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Abstract: Research is not merely report-writing, it also involves elements of storytelling. In
this essay we reflect on two narrative archetypes in entrepreneurship research: the stories of
entrepreneurship as a road to salvation and means to emancipation. We outline a framework
to analyze research from a storytelling perspective, apply this framework to identify implicit
assumptions and methodological biases in mainstream research, and discuss how a
storytelling framework can be used to generate alternative stories. We argue for a more

empirically grounded research agenda that continues the development of entrepreneurship

research into a rich and diverse field.
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INTRODUCTION

If research were to be conveyed only as reports without any elements of storytelling it
would substantially reduce our understanding of the phenomena we study (Merton, 1959).
The stories we tell are shaped by our explicit and implicit assumptions, and they shape the
explanations we propose (Flyvbjerg et al., 2012). At the beginning of a study, stories help to
capture and formalize research problems. By setting a plot and defining characters, stories
enable researchers to foreground certain aspects of the empirical world and background others
(Swedberg, 2012). In this way stories help to identify implicit assumptions (Alvesson &
Karreman, 2007). Stories enable abstraction, help to relate empirical observations to
generalizable experiences, and facilitate explanation (Pollock & Bono, 2013; Shepherd &
Wiklund, 2019). Storytelling also helps to communicate our research, and readers tend to
accept those stories that they find most plausible (Weick, 2012).

Despite its importance, academic storytelling is seldom the explicit focus of
scholarly debate in entrepreneurship research (Shepherd & Wiklund, 2020). As writers and
reviewers we often debate assumptions and concepts, or data and methods; the story being
told, however, is rarely discussed, scrutinized, or criticized. In this essay we seek to place
entrepreneurial storytelling center-stage. We believe that doing so helps to uncover implicit
assumptions, address methodological biases, and broaden the range of stories we tell about
entrepreneurship in academic research. The essay outlines a framework to analyze research
from a storytelling perspective. We apply this framework to identify implicit assumptions and
methodological biases in two stories that are very typical in entrepreneurship research: the
story of entrepreneurship as a road to salvation, and the story of entrepreneurship as a means
to emancipation. We then discuss how a storytelling framework can be used to generate

alternative stories that entrepreneurship scholars could tell, in addition to these mainstream



ones. In doing so, we seek to foster a more empirically grounded research agenda that

advances the development of entrepreneurship research into a rich and diverse field.

A STORYTELLING FRAMEWORK
Why focus on storytelling?
As entrepreneurship has become a mainstream field of research, the mainstream view of
entrepreneurship is also being increasingly criticized, nuanced, and debated. Entrepreneurship
research has been criticized for neglecting contextual variations (Welter, 2011), ignoring the
role of gender in shaping entrepreneurial situations, processes, and outcomes (Ahl & Marlow,
2012; Yang & Aldrich, 2014); and grossly simplifying processes and complex dynamics
(McMullen & Dimov, 2013). The field has also been criticized for dwelling on positively
laden outcomes, overlooking the potential dysfunctional consequences of entrepreneurship
(Shepherd, 2019). In addition, entrepreneurship research has
benefited from the growing literature on entrepreneurship-as-practice (e.g. Gartner et al.,
2016); narrative approaches (e.g. Gartner, 2007); and critical-discursive approaches (Al-
Dajani et al., 2015; Ogbor, 2000), all of which offer ontological perspectives and insights that
are distinct from the mainstream.

By adopting a storytelling perspective on entrepreneurship we offer a framework to
help mainstream scholars understand and take on board this type of critique, which does not
necessarily demand changing ontological assumptions, or even the dependent or independent
variables. Thus, we offer a storytelling perspective as a tool for reflection, rather than as an
alternate method for interpretation (Gartner, 2007) or an entirely alternative research agenda
(Ogbor, 2000).

Stories are important because they focus the attention of both authors and readers,

bringing some issues to the foreground while placing others in the background. In this way,
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stories direct our choices in terms of the phenomena we choose to study and read about, as
well as the plausible explanations we put forward (Flyvbjerg et al., 2012). Stories also come
with a moral: a lesson or inference that tells the reader how to achieve a particular desired
outcome, or avoid an undesirable one. Therefore, stories direct us to look for certain patterns,
even though none may be present (Swedberg, 2012). In methodological terms, this means that
stories embody implicit assumptions about the unfolding of events, and about causal
relationships. Since stories shape what research we do and how we conduct it, they also have
performative implications, shaping entrepreneurship policy and practice (Hartmann et al.,
2020). In this way, certain stories are admitted to the mainstream entrepreneurial canon, while
others are rarely told. If we are to be reflective scholars, it is also important that we reflect on

the stories we tell.

Analyzing storytelling in terms of moral, hero, setting, and plot

To enable critical reflection, we break down storytelling into four core elements: (1)
The moral: a lesson or inference that tells the reader how to achieve a particular desired
outcome, or avoid an undesirable one. (2) The hero: the main character, who overcomes
adversity and whose actions drive the story forward. (3) The setting in which the story takes
place. The setting helps the reader understand the message by giving context and meaning to
events (Czarniawska, 1999; Swedberg, 2012). (4) The plot, which is the foundation of a story.
A plot comprises a beginning, an action, and a reversed state (McCloskey 1990). In most
stories, the plot also features an element of tension—some type of adversity or challenge that
must be overcome before the desirable outcome is reached.

We propose that breaking down academic storytelling in terms of moral, hero, setting

and plot is useful because it helps to (1) identify taken-for-granted assumptions in research;

(2) identify and understand potential biases in mainstream stories; and also (3) reflect on the



potential of alternate stories that could be told based on more or less the same dependent and
independent variables. Thus, by offering a storytelling perspective on entrepreneurship
research, we hope to allow entrepreneurship scholarship to collectively construct a richer
narrative of what entrepreneurship is, how it unfolds, and what it leads to.

In the following, we apply this storytelling framework on two stories that dominate
mainstream entrepreneurship research: the story of entrepreneurship as a road to salvation,
and the story of entrepreneurship as a means to emancipation. We think of these stories as
archetypical, meaning that they are very typical of how entrepreneurship is being implicitly or
explicitly described in research. Although these are certainly not the only stories that are
being told, they are sufficiently prevalent in research to warrant some critical reflection. By
discussing the basic elements of these stories, we identify taken-for-granted assumptions and
their associated methodological issues. We also offer some ideas for how those assumptions
can be nuanced, and methodological issues may be addressed, so as to broaden the story of
entrepreneurship.

THE STORIES WE PROBLEMATIZE:
ENTREPRENEURSHIP AS SALVATION AND EMANCIPATION

While entrepreneurship has grown into a field embracing a range of phenomena,

methods, and theories, many studies continue to tell variations on two basic storylines.! In the

first, entrepreneurship is depicted as a road to salvation. Traditionally, the story was one of

! For recent reviews on the most common research designs and dependent variables in the major
entrepreneurship journals, see Berglund and Wennberg (2016) or Shepherd et al. (2019).
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technological salvation, where entrepreneurship is the source of technological change and
progress. A typical example is opening statements in research articles such as:

Small firm growth is the most important source of new jobs (Wiklund & Shepherd,
2003: 247).

More recently, the story has come to also encompass institutional salvation, where
entrepreneurship is depicted as a source of positive institutional change. As an example,
consider the research agenda of George et al. (2021), which is currently one of the most read
articles in Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice:

We explore how digital technologies are helping address grand challenges to
tackle climate change and promote sustainable development. With digital

technologies, entrepreneurial organizations have adopted innovative approaches
to tackle seemingly intractable societal challenges. (George et al., 2021: 999)

In the second story, entrepreneurship is depicted as a means to emancipation. The
story told is primarily one of individual emancipation, where an individual’s entrepreneurship
allows them to attain self-realization. As an example, consider the introduction to the already-
influential special issue on entrepreneurship and wellbeing in the Journal of Business
Venturing:

Entrepreneurship is also a potential source of personal development, growth, and
well-being (e.g., Shir, 2015, Stephan, 2018). Unlike most traditional occupations,

entrepreneurs enjoy a level of freedom and control that can enable them to derive
more meaning from their work, fulfill their innate talents and skills, and engage in
purposeful activities through self-directed tasks (Wiklund et al., 2019: 580).

Increasingly, this story is also told as one of collective emancipation, where a
collective (e.g., a deprived village) ascend through entrepreneurship to increase their self-
sufficiency. As an example, consider the eye-catching description of the research context of
Williams and Shepherd’s (2018) study on how compassionate ventures leverage network
relationships in their process of resource acquisition:

...the context for this study is the Black Saturday bushfire disaster, which

occurred in February 2009 when bushfires tore through most of the Australian
state of Victoria, with the greatest amount of damage occurring on Saturday, 7
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February. ...a government inquiry into the disaster and its recovery found that
many of the most influential actors in the aftermath of Black Saturday were those
who were themselves victims of the disaster (Teague et al., 2010). Specifically,
these locals created compassionate ventures focused on alleviating the suffering
of others. (Williams & Shepherd 2018: 921).

We do not mean to claim that the stories of entrepreneurship as salvation and
emancipation are irrelevant. For sure, entrepreneurship is an important source of change,
development, growth, and wellbeing. We believe, however, that because these stories still
dominate mainstream entrepreneurship, and because they have implications for
entrepreneurship policy and practice, it is important to maintain a critical reflection on what
implicit assumptions they bring to our understanding of entrepreneurship, as well as how they
shape our research designs. To do so, we discuss in the following the basic elements of these
stories in terms of their moral, hero, setting, and plot. Table 1 provides an overview of this

argument, including modal references.

--- INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE ---

The moral of the salvatory and emancipatory stories

The moral of salvation. When the story of entrepreneurship as salvation is told from
a technological perspective, the moral is that entrepreneurship should be encouraged and
studied because of its positive impact on the economy. For example, it can help in terms of
job creation (Audretsch & Thurik, 2001), innovation (McKelvie et al., 2018), or economic
growth (Delmar et al., 2003; McKelvie et al., 2017).

When the story is one of institutional salvation, the moral is similar, yet broader,

encompassing institutional as well as economic change. Examples include welfare (Nicholls,



2010), poverty and rural development (George et al., 2016; Venkatesh et al., 2017), or climate
change (York et al., 2016). The moral of this story has been impactful. Policymakers have
made large investments in supporting entrepreneurship based on the assumption of its
salvatory power. It has stimulated NGOs to implement entrepreneurial methods to address the
grand challenges of our time. It has also helped to generate research funding, and to construct
entrepreneurship as an important field of research (Aldrich, 2012).

The moral of emancipation. In the story of entrepreneurship as emancipation,
entrepreneurship is described as a means for individual or collective self-realization or self-
sufficiency. It is salient in entrepreneurship research, teaching, and public policy, where
entrepreneurship is encouraged as a tool for individual wellbeing (Carter et al., 2003; Rindova
et al., 2009; Wiklund et al., 2019) or as a way to earn a living for those who are disadvantaged
within the labor market (Fairlie, 2007; Renko & Freeman, 2018). We can trace the origin of
this moral in political and social ideals of individualism, where the pursuit of personal
dreams, aspirations, self-sufficiency and individual enquiry are emphasized (Tedmanson et
al., 2012).

When told as a story of collective emancipation, the moral is that groups of
individuals, whose joint engagement in entrepreneurship can bring about collective self-worth
and self-sufficiency, often in settings such as deprived villages (Peredo & Chrisman, 2006) or
refugee camps (Shepherd et al., 2020). This moral is strongly rooted in social science theories
of positive social change (Spinosa et al., 1999) and theories of institutional change as
stemming from individual or collective agency (Dorado & Ventresca, 2013). It has also been
influential. For example, in public policies encouraging the unemployed or disadvantaged on
the labor market to start businesses, and in policies seeking to restore wealth and self-

sufficiency for declining rural areas (West I1I et al., 2008).



Moral biases in entrepreneurship as salvation or emancipation

There is no doubt that entrepreneurship can hold both salvatory and emancipatory
power. However, by presenting entrepreneurship as inherently desirable and good, research
risks introducing theoretical and methodological biases, as well as ignoring assumptions
regarding the motivations and intended outcomes of venturing efforts.

Simplified assumptions about intended outcomes. The story of entrepreneurship as
an activity purposely pursued to achieve technological or institutional change is intriguing—
but overall, not empirically correct. The vast majority of new businesses do not seek to make
it big, and even among those that do seek growth, founders are reluctant to accept outside
investments (Aldrich & Ruef, 2018). While many ventures claim novelty, genuinely new
business ideas are few and far between (Samuelsson & Davidsson, 2009). Even among those
innovative ventures that do have grand goals of industrial disruption or social change, most
fail—and few are able to address the grand challenges they set out to solve (Aldrich, 2015).

Neglecting the darker side of entrepreneurship. 1t is important to recognize that not
all change is for the better, and that not all change benefits everyone (Shepherd, 2019). Take
the gig economy. Its story can be told as one of technological salvation. The gig economy has
brought wealth to platform owners, enhanced utility to customers, and created jobs for groups
previously unemployed. However, it is also criticized for exploiting workers, and for shirking
legislature facing established companies. So does the gig economy represent productive or
destructive entrepreneurship (Baumol, 1990)?

Similar problems arise in the story of entrepreneurship as emancipation. We readily
recognize that entrepreneurship can be pursued for the purpose of emancipation (Rindova et
al., 2009), economic independence (Fairlie, 2007), self-realization (Carter et al., 2003), or
wellbeing (Wiklund et al., 2019). However, such good intentions are rarely fulfilled. Most

entrepreneurs never get to cash in, and instead earn less than comparable employees in paid
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work (Astebro, 2012), as do their employees (Burton et al., 2017). Instead of enjoying
improved wellbeing, many entrepreneurs, as well as their family members, experience
negative stress and anxiety, including reliance on psychosomatics (Dahl et al., 2010; Hessels
et al., 2017). Among those that do depart from the status quo and seek to initiate change,
many end up disappointed or depressed (Jennings et al., 2016). Entrepreneurs are also
exposed to weaker social security and need to save for retirement and healthcare (Hessels et
al., 2006; Marlow, 2006). As entrepreneurs grow older, fall ill, or have children, or as the
demand for their products or services wanes, many discover that self-realization comes at a
greater cost than they thought.

In stories of collective emancipation, which typically describe entrepreneurship in
deprived conditions, studies similarly tend to focus on positive outcomes, and ascribe those
outcomes to both individual and collective agency during the entrepreneurial process. Rarely,
however, are counterfactual examples provided, or comparisons with differences in agency or
entrepreneurial outcomes in alternate contexts (Safford, 2009).

Biases in the selection of dependent variables. The stories of entrepreneurship as
salvation and emancipation also come with methodological problems in that they risk
sampling on the dependent variable, or failing to consider alternate outcomes (Shepherd et al.,
2019). Much research continues to provide minor variations on the same old stories of new
venture creation, entry into self-employment, or firm growth (Berglund & Wennberg, 2016).
Along similar lines, there tends to be a primary focus on the entrepreneurial afterparty of
selling the venture for profit or conducting an initial public offering (IPO).

The over-emphasis on variables such as new venture creation, self-employment
entry, IPOs, or capital investments may partly be a function of data access or data availability.
Finding new ventures or startup attempts at a particular point in time is easier than studying

entrepreneurial behavior or the evolution of startups in any great depth (Davidsson, 2004).
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Many studies sample ventures that have conducted an IPO, since they can be identified in
public data, and trace back their histories. This is problematic, because such outcomes are not
relevant for most new ventures. IPOs are dependent on the ebbs and flows of financial
markets, and are also becoming less prevalent (Cumming, 2012). Moreover, because most
new venture will not get anywhere near the scale required to consider an IPO, this approach
embodies survivorship bias.

To understand the multifaceted nature of entrepreneurship, its predictors, processes,
and outcomes, we believe research would benefit from paying less attention to for spectacular
(but rare) events. Instead, we encourage research to pay attention to the broader set of

plausible outcomes from the processes being studied.

The hero in entrepreneurship as salvation and emancipation

The salvatory, emancipatory hero. The hero figure of the salvatory and
emancipatory stories are highly motivated, capable individuals (McClelland, 1961), or a
collective with similar qualities whose heroic efforts help the group rise from a dire situation
(Johnstone & Lionais, 2004). They act with confidence and superior judgment (Foss & Klein,
2012), they challenge the status quo (and, surprisingly often, change it too). In more
contemporary research, this image prevails in stories of entrepreneurs as “disruptors”
(Burgelman & Grove, 2007) relying on a quick “burn rate” (Block et al., 2018) and on “rare
foresight” (Mosakowski, 1998).

The salvatory, emancipatory hero aligns strongly with liberal and individualistic
ideals. In the early words of Schumpeter (1911), the entrepreneur is a “man of action” (Mann
der Tat). Even though this image has been criticized in research (e.g. Nicholson & Anderson,
2005; Ogbor, 2000), it is still widely adopted outside academia. In the popular press,

entrepreneurs are celebrated as potential saviors who project novel visions and bring new

11



technology. The same image is also frequently adopted by governments and NGOs seeking to

enhance economic vibrancy or rejuvenate civil society.

Heroic biases in the story of entrepreneurship as salvation and emancipation

Empirical inaccuracy. Despite decades of attempts to identify common personality
traits among successful entrepreneurs, they have turned out to be a rather diverse crowd (Kerr
et al., 2019; Rauch & Frese, 2007). Some are brilliant, others not (Levine & Rubinstein,
2017). Some are determined, others easygoing. Some are meticulous, others are action-
oriented (Yu et al., 2021).

The salvatory, emancipatory Hero certainly represents a positive image of human
beings and their capacity. We believe, however, that it is too simplistic. Not only are most
entrepreneurs average—that is, not exceptional—individuals, but they also operate under
constrained agency (Lounsbury & Glynn 2019) in that they are highly dependent on support
from external actors. This includes partnership organizations, potential investors, and—at
least in the initial stages—unpaid help from family and friends (Al-Dajani et al., 2015; Kim et
al., 2013). This dependence constrains the agency of individual founders, since each of these
different actors comes with particular objectives and perspectives to which the entrepreneur
needs to adapt (Marlow, 2006). Collapsing the heterogeneity of entrepreneurs, including
whom they depend on, into a single narrative persona may create more problems than it
solves. In particular, it may contribute to attribution errors by inferring outcomes from
selective stable dispositions or traits (being male, having a specific personality profile, etc.).

Performative dysfunctionalities. The hero figure in the salvatory, emancipatory
story has problematic performative implications. Entrepreneurs are dependent on whether
external stakeholders perceive them as legitimate, trustworthy, and authentic (Chen et al.,

2009; Garud et al., 2014; Gino et al., 2020). Without a proven track record, nascent
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entrepreneurs need to fulfill stakeholders’ expectations of how entrepreneurs should look,
talk, and act: being the Man of Action that stakeholders expect. This easily leads to problems
of statistical discrimination, whereby stakeholder support is weakened for individuals who do
not fulfill expectations in terms of gender (Ahl & Marlow, 2012; Kanze et al., 2018),
communication style (Gino et al., 2020), or demographic group (Blanchflower et al., 2003).

At the individual level, such problems of discrimination lead to personal losses and
broken dreams. At the societal level, this means opportunities lost. The Man of Action hero-
figure also leads to crowding-out effects: Entrepreneurs who happen to fit the Man of Action
image are readily over-supported by media, investors, and public support systems alike (e.g.
Lounsbury & Glynn, 2019; Malmstrém et al., 2017).

Halo effects and extreme case biases. By depicting entrepreneurial actors as
independent, heroic figures, the salvatory and emancipatory stories risk overinflating
learnings from exceptional cases where luck may be a strong explanatory variable (Liu,
2019). In qualitative work, this creates potential halo effects in inferring observations from
one case to other, even when they are not related. In quantitative studies, a focus on extreme

cases often introduces biased inference.

The setting in the story of entrepreneurship as salvation and emancipation

The setting of technological salvation. In the story of entrepreneurship as
technological salvation, the setting is typically a high-technology, capital-rich region where
highly educated entrepreneurs seek venture capital to found high-growth disruptive startups.
For example, the Stanford Project on Emerging Companies (SPEC) in Silicon Valley is often
used as a role model for entrepreneurship research. The specificities of Silicon Valley at large
have also had major impact on entrepreneurship teaching and policy (Finkle, 2012). More

recent research in “The Valley,” however, shows that strong venture capital infusion not only
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increases entrepreneurship in non-tradable goods and services, but simultaneously decreases
entrepreneurship in other industries, and sharply exacerbates income inequality (Kwon &
Sorenson, 2019).

The Silicon Valley type of setting in the story of technological salvation is a context
portrayed in business magazines, blogs, movies and books describing “people who prosper in
ambiguity, innovation, and risk taking” (Finkle, 2012 :874). It is a type of cultural ideal that
has become global (Saxenian, 2007). We do not contend the validity of this representation; it
may describe this type of context quite accurately. Yet, it is well established that Silicon
Valley is quite a unique setting for entrepreneurship, and not easily generalizable to other
contexts (Scheidgen & Brattstrom, 2021; Welter & Gartner, 2016).

The setting of institutional salvation and individual or collective emancipation.
The setting of the other story variants is often an underdog setting. In the story of individual
emancipation, it concerns individuals with some sort of labor-market disadvantage, such as
those with (often milder) psychological disorders (Cooney, 2012; Wiklund et al., 2016),
ethnic minority groups, former convicts, or the low-educated (Fairlie, 2007; Renko &
Freeman, 2018; Yu et al., 2021).

In the stories of entrepreneurship as institutional salvation and collective
emancipation, the setting is an unfavorable context which entrepreneurs themselves improve
through their actions. For example, in stories of institutional entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial
actors create new types of institutions (Battilana et al., 2009). In stories of entrepreneurship as
collective emancipation, actors rise from the ashes through entrepreneurship to create a more
favorable context for themselves and their kin (Williams & Shepherd, 2018).

In contrast to the setting of technological salvation, the settings of stories of
collective salvation or individual or collective emancipation are not cultural ideals, as they

often describe post-catastrophic zones or deprived communities. Instead, stories emanating
14



from such settings tend to draw inspiration from themes in narrative and written culture
characterized by “gloom but in need of hope and salvation,” such as those often found in
religion and popular culture. These are settings of despair and resource scarcity where

somehow people need to “get their act together” and work together for a common cause.

Setting biases in the story of entrepreneurship as salvation and emancipation

Mimicking Silicon Valley instead of appreciating local variation. The Silicon
Valley setting is mimicked across the globe in public policy, research, and entrepreneurial
practice. Policymakers assume education, technology, venture capital, and US-based social
institutions as necessary and sufficient ingredients of success (Hwang & Powell, 2005;
Pfeffer, 2001). In entrepreneurship research, scholars assume venture capital funding and
technological novelty as common ingredients (Aldrich, 2009; Welter, 2011). In
entrepreneurship practice, entrepreneurs adapt blueprints of cultural behavior they think are
functional in nature, but often have limited correlation to success (Lounsbury & Glynn, 2019).
In lieu of alternative settings, Silicon Valley thus performatively shapes the expectations of
policymakers, scholars, and entrepreneurs alike (Welter & Gartner, 2016).

While undoubtedly important, Silicon Valley and similar regions around the world
account for only a tiny fraction of entrepreneurial activities, even among high-growth
businesses (Aldrich & Ruef, 2018). By adopting the Silicon Valley story in other contexts,
research is at risk of ignoring local variations in types and prevalence of local forms of
entrepreneurship, as well as its predictors, processes, and outcomes (Scheidgen & Brattstrom,
2021).

The better story stands in the way of the more likely story. The setting of
entrepreneurship as institutional salvation, or of individual and collective emancipation, faces

a different problem. Here, the setting of the underdog is so appealing from a storytelling
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perspective that we forget to tell the stories that are perhaps more likely to emerge from these
types of settings. The vast majority of successful entrepreneurs are those with high education
and who were quite wealthy to begin with. Others tend to do worse, or at least no better
(Hvide & Mgen, 2010; Marinoni & Voorheis, 2019). The underprivileged, stagnant, or
otherwise problematic settings of underdog entrepreneurs rarely produce the success stories
that we like to read about (Webster & Haandrikman, 2020). Instead, these settings produce
precisely those types of groups that are overrepresented among impoverished and failed
entrepreneurs (Delmar & Wennberg, 2010; Fairlie, 2007).

Stories of positive social change and enhanced self-sufficiency are indeed important
and may generate practical insights into how such change may come about. However, they
ignore the fact that post-catastrophe zones and deprived communities tend to suffer from
decreased social capital and out-migration, and that downward spirals predominate over

positive change (Putnam, 2001; Safford, 2009).

The plot in entrepreneurship as salvation and emancipation

The salvatory and emancipatory plots. In both the salvatory and emancipatory
stories, the plot is one where a new venture is created and expands (ideally rapidly), and the
entrepreneur eventually cashes out or lives happily ever after (Arora & Nandkumar, 2011).
Often, new ventures are depicted as disruptors of industry standards and as bringers of new
and better products and services to customers (e.g. Gans et al., 2002; Sarasvathy & Dew,
2005). This plot typically unfolds according to two interrelated narrative patterns. One is
where the entrepreneur moves “from rags to riches” (Fairlie, 2004), including studies that
accentuate the hardship of entrepreneurship and how it is overcome through ingenuity and
hard work (Williams & Shepherd, 2018). The other is “progression through adversity” where

entrepreneurs have to overcome severe obstacles on their way to success. Examples include
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work on serial entrepreneurship and learning from failure (Toft-Kehler et al., 2014), including
popularized theories of “fail fast” (Ries, 2011).

The plots of rags to riches and progression through adversity are as old as
storytelling itself. We recognize them in a diversity of settings, from the Grimm brothers’
Cinderella to David’s fight with Goliath the giant. The plot is intriguing, prompting the
reader’s interest and engagement with the story, which helps to emphasize the moral (work
hard and fortune will come). The story of rags to riches can also be recognized in modern
cultural ideals, such as the American Dream. As Sarachek (1978) pointed out, the popular
view of American entrepreneurship has been intimately connected with the Horatio Alger
myth, where courageous and hard-working young men create a respectable position for

themselves.

Biases of the salvatory, emancipatory story plots

Conflating change with agency to change post hoc. The “progression through
adversity” plot has a strong causality problem: it risks conflating change with agency to
change post hoc (Kalantaridis & Fletcher, 2012). For example, in the story of
entrepreneurship as institutional salvation, researchers highlight a plethora of conditions
under which entrepreneurs and their ventures enact moral-emotional strategies (Barbera-
Tomas et al., 2019), fight illegitimate institutions (Sutter et al., 2013), or act collectively to
make institutions more prosocial or sustainable (Thompson et al., 2015). Such stories often
sample cases after some change in the institutional context has been observed (but not always
its outcomes), relying on archival or field data to backtrack those changes as emanating from
new ventures’ networking strategies (Sutter et al., 2013) or their institutional work

(Thompson et al., 2015).
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Similar problems exist in the technology perspective of entrepreneurship as
salvation, where the “the Davids” (new ventures) take on “the Goliaths” (current rules,
regulations, and taken-for-granted conditions of exchange that favor incumbent organizations)
and thereby enact some type of change. Scholars have long criticized such stories of
institutional change, which portray institutional entrepreneurship in heroic terms (Suddaby et
al., 2010)

Neglecting the possibility of a return to the status quo. What further accentuates this
causality bias is that published work tends to document the successful enactment of change in
some dimensions, neglecting dysfunctionalities in other dimensions of time or space. For
example, in studies of collective salvation, whereby entrepreneurs or groups of entrepreneurs
bring about positive changes in the institutional context, research depict some change
occurring as “the end” of the story. However, what may seem at institutional upheaval or
change at a snapshot in time may often become re-institutionalized in extant regimes when
investigated over time (Khavul et al., 2013).

Neglecting the counterfactual. The progression through adversity plot also brings
problematic causal assumptions, in the sense that it often lacks a scientific or narrative
counterfactual and creates bias in variable selection. Some claim that failure is a good thing,
since there is learning from failure. When scrutinized systematically, however, it is hard to
distinguish who learns and who does not, under what conditions, and how many failed
ventures are needed for someone to eventually learn (Parker, 2013; Toft-Kehler et al., 2014;
Yin et al., 2019). For every rag to riches tale, there are many more highly educated, upper-
middle-class entrepreneurs who become much more successful (Halvarsson et al., 2018;
Hvide & Mgen, 2010; Levine & Rubinstein, 2017). For every prosocial venture, there is an
unknown number of ventures taking the chance to exploit others (Stark, 1996; Tonoyan et al.,

2010). For every serial entrepreneur claiming they have learned from past failures, we lack
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alternative stories of the prevalence and costs of failure of those who never make it back on to
the playing field. The majority of serial entrepreneurs run erratically performing firms
(Parker, 2013), and those who do improve performance over time seem to be dependent on
slowly accumulating knowledge about industries and social settings that they gradually learn
to call their home turf (Toft-Kehler et al., 2014; Yin et al., 2019). Within every conflict in an
entrepreneurial story, there is often a counterfactual story to be told.

Neglecting the mundane reality. The plot in the stories of entrepreneurship as
salvation or emancipation is more exciting than empirically accurate. Most new ventures do
not overcome great adversity, battle giant competitors, or break through major obstacles.
Neither do they spectacularly “crash and burn”. Instead, they develop quite erratically
(Daunfeldt & Halvarsson, 2006). They solve some problems, most of which are small. They
experience small-scale successes and setbacks. They take two steps forward and one step
back. Instead of cashing out, they continue. Instead of achieving stratospheric growth, most
new ventures—even well-funded hi-tech ones—reach a plateau, and must seek new pathways

to move forward (Garnsey et al., 2006).

RESEARCH AGENDA: ALTERNATIVE STORIES TO TELL
We do not mean to suggest that the stories of entrepreneurship as salvation and
emancipation are irrelevant. However, since they are so dominant, and because they bring
about theoretical and methodological problems, we believe it is important to broaden the
range of stories we tell. In this section, we therefore introduce alternative ways of framing the
moral, the hero, the setting and the plot in entrepreneurship research. Table 2 provides an

overview.

--- INSERT TABLE 2 HERE ---
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Alternative morals

The story of salvation and emancipation frames entrepreneurship as a noble quest
that exalts both entrepreneurs themselves and the society in which they are embedded. By
proposing a different moral, we encourage the telling of two alternative stories.

An endless search for the end of the rainbow. What happens to entrepreneurs who
never attain the wellbeing and personal growth they initially intended, but still dream of
making it big one day? Where do they find hope? How do they cope with failure? Telling
their story would be different from telling the story of either success or failure, because it
would be a story of endless trials. This would be a story that acknowledges that the road to
success is paved with a great deal of luck. This means that entrepreneurs who fit the criteria
and who do everything right might nevertheless fail, simply because they lack the stroke of
luck of their more successful counterparts. The moral of this story would be one of
entrepreneurship as a gamble: a risky game that some cannot stop playing, despite mounting
losses. What keeps entrepreneurs at the table?

Entrepreneurship as social realism. The stories of entrepreneurship as salvation and
emancipation are romantic. They offer an escape from our everyday situations, whether that is
the stagnation of incumbent companies or the starvation of poor communities. They inspire
organizations and individuals to think: What if that was me? What if this miracle happened in
my context? The problem, as pointed out, is twofold. The variables offered are simply
irrelevant to most new ventures; and we need stories that tell us more about the darker,
destructive, and more depressing sides of entrepreneurship.

In place of escapist romance, we suggest telling more realistic stories of

entrepreneurship—those where the moral is “look before you leap”, or “be careful what you
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wish for”. Such stories would acknowledge the many everyday struggles and obstacles faced
by entrepreneurs, in both favored and unfavored institutional contexts—and point out that
such struggles are rarely overcome. This could include, for example, stories of
entrepreneurship not as a choice, but as a necessity for individuals who are discriminated
against in other sectors of the labor market. In these cases, a positive performance variable
would be entrepreneurial exit and employment entry. These could also be stories of
entrepreneurs who fail to save for retirement, and end up poor and forgotten; those who suffer
burnout due to their hard work, but have little social security; or those who start families but
cannot take parental leave. Telling these stories would involve taking an honest look at the
long-term consequences of engaging in entrepreneurship for the individuals involved, beyond
the more immediate success or failure or their ventures. Undoubtedly, these stories would be
less entertaining and inspiring—but they would perhaps be more genuinely edifying, by

offering a more realistic understanding of plausible entrepreneurial outcomes over time.

Alternative Heroes

The salvatory, emancipatory hero figures are confident, agentic, and coordinated individuals
or collectives. By proposing alternative hero figures, we encourage the telling of different
stories.

No hero stands alone. Studying the Man of Action implies focusing on stable
entities—individual traits or the composition of new venture teams—implicitly assuming
correlations between variables identified ex ante. If we acknowledge that most entrepreneurs
are average people with average capabilities, and that they seldom work alone but in
collaboration with helpers, joiners, or co-founders, the focus shifts: from stable entities to
dynamic relationships (Brattstrom et al., 2020). Instead of identifying entrepreneurial traits,

we could tell the story of how actors’ relationships are formed, strengthened, and maintained.
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How are entrepreneurs collectively created? Whom do they draw upon for social and material
support, and why (Hite, 2005; Jack, 2005)? How are entrepreneurial aspirations formed in a
process of social interaction? How do social norms governing what is seen as socially
desirable and appropriate shape our view of the entrepreneurial hero? We believe that such an
approach could generate a better explanation of entrepreneurship and be open to more
unpredictable or counterintuitive outcomes, instead of making false promises of predicting
entrepreneurial success on the basis of stable characteristics (McKenzie & Sansone, 2019).

Joiners are heroes too. The story of how collectives create heroes would also imply
paying increased attention to joiners. Joiners are those who work for a startup but do not
qualify as founders—i.e., individuals with decision-making authority over the new venture.
Joiners are often forgotten. In the most common definition of new venture teams (i.e. Klotz et
al., 2014), joiners are not even considered to be relevant members of the team even though for
most new ventures, joiners are vital. They bring valuable skills, experiences, and expertise.
They come with aspirations and dreams. Joiners have often accepted working at a lower
salary for a new venture because they are attracted to the idea of working in an
entrepreneurial context (Roach & Sauermann, 2015). We suggest it is time to tell their story.
Who are they? What do they aspire to? Why do they work so hard in pursuit of someone
else’s entrepreneurial dream? Why do they stay with the new venture over time, despite
having no substantial equity share, a low salary, and a high likelihood of failure? By telling
the story of the joiners, we can learn new things about new venture teamwork, new venture
team composition, and new venture team performance. Importantly, we can also learn
important things about the joiners themselves.

The hero with a thousand faces. Instead of assuming a Man of Action, we suggest
that entrepreneurship scholars embrace the assumption that entrepreneurial action and

entrepreneurs are highly heterogenous. Moreover, the complexity of social processes such as
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entrepreneurship often means that there may be multiple starting points leading to similar
outcomes—that is, equifinality (Douglas et al., 2020). This implies that differentially
equipped individuals may use different repertoires when engaging in entrepreneurship, yet
they may end up in similar situations or reach similar accomplishments.

When telling the story of the Hero with a thousand faces, scholars would look for
individual variation, instead of ideal types. Scholars might choose to draw attention to
individuals who fall outside the social norms of what and who an entrepreneur is supposed to
be (Kerr et al., 2019). For example, how do introverts or individuals with low-self efficacy
pursue entrepreneurship? Perhaps in a more cautious and meticulous way than extroverts or
individuals with high self-efficacy?

Breaking free of the Man of Action also implies a focus on gender in mainstream
research — in addition to the important work being done in the domain of female
entrepreneurship research (Ahl & Marlow, 2012; Yang & Aldrich, 2014). For example, much
economic entrepreneurship research simply samples men since they are disproportionally
active as entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 2010) and in doing that easily recreates assumption of
entrepreneurship as a masculine activity. Entrepreneurship research at large could
problematize the Man of Action storyline by e.g. looking at variability in gender-related
leadership styles and behaviors among both men and women, and how differences and
commonalities in identity and identity construction among nascent entrepreneurs propagates
(or not) masculine norms of behaviors (Leitch & Harrison, 2016) or affect the division of

labor in mixed-sex ventures (Yang & Aldrich, 2014).

Alternative Settings
Much scholarship of late has articulated the need to better contextualize

entrepreneurship research (Welter & Gartner, 2016; Zahra, 2007). Building on this prior work
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but focusing specifically on storytelling, we were able to identify specific problems in terms
of how the settings of salvation and emancipation narratives are portrayed. In stories of
technological salvation, the setting is most often the world of the privileged: high-technology,
capital-rich, and urban. In the stories of institutional salvation, as well as individual and
collective emancipation, the setting is primarily that of the underdog: areas populated by the
underprivileged, such as prisons, post-catastrophe zones, or stagnant communities. By
proposing other settings, we identify alternate stories.

Following the money in the entrepreneurship industry. As we have pointed out, a
problem with the Silicon Valley type of setting is its performative implications. As a
consequence of policymakers mimicking Silicon Valley, we have seen the growth of an
entrepreneurship industry: “the goods and services explicitly intended for opportunity
discovery and development by current and prospective entrepreneurs” (Hunt & Kiefer, 2017:
231). Given its significance, it is time we tell more stories of the entrepreneurship industry.
Which individuals are attracted to the promises of the entrepreneurship industry? What types
of cultural norms are fostered in the entrepreneurship industry, and why? How do cultural
norms, incentives, and policy instruments shape entrepreneurial tools, entrepreneurship
education, and entrepreneurs’ aspirations (Hartmann et al., 2020)? Who is making money off
entrepreneurs, and ideas about entrepreneurialism? Are ideas being perpetuated because they
make money for people who aren’t even “real” entrepreneurs themselves (that is, their only
product is advice for entrepreneurs)?

Such questions are important, because they imply a shift in analytical focus on cause
and effect: from how to create favorable entrepreneurial conditions by mimicking
entrepreneurial context, to how such mimicking shapes entrepreneurial activities and

outcomes.
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The story of the ill-starred. The salvatory, emancipatory story assumes agency over
context. By strong will and hard work, individuals can overcome the most unfortunate
conditions. In reality, though, those unfortunate enough to be situated in unfavorable
conditions are more likely to fail than to succeed, no matter how hard they work. We suggest
telling the story of entrepreneurship in unfavorable conditions, without ignoring those
frequent non-happy endings. For example, instead of telling the story of how minority
entrepreneurs overcome problems of discrimination through hard work, we suggest telling the
story of how problems of discrimination discourage minorities from even trying (Neville et
al., 2018). At what point do less advantaged people give up their entrepreneurial dreams?
How do collective illusions or disillusions emerge and become established in populations over
time?

We do not suggest telling this story because we are particularly gloomy about the
capacity of individuals and collectives to break free from constraining conditions. But unless
we fully acknowledge the constraints of structure on agency, our understanding of

entrepreneurship as a salvatory, emancipatory force will be inherently incomplete.

Alternative Plots

The story of entrepreneurship as salvation and emancipation offers an inspiring plot
of entrepreneurs rising from rags to riches, often through adversity and against all odds.
Altering this plot could imply telling the following alternate stories.

Entrepreneurship as muddling through. In a famous essay, Lindblom (1959)
formulated “the science of muddling through” as a critique to an over-rational view of
managerial action. He argued that managers are primarily occupied with attending to
everyday problems, goals, and outcomes, rather than making long-term strategic plans and

root-cause analyses. In everyday problem-solving, means and ends are closely intertwined. If
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entrepreneurship research would also invoke stories of muddling through, the perspective
would be on everyday action: the modal and often mundane, rather than the exceptional
(Gartner et al., 2016). For example, how are aspirations formed over time, through everyday
action and interaction? How do social norms emerge in new venture teams over time, and
how do such norms shape emergent states and team processes?

A focus on the everyday and seemingly mundane does not mean a lack of theoretical
or practical importance. Expertise is known to develop from repetitious action and problem-
solving (Yin et al., 2019). Yet, knowledge of entrepreneurial expertise, how it is formed and
employed successfully or unsuccessfully through repeated action and interaction remains by
and large unexplored.

The story of what-if. Considering whether events could turned out differently given
some minor variation in background conditions is a basic argument of any counterfactual
reasoning (Durand & Vaara, 2009). What if the entrepreneur in our study had been female
instead of male? Old instead of young? Would she have encountered the same obstacles, and
made the same decisions? Since a common problem in the salvatory, emancipatory stories of
entrepreneurship are that they often lack a counterfactual reasoning, we suggest telling the
story of what-if.

Multidirectional plots. The plot of “rags to riches” is a unidirectional one.
Entrepreneurs start low and progress to a higher state of being. They move from poor to rich;
from unhappy to happy; from victimhood to empowerment. We suggest telling plots that go
in other directions too. What about entrepreneurs who start out rich, but end up poor? Who
maintains the status quo? Who oscillate between periods of wellbeing and periods of
depression? In short, we encourage telling stories that are less teleological. For every rags to

riches tale, we need to tell the story of another entrepreneur who struck out or went broke. For
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every triumph over adversity, we need to tell the story of someone who sailed through—and

someone else who never left the harbor.

CONCLUSION

We offer a framework to analyze research from a storytelling perspective by
breaking down academic storytelling in terms of moral, hero, setting, and plot. Applying this
framework to two narrative archetypes that dominate mainstream entrepreneurship research
(entrepreneurship as technological/institutional salvation, and entrepreneurship as
individual/collective emancipation) we identify implicit assumptions and theoretical biases
that non-reflective usage of such stories may easily generate in the research field of
entrepreneurship. We use the storytelling framework to articulate alternative stories that
entrepreneurship scholars could also tell.

Our purpose is not to suggest that the mainstream stories are irrelevant, or that all
entrepreneurship research confirms to one of these archetypes. No single study, and no single
storyline, can provide an encompassing view of the complex predictors, processes, and
outcomes of entrepreneurship. However, we believe that because the stories of salvation and
emancipation are so prevalent, they demand critical reflection. We have advanced the
argument that these mainstream stories are problematic because they come with
epistemological assumptions (e.g., the role of agency), methodological biases (related to
sampling and inference), and problems of inferred causality (choice of context and
consideration of counterfactuals). We therefore hope that the researchers who tell these stories
will find our framework useful in reflecting on what research they do, and how they do it.
Much of the work we have criticized is research in the same tradition to which we ourselves
belong. The storytelling perspectives we describe helped us see the biases in this research, as

well as the potential for future improvements. We hope that others will find them useful too.
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We also do not intend to suggest that the alternative stories we propose are without
biases, nor that they represent an exhaustive list of stories that should be told. Indeed, many of
the storylines we suggest are inspired by existing scholarship in the fields of
entrepreneurship-as-practice, entrepreneurship and context, or the darker sides of
entrepreneurship. We hope that with the help of our framework, mainstream scholarship will
be in a position to more easily identify the value and benefits of non-mainstream perspectives
on entrepreneurship, so that entrepreneurship research can continue its development into a

diverse, rich, and multifaceted field.

REFERENCES

Ahl, H., & Marlow, S. (2012). Exploring the dynamics of gender, feminism and entrepreneurship:
advancing debate to escape a dead end? Organization, 19(5), 543-562.

Al-Dajani, H., Carter, S., Shaw, E., & Marlow, S. (2015). Entrepreneurship among the displaced and
dispossessed: Exploring the limits of emancipatory entrepreneuring. British Journal of
Management, 26(4), 713-730.

Aldrich, H. (2009). Lost in space, out of time: How and why we should study organizations
comparatively. In B. G. King, T. Felin, & D. A. Whetten (Eds.), Studying differences between
organizations: Comparative approaches to organizational research. Research in the Sociology
of Organizations. (Vol. 26, pp. 21-44). Emerald Group. (Bingley: Emerald Group)

Aldrich, H., & Ruef, M. (2006). Organizations Evolving. Sage.

Aldrich, H. E. (2012). The emergence of entrepreneurship as an academic field: A personal essay on
institutional entrepreneurship. Research Policy, 41(7), 1240-1248.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.03.013

Aldrich, H. E. (2015). Perpetually on the eve of destruction? Understanding exits in capitalist societies
at multiple levels of analysis. In D. DeTienne & K. Wennberg (Eds.), Research handbook of
entrepreneurial exit. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Aldrich, H. E., & Ruef, M. (2018). Unicorns, gazelles, and other distractions on the way to
understanding real entrepreneurship in the United States. Academy of Management
Perspectives, 32(4), 458-472.

Alvesson, M., & Karreman, D. (2007). CONSTRUCTING MYSTERY: EMPIRICAL MATTERS IN THEORY
DEVELOPMENT. Academy of Management. The Academy of Management Review, 32(4),
1265.
http://proquest.umi.com/pgdweb?did=1349735361&Fmt=7&clientld=16155&RQT=309&VN
ame=PQD

Arora, A., & Nandkumar, A. (2011). Cash-Out or Flameout! Opportunity Cost and Entrepreneurial
Strategy: Theory, and Evidence from the Information Security Industry. Management
Science, 57(10), 1844-1860. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1110.1381

Astebro, T. (2012). The Returns to Entrepreneurship. In D. Cumming (Ed.), Oxford Handbook of
Entrepreneurial Finance (pp. 45-108). Oxford University Press.

28



Audretsch, D. B., & Thurik, A. R. (2001). What's new about the new economy? Sources of growth in
the managed and entrepreneurial economies. Industrial and corporate change, 10(1), 267-
315.

Baker, T., & Nelson, R. (2005). Creating something from nothing: Resource construction through
entrepreneurial bricolage. Administrative Science Quarterly, 50(3), 329-366.

Barbera-Tomas, D., Castelld, |., De Bakker, F. G., & Zietsma, C. (2019). Energizing through visuals:
How social entrepreneurs use emotion-symbolic work for social change. Academy of
Management Journal, 62(6), 1789-1817.

Bates, T. (1997). Race, self-employment, and upward mobility: an illusive American dream. Woodrow
Wilson Center Press.

Battilana, J., Leca, B., & Boxenbaum, E. (2009). How actors change institutions: towards a theory of
institutional entrepreneurship. Academy of Management Annals, 3(1), 65-107.

Baumol, W. J. (1990). Entrepreneurship: Productive, unproductive, and destructive. [Article]. Journal
of political Economy, 98(5), 893-921.

Berglund, H., & Wennberg, K. (2016). Pragmatic entrepreneurs and institutionalized scholars? On the
path-dependent nature of entrepreneurship scholarship. In H. Landstrom, A. Parhankangas,
Fayolle, A.,, & P. Riot (Eds.), Challenging Entrepreneurship Research (pp. 37-52). Routledge.

Blanchflower, D. G., Levine, P. B., & Zimmerman, D. J. (2003). Discrimination in the small-business
credit market. Review of Economics and Statistics, 85(4), 930-943.

Block, J. H., Colombo, M. G., Cumming, D. J., & Vismara, S. (2018). New players in entrepreneurial
finance and why they are there. Small Business Economics, 50(2), 239-250.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-016-9826-6

Brattstrém, A., Delmar, F., Johnson, A. R., & Wennberg, K. (2020). A longitudinal project of new
venture teamwork and outcomes. In W. B. Gartner & B. T. Teague (Eds.), Research Handbook
on Entrepreneurial Behavior, Practice and Process (pp. 309-334). Edward Elgar Publishing.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788114523.00023

Burgelman, R. A, & Grove, A. S. (2007). Cross-boundary disruptors: powerful interindustry
entrepreneurial change agents. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 1(3-4), 315-327.

Burton, M. D., Dahl, M. S., & Sorenson, O. (2017). Do Start-ups Pay Less? Industrial & Labor Relations
Review, https://doi.org/10.1177/0019793917747240

Carree, M. A., & Thurik, A. R. (2010). The impact of entrepreneurship on economic growth. In
Handbook of entrepreneurship research (pp. 557-594). Springer.

Carter, N. M., Gartner, W. B., Shaver, K. G., & Gatewood, E. J. (2003). The career reasons of nascent
entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(1), 13-39.
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/B6VDH-451SCP3-
1/2/1d6b97b280420d6924e4b28b9d7b9915

Chen, X.-P., Yao, X., & Kotha, S. (2009). Entrepreneur passion and preparedness in business plan
presentations: a persuasion analysis of venture capitalists' funding decisions. Academy of
Management Journal, 52(1), 199-214.

Cooney, T. M. (2012). Reducing recidivism through entrepreneurship programmes in prisons. The
International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 13(2), 125-133.

Cumming, D. (2012). The Oxford handbook of private equity. Oxford University Press.

Czarniawska, B. (1999). Writing management: Organization theory as a literary genre. Oxford
University Press on Demand.

Dahl, M. S., Nielsen, J., & Mojtabai, R. (2010). The effects of becoming an entrepreneur on the use of
psychotropics among entrepreneurs and their spouses. Scandinavian Journal of Social
Medicine, 38(8), 857-863.

David, P. A. (1992). Heroes, herds and hysteresis in technological history: Thomas Edison and ‘The
Battle of the Systems’ reconsidered. Industrial and Corporate Change, 1(1), 129-180.

Davidsson, P. (2004). Researching Entrepreneurship. Springer.

29




Delmar, F., Davidsson, P., & Gartner, W. B. (2003). Arriving at the high-growth firm. Journal of
business venturing, 18(2), 189-216.

Delmar, F., & Wennberg, K. (2010). The Birth, Growth, and Demise of Entrepreneurial Firms in the
Knowledge Intensive Economy. Edward Elgar.

Dorado, S., & Ventresca, M. J. (2013). Crescive entrepreneurship in complex social problems:
Institutional conditions for entrepreneurial engagement. Journal of business venturing, 28(1),
69-82.

Douglas, E. J., Shepherd, D. A., & Prentice, C. (2020). Using fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis
for a finer-grained understanding of entrepreneurship. Journal of business venturing, 35(1),
105970.

Durand, R., & Vaara, E. (2009). Causation, counterfactuals, and competitive advantage. Strategic
Management Journal, 30(12), 1245-1264. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.793

Edelman, L. F., Brush, C. G., Manolova, T. S., & Greene, P. G. (2010). Start-up Motivations and Growth
Intentions of Minority Nascent Entrepreneurs. Journal of Small Business Management, 48(2),
174-196.

Fairlie, R. W. (2004). Does business ownership provide a source of upward mobility for Blacks and
Hispanics? Public policy and the economics of entrepreneurship, 153-179.

Fairlie, R. W. (2007). Entrepreneurship among Disadvantaged Groups: Women, Minorities and the
Less Educated. In S. Parker (Ed.), The Life Cycle of Entrepreneurial Ventures (pp. 437-475).
Springer US. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-32313-8 15

Finkle, T. A. (2012). Corporate entrepreneurship and innovation in Silicon Valley: The case of Google,
Inc. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(4), 863-887.

Flyvbjerg, B., Landman, T., & Schram, S. (2012). Real social science: Applied phronesis. Cambridge
University Press.

Folta, T. B., Delmar, F., & Wennberg, K. (2010). Hybrid Entrepreneurship. Management Science,
56(2), 253-269. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1090.1094

Foss, N. J., & Klein, P. G. (2012). Organizing entrepreneurial judgment: A new approach to the firm.
Cambridge University Press.

Gans, J. S., Hsu, D. H., & Stern, S. (2002). When does start-up innovation spur the gale of creative
destruction? RAND Journal of Economics, 33(4), 571-586.

Garnsey, E., Stam, E., & Heggernan, P. (2006). New Firm Growth: Exploring Processes and Paths.
Industry and Innovation, 13(1), 1-20.

Gartner, W. B. (2007). Entrepreneurial narrative and a science of the imagination. Journal of Business
Venturing, 22(5), 613-627.

Gartner, W. B., & Carter, N. M. (2003). Entrepreneurial behavior and firm organizing processes. In Z.
J. Acs & D. B. Audretsch (Eds.), Handbook of Entrepreneurship Research (Vol. 1, pp. 195-221).
Springer.

Gartner, W. B., Stam, E., Thompson, N., & Verduyn, K. (2016). Entrepreneurship as practice:
Grounding contemporary practice theory into entrepreneurship studies. In: Routledge.

Garud, R., Schildt, H. A., & Lant, T. K. (2014). Entrepreneurial storytelling, future expectations, and
the paradox of legitimacy. Organization Science, 25(5), 1479-1492.

George, G., Corbishley, C., Khayesi, J. N., Haas, M. R., & Tihanyi, L. (2016). Bringing Africa in:
Promising directions for management research. In: Academy of Management Briarcliff
Manor, NY.

George, G., Merrill, R. K., & Schillebeeckx, S. J. (2021). Digital sustainability and entrepreneurship:
How digital innovations are helping tackle climate change and sustainable development.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 45(5), 999-1027.

George, G., Merrill, R. K., & Schillebeeckx, S. J. D. Digital Sustainability and Entrepreneurship: How
Digital Innovations Are Helping Tackle Climate Change and Sustainable Development.

30



Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 0(0), 1042258719899425.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719899425

Gino, F., Sezer, O., & Huang, L. (2020). To be or not to be your authentic self? Catering to others’
preferences hinders performance. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
158, 83-100. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2020.01.003

Halvarsson, D., Korpi, M., & Wennberg, K. (2018). Entrepreneurship and income inequality. Journal of
Economic Behavior & Organization, 145, 275-293.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2017.11.003

Hartmann, R. K., Krabbe, A. D., & Spicer, A. (2020). Towards an Untrepreneurial economy: The
Entrepreneurship Industry and the Veblenian Entrepreneur. Academy of Management
Proceedings,

Herrmann, A. M. (2019). A plea for varieties of entrepreneurship. Small Business Economics, 52(2),
331-343.

Hessels, J., Rietveld, C. A., & van der Zwan, P. (2017). Self-employment and work-related stress: The
mediating role of job control and job demand. Journal of Business Venturing, 32(2), 178-196.

Hessels, J., van Stel, A., Brouwer, P., & Wennekers, S. (2006). Social security arrangements and early-
stage entrepreneurial activity. Comp. Lab. L. & Pol'y J., 28, 743.

Hite, J. M. (2005). Evolutionary processes and paths of relationally embedded network ties in
emerging entrepreneurial firms. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 29(1), 113-144.

Holtz-Eakin, D., Rosen, H. S., & Weathers, R. (2000). Horatio Alger meets the mobility tables. Small
Business Economics, 14(4), 243-274.

Hunt, R. A., & Kiefer, K. (2017). The entrepreneurship industry: Influences of the goods and services
marketed to entrepreneurs. Journal of Small Business Management, 55, 231-255.

Hvide, H. K., & Mgen, J. (2010). Lean and hungry or fat and content? Entrepreneurs' wealth and start-
up performance. Management Science, 56(8), 1242-1258.

Hwang, H., & Powell, W. W. (2005). Institutions and entrepreneurship. In Handbook of
entrepreneurship research (pp. 201-232). Springer.

Jack. (2005). The Role, Use and Activation of Strong and Weak Network Ties: A Qualitative Analysis.
Journal of Management Studies, 42(6), 1233-1259.

Jennings, J. E., Jennings, P. D., & Sharifian, M. (2016). Living the dream? Assessing the
“entrepreneurship as emancipation” perspective in a developed region. Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, 40(1), 81-110.

Johnstone, H., & Lionais, D. (2004). Depleted communities and community business
entrepreneurship: revaluing space through place. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development,
16(3), 217-233.

Kalantaridis, C., & Fletcher, D. (2012). Entrepreneurship and institutional change: A research agenda.
Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 24(3-4), 199-214.

Kanze, D., Huang, L., Conley, M. A, & Higgins, E. T. (2018). We ask men to win and women not to
lose: Closing the gender gap in startup funding. Academy of Management Journal, 61(2),
586-614.

Kerr, S. P., Kerr, W. R., & Dalton, M. (2019). Risk attitudes and personality traits of entrepreneurs and
venture team members. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116(36), 17712-
17716.

Khavul, S., Chavez, H., & Bruton, G. D. (2013). When institutional change outruns the change agent:
The contested terrain of entrepreneurial microfinance for those in poverty. Journal of
business venturing, 28(1), 30-50.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.02.005

Kibler, E., Kautonen, T., & Fink, M. (2014). Regional social legitimacy of entrepreneurship:
Implications for entrepreneurial intention and start-up behaviour. Regional Studies, 48(6),
995-1015.

31



Kim, P. H., Longest, K. C., & Aldrich, H. E. (2013). Can You Lend Me a Hand? Task-Role Alignment of
Social Support for Aspiring Business Owners. Work and Occupations, 40(3), 213-249.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0730888413481365

Klotz, A. C., Hmieleski, K. M., Bradley, B. H., & Busenitz, L. W. (2014). New venture teams a review of
the literature and roadmap for future research. Journal of Management, 40(1), 226-255.

Koellinger, P., Minniti, M., & Schade, C. (2007). “I think | can, | think | can”: Overconfidence and
entrepreneurial behavior. Journal of economic psychology, 28(4), 502-527.

Kwon, D., & Sorenson, O. (2019). The Silicon Valley Syndrome. SocArXiv. October 17, 2019.
doi:10.31235/0sf.io/zug2s.

Lassalle, P., & Shaw, E. (2021). Trailing wives and constrained agency among women migrant
entrepreneurs: an intersectional perspective. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
1042258721990331.

Leitch, C. M., & Harrison, R. T. (2016). Identity, identity formation and identity work in
entrepreneurship: conceptual developments and empirical applications. Entrepreneurship &
Regional Development, 28(3-4), 177-190. https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2016.1155740

Levine, R., & Rubinstein, Y. (2017). Smart and illicit: Who becomes an entrepreneur and do they earn
more? Quarterly Journal of Economics, 132(2), 963—1018.

Lindblom, C. E. (1959). The Science of "Muddling Through". Public Administration Review, 19(2), 79-
88. https://doi.org/10.2307/973677

Liu, C. (2019). Luck: A Key Idea for Business and Society. Routledge.

Lounsbury, M., & Glynn, M. A. (2019). Cultural entrepreneurship: A new agenda for the study of
entrepreneurial processes and possibilities. Cambridge University Press.

Malmstrom, M., Johansson, J., & Wincent, J. (2017). Gender stereotypes and venture support
decisions: how governmental venture capitalists socially construct entrepreneurs’ potential.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 41(5), 833-860.

Marinoni, A., & Voorheis, J. (2019). Who Gains from Creative Destruction?: Evidence from High-
quality Entrepreneurship in the United States. US Census Bureau, Center for Economic
Studies.

Marlow, S. (2006). A safety net or ties that bind? Women, welfare and self-employment.
International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 26(9—10), 397-410.

McClelland, D. C. (1961). The Achieving Society. Van Nostrand.

McKelvie, A., Brattstrom, A., & Wennberg, K. (2017). How young firms achieve growth: reconciling
the roles of growth motivation and innovative activities [journal article]. Small Business
Economics, 49(2), 273-293. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9847-9

McKelvie, A., Wiklund, J., & Brattstrom, A. (2018). Externally Acquired or Internally Generated?
Knowledge Development and Perceived Environmental Dynamism in New Venture
Innovation. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 42(1), 24-46.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258717747056

McKenzie, D., & Sansone, D. (2019). Predicting entrepreneurial success is hard: Evidence from a
business plan competition in Nigeria. Journal of Development Economics, 141, 102369.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2019.07.002

McMullen, J., & Dimov, D. (2013). Time and the Entrepreneurial Journey: The Problems and Promise
of Studying Entrepreneurship as a Process. Journal of Management Studies, 50(8), 1481-
1512. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12049

Merton, R. K. (1959). Notes on problem-finding in sociology.

Mosakowski, E. (1998). Entrepreneurial resources, organizational choices, and competitive
outcomes. Organization Science, 9(6), 625-643.

Neville, F., Forrester, J. K., O'Toole, J., & Riding, A. (2018). ‘Why Even Bother Trying?’Examining
Discouragement among Racial-Minority Entrepreneurs. Journal of Management Studies,
55(3), 424-456.

32



Nicholls, A. (2010). The Legitimacy of Social Entrepreneurship: Reflexive Isomorphism in a Pre—
Paradigmatic Field. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34(4), 611-633.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00397.x

Nicholson, L., & Anderson, A. R. (2005). News and nuances of the entrepreneurial myth and
metaphor: Linguistic games in entrepreneurial sense—making and sense—giving.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29(2), 153-172.

Ogbor, J. 0. (2000). Mythicizing and reification in entrepreneurial discourse: Ideology-critique of
entrepreneurial studies. Journal of Management Studies, 37(5), 605-635.

Pacheco, D. F., York, J. G., & Hargrave, T. J. (2014). The Coevolution of Industries, Social Movements,
and Institutions: Wind Power in the United States. Organization Science, 25(6), 1609-1632.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2014.0918

Parker, S. C. (2013). Do serial entrepreneurs run successively better-performing businesses? Journal
of Business Venturing, 28(5), 652-666.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.08.001

Peredo, A. M., & Chrisman, J. J. (2006). Toward a theory of community-based enterprise. Academy of
Management Review, 31(2), 309-328.

Pfeffer, J. (2001). What's wrong with management practices in Silicon Valley? A lot. To prevent high
turnover, burnout and loss of employee commitment, learn to avoid four practices that are
undermining some high-profile companies. MIT Sloan Management Review, 42(3), 101-103.

Pollock, T. G., & Bono, J. E. (2013). Being Scheherazade: The importance of storytelling in academic
writing. In: Academy of Management Briarcliff Manor, NY.

Putnam, R. D. (2001). Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of American community. Simon and
Schuster.

Rauch, A., & Frese, M. (2007). Let's put the person back into entrepreneurship research: A meta-
analysis on the relationship between business owners' personality traits, business creation,
and success. European Journal of work and organizational psychology, 16(4), 353-385.

Renko, M., & Freeman, M. J. (2018). Entrepreneurship by and for Disadvantaged Populations. In A.
McWilliams, D. E. Rupp, D. S. Siegel, G. K. Stahl, & D. A. Waldman (Eds.), The Oxford
Handbook of Corporate Social Responsibility. Oxford University Press.

Ries, E. (2011). The lean startup: How today's entrepreneurs use continuous innovation to create
radically successful businesses. Crown Business.

Rindova, V., Barry, D., & Ketchen Jr, D. J. (2009). Entrepreneuring as emancipation. Academy of
management review, 34(3), 477-491.

Roach, M., & Sauermann, H. (2015). Founder or joiner? The role of preferences and context in
shaping different entrepreneurial interests. Management Science, 61(9), 2160-2184.

Safford, S. (2009). Why the garden club couldn't save Youngstown: the transformation of the Rust
Belt. Harvard university press.

Samuelsson, M., & Davidsson, P. (2009). Does venture opportunity variation matter? Investigating
systematic process differences between innovative and imitative new ventures. Small
Business Economics, 33(2), 229-255. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-007-9093-7

Sarachek, B. (1978). American entrepreneurs and the Horatio Alger myth. Journal of Economic
History, 38(2), 439-456.

Sarasvathy, S. D., & Dew, N. (2005). New market creation through transformation. Journal of
evolutionary economics, 15(5), 533-565.

Saxenian, A. (2007). The new argonauts: Regional advantage in a global economy. Harvard University
Press.

Scheidgen, K., & Brattstrom, A. (2021). Lukewarm or Hot? Comparing Investor Tie Formation of
Entrepreneurs in Silicon Valley and Berlin. Academy of Management Proceedings, 2021(1),
12101. https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2021.182

33



Schumpeter, J. (1911). The theory of economic development. Harvard Economic Studies. Vol. XLVI.
In: Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Schumpeter, J. A. (1934). The theory of economic development. Harvard University Press.

Shepherd, D. A. (2019). Researching the Dark Side, Downside, and Destructive Side of
Entrepreneurship: It is the Compassionate Thing to Do! Academy of Management
Discoveries, 5(3), 217-220.

Shepherd, D. A., Saade, F. P., & Wincent, J. (2020). How to circumvent adversity? Refugee-
entrepreneurs' resilience in the face of substantial and persistent adversity. Journal of
business venturing, 35(4), 105940.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.06.001

Shepherd, D. A., Wennberg, K., Suddaby, R., & Wiklund, J. (2019). What Are We Explaining? A Review
and Agenda on Initiating, Engaging, Performing, and Contextualizing Entrepreneurship.
Journal of Management, 45(1), 159-196. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318799443

Shepherd, D. A., & Wiklund, J. (2019). Simple Rules, Templates, and Heuristics! An Attempt to
Deconstruct the Craft of Writing an Entrepreneurship Paper. Entrepreneurship Theory and
Practice, 44(3), 371--390. https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719845888

Shepherd, D. A., & Wiklund, J. (2020). Simple rules, templates, and heuristics! An attempt to
deconstruct the craft of writing an entrepreneurship paper. In: SAGE Publications Sage CA:
Los Angeles, CA.

Spinosa, C., Flores, F., & Dreyfus, H. L. (1999). Disclosing new worlds: Entrepreneurship, democratic
action, and the cultivation of solidarity. MIT Press.

Stark, D. (1996). Recombinant property in East European capitalism. American Journal of Sociology,
101(4), 993-1027.

Suddaby, R., Elsbach, K. D., Greenwood, R., Meyer, J. W., & Zilber, T. B. (2010). Organizations and
their institutional environments—Bringing meaning, values, and culture back in: Introduction
to the special research forum. Academy of Management Journal, 53(6), 1234-1240.

Sutter, C. J., Webb, J. W., Kistruck, G. M., & Bailey, A. V. (2013). Entrepreneurs' responses to semi-
formal illegitimate institutional arrangements. Journal of Business Venturing, 28(6), 743-758.

Swedberg, R. (2012). Theorizing in sociology and social science: Turning to the context of discovery.
Theory and society, 41(1), 1-40.

Tedmanson, D., Verduyn, K., Essers, C., & Gartner, W. (2012). Critical perspectives in
entrepreneurship research. Organization, 19, 531-541.

Thompson, N. A., Herrmann, A. M., & Hekkert, M. P. (2015). How sustainable entrepreneurs engage
in institutional change: insights from biomass torrefaction in the Netherlands. Journal of
Cleaner Production, 106, 608-618.

Tobias, J. M., Mair, J., & Barbosa-Leiker, C. (2013). Toward a theory of transformative
entrepreneuring: Poverty reduction and conflict resolution in Rwanda's entrepreneurial
coffee sector. Journal of Business Venturing, 28(6), 728-742.

Toft-Kehler, R., Wennberg, K., & Kim, P. H. (2014). Practice makes perfect: Entrepreneurial-
experience curves and venture performance. Journal of Business Venturing, 29(4), 453-470.
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2013.07.001

Tonoyan, V., Strohmeyer, R., Habib, M., & Perlitz, M. (2010). Corruption and entrepreneurship: How
formal and informal institutions shape small firm behavior in transition and mature market
economies. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34(5), 803-831.

Venkatesh, V., Shaw, J. D., Sykes, T. A., Wamba, S. F., & Macharia, M. (2017). Networks, technology,
and entrepreneurship: a field quasi-experiment among women in rural India. Academy of
Management Journal, 60(5), 1709-1740.

Webster, N. A., & Haandrikman, K. (2020). Exploring the role of privilege in migrant women'’s self-
employment. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 1042258720969139.

34



Weick, K. E. (2012). Organized sensemaking: A commentary on processes of interpretive work.
Human Relations, 65(1), 141--153. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726711424235

Welter, F. (2011). Contextualizing Entrepreneurship—Conceptual Challenges and Ways Forward.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35(1), 165-184. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6520.2010.00427.x

Welter, F., & Gartner, W. B. (2016). A research agenda for entrepreneurship and context. Edward
Elgar Publishing.

West lll, G. P., Bamford, C. E., & Marsden, J. W. (2008). Contrasting entrepreneurial economic
development in emerging Latin American economies: Applications and extensions of
resource-based theory. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 32(1), 15-36.

Wiklund, J., Nikolaev, B., Shir, N., Foo, M.-D., & Bradley, S. (2019). Entrepreneurship and well-being:
Past, present, and future. Journal of Business Venturing, 34(4), 579-588.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.01.002

Wiklund, J., Patzelt, H., & Dimov, D. (2016). Entrepreneurship and psychological disorders: How
ADHD can be productively harnessed. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 6, 14-20.

Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. (2003). Aspiring for, and Achieving Growth: The Moderating Role of
Resources and Opportunities*. Journal of Management Studies, 40(8), 1919-1941.
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1467-6486.2003.00406.x

Williams, T. A., & Shepherd, D. A. (2018). To the rescue!? Brokering a rapid, scaled and customized
compassionate response to suffering after disaster. Journal of Management Studies, 55(6),
910-942.

Yang, T., & Aldrich, H. E. (2014). Who's the Boss? Explaining Gender Inequality in Entrepreneurial
Teams. American Sociological Review, 79(2), 303-327.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122414524207

Yin, Y., Wang, Y., Evans, J. A., & Wang, D. (2019). Quantifying the dynamics of failure across science,
startups and security. Nature, 575(7781), 190-194.

York, J. G., Hargrave, T. J., & Pacheco, D. F. (2016). Converging winds: Logic hybridization in the
Colorado wind energy field. Academy of Management Journal, 59(2), 579-610.

Yu, W., Wiklund, J., & Pérez-Luio, A. (2021). ADHD Symptoms, Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO), and
Firm Performance. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 45(1), 92-117.

Zahra, S. A. (2007). Contextualizing theory building in entrepreneurship research. Journal of Business
Venturing, 22(3), 443-452. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2006.04.007

35



Table 1: The stories of salvation and emancipation

TABLES

Entrepreneurship as salvation

Entrepreneurship as emancipation

Potential theoretical and methodological
biases

The Technological salvation Individual emancipation o False assumptions about intended outcomes:
moral e Entreprencurship is an important source of | ® Entrepreneurship as a source of individual most new ventures are not formed for the
economic growth and employment wellbeing and personal growth (Carter et purpose of salvation or emancipation (Gartner
(Carree & Thurik, 2010) al., 2003; Rindova et al., 2009; Wiklund et & Carter, 2003)
e Entrepreneurship is important as a source al., 2019)
of innovation (Schumpeter, 1934) e Individual entrepreneurship as a means of | e Neglecting darker sides of entrepreneurship:
occupational mobility for those not all change from entrepreneurship is for the
Institutional salvation disadvantaged on the labor market (e.g. better, and entrepreneurial outcomes primarily
¢ Entrepreneurship as a solution to refugees, former convicts, low-educated, benefit the already-affluent (Hvide & Megen,
problems of poverty (Venkatesh et al., or disabled) (Fairlie, 2007; Renko & 2010; Marinoni & Voorheis, 2019)
2017) or climate change (George et al., Freeman, 2018)
2021; George et al.) e Biases selection of dependent variables:
e Non-profit organizations should adopt Collective emancipation common variables such as IPO or rapid growth
more entrepreneurial organizational forms | ® Entrepreneurship as a source of collective are unrealistic or irrelevant to most new
(Nicholls, 2010) self-sufficiency (Peredo & Chrisman, ventures (Aldrich & Ruef, 2018)
e Entreprencurship as a driver of positive 2006; Shepherd et al., 2020)
institutional change (Battilana et al., 2009) | ® Entrepreneurship as a means of post-
e Entrepreneurship as a driver of social disaster recovery (Williams & Shepherd,
movements (Pacheco et al., 2014) 2018)
The Technological salvation Individual emancipation e Empirical inaccuracy: entrepreneurs are a
hero e Entreprencurs are individualistic, e Entreprencurs—especially from diverse crowd: some are resourceful, others are

confident, highly motivated, and capable
actors (McClelland, 1961)

Institutional salvation

e Entreprencurs as agents of change,
disrupting established structures
(Burgelman & Grove, 2007)

underrepresented groups—are confident
“underdogs” (Edelman et al., 2010)

Collective emancipation

e Entrepreneurs as coordinated communities
working together towards a common goal
(Peredo & Chrisman, 2006)

not (Kerr et al., 2019)

o Performative dysfunctionalities: entrepreneurs
who do not fulfill the stereotype are easily
discriminated against (Kanze et al., 2018)

e Halo effects and extreme case biases:
Overinflating learning from exceptional cases
(Liu, 2019)




Entrepreneurship as salvation

Entrepreneurship as emancipation

Potential theoretical and methodological
biases

The Technological salvation Individual emancipation Mimicking Silicon Valley instead of
setting | e A high-technology, capital-rich region e Underprivileged settings such as ethnic appreciating local variation: High-tech,
where high-educated entrepreneurs seek minority communities, or the life situation capital-intensive contexts account for a very
venture capital to found high-growth of the low-educated or those with small proportion of all entrepreneurial
disruptive startups (Arora & Nandkumar, disabilities (Renko & Freeman, 2018) activities (Aldrich & Ruef, 2018)
2011; Burgelman & Grove, 2007)
Collective emancipation The “better story” overshadows the more
Institutional salvation e A stagnant or damaged community where likely story. While appealing, settings where
e Entrepreneurs create a favorable setting entrepreneurship emerges against all odds the underprivileged engage in
through their own actions (Tobias et al., (Tobias et al., 2013) entrepreneurship against all odds are likely to
2013) produce more failures than successes (Bates,
1997; Kibler et al., 2014)
The plot | Technological salvation Individual emancipation Conflating change with agency to change

e Entrepreneurship as a bringer of new and
better products and services to customers
(e.g. Gans et al., 2002; Sarasvathy &
Dew, 2005)

Institutional salvation

e Entrepreneurship as a disruptor of
industry standards (Burgelman & Grove,
2007; Gans et al., 2002)

e Entrepreneurs on a road from rags to
riches, overcoming obstacles and
multiple failures (Williams & Shepherd,
2018).

Collective emancipation

e Entrepreneurship as a process of social
uplifting, surviving against the odds
(Holtz-Eakin et al., 2000)

post hoc: cases sampled after significant
events having occurred, creating biased
understanding of causality (Aldrich & Ruef,
2018)

Neglecting re-institutionalization over time:
what may appear to be institutional change at
a point in time may fall back into re-
institutionalization of old regimes over time
(Dorado & Ventresca, 2013)

Neglecting counterfactual explanations:
Explanations of salvation or emancipation in
entrepreneurship often lack an empirical or
theoretical counterfactual (Aldrich & Ruef,
2006)

Neglecting the reality of muddling through:
Most entrepreneurs do not encounter
adventures but solve everyday problems, big
and small (Baker & Nelson, 2005)
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Table 2: Alternative stories and their theoretical and methodological implications

Alternative stories

Theoretical and methodological implications

The moral o An endless search for the end of the rainbow: stories of how e Avoiding false promises of predicting entrepreneurial success (McKenzie &
people engage in entrepreneurship with undying hopes of making it Sansone, 2019).
big, and its consequences e Acknowledging equifinality where different actions lead to similar
Entrepreneurship as social realism: stories that emphasize the outcomes and similar actions can lead to different outcomes (Herrmann,
harsher realistic experiences above romantic ideals 2019)

The hero No hero stands alone: stories of how context and collectives e Focus on how actors’ relationships are formed, strengthened, and
create heroes out of average people with modal capacities maintained, rather than characteristics of stable entities (individuals,
Joiners are heroes too: stories of early employees in new venture ventures, collectives) (Jack, 2005)
and how they shape entrepreneurial aspirations, actions and e Focus on diversity in motivation and how actions affects motivation
performance over time (Gartner & Carter, 2003)
The hero with a thousand faces: stories of equifinality, or how | ® Acknowledging heterogeneity in entrepreneurial characteristics and
multiple starting points lead to similar outcomes, as well as of how backgrounds (Kerr et al., 2019)
differently equipped individuals make use of different repertoires

The setting Following the money in the entrepreneurship industry: ¢ Gaining a novel understanding of how normative entrepreneurship policy
stories of how policy support systems or ecosystems shape and culture shape entrepreneurial intentions (Hartmann et al., 2020)
entrepreneurial ideals and behavior, with functional and e Developing a more realistic understanding of how context may constrain
dysfunctional outcomes agency (Hartmann et al., 2020; Lassalle & Shaw, 2021)
The story of the ill-starred: stories of how individuals in e Sampling from a greater variety of settings
unfortunate contexts are discouraged from entrepreneurship and of
how context constrains agency

The plot Entrepreneurship as muddling through: a story of the seemingly | ¢ Focus on how aspirations and actions are formed in processes of social

mundane and unimportant events that over time forms a new
venture

The story of what-if: exploring counterfactuals to consider whether
outcomes would vary if background conditions differed
Multidirectional plots: non-teleological stories of entrepreneurship
as a stochastic process that may or may not lead to progression.

interaction that may or may not materialize into venturing (Koellinger et al.,
2007)
e Focus on how entrepreneurial expertise is slowly formed and employed
through repeated actions and interaction (Baker & Nelson, 2005)
Attention to counterfactual situations (David, 1992)
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