 

more control over the decision-making pertaining to their work.   

The third non-financial need participants (7 of 18 (39%)) were trying to fulfill 

by entering entrepreneurship was the need for work-related self-satisfaction.  

Participants expected that creating and controlling a business would yield greater 

satisfaction than working as an employee.  Wes referred to this as the "self-satisfaction 

of working for yourself."  Jack reported that; 

'in my previous career in the federal government I enjoyed a high degree of 
job security.  However, I felt taken care of by my employer and insulated 
from being independent or on my own (par.).'   

 

He had the need to earn a living in a way in which he had greater independent input into 

the process.  Other participants cited their "burning desire" to create an entrepreneurial 
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venture and the need for the level of satisfaction they expected could only come from 

"doing something myself."  These participants had a need for a level of job satisfaction 

that they perceived could only be achieved by creating and controlling their own 

livelihood through entrepreneurship.   

 These findings support the paradoxical nature of the needs attempting to be 

fulfilled by entrepreneurs, or reasons for entering entrepreneurship, as is evident in 

extant literature.  That is, entrepreneurship is an economic activity.  It is the 

monetization of an idea within an economic system.  The entrepreneur develops an idea 

into an economic entity that offers goods or services for sale in the marketplace.  The 

entrepreneur attracts something of value, such as money, in return for the goods or 

services derived from the idea.  Absent the monetization of the idea through exchange 

in the marketplace, the innovative or creative activity of developing the idea is a hobby, 

not a business, and the individual is acting like a hobbyist, not like an entrepreneur.  

The paradox, evident in this study's findings and in extant literature, is that individuals 

are entering the economic process of entrepreneurship for reasons that are non-

economic.  In this study, participants are entering the economic process of 

entrepreneurship to fulfill the non-economic needs of time freedom, decision freedom, 

and self-satisfaction.  In extant literature this paradox is typified by the study by Sloka, 

Kantane, Avotins, and Jermolejeva (2014).  Like the 15 of 18 (83%) participants in this 

study, their respondent entrepreneurs in Latvia, Canada, Mexico and the United States, 

placed a higher degree of importance on non-financial reasons for entering 

entrepreneurship than on financial reasons.  Their respondents cited the need to "make 

my own decisions…be my own boss…create my own job…maintain my personal 

freedom" as having greater importance than profiting from their entrepreneurial activity 

(Sloka et al. 2014).   

However, these findings diverge from extant literature when considering that 

participants were not just entrepreneurs but necessity-driven entrepreneurs who enter 

entrepreneurship from the disadvantaged social position of being unemployed or 

underemployed.  When extant literature distinguishes between 'normal', 'opportunity-

driven' and necessity-driven entrepreneurs, it necessarily attributes financial reasons for 

entering entrepreneurship to necessity-driven entrepreneurs and reserve non-financial 

reasons for entering entrepreneurship for opportunity-entrepreneurs (Hinz et al. 1999, 

Williams 2009).  That is, extent literature assumes that because an entrepreneur is 

necessity-driven, the dominant need they are trying to fulfill through entrepreneurship is 
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necessarily a financial one.  This is typified by Hinz et al. (1999) and Williams (2009) 

who rely on the premise that because an individual meets the definition of a necessity-

driven entrepreneur, they necessarily enter entrepreneurship to fulfill needs of physical 

or economic survival.  This literature assumes that because necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs enter entrepreneurship from a disadvantaged social position of 

unemployment or underemployment, and are therefore in need of earning an income, 

that their dominant reason for entering entrepreneurship is necessarily the pursuit of 

profits.  This implies that the non-financial motives for entering entrepreneurship, such 

as need for achievement or creating a certain favorable lifestyle, are reserved for 

opportunity-driven entrepreneurs (Haugh et al. 2016; Zellweger et al. 2011).   

It is not unreasonable to suppose that because an individual has a financial need 

and they subsequently engage in an economic activity that could fulfill their financial 

need, that the reason for doing so is dominantly economic.  While participants of this 

study did have financial needs, 15 of 18 (83%) did not consider fulfilling those needs as 

the dominant driving force behind their entrance into entrepreneurship.  This reveals 

that while entrepreneurial activity may have had the potential to fulfill their financial 

need, it was not the driving force.  This implies that participants were willing to make 

decisions that placed more importance on time freedom, decision freedom, and self-

satisfaction than on financial gain. 

 A second theme emerged as a result of probing participants' needs and the 

impact of their culture on meeting those needs through entrepreneurship.  That is, I 

interpreted that participants were mixed in the degree of support they perceived and 

interpreted from their culture pertaining to their being able to meet their stated needs 

through entrepreneurship.  Understanding the degree of support from their culture 

perceived and interpreted by entrepreneurs is important because extant literature states 

that culture impacts the volume and quality of entrepreneurial activity (Busenitz et al.  

2003; Spigel 2015).  It follows that if we want to encourage and support entrepreneurs, 

understanding how culture does impact entrepreneurial activity is the first step in 

learning how to manage that impact of culture.     

7 of 18 (39%) participants perceived what they interpreted as support from their 

culture pertaining to them meeting their needs through entrepreneurship.  For example, 

the dominant need Dan was hoping to fulfill through entrepreneurship was self-

satisfaction and he perceived his culture was supportive of him meeting this needs.  He 

"generally felt a sense of encouragement and [he] felt encouraged by many people that 
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[he] could succeed as an entrepreneur."  John also felt supported by his culture.  He 

reported that his culture was "very supportive of [him] meeting [his] needs - people had 

good hopes for [him] and no one saying [he] should not do this."   

However, not all participants felt supported by their culture.  5 of 18 (28%) 

participants perceived their culture was not supportive of them meeting their needs 

through entrepreneurship.  This was illustrated by the story told by Jennifer.  She 

reported she entered entrepreneurship to fulfill a need for greater work satisfaction and 

she specifically stated that financial gain was not a dominant need she was trying fulfill.  

She felt unsupported and misunderstood by her culture because 'people did not 

understand why I was becoming an entrepreneur' (par.) and "people thought I was doing 

it just for money when in fact money was not a motivator for me."  Robert also felt 

unsupported by his culture pertaining to him meeting his needs through 

entrepreneurship.  He was trying to fulfill the need for greater control of his time, 

decision making freedom, and personal satisfaction.  He felt unsupported and 

misunderstood by those around him stating that 'people did not understand why I was 

doing it - my parents were worried for me - they taught me when growing up to go get a 

job and stay there until retirement - not to go start a business (par.).'   

Finally, 6 of 18 (33%) participants perceived and interpreted culture having a 

mixed (supportive and not supportive) impact on them achieving their needs.  Steve was 

trying to fulfill the need for time freedom, decision freedom, and specifically not 

financial gain.  He reported that he perceived what he interpreted to be a mixed 

response from his culture about his ability to meet those needs through 

entrepreneurship.  He stated, 'my wife and my wife's family believed I can achieve those 

needs but some friends did not think so.  My friends told me how risky (type of 

business) are and how many of them fail (par.).'  The stated needs of Wes were time 

freedom, decision freedom, and satisfaction.  He also perceived and interpreted a mixed 

response in relation to him fulfilling those needs through entrepreneurship.  He said; 

"my parents were always very supportive in practically everything that I 
ever decided to do, and didn't lend much advice and just accepted that 
[entrepreneurship] was my decision and supported me and wished me well, 
my friends, on the other hand, were ultra conservative and they were not, 
you know their comment was, not to me directly but I heard it through the 
grapevine, they would say to one another I hope that [name] knows what he 
is doing, because, you know, from their perspective [I was] leaving my job 
to start a business, and that's a big step for anybody to do, because there are 
a lot of unknowns, so they were slightly [pessimistic]." 
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Of particular interest in these findings is that not only did participants feel a 

mixed sense of support from their culture but also that several participants felt 

misunderstood by those around them.  Participants reported that others did not 

understand or made incorrect assumptions about the needs they were trying to meet 

through entrepreneurship.  In particular, participants reported that those around them 

incorrectly assumed that they were entering entrepreneurship primarily in pursuit of 

financial gain; which was not the case.  Recognizing this misunderstanding is important 

because, certainly, entrepreneurs are not likely to feel supported if those around them do 

not understand why they are entering entrepreneurship.   

Since an underpinning assumption of this study is that encouraging and 

supporting entrepreneurs is desirable, it is important that entrepreneurs feel supported 

by their culture in their ability to meet their needs, or succeed, as entrepreneurs.  That is 

because, as discussed in the literature review, while culture itself influences the volume 

and quality of entrepreneurial behavior, culture also combines with individuals and 

institutions to form the entrepreneurial ecology.  The entrepreneurial ecology is the sum 

of the conditions in which entrepreneurs function, and is concerned with the structure 

created for entrepreneurial activity and it contributes to or deters from the volume and 

success of entrepreneurial ventures (Spigel 2017; Griffiths et al. 2009).  Therefore, it is 

desirable for entrepreneurs to feel supported by their culture.  In the case of this study's 

participants, the culture was perceived to be only moderately supportive and according 

to extant literature, this lack of support could negatively impact the volume and success 

of entrepreneurial activity (Spigel 2017; Griffiths et al. 2009).  How culture influences 

entrepreneurial behavior will be discussed in depth in the theoretical findings in section 

seven.   

These findings pertaining to the needs participants were trying to meet through 

entrepreneurship and the impact of their culture on their meeting those needs contribute 

to the literature by suggesting there should be a broadening of how performance and 

success of necessity-driven entrepreneurs are defined and measured.  That is, it cannot 

be assumed that financial gain is necessarily the dominant need that all necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs are trying to fulfill through entrepreneurship even though they enter 

entrepreneurship from the disadvantaged social position of unemployment or 

underemployment and therefore have a need to generate an income.  For example, 

extant literature tells us that necessity-driven entrepreneurs perform poorly when 

compared to opportunity-driven entrepreneurs (Servon et al. 1998; Block et al. 2010).  
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However, the most common measure used to judge entrepreneurial performance is 

profit alone (Brush et al. 2008).  The findings from this study suggest that profit cannot 

be assumed to be the primary aim of all entrepreneurs, not even those who are 

necessity-driven.   

 

4.5 Dreams, fears, and the impact of culture 

 

Moving beyond the needs participants were trying to fulfill through 

entrepreneurship, the next line of inquiry probed participants' entrepreneurial dreams 

and fears and the impact of culture on those dreams and fears.  Probing participants' 

entrepreneurial dreams and fears was done with the aim of gaining insight into 

participants' forward-looking mindsets, or possible future selves, at the time they 

entered entrepreneurship.  That is, what were participants' dreams of what could 

possibly be achieved as a result of entrepreneurial success and what were the fears 

associated with entrepreneurial failure?  Further, what was the impact of culture on the 

formation and maintenance of these dreams and fears?  This was an important inquiry 

because the study is concerned with the intersection of culture and possible future 

entrepreneur selves and it is dreams and fears that form the basis for the self-constructed 

view of possible future selves; the perceived self-knowledge of their future 

entrepreneurial potential, both positive and negative (Markus et al. 1986; Dunkel et al. 

2006; Farmer et al. 2009).   

To generate discussion around this topic, I asked participants to recall the point-

in-time just before they launched their business and reflect upon the dreams and fears 

that drove them to act on their entrepreneurial desires.  That is, what were the dreams 

that encouraged them and fears that discouraged them from acting on their 

entrepreneurial desires.  As opposed to research question one's probing participants on 

what needs they were trying to fulfill by entering entrepreneurship, this question probed 

participants' imaginations related to some of the great things and terrible things they 

saw as possibly resulting from their acting on their entrepreneurial desires. 

I interpreted, through analysis of the interview data, that participants' dreams 

and fears were distinctly social because participants defined them in relation to how 

participants will be viewed positively or negatively by others as a result of their 

entrepreneurial activity.  Of the 36 possible instances, 18 participants' dreams and 18 

participants' fears, for participants to describe their dreams and fears, 26 of 36 (72%) 
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instances were related to dreams of how others might view them positively and fears of 

how others might view them negatively, as a result of their entrepreneurial activity.   

12 of 18 (67%) participants defined their entrepreneurial dreams within the social 

context of having others view them favorably as a result of their entrepreneurial 

activity.  Participants three and 11 defined their entrepreneurial dreams in relation to 

being viewed favorably by their family, as a result of their entrepreneurial activity.  Jack 

defined his entrepreneurial dreams in relation to how his wife might view him.  His 

entrepreneurial dreams were to 'prove to my wife I could make my own way as an 

entrepreneur without having to be employed by the government as I was previously 

(par.).'  Alan's entrepreneurial dreams were defined as;  

'having the freedom to spend more time with my kids and having them 
remember that I was there for them when they were growing up instead of 
being at work all the time (par.).'   
 

That is, he foresaw that entering entrepreneurship would give him more flexibility in the 

hours he worked and, as a result, he hoped to have more time to spend with his children.  

He hoped that his children would view him favorably as a result.   

Other participants defined their entrepreneurial dreams in relation to being 

viewed favorably by others in their industry.  Wes verbalized this by saying;  

'I want to get attention from a big corporation who wants to buy [me] out… 
this would mean success for me because it means a big corporation wants 
what I created (par).'   

 

He also expressed wanting to be able to mentor others in his industry and have the 

business carry on after him.  The emphasis for Wes was not financial gain from selling 

his business to a large corporation.  Instead, it was the positive recognition from others 

he expected as a result of creating something that garnered the attention and respect of 

leaders in his industry.  George and Dan echoed this by describing their dreams as  

'getting bought out and being recognized as better than my competitors 
(par.)' and building a "brand name as a leader in field...hope to create a 
brand that might survive for a little while."   

 

Finally, John defined his entrepreneurial dreams as being viewed favorably by 

others in his community.  He stated that his dream was to build a "good reputation 

around the community" as a result of his entrepreneurial activity.  Robert said that he 

wanted to "grow it…show negative people [in his community] [he] could do it…[and] I 

did not rub their faces in it but I think they now see it is possible."  For these 
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participants, their entrepreneurial activity was rooted in dreams that others around them, 

including family members, industry leaders, and members of the community, would 

view them more favorably as a result of their entrepreneurial activity.  Jennifer 

described it as;  

"doing work I love…being thought of as of service in a useful capacity for 
others…business that makes a difference in people's lives…to create 
something that does work in the world beyond me." 

 

However, six participants did not define their entrepreneurial dreams within the 

context of being viewed favorably by others.  For example, Phil stated that his 

entrepreneurial dream was "just to be successful and everything that is encompassed by 

that."  Alan to 'enjoy what I am doing, make a bit of money (par.),' and Samuel to 

"make something that will support me for my retirement."  For these six participants, as 

opposed to their dreams being defined by how favorably they would be viewed by 

others as a result of their entrepreneurial activity, their entrepreneurial dreams were 

individual-centric, primarily profit-driven, and centered around personal success as 

viewed and defined by themselves.  

For 14 of 18 (78%) participants, their fears related to entrepreneurship were also 

defined in relation to how they expected they would be viewed by others in the event of 

failing as an entrepreneur.  To describe this, participants used powerfully descriptive, 

and fear provoking words such as blame, branded, disappointed, afraid, 

embarrassment, black mark, rejection, not good enough, loser, and hurt.  I interpreted 

the use of these words to be an illustration of the fear associated with participants' 

anticipation of how they would be viewed negatively by others in the event they were 

not successful as an entrepreneur.   

Specifically, Steve expressed 'I was afraid that people would blame me if the 

business fails (par.).'  He also said that; 

"some of the people say, you're crazy, I remember one guy when I used to 
work at [previous employer] I used to tell he I wanted to open my own 
business, a [type of business]…and then he said the job here is better, you 
have health care, benefits, salary…he said when you own a business, you 
never know." 
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Jack had similar fears.  He verbalized that by saying 'my fear is that I will disappoint 

others and be labeled a failure (par.).' He also said; 

"[wife] thought I was nuts, she goes - if you are going to work why don't 
you just stay in [previous field of work]…she didn't think [entrepreneurship] 
was the way to go, she also didn't think that [type of business] was a viable 
field, she didn't think that would be a good option." 

 

Jennifer described her fear that "it won't work…that breaks down to people won't want 

what I create…financial and personal rejection…feel like idiot."  Finally, Dan said 'my 

fear was that I would be considered not good enough, not successful by community 

(par.).'  He also said; 

"my wife was probably dead-set against it, probably my parents weren't far 
behind, [wife] was not fully supportive but realized I probably had to do 
it…she was definitely more than nervous." 

 

This is powerful language and it communicates the high emotional cost and 

shame anticipated in the event of entrepreneurial failure.  The language exposes 

participants' perception they were making a huge investment in their business; not 

financially but emotionally.  This is important because the goal is to encourage 

individuals to become entrepreneurs but the anticipation of shame potentially resulting 

from their entrepreneurial activity can have the effect of driving individuals away from 

behavior that potentially exposes them to experiencing shame (Barbalet 2001).  That is, 

individuals tend to gravitate towards behavior that has a low chance of yielding the 

emotion of shame (Barbalet 2001).  The shame that participants anticipated 

experiencing in the event of entrepreneurial failure could have prevented them from 

acting on their entrepreneurial aspirations and could have brought them back in line 

with the social norm of not being an entrepreneur (Barbalet 2001).  It is unknown how 

many other aspiring entrepreneurs have turned away from entrepreneurship by their 

attempt to avoid this potential shame. 

The remaining four of 18 (22%) participants did not define their entrepreneurial 

fears in relation to being viewed unfavorably by others as a result of their 

entrepreneurial activity.  Instead, their fears were individual-centric fears such as going 

out of business and the financial implications or the participants reported that they had 

no fears.  Janice had the predictable fear that her business would go-under.  Samuel did 

not recall having any fears when he was launching his business but did recognize that 

he would face various challenges as an entrepreneur and would have to solve problems 



 106 

as they come.  Finally, Ali stated that he had no fear of failing.  For these four 

participants, the anticipated results of entrepreneurial failure were not related to how 

they would be viewed by others. 

The findings from this probe demonstrate that participants' entrepreneurial 

dreams and fears were social.  That is, they are defined by how favorably entrepreneurs 

will be viewed by others as a result of their entrepreneurial activity.  This contradicts 

extant literature that emphasizes induvial agency alone as the driving force of 

entrepreneurship, at the expense of the impact of social structure (Cunningham et al. 

1991; Yarzebinski 1992; Zapalska 1997; Zafirovski 1999).  The findings also contradict 

the psychological characteristics literature that argues the primary role of individual 

characteristics and individual agency in entrepreneurial activity, at the expense of 

considering the influence of the surrounding structure (Cunningham et al. 1991; 

Yarzebinski 1992; Zapalska 1997; Zafirovski 1999; Eisenhauer 1995).  These findings 

demonstrate that participants' entrepreneurial dreams and fears were impacted by their 

surrounding social structure.  That is, their dreams and fears were impacted by culture 

to the degree that participants wanted to behave in ways that were consistent with being 

looked upon favorably by others.   

Theories like Schumpeter's (2011) great person theory of entrepreneurship 

focuses on entrepreneurs as individuals with an inner desire and unique set of 

motivations and skills that allow them to become entrepreneurs.  The literature also tells 

us that entrepreneurs have typical psychological characteristic like a well-developed 

ego, a high degree of self-confidence, an internal locus of control, high levels of energy, 

above average intelligence, and a propensity to accept at least a moderate amount of risk 

(Cunningham et al. 1991; Yarzebinski 1992; Zapalska 1997; Zafirovski 1999; 

Eisenhauer 1995).  This literature focuses on the psychological characteristics of 

entrepreneurs and their individual agency as drivers of entrepreneurial activity at the 

expense of considering the simultaneous impact of the broader social structure.  As 

illustrated by the finding that participants' dreams and fears were distinctly social, this 

study demonstrates that, in addition to individual agency, the impact of the surrounding 

social structure must be considered when trying to understand entrepreneurial 

motivation and behavior. 

These findings are consistent with entrepreneurial ecology literature that 

recognizes the role of culture and institutions in addition to individual-level factors as 

drivers of entrepreneurial activity (Busenitz et al. 2003; Spigel 2015).  They are 
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consistent with the entrepreneurial ecology literature that places individual 

entrepreneurial activity within the context of the surrounding socio-economic-political 

structure (Busenitz et al. 2003; Spigel 2015).  This is evident in participants' dreams 

and fears being defined in relation to how favorably they would or would not be viewed 

by others as a result of their entrepreneurial activity, thus placing the individual within 

the wider social context.  There are many inward-looking, self-focused answers that 

participants could have cited as their dreams and fears related to entrepreneurship.  For 

example, they could have cited dreams to get rich, build a business empire, or have 

locations across the country.  Their fears could have been their business growing too 

slowly or too quickly, not yielding their desired return on investment, or being subject 

to strong competitive activity.  But they did not express their dreams and fears in this 

individualistic way; they expressed them in relation to how favorably they would be 

viewed by others as a result of their entrepreneurial successes and failures.   

These findings contribute to the literature by showing that the dreams and fears 

of the entrepreneur participants that encourage and discourage them from acting on their 

entrepreneurial aspirations were social and not individual-centric.  The findings support 

the move away from the literature emphasizing only the psychological characteristics 

and induvial agency as the driving force of entrepreneurship, at the cost of considering 

the impact of the broader social structure (Cunningham et al. 1991; Yarzebinski 1992; 

Zapalska 1997; Zafirovski 1999).  The findings point away from the great person 

theories of entrepreneurship and away from individual agency alone as driving 

entrepreneurship.  That is, entrepreneurship is a social activity, not an individual 

activity.  These findings encourage, as drivers of entrepreneurial activity, the 

consideration and importance of entrepreneurs' relations with others within their wider 

social structure. 

 

4.6 Transmissions from culture and their impact on possible future selves 

 

The next line of inquiry probed participants' perceptions and interpretations of 

transmissions from the micro- and macro-levels of their culture pertaining to them 

entering entrepreneurship.  As discussed in the literature review, culture influences 

individuals' thoughts and behavior through transmissions or signals communicated to 

individuals by culture (Litina, Moriconi, and Zanaj 2016; Taylor et al. 2011).  Cultural 

transmission is the process through which a group's attitudes, beliefs, norms, accepted 
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behaviors, and values are communicated to and taught to others within the group 

(Taylor et al. 2011).  Transmissions take place as individuals perceive and interpret 

signals that are transmitted from culture.  The signals are overt, subtle, or even unstated 

- they are the words, actions, attitudes, and behaviors of the group (Geertz 1993).  At 

the individual, peer-to-peer, micro-level, people learn about their culture from the group 

by observing words, actions, attitudes and behaviors (signals) of others (Geertz 1993).  

For example, signals can be spoken words or a wink, nod, smile, or gesture.  At the 

macro-level these signals are created and maintained by more formal influences such as 

a common language, mass media, education system, political system, and common 

symbols (Hofstede 1997).   

To say participants perceived and interpreted signals means that, first, 

participants took notice of what they understood to be signals and, second, they 

interpreted or tried to understand the meaning of those signals.  This means participants 

attempted to understand the influence of their culture on their entering entrepreneurship 

by trying to understand what the signals meant (Sayer 1999; Turner 1996), the 

significance of the signals, and the social rules prompting the signals (Rosenberg 2007).  

Participants had to filter this information through their own thoughts, feelings, 

and attitudes pertaining to their decision to enter entrepreneurship. 

By probing what signals the participants perceived from their culture, how they 

interpreted those signals, and what impact they had on participants' future 

entrepreneurial selves is probing, more broadly, what impact did the social structure 

have on participants' individual agency.  Agency-initiated actions are actions self-

determined by the individual while structure-initiated actions are prompted by the 

individual's surrounding social structure (Archer 1995).  Culture influences individual 

behavior by transmitting norms (Litina, Moriconi, and Zanaj 2016, Taylor et al. 2011) 

and encouraging maintenance of those norms by influencing individual agency (Billett 

2006).   

At the micro-level, transmissions from culture consisted of participants' 

perceptions and interpretations of their family, friends, and community members’ 

thoughts, attitudes, and beliefs about their entrance into entrepreneurship (Friedman 

1994; Geertz 1993; Jeanquart-Barone et al. 1999).  During the interviews, I asked 

participants to reflect on the time they were preparing to launch their business.  I then 

probed them with questions such as, "What did your family say / think about you 
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starting a business?," "What did your friends say / think about you starting a business?," 

and "What did people in your community say / think about starting a business?"   

At the macro-level, transmissions from culture consisted of participants' 

perception and interpretation of signals from the wider cultural environment.  The wider 

cultural environment transmits signals through such mediums as how entrepreneurs are 

regarded in the press, how entrepreneurs are generally regarded by others, and what 

status and visibility entrepreneurs enjoy (McSweeney 2002; Jenks 2004).  During the 

interviews, I asked participants, "In general, did you feel encouraged or discouraged 

about starting a business?" and "How did this push / pull influence what you thought 

was possible through entrepreneurship?" 

The second part of this line of inquiry was also addressed by encouraging 

participants to discuss their perception and interpretation of how their family, friends, 

community members, and wider social environment impacted their dreams, fears, and 

possible future views of what might be possible through entrepreneurship.      

Themes that emerged from the interview data revealed a barrage of signals that 

participants perceived from their culture and how they interpreted them.  The majority 

of participants (11 of 18 (61%)) reported simultaneously perceiving both positive and 

negative signals from their culture pertaining to them becoming entrepreneurs.  

Specifically, 18 of 18 (100%) participants perceived what they interpreted to be positive 

signals, 7 of 18 (39%) only positive signals, and 0 of 18 (0%) only negative.  

 Positive signals from the micro-level of culture are exemplified by Steve who 

reported that he perceived what he interpreted to be positive signals from his spouse.  

He reported the following pertaining to his wife;  

"she has actually wanted me to open the business, my wife, she knew I 
wanted to do something, start my own business, she was very happy finally 
that I am going to…and then she was very happy, her family was very 
happy I am going to start my own business, so they were very big support."   
 

He reported that his wife's attitudes, beliefs, and feelings were positive and encouraging 

of him entering entrepreneurship.  Other positive signals perceived by participants were 

subtler, such as those perceived by George.  He reported what he interpreted from 

others in response to his entering entrepreneurship to be "supportive, quiet admiration 

(and that) no one tried to talk me out of it."  Wes also reported feeling supported, 

saying; 
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'my parents were always supportive in everything I decided to do - 
supported me and wished me well (par.),' and "were confident that I would 
have a good business."   
 

Phil echoed Wes by saying 'my brother and mother were supportive - 'my friends were 

supportive (par.)', "people knew what I was capable of."  Ali also reported that "people 

were happy for me…people knew I could handle that thing - I had lots of experience."  

These signals came from the comments people made relating to participants' entrance 

into entrepreneurship and they also came from the silent gestures such as a smile, 

encouraging expression, or the tone and manner in which others spoke in relation to his 

venture into entrepreneurship.   

However, not all signals from the micro-level of culture were positive.  11 of 18 

(61%) participants perceived what they interpreted as negative signals.  That is, they 

perceived and interpreted the thoughts, feelings, attitudes, and behaviors of the family, 

friends, and community members around them (Friedman 1994; Geertz 1993; 

Jeanquart-Barone et al. 1999) to be negative, or discouraging, regarding their entering 

entrepreneurship.  The perception and interpretation of such negative signals is 

exemplified by Steve not telling his family he had opened a business due to the signals 

he previously interpreted to be negative.  Despite his operating the business for several 

months, he had not told his family in an effort to minimize the negative feedback he 

anticipated he would receive from them for doing so.  He communicated his attempt to 

avoid receiving negative feedback from his family, saying 'I have not told my family 

[that I became an entrepreneur] because I know their reaction will be negative (par.).'  

He explained this as follows;   

"my family is all blue-collar workers, they all work, and none of them work 
in the office or things like that, they all factory and things like that…it is kind 
of different, they don't know actually I have a business, and the reason is that 
because I went to university, I should be in their mind, I should be working 
office, that's why I wanted (previously) to work in the office, because of that 
culture, they are still thinking 50 years ago, and then for them if I tell them 
that I own a restaurant, you know, you just became a restaurant owner, you 
are not as, in (home country) it is not as important (being a business owner), 
working in office is more important than owning a [type of business], so that's 
why until I get comfortable or I get rich some level, I did not tell them, I will 
tell them when I become more successful." 
 

Dan also reported that he perceived what he interpreted to be negative signals, saying;  

"[my] wife was dead set against it…parents not far behind… [my] 
grandfather said never have your own business, he said all you have is 
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headaches with people, and it's way easier to go get a government job 
somewhere." 
 

Robert perceived negativity from his family members and reported that 'my brother and 

sister said "why would you do that?!?" and told him to seek traditional employment 

where he can "put in a good day's work and get paid."'(par.)  Expressed either overtly or 

subtly, participants' perceived negative signals from the micro-level of their culture via 

their family and friends, some of which, were the people closest to them.  

Some participants perceived what I interpreted to be harsh signals from the 

micro-level of their culture pertaining to their entering entrepreneurship.  It became 

apparent that 8 of 18 (44%) participants perceived signals from their culture related to 

their entrance into entrepreneurship that I interpret to be sarcastic, belittling, insulting, 

and / or derogatory.  This includes five participants who were labeled by family, 

friends, or community members as "nuts" or "crazy."  Steve reported 'my coworkers at 

my previous corporate job - "some of the people would say that I am crazy" (par.).'  

Jack reported "my wife thought I was nuts."  Not only were her previous co-workers 

revealing their negative opinion of Jennifer entering entrepreneurship, they were doing 

so in an overt, and possibly insulting way.  Jennifer also received similar negative 

signals from her parents.  She said;  

"my parents thought I was nuts, they thought I should stay (at my previous 
job) for the pension…you can talk to them until you are blue in the face, 
they thought I was crazy, they said what are you thinking" 

 

Jennifer interpreted these signals to mean that some of those around her were thinking 

less of her as a result of her decision to enter entrepreneurship.   

The most complex scenario faced by participants in relation to transmissions 

from the micro-level of their culture was for the 11 of 18 (61%) participants who 

reported they simultaneously received what they interpreted as positive and negative 

signals from the micro-level of their culture.  For example, Jennifer reported that her 

'[spouse] thought it was great and said [spouse] would support me and my sister told me 

"we have your back."' (par.).  However, she had to simultaneously process the negative 

signals from her parents who "thought [she was] nuts, they thought I should stay (at my 

previous job) for the pension…they thought I was crazy."  They asked "what are you 

thinking?''  Robert was able to verbalize the mix of positive and negative signals he 

perceived by saying 'my family was negative but my friends were positive so I was not 

just surrounded by negativity (par.)'  These 11 participants who perceived what they 
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interpreted to be a mix of positive and negative signals from the micro-level of their 

culture were subsequently faced with the task of processing this mix of signals while 

forming their own interpretation of the pros and cons of launching a business.  This 

would be difficult as some signals would reinforce their entrepreneurial aspirations and 

some would undermine them.  Further, participants had to consider who the signals 

were from and assign weight to individual signals according to who they were from and 

the degree of influence they were willing to accept from each individual. 

I next probed participants' perceptions and interpretations of transmissions from 

the macro-level of their culture pertaining to entering entrepreneurship.  As opposed to 

the micro-level, the feelings, beliefs, and attitudes of the surrounding family, friends, 

and community members, the macro-level concerns the signals perceived from the 

broader cultural environment (McSweeney 2002; Jenks 2004).  For example, these 

signals may come from how the media reports on entrepreneurial activity, how banks 

decide to treat entrepreneur clients, or the presence, absence, and impact of 

entrepreneurial role models.  I probed this by directly asking participants if they 

perceived and interpreted being encouraged / pushed toward entrepreneurship or 

discouraged / pulled away from entrepreneurship by their broad cultural environment.  

Due to the varied and broad nature of the wider cultural environment, participants 

tended to discuss some positive signals and / or some negative signals, and then 

summarize with their interpretation of the net influence of the broad cultural 

environment of their decision to enter entrepreneurship.   

Three of 18 participants perceived what they interpreted to be a push toward 

entrepreneurship by their wider culture (encouragement), 5 of 17 participants perceived 

what they interpreted to be a pull away from entrepreneurship by their wider culture 

(discouragement), and 10 of 18 participants perceived what they interpreted to be a 

mixed or neutral push toward / pull away from entrepreneurship by their wider culture 

(neutral).  Positive signals from the macro-level of participants' culture were 

exemplified by Steve who perceived and interpreted the cultural environment that was 

encouraging overall regarding his entering entrepreneurship.  He reported that while 

there were both positive and negative signals that, on balance, the cultural environment 

was encouraging overall.  Dan also stated that the wider cultural environment was 

generally encouraging.  Before entering entrepreneurship, Samuel stated that his 

perception of the cultural environment was negative and not supportive toward 
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entrepreneurs but also reported that once he began his entrepreneurial journey, he was 

positively surprised by the support. 

Some participants also perceived what they interpreted to be negative signals 

from their wider, macro-level cultural environment.  This was evident in 5 of 17 (29%) 

participants reporting that they perceived what they interpreted to be negative signals 

from their wider cultural environment in the form of being pulled away from 

entrepreneurship.  Wes reported he did not feel the cultural environment was 

encouraging for entrepreneurs, stating the environment for entrepreneurs was not at all 

encouraging and there was no atmosphere for entrepreneurs.  Wes was saying that the 

wider cultural environment is not encouraging of entrepreneurs and that he felt a pull 

away from entrepreneurship.   

Jack concurred, saying that the general cultural environment for entrepreneurs 

was "mostly discouraging and attributed some of that to the 'new idea' that people 

tended to reject because of its unfamiliarity."  Jennifer reported a similar opinion, 

saying;  

"there wasn't a lot of support…parents, colleagues were discouraging, you 
have to show everyone that you have got it, you have to pretend and don't 
discuss fears, this pushed me to create a new community that was 
supportive, the larger culture does not support entrepreneurship." 
 

Karen described the discouragement from the macro-level of her culture as;  

"brick walls…brick walls with banks, credit card companies, government, 
landlords [and that] every time we tried something new, we faced barriers" 
and 'even in our personal lives - because we were young entrepreneurs we 
had difficulty getting a mortgage and student loans (par.).' 

 

The remaining 6 of 18 (33%) participants reported a mixed or neutral impact on 

their entrepreneurial activity by the macro-level of their culture, resulting in neither a 

push to entrepreneurship nor a pull away from entrepreneurship.  Phil verbalized this by 

saying "the market itself was encouraging - market was there…[but] banks were 

discouraging…[because] ours was an emerging market." George reported that some 

aspects "I would say [were] encouraging I think but more red tape than I wanted."  

Robert described it as some push, some pull and Chad said that the "net effect slightly 

positive" but that there was 'no investment and no government support (par.).'   

Thus far I have discussed signals from the micro- and macro-level of culture that 

potential entrepreneurs interpret as positive or negative in response to their entrance into 

entrepreneurship.  However, as with most things in the social world, signals perceived 
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and interpreted by entrepreneurs will not always be dichotomously either negative or 

positive.  It is more likely that signals are multiple and are interpreted by entrepreneurs 

to fall somewhere on a spectrum of negative to positive.  It is also likely that 

entrepreneurs perceive multiple signals simultaneously that are interpreted to fall along 

this spectrum.  This leaves the potential entrepreneur to weed through and interpret the 

variety and mix of signals when forming their own opinion about entering 

entrepreneurship and, thus, the impact of the social structure on entrepreneurs' 

individual agency is complex, mixed, and open to interpretation by the individual.   

This line of inquiry into participants' perceptions and interpretations of cultural 

transmissions was for the purpose of assessing the impact of signals from the micro- 

and macro-levels of culture on participants' possible future entrepreneur selves.  It 

became apparent that participants' dreams and fears, which underpin their possible 

future selves, were sensitive to signals from culture, but participants were more 

sensitive to fears than dreams.   

This was exemplified by all 18 participants perceiving what they interpreted to 

be positive signals from the micro-level of their culture, yet only 4 of 18 (22%) reported 

that the positive signals fueled their dreams.  Alan reported that his family's positive 

views on entrepreneurship allowed him to dream about entering entrepreneurship; he 

reported 'I come from an entrepreneurial family, it was just accepted that it is possible 

(par.).'  Ali stated that positive feedback;  

"helped me a lot…they were happy for me because they know I can create 
something and handle it, because all my life I am working I have different 
experiences from managing [type of business]…I have different skills so it 
wasn't difficult for me, I wasn't scared and the people around me, they trust, 
I can handle that thing." 
 

Participants reported more often that negative signals from the micro-level of 

their culture contributed to their fears related to entering entrepreneurship.  Of the 11 of 

18 (61%) participants who perceived what they interpreted to be negative signals from 

the micro-level of their culture, 10 of those 11 (91%) reported that the negative signals 

increased their entrepreneurial fears.  That is, 91% of participants who perceived what 

they interpreted to be negative signals reported that those negative signals increased 

their entrepreneurial fears.   

Only Steve reported that positive signals positively impacted his entrepreneurial 

dreams and, simultaneously, negative signals increased his fears; saying that 'negative 

people made me hesitant (par.).'  The remaining 17 participants communicated that 
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either positive signals increased their dreams or negative signals increased their fears.  

Wes reported that negative signals from those around him made him more conservative 

in his entrepreneurial decision-making.  He further reported that negative signals made 

him fearful that he would not succeed as an entrepreneur and then be branded a failure.  

He said that 'peoples' negative comments made me conservative - I did not want to be 

branded a failure (par.).'  Jack reported 'my wife and some friends being negative made 

me more conservative (par.),' Phil stated that 'my wife's negative opinion of me 

becoming an entrepreneur made me not think it was possible for 10 years (par.),' and 

George said that 'I needed my wife's approval – I could not bring himself to do it 

without it (par.).'   

Two participants reported negative signals having a different effect than 

contributing to entrepreneurial fears.  Dan stated that 'others' doubt fueled me to prove I 

could do it (par.)' and Karen stated that negative signals "made me more determined to 

prove to people that I was right."  For these two participants, negative signals did not 

increase their fears but, instead, drove them to strive harder to prove they could be 

successful as an entrepreneur.  Finally, the remaining participants (13,17,14,15) 

reported that what others thought had no impact on their entrepreneurial dreams, fears, 

or behavior.    

Upon analyzing the data, I interpreted events that suggest how the perception 

and interpretation of negative signals from culture impacted participants' future 

entrepreneurial selves and resulting behavior.  That is, there were indications that 

negative signals from culture contributed to participants being financially conservative 

and risk-adverse with their investment in their entrepreneurial venture.  This emerged as 

I discovered that 11 of 18 (61%) participants had immediate access to more capital than 

they invested or were willing to invest in their business.  Of these 11 participants, eight 

(88%) had previously reported that negative signals from their culture increased their 

entrepreneurial fear.  Further, the most interesting part of this finding is that 8 of these 

11 participants who were not fully invested, were the same eight participants who 

previously reported that positive signals did not increase their entrepreneurial dreams 

and that negative signals did increase their entrepreneurial fears.  A larger initial 

investment in the business could have fueled the growth of the business, facilitated 

entrance into larger, more lucrative markets, and leveraged the entrepreneurs' efforts, 

potentially resulting in greater profitability.  Despite these possibilities, 11 of 18 (61%) 
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participants were not fully invested in their venture and had immediate access to more 

capital than they were willing to employ to launch their business.   

This data shows a pattern that participants who felt the impact of negative 

signals increasing their fears and positive signals not contributing to their dreams, were 

more conservative and risk-adverse in their investment in their entrepreneurial venture.  

This has implications for both the individual entrepreneur and economic development 

resulting from the entrepreneur's venture.  The principal of financial leverage suggests 

that in this situation, there is likely to be a correlation between the amount of capital 

invested and the amount of returns to the entrepreneur.  In general, it would be expected 

that the greater the investment the greatest potential for return.  Of course, this will vary 

according to the type of investment and other related variables.  Further, this reduced 

leverage also has potential implications for economic development.  For example, if we 

hope that entrepreneurs can create new jobs for others, the smaller investment may slow 

the growth of the new venture and reduce or postpone the likelihood that the 

entrepreneur can also create jobs for others. 

The findings from the inquiry into transmissions from culture and their impact 

on participants' possible future entrepreneur selves suggest that signals from culture did 

have an impact on participants' entrepreneurial dreams, fears, resulting possible future 

selves, and entrepreneurial behavior.  They also suggest that participants' fears were 

more sensitive to signals from culture than were participants' dreams.  This was evident 

in that 22% of participants who interpreted positive signals reported that those positive 

signals contributed to their dreams but 91% of participants who interpreted negative 

signals reported that the negative signals contributed to their fears.  It also became 

apparent that negative signals from culture may have contributed to participants being 

financially conservative and risk-adverse with their investment in their entrepreneurial 

venture.     

 This suggests that participants' possible future entrepreneur selves and 

entrepreneurial behavior were impacted by both structure and agency.  That is, 

participants' entrepreneurial activities were individual activities embedded within, and 

influenced by, the surrounding social structure.  Markus et al. refer to this nature of the 

possible future self as a combination of the "inventive and constructive nature of the self 

but they also reflect the extent to which the self is socially determined and constrained" 

(Markus et al. 1986: 954).  Participants were renegade individuals forging their own 

path into entrepreneurship to relieve their social disadvantage of unemployment or 
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underemployment but, despite their pioneering tendencies, they were both aware of and 

influenced by the impact of the micro- and macro-levels of their culture on their dreams, 

fears, possible entrepreneur selves, and resulting entrepreneurial behavior. 

These findings contribute to the literature by providing insight into the 

understanding of the space between culture and entrepreneurial behavior.  As discussed 

previously, extant literature tells us that there is a relationship between culture and the 

volume and quality of entrepreneurial activity (Busenitz et al. 2003; Spigel 2015) but 

extant literature is vague on the constitution of that relationship.  This study contributes 

to the understanding of this space between culture and entrepreneurial behavior by 

exhibiting how signals from culture were filtered through the dreams, fears, and 

possible future entrepreneur selves of participants and resulted in culturally influenced 

individual entrepreneurial behavior.   

Section nine of this chapter further explores these empirical findings pertaining 

to the links between culture and entrepreneurial behavior in the context of the study's 

theoretical findings.   

 

4.7 Entering entrepreneurship from a disadvantaged social position and its impact 

on possible future entrepreneur selves 

 

As the study's general research question was concerned with not only 

entrepreneurs but necessity-driven entrepreneurs, research question five probed how 

participants' culturally-defined disadvantage (of unemployment or underemployment) 

impacted their entrepreneurial dreams, fears, possible future entrepreneur selves, and 

resulting entrepreneurial behavior.   

Being unemployed or underemployed in Nova Scotia is more than not having 

something to fill your time and not having a full income.  Being unemployed or 

underemployed is counter to the normal social structure of working every day and 

supporting yourself with a full-time income.  It places the unemployed or 

underemployed individual in a position of social disadvantage.  That is, it means that if 

you are unemployed or underemployed, you are different than or 'less than' the norm of 

being fully employed.  This message of non-conformity may have been communicated 

to participants through transmissions from their culture (Litina, Moriconi, and Zanaj 

2016; Taylor et al. 2011).  Participants may have been consciously or unconsciously 

influenced by their culture to find a way to conform to this normal social structure 
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(Archer 1995) by relieving this social disadvantage by entering entrepreneurship.  The 

moment an unemployed or underemployed individual decides to start a business, they 

change from being 'unemployed or underemployed' to being 'an entrepreneur involved 

in a start-up.'  Their social status immediately changes from 'less than' to garnering 

admiration for 'being an entrepreneur.' 

As it was a requirement for participation in this study, all participants were 

experiencing the social disadvantage of unemployment (13 of 18) or underemployment 

(5 of 18) prior to launching their business.  Despite this fact, participants' entering 

entrepreneurship from a disadvantaged social position did not emerge through the 

interviews as a significant part of participants' stories of entering entrepreneurship.  

Despite being given many opportunities to stress how their unemployment or 

underemployment influenced their entrepreneurial aspirations, motivations, and 

behavior, they tended not to.  I interpret this silence as a finding in itself.  That is, 

participants did not understand their social disadvantage to be a big part of the story 

about their journey into entrepreneurship.  I interpret this as participants not consciously 

seeing the disadvantage as a dominant driving force for them entering entrepreneurship.  

Whether, participants subconsciously saw entrepreneurship as a way to relieve their 

social disadvantage has not been determined.  That is, were they attracted to 

entrepreneurship at the time they were unemployed or underemployed because 

subconsciously they knew that entering entrepreneurship would relieve their social 

disadvantage? 

Despite the fact that being necessity-driven did not emerge as a big part of 

participants' entrepreneurial stories, the commonality in their stories related to the 

circumstances of how they entered entrepreneurship did emerge.  That is, they all shared 

the story of entering entrepreneurship immediately following a period of unemployment 

or underemployment and that entrepreneurship relieved that social disadvantage.  This 

point was illuminated by the circumstances described by a nineteenth participant who 

was interviewed but, as his story emerged, it became apparent that he did not meet the 

unemployment, underemployment, or living in poverty criteria necessary to qualify for 

participation in the study.  In short, it emerged that he did not enter entrepreneurship as 

a necessity-driven entrepreneur.  That is, it emerged that he did not enter 

entrepreneurship while being unemployed, underemployed, or living in poverty. 

I am discussing participant nineteen now only to illuminate the contrast of his 

circumstances surrounding entering entrepreneurship not from a position of social 
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disadvantage from those who do enter entrepreneurship from a position of social 

disadvantage (unemployed or under employed).  Participant nineteen described his 

entrance into entrepreneurship as a slow, methodical process that took place over a 

number of years while he remained in full-time employment.  While he was employed, 

he tested the market, experimented with methods, and built a client base.  It was only 

then, after he proved his business case, that he quit his job to enter entrepreneurship on 

a full-time basis.  These circumstances in which participant nineteen entered 

entrepreneurship were in stark contrast to how the other eighteen participants entered.  

The other eighteen entered from the socially disadvantaged position of unemployment 

or underemployment and used, consciously or unconsciously, entrepreneurship to 

relieve their social disadvantage.  Participant nineteen entered entrepreneurship from an 

advantaged position of full employment and in a way that reduced the impact of the all-

or-nothing testing of his methods and market.  Like so many things in social science, it 

was through the process of comparison, comparing the gradual transition into 

entrepreneurship of participant 19, that the abrupt, necessity-driven entrance into 

entrepreneurship of the eighteen participants was illuminated and unified. 

I said above that I interpreted that participants did not consciously see their 

social disadvantage as a big driving force for their entrance into entrepreneurship, 

however, there were indications throughout the data suggesting that participants' social 

disadvantage did impact their possible future entrepreneurial selves and subsequent 

entrepreneurial behavior.  It emerged that being in the socially disadvantaged position 

of being unemployed or underemployed, which made them meet the definition of 

necessity-driven, may have been a catalyst for the realization of their possible 

entrepreneur self by prompting participants to act on their entrepreneurial dreams. This 

finding resulted from my determination that 12 of 18 (67%) participants reported they 

had aspirations for extended periods of time prior to them entering entrepreneurship but 

that they did not act on those aspirations until they were faced with the social 

disadvantage of unemployment or underemployment.  The remaining six participants 

reported that they did not have standing aspirations to enter entrepreneurship prior to 

the immediate time before they did.  Seven participants (1, 3, 5, 8, 9, 11, 17) responded 

to this probe using iterations of "always."  That is, they reported "I have always wanted 

to be an entrepreneur," "it has always been in the back of my mind," and "it was always 

a possibility."  Wes reported in his "high school year book said [he] wanted to start a 

business," Phil that "I had wanted to start a business for 10 years," and Dan "since 14 
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years old."  This suggests that being in a socially disadvantaged position may have 

(subconsciously) been the catalyst of participants' entrance into entrepreneurship.  It 

may have prompted them to act on their entrepreneurial dreams. 

Participants may have been prompted to enter entrepreneurship at the time they 

were unemployed or underemployed by the perceived reduction of risk and fear 

associated with entering entrepreneurship from that position of disadvantage.  That is, 

participants were already unemployed or underemployed so they did not have to take on 

the additional risk and fear associated with quitting a full-time job in order to enter 

entrepreneurship.  Entering entrepreneurship at the time they did carried less risk and 

provoked less fear than it would have at a time when they would have had to quit a full-

time job to enter entrepreneurship.  Put simply, they had less to lose.  This reduction of 

risk may have contributed to participants finally acting on their entrepreneurial 

aspirations. 

This idea emerged early in the interviews.  Steve, who was unemployed, 

articulated that entering entrepreneurship at the time he was unemployed carried less 

risk and fear because there was no opportunity cost associated with leaving a job.  He 

said; 

"I was actually less afraid because, you know, I already don't have an 
income and then, what if I open this place and create my own, because I 
already don't have a job, couldn't get a job, create my own business, create 
my own job…obviously you still have to invest money, I came from 
(country x) so I know hard work is ok, we have a saying that hard work isn't 
going to kill you, so I did not have a job, I apply all these things, but 
couldn't get anything, then this opportunity come, I knew I had to work hard 
but I said I have nothing to lose, the most thing is I lose some money I 
invested but the time-wise I am not working already." 
 

He perceived that entering entrepreneurship had two distinct sets of risks - one was 

related to the capital he invested in the business and the second was related to the 

opportunity cost of giving up an income to enter entrepreneurship.  He was already 

without an income so entering entrepreneurship did not require him to give it up to enter 

entrepreneurship.  This point was echoed by Janice who was underemployed prior to the 

entrepreneurial event.  She stated "I am not sure I would have done it if I was permanent 

- if I had a permanent contract."  She acknowledged that because of her disadvantaged 

position, her perceived risk and corresponding fear about entering entrepreneurship was 

less than if she was leaving a permanent, full-time job to do so.  She stated that "my 

biggest risk with this was the money part - I was not leaving anything permanent."  She 
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also received signals from her family and friends that reinforced this point.  She said 

that her family and friends 'likely would have been even less supportive if I had been 

giving up a permanent job to enter entrepreneurship (par.).'  Her spouse told her that "if 

you are going to try it, now would be the time to try it because you are not leaving a 

permanent position."  Not having to give up full-employment to enter entrepreneurship 

may have lowered the perceived risk enough that participants were finally able to act on 

their long-standing entrepreneurial aspirations. 

  

This research question probed the impact of participants' social disadvantage on 

their entrepreneurial dreams, fears, and resulting behavior.  It became apparent that 

participants' social disadvantage was not a big part of their stories as they told them.  

However, the data revealed that participants' social disadvantage may have served as a 

catalyst for them to act on their entrepreneurial aspirations.  They may have perceived 

what they interpreted to be signals pertaining to their non-conformity to social norms 

from their culture (Litina, Moriconi, and Zanaj 2016; Taylor et al. 2011) that prompted 

them to act on their entrepreneurial aspirations (Archer 1995), thus relieving their social 

disadvantage.  They may have also been prompted by the reduction of fear and risk 

resulting from not having to give up full employment to enter entrepreneurship.       

These findings contribute to the literature by pointing to possible catalysts to act 

for individuals who have entrepreneurial aspirations.  It expands on literature that 

considers propensity to accept risk as a driving force in the decision to act on 

entrepreneurial desires (Cunningham et al. 1991; Yarzebinski 1992; Zapalska 1997; 

Zafirovski 1999; Eisenhauer 1995).  That is, it shows that an additional risk under 

consideration by aspiring entrepreneurs may be the opportunity cost related to leaving 

full-time employment.  It also suggests that it is not only finding comfort with risk that 

prompts potential entrepreneurs but some combination of lowered fears, elevated 

dreams, and being prompted into action.    

 
4.8 The intersection of culture and the possible future entrepreneur selves: 

structure and agency in the data 

 

The findings thus far have shed light on participants' needs, dreams, fears, 

perceptions and interpretations of transmissions from culture, and disadvantaged social 

position - all within the context of the impact of culture on their possible future 
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entrepreneur selves.  I pursued these findings with the goal of being able to address the 

study's general inquiry into the relationship between necessity-driven entrepreneurs' 

culture and their self-constructed view of their possible future achievements from 

entrepreneurial activity (possible future entrepreneur self).  Synthesizing these findings 

facilitated my construction of findings that address the question of how culture impacts 

possible future entrepreneur selves.     

From the data emerged the story of how culture impacted the possible future 

entrepreneur selves of 18 necessity-driven entrepreneurs in Halifax, Nova Scotia, 

Canada.  That is, how culture (as a component of the social structure) impacted the 

individual agency of necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  Whether it was conscious or 

subconscious, creating their own livelihood by entering entrepreneurship was a way for 

these individuals to relieve their social disadvantage of unemployment or 

underemployment.  Culture influenced participants' possible future entrepreneur selves, 

their subsequent entrepreneurial behavior, and their individual agency through the 

barrage of signals perceived by participants from the micro- and macro-levels of their 

culture (social structure) pertaining to their intention to enter entrepreneurship.  

 Participants interpreted these signals to be positive, negative, and sometimes 

extremely negative or derogatory.  It became apparent that the individual decisions 

(agency) they made in pursuit of their possible future entrepreneur selves were sensitive 

to these signals from their culture (part of social structure).  Culture, as part of the social 

structure, impacted both positively and negatively, their entrepreneurial dreams, fears, 

and subsequent behavior.  The data supports the finding that although participants' 

entrepreneurial dreams, fears, and possible future entrepreneur selves were 

individualistic (agency), they were simultaneously extrinsic and embedded in social 

structure.   

There are a variety of theories about this type of dualistic influence and the 

relationship between structure and agency.  They range from the denial of each other's 

existence, to the reinforcing nature of the relationship between the two, to the 

morphogenetic melding of the two.  Consistent with the Archer's (1995) morphogenetic 

perspective, the data reveals that it is the interplay between the individuals' possible 

future selves and culture as a component of the social structure that ultimately 

influences entrepreneurs' behavior.  That is, it is not merely the impact of both the 

individual possible future selves (agency) and the other components of the 

entrepreneurial ecology (structure) that impact entrepreneurial behavior but the 
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compounding and negating interplay between them.  They are intertwined even though 

they are analytically distinct (Archer 1995).  We have to look at the influence of 

structure and agency separately but, ultimately, it is likely some combination of 

structure and agency that prompts and sustains individual behavior.  Just like it is the 

cultural component of the entrepreneurial ecology, the individually formed views of 

possible future selves, and the interplay between the two, that influences individual 

behavior.   

 

4.9 Findings and propositions 

 
The aim of this study was not only to discover and construct findings about the 

study's participants but also to construct propositions that may shed light on the impact 

of culture on other similar entrepreneurs, in similar contexts.  As a result of applying a 

systematic research process I have produced propositions pertaining to the possible 

future entrepreneur selves and the impact of culture on other similar necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs within similar contexts.  These propositions can contribute to prediction 

and explanation of entrepreneurial behavior, advance the field of the social science of 

entrepreneurship, and contribute to improving the practice of entrepreneurship 

development (Glaser et al. 2011).  In practice, these propositions can inform attempts to 

increase levels of entrepreneurship in Nova Scotia, like those called for in the One Nova 

Scotia Report (One Nova Scotia Commission 2014), and to encourage and support other 

similar entrepreneurs in similar social contexts. 

Entrepreneurs similar to this study's participants are entrepreneurs who share 

similar experiences and characteristics within similar socio-economic-political contexts.  

Similar entrepreneurs are other middle class individuals with average levels of 

education, a history of work experience, and who are not living in poverty.  They are 

unemployed or underemployed prior to entering entrepreneurship and they live in an 

urban or suburban environment within a developed country where a social safety net is 

accessible.  These similar entrepreneurs that I am describing are different from, for 

example, necessity-driven entrepreneurs with little education, living in poverty in the 

slums of a country where there is no social safety net.  Despite both these groups of 

entrepreneurs meeting the definition of necessity-driven entrepreneurs, their 

circumstances and context are so different that I am confident that the findings and 
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propositions I have constructed from this study apply to the former but do not apply to 

the latter.   

There were eight findings developed, based on the study's participants but that 

can serve as propositions when applied to other similar entrepreneurs in similar 

contexts.  They are;   

 

1. Necessity-driven entrepreneurs are likely to be trying to fulfill non-financial needs 

through entrepreneurship including being able to manage their own time, being able to 

make their own management decisions related to their work, and being able to yield a 

greater level of satisfaction from their work.  They likely interpret that the impact of 

culture on fulfilling those needs is a mix of positive, negative, and neutral.   

 

2. Necessity-driven entrepreneurs' dreams and fears regarding their entrepreneurial 

aspirations are distinctly social because they are defined in relation to how favorably 

they will be viewed by others as a result of their entrepreneurial activity.   

 

3. Necessity-driven entrepreneurs likely perceive transmission of signals from the 

micro- and macro-levels of their culture pertaining to their possible future entrepreneur 

selves that are multiple and a mix of positive and negative.   

 

4. Necessity-driven entrepreneurs are likely to perceive and interpret some signals from 

their culture pertaining to their possible future entrepreneur selves as sarcastic, 

belittling, insulting, and / or derogatory.   

 

5. Necessity-driven entrepreneurs' dreams and fears, that underpin their possible future 

entrepreneur selves, are sensitive to signals from culture, but fears are more sensitive 

than dreams.   

 

6. Necessity-driven entrepreneurs perceive what they interpret to be a push toward 

entrepreneurship, a pull away from entrepreneurship, or a neutral influence from the 

macro-level of their culture.   
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7. Negative signals from culture impact entrepreneurial behavior.  Transmissions from 

their culture contribute to behaviors such as financial conservativism and risk-aversion 

with their investment in their entrepreneurial venture.   

 

8. The social disadvantage experienced by necessity-driven entrepreneurs 

(unemployment, underemployment) can prompt them to act to realize their possible 

future entrepreneur selves as a means of relieving the social disadvantage. 

 

The common theme running through these findings is the dominant role that the 

surrounding social structure plays in the entrepreneurial process.  Popular culture and 

mainstream entrepreneurship literature tend to imply that entrepreneurship is an 

individual-centric activity (Montanye 2006).  We are told that the entrepreneurship 

process necessarily entails a great person, identifying a valuable opportunity, and 

having the personal courage to act on starting a business to take advantage of that 

opportunity. 

In practice, well-intentioned, but misguided entrepreneurship development 

efforts hold the carrot of financing in front of aspiring entrepreneurs to perform their act 

in front of an audience of would be investors.  With the spotlights glaring and 

sometimes the camera rolling the hopeful entrepreneur is required to stand alone in 

front of the room and explain and sell their business idea in an artificially shortened 

period of time.  It is as if the aspiring entrepreneur is the chosen one with magical 

powers who is going to stand on his own, act in isolation of others, and magically turn 

investor's money into untold fortunes. 

Despite the popularity of this model and despite the entrepreneur being the 

individual who is willing to act in this risk-laden activity, in reality, the entrepreneur 

does not act alone but acts within and is heavily influenced by their social structure.  

That is, entrepreneurship is not an individual-centric but a social activity, as evident in 

the common themes running through the eight findings / propositions developed here. 

This emphasis on entrepreneurship being a social activity flowed through the 

eight findings.  First, the needs entrepreneurs are trying to fulfill are likely to be defined 

in relationship to changing the nature of the social interaction involved in their work.  It 

is likely that they act on entrepreneurial aspirations to fulfil a need to reduce the control 

that others have over their work time and work decisions.  Entrepreneurs are likely to 

view entrepreneurship as a way to move away from the traditional employer and 
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employee relationship.  Second, as evidenced through this study, entrepreneurs' dreams 

and fears are likely to be social and defined in relation to how favorably or unfavorably 

they will be viewed as a result of their entrepreneurial activity.  Third, as evidenced by 

this study, entrepreneurs are likely to perceive signals from their social structure 

pertaining to their entrepreneurial aspirations and activity that they interpret to be 

positive, negative, mixed, and even derogatory.  These signals from the social structure 

influence entrepreneurial activity by making entrepreneurs feel various levels of support 

from their social structure and are likely to influence individual behavior.  Finally, it is 

likely the uncomfortable social position that necessity-driven entrepreneurs find 

themselves in that actually prompts them to act on their entrepreneurial aspirations. 

Figure 4.5 charts the great-person, individual-centric entrepreneur with the 

entrepreneur described by the eight findings pertaining to entrepreneurship developed 

through this study.  If I consider the eight findings, they each have an individual 

component but, simultaneously are distinctly social as they are intertwined with the 

social context.  That is, they each describe individual entrepreneurial thinking or 

behavior and the influence of the social context in which the entrepreneurs function.  I 

plotted the great person, individual-centric theory of the entrepreneur against the eight 

findings developed here that view entrepreneurship as an individual activity heavily 

influenced by and occurring within a social context.   

 

Figure 4.5 - The Great Person Entrepreneur against Entrepreneurship being 

Social-centric

 

Great	Person

1,	7,	8

2

3,	4,	5,	6	

Social-centric

Individual-centric
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While some of the eight findings lend themselves to partially individualistic 

thinking of entrepreneurship (ie. self-satisfaction, individual behavior), the findings 

developed here show the importance of social interaction in the entrepreneurial process.  

While the exact location of each theory on the graph above is subjective and open to 

interpretation, it is undeniable that the 'great person', individual wealth seeking picture 

of the entrepreneur is far from what has been learned through this study.  That is, 

entrepreneurship is a social activity.  Entrepreneurship is about entrepreneurs managing 

existing social relationships, creating new social relationships and terminating old social 

relationships, all in response to and influenced by signals from the social context in 

which they act. 

  

In summary, the general research question probed the impact of culture on 

participants' possible future entrepreneur selves.  Through analyzing the data, 

synthesizing the findings derived from the specific research questions, and through a 

general process of interpretation, I was able to construct new social knowledge 

pertaining to if and how culture impacted participants' possible future entrepreneur 

selves.  That is, culture did have an impact on participants' possible future entrepreneur 

selves and subsequent entrepreneurial behavior.  Culture was invasive in the processes 

of participants' formation and maintenance of their possible future entrepreneur selves 

by directly impacting the needs they were trying to meet through entrepreneurship, their 

perceived ability to meet those needs, their perceived ability to meet those needs 

through entrepreneurship, their entrepreneurial dreams and fears, their ability to realize 

those dreams and fears, the degree to which they felt pushed into entrepreneurship or  

pulled away from entrepreneurship by the macro-level of their culture, and the role of 

culture in prompting them to act on trying to realize their possible future entrepreneur 

selves.   

 

As discussed throughout this chapter, the empirical findings related to the 

impact of culture on possible future entrepreneur selves contribute to the literature by 

demonstrating that the needs underpinning possible future entrepreneur selves are not 

always financial needs.  It is important for researchers to know that, even as necessity-

driven entrepreneurs, the needs trying to be met through entrepreneurship can be non-

financial, including various kinds of work-related freedom and satisfaction.  
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Researchers need to ensure they are not necessarily using only a financial scale to 

measure entrepreneurial performance but are using the right scale to measure 

entrepreneurial performance; comparing the needs entrepreneurs are trying to fulfill 

with the degree to which they perceive they have met those needs.  The empirical 

findings also contribute to the literature by demonstrating that the dreams and fears 

underpinning possible future entrepreneur selves that encourage and discourage them 

from acting on their entrepreneurial aspirations can be non-individual-centric and 

social; defined by how individuals perceive they might be viewed by others as a result 

of their entrepreneurial activity.  This is a move away from the individual-centric 

research on entrepreneurship and the false assumption that entrepreneurship is an 

individual activity, not a social activity.  It is also a move away from the literature that 

assumes that individual agency is the driving force of entrepreneurship, at the expense 

of considering the simultaneous role of social structure.  The empirical findings also 

contribute to the literature pertaining to the impact of culture on possible future 

entrepreneur selves by suggesting that the culturally-defined disadvantages experienced 

by necessity-driven entrepreneurs may, in fact, prompt individuals to act on their 

entrepreneurial aspirations as a way to reduce or eliminated their culturally-defined 

disadvantage.  Whereas the development literature tends to dismiss necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs because of their culturally-defined disadvantage, it may in fact be the 

distinct culturally-defined disadvantage that is responsible for the creation of 

entrepreneurs.   

 

4.10 Theoretical findings: The chain of theories that explains how culture impacts 

possible future entrepreneur selves and resulting entrepreneurial behavior 

 

Extant literature states that culture impacts entrepreneurial activity (Spigel 2017; 

Griffiths et al. 2009; Busenitz et al. 2003) but it is silent on a theoretically-informed 

process of how culture impacts entrepreneurial activity.  As I was analyzing the data, it 

became apparent to me that it is insufficient to state that culture impacted participants' 

entrepreneurial behavior or even to empirically demonstrate as I did that culture did 

impact entrepreneurial behavior without addressing, in a theoretically-informed way, 

how culture impacts entrepreneurial behavior.  To meet the study's objective of 

contributing to the understanding of the impact of culture on possible future 

entrepreneur selves, it became necessary for me to be able to explain how culture 
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impacts entrepreneurial activity, in a theoretically informed way.  The following 

discussion presents these theoretical findings in the form of a synthesis of the theories 

applicable to this study, presented in a format that suggests a path from culture, through 

the individual, to entrepreneurial activity. 

Figure 4.6, is a visual representation of the connected theories; 

 
Figure 4.6 - A Visual Representation of the Connected Theories 
 

          Culture 
              (Theory of what is culture) 

 
 

            Transmission of Culture 
              (Theory of how culture signals to individuals) 

 
 

             Perceptions and Interpretations of Culture 
          (Interpretivism)  

 
 

            Forming Possible Future Entrepreneur Selves 
              (Theory of possible selves and how they are formed) 

 
 

             How Possible Future Entrepreneurial Selves Influence Entrepreneurial Behavior 
                  (Theory of how possible selves influence behavior) 

 
 
As discussed in the literature review, theories of culture suggest that culture is a 

group's collective way of life, way of thinking, feeling, and behaving (Friedman 1994; 

Geertz 1993; Jeanquart-Barone et al. 1999).  However, culture itself does not directly 

influence individuals but it is individuals' perception and interpretation (Bryman 2001 

in Grix 2002) of the signals transmitted from culture (Litina, Moriconi, and Zanaj 

2016; Taylor et al. 2011) that influences individual's entrepreneurial dreams, fears, and 

behaviors.  Perceiving signals from culture refers to an individual becoming aware or 

conscious of a signal and interpreting them is the process of attempting to understand 

them, their significance, and the social rules prompting them (Sayer 1999; Turner 1996; 

Rosenberg 2007).   

Individuals' perceptions and interpretations of signals from culture then impact 

the formation of their possible future entrepreneur selves.  That is, their interpretations 

influence their perceived self-knowledge of their future potential, both positive and 
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negative, in relation to their entrepreneurial activity (Markus et al. 1986; Dunkel et al. 

2006; Farmer et al. 2009).  There are social pressures within a culture that encourage 

social integration and the formation and maintenance of established cultural norms 

(Hofstede 1997).  More specifically, culture influences individual values.  As discussed 

in the literature review, values are an individual's underlying beliefs pertaining to what 

is right, what is wrong, and what is and is not important, and the preference of one state 

of affairs over another (Bates et al. 2002; Hofstede 1980).   These pressures from 

culture to conform and subscribe to common values, influence what individuals see as 

possible for themselves in the future as they try to align their possibilities with cultural 

expectations and norms.  Through the process of perceiving and interpreting signals 

from culture, under pressures to conform to social norms and common values, 

individuals form forward-looking dreams, fears, and visions of what might be possible 

for them to achieve through entrepreneurship.   

These possible future selves then serve as motivation for the individual to act on 

their entrepreneurial aspirations (Markus et al. 1986; Dunkel et al. 2006).  Markus et al.  

(1986) argue that "self-knowledge of what is possible for them to achieve is 

motivation as it is particularized and individualized; it serves to frame behavior, and 

to guide its course" (955).  Individuals will act in ways that are consistent with 

achieving desired possible selves (Cross et al. 1991).  If the fears of negative outcomes 

overcome the dreams of desired outcomes, individuals may not initiate behaviors 

consistent with achieving their dreams.  In the case of entrepreneurs, if the aspiring 

entrepreneur perceives and interprets too many negative signals from their culture 

pertaining to their entering entrepreneurship, it could diminish their dreams and 

contribute to their fears to the degree that they do not act on their entrepreneurial 

aspirations.    

It is important to note that it is not being proposed that this process of the 

movement from culture to entrepreneurial behavior is necessarily linear.  It is more 

likely that an aspiring entrepreneur, over time, moves forward and backward along this 

chain of theories.  Further, it would be short-sighted to not mention here the role of 

structure and agency on participants' entrepreneurial behavior.  While it is being argued 

that signals from culture influence entrepreneurs' possible future selves and, ultimately, 

their entrepreneurial behavior, it is not being suggested that these social forces 

(structure) are the sole influence on entrepreneurs' behavior.  The entrepreneurs' 

individual agency is also at play in determining entrepreneurial behavior.  This kind of 
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interplay between influences on agency by social structure is what Archer refers to as 

the morphogenetic perspective (Archer 1995).  She argues that the dualistic impact of 

structure and agency is the interplay between the two that must be carefully considered 

when contemplating behavior motivation (Archer 1995).  The morphogenetic 

perspective is unique in that it requires 'analytical dualism' in determining the 

contribution of structure and agency to action (Archer 1995).  While the degree to 

which structure and agency determine individual behavior is debated in the literature 

(Archer 1995), the simultaneous influence of both is consistent with Archer's (1995) 

argument that structure and agency are intertwined even though they are analytically 

distinct.  According to Archer (1995), we have to look at the influence of structure and 

agency separately but, ultimately, it is likely some combination of structure and agency 

that prompts and sustains individual behavior.  Archer's argument helps explain why if 

two potential entrepreneurs perceive the same signals from culture and interpret them in 

the same way, they may still act in different ways due to their individual agency. 

This synthesis of extant theories explains the theoretical path from culture and 

its norms, to the signals transmitted from culture, to individuals’ perception and 

interpretation of signals, to the impact of the interpretation of these signals on the 

formation and maintenance of the possible future selves, to individual behavior.  In the 

context of this study, it provides a theoretical explanation of how culture impacts 

possible future entrepreneur selves and resulting entrepreneurial behavior. 

Finally, I want to emphasize why understanding the path from culture to 

entrepreneurial behavior is important.  That is, entrepreneurship is a desirable activity 

that we want to support because of the social and economic benefits potentially reaped 

from entrepreneurship by both the individual entrepreneur and society in general (Kao 

2006; Schumpeter 2011; Servon et al. 1998; Acs et al. 2008; DeForest 1965; Amin et al. 

1998).  If the aim is to encourage and support entrepreneurship so we can reap these 

benefits, we should be concerned with the socio-economic-political ecology in which 

entrepreneurs function, including culture, which is the focus of this study.  That is 

because we know that some cultures are more supportive of entrepreneurship than 

others (Busenitz et al. 2003).  Therefore, if we want to support entrepreneurship, we 

need to be concerned with creating and maintaining a culture that is supportive of 

entrepreneurship.  While acknowledging that entrepreneurship by definition is 

disruption of the existing socio-economic context - due to the new, innovative, risk-

taking nature of the activity (Schumpeter 2011), there is a fine line between an 
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entrepreneur needing to disrupt their socio-economic context to achieve 

entrepreneurship-related goals, and an entrepreneur being faced with insurmountable 

roadblocks erected by their socio-economic-political environment.  If signals from 

culture are influencing possible future entrepreneur selves and, ultimately, influencing 

conformity to cultural norms, we want those norms to be slanted toward supporting 

entrepreneurship rather than slanted toward erecting roadblocks to entrepreneurship. 

I have highlighted the importance of the interconnectedness of the theories and 

concepts underpinning this study.  That is, the importance of the relationships between 

culture, signals from culture and entrepreneurs' perceptions and interpretations of them, 

the formation of possible future entrepreneur selves, entrepreneurial behavior, and the 

reasons why we should care about the state of culture as it relates to supporting 

entrepreneurship.  The formation of this theoretical model contributes to 

entrepreneurship and development literature.  While extant literature implies that culture 

influences the volume and quality of entrepreneurship (Busenitz et al. 2003), it is silent 

when it comes to a theoretically informed model to explain the steps and links between 

culture and entrepreneurial behavior.  This model contributes to closing that gap.  It 

contributes to the literature by carving a path through the literature from culture, 

through possible future entrepreneur selves, to entrepreneurial behavior.  These 

theoretical findings compliment extant literature that suggests culture does impact 

entrepreneurial behavior by demonstrating in a theoretically informed way how culture 

impacts entrepreneurial behavior.   

 

4.11 Chapter four: Conclusions 

 

 The previous chapters have introduced the study, embedded the study within 

extant literature, and explained how the study was conducted.  This chapter added the 

empirical and theoretical findings that have emerged from the data derived from the 

study and illustrated how they complement, contradict, and contribute to the literature.  

This chapter began by creating context for the study's findings by describing the 

participants and by reflecting on the role I played in the research.  I reflected on the 

process in which I engaged to create new social knowledge through a process 

influenced by interpretivisism (epistemological) and constructivism (ontological).  I 

then introduced the themes that resulted from probing participants while being guided 

by the study's specific research questions, followed by a detailed discussion of these 
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themes, entangled with extant literature.  Next, I synthesized the themes derived from 

the specific questions to address the study's main inquiry into the impact of culture on 

possible future entrepreneur selves.  Finally, I complemented the study's empirical 

findings with an explanation of the theoretical path from culture to possible future 

entrepreneur selves and the resulting entrepreneurial behavior.  In the next chapter, this 

new social knowledge will be applied to the practice of entrepreneurship development.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: PRACTICE AND APPLICATION 

 

5.1 Introduction and purpose 

The goal of entrepreneurship development policy and practice is to contribute to 

improving the state of the entrepreneurial ecology in which entrepreneurs function.  As 

discussed in the literature review, one of the primary ways policy and practice can 

contribute to the development of the entrepreneurial ecology is by offering well 

informed programs and services that directly and effectively support entrepreneurs 

(Bates 1995; Kamleitner et al. 2012; Gill and Biger 2012).  Findings from this study 

offer contributions to such policy and practice.  The purpose of this chapter is to detail 

those contributions.  The contributions include new insight into the policy and practice 

of how necessity-driven entrepreneurs are categorized for entrepreneurship 

development efforts, how necessity-driven entrepreneurs' social disadvantage is 

understood and exploited, how the risk faced by necessity-driven entrepreneurs is 

understood, and how necessity-driven entrepreneurs' performance is measured.  The 

following is a discussion of each of these four contributions to entrepreneurship 

development practice, presented within the context of the study's data and extant 

literature. 

  

5.2 Categorizing entrepreneurs: Considering diversity 

 

All participants of this study were necessity-driven entrepreneurs as they were  

unemployed or underemployed prior to entering entrepreneurship.  Living below the 

poverty line would have also qualified individuals to participate as necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs but through the sampling process, it resulted that none of the participants 

were living in poverty before entering entrepreneurship.  These characteristics, 

unemployed, underemployed or living below the poverty line, are common criteria used 

in the literature to categorize entrepreneurs as necessity-driven (Brunjes and Diez 

2013).  

However, as discussed in the literature review, the literature is also littered with 

a variety of alternative definitions of who is a necessity-driven entrepreneur.  For 

example, aside from being unemployed (Baptista et al. 2014; Brunjes and Diez 2013) 

or underemployed (Brunjes and Diez 2013), there are many other disadvantages 
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prior to entering entrepreneurship used in the literature to qualify entrepreneurs as 

necessity-driven.  Some of these include having insufficient income (Serviere 2010; 

Brunjes and Diez 2013), being pushed into entrepreneurship (Williams et al. 2011), 

having absent or unsatisfactory alternatives for earning an income (Williams et al. 

2011), having entrepreneurship as the best but not most preferred alternative 

(Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 2017), leaving their job involuntarily (Block et 

al. 2010), having insufficient job opportunities (Serviere 2010), having internal 

dissatisfaction about their job (Serviere 2010), or even having the research 

participant simply state that they were necessity-driven (Block et al. 2009). 

By contrast, there are as many varied definitions in the literature of who are 

opportunity-driven entrepreneurs.  Some of these include the entrepreneur having 

experience in the business type they enter (Brunjes and Diez 2013), being pulled 

into entrepreneurship to exploit an opportunity (Williams et al. 2011), leaving their 

job voluntarily (Block et al. 2010), being employed immediately prior to entering 

entrepreneurship (Hinz et al. 1999), engaging in entrepreneurship by choice (Global 

Entrepreneurship monitor 2017), or even simply stating they were opportunity-

driven (Block et al. 2009). 

A further example of the diversity of the definition of who is a necessity-driven 

entrepreneur was evident in this study's data.  That is, the participants of this study were 

all necessity-driven entrepreneurs because they were unemployed or underemployed 

prior to entering entrepreneurship.  However, they also all shared the characteristics of 

living in a highly developed country, being relatively well educated, and having access 

to a surplus of capital.  By contrast, an individual who would also be considered a 

necessity-driven entrepreneur might live in a developing country, be uneducated. and 

live in poverty.  Despite both the educated, affluent individual from the highly 

developed country and the uneducated, poor individual from a developing country being 

considered necessity-driven entrepreneurs, they would almost certainly have different 

challenges when starting a business.  The affluent individual may, for example, be 

concerned with preserving his wealth and maintaining the social status resulting from 

his level of education and wealth.  The poor individual may be concerned with 

economic survival and be worried about what skills they are missing as a result of not 

having a formal education.  Despite their differences, both would be considered 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs. 
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The literature and participant examples discussed in the previous paragraphs, 

illuminate the varied, inconsistent, and sometimes arbitrary ways that necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs are defined in both entrepreneurship research and entrepreneurship 

development practice.  Herein lies the problem.  If research, policy, and practice 

categorizes necessity-driven entrepreneurs too broadly, simply as necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs, the policy and practice of supporting them may miss the mark of exactly 

what help they need to be successful in entrepreneurship.  We might be offering the 

wrong type of support.  I argue that findings from this study, including the extensive 

literature review and the study's data, suggest that necessity-driven entrepreneurs are a 

very broad and diverse category of entrepreneurs.  Categorizing entrepreneurs may be 

necessary in some contexts to facilitate the effective targeting of entrepreneurship 

development efforts.  However, such categorizing must be done in an informed way that 

addresses the actual underlying needs of specific necessity-driven entrepreneurs, not 

merely based on assumptions founded on whether they fit the definition of being 

necessity-driven in use.  

 

5.3 Understanding and exploiting necessity-driven entrepreneurs' social 

disadvantage 

 
Being unemployed or underemployed has negative implications for both the 

individual who is unemployed or underemployed and also for the economy in which 

they function.  However, these social disadvantages of unemployment or 

underemployment have a potentially positive outcome pertaining to entrepreneurship.  

That is, being in that socially disadvantaged position may prompt individuals to relieve 

their social disadvantage by creating their own employment through entrepreneurship.   

Findings from this study suggest that participants' social disadvantage may have 

prompted them to finally act on their long-standing entrepreneurial aspirations.  This 

was evident in participants indicating they had aspired to become entrepreneurs for an 

extended period of time prior to acting on those aspirations.  They did not act on their 

entrepreneurial aspirations until they found themselves in a position of social 

disadvantage.   

As presented in the findings chapter, 12 of 18 (67%) participants reported they 

had aspirations for extended periods of time prior to entering entrepreneurship but that 

they did not act on those aspirations until they were faced with the social disadvantage 
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of unemployment or underemployment.  This suggests that being in a socially 

disadvantaged position may have been the catalyst for participants to finally enter 

entrepreneurship.  It may have been because entering entrepreneurship was not only the 

fulfillment of aspirations but also a way to relieve their social disadvantage of 

unemployment or underemployment.  Some participants even cited the presence of the 

social disadvantage as a circumstance that lowered the risk associated with entering 

entrepreneurship.  That is, they had less risk related to entering entrepreneurship now 

because the opportunity cost of giving up full employment to enter entrepreneurship 

was absent.  That is, they had less to potentially lose as a result of entering 

entrepreneurship. 

These findings pertaining to individuals' socially disadvantaged position 

prompting them to act on long standing entrepreneurial aspirations contributes new 

knowledge to the policy and practice of entrepreneurship development.  Policy makers 

and practitioners and organizations that promote entrepreneurship are advised to 

investigate further the connection between being in a socially defined position of 

disadvantage and acting on long-standing entrepreneurial aspirations.  That is, there 

may be a pool of potential entrepreneurs, similar to the participants of this study, who 

have the means, ability, and long-standing aspirations to enter entrepreneurship who 

could be prompted into action by their social disadvantage.   

 

5.4 Financial and social risk within the social context   

 

It is not new knowledge that entrepreneurship is a risky activity.  There exists 

both common knowledge and an abundance of extant literature on the various risks 

associated with entrepreneurship and the impact of perceived risk on entrepreneurial 

activity (Cui, Sun, Xiao, and Zhao 2016; William and Jianwen 2012).  However, this 

study has created new knowledge that illustrates the relationship between social context 

and entrepreneurial risk.  This study has identified that entrepreneurs' perception of the 

risk associated with entering entrepreneurship is sensitive to signals from culture.  The 

study has also identified a new type of risk that was not previously evident in the 

entrepreneurship literature.  That is social risk - the risk of being looked upon poorly by 

others in the event of entrepreneurial failure.  The following is a discussion of these 

findings about risk, within the context of their implications for the policy and practice 

of entrepreneurship development. 
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First, all 18 participants perceived what they interpreted to be positive signals 

from the micro-level of their culture, yet only 4 of 18 (22%) reported that the positive 

signals fueled their entrepreneurial dreams.  Further, of the 11 of 18 (61%) participants 

who perceived what they interpreted to be negative signals from the micro-level of their 

culture, 10 of those 11 (91%) reported that the negative signals increased their 

entrepreneurial fears.  I also discovered that 11 of 18 (61%) participants had immediate 

access to more capital than they invested or were willing to invest in their business.  Of 

these 11 participants, eight (88%) had previously reported that negative signals from 

their culture increased their entrepreneurial fear.  Further, the most interesting part of 

this finding is that 8 of these 11 participants who were not fully invested, were the same 

eight participants who previously reported that positive signals did not increase their 

entrepreneurial dreams and that negative signals did increase their entrepreneurial fears 

Additional investment in their business could have fueled the growth of their 

business and would have contributed to the likelihood of survival and longevity of their 

business.  It was likely the risk associated with investing in a new business that resulted 

in participants holding back on the full deployment of their available capital.  The 

finding that participants were hesitant and acted more conservatively as a result of 

signals from their culture supports the argument that entrepreneurship development 

support needs to include well informed instruction on how to proactively identify, 

manage, and mitigate entrepreneurial financial risk.  Entrepreneurship is a risk-laden 

activity but it should not be akin to gambling.     

 To illustrate the relatively high degree of financial risk associated with entering 

entrepreneurship, I want to emphasize how little financial risk average Canadians face.  

That is, virtually every financial risk that an individual Canadian could face is managed 

by an insurance product or similar protective risk-avoidance vehicle.  There are legal 

requirements, requirements enforced by banks, or social pressure to insure oneself 

against virtually every possible potential financial risk.  Table 5.1 contains examples of 

these protections. 
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Table 5.1 - Typical Canadian Insurance and Risk-avoidance Vehicles 

Employment insurance that protects against job loss. 

Disability insurance that protects against the inability to work due to disability. 

Medical insurance that provides for all costs related to healthcare. 

Prescription insurance that provides for the cost of prescription medications. 

Dental insurance that provides for the cost of routine and emergency dental care. 

Travel medical insurance that provides for the cost of medical treatment while outside of 

Canada. 

Life insurance that pays out to family members in the event of the insured's death. 

House insurance that protects against house damage or destruction. 

Contents insurance that protects the value of house contents. 

Tenant insurance that protects renters from loss of property related to a rented property. 

Mortgage and loan insurance that protects against not being able to pay a mortgage in the 

event of death, disability, or job loss. 

Vehicle insurance that protects against loss, damage, and theft of a vehicle. 

Savings account insurance that protects against loss due to a bank's insolvency. 

Insurance on insurance that protects against increases in insurance premiums as a result of 

making insurance claims. 

Pet health insurance that covers the cost of veterinary care. 

 

(Insurance Brokers Association of Canada 2019; Government of Canada 2017, Canadian 

Mortgage and Housing Corporation 2019; Canadian Deposit Insurance Corporation 

2019; Pet Plan 2019)  

 There is also one particular type of insurance that might prevent aspiring 

entrepreneurs from acting on their entrepreneurial aspirations.  That is, government 

sponsored employment insurance.  This is a mandatory insurance paid by all 

traditionally employed workers in Canada.  In the event of job loss, this insurance pays 

wages to an unemployed person (55% / up to $500 pw / 1 year / (Government of 

Canada 2017)).  Every employed individual in Canada is protected by this insurance 

except for those who are self-employed (with few exceptions).  All types of 

incorporated or non-incorporated self-employment where the self-employed person is in 

control of the enterprise are excluded.  It can also sometimes exclude insuring the 

wages of family members who are employed by the business.  Further, if an 

unemployed individual decides to open their own business, they are, in most cases, 

excluded from doing so while receiving employment insurance benefits.  In summary, 
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becoming an entrepreneur excludes participation in the employment insurance program 

that every other working Canadian enjoys.  It is within this context of being insured 

against virtually every foreseeable financial risk that entrepreneurship promotion efforts 

are asking individuals to take on the risk-laden activity of entrepreneurship.  In short, 

asking individuals to consider entering entrepreneurship is a big ask because Canadians 

are not accustomed to exposing themselves to financial risk. 

 

The second type of risk discovered through this study was social risk.  

Compounding this financial risk, the findings from this study support the assertion that 

the risks associated with entrepreneurship are more than just financial.  Participants 

more often reported their aversions to the non-financial risks associated with their 

business than the financial risks.  These non-financial risks were primarily related to the 

way they might be viewed by others in the event that their business did not survive.   

Of the 36 possible instances, 18 participants' dreams and 18 participants' fears, 

for participants to describe their dreams and fears, 26 of 36 (72%) instances were 

related to dreams of how others might view them positively and fears of how others 

might view them negatively, as a result of their entrepreneurial activity.  Specifically, 

for 14 of 18 (78%) participants, their fears related to entrepreneurship were defined in 

relation to the risk of being viewed negatively by others in the event of failing at 

entrepreneurship. 

Participants were sensitive to what family, friends, and their broader community 

thought about them becoming entrepreneurs.  Participants had a tendency to define their 

dreams and fears about entering entrepreneurship within the context of how positively 

or negatively they would be viewed by others in the event of their venture succeeding or 

failing.  These findings suggest that the negative reactions from those around them 

about them entering entrepreneurship led participants to see entering entrepreneurship 

as socially risky. 

Managing entrepreneurial risk is a skill that can be taught.  There are effective 

methods to proactively anticipate, identify, mitigate, and recover from risk.  While it is 

outside the scope of this study to explain entrepreneurial risk management strategy, it 

can be said that entrepreneurship development policy makers and practitioners should 

be cognizant of the dominant role that perceptions of risk play in individuals' decision to 

act on their entrepreneurial aspirations.  The influence that social context has on the 

elevation of potential entrepreneurs' perception of risk should be of particular interest to 
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entrepreneurship development policy makers and practitioners.  Entrepreneurship 

development policy and practice must actively promote and provide services related to 

the methods of managing risk within the context of cultural surroundings.   

 

5.5 Understanding and aligning policy and practice with entrepreneurial 

motivations   

 

If entrepreneurship development policy and practice are to be successful at 

promoting and supporting entrepreneurship, it is necessary that we have a solid 

understand of what motivates individuals to enter and remain in entrepreneurship.  That 

is, we need to be able to align entrepreneurship development efforts with the motives 

and goals of entrepreneurs.  In order to do so, we need to first make the effort necessary 

to understand what are those motives and goals.   

As discussed in the literature review, profit performance is the most popular 

dependent variable used in the literature when considering entrepreneurial success 

(Brush et al. 2008).  However, it is presumptuous and likely inaccurate for researchers 

to assume all entrepreneurs have the same, primarily profit-driven, goals as the primary 

reason they entered entrepreneurship.  More specifically, the literature tends to assume 

that for necessity-driven entrepreneurs financial gain is necessarily the primary reason 

for entering entrepreneurship because it is a matter of economic or physical survival 

(Hinz et al. 1999; Williams 2009).  This presumptuously and inaccurately implies that 

the non-financial motives for entering entrepreneurship, such as need for achievement 

or creating a certain favorable lifestyle, are reserved for opportunity-driven 

entrepreneurs (Haugh et al. 2016; Zellweger et al. 2011).   

This study contributes to entrepreneurship development policy and practice by 

illustrating how the motivations of necessity-driven entrepreneurs may also be non-

financial.  That is, despite all participants in my study being necessity-driven 

(unemployed or underemployed) only 3 of 18 (17%) participants cited financial gain or 

making money as the dominant need they were trying to fulfill by entering 

entrepreneurship.  Participants were more likely to cite time freedom, decision freedom, 

and satisfaction as their primary motivation for entering entrepreneurship.   

If entrepreneurship development policy and practice is rooted in an underlying 

assumption that financial gain is the primary motivation of necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs, it may be misunderstanding the motivation of many necessity-driven 
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entrepreneurs and may miss the opportunity to align their development efforts with the 

actual goals of necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  If development efforts aim to encourage 

potential entrepreneurs to act on their entrepreneurial aspirations, it is necessary that we 

recognize that the aims potential entrepreneurs have may include things other than 

financial gain.   

 

5.6 Conclusions 

 

This chapter was of particular importance to me.  It speaks to my personal 

philosophy that I wish, when possible, for my academic research to contribute to both 

extant literature as well as to entrepreneurship development policy and practice.  I 

believe this study has achieved that goal.    

As discussed in this chapter, the findings from this study offer contributions to 

the improvement of entrepreneurial ecologies through improved entrepreneurship 

development policy and practice.  The findings shine a light on how broadly necessity-

driven entrepreneurs tend to be defined and argues that policy and practice should 

employ a more bona fide process of targeted categorization for the purpose of 

encouraging and supporting necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  The findings suggest that 

we may be able to nudge socially-disadvantaged aspiring entrepreneurs into 

entrepreneurship to leverage their desire to relieve their social disadvantage by acting 

on their existing entrepreneurial aspirations.  The findings also remind us that 

entrepreneurship is not an individual activity but a social activity and that aspiring 

entrepreneurs and the people who surround them will benefit from learning how to 

understand and manage not only financial risk but also social risk.  Finally, the findings 

also serve as a caution to ensure that we are measuring entrepreneurial performance 

with a scale that is consistent with the goals held by the entrepreneur and, in particular, 

to be cognizant that these goals may be less obvious and non-financial. 

 

Thus far, in chapters one to four, the study has been outlined, including the aims 

of the study and the problems it addressed.  The study was then theoretically informed 

and situated within extant literature.  A detailed explanation of the study's methodology 

and methods have been presented and defended before presenting and discussing the 

empirical and theoretical findings that resulted from the fieldwork.  This chapter served 
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as a bridge from the academic to the practical by demonstrating how the findings from 

the study can contribute to entrepreneurship development policy and practice.  The next, 

and final chapter, will summarize what the study has achieved, how and why it was 

achieved, discuss limitations and suggest the direction of future research, before 

offering a final observation. 
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CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSIONS 

 

6.1 Building knowledge about necessity-driven entrepreneurs 

 
 The study's general research question probed "What is the relationship between 

necessity entrepreneurs' culture and their self-constructed view of their possible future 

achievements from entrepreneurial activity?"  The general research question was 

supported by specific research questions that probed necessity-driven entrepreneurs' 

needs that they were trying to fulfill through entrepreneurship, their entrepreneurial 

dreams and fears, the signals they receive from their culture, the impact of those signals 

on their needs and dreams and fears, whether they felt pushed towards or pulled away 

from entrepreneurship by their culture, and the impact of entering entrepreneurship 

from the socially disadvantaged position of unemployment or underemployment.  These 

specific research questions were all designed to contribute to the understanding of the 

impact of culture on necessity-driven entrepreneurs' possible future entrepreneur selves. 

 The following are the eight findings that resulted from the study that may also 

serve as propositions when applied to other similar necessity-driven entrepreneurs in 

similar contexts; 

 

1. Necessity-driven entrepreneurs are likely to be trying to fulfill non-financial needs 

through entrepreneurship including being able to manage their own time, being able to 

make their own management decisions related to their work, and being able to yield a 

greater level of satisfaction from their work.  They likely interpret that the impact of 

culture on fulfilling those needs is a mix of positive, negative, and neutral.   

 

2. Necessity-driven entrepreneurs' dreams and fears regarding their entrepreneurial 

aspirations are distinctly social because they are defined in relation to how favorably 

they will be viewed by others as a result of their entrepreneurial activity.   

 

3. Necessity-driven entrepreneurs likely perceive transmission of signals from the 

micro- and macro-levels of their culture pertaining to their possible future entrepreneur 

selves that are multiple and a mix of positive and negative.   
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4. Necessity-driven entrepreneurs are likely to perceive and interpret some signals from 

their culture pertaining to their possible future entrepreneur selves as sarcastic, 

belittling, insulting, and / or derogatory.   

 

5. Necessity-driven entrepreneurs' dreams and fears, that underpin their possible future 

entrepreneur selves, are sensitive to signals from culture, but fears are more sensitive 

than dreams.   

 

6. Necessity-driven entrepreneurs perceive what they interpret to be a push toward 

entrepreneurship, a pull away from entrepreneurship, or a neutral influence from the 

macro-level of their culture.   

 

7. Negative signals from culture impact entrepreneurial behavior.  Transmissions from 

their culture contribute to behaviors such as financial conservativism and risk-aversion 

with their investment in their entrepreneurial venture.   

 

8. The social disadvantage experienced by necessity-driven entrepreneurs 

(unemployment, underemployment) can prompt them to act to realize their possible 

future entrepreneur selves as a means of relieving the social disadvantage. 

 

These findings tell the story of individuals experiencing unemployment or 

underemployment, and the associated social disadvantages.  There was suggestion that 

the social disadvantage may have prompted participants to finally act on long-standing 

entrepreneurial aspirations.  Participants relieved their circumstances of social 

disadvantage when they entered entrepreneurship.  Despite all having to find a source of 

livelihood, the primary needs they reported they were trying to fulfill by entering 

entrepreneurship were not financial needs but more likely time-freedom, decision-

freedom, and self-satisfaction related to their work.  The dreams and fears associated 

with entering entrepreneurship were likely to be social and rooted in their dreams of 

being looked upon favorably or fears of being looked upon poorly as a result of the 

successes and failures related to their entrepreneurial activity.  The participants reported 

perceiving a multitude of signals from their culture related to their entrepreneurial 

activity.  They felt a complex mix of be being pushed toward entrepreneurship and 

pulled away from entrepreneurship by their culture.  In particular, participants' opinions 
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about their ability to meet their needs and their entrepreneurial dreams and fears were 

sensitive to these signals from their culture.  It was determined that their fears were 

particularly sensitive to these signals.  There was suggestion that the increase of 

participants' fears in response to these signals may have resulted in some participants 

acting financially conservatively and being more risk adverse related to their financial 

investment in their new business. 

These findings share the common theme that entrepreneurship is a social activity 

and not an individual-centric activity.  The 'great person,' individual-centric image of 

entrepreneurship does not do justice to what is actually happening.  The entrepreneur is 

actually a complex social being with needs, dreams, and fears that are so tightly 

intertwined with their social context that it is not possible to consider one without the 

other. 

 

6.2 Theoretical finding of how culture influences entrepreneurial activity 

 

The empirical findings also led me to build a theory of how culture impacts the 

possible future entrepreneur selves and resulting entrepreneurial behavior of other 

similar necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  This theoretical explanation connects a chain of 

existing theories to explain how culture impacts possible future entrepreneur selves and 

subsequent entrepreneurial behavior.  These include theories of what is culture, how 

culture communicates, how individuals learn about culture through perception and 

interpretation, and how these interpretations influence individuals' possible future 

entrepreneur selves and subsequent entrepreneurial behavior.  These culturally-

influenced possible future entrepreneur selves and entrepreneurial behavior are fluid 

and subject to continuous interplay between social structure and individual agency 

(Archer 1995).  

 

6.3 How the research system facilitated discovery of findings 

 

 I arrived at these empirical and theoretical findings by designing and 

employing the research system I detailed in the introduction and methods chapters.  

Before designing the system, I laid a foundation for the study by defining what is an 
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entrepreneur and what is a necessity-driven entrepreneur.  The following definition 

of entrepreneur was created and applied to the study; 

 

An entrepreneur is an individual with personal characteristics that drive them and 

allow them to create and control an enterprise for the purpose of financial or non-

financial achievement.  They have the ability to envision an innovative process (in the 

broadest terms) outside themselves, the willingness to accept the associated risk, the 

ability to formulate a plan to create that process, and the perseverance to take action.  

Their actions are out of the ordinary, they disrupt the status quo through the process of 

creating something new, and their activity has the potential to benefit them as well as 

others.  Their underpinning motivation for acting is multiple and fluid and varies from 

purely opportunity-driven to purely necessity-driven. 

 

 By synthesizing extant literature, I also created and applied a definition of 

the necessity-driven entrepreneur.  That was, a necessity-driven entrepreneur is 

someone who enters entrepreneurship after experiencing the social disadvantage of 

unemployment (for greater than three months), underemployment (working in a field 

for which they did not train, earning less than the job they trained for, and / or working 

less than 30 hours per week but wanting to work more), or living below the poverty 

level. 

Built upon this foundation was a research system comprised of individual 

components that, together, provided synergistic results.  I started with the ontological 

position (what is out there to be known / what constitutes social theory (Blakie 2000 in 

Grix 2002)) of constructivism.  A constructivist ontological position asserts that social 

phenomenon does not exist except as perceived and described by social actors (Bryman 

2001 in Grix 2002).  The constructivism ontology contributed to the success of this 

study because it supported my argument that what it means to be a necessity-driven 

entrepreneur does not exist independently of social actors but exists as defined by social 

actors. 

My accompanying and complementing epistemological position (possible ways 

to gain knowledge (Blakie 2000 in Grix 2002)) was heavily influenced by 

interpretivisism.  That is, I believe that creating social knowledge is a process of 

interpreting social interaction and social phenomenon (Bryman 2001 in Grix 2002).  

Such an epistemology contributed to the success of this study because the issues 



 148 

surrounding necessity-driven entrepreneurs were not 'out there to be counted and 

measured' and did not exist but through the interpretation of social actors.  I chose 

qualitative methodology (underpinning possibilities, limitations, and logic of a study's 

research methods (Grix 2002)) because it linked to the study's ontology 

(constructivism), and epistemology (interpretivism).  It was necessary to employ 

qualitative methodology to address the open-ended research questions and the 

constructivist and interpretivist ontological and epistemological positions.   

A multiple case study method was used because it facilitated the analysis of the 

interpretation and social construction of necessity-driven entrepreneurs and the issues 

they face through a flexible, and probing process of interpretation.  This was facilitated 

by conducting semi-structured interviews of participants.  

I used the tenets of thematic analysis and constant comparison method to 

discover and develop findings from the data.  I developed and employed a systematic 

process of research that aimed to discover findings about the participants that may also 

serve as starting-points for future research on other similar entrepreneurs in similar 

socio-economic-political contexts (Glaser et al. 2011).  To achieve this, I did not start 

the research with a theory or hypothesis I wanted to test but with a general line of 

inquiry that I wanted to explore.  I designed the study as a system of interlinking 

components that led the research, I employed theoretical sampling, analyzed the data 

using thematic analysis (Clarke et al. 2017) and the constant comparison method, let the 

findings emerge from the data, and illustrated the links between the data and the 

findings (Glaser et al. 2011). 

Together, these components of the research system resulted in the creation 

of the findings previously discussed.  The robustness and completeness of the 

research system contributed to the quality of the research and my confidence that 

the findings created are both representative of the participants studied and can be 

applied as propositions to other similar entrepreneurs in similar circumstances. 

 

6.4 The questions addressed 

 

The research system was designed to achieve the aim of the study to contribute 

to the understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs, to understanding the culture-

influenced impacts of entering entrepreneurship from a position of social disadvantage, 
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and to leverage this increased understanding into recommendations for better 

encouragement and support of necessity-driven entrepreneurs. 

  

My attempt to achieve this aim was guided by the study's general research 

question; 

 

What is the relationship between necessity entrepreneurs' culture and their self-

constructed view of their possible future achievements from entrepreneurial activity? 

 

This general research question was supported by a series of specific research questions 

that probed participants' needs, dreams, fears, possible future selves, disadvantaged 

social position, and the impact of culture.   

 

6.5 The inspiring problems addressed and the opportunities exploited 

 

 I formed the aim of the study and the resulting research question in response 

to the problems and resulting research opportunities I identified. 

 

The problem that I identified was; 

 

Economic and social development strategies should include effectively encouraging and 

supporting necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  However, doing so is problematic because 

there is not a theoretically informed, comprehensive understanding of who are 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs and how entering entrepreneurship from a position of 

social disadvantage impacts their aspirations and behavior. 

 

I discovered this problem by learning from the literature that the effectiveness of 

efforts to encourage and support necessity-driven entrepreneurs is problematic because 

extant knowledge about them is limited.  This lack of understanding resulted in the 

literature dismissing, marginalizing, othering, expecting less from, and being silent on 

how development efforts can support necessity-driven entrepreneurs (Hechavarria et al. 

2009; Block et al. 2010; Chrysostome 2010).  More specifically, I discovered that there 

was not a comprehensive theory of necessity-driven entrepreneurs (Lingelbach et al. 

2005; Block et al. 2010).  This was problematic because it is sometimes beneficial or 
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necessary to categorize entrepreneurs for the purposes of targeting entrepreneurship 

development efforts.  The lack of understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs has 

created negative consequences when categorization has been attempted.  Such 

consequences include forced, dichotomous categorization in the literature of 

entrepreneurs as either opportunity or necessity entrepreneurs and the application of 

multiple, varied, inconsistent, and inflexible definitions of necessity entrepreneurs 

(Block et al. 2010; Chrysostome 2010; Hinz et al. 1999; Williams 2009; Serviere 2010; 

Block et al. 2009; Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 2017). 

I also discovered that there was not an understanding of the impact of entering 

entrepreneurship from this culturally-defined position of disadvantage.  Specifically, 

there was not an understanding of how culture impacts necessity-driven entrepreneurs' 

aspirations and behavior.  This was problematic because, at best, this lack of 

understanding contributed to the literature being silent on how to effectively encourage 

and support necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  At worst, this lack of understanding led to 

the literature 'othering' and excluding necessity-driven entrepreneurs from mainstream 

entrepreneurship research (Chrysostome 2010). 

These problems created opportunities that I responded to with this study.  I 

responded to the opportunity to contribute to the understanding of necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs.  To do this, I built on extant literature.  I started with trying to better 

understand necessity-driven entrepreneurs' aspirations and how they defined 

entrepreneurial success.  I identified that necessity-driven entrepreneurs may have needs 

other than financial that they are trying to fulfill through entrepreneurship (Haugh et al. 

2016; Zellweger 2011), yet profitability remained the most common measure of 

entrepreneurial success (Brush et al. 2008).  I hoped to build the understanding of 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs by discovering the actual needs necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs were trying to fulfill through entrepreneurship and the impact of culture 

on their ability to meet those needs. 

I also responded to an opportunity to better understand the impacts of entering 

entrepreneurship from a position of social disadvantage.  In particular, I probed the 

impacts of culture on necessity-driven entrepreneurs' aspirations and behavior.   

Finally, I responded to an opportunity to better the performance of and 

contribution to economic development by necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  Ultimately, 

the opportunity I responded to was to leverage a comprehensive, theoretically-informed 

understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs into recommendations for improved 
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research and developmental entrepreneurship supports that specifically address and 

target the challenges facing necessity-driven entrepreneurs.   

 

6.6 Contributions to the policy and practice of entrepreneurship development  

 

The empirical and theoretical findings that emerged from this study offer 

contributions to both the practice of entrepreneurship development and to the 

entrepreneurship literature.  They do so by contributing to the ability to understand, 

predict, and explain the needs, aspirations, and behavior of necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs similar to those of this study.  This offers contributions to the better 

understanding of the social science of entrepreneurship and to the improvement of 

entrepreneurship development practice.   

As discussed in the application and practice chapter, the findings from this study 

offer several contributions to the practice of entrepreneurship development.  They 

remind us that not all entrepreneurs that share the current definition of necessity-driven 

entrepreneur share similar characteristics and circumstances.  That is, the term 

necessity-driven entrepreneur is currently too broadly applied to a variety of very 

different entrepreneurs coming to entrepreneurship with very different characteristics 

and circumstances.  If we want to encourage and support necessity-driven entrepreneurs 

we need to better define our audience and categorization for interventions using bona 

fide criteria that they share (For example, formally unemployed necessity-driven 

entrepreneur, formally underemployed necessity-driven entrepreneur, immigrant 

necessity-driven entrepreneur, etc.). 

The findings also contribute to understanding that social disadvantages like 

unemployment and underemployment may be a catalyst for individuals to act on their 

entrepreneurial aspirations.  If we are trying to encourage more individuals to enter 

entrepreneurship, those who are unemployed or underemployed are likely a pool of 

individuals who may just need a small nudge to act on their entrepreneurial aspirations.  

It may be fear of the risks associated with entrepreneurship that prevent some from 

acting on their entrepreneurial aspirations.  Risk management is a skill that can be 

taught.  Teaching risk management to aspiring entrepreneurs may be necessary to 

mitigate fear of financial and non-financial risk that may prevent aspiring entrepreneurs 

from acting.  
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The findings have also contributed to the understanding the barrage of signals 

perceived and interpreted by necessity-driven entrepreneurs, in response to their 

entrepreneurial aspirations.  These signals are not always positive and do impact 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs' dreams, fears, and behavior.  It is therefore advisable for 

the practice of entrepreneurship development to engage and serve not only the 

necessity-driven entrepreneur but also to facilitate the education of those around the 

necessity-driven entrepreneur by helping them understand entrepreneurial needs, 

dreams, fears, risks, and risk management strategies. 

Finally, the findings have contributed to entrepreneurship development practice, 

the knowledge that, when we are measuring the performance of entrepreneurs, it is 

important to use the right measure of success.  This study has demonstrated that despite 

financial gain being the most common measure of entrepreneurial success, financial 

gain is not always the dominant goal of necessity-driven entrepreneurs.   

 

 The creation of this study was prompted by the gaps in our understanding of 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs that I identified in extant literature and the opportunities 

I identified as a result of these gaps.  In the findings and discussions chapter, I nested 

each of the findings back into the literature.  I will conclude here with a summary of the 

contributions the study offers to the literature.   

This study's findings contribute new knowledge and an increased understanding 

of necessity-driven entrepreneurs to the literature.  They shed light on necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs’ needs, dreams, fears, and possible future entrepreneur selves.  They also 

highlight the interplay between necessity-driven entrepreneurs and their surrounding 

culture. They tell us that necessity-driven entrepreneurs are perceiving what they 

interpret to be a barrage of positive, negative, and mixed signals from their culture 

pertaining to their entering entrepreneurship and that these signals can influence 

entrepreneurial aspirations and behaviors. 

It is important for researchers to know that, even as necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs, the needs trying to be met through entrepreneurship can be non-financial, 

including various kinds of perceived work-related freedoms and satisfaction.  

Researchers need to ensure they are not only using a financial scale to measure 

entrepreneurial performance but are using the right scale to measure entrepreneurial 

performance; comparing the needs entrepreneurs are trying to fulfill with the degree to 

which they perceive they have met those needs.    
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The findings contribute to the literature by providing insight into the 

understanding of the space between culture and entrepreneurial behavior.  As discussed 

previously, extant literature tells us that there is a relationship between culture and the 

volume and quality of entrepreneurial activity (Busenitz et al. 2003; Spigel 2015) but 

extant literature is vague on the constitution of that relationship.  This study contributes 

to the understanding of this space between culture and entrepreneurial behavior by 

exhibiting how signals from culture get filtered through the dreams, fears, and possible 

future entrepreneur selves of necessity-driven entrepreneurs and result in culturally-

influenced individual entrepreneurial behavior.   

The findings also contribute to the understanding that entrepreneurship is not an 

individual-centric activity but a distinctly social activity.  The findings have illuminated 

the significant role that surrounding culture plays in the entrepreneurship process.  This 

is a move away from the individual-centric literature on entrepreneurship and the false 

assumption that entrepreneurship is an individual-centric activity.  It is also a move 

away from the literature that assumes that individual agency is the driving force of 

entrepreneurship, at the expense of considering the simultaneous role of social structure.   

The findings also contribute to the literature by contradicting the literature that 

'others' or dismisses necessity-driven entrepreneurs.  Where the literature tends to 

dismiss necessity-driven entrepreneurs because of their culturally-defined disadvantage, 

it needs to be noted that in some cases it is the social disadvantage that prompts aspiring 

entrepreneurs into action.   

This study has also contributed to the literature by offering a theoretically-

informed explanation of how culture impacts possible future entrepreneur selves and 

resulting entrepreneurial behavior.  While extant literature implies that culture does 

influence the volume and quality of entrepreneurship (Busenitz et al. 2003), it is silent 

on a theoretically-informed model to explain the steps and links between culture and 

entrepreneurial behavior.  The theoretical model developed as a result of this study 

narrows that gap.  It contributes to the literature by carving a path through the literature 

from culture, through possible future entrepreneur selves, to entrepreneurial behavior.  

These theoretical findings compliment extant literature that says that culture does 

impact entrepreneurial behavior by demonstrating in a theoretically informed way how 

culture impacts entrepreneurial behavior.   
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6.7 Limitations and future research 

 

 There are two intertwined limitations of this research.  The first limitation is that 

participants of this study were visible to me and were recruited to participate because 

they were currently functioning as entrepreneurs.  However, there were other 

populations of individuals who were not visible to me and, therefore, participants were 

not recruited from those populations.  The other populations include individuals who 

aspire to enter entrepreneurship but who have not acted on their aspirations, individuals 

who did act on their entrepreneurial aspirations but whose businesses did not survive, 

and even individuals who have no entrepreneurial aspirations.  These other populations 

may or may not have entrepreneurial needs, dreams, fears, and possible future selves.  It 

would be beneficial for future research to probe these other populations thereby looking 

at entrepreneurship from yet another angle.  This limitation does not undermine the 

study's findings because learning from the entrepreneurs who did act and did survive 

can contribute to understand what it takes to act on entrepreneurial aspirations and to 

survive in entrepreneurship. 

 The second limitation is the small proportion of female participants in the study.  

3 of 18 (17%) participants in the study were female.  This is a small percentage but it is 

not completely inconsistent with the fact that only 35.6% of women in Canada are self-

employed (Mousse au and Hawa 2017).  Despite looking for differences in the data 

derived from female and male participants, no differences were observed.  Regardless, 

future research should probe the female population to address questions such as 'Do 

fewer women aspire to entrepreneurship and, if so, why?' and 'Do women aspire to 

entrepreneurship but do not act on those aspirations and, if so, why?'  This is where 

these two limitations are intertwined.  Again, it would be difficult to conduct such 

research on females since, again, it is the ones who did not act as entrepreneurs that 

would likely yield the most information.  

There are several other ways this study's findings could both benefit and be 

benefited by future research.  First, I have introduced 'possible future entrepreneur 

selves' as a complex mix of entrepreneurial dreams and fears, intertwined with culture, 

and likely to influence if an individual will act on their entrepreneurial aspirations.  This 

opens a new line of research in entrepreneurship that focuses on the role of 

entrepreneurial dreams and fears and their impact on entrepreneurial aspirations and 

entrepreneurial action.  It compliments, but is different from, the literature on 
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entrepreneurial motivation because it considers the emotional aspects of individuals' 

dreams of what could possibly be achieved through entrepreneurship and fears of the 

possible negative outcomes of entrepreneurial activity.  Further research can shed more 

light on the phenomenon of the possible future entrepreneur selves including, but not 

limited to, how they are formed and how they can be influenced. 

 This has been a study of how culture impacts entrepreneurial activity.  However, 

consistent with Archer's (2009) morphogenetic approach, entrepreneurship and culture, 

like agency and structure, likely have a bi-directional relationship.  That is, not only 

does culture impact entrepreneurship but it is likely that entrepreneurship impacts 

culture.  Both entrepreneurship development practice and research would benefit from a 

better understanding of how entrepreneurship impacts culture, especially in a positive 

way.  That is, since we know that some cultural contexts are more supportive of 

entrepreneurship than others, it would be beneficial to understand how entrepreneurship 

impacts culture. 

Finally, while this study did contribute to the understanding of necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs, there is still more knowledge to gain.  Necessity-driven entrepreneurship 

is a complex mix of individual activity intertwined with the surrounding socio-

economic-political ecological context and is therefore challenging to study.   I offer as a 

tool, the theoretical model developed through this study that explains how culture 

impacts possible future entrepreneur selves.  It may be used as a framework or lens that 

offers structure to the study of necessity-driven entrepreneurs, within their socio-

economic-political contexts.  Instead of dismissing and marginalizing necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs, likely because of the complexity of their circumstances, why don't we 

take up the challenge to continue to study and build knowledge about necessity-driven 

entrepreneurs.   

 

6.8 Final reflections 

 

This study was inspired by my desire to contribute to a better understanding of 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs so they can be better served by researchers and 

entrepreneurship development practitioners.  It was an effort to combat the poor 

understanding of necessity-driven entrepreneurs that results in them being marginalized, 

dismissed, 'othered', arbitrarily and inconsistently categorized or excluded from the 

literature (Hechavarria et al. 2009; Block et al. 2010; Chrysostome 2010).  Their 
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exclusion is often justified by claims that they perform poorly, do not survive long in 

business, and do not contribute to economic development as opportunity-driven 

entrepreneurs do (Servon et al. 1998; Block et al. 2010; Acs et al. 2008) 

 Simultaneous to me receiving this message from the literature, I was witnessing 

in the field, both in Canada and the Philippines, individuals entering entrepreneurship as 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs who were not only surviving, but thriving.  They were 

creating livelihoods for themselves and others in innovative ways.  However, the 

uniqueness of their circumstances and entrepreneurial behavior resulted in them not 

fitting the mold of a traditional entrepreneur. 

 I will illustrate this point by profiling two necessity-driven entrepreneurs I have 

had the honor of working with through my consulting practice.  

First is a necessity-driven entrepreneur I will call Mary.  Mary grew up in 

poverty in the periphery of Manila, Philippines.  She was chosen by her uncle to attend 

post-secondary education because of her high grades in math and science.  After 

graduation, she entered entrepreneurship from a position of necessity.  Her business has 

no real financial books and records despite being in a professional business for more 

than 25 years, employing 10-20 employees, and building a small office building one 

story at a time on land to which she may or may not have a title.  Despite her success in 

business, she likely still lives in or near poverty by Western standards.  Even though she 

is a for-profit business, her goals for her business are as much about helping her family 

and her community as making a profit.  This is evidenced by the many charitable and 

social projects she engages in including the building and running of a twelve-bed 

homeless shelter for teenaged girls, a joint project with other women entrepreneurs.   

  The second example is of a man I will call Makmar.  Makmar recently came to 

Canada as a refugee.  Despite being an experienced chef, his first year in Canada was a 

struggle because the only work he could find paid just the minimum wage.  Such a 

wage made it nearly impossible to pay his rent and support his wife and two young 

children.  These circumstances drove him to borrow a meager amount of money from 

family and friends to buy a commercial cleaning dealership.  With this business he 

earns nearly double the minimum wage which is just barely enough for him to provide a 

life for his family where subsistence is not a daily worry.   

I think part of the problem resulting from the poor understanding of necessity-

driven entrepreneurs is that researchers are looking at them through the wrong lens.  
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That is, they are applying measures to them that are rooted in the Western, big business, 

notion of what it means to succeed as an entrepreneur.   

We could easily dismiss Mary's and Makmar's entrepreneurial activity as not 

being successful.  Despite their entrepreneurial activity, they are both likely living under 

or near the poverty cut-off.  They are both likely still underemployed because their 

training and experience, in theory, could allow them to do 'more' than they are doing.  

Compared to other high yielding entrepreneurs, their levels of cash-flow, profits, and 

return on investment are likely questionable. 

However, if we use these traditional measures alone to measure the performance 

of Mary's and Makmar's businesses, we are missing the point.  That point is, Mary and 

Makmar were experiencing a social disadvantage, they identified a way to relieve that 

social disadvantage, and they had the tenacity to act in a way that, at least to some 

degree, relieved that social disadvantage.  The point is - they made things happen - and 

it resulted in better circumstances for themselves and for those around them.  We need 

not to dismiss, diminish, belittle, or 'other' such entrepreneurial activity but to admire it. 

 

Finally, this is the appropriate time to return to the profile of my necessity-

driven entrepreneur grandmother introduced in the prelude to this study.  The findings 

of this thesis have shed some light on why and how she was admired for her necessity-

driven entrepreneurial activity and why we are still talking about what she did so many 

decades ago.  That is, what she did was more than engaging in commerce.  She was 

acting from a place of social disadvantage and she was using entrepreneurial activity to 

relieve that social disadvantage.  The findings of this thesis show that there is much 

more going on in such situations than commerce.  It is actually a complex socio-

economic process that involves a web of social interaction.  They demonstrate that to 

really understand this kind of entrepreneurial activity it must not be looked at only 

through typical business lenses such as finance, marketing and management, but also 

through a social scientific lens that emphasizes social interaction and social context.  It 

is through such a lens that we can understand why she did what she did and why, still 

today, she is considered heroic for what she did. 

This thesis is not the end of my research of necessity-driven entrepreneurs, but is 

just the beginning.  Studying necessity-driven entrepreneurs is difficult because it is 

necessary for us to use not only a business lens but, simultaneously, a sociological lens.  

I speculate that some researchers exclude necessity-driven entrepreneurs from research 
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because it is easier to study opportunity-driven entrepreneurs due to the fact that their 

circumstances are not as socially complex.  In theory, it is possible to oversimplify 

opportunity-driven entrepreneurship as an individual identifying an opportunity and 

acting in an entrepreneurial way to seize that opportunity.  However, just because 

necessity-driven entrepreneurship is a complex socio-economic activity functioning 

within a complex entrepreneurial ecology, we should not dismiss the activity of 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs in favor of studying opportunity-driven entrepreneurs 

who are likely easier to study and to understand.  Instead of dismissing and 'othering' 

necessity-driven entrepreneurs, we should broaden the definitions of entrepreneurship to 

include, not exclude, these 'unconventional' cases.  We should accept the challenge to 

build a better understanding of the complex socio-economic phenomenon that is 

necessity-driven entrepreneurship so they can be better served by research and 

entrepreneurship development activity.  I humbly offer the findings from this study as 

an incremental contribution to better understanding necessity-driven entrepreneurs and, 

in particular, the impact of culture on their possible future entrepreneur selves.  
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APPENDIX A: PARTICIPANT INVITATION LETTER 
 

Bruce Dye 
2 Bluewater Road 
Suite 234 
Bedford, Nova Scotia 
Canada  B4B 1G7 
 
Date 
 
Dear x, 
 
I am writing to ask if you are willing to be interviewed as part of my doctoral thesis 
research.   
 
The focus of my research is entrepreneurs and how their cultural surroundings influence 
what they dream might be possible to achieve through entrepreneurship.  I hope my 
research will contribute to new ways of encouraging and supporting entrepreneurs.    
Specifically, the goal of the study is to contribute to the understanding of necessity-
driven entrepreneurs.  For my study, necessity-driven entrepreneurs are defined as 
entrepreneurs who enter entrepreneurship from a starting point of unemployment, 
underemployment, and / or living on a low income.  In my research, I will ask you 
about what entrepreneurial success means to you, how you created your view of what 
might be possible through entrepreneurship, how starting entrepreneurship from a 
position of unemployment, underemployment, and / or living on a low income 
influences your visions of the future, and how the views of your family, friends, and 
community might influence your view of future possibilities.   
 
My study will have the format of a case study.  I will interview individual entrepreneurs 
and analyze the interview transcripts for similarities, differences, and themes.  Using 
this information, I will write a thesis as a requirement of my doctoral program.  All 
information you share with me will be confidential and you will remain anonymous.    
If you agree to participate, I will ask you to attend a 60 minute interview at a time and 
location that is convenient for you. 
 
I appreciate you considering to participate in my research.  I look forward to hearing 
from you.  You can reach me at 902-221-2262 or bd99@le.ac.uk or my research 
supervisor at the University of Leicester, Dr. Richard Courtney at rac16@le.ac.uk 
 
Best regards, 
 
Bruce Dye 
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APPENDIX B: PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 
 
Date 
 
What can I possibly achieve as a necessity-driven entrepreneur?: The relationship 

between the cultural component of the entrepreneurial ecology and the self-
constructed view of the possible entrepreneur self.  

(That is, the relationship between certain entrepreneurs' culture and what they believe 
might be possible to achieve through entrepreneurship.) 

 
A research study conducted by Bruce Dye as part of the Doctor of Social Science 

Degree at the University of Leicester, Leicester, UK.  
 
I am inviting you to participate in my research study.  If you agree to participate, it 
would entail one 60-minute interview about your experiences as an entrepreneur.   
 
Before you decide if you are willing to participate, I would like to ensure that you know 
the details of the study.  I encourage you to read this information sheet to gain an 
understanding of what the study is about and what your participation will entail.  Please 
take the necessary time to consider if you would like to participate or not.  You are 
welcome to talk with others if that helps you to make a decision.   
 
Purpose of the Study  
For the purpose of this study, necessity-driven entrepreneurs are defined as individuals 
who started a business after being unemployed, underemployed, or living on a low 
income.  There is not a comprehensive theory of necessity-driven entrepreneurs but 
previous studies report that necessity-driven entrepreneurs are less profitable, stay in 
business for less time, and contribute less to economic development than do 
entrepreneurs who are not necessity-driven (Block et al. 2010; Servon et al. 1998; Acs 
et al. 2008). 
 
The aim of the study is to gather information from necessity-driven entrepreneurs that 
may help to better understand necessity-driven entrepreneurs and the challenges they 
face.  I hope a better understanding will contribute to better research and support 
programs for necessity-driven entrepreneurs. 
 
I began working on this study in late 2015 by reading about other studies that have been 
done and about possible theories that I could use.  The interviews for the study will be 
completed during the first few months of 2017 and I expect to submit a draft of my final 
thesis by late 2017. 
 
Why You Have Been Chosen to Participate 
You have been chosen to participate in this study because I understand that you meet 
the definition of necessity-driven entrepreneur.  That is, you started a business after you 
were unemployed, underemployed, or were living on a low income.  I expect that 
approximately 30 people will participate in my study. 
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What Your Participation Will Entail 
Your participation in the study is completely voluntary.  Before the interview, I will ask 
you to sign a consent form attesting that you understand and agree to what your 
participation entails.  I will also sign the consent form as it also outlines my role and 
responsibilities as the researcher.   
If you do decide to participate, you can change your mind and decide not to participate 
or to stop your participation at any time before, during, or after the interview (even after 
you sign the consent form).  You do not have to give any reason why you do not want to 
participate or why you want to stop your participation.  There will be no negative 
consequences if you decide not to participate or if you decide to stop your participation 
at any time. 
 
As mentioned above, if you decide to participate, I will ask you to take part in a 60-
minute interview.  The interview will take place at a time and place that are convenient 
for you.  I will conduct the interview and no one else will be present.  The questions I 
ask you will be open-ended, allowing you to tell me the story about your experiences as 
an entrepreneur.  I will ask questions about your experiences of being an entrepreneur 
who started a business after being unemployed, underemployed, or living on a low 
income.  I am specifically trying to better understand how starting a business after being 
unemployed, underemployed, or living on a low income impacts what entrepreneurs 
dream might be possible to achieve through entrepreneurship.  I will ask follow-up 
questions as they may arise as a result of your story.  During the interview, if there are 
any questions that you prefer not to answer, that is fine and there will be no negative 
consequences.   
 
The Possible Advantages and Disadvantages to You 
I am not aware of any disadvantages, discomforts, costs, risks, or potential negative 
consequences for you, related to your participation in my study.  I am not offering any 
incentives in return for your agreement to participate.   
 
Your Personal Information 
With your permission, I will audio record your interview.  The recording will be 
transcribed to text and I will use the recording and transcript to look for themes, 
similarities, and differences between all the interviews.  The recordings will be stored 
on a password-protected device and will remain anonymous.  All information that you 
share with me as a participant of this study will be kept confidential.  Your name will 
not be used and your identity will remain anonymous.   
 
I will first use the information from the participants to write a thesis that I expect to 
finish in late 2017.  In 2016, 2017, and subsequent years I will attempt to publish these 
reports and articles in academic journals, and practitioner publications related to this 
study.  All of these documents will be made available to you.  However, when I write 
these thesis, articles, and reports, I will ensure that you cannot be identified.  I will refer 
to participants by number (ie. Participant 1) or by some fictitious name (ie. John Smith).        
 
The story of your experiences as a necessity-driven entrepreneur are important to this 
study.  I aim to use participants' information (the stories of your successes, failures, 
struggles, motivations, goals, etc.) to contribute to a theory of necessity-driven 
entrepreneurs and to increase the understanding of necessity entrepreneurs.  I then aim 
to use this information, the increased understanding, and more comprehensive theory of 
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necessity-driven entrepreneurs to make suggestions about how future research and 
support services may serve them better.    
 
Research Organizing and Funding 
I am the sole researcher on this project.  I am receiving supervision and advice from Dr. 
Richard Courtney of the University of Leicester.  I am not receiving any funding for the 
study.    
 
Contact Information 
If you have any questions or concerns now, or at any point, please feel free to contact 
me at; 
 
Bruce Dye 
73 Thomas Drive 
Hammonds Plains, Nova Scotia 
Canada   B4B 1G7 
902-221-2262 
bd99@le.ac.uk 
 
You are also free to contact my research supervisor; 
 
Dr. Richard Courtney 
University of Leicester School of Business 
Room 208, Level 2 
Ken Edwards Building 
Leicester, United Kingdom 
LE1 7RH 
+44 (0)116 252 5927 
rac16@le.ac.uk. 
 
 
Thank you for considering participation in my research. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adapted from, 'Preparing Participant Information Sheets' 
http://www2.le.ac.uk/institution/ethics/guidance/documents/preparing-participant-
information-sheets 
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APPENDIX C: PARTICIPANT INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM 
What can I possibly achieve as a necessity-driven entrepreneur? The relationship between the 
cultural component of the entrepreneurial ecology and the self-constructed view of the possible 

entrepreneur self.  
(That is, the relationship between certain entrepreneurs' culture and what they believe might be possible 

to achieve through entrepreneurship.) 
A research study conducted by Bruce Dye as part of the Doctor of Social Science Degree at the 

University of Leicester, Leicester, UK.  This research has been subject to research ethics review at the 
University of Leicester and has been approved by the research ethics committee.  

Please tick the appropriate boxes.                                                     
Yes        No 

Taking Part   
I have read and understood the project information sheet dated dd/mm/yyy.   
I have been given the opportunity to ask questions about the study.   
I agree to take part in the study.  Taking part in the study will include being interviewed 
and audio recorded.  

  

I understand that my taking part is voluntary and that I can withdraw from the study at 
any time and I do not have to give any reason for why I no longer want to take part. 

  

   
Use of the Information You Provide (For this Project Only)   
I understand my personal details such as phone number and address will not be revealed 
to people outside the project. 

  

I understand that my words may be quoted in publications, reports, web pages, and other 
research outputs without use of my name. 

  

   
Use of the Information You Provide (Beyond this Project)   
I agree for the data I provide to be archived at    
I understand that other genuine researchers will have access to this data only if they 
agree to preserve the confidentiality of the information as requested in this form. 

  

   
The Following Question is So I can Legally use the Information You Provide   
I agree to assign the copyright I hold in any materials related to this project to Bruce 
Dye. 

  

Name of Participant __________________   Signature __________________   Date _______________ 
Researcher ____________________   Signature ____________________   Date_______________ 
Contact Information 
If you have any questions or concerns now, or at any point, please feel free to contact me at; 
Bruce Dye 
73 Thomas Drive 
Hammonds Plains, Nova Scotia 
Canada   B4B 1G7 
902-221-2262 
bd99@le.ac.uk 
 
You are also free to contact my research supervisor; 
Dr. Richard Courtney 
University of Leicester School of Business 
Room 208, Level 2 
Ken Edwards Building 
Leicester, United Kingdom 
LE1 7RH 
+44 (0)116 252 5927 
rac16@le.ac.uk. 
 
(Adapted from UK Data Archive (2011) ‘Managing and Sharing Data: Best Practice for Researchers 
(available at http://www.data-archive.ac.uk/media/2894/managingsharing.pdf viewed on 
http://www2.le.ac.uk/institution/ethics/guidance/planning/consent) 
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APPENDIX D: INTERVIEW GUIDE 
 

What can I possibly achieve as a necessity-driven entrepreneur? The relationship 
between the cultural component of the entrepreneurial ecology and the self-constructed 
view of the possible entrepreneur self. 
 
Bruce Dye – University of Leicester – DSocSci 
 
 
Please note:  
1. The general and specific research questions are intended to guide the interview but 
will not bead directly read to the participants. 
2. The interview questions will be asked of the participants, as appropriate. 
3. The follow-up probes will only be used as appropriate. 
 
General Research Question 
1. What is the relationship between necessity entrepreneurs' culture and their self-
constructed view of their possible future achievements from entrepreneurial activity?  
 
Specific Research Questions  
 
RQ1. How does entering entrepreneurship from a culturally-defined position of 
disadvantage (unemployed, underemployed, living below poverty line) impact 
necessity-driven entrepreneurs' self-constructed view of their possible future 
achievements from entrepreneurial activity?  
 
RQ2. How do necessity-driven entrepreneurs understand their families' / friends' / 
community's perception of them being an entrepreneur? How does this understanding 
impact necessity-driven entrepreneurs' self-constructed view of their possible dreams / 
fears related to entrepreneurship?  
 
RQ3. Does a necessity-driven entrepreneur’s culture push them toward entrepreneurship 
or pull them away from it? How does this pressure impact necessity-driven 
entrepreneurs' self-constructed view of their possible future achievements from 
entrepreneurial activity?  
 
RQ4. What need(s) are necessity-driven entrepreneurs trying to fill by entering 
entrepreneurship? What is the relationship between culture and these needs?  
 
RQ5. What are necessity-driven entrepreneurs' dreams / fears related to 
entrepreneurship? What is the relationship between culture and their dreams / fears?  
 
 
Note – I will have to spend a few minutes creating context for participants regarding 
how their culture consists of the collective thoughts, attitudes and beliefs of their 
family, friends, and community.     
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Interview Questions 
 
Think back to when you were starting your business… 
 
- Did being unemployed / underemployed / living below the poverty line influence your 
decision to start a business? (RQ1) 
 
- What do you think your family, friends, community thought about you starting a 
business? (RQ2) 
 
- Do you think you being unemployed / underemployed / living below the poverty line 
influenced what they thought about you becoming an entrepreneur? (RQ1) 
 
- Did you feel that your family, friends, community were encouraging / discouraging of 
you starting a business? (RQ3)   
 
- Do you think their encouragement / discouragement was influenced by you being 
unemployed / underemployed / living below the poverty line? (RQ1) 
 
- What needs were you trying to fill? (What were you trying to get out of it? Why did 
you start a business?) (RQ4) 
 
- Do you think your family, friends, and community believed you could meet these 
needs by starting a business? (RQ4) 
 
- Do you think you being unemployed / underemployed / living below the poverty line 
influenced your family, friends, and community's opinions about you filling these needs 
by starting a business? (RQ1) 
 
- What were your dreams / fears of what might be possible for you as an entrepreneur?  
(RQ5) 
 
- Do you think your family, friends, and community thought these dreams / fears were 
possible? (RQ5) 
 
- Did what your family / friends / community thought about you being an entrepreneur 
influence your dreams / fears? (RQ5) 
 
- Do you think you being unemployed / underemployed / living below the poverty line 
influenced their opinions of you fulfilling these dreams / fears? (RQ1) 
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APPENDIX E: SAMPLE OF DATA COLLECTION FIELD NOTES 
 

Field Notes – Interview # 1 
(Word Processed and cleaned) 

 
How does this participant qualify? 
- Unemployed for one year 
 
Interview Questions 
Tell me a bit about your business. 
What do you sell? 
Where did you get the idea? 
How long? – always wanted to open business 
How did you finance? – personal line of credit already established 

– equity in home is next source 
Employees? 2 – 3 part-time – wife and sister-in-law helping 

unpaid (except tips) 
Is it growing? 
Is this the first business you have started? – first business ever 
 
Would you have started a business if you were not unemployed / 

underemployed / living on a low income? 
- How long did you want to start a business? - always 
 - Did you always want to start a business? - yes 

- Why did you wait? – did not have money needed – did not 
know what type of business he wanted – wanted education, 
experience, experience in big corp first, bio family all blue collar 
with high respect for corporate job and low respect for ent, 
realized corp not for him 

- Why now / then? – less risk now b/c no job opportunity 
cost – nothing to lose except capital investment – no job to lose 
"I already did not have an income" 
 
If when you were starting your business someone offered you a good 

paying job, would you have accepted the job and not opened the business? 
- might have 
- would have taken military / government job that he had applied 

for 
- why – steady, secure 
 
 
RQ2. How do necessity-driven entrepreneurs understand their 

families' / friends' / community's perception of them being an 
entrepreneur? (How does this understanding impact necessity-driven 
entrepreneurs' self-constructed view of their possible dreams / fears related 
to entrepreneurship? See below)  

 
What did your family say / think about you starting a business? (RQ2) 
- wife – wanted him to open a business for years b/c she knew he 

wanted it – "very happy" 
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- wife's family very supportive "her family was very happy I was 
going to start my own business" 

- he has not told his bio family b/c  
- "it's kind of different - they don't know actually I have a 

business"  
- "the reason is that - because I went to university, I should be, in 

their mind, working in an office"   
- "if I tell them I own a restaurant, then I become just a 

restaurant owner" 
- "I would be not as important" 
- "that is why I [previously] worked in an office" 
- "until I get comfortable or rich some level" I won't tell them 
- "I will tell them when I become more successful" 
 
What did your friends say / think about you starting a business? 

(RQ2) 
- some friends "wow, I have never had a friend who owned a 

restaurant" – she was very excited 
- some friends said "it is so risky, why are you doing that" 
- it is great because of the cultural thing 
- always meet some people… 
 
What did people in your community say / think about starting a 

business? (RQ2) 
- "people say wow congratulations"  it is a big thing 
 
Story – a Turkish man came in his restaurant yesterday and was 

very snobby until he heard that [part. 1] has a degree and that he used 
to work at [a large bank] doing finance   "when he found out, his 
behavior changed towards me" 

 
RQ3. Does a necessity-driven entrepreneur’s culture push them 

toward entrepreneurship or pull them away from it? How does this pressure 
impact necessity-driven entrepreneurs' self-constructed view of their 
possible future achievements from entrepreneurial activity?  

 
In general, did you feel that your family, friends, community were 

encouraging / discouraging of you starting a business? (RQ3)   
- encouraging overall 
- they may not have been so encouraging if he was leaving a job to 

start the business – he had 'nothing to lose' 
- people more supportive because no opportunity cost 
- "because I don't have a job they say it is great you are going to 

start this business" 
- my wife would have still been supportive if I left a corporate job 

to start a restaurant 
- my coworkers at my previous corporate job "some of the people 

would say that I am crazy" 
- he perceived there was a push because he did not have a job 
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- "my wife believes I can achieve it but there are some people out 
there that say I cannot achieve it" 

 
- "every day is the unknown" 
 
Do you think their encouragement / discouragement was influenced 

by you being unemployed / underemployed / living on a low income? (RQ3) 
- yes, they were encouraging because he did not have a job – no 

opportunity cost 
- "my dreams are impacted by those around me" 
 
How did this push / pull influence what you thought was possible 

through entrepreneurship? (RQ3) 
- the push or encouragement helped 
- yes, it does  
 
Do you think your family / friends / community created doubt in your 

mind about being successful as an entrepreneur? 
- yes – example – "I have one friend and because I am putting in 

all this time and all this effort they are saying I might fail" 
"after they say that you think is it really actually going to fail 

sometime" 
- his business partner says he will never get rich in a restaurant 
- some people said that because the three previous restaurants 

that were in that space failed, that his will fail as well 
 
- "just believe in it" 
- "positive attitude will succeed" 
- "create brand" 
- "want to be rich"  
- "now I work 80 hours, in 10 years I want it set up so I only work 

8 hours" 
 
RQ4. What need(s) are necessity-driven entrepreneurs trying to 

fill by entering entrepreneurship? What is the relationship between 
culture and these needs?  

 
Why did you start a business?  What needs were you trying to fill? 

(What were you trying to get out of it?) (RQ4) 
- own boss – not take orders – freedom – financial freedom, part 

of neighborhood / community good feeling – meet so many people - "do 
the way you like" 

- did not mention needing a job! 
 
Did being unemployed / underemployed / living on a low income 

influence your decision to start a business? (RQ1) 
- yes – may not have done it otherwise 
- if offered a job while planning, would have taken the job 
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Do you think your family, friends, and community believed you could 
meet these needs by starting a business? (RQ4) 

- wife, wife's family – yes "my wife and family believe I can 
achieve those (above)" 

- some friends – no 
 
Do you think you being unemployed / underemployed / living below 

the poverty line influenced your family, friends, and community's opinions 
about you filling these needs by starting a business? (RQ4) 

- yes – "because I was not giving up a full time job" 
"if I was leaving a job to start the business, I am not sure what 

they would have thought" 
- "I only have the business now because I had no job" 
- "for some people, they would open a business even if they had a 

job but in my case, I opened the business because I did not have a job" 
 
RQ5. What are necessity-driven entrepreneurs' dreams / fears related 

to entrepreneurship? What is the relationship between culture and their 
dreams / fears?   

RQ1. How does entering entrepreneurship from a culturally-defined 
position of disadvantage (unemployed, underemployed, living on a low 
income) impact necessity-driven entrepreneurs' self-constructed view of 
their possible future achievements from entrepreneurial activity?  

 
Did your experience of being unemployed / underemployed / living 

on a low income create doubt in your mind about your success as an 
entrepreneur? 

- no 
- "I knew I could do it" 
 
What was your biggest dream? (RQ5) 
- "financial freedom", "pay others to run the business", 

"freedom" 
- free – don't have to do all the job – freedom of time as well 
 
Did you being unemployed / underemployed / living on a low income 

influence these dreams? (RQ5) 
 
How did what your family / friends / community thought about your 

being entrepreneur influence these dreams? (RQ1) 
- family believing  
- freedom - my family believe that it will happen   "some of my 

friends think that, financially I might make money, they believe that I 
still will have to be there all the time" 

 
What was your biggest fear? (RQ5) 
- shutting down  
– losing the money – personal guarantee – debt 
- I will blame myself 
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Did you being unemployed / underemployed / living on a low income 
influence these fears? (RQ1) 

 
How did what your family / friends / community thought about your 

being entrepreneur influence these fears? (RQ5) 
- has not discussed fears with anyone but wife 
- has discussed dreams with many people 
- "I didn't tell her family this could happen" 
 

"I can do this, I can do this, because I know I can do this, that keeps me positive" 
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APPENDIX F: CONSTANT ANALYSIS SAMPLE - STAGE ONE 
 

An example of the individual instances of the categories of themes I discovered as they 

began to immerge.  The table codes the presence, absence, or other data point for each 

of the participants according to the categories of data that began to emerge.   

 
Part.	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	 9	 10	 11	 12	 13	 14	 15	 16	 17	 18	 	 Legend	

1	 N	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 Enc	 Y	 M		 Y	 2016	 Y	 	 	200		 	4		 u	 1	 All	in		

2	 N	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 Dis	 Y	 N	 N	 2012	 Y	 	 	40		 	-				 u	/	pd	 2	 Unemployed	
3	 N	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 Dis	 Y	 N	 N	 2008	 Y	 	 	30		 	-				 hs	 3	 Underemployed	
4	 N	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 	 Y	 N	 Nut	 Y	 N	 N	 2005	 Y	 	 	

1,000		
	

25		
hs	 4	 Perceived	

positive	
5	 N	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 	 Y	 N	 Nut	 Y	 N	 N	 2004	 Y	 	 	

1,000		
	

15		
u	/	pd	 5	 Perceived	

negative	

6	 N	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 	  Y	 Rnc	 Y	 N	 N	 2004	 Y	 	 	
1,000		

	
15		

u	/	pd	
/	m	

6	 Positive	signals	

7	 N	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 	  N	 Dis	 N	 M		 N	 2015	 Y	 	 	pre-
rev		

	-				 u	/	m	
/	p	

7	 Negative	signals	

8	 N	 	 Y	 Y	 Y	 	 Y	 N	 Nut	 Y	 N	 N	 2003	 Y	 	 	
1,000		

	
25		

h			 8	 Something	to	
fall	

9	 N	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 Nut	 Y	 N	 N	 2014	 Y	 	 	150		 	-				 h	 9	 Perceived	push	
10	 N	 Y	 	 Y	 N	 	  Y	 Dis	 N	 N	 N	 2017	 Y	 	 	60		 	-				 nh			 10	 Perceived	pull	

from	
11	 N	 	 Y	 Y	 N	 	  Y	 Nut	 ?	 N	 N	 2011	 Y	 	 	80		 	-				 u	 11	 Would	take	job	

if	
12	 N	 	 Y	 Y	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 Nut	 Y	 N	 N	 2015	 N	 neg		 	40		 	1		 u	/	m			 12	 Immigrant	
13	 Y	 Y	 	 Y	 N	 Y	 NA	 N	 Enc	 N	 N	 Y	 2012	 N	 neg		 	5		 	1		 h	 13	 Year	of	ent.		
14	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 N	 Y	 NA	 N	 Nut	 N	 N	 Y	 2011	 Y	 	 	150		 	5		 h	 14	 Still	in	business	
15	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 N	 Y	 NA	 N	 nut	 Y	 N	 N	 1990	 Y	 	 	

2,000		
	

20		
h	 15	 Type	of	

16	 Y	 Y	 	 Y	 N	 Y	 NA	 Y	 Enc	 Y	 N	 Y	 2012	 N	 neg		 	85		 	1		 u	 16	 Estimated	
annual	*1000	

17	 Y	 Y	 	 Y	 N	 Y	 NA	 Y	 Nut	 Y	 N	 N	 2009	 Y	 	 	80		 	1		 h	 17	 Estimated	
number	

18	 Y	 Y	 	 Y	 Y	 Y	 Y	 Y	 DIS	 N	 Y	 N	 1995	 N	 pos	 175	 5	 u/m/p	 18	 Education	
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APPENDIX G: CONSTANT ANALYSIS SAMPLE - STAGE TWO 
 
An example of how I started to develop themes from the data for categories that were 

prevalent among individual participants' data sets.  The categories that did not sufficient 

continue to emerge in across multiple participants' data sets were dropped. 

 
Part.	 Dream	 Fear	 Reason	

1	 freedom	 blame	 time	freedom	/	financial	freedom	/	serving	/	not	money	

2	 recognition	 branded	 time	freedom	/	decision	freedom	/	challenge	/	serving	

3	 prove	self	and	others	 disappoint	others	/	labeled	 challenge	/	prove	others	

4	 success	/	prove	 failing	/	embarrassment	 challenge	/	not	money	

5	 success	/	recognition	 fail	/	black	mark	 challenge	/	not	money	

6	 create	brand	/	recognition	 not	good	enough	 challenge	

7	 serving	/	creating	 rejection	 serving	/	not	money	/	prove	others	

8	 grow	it	/	proud	/	prove	
negative	people	

labeled	loser	 time	freedom	/	decision	freedom	/	challenge	/	not	money	

9	 invent	/	help	others	 failure	/	fail	family		 time	freedom	/	decision	freedom	/	challenge	/	not	money	

10	 security	/	control	 failure	/	ego	 time	freedom	/	decision	freedom			

11	 lifestyle	 branded	if	return	to	labor	market	 time	freedom	/	decision	freedom	/	not	money	

12	 serve	 failure	 serving	/	not	money			

13	 make	something	/	future	 none	/	just	solve	problems	 decision	freedom	

14	 recognition	 no	fear	of	failing	 serving	/	not	money			

15	 recognition	 not	recognition	 decision	freedom	/	not	money	

16	 recognition	 business	closure	(happened)	 decision	freedom	/	serving	

17	 money	/	retire	 failing	/	money	 decision	freedom	

18	 money				 failure	not	option	 money	
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APPENDIX H: CONSTANT ANALYSIS SAMPLE - STAGE THREE 
 
An example of one finding that I discovered and developed and a sample of its link to 
specific data from the data sets. 
 

Constant Comparison Stage Three – Emerging Themes 
 
Theme - Fears related to possible future selves are defined in relation to how others 
view them (13 of 18) 

Steve 
• "blame"  

Wes 
• branded by culture (par.) 

Jack 
disappoint others 

• "would have reflected personally on me – that I wasn't able to do it"  
• "labelled a failure" 
• "disappoint my spouse" 

Phil 
• failure, "financial, peers, family – that all comes around full circle 

(back to what people thought when you started)" 
• "embarrassment" 
• "everybody watching" 

George 
• others consider black mark 

Dan 
• considered not good enough, not successful by community 

Jennifer 
• "rejection" 
• "personal rejection" 
• "feel like idiot" 

Robert 
• "labeled loser" 
• "being a loser" 
• "cause there are people who said I should not it do that – and I fail 

and they say see I told you – no one wants to be a loser" 
Participant 9 

• "personal failure" 
• "already achieved more than family"  

John 
• "big hit to ego" 

Alan 
• "it might hurt more than it helps if you go out on your own and then 

have to look for a full-time job again" 
Janice - no 
Samuel - no 
Ali - no 
Terry - no 
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Mitchel 
• not getting "recognition out of the clients" 

Bob - no 
Karen 

• Biggest fear was losing father's money, less about the money and more about the 
father	
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