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ABSTRACT 
 
Marketing and entrepreneurship may often be treated as distinct streams of academic research, 
however their complementary nature in practice highlights a number of areas of overlap 
between the two disciplines. The emergence and subsequent growth of entrepreneurial 
marketing has highlighted the intersection between marketing and entrepreneurship, with 
scholars expanding the context within which entrepreneurial marketing is examined. 
Entrepreneurial marketing is a particularly relevant concept in global business markets today, 
given that the current economic environment in which entrepreneurs operate is one where 
change is inevitable and traditional attempts to plan are often undermined by uncertainty. 
Uncertainty as a result of technological changes coupled with shifts in the labour market have 
resulted in the growth of a particular type of entrepreneur, the hybrid entrepreneur. The number 
of these individuals, who traverse a grey area between traditional labour markets and self-
employment, have grown drastically in recent years. However, little research has explicitly 
examined the unique nature of these individuals, in particular, the entrepreneurial marketing 
efforts and subsequent challenges faced in establishing and growing their ventures. This 
informed the purpose of this dissertation, which is to address its research statement: What are 
the entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges faced by hybrid entrepreneurs? 
 
The empirical component of this research spans four research papers. Paper 1 examined the 
research question: What is the intellectual landscape, scientific productivity and impact of 
authors, articles and journals in the entrepreneurial marketing field? This empirical paper 
offered insight into the burgeoning field of entrepreneurial marketing through a bibliographic 
analysis, in particular, considering whether publications in the field have considered 
entrepreneurial marketing from the perspective of hybrid entrepreneurship. Paper 2 examined 
the research question: What are the specific factors that motivate individuals to become hybrid 
entrepreneurs? This empirical paper made use of a qualitative research methodology, in 
particular interviewing hybrid entrepreneurs to uncover deep-rooted motivations for engaging 
in hybrid entrepreneurship. Paper 3 examined the research question: What are the factors that 
drive the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid entrepreneurship to full-time 
entrepreneurship? This conceptual paper examined literature in the fields of entrepreneurship 
and hybrid entrepreneurship, ultimately presenting a conceptual model of the transition period 
rooted in experiential learning theory. Paper 4 examined the research question: What 
entrepreneurial marketing issues does one face when growing their small business and how do 
these issues affect business growth? This empirical paper presented a qualitative case study 
analysis that examined an individual who had traversed hybrid entrepreneurship throughout 
the development of their venture.  
 
The contribution of the research is its challenge of traditional, outdated conceptualisations of 
entrepreneurship by counteracting the apparent invisibility of hybrid entrepreneurship in the 
literature. This research has delineated the role of the entrepreneur is affecting business 
decisions that may ultimately be to the detriment of business growth. This dissertation drew 
parallels between entrepreneurship and marketing literature, where similar decisions may be 
made and justified to willingly halt business growth yet critiqued in very different ways. This 
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research has further explicated the hybrid entrepreneurial journey in a manner that allows for 
entrepreneurial marketing issues to be examined at different stages in the journey.  
 
This dissertation is organised as follows. The first chapter introduces the research domain and 
describes the research problem. The second chapter presents a literature review of extant 
literature, thereafter the third chapter outlines the development of the four research questions 
examined in the four papers comprising this dissertation. The fourth chapter discusses the 
methodology employed in the dissertation, offering insight into the methodological decisions 
made in each paper. The fifth chapter presents the findings of the papers and the final, sixth 
chapter discusses the contributions, implications, limitations and recommendations for future 
researchers in the field. The four research papers are then presented as appendices. Three of 
these papers have either been published or accepted for publication and the fourth is under 
review. 
 
Keywords:  
Entrepreneurial marketing, hybrid entrepreneurship, experiential learning theory, self-
determination theory, venture development, motivations, strategic orientation, brand equity, 
growth strategy, comfort entrepreneur. 
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ABSTRACT 
 
Marknadsföring och entreprenörskap behandlas ofta som två skilda spår inom den akademiska 
forskningen, men de kompletterar till sin natur varandra, vilket i praktiken leder till ett antal 
överlappningar mellan de två ämnena. Framväxten av entreprenöriell marknadsföring har fäst 
uppmärksamhet på skärningspunkten mellan marknadsföring och entreprenörskap och skapat 
en bredare kontext för studiet av entreprenöriell marknadsföring. Begreppet entreprenöriell 
marknadsföring är särskilt relevant på dagens globala företagsmarknader, eftersom 
entreprenörer idag verkar i en ekonomisk miljö där förändringar är oundvikliga och försök till 
traditionell planering ofta undermineras av osäkerhet. Osäkerheten som den tekniska 
utvecklingen medför i kombination med en föränderlig arbetsmarknad har skapat en ny typ av 
entreprenör, hybridentreprenören. Detta är en grupp av individer som befinner sig i gråzonen 
mellan den traditionella arbetsmarknaden och egenföretagande, och som har växt drastiskt i 
antal på senare år. Mycket litet forskning har dock uttryckligen studerat dessa individers unika 
egenskaper, i synnerhet deras entreprenöriella marknadsföringsarbete och de utmaningar som 
de därefter ställs inför i arbetet med att etablera och expandera sina verksamheter. Detta utgör 
bakgrunden till avhandlingens syfte, vilket är att svara på frågeställningen: Vilka insatser och 
utmaningar inom entreprenöriell marknadsföring ställs hybridentreprenörer inför? 
 
Forskningens empiriska komponenter består av fyra forskningsartiklar. Artikel 1 undersöker 
frågeställningen: Vilket är det intellektuella landskapet, den vetenskapliga produktiviteten och 
påverkan hos författare, artiklar och tidskrifter på området entreprenöriell marknadsföring? 
Denna empiriska artikel ger insikter om det framväxande fältet entreprenöriell marknadsföring 
genom en bibliografisk analys, som i synnerhet undersöker huruvida publikationerna på 
området behandlar entreprenöriell marknadsföring utifrån perspektivet hybridentreprenörskap. 
Artikel 2 undersöker frågeställningen: Vilka specifika faktorer motiverar individer att bli 
hybridentreprenörer? Denna empiriska artikel använder kvalitativ metod, särskilt intervjuer 
med hybridentreprenörer, för att identifiera de djupare motiven för hybridentreprenörskap. 
Artikel 3 undersöker frågeställningen: Vilka faktorer ökar sannolikheten för en övergång från 
hybridentreprenörskap till entreprenörskap på heltid? I denna konceptuella artikel studeras 
litteraturen på områdena entreprenörskap och hybridentreprenörskap, och artikeln presenterar 
en konceptuell modell för övergångsperioden med rötter i upplevelsebaserad lärandeteori. 
Artikel 4 undersöker frågeställningen: Vilka problem inom entreprenöriell marknadsföring 
ställs man inför i arbetet med att få en liten verksamhet att växa och hur påverkar dessa 
problem verksamhetens tillväxt? Denna empiriska artikel presenterar en kvalitativ fallstudie av 
en individ som befunnit sig i hybridentreprenörskap under hela sin företagsverksamhets 
utveckling.  
 
Forskningen bidrar till att utmana traditionella, föråldrade förståelser av entreprenörskap 
genom att motverka hybridentreprenörskapets skenbara osynlighet i litteraturen. Forskningen 
tyder på att entreprenörens roll påverkar verksamhetsbeslut som i slutändan kan vara till 
nackdel för företagens tillväxt. I avhandlingen dras paralleller mellan litteraturen om 
entreprenörskap och marknadsföring, där liknande beslut kan fattas och motiveras i syfte att 
avsiktligt hämma verksamhetstillväxt, men som kritiseras på mycket olika sätt. Forskningen 
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klarlägger även hybridentreprenörens resa på ett sätt som gör att problem med den 
entreprenöriella marknadsföringen kan studeras under olika steg av resan.  
 
Avhandlingen är disponerad enligt följande. I det första kapitlet presenteras forskningsområdet 
och frågeställningen beskrivs. I det andra kapitlet görs en översikt av den befintliga litteraturen, 
och i det tredje kapitlet beskrivs utvecklandet av de fyra frågeställningar som undersöks i de 
fyra artiklar som avhandlingen består av. I det fjärde kapitlet diskuteras den metod som 
används i avhandlingen, och de metodologiska beslut som fattats i respektive artikel klargörs. 
I det femte kapitlet presenteras artiklarnas resultat och i det avslutande sjätte kapitlet diskuteras 
bidrag, konsekvenser, begränsningar och rekommendationer för framtida forskare på området. 
De fyra forskningsartiklarna presenteras sedan som bilagor. Tre av artiklarna har antingen 
redan publicerats eller godkänts för publicering, och den fjärde är under granskning. 
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CHAPTER I – OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH 

 

1.1 Introduction 
 
Marketing and entrepreneurship represent the lifeblood of any economy and have 
independently become distinguished fields of academic literature (Whalen & Akaka, 2016). 
Marketing and entrepreneurship may often be treated as distinct streams of academic research, 
however their complementary nature in practice highlights a number of areas of overlap 
between the two disciplines (Stokes, 2000; Hills, Hultman & Miles, 2008; Webb et al., 2011; 
Most, Conejo & Cunningham, 2018). Hills et al. (2008) suggests that the myopic focus of 
academic marketing research, predominantly on resource-abundant corporate organisations, 
overlooks the resource and capability constraints faced by entrepreneurial firms. To contribute 
to this apparent alienation, many conventional marketing principles cannot readily be applied 
to smaller businesses and other entrepreneurial contexts (Berthon, Ewing & Napoli, 2006; 
Hultman & Hills, 2011).  
 
In an attempt to refine the role of marketing in smaller businesses and entrepreneurial contexts, 
researchers began evaluating the commonalities between the two originally distinct disciplines, 
terming this field of study entrepreneurial marketing (Davis, Hills & LaForge, 1985; Morris, 
Schindehutte & LaForge, 2002; Jones & Rowley, 2011; Mort, Weerawardena & Liesch, 2012). 
Some thirty years later, the field of entrepreneurial marketing is a flourishing field with 
researchers dedicated to its expansion (Gilmore, McAuley, Gallagher & Carson, 2013). 
Obtaining a distinct definition for entrepreneurial marketing seems somewhat elusive with 
scholars disagreeing on the foundational components of entrepreneurial marketing (Sadiku-
Dushi, Dana & Ramadani, 2019). The existence of varying conceptualisations is partly due to 
the fact that the concept draws on more than one discipline with marketers, entrepreneurs and 
academics placing emphasis on aspects that often seek to advance their own interests (Jones, 
2010). As this research domain has expanded, researchers have not only studied the theoretical 
development of the multidimensional construct, but also the practical applications and 
implications for entrepreneurial marketing in both practice and education (Collinson & Shaw, 
2001).  
 
Entrepreneurial marketing seemingly knows no bounds. Just as large, multinational 
corporations can implement entrepreneurial marketing techniques, so too can small, 
entrepreneurial businesses. Whalen et al. (2016, p. 6) suggest that some of the most “creative, 
lucrative, and provocative examples of entrepreneurial marketing originate from small 
businesses”. Small businesses typically engage in entrepreneurial marketing practices not only 
as a result of resource constraints, but largely because entrepreneurial marketing allows them 
to survive and thrive in an increasingly competitive and volatile marketplace (Whalen et al., 
2016; Gilmore, McAuley, Miles & Pattinson, 2020). While entrepreneurship and marketing 
have been individually recognised as vitally important components in improving firm 
performance, their complementary dynamics remain an area with limited theory and empirical 
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work being undertaken (O’Cass & Morrish, 2016). Entrepreneurial marketing is a particularly 
relevant concept in global business markets today, given that the current economic 
environment in which entrepreneurs operate is one where change is inevitable and traditional 
attempts to plan are often undermined by uncertainty (Gilmore et al., 2020). This dissertation 
seeks to evaluate the concept of entrepreneurial marketing within a particular context to further 
examine how entrepreneurial marketing is operationalised and the efforts and subsequent 
challenges faced at the marketing/entrepreneurship interface. The particular context that is used 
for this dissertation pertains to a growing segment of entrepreneurs, namely hybrid 
entrepreneurs, who exhibit distinctive characteristics requiring independent examination.  
 
Hybrid entrepreneurs represent a distinct group of entrepreneurs, whose very existence appears 
in conflict with traditional notions of entrepreneurship (Folta, Delmar & Wennberg, 2010; 
Petrova, 2011; Solesvik, 2017; Bögenhold, 2018). Traditional definitions of entrepreneurship 
categorise the creation of a new venture as an all-or-nothing activity (Demetry, 2017), with 
hybrid entrepreneurship not typically being recognised as an independent state of 
entrepreneurship (Folta et al., 2010). This dichotomous classification of entrepreneurship does 
not fully encapsulate the varying degrees of entrepreneurial activity that are commonplace in 
practice (Petrova, 2011). In addition, solely focusing on fully established endeavours does not 
capture how entrepreneurs have made subjective sense of their evolving entrepreneurial status 
or ventures. The complexity associated with the classification of hybrid entrepreneurship is 
ever increasing due to the heterogeneous nature of this group of individuals (Bögenhold, 2018). 
It is remarkable that a substantial number of entrepreneurs do not begin their entrepreneurial 
journey with a full-time commitment; instead they select to retain salaried employment while 
initiating their entrepreneurial venture (Folta et al., 2010; Xi, Block, Lasch, Robert & Thurik, 
2017). This entrepreneurial state, where one maintains salaried employment while engaging in 
entrepreneurial activity, is referred to as hybrid entrepreneurship (Folta et al., 2010; Viljamaa 
& Varamäki, 2015; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2017; Bögenhold, 2018). Hybrid 
entrepreneurship has been largely overlooked until recently in the entrepreneurship literature, 
with a number of explanations offered for why the hybrid entrepreneur is only now emerging 
as a worthy topic of study. One compelling argument is that it has been difficult to establish 
the actual number of hybrid entrepreneurs. Burke, FitzRoy and Nolan (2008) explain that 
labour market data captures only whether one is a wageworker in a traditional employee-
employer relationship or an entrepreneur, but not both, and that this depiction is both inaccurate 
and misleading. Others suggest that the recent global economic downturn, increasing job 
insecurity and sluggish economic growth may have given rise to more hybrid entrepreneurs, 
explaining its expanding popularity (Petrova, 2010). Furthermore, advances in technology may 
have made entry into hybrid entrepreneurial activity easier and more visible to researchers.  
 
Despite an abundance of research examining full-time entrepreneurs, the distinctive 
characteristics of hybrid entrepreneurs indicate that they cannot be predicted to act in a similar 
manner to full-time entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 2010; Thorgren, Nordström & Wincent, 2014). 
The unique bundle of resource constraints faced by hybrid entrepreneurs renders this segment 
fundamentally different to traditional, full-time entrepreneurs. Hybrid entrepreneurs face fewer 
financial constraints than full-time entrepreneurs (Block & Landgraf, 2016; Brown & Farshid, 
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2017; Solesvik, 2017), have increased access to networks, shared resources and training, while 
experiencing more constraints on their time (Solesvik, 2017) and entrepreneurial effort 
(Mungaray-Lagarda & Urquidy, 2011). As such, hybrid entrepreneurs need to be evaluated as 
a distinct segment of entrepreneurs and cannot be considered to behave in the same manner as 
full-time entrepreneurs. In light of the unique constraints faced by hybrid entrepreneurs 
(Mungaray-Lagarda & Urquidy, 2011; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Brown & Farshid, 2017; 
Solesvik, 2017), coupled with the global expansion of hybrid entrepreneurship (Thorgren et 
al., 2014; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2017) and limited academic inquiry into the 
phenomenon (Thorgren et al., 2014), this distinctive group of individuals served as the context 
in which to examine the core concept of this dissertation. This dissertation seeks to evaluate 
the entrepreneurial marketing used by hybrid entrepreneurs, together with issues that they 
experience at the marketing/entrepreneurship interface.  
 
The sections to follow will further expand on the core concept and context of this dissertation, 
namely entrepreneurial marketing and hybrid entrepreneurship respectively. Following this, 
the rationale for the research will be offered and an evaluation of the impact of the research 
will be presented.  
 

1.1.1. Definition of the core concept and context of the research 
 
In this section, the core concept of the dissertation, namely entrepreneurial marketing, is 
introduced and defined. Thereafter, the context of the dissertation, hybrid entrepreneurship, is 
presented and operationalised in line with current literature.  
 

1.1.1.1. The marketing/entrepreneurship interface  
 
In offering a definition of entrepreneurial marketing, it is prudent to deconstruct the concept 
into the two disciplines from which it originates, namely marketing and entrepreneurship. The 
American Marketing Association (hereafter referred to as AMA) defined marketing as the 
“process of planning and executing the conception, pricing, promotion and distribution of 
ideas, goods, and services to create exchanges that satisfy individual and organisational 
objectives” (Bennett, 1988, p. 115). This definition typically forms the basis of the 
conventional understanding of marketing in practice, whereby marketers blend components of 
the marketing mix in an attempt to meet the needs of target customers better than competitors 
(Morris et al., 2002). In 2004, the AMA updated this definition eliminating the concept of 
exchange and incorporating a focus on creating and delivering value through customer 
relationships. The fundamental shift from the principle of exchange to the creation of value-
driven relationships was lauded by scholars who identified a number of constraints with the 
exchange paradigm (Sheth & Uslay, 2007). The definition of marketing undergoes an update 
every three years, with the latest in 2017 identifying marketing as “the activity, set of 
institutions and processes for creating, communicating delivering, and exchanging offerings 
that have value for customers, clients, partners, and society at large” (AMA, 2017). The 
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continued re-evaluation of marketing seemingly indicates a broadening of the field, 
incorporating a number of different stakeholder groups blending traditional approaches of 
exchange and more nuanced approaches of value creation. Early definitions by 
entrepreneurship proposed by Stevenson (1983, 1985) suggest that entrepreneurship is the 
pursuit of opportunity beyond the resources you currently control. This was later refined to 
“the process of creating value by bringing together a unique package of resources in order to 
exploit an opportunity” (Stevenson, Roberts & Grousbeck, 1989, p. 28). A more recent 
definition of entrepreneurship suggests that entrepreneurship is “an economic function that is 
carried out by individuals, acting independently or within organizations, to perceive and 
create new opportunities and to introduce their ideas into the market, under uncertainty” 
(Carlsson et al., 2013, p. 914). 
 
Whilst key areas of similarity can be noted in the operationalisations of both marketing and 
entrepreneurship, key differences are most prominent in their respective processes of 
implementation. The entrepreneurial process is one that incorporates a number of activities 
required to “identify an opportunity, define a business concept, assess and acquire the 
necessary resources and then manage and harvest the venture” (Morris et al., 2002, p. 4). As 
presented in Figure 1 below, the entrepreneurial process typically consists of four stages 
(Shane, 2003). As identified by Shane (2003), the process begins with the perception of the 
existence of opportunities (first stage), whereby attentive individuals, typically referred to as 
entrepreneurs, will discover these opportunities (second stage) and then engage in efforts to 
obtain resources in an effort to exploit the opportunity (stage three). The final stage (stage four) 
pertains to the development of a strategy for the new venture that seeks to exploit the 
opportunity. Entrepreneurship scholars have largely assumed the existence of certain market 
characteristics, such as customers (Webb et al., 2011), therefore one notes that the 
entrepreneurial process does not explicitly mention the sourcing of or learning about 
customers. In light of this, much research in the field of entrepreneurship is seemingly inward-
focused (Landström, 2019), examining the entrepreneur’s traits and characteristics (see for 
example: Sahin, Karadag & Tuncer, 2019) as well as examining their competencies to innovate 
and exploit opportunities (see for example: Morris, Webb, Fu & Singhal, 2013). It is for this 
reason that much research pertaining to entrepreneurship has focused on the firm, in particular 
looking at successful firms, in order to better understand the drivers of success (Morrish, 2011).  
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Figure 1: Comparison of the marketing and entrepreneurial processes 

 
 
In comparison to the entrepreneurial process, the marketing process presented by Kotler and 
Armstrong (2013) in Figure 1, emphasises the importance of the customer with the first four 
stages dedicated to creating value for the customer and developing strong customer 
relationships. The process of value creation then allows for value to be captured from 
customers in return, resulting in profits and customer equity (Kotler & Armstrong, 2013). For 
this reason, marketing scholars have extensively researched the outward-focused nature of the 
field, examining the importance of need identification and customer preferences in order to 
develop products and services that address these needs (see for example: Chong & Chen, 2010; 
Griffin, 2013). It is for this reason that much research in the field of marketing focuses on the 
customer and examines how firms are able to meet customer needs (Morrish, 2011).  
 
Despite these differences, marketing and entrepreneurship hold central and complementary 
responsibilities in business (Webb et al., 2011). In an attempt to better examine the intersection 
between these two fields, researchers introduced the concept of entrepreneurial marketing, 
which has flourished into a burgeoning field of multi-disciplinary research. 
 

1.1.1.2. Entrepreneurial marketing  
 
The term entrepreneurial marketing has been used extensively in the literature, with varying 
definitions (Morris et al., 2002). Therefore, identifying a commonly used and generally 
accepted operationalisation of the construct appears somewhat illusive. Solé (2013) suggests 
that much confusion pertains to the fact that each term can be interpreted differently and can 
be contextualised in differing ways. Many scholars have attempted to offer definitions for 
entrepreneurial marketing, several of which are summarised in chronological order in Table 1 
below.  
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Table 1: Entrepreneurial marketing definitions 

Year Definition Author 

2000 
“Entrepreneurial marketing is marketing carried out by 
entrepreneurs or owner-managers of entrepreneurial 
ventures”. 

Stokes (2000, p. 2) 

2000 

“A new stream of research describes the marketing 
orientation of small firms as ‘entrepreneurial marketing’. This 
means a style of marketing behaviour that is driven and 
shaped by the owner manager’s personality”. 

Hill and Wright 
(2000, p. 25) 

2002 

“Proactive identification and exploitation of opportunities for 
acquiring and retaining profitable customers through 
innovative approaches to risk management, resource 
leveraging and value creation”. 

Morris et al. (2002, 
p.4) 

2002 “Marketing of small firms growing through 
entrepreneurship”. 

Bjerke and Hultman 
(2002, p. 15) 

2009 
“A particular type of marketing that is innovative, risky, 
proactive, focuses on opportunities and can be performed 
without resources currently controlled”. 

Kraus, Harms and 
Fink (2009, p. 30) 

2011 

“Entrepreneurial marketing is a spirit, an orientation as well 
as a process of passionately pursuing opportunities and 
launching and growing ventures that create perceived 
customer value through relationships by employing 
innovativeness, creativity, selling, market immersion, 
networking and flexibility”. 

Hills and Hultman 
(2011, p. 6). 

2012 
“Entrepreneurial marketing is a set of processes of creating, 
communicating and delivering value, guided by effectual 
logic and used in a highly uncertain business environment”. 

Ionita (2012, p. 147) 

2012 
“The marketing processes of firms pursuing opportunities in 
uncertain market circumstances often under constrained 
resource conditions”. 

Becherer, Helms and 
McDonald (2012, p. 

7) 

2016 

“Entrepreneurial marketing is a combination of innovative, 
proactive, and risk-taking activities that create, communicate, 
and deliver value to and by customers, entrepreneurs, 
marketers, their partners, and society at large”. 

Whalen et al. (2016, 
p. 3). 

 
As the above table illustrates, over the past several years, the scope of the operationalisation of 
entrepreneurial marketing has seemingly broadened. Earlier definitions, such as that offered by 
Stokes (2000) place a more narrowed focus on the marketing efforts of small firms whilst more 
recent definitions, such as that offered by Whalen et al. (2016) demonstrate this expansion by 
suggesting that entrepreneurial marketing pertains to a set of activities aimed at delivering 
value for a number of stakeholders. The evolution of entrepreneurial marketing is confirmed 
by Solé (2013), who suggests that recent operationalisations of entrepreneurial marketing 
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appear far more intricate than previously used operationalisations. Commonalities occurring 
across a number of the evolving operationalisations include the fact that entrepreneurial 
marketing is linked to resource scarcity and uncertainty in business environments (see for 
example: Morris et al., 2002; Kraus et al., 2009; Becherer et al., 2012; Ionita, 2012). The 
existence of varying operationalisations is due to the multi-disciplinary nature of the construct, 
with marketing and entrepreneurship practitioners and academics placing emphasis on aspects 
that often seek to further their own self-interests (Jones, 2010; Ferreira, Lord Ferguson & Pitt, 
2019). This is not to say that any particular operationalisation is wrong, but rather that the 
context of the investigation influences the nature of the operationalisation. This has resulted in 
the emergence of four distinct perspectives, or schools of thought, for evaluating the context in 
which entrepreneurial marketing exists (Gross, Carson & Jones, 2014).  
 
The first perspective presents the historical starting point of entrepreneurial marketing 
(Collinson & Shaw, 2001; Hansen & Eggers, 2010) and as such focuses solely on the 
commonalities between entrepreneurship and marketing, such as firm creation, innovation, 
uniqueness and growth (Hills et al., 2008; Gross et al., 2014). This is often depicted as a Venn 
diagram, as shown in Figure 2 below, where circles represent the two disciplines with a simple 
overlap that epitomises the interface between the disciplines (Hansen & Eggers, 2010; Gross 
et al., 2014; Yang & Gabrielsson, 2017). 
 
Figure 2: Venn diagram depicting entrepreneurial marketing 

 
 
It is important to note that this first perspective examines concepts that occur independently in 
both marketing and entrepreneurship and as such form part of the interface presented in Figure 
2. However, in preparation for the Charleston Summit, where researchers gathered to discuss 
the marketing/entrepreneurship interface, Hansen and Eggers (2010) identified that in existing 
entrepreneurial marketing literature, it was clear that this simple overlap was not necessarily 
the only way in which entrepreneurial marketing was positioned. Instead, authors had 
suggested that the intersection between the two disciplines existed at a far deeper level than a 
simple overlap of activities (Hansen & Eggers, 2010). 
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The second perspective, referred to as entrepreneurship in marketing (Gross et al., 2014), 
focuses on entrepreneurial issues within a marketing research framework or using marketing 
as a theoretical lens to analyse entrepreneurial issues (Hansen & Eggers, 2010; Gross et al., 
2014; Yang & Gabrielsson, 2017). A more in-depth understanding of how entrepreneurs make 
marketing decisions has further expanded the literature that examines entrepreneurial 
marketing as entrepreneurship in marketing (Miles et al., 2015).  
 
The third perspective, referred to as marketing in entrepreneurship (Gross et al., 2014) is 
essentially the inverse of the second, considering marketing issues within an entrepreneurial 
research framework (Hansen & Eggers, 2010; Gross et al., 2014; Yang & Gabrielsson, 2017). 
Morris et al. (2002) argue that when entrepreneurial marketing is embraced by a firm, 
maintaining an external focus and continuous environmental scanning become critical 
marketing activities. They argue that the key distinction between entrepreneurial marketing 
and traditional marketing is that entrepreneurial marketing is focused on the future needs of 
consumers, while traditional marketing places a great focus on the current needs of consumers.  
 
The final perspective refers to unique interface concepts and could be considered an opposing 
perspective to the first (Gross et al., 2014). As opposed to examining the commonalities among 
the disciplines, this perspective represents that which is unique to the interface (Hansen & 
Eggers, 2010; Gross et al., 2014; Yang & Gabrielsson, 2017). This perspective essentially 
establishes entrepreneurial marketing as a unique concept that can only be experienced through 
the combination of entrepreneurship and marketing (Hansen & Eggers, 2010; Gross et al., 
2014; Yang & Gabrielsson, 2017). Research by Hansen and Eggers (2010) suggests that 
researchers have yet to develop or at least clarify anything that would neatly fit into this fourth 
perspective despite acknowledging its importance.  
 
The above perspectives of entrepreneurial marketing examine phenomena that occur at the 
marketing and entrepreneurship interface in a number of different contexts. The different 
schools of thought pertaining to entrepreneurial marketing do not seek to suggest that one is 
superior to the others, but rather that they pertain to different contexts in which both marketing- 
and entrepreneurship-related concepts are examined. Given that the context of this dissertation 
is a particular segment of entrepreneurs, namely hybrid entrepreneurs, the research adopts the 
third perspective, which examines marketing in an entrepreneurship context. Research aligning 
with this school of thought has been the most dominating interface literature in terms of 
publications in top-tier journals (Hansen & Eggers, 2010). This dissertation adopts the widely 
held belief that entrepreneurial marketing is a multi-dimensional construct (Morris et al., 2002; 
Olannye & Edward, 2016; Stephen, Ireneus & Moses, 2019). In light of this, the research 
adopts the operationalisation of entrepreneurial marketing put forward by Whalen et al. (2016), 
which aligns to the nature of multi-dimensionality within the given context. For the purposes 
of this dissertation, entrepreneurial marketing will be operationalised as follows:  

“Entrepreneurial marketing is a combination of innovative, proactive, and risk-
taking activities that create, communicate, and deliver value to and by customers, 
entrepreneurs, marketers, their partners, and society at large” (Whalen et al., 2016, 
p. 7).  
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This definition does not necessarily restrict the context in which entrepreneurial marketing is 
evaluated, but rather it concerns the nature of activities undertaken by firms and the subsequent 
consequences that these activities bear for stakeholders. As previously discussed, this detailed 
operationalisation is indicative of the entrepreneurial marketing evolution to one that is more 
nuanced and intricate (Solé, 2013). As identified previously, this dissertation examines 
entrepreneurial marketing within a particular context, namely that of hybrid entrepreneurship. 
This particular context was selected due to the unique characteristics of hybrid entrepreneurs 
establishing them as a distinct segment of entrepreneurs that are fundamentally different to 
full-time entrepreneurs. This context is further explicated below.  
 

1.1.1.3. Hybrid entrepreneurship  
 
There appears to be some inconsistency in the literature regarding the operationalisation and 
use of the term hybrid entrepreneur (Brown & Farshid, 2017; Solesvik, 2017), however this 
may largely be an issue of semantics. One interpretation suggests that hybrid entrepreneurs are 
individuals who are active entrepreneurs, but who primarily support themselves financially by 
means of other employed income (Folta et al., 2010; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2014, 2015). 
Another group of scholars refer to these very same individuals as part-time entrepreneurs 
(Petrova, 2012). In contrast, Schulz, Urbig and Procher (2016) do not necessarily infer that 
part-time entrepreneurs have another paid form of employment, but instead employ the term 
hybrid entrepreneurship as a term to denote the combined state of both employment and self-
employment (Solesvik, 2017). This dissertation employs the dominating operationalisation of 
hybrid entrepreneurship that currently exists in the literature, that a hybrid entrepreneur refers 
to an individual that makes the conscious decision to maintain salaried employment while 
simultaneously engaging in their own entrepreneurial venture (Folta et al., 2010; Petrova, 2011; 
Thorgren et al., 2014; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2017; 
Luc, Chirita, Delvaux & Kepnou, 2018). The nature of either the salaried employment or the 
entrepreneurial venture is not relevant in operationalising hybrid entrepreneurship. Of import, 
however, is the fact that the individual makes a conscious decision to pursue more than one 
form of employment concurrently. Synergies may exist between the salaried employment and 
the entrepreneurial venture for some, while for others; their salaried employment may be 
greatly distinct from their entrepreneurial activity.  
 
It is pertinent at this stage to distinguish hybrid entrepreneurship from a number of different 
subsets of entrepreneurship in order to clearly establish the boundaries of the phenomenon. 
User entrepreneurs refer to individuals that have experienced a need in their daily lives, created 
a solution and have a “passionate desire to share their solution with others”, ultimately resulting 
in the commercialisation of their solution (Shah & Tripsas, 2007, p. 123). User 
entrepreneurship differs from hybrid entrepreneurship, as the definition of a hybrid 
entrepreneur does not require that the individual be directly involved in the process of product 
or service development as a user themselves, nor does it explicitly state that the entrepreneur 
maintains salaried employment. It is also pertinent to contrast hybrid entrepreneurship and 
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hobby-related entrepreneurship. Hobby-related entrepreneurship relates to individuals that 
establish their entrepreneurial venture out of a strong passion for their product or service 
provided (Milanesi, 2018). Whilst hybrid entrepreneurs may establish their ventures based on 
a passion motive (Thorgren et al., 2014; Nordström, Sirén, Thorgren & Wincent, 2016), the 
key distinction is that hobby-related entrepreneurship does not suggest that entrepreneurs 
necessarily maintain salaried employment whilst establishing their venture, unlike hybrid 
entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 2010; Petrova, 2011; Thorgren et al., 2014; Solesvik, 2017). As 
evidenced, phenomena such as user or hobby-related entrepreneurship tend to consider the 
motives for establishing an entrepreneurial venture, as opposed to the concomitant maintenance 
of salaried employment.  
 

1.2. The research gap 
 
This dissertation considers entrepreneurial marketing as an examination of marketing issues in 
an entrepreneurial context (Hansen & Eggers, 2010; Gross et al., 2014; Yang & Gabrielsson, 
2017). This perspective (aligning to the third perspective discussed previously) has gained 
much popularity given that entrepreneurial marketing has most frequently been associated with 
the marketing activities of small, resource-constrained firms who have to rely on other means 
to ensure their success (Morris et al., 2002; Anwar & Daniel, 2016).  
 
Sadiku-Dushi and Ramadani (2020) suggest that marketing is in fact one of the most essential 
activities for the survival and continued growth of entrepreneurial ventures, however it is 
typically one of the greatest challenges for these ventures. As such, entrepreneurs tend to 
experience shared marketing challenges, typically stemming from a lack of resources 
constraining marketing activities (Stokes, 2000; Sadiku-Dushi & Ramadani, 2020). Aligned to 
the research of Sadiku-Dushi and Ramadani (2020), there is a noted consensus in the literature 
that marketing efforts are vital to the development and success of entrepreneurial ventures (see 
for example: Stokes, 2000; Jones, 2010; Parry, Jones, Rowley & Kupiec-Teahan, 2012), and 
as such, much research has been conducted on the marketing efforts of traditional, full-time 
entrepreneurs (see for example: Stokes & Lomax, 2002; Singh & Singh, 2008; Brush, Ceru & 
Blackburn, 2009; Bettiol, Di Maria & Finotto, 2012).  
 
However, while researchers continue to place a great focus on traditional, full-time 
entrepreneurs and their marketing efforts, little attention has been given in the literature to a 
rapidly growing segment of entrepreneurs, namely hybrid entrepreneurs (Petrova, 2011, 2012; 
Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; Fu, Larsson & Wennberg, 2018; Bögenhold, 2019). Despite a 
plethora of research examining the entrepreneurial marketing efforts of full-time entrepreneurs, 
the distinct characteristics of hybrid entrepreneurs indicate that they cannot be predicted to act 
in a similar manner to full-time entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 2010; Thorgren et al., 2014). In 
particular, the unique bundle of resource constraints faced by hybrid entrepreneurs renders this 
segment fundamentally different to traditional, full-time entrepreneurs. Hybrid entrepreneurs 
face fewer financial constraints than full-time entrepreneurs (Block & Landgraf, 2016; Brown 
& Farshid, 2017; Solesvik, 2017), have increased access to networks, shared resources and 
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training, while experiencing more constraints on their time (Solesvik, 2017) and 
entrepreneurial effort (Mungaray-Lagarda & Urquidy, 2011). Beyond financial, time and 
effort-related resources, hybrid entrepreneurs may be exposed to specific skills and networks 
throughout the course of their salaried employment, unlike full-time entrepreneurs. The 
exposure to opportunities to develop social capital, for example, could offer a significant 
advantage in the development of one’s entrepreneurial venture. Social capital is the result of 
conscious investments in social interaction, which accumulatively yields both concrete and 
intangible resources (Putnam, 2001; Davidsson & Honig, 2003). The survival and growth of 
ventures is often facilitated by the availability of these resources, enhanced by entrepreneurial 
networks and social interaction (Liao & Welsch, 2003). Previous research has shown that social 
capital and access to networking opportunities are influencing factors in the emergence and 
success of nascent entrepreneurship (Davidsson & Honig, 2003) and overall career progression 
(Forret & Dougherty, 2001). Forret and Dougherty (2001) contend that participation in 
networking behaviour is a means to increase one’s social capital. This networking behaviour 
results in the formation of both formal networks, such as business associations, as well as 
informal networks, such as peer groups (Davidsson & Honig, 2003). Through their access to 
both formal and informal networks, hybrid entrepreneurs may not face the stunted social capital 
and associated liability of newness often faced by full-time entrepreneurs. No research to date 
has explicitly considered the marketing efforts of hybrid entrepreneurs exclusively, despite the 
inability to generalise existing entrepreneurship research to this unique segment of 
entrepreneurs. Given the acknowledgement of hybrid entrepreneurship as a unique and 
differentiated form of entrepreneurship in the literature (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2014; Solesvik, 
2017), much research has typically focused on the legitimisation of the field, examining the 
rationale for its existence (see for example: Folta et al., 2010; Petrova, 2010; Raffiee & Feng, 
2014; Solesvik, 2017).  
 
Entrepreneurial marketing, in turn, typically examines firms operating under turbulent business 
conditions (Morris et al., 2002; Solé, 2013), where intense competition and rivalry is the norm 
(Becherer et al., 2012; Ionita, 2012; Sadiku-Dushi et al., 2019). It is important to note that in 
2020, global business markets have been significantly affected and turbulent business 
conditions are likely to persist for years to come. The COVID-19 pandemic has wreaked havoc 
on global markets, with the World Bank (2020) predicting the worst global recession since the 
Second World War. The Global Uncertainty Index, a measure of unpredictability across several 
countries entered 2019 at an all-time record high (Hagan, 2019). Uncertainty pertaining to 
economic policies, trade tensions and poor economic growth are characteristics of the global 
market that firms find themselves operating in (Hagan, 2019). The COVID-19 pandemic has 
further enhanced uncertainty across global business markets with negative outlooks for growth 
seemingly becoming the norm across regions. As such, with global business markets predicted 
to be in a state of flux for some time to come, it is imperative to consider the marketing efforts 
through which hybrid entrepreneurs can develop and grow their ventures as a means of 
economic recovery (Folta et al., 2010; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2017). The 
magnitude of hybrid entrepreneurship in practice (Raffiee & Feng, 2014; Viljamaa & 
Varamäki, 2015; Nordström et al., 2016) indicates that many entrepreneurs are choosing to 
pursue a hybrid path to entrepreneurship as a means to establish their ventures. Understanding 
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the marketing efforts and challenges faced by these entrepreneurs could offer further insight 
into their ultimate venture success. To examine the entrepreneurial marketing efforts of hybrid 
entrepreneurs it is imperative to gain further insight into the entrepreneurial journeys of these 
individuals, a further gap highlighted in extant literature (Folta et al., 2010; Viljamaa & 
Varamäki, 2015; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Nordström et al., 2016; Solesvik, 2017; Bögenhold, 
2019). This would provide context for the entrepreneurial marketing efforts of this unique 
segment of entrepreneurs.   
 

1.2.1. Potential impact of the dissertation 

 
The importance of research seeking to address the above-identified research gap is elucidated 
through the predicted impact that this dissertation bears for academic literature, society and for 
business and practitioners. These three predicted areas of impact are discussed below.  
 

1.2.1.1. Impact of this dissertation on academic literature   
 
The implications of this dissertation for academic literature are three-fold. First, contributing 
to literature seeks to highlight and address the apparent invisibility of hybrid entrepreneurship 
and second, through challenging traditional conceptualisations of entrepreneurship, the 
dissertation seeks to establish hybrid entrepreneurship as a valid and independent state of 
entrepreneurship. Third, the findings have implications for marketing theory as it pertains to 
its implementation in entrepreneurial ventures.  
 
Hybrid entrepreneurship, the middle ground between full-time entrepreneurship and full-time 
salaried employment, has largely been overlooked in the entrepreneurship literature, despite 
being commonplace in practice (Thorgren et al., 2014). Molenaar (2016) suggests that this 
apparent invisibility of hybrid entrepreneurship is due to a lack of understanding of the nature 
of hybridity resulting in hybrid entrepreneurs not being reported officially in national statistics. 
Molenaar (2016) further stresses the importance of boosting the visibility of hybrid 
entrepreneurship to establish effective policies that seek to enhance the positive economic 
impacts made by these job creators. This dissertation contributes to existing literature on hybrid 
entrepreneurship and in addressing Molenaar’s (2016) concerns, seeks to further enhance the 
understanding and visibility of hybrid entrepreneurship. Beyond simply enhancing the 
visibility of hybrid entrepreneurship in the literature, this dissertation further identifies the 
marketing efforts and challenges faced by these individuals in an attempt to offer practical 
guidance on establishing successful ventures through a hybrid entrepreneurial path. 
 
Presently, there in insufficient research that acknowledges and understands hybrid 
entrepreneurship and the complexity thereof (Petrova, 2010, 2012; Raffiee & Feng, 2014; 
Block & Landgraf, 2016; Nordström et al., 2016; Solesvik, 2017). This originates from 
systemic issues pertaining to the conceptualisation of entrepreneurship. Traditional 
entrepreneurship has been defined as “an economic function that is carried out by individuals, 
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acting independently or within organizations, to perceive and create new opportunities and 
to introduce their ideas into the market, under uncertainty” (Carlsson et al., 2013, p. 914). 
While this definition of entrepreneurship does not explicitly suggest that entrepreneurship need 
only be a full-time venture, traditional conceptualisations of the term classify the 
entrepreneurial entry decision as a dichotomous choice, one is either seen as being an 
entrepreneur or not (Folta et al., 2010). The definition of hybrid entrepreneurship appears at 
odds with the dichotomous definition of entrepreneurship, as it blurs the boundaries of 
traditional labour markets and entrepreneurship. These definitional delinquencies have resulted 
in difficulties in establishing the actual number of hybrid entrepreneurs on a global scale. Burke 
et al. (2008) explain that labour market data reinforces the dichotomous nature of 
entrepreneurship, capturing only whether one is a wage worker or an entrepreneur, not both. 
Due to these definitional delinquencies, there is a noted lack of recorded labour market data 
pertaining to hybrid entrepreneurs. In reality, entrepreneurial activity is not clear cut. The clear 
boundaries of entrepreneurship that exist in literature are seemingly blurred with multiple 
overlapping grey areas in practice. Enhancing the visibility of hybrid entrepreneurship in the 
literature seeks to reinforce the importance of these individuals, both from an economic and 
social perspective. 
 
The findings of this dissertation will also have implications for marketing theory as it pertains 
to the entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges of this particular segment of 
entrepreneurs. In particular, relating to the role of the entrepreneur in marketing efforts and the 
subsequent effect that the entrepreneur’s decisions may have on the long-term sustainability 
and growth of the venture. As this dissertation will offer insight into the entrepreneurial path 
of hybrid entrepreneurs, the findings will assist with identifying key marketing challenges 
faced by hybrid entrepreneurs at different stages of their entrepreneurial journey together with 
an indication of how the hybrid state is able to, at least in part, overcome these challenges. 
Given the absence of literature examining the marketing efforts of hybrid entrepreneurs in 
particular, this would constitute an expansion of the field and a further contribution to academic 
literature.  
 

1.2.1.2. Impact of this dissertation on society   
 
The implications of this dissertation on society are two-fold. First, there are implications for 
policymakers seeking to enhance the full-time entrepreneur base in an attempt to drive 
economic growth. Second, the economic fallout of the COVID-19 pandemic is likely to result 
in many individuals launching entrepreneurial ventures as hybrids to ensure their sustained 
financial well-being. Therefore, further information pertaining to their entrepreneurial journeys 
of these individuals and the marketing challenges that they face could assist with creating 
opportunities to enhance the economic benefit of hybrid entrepreneurship to society. 
 
As many countries rely on sustaining the entrepreneurial spirit to drive job creation and 
innovation in their economies (Singer, Herrington & Menipaz, 2018), constantly falling rates 
of self-employment in a number of developed economies is of grave concern for policy makers 
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(Solesvik, 2017; Cooke, 2019; Naudé, 2019). Despite the fact that hybrid entrepreneurs have 
only recently attracted the attention of policy makers and academics (Folta et al., 2010; Schulz 
et al., 2016), hybrid entrepreneurship brings with it a number of vital macro-economic 
implications. The link between entrepreneurship and economic growth has been extensively 
studied with great interest from both academics and policymakers (Lougui & Nyström, 2014). 
Acknowledging the important role that entrepreneurs play in the economy, many governments 
around the world have implemented initiatives to support entrepreneurial ventures (Lougui & 
Nyström, 2014). As such, the phenomenon of hybrid entrepreneurship has been identified as 
an important, yet under researched field (Block & Landgraf, 2016) for economic development. 
Hybrid entrepreneurship has important implications for policy makers as enhancing the 
understanding of the hybrid entrepreneurial journey could assist policy makers in encouraging 
involvement in entrepreneurial ventures, while understanding the key influencers of the 
decision to transition towards full-time entrepreneurship could assist with the implementation 
of policies designed to grow the base of full-time entrepreneurs. Enhancing the body of 
literature that focuses on hybrid entrepreneurship could provide further insight into the nature 
of hybrid entrepreneurship, the hybrid entrepreneurial journey and the entrepreneurial 
marketing issues faced by these individuals when establishing and growing their ventures. 
 
As highlighted by Bögenhold (2019), technology has fundamentally changed society. The 
close links between the settings of societies and labour markets means that labour markets are 
undergoing major shifts. Therefore, it is likely that the recent and dramatic changes to labour 
markets around the world as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic will result in further labour 
market changes in the months and years that lie ahead. Backman (2020) suggests that current 
economic instability as a result of the pandemic may create the perfect opportunity to engage 
in an entrepreneurial venture as a means to obtain a secondary income stream. Therefore, this 
dissertation seeks to offer further insight into a segment of entrepreneurs that will likely 
continue expanding in the future. 
 

1.2.1.3. Impact of this dissertation on business and practitioners  
 
This dissertation hones its focus on hybrid entrepreneurs as the context of the research, as such, 
the study will bear a number of implications for hybrid entrepreneurs. First, this dissertation 
seeks to enhance the perceptibility of hybrid entrepreneurship, suggesting that the positive link 
between entrepreneurship and economic activity be extended to incorporate hybrid 
entrepreneurship. By increasing the visibility of hybrid entrepreneurs in literature, practice and 
labour data, it is anticipated that this could positively influence support available to hybrid 
entrepreneurs. For example, as suggested by Brown and Farshid (2017), incubators and support 
structures could provide support to hybrid entrepreneurs to assist with the growth of their 
venture. Programmes developed to support hybrid entrepreneurs would likely result in the 
creation of successful full-time entrepreneurs (Solesvik, 2017), given the robust nature of their 
ventures and stronger chances of survival (Raffiee & Feng, 2014). However, in order to 
establish a strong call for these structures, hybrid entrepreneurship needs to be further advanced 
in the literature. Through an examination of the entrepreneurial marketing issues affecting 
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hybrid entrepreneurs, the dissertation undertakes to further investigate these issues in an 
attempt to establish a direction towards addressing them.  
 
Lastly, in addition to offering implications for hybrid entrepreneurs, the dissertation further 
offers insights for the owners and managers of firms where hybrid entrepreneurs are employed 
in conventional labour markets. According to Folta et al. (2010), the rise in hybrid 
entrepreneurship ties in with the higher incidence of non-conventional work arrangements. 
Employment instability and job uncertainty has become the norm (Popiel, 2017) and 
employees increasingly work part-time, hold more than one job, or engage in temporary or 
contract work (Kalleberg, 2000). In light of this, managers of hybrid entrepreneurs may 
consider establishing policies related to employees engaging in their entrepreneurial venture in 
addition to their salaried employment. This should not discourage hybrid entrepreneurship, but 
rather encourage a culture of transparency and a means through which to retain valuable 
employees (Solesvik, 2017). Marshall, David, Dibrell and Ammeter (2019) suggest that hybrid 
entrepreneurs are best suited to develop, refine and transfer innovative capabilities from their 
entrepreneurial venture to their salaried employment. The implication thereof is that employers 
may in fact indirectly benefit from the learned innovative capabilities of hybrid entrepreneurs. 
Whilst Marshall et al. (2019) do acknowledge that some hybrid entrepreneurs may ultimately 
transition towards full-time entrepreneurship and leave the company, the literature (see for 
example: Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2014, 2015; Solesvik, 2017) has clearly identified that these 
transition intentions are not standardised across all hybrid entrepreneurs and should not be 
treated as the norm. While the support of an employee’s entrepreneurial intentions may seem 
counterintuitive for a firm, Marshall et al. (2019) suggests that the opportunities for learning in 
the venture align with other forms of employee development.  

The section to follow will succinctly encapsulate the overarching research problem that this 
dissertation seeks to address.  
 

1.3.  Defining the research problem 
 
A research problem is an issue or concern that needs to be addressed (Creswell, 2009). The 
research problem is typically presented as a concise question regarding the relationship 
between two or more variables (Marczyk, DeMatteo & Festinger, 2005). In crafting an 
effective research problem, operational definitions should be incorporated to define key 
concepts within the specific context of a research study (Marczyk et al., 2005). Therefore it is 
pertinent to review the operationalisations selected for both the concept and the context under 
examination in this dissertation. First, entrepreneurial marketing is operationalised as “a 
combination of innovative, proactive, and risk-taking activities that create, communicate, and 
deliver value to and by customers, entrepreneurs, marketers, their partners, and society at large” 
(Whalen et al., 2016, p. 7). Second, a hybrid entrepreneur is operationalised as an individual 
that makes the conscious decision to maintain salaried employment while simultaneously 
engaging in their own entrepreneurial venture (Folta et al., 2010; Petrova, 2011; Thorgren et 
al., 2014; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2017; Luc et al., 
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2018). Prior to establishing the specific research problem addressed in this dissertation, it is 
pertinent to evaluate the gaps identified by scholars in the fields of both entrepreneurial 
marketing and hybrid entrepreneurship. 
 

1.3.1. Avenues for research in entrepreneurial marketing  
 
Traditional marketing advocates that the customer should serve as the focal point for all 
marketing activities; whilst entrepreneurial marketing acknowledges that the entrepreneur 
plays an equally important role in the marketing process (Morrish, Miles & Deacon, 2010). 
While some authors argue that the concept of entrepreneurial marketing is of importance to all 
businesses regardless of size, there appears to be a general understanding that it is of particular 
pertinence to small businesses (Morris et al., 2002; Jones & Rowley, 2011). Hills et al. (2008) 
discuss the importance of examining marketing efforts used by entrepreneurs to gain a 
competitive advantage as opposed to the predominantly researched, large, resource-abundant 
organisations. Literature proposes that making use of an entrepreneurial approach to marketing 
assists firms in their ability to identify and exploit opportunities and manage their marketing 
efforts (Shaw, 2004). Thus the importance of an entrepreneurial approach for small businesses 
is readily understood.  
 
However, over the years a number of researchers have been applying principles of 
entrepreneurial marketing to larger, established organisations. As outlined in Table 2 below, 
Gross et al. (2014) suggests that researchers should return to examining small, entrepreneurial 
firms using entrepreneurial marketing research as a means to identify issues pertinent to these 
ventures with the ultimate goal of enhancing their performance. Becherer et al. (2012) suggest 
that aligning the personal goals of the entrepreneur to their use of entrepreneurial marketing 
could offer further insights into business outcomes. Gross et al. (2014) further this suggestion 
by advocating for an examination of the manifestation of entrepreneurial marketing in everyday 
practices and decisions at a pragmatic level. Table 2 offers an overview, in chronological order, 
of the key gaps identified by authors in the entrepreneurial marketing field suggesting avenues 
for future research.  
 

Table 2: Avenues for future entrepreneurial marketing research 

Author Gaps identified in research 

Morris et al. (2002) 
Future researchers should consider exploring the obstacles to 
entrepreneurial marketing in organisations and the approaches to 
overcoming such obstacles.  

Hultman and Hills 
(2011) 

Propose that future researchers continue to examine the links 
between entrepreneurship and marketing.  

Becherer et al. 
(2012) 

Future researchers should examine the importance of 
entrepreneurial marketing in strategy at differing stages of the 
firm’s lifecycle. In addition to this, researchers could offer 
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exploratory insights into the link between entrepreneurial 
marketing and personal or business outcomes.  

Hills and Hultman 
(2012) 

These authors encourage Ph.D. candidates to advance the field of 
entrepreneurial marketing in their research in an attempt to create 
and disseminate new knowledge.  

Solé (2013) 
Future researchers should consider examining the strategic 
orientations of firms making use of entrepreneurial marketing 
approaches.  

Gross et al. (2014) 

Future research should consider how the manifestation of 
entrepreneurial marketing appears in everyday practices and 
decisions at a pragmatic level. In addition, future researchers should 
return to examining small business marketing, to ensure that 
adequate knowledge pertaining to small businesses is produced to 
aid their performance.  

 
Aligned to these recommendations, an investigation could examine how the manifestation of 
entrepreneurial marketing in daily decisions aligns with the personal goals of the entrepreneur, 
ultimately influencing the firm’s performance (Gross et al., 2014). These daily decisions align 
to the strategic orientation of the firm, a further research avenue suggested by Solé (2013). In 
line with the recommendations of Gross et al. (2014), this dissertation hones the focus of the 
research towards small, entrepreneurial ventures. As recommended by Hills and Hultman 
(2012), this dissertation will contribute to the expansion of the entrepreneurial marketing field 
as it combines key elements from both disciplines (Hultman & Hills 2011), investigating the 
entrepreneurial marketing efforts of these entrepreneurs and the manifestation of 
entrepreneurial marketing in guiding their entrepreneurial journey and business decisions. As 
recommended by Becherer et al. (2012) examining the importance of entrepreneurial marketing 
in strategy at differing stages of a firm’s lifecycle could provide noteworthy insights on the 
role of entrepreneurial marketing in affecting firm growth. In particular, examining these 
differing stages of the firms lifecycle aligned to the entrepreneurial journey, could provide 
insight into the role of the entrepreneur in guiding marketing efforts, at these different stages. 
This dissertation focuses the scope of this research to a particular group of entrepreneurs, 
namely hybrid entrepreneurs.  
 

1.3.2. Avenues for research in hybrid entrepreneurship  
 
A number of researchers have provided insight for fertile ground for further research in the 
field of hybrid entrepreneurship, given the complexity and dynamism of this segment. Several 
of the gaps that have been identified, creating avenues for future research, are summarised in 
Table 3 below.  
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Table 3: Avenues for future hybrid entrepreneurship research 

Author Gaps identified in research 

Folta et al. (2010) 

Further research is needed in order to ascertain the role of 
psychological factors that could motivate an individual to pursue 
hybrid entrepreneurship. They further suggest that future research 
consider examining gender differences in hybrid entrepreneurship. 

Petrova (2011) Future research needs to investigate attitudes towards risk in great 
detail. 

Block and 
Landgraf (2016) 

Further research should be conducted on the drivers of transition from 
part-time to full-time entrepreneurship. In addition to this, future 
research could consider the macroeconomic role that hybrid 
entrepreneurship plays with regards to economic development and 
job creation. 

Viljamaa and 
Varamäki (2015) 

Future researchers should consider evaluating the motivations of 
hybrid entrepreneurs in greater depth. In addition to this, they suggest 
that further studies are needed to examine hybrid entrepreneurship in 
different cultural and societal settings. 

Nordström et al. 
(2016) 

Further research should consider the role of external factors in 
affecting the motivation to engage in hybrid entrepreneurship. 

Solesvik (2017) Future researchers consider developing a deeper understanding 
behind why an individual would opt to maintain a hybrid status. 

Bögenhold (2019) 

Future research should seek to collect primary data on hybrid 
entrepreneurs. In addition, future researchers should examine 
theoretical contributions pertaining to the motivations to become a 
hybrid entrepreneur. 

 
A number of the suggested avenues for future research indicate a clear research agenda to 
further the understanding of hybrid entrepreneurship in the literature. As identified in Table 3, 
several researchers have acknowledged the need to expand the body of knowledge pertaining 
to the motivations of hybrid entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 2010; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; 
Nordström et al., 2016; Solesvik, 2017; Bögenhold, 2019). Despite a slowly growing body of 
literature pertaining to hybrid entrepreneurship, very few studies have examined the key 
motivating factors that result in individuals pursuing hybrid entrepreneurship. Studies that have 
examined motivating factors, have largely been conceptual in nature, or presented pilot studies 
with small sample sizes (see for example: Solesvik, 2017). Whilst vitally important to 
establishing the foundation of research into hybrid entrepreneurship, conceptual research 
remains theoretical until such time that empirical research is able to support or refute the 
propositions made. Willingly maintaining essentially two distinct jobs is likely to create 
tensions as the individual alternates between these distinct domains. Brown and Farshid (2017) 
discussed the tensions specifically faced by hybrid entrepreneurs as they are forced to 
constantly alternate between their salaried employment and their entrepreneurial venture. As a 
result, one would assume that the role of a hybrid entrepreneur is not a role suited to all 
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individuals, given the often high-stress nature of the role. The proliferation of hybrid 
entrepreneurship globally (Mungaray-Lagarda & Urquidy, 2011; Raffiee & Feng, 2014), 
however, indicates that despite these tensions, many individuals are still attracted to hybrid 
entrepreneurship. Identifying the reasons why individuals would engage in hybrid 
entrepreneurship and the factors influencing their subsequent entrepreneurial journey 
seemingly serves as a focal point for research in the field.  
 

1.3.3. The research problem of this dissertation 
 
Hybrid entrepreneurship is rife in practice (Folta et al., 2010; Petrova, 2011; Raffiee & Feng, 
2014; Thorgren et al., 2014; Schulz et al., 2016; Solesvik, 2017) despite the academic research 
area initially garnering minimal interest, it appears to be slowly growing in prominence in 
recent years. Researchers in the field, having recognised the important role that hybrid 
entrepreneurship plays in driving economic growth, have offered a multitude of research 
avenues imploring researchers to expand the body of knowledge (see for example: Folta et al., 
2010; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Nordström et al., 2016; Solesvik, 
2017). Hybrid entrepreneurship itself, as the context, warrants further academic research for 
three primary reasons. First, hybrid entrepreneurship has the potential to greatly affect 
economic development, second, the phenomenon of hybrid entrepreneurship is rife in practice 
(Mungaray-Lagarda & Urquidy, 2011; Raffiee & Feng, 2014) and third, there is relatively little 
academic knowledge surrounding the phenomenon of hybrid entrepreneurship, with many 
requests to expand the body of knowledge (Folta et al., 2010; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; 
Block & Landgraf, 2016; Nordström et al., 2016; Solesvik, 2017). 
 
The concept of entrepreneurial marketing is examined within this context of hybrid 
entrepreneurship for three primary reasons. First, researchers have highlighted unique 
characteristics of hybrid entrepreneurs that establish them as an independent segment of 
entrepreneurs, that are fundamentally different from full-time entrepreneurs (Mungaray-
Lagarda & Urquidy, 2011; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Brown & Farshid, 2017; Solesvik, 2017). 
Second, these differing bundles of resource constraints would likely impact the business 
decisions and entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges faced by hybrid entrepreneurs 
in comparison to full-time entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 2010; Thorgren et al., 2014). Third, 
entrepreneurial marketing literature offers a lens through which to examine the activities of 
those operating under conditions of uncertainty (Morris et al., 2002; Hills et al., 2008; Whalen 
et al., 2016), a commonly cited characteristic of global markets in today’s dynamic business 
environment (Hagan, 2019).  
 
In summary, this dissertation examines the entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges 
faced by hybrid entrepreneurs given that no research to date has explicitly considered the 
marketing efforts of these individuals exclusively, despite the inability to generalise existing 
entrepreneurship research to this unique segment of entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 2010; Thorgren 
et al., 2014). Furthermore, marketing has been identified as an essential activity for the survival 
and continued growth of entrepreneurial ventures, however it is typically one of the greatest 
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challenges for these ventures (Sadiku-Dushi & Ramadani, 2020). Therefore, developing a more 
nuanced understanding of the marketing efforts and challenges encountered by this particular 
segment of entrepreneurs could identify collective issues and develop solutions to further 
enhance the long-term sustainability and growth of hybrid entrepreneurial ventures.  
 
Based on the above summarised review of literature, this dissertation investigates the concept 
of entrepreneurial marketing within the context of a distinct segment of entrepreneurs, namely 
hybrid entrepreneurs. Therefore, this dissertation addresses the following research statement: 
 

What are the entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges faced by hybrid 
entrepreneurs? 

This research statement is deconstructed into two sections, namely the concept that is 
concerned with entrepreneurial marketing, and the context in which entrepreneurial marketing 
is examined, namely hybrid entrepreneurship.  

1.4. Conclusion 
 
This chapter offered an overview of the concept, namely entrepreneurial marketing, and the 
context, namely hybrid entrepreneurship, under examination in this dissertation. In particular, 
research pertaining to the flourishing field of entrepreneurial marketing literature (Gilmore et 
al., 2013) was presented, incorporating the distinct perspectives through which entrepreneurial 
marketing is typically viewed. Following this, existing operationalisations of entrepreneurial 
marketing were presented with the selection and justification of the operationalisation of 
entrepreneurial marketing used in this dissertation. The operationalisation of entrepreneurial 
marketing presented by Whalen et al. (2016, p. 7) which suggests that “entrepreneurial 
marketing is a combination of innovative, proactive, and risk-taking activities that create, 
communicate, and deliver value to and by customers, entrepreneurs, marketers, their partners, 
and society at large” has been selected for use in this dissertation. This chapter further offered 
an introduction to the context of the research, namely the phenomenon of hybrid 
entrepreneurship, selecting the most commonly cited operationalisation for this dissertation. 
For the purposes of this research, a hybrid entrepreneur refers to an individual that makes the 
conscious decision to maintain salaried employment while simultaneously engaging in their 
own entrepreneurial venture (Folta et al., 2010; Petrova, 2011; Thorgren et al., 2014; Viljamaa 
& Varamäki, 2015; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2017; Luc et al., 2018).  
 
Following the introduction and operationalisation of entrepreneurial marketing and hybrid 
entrepreneurship, rationales were offered that justified their inclusion in the research. A 
rationale was offered for the examination of the concept of entrepreneurial marketing, citing 
the recent growth in the field, the importance of marketing to the survival of entrepreneurial 
ventures and the relevance of entrepreneurial marketing to current uncertainty in global 
business markets. The rationale for the context of hybrid entrepreneurship was then established, 
citing the rapid increase in hybrid entrepreneurship globally, the unique characteristics of these 
individuals rendering their needs and decisions different to full-time entrepreneurs, the 
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importance of the learning opportunity afforded by the hybrid phase and the number of benefits 
offered to entrepreneurs and society at large as a result of hybrid entrepreneurship. 
Subsequently the impact of the dissertation on academic literature, society and business 
practitioners was presented. This chapter then introduced the research problem, which states: 
What are the entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges faced by hybrid entrepreneurs?  
 
The following chapter presents a review of all literature pertinent to this dissertation. Chapter 
II offers an overview of entrepreneurial marketing literature, thereafter introducing existing 
literature in the field of hybrid entrepreneurship. The following chapter further introduces the 
key theoretical frameworks used in this dissertation, in particular self-determination theory and 
experiential learning theory.  
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CHAPTER II – LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

2.1. Introduction 
 
This chapter provides a literature review of the key concept and context under examination in 
this dissertation. The literature review is structured as follows: First, existing literature 
pertaining to entrepreneurial marketing is presented. In particular, entrepreneurial marketing is 
operationalised and the evolution of the construct is presented. The four dominant perspectives 
of entrepreneurial marketing are then presented followed by an overview of the applicability 
of entrepreneurial marketing to different firms. The literature review then examines the seven 
key dimensions of entrepreneurial marketing.  
 
Following this, traditional conceptualisations of entrepreneurship are discussed, which leads to 
an overview of hybrid entrepreneurship literature. The analysis of this literature assists with 
the development of a profile of hybrid entrepreneurs based on existing literature. Following 
this, the process of learning is introduced and discussed in line with the three dominant learning 
theories. Thereafter, the theoretical frameworks used in this dissertation, namely self-
determination theory and experiential learning theory, are then introduced.  
 

2.2. Entrepreneurial marketing 
 
Approximately 34 years ago, Davis et al. (1985, p. 31) suggested that marketing scholars have 
“almost entirely neglected investigations at the small enterprise/marketing interface”. The 
myopic focus of academic marketing research, predominantly on resource-abundant corporate 
organisations, overlooks the resource and capability constraints faced by entrepreneurial firms 
(Hills et al., 2008). The important role that small businesses play in the economy has led to a 
greater level of academic research interest in the marketing functions of small businesses 
(Jones & Rowley, 2011). Entrepreneurship and marketing have traditionally been treated, 
researched and taught as two distinct disciplines (Hills et al., 2008), however recognition of 
the significance of the overlap between the marketing and entrepreneurship disciplines resulted 
in the concept of entrepreneurial marketing being proposed (Morris et al., 2002; Jones & 
Rowley, 2011, Mort et al., 2012). As one delves further into the intersection between 
entrepreneurship and marketing, the intertwined nature between these disciplines becomes 
apparent. For example, Morris, Davis, Mills, Pitt and Berthon (2013) suggest that the marketing 
mix is developed based on a marketer’s understanding of an opportunity, whereas an 
entrepreneur develops a venture based on the understanding that an opportunity exists. This 
sentiment is echoed by Stokes (2000) who suggests that marketing as an organisational 
philosophy suggests that an assessment of market needs is required prior to product or service 
development, however, entrepreneurs frequently delve into the development phase and look 
for a feasible market thereafter. Whilst the context, and potentially the implementation would 
differ, the thought process behind these activities stems from the same understanding of 
opportunity recognition. The research field of entrepreneurial marketing seemingly 
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acknowledges the challenges and characteristics specific to the nature of small ventures (Morris 
et al., 2002; Wallnöfer & Hacklin, 2013). Morris et al. (2002 p. 2) suggest that “entrepreneurial 
marketing synthesises critical aspects of marketing and entrepreneurship into a comprehensive 
conceptualization where marketing becomes a process that firms can use to act 
entrepreneurially”. 
 
Morris et al. (2002) discuss the changing nature of markets, in particular, highlighting 
characteristics of fragmentation, changing distribution channels, globalisation, and the 
increasingly demanding nature of consumers as key determinants changing the context in 
which marketing operates. The concept of entrepreneurial marketing was established as an 
integrative construct for approaching marketing activities under these conditions of uncertainty 
(Morris et al., 2002; Becherer et al., 2012; Ionita, 2012). Since the concept was originally 
introduced, the boundaries of conceptualisation have expanded as researchers continue to 
establish new areas of commonality between marketing and entrepreneurship, resulting in an 
evolution of the concept. 
 

2.2.1. The evolution of entrepreneurial marketing 
 
Hills et al. (2008) offer a timeline of the significant milestones throughout the evolution of 
entrepreneurial marketing, highlighting noteworthy authors and the impact that their research 
had on the field. They note that entrepreneurs have long recognised the value of marketing and 
the important role of marketing efforts in driving the success of their ventures. However, whilst 
acknowledging the importance of marketing, they were also acutely aware that marketing in 
small, entrepreneurial firms was significantly different from the marketing efforts of larger, 
established firms (Berthon et al., 2006; Hills et al., 2008; Hultman & Hills, 2011).  
 
Following the first research meeting in 1982 that sought to bring together marketing and 
entrepreneurship, academic interest was largely insignificant (Hills et al., 2008). Three years 
later, a preconference workshop at the AMA annual conference ignited a flame of interest 
amongst a small group of academics. Seeking AMA approval for a task force to be assembled, 
two academics, namely Winston Stahlecker and Gerald Hills were determined to initiate the 
growth of the field that combined entrepreneurship and marketing (Hills et al., 2008). Their 
efforts did not go unnoticed with the second conference, held a year later, generating great 
interest amongst established marketing scholars (Hills et al., 2008). The historical development 
of entrepreneurial marketing largely evolved over the space of two decades (Collinson & Shaw, 
2001). The initial interest in the field was predominantly concentrated in the United States of 
America and focused on the narrow intersection of commonalities between the two disciplines 
(Collinson & Shaw, 2001). In presentations at early conferences examining the 
marketing/entrepreneurship interface, ten variables deemed worthy of future study were 
identified. These variables consisted of ten conditions that non-traditional marketing (such as 
entrepreneurial marketing) is typically bound by (Whalen et al., 2016). These included: (1) a 
lack of economies of scale; (2) severe resource constraints; (3) limited geographic market 
presence; (4) limited market image; (5) little brand loyalty or market share; (6) little specialised 
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management expertise; (7) decision-making under even more imperfect information conditions 
than in larger firms; (8) scarcity of time per major management task; (9) scarcity of professional 
managers; and (10) the conflation of business and personal goals (Hills et al., 2008, p. 102). 
Ultimately it was suggested that the existence of any one of the above conditions would result 
in the marketing function being viewed and performed in a different manner to that of an 
established, mature firm (Hills et al., 2008).  
 
An early publication by Morris and Paul (1987) in the Journal of Business Venturing, enhanced 
the academic status of the field of entrepreneurial marketing. In 1995, a textbook examining 
the intersection between marketing and entrepreneurship assisted with the development of 
entrepreneurial marketing courses (Hills et al., 2008). Four years later, in 1999, the Journal of 
Research in Marketing and Entrepreneurship was established, providing an academic platform 
dedicated to the expansion of entrepreneurial marketing literature (Hills et al., 2008). The 
continued expansion of the field has seen a number of special issues on entrepreneurial 
marketing, leading academic journals publishing entrepreneurial marketing research and the 
continued growth of textbooks to expand the education of entrepreneurial marketing. As the 
research domain has expanded, not only has the theoretical development of the multi-
dimensional construct been expanded, but also the practical applications and implications for 
entrepreneurial marketing in both practice and education have been identified (Collinson & 
Shaw, 2001). The initial sluggish interest in the field of entrepreneurial marketing appears to 
have given way to a flourishing stream (Gilmore et al., 2013) of research that examines 
marketing issues within an entrepreneurial context and furthers our understanding of 
entrepreneurial issues through a marketing lens. 
 
This expansion has further developed the conceptualisation of entrepreneurial marketing. Early 
conceptualisations were limited in their scope and have subsequently evolved to being far more 
intricate (Solé, 2013), incorporating a broader array of stakeholders. A brief overview of three 
prominent conceptualisations of entrepreneurial marketing offered in the past eighteen years is 
indicative of the continued progress in the field. Morris et al. (2002, p. 5) stated that 
entrepreneurial marketing is the “proactive identification and exploitation of opportunities for 
acquiring and retaining profitable customers through innovative approaches to risk 
management, resource leveraging and value creation”. Nine years later, Hills and Hultman 
(2011, p. 6) expanded this conceptualisation, suggesting that entrepreneurial marketing “is a 
spirit, an orientation as well as a process of passionately pursuing opportunities and launching 
and growing ventures that create perceived customer value through relationships by employing 
innovativeness, creativity, selling, market immersion, networking, and flexibility”. This 
expanded conceptualisation incorporated additional means through which entrepreneurial 
marketing could manifest, such as a “spirit” and “an orientation”, which extended beyond the 
largely process-driven operationalisation proffered by Morris et al. (2002). Five years later, 
Whalen et al. (2016, p. 7) suggested that entrepreneurial marketing is “a combination of 
innovative, proactive, and risk-taking activities that create, communicate, and deliver value to 
and by customers, entrepreneurs, marketers, their partners, and society at large”. This 
conceptualisation, adopted as the primary definition in this dissertation, is indicative of further 
expansion of the field to incorporate a number of different stakeholders beyond those directly 
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involved in the firm’s operations. Whalen et al. (2016) suggest that entrepreneurial marketing 
has undergone an evolution that has assisted with the legitimisation of the field and established 
it as a unique phenomenon. Whilst progress in the field has advanced knowledge of 
entrepreneurial marketing, the field has not reached a decisive singular understanding of 
entrepreneurial marketing. Rather, however, different perspectives of entrepreneurial 
marketing have emerged and have been formalised in the literature. 
 

2.2.2. Perspectives of entrepreneurial marketing  
 
Chapter I of this dissertation introduced the four different perspectives of entrepreneurial 
marketing that exist in the literature. The multitude of perspectives through which one can 
examine entrepreneurial marketing is the result of a number of different operationalisations of 
the construct, stemming from its multi-disciplinary nature (Jones, 2010; Ferreira et al., 2019). 
Misperceptions pertaining to the entrepreneurial marketing concept stem from the 
interpretations of the concept (Solé, 2013). These interpretations, however, are based on the 
perspective through which one examines a phenomenon that occurs at the 
marketing/entrepreneurship interface. No single perspective is seen as being better than 
another, despite some perspectives gaining greater traction in the literature than others. The 
perspective used is dependent on the context of the research. The four perspectives described 
in Chapter I are summarised in Figure 3 below.  
 
Figure 3: Four perspective of entrepreneurial marketing (Hansen & Eggers, 2010) 

 
 
While entrepreneurial marketing was originally only considered as the intersection between 
the two disciplines, the Charleston Summit (Hansen & Eggers, 2010) revealed that 
entrepreneurial marketing is significantly more than a mere overlap of disciplines (Gross et al., 
2014). Research that typically examines entrepreneurial marketing from the first perspective, 
focused on a number of the dimensions representing substantial commonalities between 
marketing and entrepreneurship, such as venture creation, innovation, uniqueness, business 
growth, value creation, opportunism and customer orientation (Gross et al., 2014). A number 
of prominent authors in the field of entrepreneurial marketing have addressed these 
dimensions. Collinson and Shaw (2001), for example, discussed the key areas of commonality 
between marketing and entrepreneurship, suggesting that both are changed focused, both are 
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opportunistic in nature and both are innovative in their approach to management. Further 
research that employs the first perspective is the research of O’Dwyer (2009), who examined 
the use of innovative marketing in small-to-medium sized enterprises. While semantically 
entrepreneurial marketing refers to the intersection between the two separate disciplines (as 
suggested by the first perspective), Morrish (2011, p. 110) suggests that entrepreneurial 
marketing “is best conceived not as a nexus between marketing and entrepreneurship, but as 
an augmented process, where both the entrepreneur and the customer are the core actors, co-
creating value within the marketing environment”. This broadened understanding of 
entrepreneurial marketing accounts for additional perspectives for the investigation of 
entrepreneurial marketing phenomena beyond the simple intersection between marketing and 
entrepreneurship.  
 
The second perspective, concerning entrepreneurship in marketing, has gained increased 
acceptance, but it is most often examined in relation to innovation and product development 
(Hills et al., 2008). Entrepreneurship in the marketing context was first championed in the work 
of Hills (1987). At the time, researchers were examining the similarities between the two 
disciplines and developing the body of knowledge by integrating theories and concepts from 
marketing (Miles et al., 2015). The development of the perspective of entrepreneurship in 
marketing predominantly focused on using marketing processes to recognise opportunities and 
leverage resources to successfully exploit them. Research that employs the second perspective 
examines entrepreneurial issues in a marketing context, or through a marketing theoretical lens 
(Hansen & Eggers, 2010; Yang & Gabrielsson, 2017). Miles and Darroch (2006), for example, 
have examined entrepreneurial marketing in large, established firms in an attempt to identify 
how entrepreneurial processes could be leveraged to develop a competitive advantage. Further 
research by Morris et al. (2008) examined how established charities, who employed 
conventional approaches to marketing, could benefit from the use of an entrepreneurial 
approach. Much research that makes use of the second perspective tends to make use of 
entrepreneurial processes in larger, established, resource-abundant organisations. Which may 
appear counterintuitive at first, but as Whalen et al. (2016) suggests, larger firms are not 
precluded from engaging in entrepreneurial processes in an attempt to enhance their proactive 
capabilities.  
 
The third perspective examines marketing issues within the field of entrepreneurship. This 
perspective has gained much popularity given that entrepreneurial marketing has most 
frequently been associated with the marketing activities of small, resource-constrained firms 
who have to rely on other means to ensure their success (Morris et al., 2002; Anwar & Daniel, 
2016). This school of thought has largely been driven by scholars such as Covin (see for 
example: Covin & Covin, 1990; Covin, Slevin & Schultz, 1994) as well as Morris (see for 
example: Schindehutte, Morris & Kocak, 2008) (Miles et al., 2015). Collinson and Shaw 
(2001) propose that many of the actions undertaken by entrepreneurs are key concepts in 
marketing theory, this suggests that successful marketing can be undertaken by any firm that 
is able to identify new opportunities, apply innovative techniques in order to bring their product 
offering to market and successfully service the needs of their target market. The third 
perspective has been the most productive in terms of publications in top-tier journals, at a ratio 
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of 40:1 against the second perspective (Hansen & Eggers, 2010). Hansen and Eggers (2010) 
suggest that scholars conducting research in the field of entrepreneurial marketing need to 
consider the publication possibilities of their research as they align to the selected perspective. 
Joe Giglierano, an attendee at the Charleston summit, suggested that researchers make use of 
the third perspective given that traditional marketing theory typically offered little support to 
start-up ventures (Hansen & Eggers, 2010). This dissertation makes use of the third perspective 
in the examination of entrepreneurial marketing. The rationale for this selection is three-fold. 
First, this perspective is most frequently associated with examinations of entrepreneurial 
marketing that investigate the marketing activities of resource-constrained firms (Morris et al., 
2002; Anwar & Daniel, 2016). Second, examining marketing activities within an 
entrepreneurial context assists with the identification of successful entrepreneurial marketing 
strategies and challenges experienced in this context. Third, considering the directive of 
Giglierano as discussed above, this dissertation seeks to examine the marketing activities of an 
entrepreneur, given that traditional marketing theory offers little support to entrepreneurial 
ventures (Hansen & Eggers, 2010).  
 
The final perspective examines phenomena that are unique to the interface between marketing 
and entrepreneurship (Hansen & Eggers, 2010). In this instance, entrepreneurial marketing 
would only consider issues that occur in the overlap but would otherwise not independently 
exist in either marketing or entrepreneurship. This suggests that marketing and 
entrepreneurship create something distinctive that is not able to be replicated in a solely 
marketing or solely entrepreneurship context (Hansen & Eggers, 2010). Kraus et al. (2012) 
seemingly consider this perspective in their suggestion that entrepreneurial marketing should 
extend beyond solely being treated as a subset of marketing or entrepreneurship and should 
instead, be established as a unique school of thought.  
 

2.2.3. The applicability of entrepreneurial marketing 
 
The debate regarding the applicability of entrepreneurial marketing to firms of different sizes 
seemingly rages on in the literature. While many scholars suggest that entrepreneurial 
marketing is more suitable to small, entrepreneurial ventures, there is now a growing 
recognition of the importance of entrepreneurial marketing at a corporate, community and 
social level (O’Cass & Morrish, 2016). Whalen et al. (2016) suggest that entrepreneurial 
marketing is often confined to the bounds of small-to-medium enterprises and new ventures, 
however they note that a number of commonly cited definitions of entrepreneurial marketing 
do not preclude large, established firms from engaging in entrepreneurial marketing. While 
other scholars, such as Gross et al. (2014) suggest that entrepreneurial marketing researchers 
should return to examining small business marketing as opposed to again, shifting the focus 
from smaller, newly established firms. Whilst entrepreneurial marketing could be applied 
across a multitude of firm types, the imperative understanding is that entrepreneurial marketing 
was developed from the practice of firms that operate under conditions of uncertainty (Morris 
et al., 2002; Hills et al., 2008; Gilmore et al., 2020) and thus emerged as a powerful alternative 
to handle the decreasing efficacy of traditional marketing (Whalen et al., 2016). Regardless of 
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the context in which researchers opt to examine phenomena at the marketing/entrepreneurship 
interface, the stream of research has flourished with dedicated scholars continuing the 
expansion. Regardless of the context in which one chooses to examine entrepreneurial 
marketing, Morris et al. (2002) identified seven underlying dimensions that exemplify an 
entrepreneurial marketing approach.  
 

2.2.4. Dimensions of entrepreneurial marketing 
 
The seven dimensions were originally proposed by Morris et al. (2002), in their research that 
sought to critically explore the construct of entrepreneurial marketing. These seven dimensions 
have been widely explored in the entrepreneurship literature and commonly utilised to 
deconstruct the nature of entrepreneurial marketing (see for example: Mort et al., 2012; Yang 
& Gabrielsson, 2017; Andersson, Evers & Gliga, 2018; Yang, 2018; Sadiku-Dushi et al., 2019). 
 
The first dimension of entrepreneurial marketing is a proactive orientation (Morris et al., 2002). 
Morris et al. (2002) suggest that the conventional role of marketing is to assess the 
environmental conditions within which one operates and then offer recommendations for the 
marketing mix that would best attempt to capitalise on these conditions. This indicates that 
marketing may largely have a reactionary approach, whereby changes in the environment 
influence marketing efforts. Entrepreneurial marketing, however, does not consider the 
external environment as only something that one needs to respond to, thus ensuring a proactive 
disposition towards marketing efforts (Morris et al., 2002; Sadiku-Dushi et al., 2019). Lumpkin 
and Dess (2001, p. 431) suggest that proactiveness is “an opportunity-seeking, forward-looking 
perspective involving introducing new products or services ahead of the competition and 
anticipation of future demand to create change and shape the environment”. In shaping the 
environment, marketing efforts are utilised in an attempt to establish new market positions as 
opposed to engaging in direct competition with others (Yang, 2018). The fundamental 
understanding of the proactive orientation of entrepreneurial marketing suggests that the 
external environment is viewed as an opportunity for the marketer to redefine external 
conditions in an attempt to reduce uncertainty (Morris et al., 2002). As such, marketing 
activities can be used as a means of creating change as well as adapting to changing 
environments (Morris et al., 2002). A proactive orientation allows the firm the ability to predict 
the changes that the market needs and react to these changes before the firm is forced to react 
(Sadiku-Dushi et al., 2019).  
 
The second dimension of entrepreneurial marketing pertains to the pursuit of opportunity 
(Morris et al., 2002). Morris et al. (2002) advocate that the recognition and pursuit of 
opportunity is fundamental to entrepreneurship and as such serves as a core dimension of 
entrepreneurial marketing. Opportunities, derived from market imperfections, together with the 
knowledge of these imperfections act to distinguish entrepreneurial marketing (Morris et al., 
2002). While marketing scholars have not focused extensively on the identification and 
exploitation of opportunities, Morris et al. (2002) suggests that the need for an external focus 
and environmental scanning in the pursuit of market imperfections is vital for entrepreneurial 
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marketing. These unidentified market positions are potential sources of sustainable profit 
(Sadiku-Dushi et al., 2019). Whilst opportunity recognition has been established as a core tenet 
in entrepreneurship literature, the commitment to these opportunities and the skills to recognise 
these opportunities sets entrepreneurial marketing apart from entrepreneurship (Hills et al., 
2008; Sadiku-Dushi et al., 2019). 
 
Maintaining an intense focus on customers serves as the third dimension of entrepreneurial 
marketing (Morris et al., 2002). Whilst entrepreneurial marketing seemingly lies at the 
intersection between a marketing orientation and an entrepreneurial orientation, Morris et al. 
(2002) suggest that beyond a conventional approach to marketing orientation and customer 
centricity, entrepreneurial marketing emphasises customer equity, seeking to develop the 
passion for the customer and the employees recognition with the firm’s offering as the main 
values of the firm (Hisrich & Ramadani, 2018; Sadiku-Dushi et al., 2019). Entrepreneurial 
marketing focuses on innovative approaches to creating new relationships with customers and 
leveraging existing relationships to establish new markets (Morris et al., 2002). The ultimate 
goal of placing a strong focus on customers ensures the establishment of profitable customer 
relationships (Yang, 2018), with a key component being an emotional link between customers 
and the firm (Yang & Gabrielsson, 2017). It is imperative to comprehend that while these 
dimensions are addressed as distinct dimensions, there are apparent overlaps whereby one 
dimension is able to influence another. For example, when an intense focus is placed on 
understanding customers, this heightened awareness is likely to enhance the responsiveness of 
a firm to the marketplace, anticipating changes in customer demands and seizing opportunities 
as they appear (Andersson et al., 2018).  
 
A focus on innovation serves as the fourth dimension of entrepreneurial marketing (Morris et 
al., 2002). This dimension suggests that the marketing function plays an integral role in 
sustainable innovation (Morris et al., 2002). This ensures innovative approaches to marketing 
that differ from conventional methods in an attempt to gain a competitive advantage (Yang, 
2018). Innovativeness has been found to be a critical component of a firm’s performance 
(Gunday, Ulusoy, Kilic & Alpkan, 2011; Lee, Lee & Garrett, 2019), as it considers the ability 
of the firm to maintain a flow of new ideas that can result in the creation of new products, 
services, technologies or markets (Morris, Schindehutte & LaForge, 2001). Placing a focus on 
innovation could help a firm move beyond the opportunity recognition phase as they 
innovatively coordinate the use of both new and existing resources (Sadiku-Dushi et al., 2019). 
Lumpkin and Dess (2001) discuss innovativeness as the willingness to support creativity and 
experimentation in the introduction of products and services. Literature has highlighted the 
importance of innovation to entrepreneurial marketing, suggesting that the idea tends to 
precede any evaluation of market acceptance (Stokes, 2000).  
 
The fifth dimension of entrepreneurial marketing pertains to the management of risk (Morris 
et al., 2002). Entrepreneurial marketing defines an explicit role for marketing in managing the 
firm’s risk profile (Morris et al., 2001). This management of risk requires that through an 
intuitive understanding of the firm’s external environment, the marketer is able to reduce 
environmental uncertainty, thereby reducing the firm’s dependence on and vulnerability to the 
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external environment (Morris et al., 2002; Yang & Gabrielsson, 2017; Yang, 2018). Fard and 
Amiri (2018) discuss the notion of calculated risk-taking, suggesting that the firm should have 
the capability to execute calculated actions to alleviate any intrinsic risk of opportunity pursuit. 
It is through the management of risk that the firm is able to enhance their flexibility as they 
limit their vulnerability to the external environment (Yang, 2018).  
 
The sixth dimension of entrepreneurial marketing relates to resource leveraging (Morris et al., 
2002). Whilst much literature suggests that marketing scholars do not offer due consideration 
to the resource constraints faced by entrepreneurs (Hills et al., 2008), entrepreneurial marketing 
suggests that marketers are not constrained by resources (Morris et al., 2002). The rationale for 
this is that entrepreneurial marketers leverage their existing resources in innovative ways that 
ensure they are not constrained by limited resources. Activities such as stretching resources 
more than others have done, using others’ resources for one’s own purpose, complementing 
resources to obtain a greater combined value and using existing resources to obtain other 
resources allows marketers to make the most of available resources (Morris et al., 2002; Yang 
& Gabrielsson, 2017; Sadiku-Dushi et al., 2019). Yang (2018, p. 1046) suggests that the 
“skilful deployment of marketing functions” allows for entrepreneurial marketers to achieve 
more with less. Resource leveraging is a concept commonly cited in the entrepreneurship 
literature, with a noted emphasis on guerrilla marketing (Sadiku-Dushi et al., 2019). 
 
The final dimension of entrepreneurial marketing is value creation (Morris et al., 2002). Value 
creation is not distinct to entrepreneurial marketing, given that all firms and all marketing 
activities exist to create value through some means. However, it is the distinct means through 
which entrepreneurial marketing is able to generate these enhanced performance outcomes that 
establishes the demarcation (Mort et al., 2012). The concept of value creation is entrenched as 
a core principle in marketing theory (Sheth & Uslay, 2007), however the differentiating factor 
with entrepreneurial marketing is a focus on innovative value creation, suggesting that value 
creation is a requirement for transactions to occur and for relationships to develop (Morris et 
al., 2002). The innovative approach to value creation ensures that constant attempts are made 
to search for unique combinations of resources to create more value for customers (Ranjan & 
Read, 2016; Yang, 2018). This task is ascribed to the marketer whose role should be to establish 
unused sources of customer value and through the unique combinations of resources be able to 
enhance the value offered to customers (Sadiku-Dushi et al., 2019). The ability to offer superior 
value to customers is attributed to the intense focus on customers and an astute understanding 
of the marketplace in which the firm operates.  
 
The sections above have operationalised the concept of entrepreneurial marketing, examined 
its evolution in the research and contrasted the four distinct perspectives of entrepreneurial 
marketing identified in the literature. Furthermore, the applicability of entrepreneurial 
marketing to both large and small firms was discussed and the seven underlying dimensions of 
entrepreneurial marketing as developed by Morris et al. (2002) have been explicated. The 
following sections will delve into the context of this dissertation, notably hybrid 
entrepreneurship.  
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2.3. Traditional definitions of entrepreneurship  
 
Schumpeter (1934) originally described entrepreneurship from an economic perspective, 
where he viewed entrepreneurship as being an innovation that disrupted the market 
equilibrium. He considered entrepreneurs as the innovators that were able to bring about 
change within the marketplace. This definition is widely accepted as the foundation upon which 
the study of entrepreneurship has been built. In particular, this definition encapsulates a 
characteristic of entrepreneurship that remains widely recognised today, that of innovation. 
Despite this foundation provided by Schumpeter, entrepreneurship has struggled to establish a 
conceptual framework that scholars can agree on (Venkataraman, 1997; Shane & 
Venkataraman, 2000). Subsequent scholars have made attempts to more clearly define what 
constitutes entrepreneurship by adding different elements to a somewhat ambiguous definition. 
Several researchers have examined the processes through which the newness of ventures is 
created (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Irelands, Hitt & Sirmon, 2003), with others suggesting that 
the level of entrepreneurial intensity should serve as an important element to be considered 
(Morris, 1998). This desire to define entrepreneurship has created a dichotomous polarisation 
that permeates scholarly thought. Folta et al. (2010) see the research as creating a dichotomy 
of choice to enter or not enter entrepreneurship, with the result being an all-or-nothing style of 
thinking. The multitude of opinions in extant literature on the definition of entrepreneurship 
has created an opportunity to discover new dimensions of a phenomenon that continues to 
transform as the contributing factors shift. Theories of entrepreneurial choice propose that 
individuals choose between salaried employment or self-employment. When viewed this way, 
the actual complexity of entrepreneurial activity is not accurately reflected (Petrova, 2011). 
Recent literature has seen the introduction of a new type of entrepreneur, one that that does not 
adhere to the dichotomy of choice currently presented in literature. These individuals are 
referred to as hybrid entrepreneurs.  
 

2.4. Hybrid entrepreneurship  
 
Hybrid entrepreneurship can be defined as the phenomenon that occurs when individuals 
choose to maintain salaried employment while simultaneously engaging in an entrepreneurial 
venture (Folta et al., 2010; Petrova, 2011; Thorgren et al., 2014; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; 
Block & Landgraf, 2016; Brown & Farshid, 2017; Solesvik, 2017; Luc et al., 2018; Bögenhold, 
2018, 2019). Hybrid entrepreneurship is typically associated with the early stages of venture 
development, where less-confident entrepreneurs may opt for hybrid entrepreneurship to limit 
their commitment, or to evaluate their entrepreneurial potential (Folta et al. 2010). It is 
important to note that hybrid entrepreneurship comprises two elements, both salaried 
employment (whether part-time or full-time) together with simultaneous entrepreneurial 
activity. In establishing the operationalisation of hybrid entrepreneurship, it is critical to note 
that the maintenance of both salaried employment and one’s entrepreneurial venture indicates 
that the hybrid entrepreneur maintains control over both sources of employment and there is 
an opportunity cost associated with both. It is for this reason that a stay-at-home parent or a 
child, for example, who is financially dependent on another and who establishes an 
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entrepreneurial venture, would not be classified as a hybrid entrepreneur. Whilst they may have 
a stable income, through their spouse or parent, they do not exert direct control over this source 
of income and as such there is no direct opportunity cost present for the individual. The notion 
of an opportunity cost associated with one’s salaried employment as well as their 
entrepreneurial venture is alluded to in the literature by Solesvik (2017). A hybrid entrepreneur 
would have an opportunity cost associated with both their salaried employment and their 
entrepreneurial venture, likely differing opportunity costs for each source of employment. This 
is further exemplified in the “wobble effect” discussed by Brown and Farshid (2017), as the 
tensions experienced by the hybrid entrepreneur as they divide their time, attention and effort 
to their different sources of employment. The apparent merger of the traditional labour market 
and full-time entrepreneurship has resulted in a somewhat grey area of employment 
classification, depicted as section B in Figure 4 below.  
 
Figure 4: The convergence of traditional labour markets and full-time entrepreneurship 

 
 
Traditional definitions of entrepreneurship categorise the creation of a new venture as an all-
or-nothing activity (Folta et al., 2010; Demetry, 2017), with hybrid entrepreneurship not being 
explicitly recognised as an independent state of entrepreneurship (Folta et al., 2010). As 
identified, this dichotomous classification of entrepreneurship does not fully encapsulate the 
complexity of entrepreneurial activity in practice (Petrova, 2011). In addition, solely focusing 
on fully established endeavours does not capture how entrepreneurs have made subjective 
sense of their evolving entrepreneurial status. The complexity associated with the classification 
of hybrid entrepreneurship is ever increasing due to the heterogeneous nature of this group of 
individuals (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; Solesvik, 2017; Bögenhold, 2018). Whilst two 
individuals may both be classified as hybrid entrepreneurs, the extent to which they are 
invested and engaged in their salaried employment and their entrepreneurial ventures are likely 
to differ. Bögenhold (2018) further expands on this complexity by suggesting that this grey 
area between salaried employment and self-employment differs for different types of workers 
due to a number of factors. He suggests that (1) the demarcation between the two different 
spheres of employment has become increasingly blurred; (2) the fact that individuals may be 
oscillating between the two forms of employment in order to take advantage of changing 
opportunities indicates that the activities of hybrid entrepreneurs do not remain stagnant; and 
(3) having multiple forms of employment is not typically recognised in statistical categories. 
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Given the constant state of flux between salaried employment and entrepreneurship, labour 
statistics are not able to incorporate this movement due to commonly used definitions 
precluding hybrid entrepreneurship from traditional conceptualisations of entrepreneurship 
(Bögenhold, 2018). Further issues arise with the heterogeneity of these binary classifications 
as individuals may in fact fall into several different categories of entrepreneurship at the same 
time, resulting in an “overlapping identity” (Bögenhold, 2018, p. 7). Concerns relating to the 
binary nature of traditional definitions of entrepreneurship tend to form the basis of enquiry for 
hybrid entrepreneurship research (Folta et al., 2010; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; Xi et al., 
2017; Bögenhold & Klinglmair, 2017; Bögenhold, 2018). 
 
Solesvik (2017) provides further insight into the fluidity between traditional entrepreneurship 
and salaried employment, suggesting that initially an individual may wish to partake in both 
spheres of employment due to the risks associated with losing either monetary or non-monetary 
benefits from salaried employment. In this instance, hybrid entrepreneurship is utilised as a 
risk reduction strategy, allowing an individual to fund their venture with a stable salary. In the 
event that the entrepreneurial venture is financially viable, the individual may opt to transition 
towards full-time entrepreneurship (Solesvik, 2017). The opposite also holds true, whereby 
hybrid entrepreneurs whose ventures are not viable, may transition back towards full-time 
employment without the apparent consequences of business failure. Existing literature appears 
to be relatively consistent in suggesting that hybrid entrepreneurship can be used as an entry 
strategy into full-time entrepreneurship that presents a far lower risk (Raffiee & Feng 2014; 
Solesvik, 2017), however, it is important to note that this is but one of a number of complex 
motivations. 
 
Entering hybrid entrepreneurship may be attributed to three closely linked factors: changes in 
the labour market (Solesvik, 2017), the heightened occurrence of non-standard working 
arrangements (Folta et al., 2010), and the emergent result of governmental efforts due to 
favourable public policy (Schulz et al., 2016). Current and projected future instability in the 
conventional labour market has led to an environment conducive to self-employment (Kelly, 
Singer & Herrington, 2016). Concomitantly, the swift development of technology-mediated 
and virtual business platforms, such as online labour platforms, has given rise to increased and 
varied opportunities to enter hybrid entrepreneurship (Solesvik, 2017). According to Folta et 
al. (2010), the rise in hybrid entrepreneurship ties in with the higher incidence of non-
conventional work arrangements, which aligns to the positive notions of hybrid 
entrepreneurship discussed by Bögenhold (2019). Evaluating the negative perception towards 
hybrid entrepreneurship (Bögenhold, 2019), we find that employment instability and job 
uncertainty has become the norm (Popiel, 2017) and employees increasingly work part-time, 
hold more than one job, or engage in temporary or contract work (Kalleberg, 2000). As a result, 
whether viewed in a positive or negative light, “hybrid entrepreneurs represent a distinct and 
growing category” in the labour market (Folta et al., 2010, p. 267). 
 
There are a number of opportunity costs associated with starting a new venture. Hybrid 
entrepreneurship, however, allows one to manage, reduce, or even eliminate the lost 
opportunity costs of full-time entrepreneurship (Folta et al., 2010). Therefore, hybrid 
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entrepreneurship is intrinsically less risky than full-time entrepreneurship (Raffiee & Feng, 
2014). A hybrid approach also allows the entrepreneur to reduce uncertainties regarding the 
viability of their venture or their entrepreneurial competencies (Raffiee & Feng, 2014). As 
hybrid entrepreneurship allows an entrepreneur to exploit an opportunity, while having the 
flexibility to mitigate risks and reduce uncertainties, it allows for a perceived reduction in the 
liability of newness associated with new entrepreneurial ventures. With the resources and 
experience gained through hybrid entrepreneurship, the transition to full-time entrepreneurship 
is likely smoother (Raffiee & Feng, 2014). Hybrid entrepreneurship allows entrepreneurs to 
develop competencies and test the viability of their business venture. However, at the 
proverbial tipping point of transition, once competencies have been developed and the viability 
of the business venture has been determined, some may choose to remain hybrid entrepreneurs 
while others opt to transition to full-time entrepreneurship. 
 

2.4.1. A theoretical overview of hybrid entrepreneurship literature 
 
The field of research examining hybrid entrepreneurship, whilst in its infancy, has produced 
several notable contributions. Table 4 below provides a chronological overview of key authors 
that have contributed to the body of knowledge, establishing the foundation of hybrid 
entrepreneurship literature. It is imperative to establish the boundaries of existing research 
pertaining to hybrid entrepreneurship in order to ensure a fruitful expanse of literature.  
 
Table 4: Extant research on hybrid entrepreneurship  

Authors in 
chronological 

order 
Aim of research 

Folta et al. (2010) 

A consideration of theoretical and empirical implications of hybrid 
entrepreneurship. This paper also provides an examination of the 
prevalence of hybrid entrepreneurship together with the factors 
influencing a preference for hybrid entrepreneurship.  

Petrova (2011) 
This paper develops a model that seeks to explicate that individuals 
become hybrid entrepreneurs, as they do not know their 
entrepreneurial ability ahead of time.  

Burmeister-Lamp, 
Lévesque and 
Schade (2012) 

This paper used utility theory to examine the time allocation decisions 
that hybrid entrepreneurs make and to identify predictors of time 
allocation.  

Petrova (2012) 
This paper develops a model of entrepreneurial entry under financial 
constraints where individuals select between salaried employment, 
part-time (hybrid) and full-time entrepreneurship. 
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Raffiee and Feng 
(2014) 

An examination of how the ability to reduce risk and uncertainty 
through hybrid entrepreneurship influences entrepreneurial entry and 
survival.  

Thorgren et al. 
(2014) 

An investigation into the motivations behind engaging in 
entrepreneurship with a particular focus on passion. 

Viljamaa and 
Varamäki (2015) 

An examination of key differences between persistent and transitory 
hybrid entrepreneurs.  

Block and Landgraf 
(2016) 

This paper examines how the financial and non-financial motivations 
of part-time entrepreneurs influence the propensity of part-time 
entrepreneurs to become full-time entrepreneurs.  

Nordström et al. 
(2016) 

This paper drew on the theory of choice overload to examine how 
entrepreneurial tenure and involvement in entrepreneurial teams 
influence one’s passion for engaging in entrepreneurship.  

Schulz et al. (2016) This paper provides an argument for the need to consider hybrid 
entrepreneurs in public policy.  

Thorgren, Sirén, 
Nordström and 
Wincent (2016) 

An examination of the influence of age on the decision to transition 
from hybrid entrepreneurship to full-time entrepreneurship.  

Bögenhold and 
Klinglmair (2017) 

Identifying the factors influencing different hybrid forms of 
employment. 

Brown and Farshid 
(2017) 

This paper examined how the availability of management tools and 
technology influences a hybrid entrepreneur’s desired rate of venture 
growth. 

Solesvik (2017) 

A literature review of existing operationalizations of hybrid 
entrepreneurship together with a longitudinal analysis of two hybrid 
entrepreneurs, one of which was a persistent hybrid entrepreneur and 
the other was a transitory hybrid entrepreneur. 

Bögenhold (2018) 
This paper examines the macro-level patterns of self-employment in 
response to the issues with coherence, demarcations and overlap of 
traditional discourses of entrepreneurship. 

Marshall, Davis, 
Dibrell and 

Ammeter (2019) 

This paper examines the ability of hybrid entrepreneurs to develop, 
refine and transfer innovative capabilities from their entrepreneurial 
venture to their salaried employment.   

Bögenhold (2019) This paper examines changing labour market forces and the possible 
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implications for hybrid entrepreneurs  

 
Following Folta et al. (2010) seminal article on hybrid entrepreneurship (Bögenhold, 2019), 
the past decade has welcomed a number of notable contributions to the field. Petrova (2011) 
examined the entrepreneurial path of hybrid entrepreneurs suggesting that at some point a 
decision is made to shift towards full-time entrepreneurship or move back to salaried 
employment. Burmeister-Lamp, Lévesque and Schade (2012) examined practical constraints 
relating to time allocation between the two spheres of employment. Their research discovered 
that risk-attitude, aligned to utility theory, was not a reliable predictor for time allocation, but 
rather motivational factors, aligned to regulatory focus theory, were better suited to predict 
time allocation. Viljamaa and Varamäki (2014, 2015) later differentiated between different 
types of hybrid entrepreneurs, (namely persistent and transitory) further realising the 
heterogeneity in intentions to transition into full-time entrepreneurship. In an attempt to 
identify the motivators of entry into hybrid entrepreneurship, Thorgren et al. (2014) and 
Nordström et al. (2016) established passion as a key motive thereof. Economic benefits of 
hybrid entrepreneurship were uncovered by Raffiee and Feng (2014), who found that a staged 
entry into full-time entrepreneurship, through hybrid entrepreneurship, resulted in business 
survival rates increasing, introducing the importance of learning throughout the hybrid phase. 
More recently, Solesvik (2017) confirmed the heterogeneity of hybrid entrepreneurs, 
suggesting that motivations to enter hybrid entrepreneurship and to transition into full-time 
entrepreneurship varied greatly. Considering the benefits offered to employers, Marshall et al. 
(2019) established that hybrid entrepreneurs are better suited to develop, refine and transfer 
innovative capabilities from their entrepreneurial venture to their salaried employment. Most 
recently, Bögenhold’s (2019) research discussed the polarised perceptions of hybrid 
entrepreneurship identifying these as either being strongly positive or negative. Negative 
perceptions tend to associate hybrid entrepreneurship with precarious work arrangements, 
suggesting that individuals are forced into hybrid entrepreneurship to supplement income. 
Positive perceptions, however, tend to suggest that hybrid entrepreneurship is one 
manifestation of the changing world of work, in which flexible working schedules and non-
standard work arrangements are the norm (Bögenhold, 2019).  
 
Through the collective efforts of the notable contributors to the field of hybrid 
entrepreneurship, a profile of hybrid entrepreneurs, based on similar characteristics, has begun 
to emerge in the literature. 
 

2.4.2. Characteristics of hybrid entrepreneurs 
 
Based on existing research, there are several key characteristics of hybrid entrepreneurs that 
have been identified. Hybrid entrepreneurs typically hold a higher level of education than their 
full-time counterparts (Solesvik, 2017), in addition to maintaining higher levels of human 
capital than full-time entrepreneurs (Petrova, 2012). This form of entrepreneurship is 
particularly popular amongst highly educated professionals in technology intense and research 
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and development sectors (Solesvik, 2017). Research suggests that the share of hybrid 
entrepreneurs in research and development technology intensive start-ups is estimated to be 
approximately 42% in Germany and 58% in Sweden (Folta et al., 2010; Solesvik, 2017).  
 
Perhaps contrary to expectation, research asserts that individuals who engage in hybrid 
entrepreneurship may do so for non-pecuniary benefits (Raffiee & Feng, 2014) and not solely 
to supplement their waged income, as theoretically presented by Folta et al. (2010). In 
Petrova’s (2012) research examining entrepreneurial dynamics, she similarly concluded that 
financial constraints do not impact hybrid entrepreneurship. However, this is seemingly 
contradicted in the negative perceptions toward hybrid entrepreneurship identified by 
Bögenhold (2019), which seem to suggest that financial concerns may push one toward the 
hybrid state, as opposed to the pull of non-pecuniary benefits. Literature asserts that the 
prevalence of hybrid entrepreneurship underscores the last two decades of technological and 
organisational innovation in a post-industrial society (Florida, 2014; Popiel, 2017), with key 
elements of this movement including increased outsourcing of labour, networked structures 
over organisational bureaucracy, and a growing preference for contract-based versus stable 
employment (Flew, 2005). These changing forces in global labour markets were identified as 
key factors contributing towards a positive perception of hybrid entrepreneurship (Bögenhold, 
2019). 
 
This dissertation makes use of two dominant theories, namely self-determination theory and 
experiential learning theory, as the theoretical frameworks for examining the concept of 
entrepreneurial marketing within the context of hybrid entrepreneurship. These theories 
together are used to examine differing stages of the hybrid entrepreneurial journey offering 
insight into the entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges faced by hybrid entrepreneurs 
at different stages of their entrepreneurial journey. Self-determination theory was used to 
examine the motivations to enter hybrid entrepreneurship, whereas experiential learning theory 
was used to examine the further stages of transition throughout the entrepreneurial journey. 
These theories are further explicated below.  
 

2.5. Self-determination theory 
 
Self-determination theory is a theory of human motivation and development (Al-Jubari, Hassan 
& Lińán, 2019; Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). The theory investigates an individual’s inherent 
growth tendencies and their innate psychological needs that are seen as the basis for self-
motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000). The needs for competence, relatedness 
and autonomy have been identified as essential for the optimal functioning of one’s natural 
propensity for growth (Ryan & Deci, 2000), allowing for a better understanding of the “what 
and why of goal pursuits” (Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 228). Competence “refers to the perception 
that one is capable of influencing their environment in desirable ways” (Al-Jubari et al., 2019, 
p. 1328), while relatedness refers to the desire to feel connected to others in some way (Al-
Jubari et al., 2019; Deci & Ryan, 2000). Autonomy refers to volition, more specifically the 
desire to self-organise one’s experience and behaviour (Deci & Ryan, 2000).  
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Self-determination theory suggests that there are two categories of motivated behaviours, those 
that are consciously chosen, referred to as self-determined behaviours, and those that are not 
consciously chosen but rather automated behaviours (Deci & Ryan, 1980). The key difference 
between these two types of behaviour is that the former is the result of conscious information 
processing, while the latter is not (Deci & Ryan, 1980). Within the realm of self-determined 
behaviours, there is a further distinction made between autonomous and controlled motivations 
for behaviour. Autonomy involves having the experience of choice, whereby one engages in 
an activity out of their own volition (Gagné & Deci, 2005). Autonomous behaviours are 
seemingly able to satisfy all three basic needs, namely competence, relatedness and autonomy. 
On the opposing end of the continuum, is where one is being controlled and thereby having to 
engage in certain behaviours for a particular reason (Gagné & Deci, 2005). Controlled 
behaviours may satisfy the needs for competence and relatedness to some extent, but not 
autonomy. In this instance, one is not making a conscious choice to engage in the activity, but 
rather feeling a sense of pressure to do so. Self-determination theory suggests that most 
behaviours can be characterised in terms of the degree to which they are either autonomous or 
controlled. It should be noted however, that both autonomous and controlled motivation result 
in intentional behaviours (Gagné & Deci, 2005).  
 
Examining these conscious, or self-determined behaviours, we find that sources of motivation 
for behaviour can be either intrinsic or extrinsic aligned to the distinction of autonomy and 
control (Hamari, Sjöklint & Ukkonen, 2016). Intrinsic motivation is sustained by the 
satisfaction of one’s basic psychological needs for autonomy and competence (Niemiec & 
Ryan, 2009). When one is intrinsically motivated to complete an activity, they find the activity 
interesting and are able to derive satisfaction from the activity itself (Gagné & Deci, 2005). In 
an instance where an individual may not find enjoyment in a particular task, intrinsic 
motivation may not be present and as such will require other, extrinsic incentives. Extrinsic 
motivation occurs when behaviours are performed to obtain an outcome that is separable from 
an activity in and of itself (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). In this instance, 
satisfaction is not derived from the activity itself but rather from extrinsic consequences that 
the activity creates (Gagné & Deci, 2005). 
 
Entering into an entrepreneurial venture is the result of an intentional process and planned 
behaviour (Bird & Jelinek, 1988; Al-Jubari et al., 2019). Self-determination theory proposes 
that individuals have tendencies to grow and therefore move towards specific activities that are 
able to satisfy inner resources of development and optimal functioning (Al-Jubari et al., 2019). 
Self-determination theory considers individuals with satisfied psychological needs as 
intrinsically motivated and therefore more likely to persist at completing a task (Deci & Ryan, 
2000; Al-Jubari et al., 2019). Motivation plays a vitally important role in the formation of 
entrepreneurial intentions, with individuals being intrinsically and/or extrinsically motivated 
to pursue entrepreneurship (Al-Jubari et al., 2019). Previous research has examined the role of 
both intrinsic and extrinsic motivations, finding that both exert a positive influence on 
entrepreneurial intention under specific circumstances (Antonioli et al., 2016). An empirical 
exploration of these motivators will serve to establish an innate comprehension of the choice 
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behind entering a hybrid state of entrepreneurship. This dissertation examines the motivators 
for entry into hybrid-entrepreneurship, employing self-determination theory as the lens through 
which to evaluate these motives. 
 
Several researchers have alluded to the fact that hybrid entrepreneurship serves as a vital 
opportunity for learning (Folta et al., 2010; Petrova, 2011, 2012; Raffiee & Feng, 2014; 
Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Marshall et al., 2019). Using the hybrid 
phase as a learning opportunity (Folta et al., 2010; Raffiee & Feng, 2014; Solesvik, 2017), over 
time hybrid entrepreneurs are able to learn more about their own ventures and develop relevant 
competencies (Solesvik, 2017), expand their skill sets and knowledge of the industry and learn 
about the market demand. As one gains knowledge into the demand for their product offering, 
their performance and entrepreneurial abilities, the fear associated with the uncertainty of 
entrepreneurship declines. In support of this notion, Petrova (2011) suggests that some 
individuals may become hybrid entrepreneurs because they are not able to evaluate their 
entrepreneurial abilities without being engaged in some kind of entrepreneurial activity. The 
learnings in the hybrid phase are able to smooth the potential transition towards full-time 
entrepreneurship (Raffiee & Feng, 2014). This is evidenced by research suggesting that the 
ventures of hybrid entrepreneurs, which allow for a staged entry into entrepreneurship, exhibit 
higher rates of success than direct full-time entrepreneurs (Raffiee & Feng, 2014; Solesvik, 
2017). The decision to leave hybrid entrepreneurship and transition towards full-time 
entrepreneurship could likely be driven by the learning that takes place throughout the hybrid 
phase, as this learning is translated into a number of different skills and competencies required 
for entrepreneurial success. Once sufficient learning has taken place and the hybrid 
entrepreneur has gained the knowledge required, he/she can opt to launch a full-time 
entrepreneurial venture, maintain a hybrid state, or possibly exit the venture (Folta et al., 2010). 
In light of this, the phenomenon of hybrid entrepreneurship is viewed through the lens of 
learning theory, delineating the learning that occurs throughout the entrepreneurial process. 
This theory is presented and discussed further below.  
 

2.6. Learning theory framework  
 
Learning, the process of gaining skills and knowledge (Kolb, 1984; Kolb, Boyatzis & 
Mainemelis, 2000; Politis, 2005; Corbett, 2005, 2007) has gained popularity in 
entrepreneurship literature, with many authors suggesting that learning is crucial to the 
entrepreneurial process. Explanations of what occurs during the learning process are referred 
to as learning theories (Byrne & Toutain, 2012). A number of learning theories have been 
developed, each seeking to further understand the multifaceted reality of learning. Three 
dominant theories have emerged, the behaviourist theory, cognitivist theory and constructivist 
theory (Bélanger, 2011). Further theoretical frameworks have been developed to understand 
the specific context of adult learning, notably the humanist learning theory and the experiential 
learning theory. It is imperative that one establishes a clear understanding of the fundamental 
principles upon which these learning theories have been developed; as such, an overview of 
these fundamental theories is presented below.  
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2.6.1. The behaviourist learning theory 
 
Behaviourism was first established by John Watson and Ivan Pavlov, whose research on the 
conditioned responses of dogs has become well-known (Bélanger, 2011). A behaviourist 
perspective on learning asserts that behaviour is a response to a stimulus in one’s environment 
(Merriam, Caffarella & Baumgartner, 2007). This perspective suggests that learning is 
dependent on one’s environment and is not controlled by the individual (Merriam et al., 2007). 
This stimulus-response model of learning suggests that behaviour is learnt through 
reinforcement and rewarding experiences (Bélanger, 2011). It is therefore a change in 
behaviour that indicates that a process of learning has taken place, with the individual being a 
passive receiver of information, playing little role in the learning process itself. The 
behaviourist perspective achieved peak popularity in the 1960s and 1970s (Merriam et al., 
2007) and as such receives little attention in entrepreneurship literature today. As behaviourism 
considers only a stimulus-response model of behaviour, it fails to consider any cognitive 
processing throughout the learning process. 
 

2.6.2. The cognitivist and socio-cognitivist learning theories 
 
Cognitivist learning theory interprets the cognitive processes pertaining to the interpretation 
and organisation of information (Bélanger, 2011). These unobservable mental processes are 
seen as being central to the learning process for proponents of this theory. This approach is 
supported by two basic assumptions, the first is that the memory system plays an active role in 
the processing of information and second, that prior knowledge plays an important role in 
learning (Gredler, 1997 as cited Merriam et al., 2007). This theory of learning supports the 
notion that the individual plays a role in the learning process, arriving at a solution after 
thoughtful engagement with the problem (Merriam et al., 2007). In their research on the 
learning theories implemented in entrepreneurship literature, Merriam and Caffarella (1999) 
established that the cognitivist learning theory was the most commonly cited approach to 
learning in entrepreneurship literature.  
 
Bandura (1977) expanded this approach to account for the fact that social interactions influence 
behaviour (Bélanger, 2011). The socio-cognitivist learning theory essentially combines the 
behaviourist and cognitivist perspectives, suggesting that individuals predominantly learn by 
observing others (Merriam et al., 2007). Social learning behaviour considers modelling, 
observation, identification, mastery and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1969, 1982; Boyd & Vozikis, 
1994; Wennberg, Wiklund, Detienne & Cardon, 2010) as components in the process of 
learning. The cognitivist learning theories suggest that learning typically occurs in the same 
way and as such does not account for individual experiences.  
 

2.6.3. The constructivist and socio-constructivist learning theories 
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The third dominant learning theory pertains to the constructivist learning theory. Despite 
appearing similar to the cognitivist paradigm, the key difference pertains to the experience of 
the individual during the learning process, suggesting that individuals actively construct their 
knowledge (Bélanger, 2011). This suggests that learning is a construction of meaning, 
embedded in how individuals choose to make sense of their experiences (Merriam et al., 2007). 
A key aspect of constructivism is “cognitive conflict” (Bélanger, 2011, p. 28), which does not 
regard learning as a neutral process, but rather one that is wholly influenced by an individual’s 
experience (Byrne & Toutain, 2012).  
 
The socio-constructivist learning theory expands on the notion that knowledge is constructed 
through interpretation and again incorporates a social component. This theory suggests that 
knowledge is developed when individuals actively engage in conversation and subsequent 
action with others in order to address problems (Bélanger, 2011). This theory emphasises the 
importance of context and suggests that shared means of understanding within a cultural 
context play a vitally important role in learning (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999). This approach 
further considers the interaction between an individual and their context as a means to explain 
the learning process. 
 

2.6.4. The humanist theory of adult learning 
 
Examining the evolution of learning theories, one is able to evaluate the limitations thereof and 
the subsequent appropriateness of their application to the entrepreneurship context. The 
stimulus-response model of behaviour suggested by the behaviourist theory implies that 
entrepreneurs are goal-oriented and routine-based and would thus simply repeat behaviours  
that brought about success and avoid those that did not (Harrison & Leitch, 2005). As such, 
this theory does not account for any cognitive processing or learning that would occur through 
the experiences of the entrepreneur. The focus of the behaviourist theory on control and 
adaptive response ignores the subjective production of meaning, thus limiting the usefulness 
of the theory to situations that require conformity (Bélanger, 2011). While the cognitivist and 
socio-cognitivist learning theories do account for the cognitive processing of the entrepreneur, 
rendering it a commonly cited learning theory in entrepreneurship (Merriam & Caffarella, 
1999), there remains no inclusion of learning that takes place as a result of one’s individual 
experiences. The assumption thereof is that all learning happens in the same manner, not 
accounting for the experiences and the creation of applied knowledge. In an entrepreneurial 
context, the cognitivist approaches are limited in their explanation of entrepreneurial learning 
through their individual (as opposed to social) and cerebral (as opposed to behavioural) 
conceptualisation (Rae, 2005). Furthermore, the cognitivist approach disregards the 
importance of reflexivity and the level of self-awareness acquired by individuals (Bélanger, 
2011). The constructivist and socio-constructivist learning theories present a model of learning 
that seemingly overcome a number of the shortcomings identified in the behaviourist and 
cognitivist theories. The constructivist approaches incorporate the active construction of 
knowledge, suggesting that individuals construct meaning through their experiences (Merriam 
et al., 2007). However, Rae (2005) suggests that both entrepreneurship and learning are 
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inherently constructivist, behavioural and social processes – therefore examining 
entrepreneurial learning through the lens of only one of these learning theories would not offer 
a holistic understanding of the learning process. A broader, holistic approach, that considers a 
number of the different mechanisms through which one is able to learn, is best suited to the 
entrepreneurial context.  
 
The broader humanist perspective suggests that learning should be evaluated from the 
perspective of the human potential for growth (Merriam et al., 2007; Byrne & Toutain, 2012). 
The founder of humanistic psychology, Abraham Maslow, became well established for 
creating the hierarchy of needs, built on the principles that learning is a process through which 
individuals attempt to achieve their full potential (Bélanger, 2011). Kolb’s experiential learning 
theory is a noted example of a commonly cited learning theory presented in the 
entrepreneurship literature that maintains humanistic roots (Merriam et al., 2007).  
 

2.6.4.1. Experiential learning theory 
 
Experiential learning theory not only includes the cognitive aspects of learning, but also 
addresses one’s subjective experiences (Kolb et al., 2000), defining learning as “the process 
whereby knowledge is created through the transformation of experience” (Kolb, 1984, p. 41). 
Kolb’s theory suggest that there are four stages in the learning cycle that result in the most 
effective learning. The first, concrete experience, involves some kind of sensory or emotional 
engagement in an activity, which evokes feeling (Petkus, 2000). The implication of the 
concrete experience is that one cannot learn by simply reading or watching about something, 
but rather that they need to actively engage in the behaviour in order to learn. The second stage, 
reflective observation, involves listening, watching, discussing and elaborating as a means to 
reflect on the experience (Petkus, 2000). During this second stage one is removed from the 
activity in order to review what has been done. The third stage, abstract conceptualisation, 
concerns understanding the experience and typically drawing comparisons between existing 
knowledge and the reflections of the experience. The final stage, active experimentation, 
allows individuals to put into practice what has been learnt through the experience, thereby 
altering behaviour based on learnings. This cyclical process is outlined in Figure 5 below.  
 



 
 

57 

Figure 5: Kolb's (1984) cycle of experiential learning 

 
 
Ultimately, the theory suggests that following an experience, the individual reflects on the 
experience and it is through this reflexive process that one is able to transform the experience 
into knowledge, through a learning process, which in turn influences future actions taken by 
the individual (Bélanger, 2011). Whilst Bryne and Toutain (2012) suggest that any of the 
learning theories outlined above serve as useful lenses through which to understand 
entrepreneurship and learning, it is argued that the experiential learning theory is well-aligned 
to the learning that takes place during hybrid entrepreneurship. This specific type of learning 
is action-oriented and is based on both experience and one’s prior knowledge (Bélanger, 2011). 
Experiential learning refers to the transformation of experiences into applied knowledge 
(Karami & Tang, 2019) with a noted importance placed on the reflexive nature of learning 
(Bélanger, 2011). The process of experiential learning has been applied to the opportunity 
identification and exploitation steps of the entrepreneurial process (Corbett, 2005, 2007; 
Dimov, 2007). Politis (2005) suggests that the noted success of entrepreneurs’ second and third 
ventures, indicates that the personal experiences of entrepreneurs in their first venture creates 
knowledge that enhances the success of future ventures. Politis (2005, p. 402) further presented 
a “framework of entrepreneurial learning as an experiential process”. The framework refines 
the transformation process and layers in the factors shaping the transformation of experience 
and knowledge. This learning framework has been applied to various stages of the 
entrepreneurial process such as an entrepreneurial start-up (Politis, 2008), the exit process 
(Wennberg et al., 2010) and entrepreneurial failure (Politis & Gabrielsson, 2009; Cope, 2011; 
Ucbasaran, Shepherd, Lockett & Lyon, 2013). Many applications of learning theory in the 
entrepreneurial context propose that learning is experiential in nature (Sullivan, 2000; Politis, 
2005), with suggestions that hybrid entrepreneurship has the ability to act as a significant 
learning opportunity (Folta et al., 2010; Petrova, 2011, 2012; Raffiee & Feng, 2014; Viljamaa 
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& Varamäki, 2015; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Marshall et al., 2019). This dissertation proposes 
the application of the experiential learning theory to yet another stage in the entrepreneurial 
process – that of hybrid entrepreneurship. More specifically, suggesting that hybrid 
entrepreneurs move through their entrepreneurial journey based on their learning throughout 
the entrepreneurial process. It is important to note that the decision to transition toward full-
time entrepreneurship may not be a once-off decision, but rather a series of decisions that could 
result in a cyclical relationship between hybrid and full-time entrepreneurship. The cyclical 
nature of this process is exemplified through learning theories, as one is only truly able to 
evaluate their learned competencies when in use. It would appear that the learning that takes 
place throughout one’s period as a hybrid entrepreneur plays a vital role in the eventual decision 
to transition toward full-time entrepreneurship or to remain in the hybrid state. 
 
The entrepreneurial learning that takes place throughout the hybrid phase allows individuals to 
establish their entrepreneurial ability in a lower risk environment and test the potential of their 
business venture (Petrova, 2012). The learning that takes place in this phase also results in 
higher venture survival rates for those that transition towards full-time entrepreneurship 
(Raffiee & Feng, 2014; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015). It is critical to evaluate the experiential 
learning that takes place during the hybrid phase, in order to establish a more nuanced 
understanding of the dynamic hybrid entrepreneurial journey. 
 

2.7. Conclusion  
 
This chapter has offered a synopsis of the pertinent literature as it pertains to this dissertation. 
The chapter provided an overview of entrepreneurial marketing, examining the evolution of 
the construct, the four perspectives of entrepreneurial marketing, the applicability of the 
construct to different firms and the seven key dimensions of entrepreneurial marketing. 
Thereafter hybrid entrepreneurship was introduced and an overview of existing literature in the 
field was presented. This assisted with the development of a profile of hybrid entrepreneurs 
based on existing literature. Thereafter both self-determination theory and the experiential 
learning theory were introduced as key theoretical frameworks for this dissertation.   
 
In summary, this dissertation seeks to address the overarching research problem: What are the 
entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges faced by hybrid entrepreneurs? Marketing 
efforts are vital to the survival of entrepreneurial ventures, with entrepreneurs recognising the 
value of marketing in aiding business growth. However, many marketing principles are beyond 
the scope of entrepreneurs, ostensibly developed for established, resource-abundant 
corporations. The entrepreneurial marketing stream of literature offers an alternative to 
traditional marketing strategies, developed through the theory and practice of firms that operate 
under conditions of uncertainty, a condition that characterises global markets at present. This 
dissertation examines the entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges of a particular group 
of entrepreneurs that are slowly growing in prominence in the literature, hybrid entrepreneurs.  
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Hybrid entrepreneurship represents an emerging stream of literature, seemingly in 
contradiction to existing conceptualisations of entrepreneurship. Hybrid entrepreneurs 
maintain dual employment, both in the traditional labour market and in their entrepreneurial 
ventures. This distinct segment of entrepreneurs face a bundle of resource constraints different 
to that of traditional full-time entrepreneurs and as such are likely to allocate resources 
differently and engage in different decision-making in their ventures. The phenomenon of 
hybrid entrepreneurship is evaluated through the lens of self-determination theory and 
experiential learning theory, suggesting that the actions of hybrid entrepreneurs are a direct 
result of their experiential learning in the hybrid phase. The hybrid phase serves as a vital phase 
for individuals to assess their own entrepreneurial ability, establish the market demand for their 
product offering and to take risks with the safety net of salaried employment. Obtaining a 
thorough understanding of the learning that takes place in the hybrid phase assists with 
establishing a more nuanced understanding of the hybrid entrepreneurial journey.  
 
This dissertation addresses the research problem through four distinct research papers, each 
addressing a different research question related to the overarching research problem of the 
dissertation. The following chapter offers a deconstruction of the four research papers that 
comprise this dissertation, in particular presenting the research questions addressed in each of 
the four papers.   
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CHAPTER III: DEVELOPMENT OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
 

3.1. Introduction 
 
This chapter deconstructs the overarching research statement of this dissertation into four 
research questions. This dissertation is made up of four distinct research papers each 
investigating a different combination of the concept and the context of the research statement. 
The research statement of this dissertation is: What are the entrepreneurial marketing efforts 
and challenges faced by hybrid entrepreneurs? While each paper has implications for both the 
concept and the context, paper 1 primarily examines the concept of entrepreneurial marketing, 
while papers 2 and 3 primarily examine the context of hybrid entrepreneurship. The final paper, 
paper 4, examines both the concept and the context of the research statement. Figure 6 below 
offers a graphic representation of the deconstruction of the research statement into its two key 
components, notably the concept and the context under examination.  
 
Figure 6: Deconstruction of individual papers 

 
 
Paper 1 and the associated research question seeks to examine the intellectual landscape of the 
entrepreneurial marketing field, in order to assess the scientific productivity and impact of 
those researching in the field. Given the concurrent expansion of the entrepreneurial marketing 
and hybrid entrepreneurship bodies of knowledge, this paper sought to examine whether hybrid 
entrepreneurship, or the dominant authors in the field, had any influence in crafting the 
intellectual landscape of the entrepreneurial marketing field in recent years, or whether the 
entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges faced by hybrid entrepreneurs had been 
overlooked in the literature. 
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In an attempt to gain a holistic understanding of the group of individuals that this dissertation 
examines, papers 2 and 3 offer complementary investigations of hybrid entrepreneurs as a 
distinct segment of entrepreneurs. Research papers explicitly examining the context of the 
dissertation, in particular hybrid entrepreneurship, are vitally important as they offer a nuanced 
understanding of the environment within which decisions pertaining to entrepreneurial 
marketing are made. Given that the emergence of hybrid entrepreneurship in the academic 
literature is relatively new, several scholars have identified that there are a number of gaps in 
current literature pertaining to this group of individuals (Folta et al., 2010; Petrova, 2012; 
Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015), with scholars recommending a plethora of research avenues to 
expand existing knowledge of hybrid entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 2010; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 
2015; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Nordström et al., 2016; Solesvik, 2017). As such, papers 2 and 
3 offer a deep understanding of hybrid entrepreneurs, in terms of their entrance into hybrid 
entrepreneurship together with an evaluation of the factors that may result in them transitioning 
towards full-time entrepreneurship or opting to maintain a hybrid state. Figure 7 provides an 
overview of this complementary nature.  
 
Figure 7: Structure of papers 2 and 3 

 

As indicated in Figure 7 above, papers 2 and 3 seek to contextualise the particular segment of 
entrepreneurs that the dissertation examines. Using this complementary approach, these papers 
offer insight into the expansion of hybrid entrepreneurship while examining the key 
components influencing the entrepreneurial journey of hybrid entrepreneurs. Paper 2 examines 
the motivations for entering hybrid entrepreneurship (moving from A to B in Figure 7), while 
paper 3 examines the influencers of the transition from hybrid entrepreneurship towards full-
time entrepreneurship (moving from B to C in Figure 7). As identified, these two papers 
together provide an enhanced understanding of the context within which hybrid entrepreneurs 
operate. In particular, probing the contributors of the establishment of hybrid entrepreneurship 
as well the drivers of transition away from traditional labour markets through hybrid 
entrepreneurship towards full-time entrepreneurship. The final paper, paper 4, offers a practical 
investigation into the entrepreneurial journey of an entrepreneur, whose venture was 
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established through hybrid entrepreneurship. This in-depth analysis of a single entrepreneur 
allows for a thorough investigation into the entrepreneurial marketing issues encountered 
throughout the venture development.  
 
The sections to follow offer a comprehensive examination of the four papers that comprise this 
dissertation, in particular, outlining the formulation of the research questions in each paper. 
The objective of this section is to provide a framework for demonstrating how the four research 
questions are complementary and together seek to offer further insight into the overarching 
research statement of the dissertation. 

3.2. Formulation of research question 1 
 
Advances in the field of entrepreneurial marketing have established the synergistic nature of 
marketing and entrepreneurship and their interaction in business practice (Morris et al., 2002; 
Morrish et al., 2010; Anwar & Daniel, 2016; Stephen et al., 2019). As the field continues to 
expand, it is vital to gain an understanding of the intellectual landscape underpinning this 
expansion in order to (a) determine the drivers of expansion and (b) identify trends that could 
forecast the future direction of the field. The intellectual landscape of a specific field can be 
depicted using a variety of metrics such as cited references, collaborating authors, co-citation 
networks and networks of co-occurring keywords (Kim & Chen, 2015). Bibliographic analyses 
are able to reveal underlying relationships among journals and authors, therefore offering 
insights and a deeper understanding of the intellectual landscape of a field and the research 
disciplines that contribute to it (Gobster & Xiang, 2012). This paper proposes a bibliographic 
analysis of the entrepreneurial marketing field in order to further expose and critically analyse 
this intellectual landscape. Employing the use of citation, co-citation and keyword analysis, the 
research seeks to provide a relevant account of the influential authors in the field and the 
scientific impact of individual articles and academic journals. In addition to the identification 
of prolific sources of knowledge in the field, this research will also identify any prominent 
schools of thought that have emerged in the literature together with trends for the future 
expansion of entrepreneurial marketing.  
 
In light of the discussion above, the research question addressed in paper 1 is as follows: What 
is the intellectual landscape, scientific productivity and impact of authors, articles and journals 
in the entrepreneurial marketing field? 
 
Two relatively recent bibliographic studies of the entrepreneurial marketing field have been 
identified in the literature, the first by Kraus et al. (2012) and the second by Most et al. (2018), 
both published in the Journal of Research in Marketing and Entrepreneurship. Kraus et al. 
(2012) evaluated a more narrowly defined set of literature through the use of specific keywords 
that needed to be present in the research title alone, extracting a total of 211 publications 
(journal articles, monographs and conference proceedings) from 1987-2010. The second article 
by Most et al. (2018), examined entrepreneurial marketing literature up to 2013. Their research 
terms used broadened the search for entrepreneurial marketing literature, requiring that the 
words “entrepreneur” and “marketing” appear in either the title, abstract or keywords of journal 
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articles only. Work of this nature seeks to guide the field’s advancement, which is pertinent 
given the great interest in the entrepreneurial marketing field in recent years (Most et al., 2018). 
In light of the profound interest noted in entrepreneurial marketing literature from 2015 
onwards, it is both timely and relevant that a bibliographic study be conducted to determine 
whether the recent years of great interest in the field have altered the trajectory of the growing 
field.  
 
Paper 1 offers insight into the existing intellectual landscape of the entrepreneurial marketing 
field, while also outlining predicted trends that could dictate possible future directions of the 
field. Given the relatively recent emergence of hybrid entrepreneurship in the literature over 
the past decade, this paper sought to examine whether hybrid entrepreneurship as a research 
area, or the dominant authors in the field, had played a role in crafting the intellectual landscape 
of the entrepreneurial marketing field or whether hybrid entrepreneurship could potentially 
play a role in the continued expansion of the field. Alternatively, the paper offers insight into 
whether hybrid entrepreneurship has been overlooked in the recent expansion of the 
entrepreneurial marketing field. Following the examination of the entrepreneurial marketing 
field, it is imperative that the context of the research be analysed prior to an evaluation of 
entrepreneurial marketing within the context. As such, paper 2 examines the context of this 
dissertation, namely hybrid entrepreneurship.  
 

3.3. Formulation of research question 2 
 
Paper 2 proposes an investigation into the phenomenon of hybrid entrepreneurship through a 
thorough inquiry of hybrid entrepreneurs in order to determine what motivates an individual to 
engage in hybrid entrepreneurship. Unexpectedly, the factors that motivate an individual to 
pursue hybrid entrepreneurship represent an apparent gap in the literature, that a number of 
scholars have recommended for further research (Folta et al., 2010; Thorgren et al., 2014; 
Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; Nordström et al., 2016; Solesvik, 2017). Conflicting results 
further explicate the complex nature of motivations. Some researchers suggest that individuals 
are motivated by necessity, as economic uncertainty and rising unemployment push them 
towards pursuing self-employment, whilst others, in the same economic climate, proclaim to 
be pulled toward seizing an identified opportunity as an entrepreneurial venture (Dawson & 
Henley, 2012; Yitshaki & Kropp, 2016; Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2018; Bögenhold, 
2019). Existing literature that examines the motivations to enter hybrid entrepreneurship has 
resulted in a highly polarised view of the hybrid phase, either strongly positive or negative 
(Bögenhold, 2019). As previously identified, negative perceptions tend to associate hybrid 
entrepreneurship with precarious work arrangements, suggesting that individuals are forced 
into hybrid entrepreneurship to supplement income. Positive perceptions, however, tend to 
suggest that hybrid entrepreneurship is one manifestation of the changing world of work, in 
which flexible working schedules and non-standard work arrangements are the norm 
(Bögenhold, 2019). Furthermore, little to no research has looked at whether these motivations 
are intrinsically or extrinsically driven.  
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Much research has examined the motivations for engaging in traditional, full-time 
entrepreneurship (see for example: Segal, Borgia & Schoenfeld, 2005; Williams, 2008), but 
little research examines the motivations for particularly engaging in hybrid entrepreneurship. 
Just as research has independently examined the motivations for a number of segments of 
entrepreneurs, including social entrepreneurs (Germak & Robinson, 2014), off-the-books 
entrepreneurs (Williams, 2008) and informal entrepreneurs (Adom, 2014), as such, hybrid 
entrepreneurs need to be evaluated as a distinct segment. One cannot assume that the same 
motivations guide the entrepreneurial path of both hybrid and full-time entrepreneurs due to 
the complexity of the entrepreneurial decision and the differing benefits and drawbacks 
associated with either state. Particularly in light of the fact that hybrid entrepreneurs maintain 
their salaried employment, whilst they may experience factors enticing them towards 
entrepreneurship, they may also experience factors that pull them towards traditional labour 
markets.  
 
Using self-determination theory, a theory of human motivation and development (Niemiec & 
Ryan, 2009; Al-Jubari, Hassan & Lińán, 2019), this paper offers further insight into the 
relationship between one’s intrinsic and extrinsic motivations to pursue hybrid 
entrepreneurship, fostering a better understanding for policy development and entrepreneurial 
education. The seeming dichotomy in motivations, the intrinsic pull and the extrinsic push, to 
pursue hybrid entrepreneurship forms the crux of this paper. Intrinsic motivation is sustained 
by the satisfaction of one’s basic psychological needs for autonomy and competence (Niemiec 
& Ryan, 2009). When one is intrinsically motivated to complete an activity, they find the 
activity interesting and are able to derive satisfaction from the activity itself (Gagné & Deci, 
2005). Extrinsic motivation occurs when behaviours are performed to obtain an outcome that 
is separable from an activity in and of itself (Ryan & Deci, 2000;  Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). The 
central rationale for the examination of motivations is that Carsrud and Brännback (2011) 
propose that motivations play a critical role in transforming entrepreneurial intentions into 
action. In light of this, this paper sought to identify and differentiate between the key extrinsic 
and intrinsic motivators that influence an individual's decision to enter hybrid entrepreneurship. 
It is pertinent to note that this paper examines the motivations of an individual moving towards 
the hybrid state, however this movement could be from either a state of solely salaried 
employment, or from a state of full-time entrepreneurship.  
 
In light of the discussion above, the research question addressed in paper 2 is as follows: What 
are the specific factors that motivate individuals to become hybrid entrepreneurs? 
 
It is important to note that there are four central articles that have either directly or indirectly 
examined the motivations of hybrid entrepreneurs. The first, presented by Folta et al. (2010) 
made use of secondary data from the Swedish labour market and presented theoretical 
propositions for motivations. The second, Thorgren et al. (2014), examined the motivations to 
engage in hybrid entrepreneurship but placed the primary focus on a single motive of passion. 
The third, Nordström et al. (2016) furthered the research of Thorgren et al. (2014) examining 
the role of other workplace factors in affecting one’s passion motive. Fourth, Solesvik (2017) 
examined the motivations of two hybrid entrepreneurs through longitudinal case studies. The 
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results indicated both similarities and stark differences between the two individuals, suggesting 
that hybrid entrepreneurs are not a homogenous group (Solesvik, 2017) and as such their 
reasoning for entering hybrid entrepreneurship is expected to differ. Paper 2 of this dissertation 
expands on this existing research in four ways, which will be explicated further in the following 
methodology chapter. In summary, this paper will first present an empirical, as opposed to a 
conceptual, examination of motivations, second, examine the phenomenon through the 
collection of primary data, third, employ qualitative techniques to delve deeply into the 
motivations of individuals and fourth, the research will not limit the findings to specific 
motives but rather present a broad overview of intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. While the 
findings from paper 2 present an overview of the motivations for entering hybrid 
entrepreneurship, in order to ensure a holistic understanding of the hybrid entrepreneurial 
journey, paper 3 seeks to examine the following phase of the journey. In assessing the factors 
that result in an individual transitioning through hybrid entrepreneurship towards full-time 
entrepreneurship, additional insights pertaining to influencers of their entrepreneurial 
marketing efforts can be gleaned.  
 

3.4. Formulation of research question 3 
 
Paper 3 seeks to further examine the entrepreneurial path of hybrid entrepreneurs through an 
investigation of the factors that influence the proverbial tipping point at which a hybrid 
entrepreneur decides whether to transition towards full-time entrepreneurship, or to remain in 
the hybrid state. This pertains to an avenue for future research suggested by Block and Landgraf 
(2016) and Solesvik (2017). This paper proposes the application of learning theory to hybrid 
entrepreneurship, in particular to the point of transition at which one decides to transition 
towards full-time entrepreneurship or to remain in the hybrid state. More specifically, 
suggesting that the transition from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship, together with the 
drivers of this transition, can be explained with experiential learning theory. Schlosberg (1981, 
p. 5) states that “a transition can be said to occur if an event or non-event results in a change in 
assumptions about oneself and the world and thus requires a corresponding change in one’s 
behaviour and relationships”. The transition from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship is 
largely driven by the learning that takes place throughout the hybrid phase, as this learning is 
translated into a number of different skills and competencies required for entrepreneurial 
success. Once sufficient learning has taken place and the hybrid entrepreneur has gained the 
knowledge required, he/she can opt to launch a full-time entrepreneurial venture, maintain a 
hybrid state, or possibly exit the venture (Folta et al., 2010). A number of authors reinforce the 
notion that hybrid entrepreneurship serves as a vital period for learning (Petrova, 2010; Raffiee 
& Feng, 2014; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; Molenaar, 2016), while none have explicitly made 
use of learning theories in order to understand the hybrid entrepreneurial journey. It is critical 
to evaluate the experiential learning that takes place during the hybrid phase, in order to 
establish a more nuanced understanding of the dynamic entrepreneurial journey.  
 
There appears to be a distinct lack of literature examining the state of transition, the proverbial 
tipping point where a hybrid entrepreneur makes the decision to transition towards full-time 
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entrepreneurship, remain in a hybrid state, or shift back to salaried employment (Block & 
Landgraf, 2016). As such, by directly addressing calls for research (Block & Landgraf, 2016; 
Solesvik, 2017), this paper seeks to provide insight into this transitory phase by identifying the 
drivers that contribute to the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid to full-time 
entrepreneurship. Throughout the examination of the entrepreneurial journey of a hybrid 
entrepreneur, there are a number of entrepreneurial marketing issues that influence their 
entrepreneurial decision-making. The presence, or absence, of these issues may influence the 
likelihood of transitioning from the hybrid state towards full-time entrepreneurship.  
 
In light of this, the research question addressed in paper 3 is as follows: What are the factors 
that drive the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid entrepreneurship to full-time 
entrepreneurship? 
 
Papers 2 and 3 together craft an overview of the hybrid entrepreneurial journey, identifying 
key components relating to the motivations to enter hybrid entrepreneurship as well as the key 
determinants of transitioning towards full-time entrepreneurship. The following paper, paper 
4, explicitly focuses on the role of entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges within the 
context of hybrid entrepreneurship.  
 

3.5. Formulation of research question 4 
 
This paper offers insight into the research statement of this dissertation through an in-depth 
analysis of an entrepreneur that transitioned through a period of hybrid entrepreneurship. This 
paper provides an overview of several important entrepreneurial marketing issues together with 
an enhanced understanding of the issues that entrepreneurs face. Paper 4 examines both the 
concept (entrepreneurial marketing) and the context (hybrid entrepreneurship) under 
examination in this dissertation. 

This paper examines four distinct avenues for further research in the field of entrepreneurial 
marketing as suggested by previous researchers. First, the paper focuses on the examination of 
entrepreneurial marketing in a small business as recommended by Gross et al. (2014). Second, 
the paper explores the obstacles pertaining to entrepreneurial marketing as suggested by Morris 
et al. (2002). Third, it offers insight into the strategic orientation of the firm and its subsequent 
impact on entrepreneurial marketing as suggested by Solé (2013) and fourth, it examines the 
role that entrepreneurial marketing plays in the day-to-day decisions of the firm (Gross et al., 
2014). In particular, the paper seeks to further understand the entrepreneurial marketing issues 
that one faces throughout their journey to full-time entrepreneurship most notably during the 
hybrid phase. This paper offers insight into the entrepreneurial marketing decisions made 
whilst establishing and growing one’s entrepreneurial venture and explores how these issues 
impact the growth of the business. 
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The research question addressed in paper 4 is as follows: What entrepreneurial marketing 
issues does one face when growing their small business and how do these issues influence the 
business growth? 
 

3.6. Conclusion 
 
This chapter has introduced the four distinct research questions that are examined in four 
research papers comprising this dissertation. The four research questions have been 
summarised in Figure 8 below. 
 
Figure 8: Layout of individual papers 

 
 
As identified in Figure 8, paper 1 addresses the first research question: What is the intellectual 
landscape, scientific productivity and impact of authors, articles and journals in the 
entrepreneurial marketing field? This paper offers insight into the changing intellectual 
landscape of the entrepreneurial marketing field, identifying key drivers that have underpinned 
the expansion in the field. Paper 2 addresses the second research question: What are the specific 
factors that motivate individuals to become hybrid entrepreneurs? This paper examines the 
beginning stage of the hybrid entrepreneurial journey where an individual makes a decision to 
enter hybrid entrepreneurship. This paper makes use of self-determination theory as a 
framework for identifying both extrinsic and intrinsic motivations. Paper 3 examines the third 
research question: What are the factors that drive the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid 
entrepreneurship to full-time entrepreneurship? This paper considers a further significant stage 
in the hybrid entrepreneurial journey for those wishing to transition to full-time 
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entrepreneurship. This paper makes use of experiential learning theory as a framework to 
examine the factors that influence the transition period as a result of the learning that takes 
place throughout the hybrid phase. Paper 4 addresses the fourth research question: What 
entrepreneurial marketing issues does one face when growing their small business and how do 
these issues influence the business growth? This final paper considers the entrepreneurial 
journey of an individual that transitioned through a hybrid phase, during which they established 
their entrepreneurial venture. This final paper seeks to further understand the entrepreneurial 
marketing issues that one faces throughout their entrepreneurial journey to full-time 
entrepreneurship. This paper offers insight into the entrepreneurial marketing decisions made 
whilst establishing and growing one’s entrepreneurial venture and explores how these issues 
impact the growth of the business. In the following chapter, the methodology of this 
dissertation is explicated, outlining the methodological decisions made in each of the four 
papers.   
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CHAPTER IV - RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 

4.1. Introduction 
 
This dissertation examines one overarching research statement that is investigated through four 
independent research papers, each examining a distinct research question. The papers and their 
associated research questions are summarised in Figure 9 below.  
 
Figure 9: Overview of research questions 

 
 
This chapter offers insight into the methodology employed in the dissertation in addition to the 
specific methodological decisions made in each of the four papers. The dissertation employed 
the use of both conceptual and empirical research. Conceptual research pertains to an abstract 
idea or theory, and the subsequent use of this to further develop concepts or reinterpret existing 
concepts (Kothari, 2004). Conceptual research is often conducted at an initial stage of scientific 
enquiry in a relatively new domain (Shapira, 2011). At the conceptual stage, Shapira (2011) 
suggests that authors develop frameworks that seek to organise empirical observations. 
Empirical research, also referred to as data-based research, requires the collection of data for 
the purposes of verifying specific conclusions (Kothari, 2004). Empirical research forms the 
basis of the scientific approach, with an emphasis on direct, systematic and careful observation 
(Marczyk et al., 2005). The empirical research made use of both quantitative and qualitative 
research approaches, which are further explicated below.  
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4.2. Research approach 
 
There are two distinct approaches to research, namely qualitative and quantitative research 
approaches (Kothari, 2004). Quantitative research regards the relationship between theory and 
research as deductive (Leavy, 2017), favouring the epistemological orientation of positivism 
in particular, with an objectivist conception of reality (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The ultimate 
objective of the quantitative approach is to generalise the results from a smaller sample, to a 
broader population of interest (Malhotra, 2010). In terms of the data collected, the quantitative 
research approach involves the generation of data in a numeric format which is typically subject 
to rigorous statistical testing (Kothari, 2004; Marczyk et al., 2005). The formulaic nature of 
quantitative research follows a process whereby research seeks to test a specific predetermined 
hypothesis, in an attempt to empirically assess existing theory (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The 
collection of data and the statistical assessment seeks to support or refute an initial hypothesis 
(Jackson, 2009) which allows for proving, disproving or lending credence to existing theories 
(Leavy, 2017). 
 
The qualitative approach is focused on the subjective assessment of attitudes, opinions and 
behaviours (Kothari, 2004), producing narrative or textual descriptions of a phenomenon of 
interest (Marczyk et al., 2005; Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2009). Qualitative research 
characteristically makes use of inductive reasoning in an attempt to investigate social 
phenomena through subjective experiences and understanding (Leavy, 2017). Data generated 
through qualitative methodologies are in a non-numeric form and are not subject to any 
statistical analysis (Kothari, 2004; Jackson, 2009). Qualitative research methods are typically 
less structured and rigid than their quantitative counterparts, a commonly cited threat to the 
reliability and validity of the data (Jackson, 2009). Whilst quantitative research may be largely 
formulaic in nature, qualitative researchers are able to adapt their research based on 
observations that occur in the field setting (Jackson, 2009). Those that espouse the use of 
qualitative methods perceive this less structured approach as one of the greatest advantages of 
qualitative methodologies (Jackson, 2009).  
 
Table 5 below provides an overview of the key characteristics of both the quantitative and 
qualitative research approaches to further ascertain fundamental differences between the two. 
Of import amongst these key distinctions, is the primary disadvantage associated with both 
approaches. The quantitative approach is primarily disadvantaged by the fact that it may offer 
only a superficial understanding of underlying motives and beliefs, seemingly identifying 
existing relationships but failing to identify deeper reasoning for why relationships exist 
(Rahman, 2017). The qualitative approach is principally disadvantaged as a result of the small 
sample sizes used which inhibit the ability to generalise the results to the broader target 
population at large (Rahman, 2017). 
 
Table 5: Summary of qualitative and quantitative research approaches 

Characteristic Quantitative Approach Qualitative Approach 
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Method of 
analysis 

Statistical analysis of numerical 
data through descriptive and 
inferential statistics 

Identification of themes in non-
numerical data  

Scope of inquiry 
Specific research questions to 
address and defined hypotheses 
to test 

A broad investigation into a 
phenomenon of interest 

Sample size and 
generalisability 

Large, representative samples to 
enhance generalisability, focus 
on breadth of inquiry 

Small, narrow samples designed to 
gain deeper insights, focus on depth 
of inquiry 

Researcher 
involvement in 
data collection 

Researcher is detached from the 
respondents 

Researcher plays an active role with 
participants in data collection 

Primary 
disadvantage 

Superficial understanding of 
underlying motives and beliefs 

Small sample does not allow for 
generalisability 

 
While proponents of either qualitative or quantitative research hold firm in their beliefs of the 
superiority of their chosen approach (Rahman, 2017), it is imperative to be cognisant of the 
pitfalls of using either approach in isolation to identify how one can eliminate such pitfalls. 
Social researchers have long employed a process referred to as triangulation, commonly using 
multiple methods concomitantly, in which they seek to overcome the shortcomings associated 
with either (Neuman, 2014). 
 

4.2.1. Mixed method approaches  
 
Triangulation suggests that researchers are able to learn more through observing a particular 
phenomenon from multiple perspectives as opposed to only one perspective (Bryman & Bell, 
2011; Neuman, 2014). Triangulation of methods combines both qualitative and quantitative 
research approaches in the analysis of a particular phenomenon (Neuman, 2014). Traditionally, 
qualitative and quantitative approaches to research have been pitted against one another with 
scholars advocating for importance to be placed on different components of research suiting 
their interests (Malhotra, 2010). Proponents of quantitative approaches often emphasise the 
importance of obtaining large-scale, representative samples to ensure the generalisability of 
results (Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2009). Proponents of qualitative research, however, typically 
critique the inability of quantitative approaches to provide a deeper analysis of why certain 
phenomena exist. The triangulation of methods advocates for the amalgamation of both 
qualitative and quantitative research methodologies in order to gain an advantage from the 
complementary nature of the approaches (Malhotra, 2010; Bryman & Bell, 2011; Neuman, 
2014). Research studies that combine elements of both quantitative and qualitative research 
offer deeper insights, allowing for a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon of 
interest (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Neuman, 2014).  
 
This dissertation made use of a mixed-methods approach in the investigation of the research 
statement. The complementary nature of the mixed methods approach is a result of the 
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advantages and disadvantages associated with either approach being overcome when both 
approaches are used concurrently (Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2009; Bryman & Bell, 2011). 
When new research areas are investigated, the initial inquiry needs to be of a qualitative nature. 
The rationale for this is that the relevant theory has yet to be developed that would allow for 
the quantitative assessment of existing hypotheses. As such, an investigation into a new 
context, such as hybrid entrepreneurship, requires qualitative inquiry due to the fact that it 
remains a relatively new phenomenon in literature (Thorgren et al., 2014). While interest in the 
field of hybrid entrepreneurship is growing, in light of the discussion above, it was deemed 
most appropriate for the papers that dealt with the context of hybrid entrepreneurship to be 
qualitative in nature. As such, papers 2, 3 and 4 were qualitatively assessed.  
 
Established research areas are able to withstand quantitative assessment due to the expanse of 
literature that constitutes the foundation upon which the phenomenon can be investigated. The 
phenomenon of entrepreneurial marketing has roots in the literature that date back to the 1980s 
and as such is considered an established field of research (Hills et al., 2008). Numerous authors 
have proposed conceptual models that seek to explain the nature of relationships amongst 
constructs pertaining to entrepreneurial marketing (see for example: Stokes, 2000; Morris et 
al., 2002; Jones & Rowley, 2011). As such, the paper solely examining the concept of 
entrepreneurial marketing (paper 1) was quantitatively assessed.  
 
As discussed above, this dissertation made use of both qualitative and quantitative research 
approaches, in order to ensure a holistic understanding of the research statement (Creswell, 
2009; Malhotra, 2010). In addition to employing the use of both qualitative and quantitative 
research methodologies, the dissertation made use of multiple research designs in the 
individual papers. These research designs are further explicated below.  
 

4.3. Research design 
 
Research designs are defined as blueprints for conducting a research project that specifies the 
procedures necessary for obtaining the relevant information required to address the research 
statement (Malhotra, 2010). Research designs can be classified into one of two broad 
categories, namely exploratory and conclusive research designs (Malhotra, 2010). 
 

4.3.1. Exploratory research designs  
 
Exploratory research designs, also referred to as formulative research designs, are typically 
utilised when the subject matter under investigation is relatively new with little formalised 
research (Kothari, 2004; Neuman, 2014; Leavy, 2017). The ultimate objective of exploratory 
research designs is to gain insight and understanding through the exploration of a particular 
phenomenon (Kothari, 2004; Malhotra, 2010). In this instance, the ultimate objective of 
exploratory research, as a beginning stage of inquiry, is to articulate defined questions that 
could be addressed in future research (Kothari, 2004; Neuman, 2014; Leavy, 2017). Successful 
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exploratory research characteristically creates new avenues for future research that can be 
executed in a more systematic and extensive study (Neuman, 2014; Leavy, 2017). Exploratory 
research typically makes use of case studies, analyses of secondary data and a number of other 
qualitative research methods (Malhotra, 2010; Neuman, 2014). Stebbins (2011) suggests that 
investigative exploration typically describes the role of social science researchers conducting 
exploratory research, whereby they engage in an inquisitive process of examination and 
investigation.  
 
In order to gain familiarity with a particular phenomenon, an exploratory research design is 
best suited to uncover new insights (Kothari, 2004). As suggested by Neuman (2014), when 
the primary goal of the research is to examine an under-researched phenomenon in an attempt 
to develop preliminary ideas and move toward developing refined research questions, 
exploratory research designs should be implemented. As such, given that the context of this 
dissertation is a relatively new phenomenon that has slowly grown in prominence in recent 
years (Thorgren et al., 2014; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Molenaar, 2016; Solesvik, 2017), the 
papers comprising this dissertation made use of exploratory research designs employing 
several distinct research methods. As suggested by Stebbins (2011) both quantitative and 
qualitative data can be collected throughout the exploration stages of a research project. In 
exploratory research, while qualitative research typically dominates, this can be augmented 
with the collection of quantitative data. This dissertation aligns to the view of Stebbins (2011) 
whereby the exploration is primarily dominated by qualitative research. 
 
The section to follow provides insight into the methodological decisions made in each of the 
four papers that comprise this dissertation. Following this, aspects pertaining to quality criteria 
for each paper are addressed.  
 

4.4. Research strategy 
 
This section offers further insight into the methodological decisions made in each of the four 
papers. The manuscript type, together with the research design and research method are 
summarised in Figure 10 below.  
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Figure 10: Paper methodology summary 

 

4.4.1. Paper 1 methodology 
  
The research question that paper 1 sought to address is as follows: What is the intellectual 
landscape, scientific productivity and impact of authors, articles and journals in the 
entrepreneurial marketing field? 
 
Paper 1 made use of an empirical, exploratory research design with the objective of exploring 
and gaining insight into a particular phenomenon of interest. In this instance, the phenomenon 
under investigation was the intellectual landscape of the entrepreneurial marketing field in 
order to assess the scientific productivity and impact of authors, articles and journals publishing 
entrepreneurial marketing articles.  
 

4.4.1.1. Research method: secondary data  
 
This paper made use of secondary data as the principal research method for data collection. 
Secondary data pertains to data that has already been collected for purposes other than the 
current research statement (Kothari, 2004; Malhotra, 2010). Secondary data is identified as any 
data that is already in existence that can be made available to the researcher (Kothari, 2004; 
Malhotra, 2010). The use of secondary data offers a range of benefits such as reduced pressure 
on resources during the data collection process (Bryman & Bell, 2011), including a condensed 
data collection period (Malhotra, 2010) and free access to high quality data (Malhotra, 2010; 
Bryman & Bell, 2011). Whilst the use of secondary data for research brings with it a number 
of advantages, one needs to be cognisant of the possible disadvantages of this research method 
(Kothari, 2004). First, depending on the purpose for which the data was collected it may have 
limited usefulness to researchers (Malhotra, 2010). Second, it is possible that the 
methodological decisions made by previous researchers who collected the data may have not 
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been appropriate, thus negatively influencing the usability of the data (Malhotra, 2010; Bryman 
& Bell, 2011). 
 

4.4.1.2. Data source: Web of Science 
 
Following what appears to be a relatively low, stable number of publications in the 
marketing/entrepreneurship domain, 2005 onwards saw a steady increase in the number of 
publications, with great interest noted in the field from 2015. In light of this, all literature in 
the marketing/entrepreneurship domain published on the Web of Science database between 
2005 and 2019 inclusive, served as the dataset for this paper. Relevant articles were extracted 
using an automated bibliographic search database, namely Clarivate Analytic’s Web of 
Science. The Web of Science is the world’s foremost scientific citation research platform 
commonly used as a dataset for comprehensive data-intensive research studies (Li, Rollins & 
Yan, 2018). The Web of Science Core Collection served as the database for this research. 
Through this database, four indexes were used, namely: Science Citation Index Expanded 
(SCI-Expanded), Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI), Arts and Humanities Citation Index 
(A&HCI) and Emerging Sources Citation Index (ESCI).  
 
Three specific criteria were set for the eligibility of the data for analysis. First, only academic 
journal articles were included in the search, this eliminated entries of any other type, such as 
editorials, book chapters, reviews and proceedings. Second, due to linguistic restrictions, only 
English articles were retained in the analysis. It should be noted that relevant articles may exist 
in languages other than English, however due to the nature of the search terms only being in 
English, other languages could not be included in the analysis. Third, the articles had to use the 
terms ‘entrepreneur*’ and ‘marketing’ in the title, abstract or keywords of the research, similar 
to the search requirements used by Most et al. (2018). The asterisk indicates that variations in 
the ending of the word ‘entrepreneur’ (such as entrepreneurial and entrepreneurship) were 
permitted. This ensured that all extracted articles examined phenomena that pertained to both 
the fields of marketing and entrepreneurship. No further constraints were placed on journals, 
institutions or research categories. A total of 1 363 academic journal articles adhered to the 
above three eligibility criteria and served as the complete database for this research. 
 

4.4.1.3. Data analysis: bibliographic analysis 
 
This paper proposes a bibliographic analysis of the entrepreneurial marketing field in order to 
further expose and critically analyse the intellectual landscape. Employing the use of citation, 
co-citation and keyword co-occurrence analysis, the research seeks to provide a relevant 
account of the influential authors in the field and the scientific impact of individual articles and 
academic journals.  
 
Bibliographic analyses are a common means through which one is able to review a body of 
literature, incorporating an examination of citation and co-citation analyses. Several citation 
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metrics can be used to evaluate the scientific contributions made by different actors in the 
research field, where the unit of analysis of these “actors” could be countries, institutions, 
journals or specific authors (Merigó & Yang, 2016; Aparicio, Iturralde & Maseda, 2019, p. 
106). Citation and co-citation analyses have been established in the literature as beneficial tools 
to explore the intellectual landscape of a particular research domain (Servantie, Cabrol, Guieu 
& Boissin, 2016) with the potential to develop metrics to assess scientific productivity and 
impact (Reaves et al., 2017). The number of publications of an author is typically used as a 
measure of productivity, whereas the number of citations is used as a proxy for their influence 
in the scientific community (Aparicio et al., 2019). Journals are held to a similar standard, 
where the number of citations received is viewed as a metric of journal quality (Rentschler & 
Kirchner, 2012). Through the examination of intellectual landscapes, one is able to assess the 
influence of specific journals (Baumgartner & Pieters, 2003; De Bakker, Groenewegen & Den 
Hond, 2005; Merigó & Yang, 2016), specific authors (De Bakker et al., 2005; Alcaide & 
Gorraiz, 2018) as well as the scientific impact of specific articles (De Bakker et al., 2005; Kraus 
et al., 2012, Most et al., 2018). An examination of keywords offers insight into topics of interest 
(Chuang, Chuang, Ho & Ho, 2011) amongst researchers in the field. 
 
These techniques further allow researchers to examine knowledge diffusion and establish 
influence amongst a research community (Servantie et al., 2016). Bibliographic analyses 
typically approach the examination of bodies of literature in a quantitative manner, seeking to 
quantify the influence of individual publications and establish the structures of scientific fields 
(Kraus et al., 2012; Most et al., 2018). This approach has gained popularity (Kraus et al., 2012) 
and has been welcomed by academic communities as a result of the “systematic, objective and 
replicable” nature of the analysis (Most et al., 2018, p. 231). This systematisation and 
objectivity eliminate potential researcher bias in the interpretation of results. A citation is 
defined as literature mentioned in the bibliography of a publication, used as a source for a 
different piece of research (Kraus et al., 2012). Citation and co-citation analyses are based on 
the premise that citations act as a proxy for scientific interaction between researchers and 
research institutions (Kraus et al., 2012). Through an examination of the number of citations, 
a citation analysis offers insight into the characteristics and influences of different authors, 
whereas a co-citation analysis examines the relationships between authors and publications 
offering an in-depth examination of the structure of a particular field (Kraus et al., 2012). While 
the data collected would predominantly be quantitative in nature (such as the number of 
citations and publications), an in-depth bibliographic analysis could effectively be described 
as exploratory as it serves as a means through which to identify and explore issues that could 
serve as the basis for further research. 
 
The presentation of bibliographic maps, commonly referred to as science mapping, has 
received great scholarly attention since the inception of bibliographic research (van Eck & 
Waltman, 2014). Visualisation has become an influential means through which to express 
citation networks, co-authorship trends and the co-occurrence of keywords (van Eck & 
Waltman, 2014). The VOSViewer (Visualisation of similarities Viewer) software, developed 
by Nees van Eck and Ludo Waltman, is a free programme offering the functionality required 
to create visual bibliographic networks compatible with a number of online databases (van Eck 
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& Waltman, 2010). VOSViewer is a distance-based mapping software that creates network 
maps based on a co-occurrence matrix (van Eck & Waltman, 2010).  
 

4.4.1.4. Quality criteria  
 
The limitations faced by this research are three-fold. First, the selection of the Web of Science 
database to serve as the sample for this research may have limited the journals available for 
inclusion in the database. Second, limiting the sample to only include English journal articles 
may further have eliminated relevant articles that were either published in another language, 
or published as an editorial, book chapter or other publication type. However, this paper only 
sought to include peer-reviewed articles that had undergone a rigorous review process. Third, 
whilst bibliographic studies offer objective insight into the structure of the field as well as 
influential articles, authors or institutions, bibliographic studies may lack the in-depth nature 
offered by qualitative studies (Most et al., 2018). The use of the VOSViewer mapping software 
sought to overcome the superficial nature of certain bibliographic techniques, through the 
provision of visualisation procedures offering additional insight into trends in the field, co-
occurrence of keywords and the differences between publication and impact. 
 

4.4.1.5. Ethics in research  
 
No ethical concerns were noted for this paper as the database is readily available for those with 
access to the Web of Science database and the source of the data was made explicit in the paper. 
The availability of the online database allows for the complete replicability of the methodology 
used in this paper. Sufficient information pertaining to the extraction of articles through the 
Web of Science database offers researchers the ability to replicate this study within the field of 
entrepreneurial marketing and beyond.  
 

4.4.2. Paper 2 methodology 
 
The research question that paper 2 sought to address is as follows: What are the specific factors 
that motivate individuals to become hybrid entrepreneurs? This paper made use of an 
exploratory research design, notably employing the principles of qualitative research. Kothari 
(2004) suggests that qualitative research is most desirable when examining human motivations 
as this paper sought to do. This paper made use of a cross-sectional design whereby data is 
collected at one point in time and does not attempt to track changes over time (Bryman & Bell, 
2011).  
 

4.4.2.1. Research method: in-depth interviews  
 
This paper made use of in-depth semi-structured interviews. The rationale for this 
methodological decision aligns to the notion that the motivations driving individuals to pursue 
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hybrid entrepreneurship may not necessarily be conscious motivations. In light of this, 
qualitative techniques were used to probe underlying motivations (Hennink, Hutter & Bailey, 
2011). Interviews are a commonly used technique in the social sciences (Tracy, 2013). The 
interviews were semi-structured and made use of a laddering technique (Malhotra, 2010), 
allowing for conversations to flow naturally from seemingly superficial questions to 
uncovering deep-rooted motivations. The interview process allowed for participants to provide 
their opinions, motivations and experiences (Tracy, 2013; Alshenqeeti, 2014). These 
qualitative interviews provide the opportunity for mutual discovery and understanding, through 
conversation that is organic and adaptive to the participant’s experience (Tracy, 2013). This 
was vital as no two participants had the same experiences in their salaried employment and 
entrepreneurial ventures, as such a tailored approach was necessary.  
 
Focused interviews were used to focus the attention towards the experience of the participant, 
which allowed the interviewer freedom to decide the manner and sequence in which the 
questions would be asked, with the freedom to explore underlying motives (Kothari, 2004). 
The semi-structured nature of the interviews allowed for key elements to be examined 
including: (1) the nature of the participant’s salaried employment, (2) the nature of the 
entrepreneurial venture (3) any similarities and/or differences between the spheres of 
employment, (4) any advantages and/or disadvantages to being a hybrid entrepreneur, (5) 
motivations for entering hybrid entrepreneurship and lastly (6) the long-term employment 
goals of the participant. The semi-structured interview guide established specific probes that 
were used to determine reasons behind why participants engaged in hybrid entrepreneurship 
initially, together with their reasoning, if any, for maintaining the hybrid state. Participants 
were also probed on the likelihood of transitioning to full-time entrepreneurship. The open-
ended questions posed in the interview guide were developed following an examination of the 
literature that outlines the factors that are known to enable or obstruct movement through the 
entrepreneurial process. Given the semi-structured nature of the interviews, probing questions 
specific to each participant’s responses were used to help clarify, expand on and explain certain 
responses. Yin (1994) suggests that the use of a semi-structured interview guide could enhance 
the reliability of the results obtained. 
  

4.4.2.2. Sampling technique: judgmental sampling  
 
Due to the non-existence of a sampling frame, a list of all elements in a population (Neuman, 
2014), a non-probability sampling technique was employed. A non-probability sampling 
technique relies on the researchers judgment for the selection of participants as opposed to the 
reliance on chance (Malhotra, 2010). This group of sampling techniques does not allow all 
members of the population to have an equal chance of being selected for inclusion in the 
research (Jackson, 2009). It is imperative to be mindful of the fact that non-probability 
sampling techniques do not allow for the objective evaluation of the precision of  sample results 
(Malhotra, 2010).  
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Convenience sampling was selected as the primary non-probability sampling technique used 
in this paper. Convenience sampling, also referred to as haphazard sampling, selects members 
of the target population based on their convenience (Jackson, 2009; Neuman, 2014). This 
convenience may be a matter of location, timing or accessibility (Malhotra, 2010; Neuman, 
2014). Neuman (2014) suggests that convenience sampling may be a legitimate sampling 
technique for exploratory research, whose guiding objective is something other than obtaining 
a large, representative sample. In order to attract hybrid entrepreneurs, requests for 
participation in the research were made on a number of online social platforms, whereby 
individuals were requested to contact one of the researchers if they were able to partake in the 
research. Those exposed to the request were asked to share amongst their own networks to 
ensure a population beyond the researchers network was made aware of the research. The use 
of social platforms as a recruitment tool for research has become increasingly popular and is 
likely to continue to grow (Gelinas et al., 2017). In the request for participation, potential 
participants were provided with a standard definition of hybrid entrepreneurship as adapted 
from Folta et al. (2010) to ensure a standardisation of the understanding of hybrid 
entrepreneurship. The definition provided to participants was as follows: A hybrid entrepreneur 
is an individual who maintains salaried employment while pursuing their own entrepreneurial 
venture simultaneously (Folta et al., 2010). When potential participants contacted the 
researcher, they were asked for further information with regards to their employment status to 
determine the adherence to the definition of hybrid entrepreneurship. Those that aligned with 
the definition were asked to participate in the interview, while those that did not were 
dismissed. 
 

4.4.2.3. Data analysis: thematic analysis 
 
All interviews were recorded and transcribed for analysis purposes. The research made use of 
an iterative analysis as suggested by Tracy (2013), which recommends active reflection upon 
current literature and theories that the researcher brings to the data.  
 
The research made use of the principles of thematic analysis. “A theme refers to a specific 
pattern found in the data in which one is interested” (Marks & Yardley, 2004, p. 57). A theme 
can refer to the manifest content of the data directly observable in the transcripts, or to a more 
latent level where certain constructs are implicitly referred to (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 
Thematic analysis is an example of an emergent or intuitive strategy, which suggests that the 
analysis of data is a process in which the researchers bring order, structure and interpretation 
to the collected data, by means of an immersive and inductive process (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 
A method of open coding was used, which seeks to create distinct categories or themes from 
the qualitative data (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008). This process of manual coding, using the process 
outlined by Tracy (2013), created descriptive, first-level codes while using the constant 
comparative method which allowed for modifications in the coding scheme to create new 
codes, thereby ensuring the iterative nature of the data analysis process. Following this, all data 
was used to create a coding schedule and categories were developed. In accordance with these 
directives, the researchers independently analysed the text from all interviews and developed 
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independent coding schedules. Intercoder agreement ensured the reproducibility of the codes 
across coders, ensuring that different coders would code the data in a similar manner (Lombard, 
Snyder-Duch & Bracken, 2002; Campbell, Quincy, Osserman & Pedersen, 2013). These 
coding schedules were then compared, and a final coding schedule was refined. 
 

4.4.2.4. Quality criteria 
 
The limitations of this research approach are three-fold. First, the sampling technique employed 
limits the generalisability of the results second, the subjective nature of qualitative data analysis 
may impact the reliability of the results, and third, the participant recruitment strategy may 
have further implications of the generalisability of the results. These limitations are addressed 
below.  
 
The nature of non-probability sampling, relying on convenience as opposed to a reliance on 
chance, affects the generalisability of the results (Malhotra, 2010; Neuman, 2014). In addition, 
the ability for participants to self-select to partake in the research, may result in self-selection 
bias being present in the final sample. The generalisability of the results is affected due to the 
sample not being representative of the target population (Malhotra, 2010; Neuman, 2014). In 
an attempt to overcome this limitation, the researcher sought to enhance the representativeness 
of the sample through the size, demographic composition and diversity of the sample. First, the 
research obtained a valid sample of twenty participants. Much research has been conducted on 
the number of interviews required in order to reach thematic saturation. Hagaman and Wutich 
(2016), for example, found that sixteen or fewer interviews were sufficient to identify common 
themes amongst specific groups, while Guest, Bunce and Johnson (2006) established that 
saturation would occur within the first twelve interviews, with basic elements for themes 
present after just six interviews. Recent research by Weller et al. (2018) suggests that a small 
sample (n = 10) is able to collect some of the salient ideas, while a small sample with extensive 
probing is able to collect most of the salient ideas. A larger sample (n = 20) is more sensitive 
and can collect more prevalent and salient ideas together with less prevalent ideas (Weller et 
al., 2018). This paper made use of the recent guidelines offered by Weller et al. (2018), seeking 
to obtain a larger sample to ensure that data saturation could be reached and that both the more 
and less prevalent ideas would be able to be extracted from the interviews. Second, in addition 
to expanding the size of the sample, the research included an equal split of both males and 
females that varied across a relatively wide age bracket (27 to 50 years of age). Third, in 
addition to these basic demographics, the participants represented a diverse range of industries 
including both the public and private sectors with representation from the creative industry, the 
technology industry, the food industry, and the financial services industry. A number of 
attempts were made to enhance the diversity of the sample and as such, the representation of 
the diverse population of hybrid entrepreneurs.  
 
In order to reduce the subjectivity of the qualitative data analysis and the possible presence of 
bias throughout the analysis process, the use of independent coders sought to enhance the 
reliability of the data generated. The use of multiple coders allows researchers to ensure the 
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consistency, and by extension the validity, of their findings. In addition, collaboration in the 
coding process enhances the systematicity and transparency of the coding procedures (Cornish, 
Gillespie & Zittoun, 2014). Intercoder agreement is a commonly cited term for the extent to 
which independent coders evaluate the same content, reaching the same conclusion (Lombard 
et al., 2002). Both researchers were required to independently code the interview transcripts, 
following this, the researchers together assessed the coding, establishing a final list of codes 
which were then grouped into broader themes. Themes that appeared in both lists of codes 
automatically formed part of the final list, whereas codes that were only found in one of the 
researchers lists were discussed and had their relevance re-evaluated. Once a general consensus 
had been reached, the final list of codes was produced. This iterative nature of the coding 
process (Schreier, 2014) ensured that the bias of any single researcher was, in part, controlled 
through the process.  
 
The final limitation pertains to the use of social media as a participant recruitment tool. The 
use of social platforms to recruit research participants tends to tailor those that are exposed to 
the request for participation. In light of this a majority of the participants were from the same 
country as one of the researchers, namely South Africa, and thus the results of the research may 
not be able to be replicated in another country. 
 

4.4.2.5. Ethics in research 
 
In line with the observation of ethical principles, all participants were made aware of the 
purpose of the research, together with their rights as a participant as it pertains to their voluntary 
participation (Vanclay, Baines & Taylor, 2013), the confidentiality of their responses (Kaiser, 
2009) and their right to withdraw from the research (Schaefer & Wertheimer, 2010). No 
incentives were offered to participants to influence their participation in the research in any 
way. In addition, all participants had to provide explicit consent for the audio recording and 
pseudonyms were used throughout the research to protect the identities of the participants. 
Verbal consent was obtained prior to initiating any interview.  
 

4.4.3. Paper 3 methodology 
 
The research question that paper 3 sought to address is as follows: What are the factors that 
drive the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid entrepreneurship to full-time 
entrepreneurship? While literature, albeit minimal literature, has studied the motivations for 
entering hybrid entrepreneurship, very little research has examined the proverbial tipping point 
at which a hybrid entrepreneur decides whether to transition into full-time entrepreneurship or 
to remain in a hybrid state. This conceptual paper made use of an examination of secondary 
data sources in order to propose a conceptual model and associated propositions.  
 
Beyond the mere summarisation of existing literature, conceptual papers provide an integration 
of literature, seeking to offer an integrated framework, provide value or offer directions for 
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future research (Gilson & Goldberg, 2015). Conceptual papers do not offer any empirical data 
or the assessment of said data. In light of the absence of any empirical assessment, the onus 
falls on the researcher to develop both logical and complete arguments for proposed new 
relationships as opposed to empirically testing them (Gilson & Goldberg, 2015). However, 
Gilson and Goldberg (2015) reinforce the fact that conceptual papers are not only classified as 
conceptual papers by the absence of empirical data, suggesting that many journal articles are 
published without data while not being classified as conceptual papers. Unlike a theory paper, 
conceptual papers are not required to propose new theories (Cropanzano, 2009), but rather they 
should bridge existing theories, possibly incorporating work across disciplines in order to 
broaden the scope of prevailing thought (Gilson & Goldberg, 2015). Gilson and Goldberg 
(2015) suggest that the question asking, ‘what’s new?’ is the key differentiator between a 
conceptual paper and a literature review. This suggests that as a means of adding value, 
conceptual papers should present something new that extends beyond a review of extant 
literature. Weick (1989) suggests that the propositions offered in a conceptual paper should be 
intently linked to hypotheses so as to readily provide a conduit for empirical assessment.  
 
In line with these suggestions, this paper established a conceptual model, rooted in learning 
theory as previously discussed, that incorporated the research of a number of authors in both 
the entrepreneurship and hybrid entrepreneurship field. Through this investigation, the 
conceptual model offered several specific propositions, readily linked to hypotheses (Weick, 
1989), for future empirical assessment. The creation of a logical argument (Gilson & Goldberg, 
2015) rooted in learning theory offers value and directions for future research (Gilson & 
Goldberg, 2015). 
 

4.4.4. Paper 4 methodology 
 
The research question that paper 4 sought to address is as follows: What entrepreneurial 
marketing issues does one face when growing their small business and how do these issues 
influence business growth? Aligned to the research objective of enhancing the understanding 
of entrepreneurial marketing issues facing individuals when establishing and growing a 
business, a qualitative approach was adopted. This approach was selected as it is predominantly 
concerned with the subjective assessment of attitudes, opinions and behaviours of individuals 
(Kothari, 2004).  
 

4.4.4.1. Research method: case study 
 
In selecting the research method, Yin (2009) suggests evaluating three conditions to determine 
which method would be most appropriate. The first concerns the nature of the research 
question, the second considers the degree of control that the researcher is able to exert over 
behavioural events and the third pertains to the degree of focus on contemporary versus 
historical events. In addressing these three conditions, first, it is apparent that this paper seeks 
to address a how or why question, second, the researchers do not require any control over 
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behavioural events and third, this research seeks to examine contemporary as opposed to 
historical events. This unique combination of conditions suggests that the case study is an 
appropriate method (Yin, 2009; Baškarada, 2014). Case study research intensively investigates 
one or a small set of cases focusing on a number of different details within each case and the 
context within which the case operates (Neuman, 2014). The narrow, yet in-depth nature of 
case studies allow researchers to link micro-level actions of individuals to macro-level systems 
and processes (Neuman, 2014). This qualitative form of inquiry involves a detailed 
investigation of one particular entity with the ultimate aim of providing an analysis of the 
context and processes involved in the phenomenon under study (Henry & Foss, 2014). Case 
study methodology has grown in popularity as an effective research tool due to its inherent 
ability to generate insights concerning complex issues in real world settings (Patton & 
Applebaum, 2003; Yin, 2009; Harrison, Birks, Franklin & Mills, 2017). Single case studies are 
most commonly used when research requires in-depth, qualitative comprehension in order to 
provide rich insights into substantive topics (see for example: Inglis, 2008; Jones, Temperley 
& Lima, 2009;  Elms & Tinson, 2012). Whilst the use of a single case study is not without its 
limitations, it appears that the rich insights offered by this design could otherwise be lost under 
a different design (Geiger & Prothero, 2007). The single case study further provides researchers 
with the ability to gather potentially sensitive information, which may be difficult to elicit 
through other forms of data collection (Inglis, 2008).  
 

4.4.4.2. Case selection: James Reid Bamboo Rods 
 
The case study is based on the data generated from the single case study of Mr James Reid, 
originally a hybrid entrepreneur that ultimately made the transition to full-time 
entrepreneurship, thus rendering him a transitory hybrid entrepreneur. James Reid experienced 
a diverse professional career which saw him working as a chef, a bicycle mechanic, a logistics 
manager and an apprentice mechanic in Canada and Australia. His passion for fishing meant 
that he was well acquainted with available commercial fishing rods, however he was often 
unsatisfied with the quality of the off-the-shelf rods that were sold commercially. This 
entrenched dissatisfaction sparked an innovative, and ultimately entrepreneurial idea for Reid 
to build his own rods. The case study documents Reid’s journey through hybrid 
entrepreneurship and ultimately into full-time entrepreneurship examining the growth of his 
business throughout his entrepreneurial journey.  
 
James Reid was selected as the ideal case for two reasons. First, his transition from hybrid 
entrepreneurship to full-time entrepreneurship would provide insights into how the 
entrepreneurial journey affected his business growth. This offers further practical insight into 
the factors that influenced the proverbial tipping point at which Reid transitioned towards full-
time entrepreneurship allowing for the factors identified in paper 2 to be examined in practice. 
And second, the concept of entrepreneurial marketing is of particular importance to small, 
entrepreneurial ventures (Morris et al., 2002; Jones & Rowley, 2011), such as that owned by 
James Reid. The selection of an entrepreneurial venture that has withstood significant change 
from humble beginnings to becoming a sought-after, luxury brand in a niche community allows 
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for a holistic overview of the entrepreneurial marketing issues affecting the business at 
different stages of venture development.  
 

4.4.4.3. Data sources and analysis 
 
The data collection for this case study, which forms the empirical content of this research was 
collected as follows: two of the authors visited the subject of the case study, James Reid, at his 
place of business on two separate occasions. During the first visit, Reid was interviewed, and 
this interview was audio recorded. During this visit, certain parts of the business operations 
were also captured through the use of video recording. The video recording served as a means 
of confirming what had been recorded in the interviews and as a reminder to the authors of the 
technical aspects of Reid’s business. The total length of this first interview and site visit lasted 
approximately four hours. A further on-site visit occurred one week later, where again, two of 
the authors were present. The purpose of the second visit was to confirm the findings and 
observations of the first visit and to clarify any misunderstandings following the initial visit. 
This second visit lasted approximately ninety minutes.  
 
This second visit is indicative of “the linear but iterative process” of case study research as 
suggested by Yin (2009, p. 25). As Yin (2009) recommends that researchers make use of 
multiple sources of evidence throughout the case study method, the researchers generated 
individual field notes throughout both site visits, later comparing these notes to provide 
additional information to the audio and video recordings. These field notes sought to capture 
information that would otherwise not be recorded in the audio recording. All audio recordings 
were fully transcribed to aid the analysis. The researchers both separately analysed the field 
notes, audio transcripts and video recordings, identifying prominent themes. Intercoder 
agreement ensured the reproducibility of the analysis across coders, ensuring that the different 
coders would code the data in a similar manner (Lombard et al., 2002; Campbell et al., 2013). 
Following this, the researchers compared their initial analysis and the common themes formed 
the basis of the description of Reid’s business, including aspects pertaining to his life story and 
his entrepreneurial journey as well as the establishment of his business, his methods of 
operation and marketing, and, his attitudes towards growing his business.  
 

4.4.4.4. Quality criteria 
 
The limitations faced in this paper are two-fold. First the research was limited by the use of a 
single case study and second, the subjective nature of the interpretation of qualitative data may 
have implications on the reliability and validity of the findings. The actions taken to minimise 
the effects of these limitations are explicated below. 
 
The most profound limitation of this research is the use of a single case study, which has 
implications on the generalisability of the findings. Whilst the benefits of using a single case 
study are well documented, including the ability to provide rich insights (Elms & Tinson, 
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2012), one cannot overlook the narrow, albeit in-depth, nature of the data collected. Despite 
these shortcomings, the in-depth nature of the case study offers a holistic understanding of the 
nature of the entrepreneurial process and the entrepreneurial marketing issues faced, the 
complexity of which could not be gained using other research methods (Geiger & Prothero, 
2007). 
 
The unstructured nature of qualitative data typically requires complex analysis in order to 
derive meaning from the data. In an attempt to enhance the construct validity of the case study, 
the researchers implemented a number of checks throughout the data collection procedures. 
First, the use of multiple sources of evidence sought to make use of principles of triangulation 
(Riege, 2003; Bryman & Bell, 2011; Neuman, 2014). The data collected as part of the case 
study incorporated interview transcripts, video recordings, observation and individual field 
notes – all of which was utilised throughout the data collection and analysis procedures 
resulting in enhanced credibility (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Riege, 2003). Second, in addition to 
the use of multiple data sources, the researchers further presented their initial findings and 
observations to the participants during the second site visit in order to ensure the accuracy of 
their understanding. This process of member checking, commonly referred to as participant 
validation, enhances the trustworthiness of the results and ensures an accurate recording of the 
participants experiences (Riege, 2003; Birt et al., 2016). Third, in order to enhance the internal 
validity of the findings, Yin (1994) suggests that cross-checking the results of qualitative 
analysis offers researchers a degree of assurance of the internal validity. This cross-checking 
occurred throughout the data collection and analysis procedures, whereby researchers 
independently prepared field notes and analysed all sources of data before merging their 
findings to establish commonalities. Fourth, the use of mechanical data recording, including 
both video and audio recording, enhanced the reliability of the data collected (Nair & Riege, 
1995; Riege, 2003). The above four techniques were used to enhance the reliability and validity 
of the data throughout the data collection procedures.  
 

4.4.4.5. Ethics in research 
 
The subject of the case study, James Reid, explicitly offered his consent to partake in the 
research and for the research to make use of his identity. In this instance, confidentiality was 
not assured to the participant as all responses and information gathered have been directly 
accredited to the source. The academic purpose of the case study was made explicit to the 
participant and at no stage did the participant indicate their willingness to withdraw from the 
research. The participant was assured of his rights as a participant which included informed 
consent, the right to withdraw from the research (Schaefer & Wertheimer, 2010) and voluntary 
participation (Vanclay et al., 2013).  
 

4.5. Conclusion 
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This chapter presented the methodology of the dissertation, offering insight into the 
methodological decisions made in each of the four papers comprising this dissertation. The 
papers represent a variety of methods including the qualitative and quantitative analysis of 
secondary data, a case study analysis and a conceptual paper. Table 6 below provides an 
overview of the methodological decisions in each paper.  
 
Table 6: Summary of research methodology 

Paper Research question Summary of methodology 

1 

What is the intellectual landscape, 
scientific productivity and impact of 
authors, articles and journals in the 

entrepreneurial marketing field? 

Type of research: Empirical research 
Research design: Exploratory 

Research method: Secondary data of Web of 
Science publications 

Data analysis: Bibliographic analysis 

2 
What are the specific factors that 

motivate individuals to become hybrid 
entrepreneurs? 

Type of research: Empirical research 
Research design: Exploratory 

Research method: In-depth interviews with 
hybrid entrepreneurs 

Data analysis: Thematic analysis 

3 
What are the factors that drive the 

likelihood if transitioning from hybrid to 
full-time entrepreneurship? 

Type of research: Conceptual research 
Research design: Exploratory 

Research method: Secondary data 

4 

What entrepreneurial marketing issues 
does one face when growing their small 

business and how do these issues 
influence the business growth? 

Type of research: Empirical research  
Research design: Exploratory  

Research method: Case study of an 
entrepreneur 

Data analysis: Thematic analysis 
 
Paper 1 is empirical making use of an exploratory research design employing secondary data 
as the primary research method. This paper proposes a bibliographic analysis of publications 
available in the Web of Science database. Paper 2 is a further empirical paper that makes use 
of an exploratory research design, in particular using in-depth interviews. The in-depth 
interviews were conducted with hybrid entrepreneurs and analysed using the principles of  
thematic analysis. Paper 3 is the only conceptual paper in this dissertation. The paper makes 
use of existing literature to establish and present a conceptual model. Paper 4 is the final 
empirical paper that makes use of an exploratory research design through the use of a single 
case study. The case study examines the entrepreneurial journey of an individual that 
transitioned through a period of hybrid entrepreneurship ultimately becoming a full-time 
entrepreneur.   
 
The chapter to follow presents a summary of the findings from each of the four papers 
comprising this dissertation.  
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS  
 

5.1. Introduction 
 
The overarching research statement that this dissertation examined is as follows: What are the 
entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges faced by hybrid entrepreneurs? In addressing 
this research statement, four distinct research papers each addressed a different component of 
this research problem area. The previous chapter, Chapter IV, outlined the methodological 
decisions made in each of the four papers. This chapter provides a summary of the key findings 
from each paper.  
 

5.2. Findings of research question 1 
 
The purpose of paper 1 was to address the research question: What is the intellectual landscape, 
scientific productivity and impact of authors, articles and journals in the entrepreneurial 
marketing field? The bibliographic analysis examined the expanding nature of the 
entrepreneurial marketing field, attracting scholarly attention from a number of diverse 
countries and institutions. Just as Kraus et al. (2012) established a growing interest in the field 
from 1987-2010 and Most et al. (2018) identified entrepreneurial marketing as a field growing 
in volume and diversity, the analysis in paper 1 revealed a continued interest in the field, as 
evidenced by the doubling of publication output from 2014 to 2015 with continued growth 
from 2015 onwards (Figure 11). 
 
Figure 11: Total entrepreneurial marketing publications in Web of Science database per 

year 

 
*Note: Bar graph contains all Web of Science publications that used the words ‘entrepreneur*’ and ‘marketing’ in the title, abstract or 
keywords. 
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This paper confirms the findings of Toghraee, Rezvani, Mobaraki and Farsi (2017) suggesting 
that entrepreneurial marketing scholars have reached a point whereby a new path can be forged 
that guides the future of the discipline. Whilst early entrepreneurial marketing researchers 
predominantly focused on establishing the field as a worthwhile and relevant discipline, 
typically examining the interface between entrepreneurship and marketing, more recent 
entrepreneurial marketing research has sought to establish theory specific to entrepreneurial 
marketing (see for example Morris et al., 2002; Toghraee et al., 2017). Bibliographic studies 
of the field seem to suggest that entrepreneurial marketing has evolved from a narrowed 
definition, focusing only on the marketing efforts of small firms (Stokes, 2000) to a broadened 
definition that suggests that entrepreneurial marketing pertains to a set of activities aimed at 
delivering value for a number of stakeholders (Whalen et al., 2016). The analysis indicates that 
the entrepreneurial marketing field has developed into a mature stage (Kraus et al., 2012; Most 
et al., 2018), as focus is drawn away from establishing entrepreneurial marketing as a legitimate 
field of enquiry and instead places a greater focus on the application and expansion of 
entrepreneurial marketing concepts. This reveals a dispersed entrepreneurial marketing field 
with numerous interconnections with other disciplines, and co-citations emphasising that the 
entrepreneurial marketing field does not operate within its own silo, but instead pulls on 
theories from a number of other disciplines. Of import is that the trajectory of the field 
acknowledges reliance on a number of seminal research articles published in the 1980s and 
1990s. These seminal articles are being used to help guide the future trajectory of the field 
particularly with regards to the development of theory pertaining to the field of entrepreneurial 
marketing. The quantitative focus of a key co-cited article is indicative of the natural 
development and maturity of the field (Most et al., 2018).  
 
Whilst the United States of America is at the forefront of the country-level publication count 
(as evidenced in Figure 12 below), at the institution-level, there is no clear dominating 
institution, indicating a widespread interest in the field. It should be noted that only three of 
the top publishing institutions were noted as top cited institutions throughout the period.  
 
Figure 12: Ten most published countries in the entrepreneurial marketing field from 

2005-2009 
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Table 7 below presents an overview of the top ten most published institutions and academic 
journals in the entrepreneurial marketing field between 2005 and 2019. 
 
Table 7: Ten most published institutions and journals of entrepreneurial marketing 
literature between 2005 and 2019 

Ranking Institution 
Percentage 

of total 
publications 

Journal 
Percentage 

of total 
publications 

1 University of Tasmania 
(16) 

1.17% Journal of Business Research (42) 3.08% 

2 University of Illinois (14) 1.03% Industrial Marketing Management 
(37) 

2.72% 

3 Monash University (13) 0.95% International Marketing Review 
(31) 

2.27% 

4 University of Leeds (13) 0.95% Journal of Research in Marketing 
and Entrepreneurship (29) 

2.13% 

5 Aalto University (11) 0.81% International Business Review (19) 1.39% 

6 Islamic Azad University 
(10) 

0.73% Journal of Strategic Marketing (18) 1.32% 

7 University of Manchester 
(10) 

0.73% Journal of Macromarketing (17) 1.25% 

8 University of Tehran (10) 0.73% International Entrepreneurship and 
Management Journal (15) 

1.10% 

9 Griffith University (9) 0.66% European Journal of Marketing 
(14) 

1.03% 

10 University of Ottawa (9) 0.66% Journal of Business Industrial 
Marketing (13) 

0.95% 

Note: Numbers presented in brackets are the total number of entrepreneurial marketing publications in the Web of Science database 
from 2005-2019.  

 
As identified in Table 7 above, the top ten entrepreneurial marketing publishing journals 
account for only 17.24% of entrepreneurial marketing publications in the fifteen-year period, 
indicating a varied and diverse field of publication that does not appear dominated by a small 
set of specific journals. According to the aims and scope of the journals, a majority of the top 
ten publishers of entrepreneurial marketing research between 2005-2019 are either 
predominantly marketing or entrepreneurship focused journals, indicating a possible researcher 
preference for their dominant research interest. It would appear that authors may publish along 
the lines of their respective areas of specialisation. For example, an article in the dataset focused 
on innovation and entrepreneurial orientation amongst small-to-medium sized enterprises, 
whereby the crux of the research examined commonly cited entrepreneurial constructs in an 
entrepreneurial context, and yet was published in a predominantly marketing journal. Upon 
further investigation, it was discovered that the authors of the paper identify their research foci 
as marketing and strategy. The decision to ultimately publish in a marketing-focused journal 
could possibly be due to personal preference or publication restrictions placed on authors by 
institutions, who may encourage authors to publish within a designated field. 
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Whilst there appears to be similarity in the countries of top publication and top citation, this 
degree of similarity does not extend to the top published and cited institutions of 
entrepreneurial marketing literature for the fifteen-year period. As metrics of publication alone 
are not sufficient to determine the most prolific authors in the entrepreneurial marketing field, 
the top ten most cited entrepreneurial marketing publications are examined at a country, 
institution, journal and author level in Table 8. 
 
Table 8: Top ten most cited countries, institutions, journals and authors of 

entrepreneurial marketing literature from 2005-2019 

Ranking Country Institution Journal Author* 

1 
United States of 
America (6986) 

University of 
Queensland (845) 

Industrial Marketing 
Management (896) 

Weerawardena, J. 
(838) 

2 Australia (2925) 
Griffith University 

(736) 
Journal of World Business 

(761) Mort, GS. (750) 

3 England (2876) University of Illinois 
(697) 

International Marketing 
Review (730) 

Song, M. (278) 

4 Canada (1677) 
Monash University 

(498) 
Journal of Business Research 

(652) Knight, G. (251)  

5 Germany (980) 
University of 

Missouri (465) 
Journal of Business Venturing 

(639) 
Freeman, S. 

(250)  

6 Italy (728) University of 
Cambridge (442) 

European Journal of Marketing 
(611) 

Viswanathan, M. 
(240) 

7 
People’s Republic 

of China (725) 
University of Toronto 

(358) 
International Business Review 

(534) 
Cavusgil, ST. 

(226)  

8 Netherlands (725) 
University of 

Strathclyde (358) 
Journal of Small Business 

Management (439) O’Cass, A. (223) 

9 France (676) University of Sydney 
(298) 

Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Sciences (412) 

Sridharan, S. 
(222) 

10 Finland (674) 
Temple University 

(283) 
Journal of International 

Marketing (365) Menguc, B. (212) 

Note: Numbers presented in brackets are the total number of citations from EM publications in the Web of Science database from 
2005-2019.  
* Note: The author ranking only includes authors who published at least two EM papers between 2005-2019. 

 
The results of the citation analyses indicate that authors are expanding their citation search 
beyond the core disciplines of marketing and entrepreneurship to explore business and related 
management principles in an entrepreneurial marketing context. All publication metrics 
examined in the paper tend to suggest that the entrepreneurial marketing field has garnered 
international interest from a variety of multi-disciplinary scholars, publishing their 
entrepreneurial marketing research in varied publication outlets. 
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Jay Weerawardena and Gillian Sullivan Mort are the two most cited authors in the 
entrepreneurial marketing field from 2005-2019, both of whom feature in the top ten most 
published authors in the same period, receiving 838 and 750 citations respectively. The 
inclusion of Weerawardena and Mort as the two most published authors is unsurprising given 
the impact of two of their research articles focusing on (1) social entrepreneurship and (2) 
networking capability and entrepreneurship, these articles are identified below. Weerawardena 
and Mort’s article obtained the highest number of Web of Science citations (459) with another 
article placing fifth (236 citations). The top ten most cited entrepreneurial marketing articles 
are presented in Table 9 below.  
 
Table 9: Ten most cited entrepreneurial marketing articles 

No. Journal Article 
Number of 

Web of Science 
citations  

1 Weerawardena, J. & Mort, G. (2006). Investigating social entrepreneurship: A 
multidimensional model. Journal of World Business, 41(1), 21-35. 

459 

2 Gunday, G., Ulusoy, G., Kilic, K. & Alpkan, L. (2011). Effects of innovation types 
on firm performance. International Journal of Production Economics, 133(2), 
662-676. 

366 

3 Keh, H., Nguyen, T. & Ng. H. (2007). The effects of entrepreneurial orientation and 
marketing information on the performance of SMEs. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 22(4), 592-611. 

290 

4 Lechner, C., Dowling, M & Welpe, I. (2006). Firm networks and firm development: 
The role of the relational mix. Journal of Business Venturing, 21(4), 514-540. 

245 

5 Mort, G. & Weerawardena, J. (2006). Networking capability and international 
entrepreneurship – how networks function in Australian born global firms. 
International Marketing Review, 23(5), 549-572. 

236 

6 Freeman, S., Edwards, R. & Schroder, B. (2006). How smaller born-global firms use 
networks and alliances to overcome constraints and rapid internationalization. 
Journal of International Marketing, 14(3), 33-63.  

235 

7 Cavusgil, S. & Knight, G. (2015). The born global firm: An entrepreneurial and 
capabilities perspective on early and rapid internationalization. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 46(1), 3-16. 

232 

8 George, G., McGahan, A. & Prabhu, J. (2012). Innovation for inclusive growth: 
Towards a theoretical framework and a research agenda. Journal of Management 
Studies, 49(4), 661-683. 

222 

9 Kor, Y. & Mahoney, J. (2005). How dynamics, management, and governance of 
resource deployments influence firm-level performance. Strategic Management 
Journal, 26(5), 489-496. 

221 

10 Burtch, G., Ghose, A. & Wattal, S. (2013). An empirical examination of the 
antecedents and consequences of contribution patterns in crowd-funded markets. 
Information Systems Research, 24(3), 499-519. 

212 

 
This paper further identified distinct schools of thought in the entrepreneurial marketing 
literature, with three apparent streams of research being identified through the analysis of 
author co-citation. The first stream focusing on marketing and entrepreneurship concerns the 
examination of phenomena through quantitative research methods and multivariate analysis 
techniques. This stream, that seeks to legitimise the entrepreneurial marketing field supports 
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the findings of Kraus et al. (2012). The incorporation of two additional schools of thought in 
the entrepreneurial marketing literature indicates the exploratory nature of authors in the field, 
with interests seemingly shifting towards the applicability of entrepreneurial marketing 
concepts beyond the establishment of the field (Kraus et al., 2012). The second stream of 
densely co-cited authors shared common research interests that relate to strategy, economics 
and ecosystems. The emerging research on entrepreneurial ecosystems (Cavallo, Ghezzi & 
Balocco, 2018; Robertson, Pitt & Ferreira, 2020) could likely be bolstering this school of 
thought within the entrepreneurial marketing literature. The third stream includes authors that 
predominantly focus on innovation and strategy, again advancing the applicability of 
entrepreneurial marketing, incorporating theories from a number of disciplines. The concept of 
innovative marketing, and in particular its applicability to small-to-medium sized enterprises, 
may be a key driver of this stream of research (see for example: O’Dwyer, Gilmore & Carson, 
2009; Esmailpour & Tavallai, 2016). 
 
The co-occurrence of keywords offers insight into three recent trends in the entrepreneurial 
marketing literature that could guide the future development of the field. The network map 
presenting the co-occurrence of keywords in the entrepreneurial marketing literature is 
presented in Figure 13 below. In order to be considered for inclusion in Figure 13, keywords 
had to be used at least 55 times, with 25 meeting this threshold, creating three distinct clusters. 
 
Figure 13: Network map of commonly co-occurring keywords in entrepreneurial 
marketing literature (n = 25) 

 
 
The most commonly co-occurring keyword entrepreneurship features 148 times in the dataset, 
followed by marketing (97), innovation (77), entrepreneurial orientation (64) and 
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entrepreneurial marketing (54). The first cluster (13 items) focuses on business models, 
innovation and strategy. The concept of innovation is well-known to academics both in the 
marketing (Doyle & Bridgewater, 2011) and entrepreneurship disciplines (see for example: 
Morris et al., 2013). This identified trend could relate to the incorporation of public policy and 
strategic management (Bansal & DesJardine, 2014) literature pertaining to business model 
development and business practices in an entrepreneurial marketing context. The second 
cluster (7 items), focusing on market orientation and performance appears to indicate the extent 
to which management literature is influencing the development of the entrepreneurial 
marketing field. It appears that incorporating management theory in an entrepreneurial 
marketing context is shaping the future trajectory of the field, again confirming the results of 
Kraus et al. (2012), suggesting the continued expansion of this line of research. The third 
cluster (5 items) pertains to the examination of resources and competitive advantage in an 
entrepreneurial marketing context. This trend may likely stem from the fact that entrepreneurial 
marketing is linked to resource scarcity and uncertainty in business environments (Barney, 
1991; Morris et al., 2002; Kraus et al., 2009; Ionita, 2012) and the increased relevance that this 
brings to firms operating in turbulent and dynamic markets (Hallbäck & Gabrielsson, 2011). 
The current global economic climate is one that lends itself to resource scarcity and business 
uncertainty and thus could act as a key driver of growth in the entrepreneurial marketing field.  
 
Of import in the analysis of research question 1 is the noted lack of hybrid entrepreneurship 
(or other commonly used terms to denote hybrid entrepreneurship) in the existing intellectual 
landscape and future predicted trends in the entrepreneurial marketing field. This was evident 
in a distinct lack of publications by authors in the field of hybrid entrepreneurship, an absence 
of hybrid entrepreneurship appropriately identifying within any of the existing streams of 
literature identified in the field as well as the absence of hybrid entrepreneurship or related 
phenomena being identified as one of the key trends in the field. It is apparent that hybrid 
entrepreneurs, and the subsequent entrepreneurial marketing issues experienced by this group 
of individuals has largely been ignored in the entrepreneurial marketing literature to date. 
Whilst there is potential for the further expansion of hybrid entrepreneurship within an 
entrepreneurial marketing context, in particular through the lens of entrepreneurship and 
networks, it would appear that at present the entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges 
experienced by this group of individuals remain unchartered territory in academic literature. 
  

5.3. Findings of research question 2 
 
The purpose of paper 2 was to address the research question: What are the specific factors that 
motivate individuals to become hybrid entrepreneurs? Factors that emerged were classified as 
either an extrinsic or intrinsic motivation in line with self-determination theory. When 
individuals are motivated by the satisfaction associated with a particular behaviour itself, they 
are intrinsically motivated to pursue the behaviour, however when a behaviour is performed 
solely for an outcome that is separable from the behaviour in and of itself, one is extrinsically 
motivated to pursue the behaviour (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). The analysis 
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of research question 2 identified four distinct extrinsic and four distinct intrinsic motivations 
to pursue hybrid entrepreneurship. These are summarised in Figure 14 below.  
 
Figure 14: Extrinsic and intrinsic motivations to pursue hybrid entrepreneurship 

 
 
First, the four extrinsic motivations, namely expansion of social capital, a learning opportunity, 
financial incentives and opportunity recognition, are presented. Thereafter the four intrinsic 
motivations, namely self-fulfilment, independence, passion and a creative outlet, identified in 
the analysis of research question 2 are presented. 

 

5.3.1. Expansion of social capital 
 
The first extrinsic motivation related to the use of hybrid entrepreneurship as a means to build 
one’s social capital and expand one’s professional network. The classification of this as an 
extrinsic motivation is based on the acknowledgment of participants that in order to be 
successful in their entrepreneurial venture, they needed to invest in building their social capital. 
Thus participants were motivated to engage in hybrid entrepreneurship due to a resultant 
outcome of this activity. The pursuit of hybrid entrepreneurship allowed individuals to 
establish their social capital while developing and maintaining professional relationships, 
ensuring the eventual success of their ventures. It was apparent that the need to create a 
professional network pushed individuals towards hybrid entrepreneurship prior to full-time 
entrepreneurship, thereby allowing time to establish a network and build rapport before placing 
reliance on them. Participants discussed the importance of developing and maintaining 
networks to ensure not only a steady customer base, but also to ensure a support structure of 
mentors and other like-minded businesspeople. As identified by Solesvik (2017), the 
development of social capital contributes to successful entrepreneurship. Social capital acts as 
a critical resource to overcome both individual-level and greater environmental constraints 
(Viswanathan, Echambadi, Venugopal & Sridharan, 2014). 
  

5.3.2. A learning opportunity 
 
The second identified extrinsic motivation related to the use of hybrid entrepreneurship as a 
means to advance learning, whereby again, participants engaged in hybrid entrepreneurship as 
a means to an outcome separable from the activity itself. It became apparent that learning plays 
an important role in the venture development of the participants. The hybrid state not only 
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provided the opportunity to learn key business skills, but also provided the opportunity for 
individuals to take learnings from their salaried employment and implement them in their 
entrepreneurial venture. For those participants whose entrepreneurial ventures were in similar 
fields to their salaried employment, a mutually beneficial relationship for both forms of 
employment was noted. While learning as a process (Warren, 2006) appeared to be a strong 
motivation for entering hybrid entrepreneurship, learning, or the lack thereof, was also noted 
as a motivation for remaining in the hybrid state as opposed to transitioning towards full-time 
entrepreneurship. Many applications of learning theory in the entrepreneurial context propose 
that learning is experiential in nature (Politis, 2005; Sullivan, 2000), with suggestions that 
hybrid entrepreneurship has the ability to act as a significant learning opportunity (Petrova, 
2010). These results provide support for the findings of Solesvik (2017) who found that hybrid 
entrepreneurship allowed individuals the opportunity to grow in an evolutionary way, while 
offering the opportunity for learning. 
 

5.3.3. Financial incentives 
 
The third extrinsic motivation related to a financial motive for pursuing hybrid 
entrepreneurship. Two distinct groups of participants, with different financial motivations, 
became apparent in the sample. First, there were participants who pursued hybrid 
entrepreneurship as they were not able to support themselves on their income from their 
salaried employment alone. Several participants acknowledged that pursuing hybrid 
entrepreneurship allowed them more than one income stream, even if this was not initially 
forthcoming. The second group comprised participants who pursued hybrid entrepreneurship 
as they required the stable salary to either fund their entrepreneurial venture, or to reduce their 
risk of entrepreneurial entry. The financial stability of hybrid entrepreneurship was also cited 
as a reason for not transitioning towards full-time entrepreneurship. It became evident that 
amongst many of the participants, their salaried employment was being used to fund the 
beginning stages of their entrepreneurial venture. While Kirkwood (2009) suggests that a key 
driver of entrepreneurial motivation is a monetary motive, this paper established a more 
complex financial motive amongst hybrid entrepreneurs. The research reinforces the 
theoretical findings of Folta et al. (2010) who suggested that supplementary income could 
motivate entry into hybrid entrepreneurship, however the research further found a motivation 
for maintaining salaried employment as it was a key funder of the entrepreneurial venture. This 
seemingly indicates a tension that requires the maintenance of the hybrid state.  
 

5.3.4. Opportunity recognition 
 
The final extrinsic motivation related to the pursuit of hybrid entrepreneurship in order to seize 
an identified opportunity in the market. A number of participants indicated that they were 
compelled to pursue their entrepreneurial venture as they had identified a gap in the market 
that they had the skills or the ability to address. This factor has been identified and discussed 
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in the literature and relates to one of the key entrepreneurial competencies identified by Morris 
et al. (2013), that of opportunity recognition.  
 

5.3.5. Self-fulfilment 
 
The first intrinsic motivation related to the pursuit of hybrid entrepreneurship as a means of 
self-fulfilment, which allowed one to grow in a way that they otherwise would not have 
experienced. This aligns to the research of Bögenhold and Klinglmair (2017), which found that 
entrepreneurship is often seen as the best way to achieve personal fulfilment. Several 
participants discussed the need to pursue something beyond their salaried employment in order 
to grow personally beyond rigid corporate structures.  
 

5.3.6. Independence  
 
The second intrinsic motivation related to the pursuit of hybrid entrepreneurship as a means 
through which to achieve independence. This independence not only related to freedom from 
corporate structures and processes, but also the freedom to become financially independent and 
the freedom to make independent decisions. The findings further established that independence 
was also construed as having a greater sense of ownership over work, thus being able to make 
decisions without the requirements of approval from a number of levels of a hierarchical 
structure. While independence was noted as a strong motivation for a number of participants, 
it is important to note that independence took on many different forms and was found to be a 
complex, and often emotional, driver of pursuing hybrid entrepreneurship. 
 

5.3.7. Passion  
 
A number of participants frequently spoke of having a passion for their entrepreneurial venture. 
Thorgren et al. (2014) examined the role of passion in pursuing hybrid entrepreneurship, 
finding that it was a vitally important motivation. The findings in paper 2 wholly support this 
notion and in addition to the research of Thorgren et al. (2014), the findings established that 
the pursuit of hybrid entrepreneurship not only indicated a passion for the entrepreneurial 
venture, but also a passion for the salaried employment, making it difficult to transition to full-
time entrepreneurship. This was typically cited as a reason for remaining in the hybrid phase, 
ultimately becoming a persistent hybrid entrepreneur (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015). 
 

5.3.8. A creative outlet 
 
The final intrinsic motivation related to the pursuit of a creative outlet and the use of hybrid 
entrepreneurship as a means through which to achieve such a creative outlet. Folta et al. (2010) 
implicitly allude to this by suggesting that hybrid entrepreneurship could provide individuals 
with psychological benefits. The findings suggest that a creative outlet that allows one to use 
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their creativity in a different capacity is one such psychological benefit. Of import, is the fact 
that not all participants saw their creative outlet as a viable venture for full-time 
entrepreneurship. This is of import in the sense that despite the understanding that one’s 
entrepreneurial venture could not grow to the point where it would become financially viable, 
the desire for the creative outlet superseded business interests. This aligns to the suggestions 
of Folta et al. (2010), which stated that some may pursue hybrid entrepreneurship purely for 
the psychological, non-monetary benefits. 
 
In the research, all intrinsic motivations to pursue hybrid entrepreneurship were psychological 
and non-pecuniary in nature, indicating the inherent satisfaction achieved through hybrid 
entrepreneurship. Several participants spoke about the reduction in perceived risk that was 
offered by hybrid entrepreneurship (as opposed to full-time entrepreneurship) suggesting that 
the reduced risk allowed them to establish an entrepreneurial venture that otherwise they would 
have never been able to do. Hybrid entrepreneurship allows individuals to work towards self-
fulfilment by pursing their passion, sometimes through a creative outlet, ultimately helping 
them to achieve independence while not risking their financial stability or pecuniary benefits. 
While Folta et al. (2010) suggested that they expected there would be psychological 
motivations for pursuing hybrid entrepreneurship, they requested that further researchers delve 
into what these specific motivations were. Following an examination of the intrinsic factors, it 
appears that several of these factors could outweigh the financial motivation pursued by some 
– as this would explain the pursuit of an entrepreneurial venture as opposed to the pursuit of 
further salaried employment (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015).  
 

5.4. Findings of research question 3 
 
The purpose of paper 3 was to address the research question: What are the factors that drive 
the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid entrepreneurship to full-time entrepreneurship? 
This conceptual paper examined existing literature in order to identify key factors that 
influenced the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship, with a 
particular focus on how learning during the hybrid phase could affect this transition. The 
analysis identified four distinct factors, namely fear of failure, perceived risk, entrepreneurial 
competency development and self-efficacy, that were prominently noted in the 
entrepreneurship literature as influencing the decision to enter full-time entrepreneurship. 
However, the context in which many of these factors were examined, again only considered 
the dichotomous nature of entrepreneurship, suggesting that they guided one towards full-time 
entrepreneurship or towards full-time employment. The sections to follow will analyse the 
arguments provided for each of the factors, ultimately presenting the conceptual model.  

5.4.1. Factor 1 - Fear of failure 
 
The intimate relationship between entrepreneurship and uncertainty results in the fear of failure 
being relevant to the start of any new venture (Wennberg, Pathak & Autio, 2013). The fear of 
failure prevents, or at least discourages, many individuals from launching a new business 
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(Deniz, Boz & Ertosun, 2011; Wennberg et al., 2013). Morgan and Sisak’s (2016) research 
examined the effect of the fear of failure on the decision to enter a new entrepreneurial venture, 
which they found to be unambiguously negative. An individual’s fear of failure is largely 
influenced by their cultural and societal norms (Wennberg et al., 2013). External conditions, 
such as the rate of economic growth in an entrepreneur's country or the rate of start-up activity, 
may impact one’s fear of failure (Heinzel, Askari & Geibel, 2014). This paper suggested that 
for the hybrid entrepreneur, a number of sources of fear of failure could be mitigated, at least 
in part, by a hybrid entry into entrepreneurship. The reason for this is that the fears associated 
with failure are seemingly reduced by the safety net of maintaining salaried employment and 
the associated benefits. Full-time entrepreneurship encounters far worse consequences from 
venture failure than hybrid entrepreneurship (Mungaray-Lagarda & Urquidy, 2011), as such 
hybrid entrepreneurs tend to place less pressure on the immediate profitability of their ventures, 
resulting in these ventures having a lower risk of failure (Block & Landgraf, 2016; Brown & 
Farshid, 2017).  
 
This paper proposed that the fear of failure a hybrid entrepreneur faces decreases over time due 
to the experiential learning that takes place during the hybrid phase. Using the hybrid phase as 
a learning opportunity (Folta et al., 2010; Raffiee & Feng, 2014; Solesvik, 2017), over time 
hybrid entrepreneurs are able to learn more about their own ventures, expand their skill sets 
and knowledge of the industry, which tends to smooth the transition towards full-time 
entrepreneurship (Raffiee & Feng, 2014). Hayton and Cacciotti (2018) suggest that learning 
acts as a powerful antidote to the fear of failure as it mitigates uncertainties by increasing 
capabilities. As one gains knowledge into the demand for their product offering, their 
performance and entrepreneurial abilities, the fear associated with the uncertainty of 
entrepreneurship declines. When one reaches the proverbial tipping point at which there could 
be a viable entry into full-time entrepreneurship, they have an increased likelihood of 
transitioning if they have obtained sufficient knowledge in the hybrid phase to reduce their fear 
of failure. As such, this paper proposed that a hybrid entry allows for an entrepreneur’s fear of 
failure to be diminished over time. This relationship is proposed to be negative, whereby as the 
fear of failure decreases, the likelihood of transitioning toward full-time entrepreneurship 
increases. The following proposition was therefore postulated:  
 

(P1) As the hybrid entrepreneur's fear of failure decreases due to learning that takes places 
during the hybrid phase, the likelihood of a transition to full-time entrepreneurship 
increases.  

 

5.4.2. Factor 2 - Perceived risk  
 
Literature has acknowledged the existence of an intimate relationship between an 
entrepreneur’s fear of failure and the perceived risk of their entrepreneurial venture (see for 
example: Cacciotti & Hayton, 2014; Raffiee & Feng, 2014). Entrepreneurship literature has 
asserted that the economic role of an entrepreneur is one that bears much risk (Wu & Knott, 
2006), resulting in the perception that entrepreneurs are risk loving (Petrova, 2012). While an 
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entrepreneur’s appetite for risk appears to be a somewhat contested topic in the literature; 
empirical literature tends to indicate that entrepreneurs are no more risk-loving than non-
entrepreneurs (Wu & Knott, 2006; Petrova, 2012). Therefore, a perceived increase in risk, 
reduces the likelihood that one would enter entrepreneurship (Nabi & Liñán, 2013; Martínez, 
Crespo & Fernández-Laviada, 2015). 
 
The hybrid entrepreneurship literature has explicitly cited risk aversion as a motivation for 
entering hybrid entrepreneurship (Raffiee & Feng, 2014; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2014; Block 
& Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2017). Raffiee and Feng (2014) as well as Block and Landgraf 
(2016) suggest that maintaining salaried employment while engaging in an entrepreneurial 
venture allows hybrid entrepreneurs to significantly reduce the amount of risk they bear due to 
decreased profitability pressures and stable income. This sentiment is echoed by Viljamaa and 
Varamäki (2014) who suggest that risk aversion may be a rationale for entering hybrid as 
opposed to full-time entrepreneurship. For those that have intentions of transitioning to full-
time entrepreneurship, risk aversion affects how entrepreneurs launch their ventures, 
suggesting that risk-averse individuals are more likely to enter hybrid entrepreneurship as an 
initial steppingstone to full-time entrepreneurship. The link made between risk aversion and 
the initial stages of venture development by Raffiee and Feng (2014) suggests that 
entrepreneurs who exhibit lower levels of risk aversion than the general public are more likely 
to directly launch into full-time entrepreneurship as opposed to engaging in hybrid 
entrepreneurship. 
 
If one is able to learn about their venture, gain knowledge of market demand, establish and test 
their entrepreneurial skills while maintaining the safety net of salaried employment, the 
perceived riskiness associated with their venture is likely to decrease. This decrease in risk is  
associated with the increase in knowledge of one’s capabilities (Folta et al., 2010, Petrova, 
2010, 2011). This paper suggests that a hybrid entrepreneur’s assessment of perceived risk at 
the tipping point of transition acts as a strong influencer of the decision to transition towards 
full-time entrepreneurship or not. Aligned with experiential learning theory, the more one is 
able to learn during the hybrid phase, the less the perceived risk associated with their venture 
and the greater the likelihood of transitioning toward full-time entrepreneurship becomes. This 
relationship was proposed to be negative, whereby as perceived risk decreases over time, the 
likelihood of transitioning increases. In light of this, the following proposition was presented:  
 

(P2) As the perception of risk is reduced, based on learning through hybrid 
entrepreneurship, the likelihood of transitioning to full-time entrepreneurship increases. 

 

5.4.3. Factor 3 - Entrepreneurial competency development 
 
In addition to, for example, learning about the market demand, establishing network 
relationships and developing a product offering, hybrid entrepreneurs need to ascertain and 
assess their own entrepreneurial competencies. As these competencies can only be determined 
when in use (Petrova, 2010, 2011; Morris et al., 2013), the hybrid phase allows entrepreneurs 
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to evaluate their proclivity towards entrepreneurship in a lower risk environment (Folta et al., 
2010; Petrova, 2010, 2011). However, it is difficult for a potential entrepreneur to evaluate 
their entrepreneurial competencies prior to engaging in entrepreneurship (Petrova, 2010, 2011). 
As such, it is suggested that an individual would need to embark on an entrepreneurial venture 
in order to assess their propensity towards entrepreneurship (Petrova, 2011). Hybrid 
entrepreneurs whom, after starting their venture, find that they have the capabilities to establish 
strong entrepreneurial competencies, will often shift into full-time entrepreneurship; whereas, 
those who do not may exit entrepreneurship (Petrova, 2011). Aligned to this, Rasmussen, 
Mosey and Wright (2011) suggest that many entrepreneurial competencies are not readily 
developed, and need to be acquired or further developed in the initial stages of 
entrepreneurship.  
 
This paper suggests that hybrid entrepreneurship provides a means through which individuals 
are able to develop and evaluate these competencies prior to venturing into full-time 
entrepreneurship. As suggested by Morris et al. (2013), these competencies can be developed 
through experience. The experiential learning offered to hybrid entrepreneurs throughout the 
hybrid phase serves as a key learning ground for these entrepreneurial competencies. Through 
experience and the subsequent learning thereof, the hybrid state allows one to identify and 
develop their entrepreneurial competencies in a venture that’s perceived to be lower risk than 
a full-time venture (Raffiee & Feng, 2014; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2014; Block & Landgraf, 
2016; Solesvik, 2017). Furthermore, individuals may choose hybrid entrepreneurship because 
they believe they lack entrepreneurial competence (Petrova, 2011; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 
2014), or at best they are unsure of their entrepreneurial competence given their inability to test 
these competencies. This paper suggests that as one learns about their entrepreneurial 
competencies throughout the hybrid phase, they become innately aware of their capability to 
establish and maintain a successful venture. Therefore, when approaching the proverbial 
tipping point at which one is able to transition into full-time entrepreneurship, those that have 
learnt sufficient entrepreneurial competencies are more likely to transition toward full-time 
entrepreneurship. This paper proposed that a positive relationship exists, whereby as one’s 
perceptions of their entrepreneurial competencies increase, the likelihood of transitioning 
increases. In light of this, the following proposition regarding the development of 
entrepreneurial competencies was developed:  
 

(P3) The perceived development of entrepreneurial competencies, through learning that 
takes place during the hybrid phase, increases the likelihood of transitioning to full-time 
entrepreneurship. 

 

5.4.4. Factor 4 - Self-efficacy 
 
As one establishes entrepreneurial competencies throughout the hybrid phase, their self-
efficacy in their ability to successfully establish and maintain their venture is affected. The 
concept of self-efficacy is well developed in psychology literature and was successfully 
transferred to the entrepreneurship literature (Kurczewska et al., 2020). An individual’s belief 
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that (s)he is able to produce a positive outcome, or self-efficacy, has been studied as a 
determining factor of entrepreneurial intentions, opportunity, intuition and success (Markman, 
Balkin & Baron, 2002; Barakat, Boddington & Vyakarnam, 2014; Fietze & Boyd, 2017; 
Kurczewska et al., 2020). Research has identified that a link exists between having high 
entrepreneurial self-efficacy and deciding to enter entrepreneurship (Zhao, Seibert & Hills, 
2005; Kurczewska et al., 2020). Barakat et al. (2014, p. 457) define entrepreneurial self-
efficacy as “an individual’s own belief about his/her skills and abilities linked to 
entrepreneurial activity”. As entrepreneurial self-efficacy is viewed as a vital antecedent to 
entrepreneurial action (Zhao et al., 2005), it has been identified in the literature as playing an 
important role in the creation of new ventures. As an entrepreneur’s competence increases, and 
their confidence in their own ability grows, this results in a heightened self-efficacy. These 
changes in competence, and subsequent confidence, are the result of knowledge gained through 
experiences as a hybrid entrepreneur.  
 
As suggested by Bloemen-Bekx, Voordeckers, Remery and Schippers (2019), one’s self-
efficacy beliefs are influenced by learning experiences. As one establishes their entrepreneurial 
venture, their knowledge of the venture and their own abilities grow overtime through their 
experiences; this experiential learning forms the basis of resultant changes to one’s self-
efficacy. This proposed relationship aligns to the suggestions of Folta et al. (2010), Raffiee and 
Feng (2014) and Kurczewska et al. (2020). As such, this paper proposed that a positive 
relationship exists, whereby as self-efficacy increases, the likelihood of transitioning towards 
full-time entrepreneurship increases. In light of this, the following proposition was developed:  
 

(P4) The increase in self-efficacy, through learning that takes place during the hybrid phase, 
increases the likelihood of transitioning to full-time entrepreneurship. 

 
While each factor has been discussed in isolation, in reality, they may influence one another. 
In particular, two of the perceptual factors (Arenius & Minniti, 2005) identified in this research, 
fear of failure and self-efficacy, are suggested to act as mediators. Figure 15 provides a graphic 
representation of the above propositions (P1 – P4) as well as the mediating effects (P5 and P6) 
that are further explicated below. 
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Figure 15: Proposed conceptual model - Factors influencing the transition from hybrid 
to full-time entrepreneurship 

 
 

5.4.5. The mediating role of fear of failure  
 
The direct relationship that perceived risk has with the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid 
to full-time entrepreneurship has been proposed and discussed. In addition to this relationship, 
it is suggested that the relationship between perceived risk and the likelihood of transitioning 
is mediated by one’s fear of failure. According to Deniz et al. (2011), risk, and seemingly the 
perceptions thereof, lie at the heart of fear of failure for entrepreneurs. Through hybrid 
entrepreneurship, an entrepreneur is able to reduce their perception of risk (Raffiee & Feng, 
2014; Block & Landgraf, 2016), in turn reducing their fear of failure, resulting in an increased 
likelihood of transitioning to full-time entrepreneurship. Essentially the fear of a venture failing 
is intrinsically linked to the riskiness of the venture. This inextricable link between risk 
perceptions and the fear of failure can be found in the literature where fear of failure is often 
defined in terms of risk aversion (Arenius & Minniti, 2005; Hessels, Grilo, Thurik & van der 
Zwan, 2011; Cacciotti & Hayton, 2014; Cacciotti, Hayton, Mitchell & Giazatzoglu, 2016). As 
one’s fear of failure can be viewed as the risk attached to a new entrepreneurial venture 
(Arenius & Minniti, 2005; Cacciotti & Hayton, 2014), a reduced risk perception would 
automatically reduce the fear of failure, in turn, increasing the likelihood of transitioning to 
full-time entrepreneurship. This notion is expanded by Kollman, Stömann and Kensbock 
(2017) who suggest that the fear of failure can be prompted situationally and act as a mediator 
affecting one’s behaviour. They further suggest that risk could trigger an individual’s fear of 
failure, which ultimately influences behaviour, offering further evidence for this mediating 
role. This behaviour refers to the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid to full-time 
entrepreneurship. In light of this, the following proposition was developed:  
 

(P5) The fear of failure mediates the relationship between perceived risk and the likelihood 
of transitioning from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship. 
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5.4.6. The mediating role of self-efficacy  
 
Self-efficacy, a further perceptual factor in the model, is proposed to mediate the relationship 
between entrepreneurial competency development and the likelihood of transitioning to full-
time entrepreneurship. It should be noted that the entrepreneurial competencies discussed by 
Morris et al. (2013) are deemed necessary for entrepreneurial action. An apparent link between 
competencies and self-efficacy has previously been established in the literature. For example, 
Baron’s (2004) definition of self-efficacy incorporated the belief that one held in their own 
competencies to achieve a specific goal, while Drnovšek, Wincent & Cardon (2010) expand 
further on this by explaining that entrepreneurs who exhibit high self-efficacy, tend to feel 
competent with other entrepreneurial activities. While hybrid entrepreneurs may not exhibit 
high levels of self-efficacy initially, over time as they gain experience and develop their 
entrepreneurial competencies, their likelihood of transitioning increases. However, this 
positive relationship is mediated by self-efficacy, suggesting that the relationship between 
entrepreneurial competency development and the likelihood of transitioning essentially works 
through the change in one’s self-efficacy. This notion is evidenced in the work of Zhao et al. 
(2005) who established that the relationship between perceived learning and entrepreneurial 
experience gained and entrepreneurial intentions was fully mediated by self-efficacy. This 
paper proposed that the relationship between one’s perceived learning pertaining to 
entrepreneurial competency development and the likelihood of transitioning towards full-time 
entrepreneurship is mediated by self-efficacy. As such, the following proposition was 
presented:  
 

(P6) Self-efficacy mediates the relationship between entrepreneurial competency 
development and the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship.  

 

5.5. Findings of research question 4 
 
The purpose of paper 4 was to address the research question: What entrepreneurial marketing 
issues does one face when growing their small business and how do these issues influence the 
business growth? An examination of the case study presented a number of key issues faced by 
the protagonist, James Reid, and offered practical insights into the entrepreneurial marketing 
tensions faced by a growing business. In particular, four key issues were identified and are 
presented below. First, Reid’s entry into entrepreneurship is presented as this plays an 
important role in the development of his venture. Second, the role of the entrepreneur in 
fostering business growth is established. Third, the strategic orientation of the venture is 
discussed, examining how this influences the growth potential of the firm. Fourth, the role of 
brand equity and brand value in guiding the growth of the firm and the potential limitations 
this may have on growth prospects is presented.  
 

5.5.1. The changing nature of the entrepreneurial journey  
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James Reid, the protagonist in the case study, faced a varied career journey that had led him to 
pursue his own entrepreneurial venture. His entrepreneurial venture was borne out of an 
inherent dissatisfaction with existing products on the market that aligned to his passion of 
fishing. Initially, he restored and later produced fishing rods during his spare time while 
maintaining his full-time employment as a mechanic. It is evident that this period served as a 
vitally important opportunity for learning, as has been suggested by Viljamaa and Varamäki 
(2015) and Folta et al. (2010), whereby his experience as a hybrid entrepreneur granted him 
the ability to evaluate his entrepreneurial competencies (Solesvik, 2017), establish a demand 
for his product  (Raffiee & Feng, 2014) and develop his brand. This provided Reid with a safety 
net as he was able to build a network of potential clients, whilst maintaining a stable income. 
The financial prospects of owning his own business were never a motivation for Reid, instead 
the psychological benefits far exceeded the financial benefits. This is aligned to the research of 
Folta et al. (2010), which examined the various psychological benefits that hybrid 
entrepreneurship offers. The tipping point at which Reid transitioned to full-time 
entrepreneurship was buffered by the fact that he had built-up sufficient demand to ensure he 
would have at least one full year of work. This provides evidence for Reid being a transitory 
hybrid entrepreneur (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015), using the hybrid phase to establish his 
entrepreneurial competencies and assess the market demand, ensuring his success as a full-
time entrepreneur. 
 
Reid’s journey through hybrid entrepreneurship, ultimately transitioning into full-time 
entrepreneurship, offers insight into the changing nature of the entrepreneurial journey, 
together with a number of the requirements that need to be met before moving towards a further 
stage in the journey. At first, Reid developed his products for himself without any ambition to 
commercialise his passion. In an attempt to share his passion with others, Reid would give his 
products away as gifts, again without any thought of commercialisation or profit-seeking. 
External forces, in the form of customers requesting products, ignited the potential for 
establishing a venture. Fast forward several years and Reid had created a prestigious, 
connoisseur brand well-known for the high-quality premium-priced fishing rods that he made. 
It was evident that Reid had no interest in seeking out customers and taking his product to 
market, but rather was pulled towards the market by customers. One cannot assume that Reid 
would be in the same position today had customers not actively sought out his products. A 
further requirement evidenced in the findings is that the financial feasibility of the venture, at 
least in the short-term, needed to be established before being willing to transition towards full-
time entrepreneurship. This requirement was met once Reid had amassed sufficient orders to 
last a full year, thus ensuring that all short-term financial obligations would be met.  
 

5.5.2. Role of the entrepreneur in business growth 
 
Despite an increase in popularity, with demand greatly outstripping the available supply, Reid’s 
business remained a solo operation, with Reid himself operating all facets of the business, 
including finances, operations, manufacturing and marketing. One reason for Reid refusing to 
expand his business pertains to the passion that he felt for the work that he was doing. While 
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passion has been defined as an important motivation for individuals to pursue hybrid 
entrepreneurship (Thorgren et al., 2014), this same passion appeared to be stunting the future 
growth prospects of the business. Reid was abundantly clear in the fact that he did not wish for 
his entrepreneurial venture to become a profession as opposed to a passion. As such, business 
growth was not a key priority. Despite being offered attractive partnerships with retailers, he 
was aware that this would require an increase in production volumes and a decrease in the time 
he spent with his customers - an aspect of the business that he enjoyed immensely. Ultimately, 
while opportunities were available for business growth, the fear of his passion becoming a 
profession resulted in Reid willingly impeding business growth. Walker and Brown (2004) 
suggest that it is not inconceivable for growth to be willingly stunted, as evidence in the case, 
in order for an individual to maintain a business size that they are comfortable with. Nordström 
et al. (2016) established that entrepreneurs who lead their businesses alone are more likely to 
be driven by passion than those who lead the business as part of a team. This could serve as a 
likely explanation for Reid guiding and growing his business based on his passion, as opposed 
to making decisions that could ultimately further the growth prospects of the business. As Reid 
had not experienced substantial uncertainty in his venture, due to the continuous demand for 
his offering, it is more likely that he would make emotive decisions, based on his passion 
(Nordström et al., 2016).  
 
Reid does not appear to align to existing typologies of entrepreneurs, for example he is neither 
classified as a survival entrepreneur, an individual who starts a small enterprise in order to 
survive (Morris & Pitt, 1995; Pitt & Kannemeyer, 2000), nor is he focused on growth or wealth. 
This specific type of entrepreneur, one that willingly halts the growth of their venture, despite 
the potential for growth, is one that is not defined in existing literature. In light of this, we term 
this distinct entrepreneurship archetype a comfort entrepreneur. A comfort entrepreneur refers 
to an entrepreneur that seeks to remain within their comfort zone, not willing to scale their 
venture through potentially high-risk decisions despite future payoffs. The comfort 
entrepreneur is likely to base business decisions on the maintenance of their lifestyle or passion 
as opposed to long-term business growth. It would appear that a comfort entrepreneur might 
evaluate the success of their venture using metrics other than scalability or business growth. 
The case study supports an argument that Reid has established a successful, profitable venture, 
potentially as a result of his staged entry into entrepreneurship (Raffiee & Feng, 2014; Solesvik, 
2017). However, it is evident that Reid’s metrics of success do not consider scalability or the 
future growth of the business. The opportunities available to Reid could allow him to grow his 
business, however he would likely risk losing control over his brand and turning his passion 
into ‘work’, neither of which he was willing to sacrifice. The business decisions of Reid, as a 
comfort entrepreneur, are guided by his unwavering strategic orientation, where personal 
interests dominate over business interests. 
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5.5.3. Strategic orientation 
 
Examining the strategic orientation of Reid’s business offers further insight into the role that it 
plays in hindering business growth. The research made use of the strategic orientation modes 
developed by Berthon, Hulbert and Pitt (1999; 2003), presented in Figure 16.  
 
Figure 16: Strategic orientation modes (Berthon et al., 1999)  

 

Considering the mode of focus presented in the case study, it is evident that Reid’s business 
places a great importance on the innovation orientation, ensuring that only the highest quality 
and performance rods are created. However, the extensive consultation time that Reid affords 
his customers before beginning work on their customised order indicates a high degree of 
importance is placed on the customer orientation. While the Interact mode of focus results in 
a seemingly perfect product and a highly satisfied customer, this too appears to be an obstacle 
hindering the growth of the business. The degree of customisation provided by Reid is both 
expensive and time consuming, limiting the ability to expand his personal output and his ability 
to employ labour. While the positive impact that a market orientation has on organisational 
performance is well documented in the literature (Leminen & Westerlund, 2012), it appears 
that this strategic orientation is detrimental to the sustained growth of a small venture requiring 
highly skilled labour.  
 
The detrimental nature of this strategic orientation is alluded to in the research of Piller and 
Tseng (2010). They discuss that the heterogeneities of demand from customers should not be 
considered a threat, but more an opportunity for profits. This coincides with Reid’s beliefs, 
which allow him to earn additional profits through customisation and personalisation. 
However, the caveat provided by Piller and Tseng (2010) pertains to the specific set of 
capabilities that a firm needs to establish in order to capture value from customisation. The fact 
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that Reid’s personalisation efforts are acting as a hindrance to growth as opposed to an 
opportunity for growth indicates that the correct capabilities to allow for personalisation have 
not been established. While Reid’s personalisation efforts have delighted his customers, it has 
also resulted in both an apparent inability and unwillingness to grow the business. Despite the 
negative effects that this business decision may have on the long-term growth of the business, 
the positive effect on the JM Reid brand has seemingly been indisputable.  
 

5.5.4. Brand equity and brand value  
 
The James Reid case provides an example of an instance whereby the brand equity (the 
financial value of the brand) (Aaker, 1996; Yoo, Donthu & Lee, 2000; Baltas & Freeman, 
2001) is substantially different from the value of the brand to the customer (Keller, 2003). From 
the customer’s perspective, the brand is immensely valuable as evidenced by the continuous 
demand for the products and the fact that customers are willing to wait up to three years to 
acquire a JM Reid rod. Reid is aware that customers value his brand for the intensive 
customisation offered, offering one-of-a-kind, unique pieces. The acceptance of the pricing 
strategy employed by Reid indicates that the benefits offered to customers outweigh the cost, 
including not only the financial cost but also the perceived cost associated with the extensive 
waiting period. Reid understands that his efforts to establish an exclusive brand have resulted 
in a loyal following, with a majority of his clientele making repeat purchases.  
 
From a financial perspective, there is very little brand equity in the JM Reid brand, whereby 
physical assets offer little substantial value. In this instance, it would appear that Reid is the 
brand, and without Reid the business is likely to have very little value. From an entrepreneurial 
perspective, Reid has built a very successful brand, but does not have sustainable value without 
his presence. The fact that Reid exerts such influence on the value of the brand aligns to the 
description of entrepreneurial marketing of Morrish et al. (2010). They discuss that the 
entrepreneur plays an integral role in the marketing process, in this instance; Reid seemingly 
serves as a marketing tool himself.  
 
Reid’s attempts to reinforce the exclusive, luxury associations of the brand, while helping to 
grow a strong brand, appear to be acting as a barrier to successful business growth. Again, 
partnership opportunities would require that Reid makes use of cheaper materials to enhance 
profit margins, however his strict approach to brand management would not entertain 
potentially cheapening the value of the brand. This apparent obsession with ensuring that all 
components of the product-offering meet the exceptionally high standards set by Reid appears 
to be to the detriment of the long-term growth prospects of the business. He is adamant that he 
will build his business in a manner that ensures he is able to maintain his passion for his work, 
while safeguarding the standards of quality upon which the brand was built.  
 

5.6. Conclusion  
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This chapter presented the findings of the four papers comprising this dissertation. Paper 1 
offered insight into the field of entrepreneurial marketing, establishing that the entrepreneurial 
marketing efforts and challenges faced by hybrid entrepreneurs have largely been ignored in 
the literature despite the recent expansion of the field. Paper 2 identified eight distinct factors, 
both extrinsic and intrinsic, that motivate individuals to enter hybrid entrepreneurship. Paper 3 
offered insight into the factors that influence the transition from hybrid entrepreneurship 
towards full-time entrepreneurship, presenting a conceptual model that sought to explain this 
transition period. Paper 4 identified key entrepreneurial marketing issues facing an 
entrepreneur trying to grow their venture. These key issues included the contradictory role of 
passion in initiating and developing a venture, the strategic orientation of the firm as a means 
of brand development as well as growth hinderance and the role of the brand and brand equity 
in diminishing growth prospects for comfort entrepreneurs. Table 10 below summarises these 
key findings from each of the four papers in this dissertation. 
 
Table 10: Summary of research findings 

Paper  Research 
question Summary of findings 

1 

What is the 
intellectual 
landscape, 
scientific 

productivity and 
impact of authors, 

articles and 
journals in the 
entrepreneurial 

marketing field? 

The findings indicate that entrepreneurial marketing has 
become a thriving, multi-disciplinary field that has reached a 
point of maturity. This maturity is mirrored in the evolution of 
the entrepreneurial marketing operationalisation – moving 
from a narrowly defined scope to a far broader and 
encompassing operationalisation. Distinct schools of thought 
emerging in the literature have been identified and emerging 
trends guiding the future growth of the entrepreneurial 
marketing field have been discussed. Hybrid entrepreneurship 
does not feature as a contributor to the expanding field of 
entrepreneurial marketing. 

2 

What are the 
specific factors 
that motivate 
individuals to 
become hybrid 
entrepreneurs? 

Eight factors were identified that motivated individuals to 
pursue hybrid entrepreneurship. Four extrinsic factors, namely 
expansion of social capital, a learning opportunity, financial 
incentives and opportunity recognition and four intrinsic 
factors, namely self-fulfilment, independence, passion and a 
creative outlet.  
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3 

What are the 
factors that drive 
the likelihood if 

transitioning from 
hybrid to full-time 
entrepreneurship? 

All factors that affect the likelihood of transitioning from 
hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship are influenced by the 
experiential learning that occurs throughout the hybrid phase. 
Perceived risk and fear of failure are negatively associated 
with the likelihood of transitioning. Entrepreneurial 
competency development and self-efficacy are positively 
associated with the likelihood of transitioning. Fear of failure 
mediates the relationship between perceived risk and the 
likelihood of transitioning, while self-efficacy mediates the 
relationship between entrepreneurial competency 
development and the likelihood of transitioning.  

4 

What 
entrepreneurial 

marketing issues 
does one face 
when growing 

their small 
business and how 

do these issues 
influence the 

business growth? 

There are a number of requirements that need to be met in 
order for hybrid entrepreneurs to advance in their 
entrepreneurial journey. While passion acts as a key driver of 
hybrid entrepreneurship, it may help in early stages of venture 
development, but it can hinder business growth in the long-
term. The strategic orientations of an entrepreneurial venture 
may be a strong tool for brand development, but again, it may 
hinder business growth. Entrepreneurs may need to make 
trade-offs between maintaining brand positioning and 
business growth in order to ensure the development of a long-
term sustainable business. Alternatively, they need to be 
willing to lose a degree of control in order to maintain the 
brand positioning and safeguard future business growth.  

 
The following chapter, Chapter VI, presents the theoretical contributions and practical 
implications of each of the four papers. In addition to the contributions, the limitations of each 
research paper and the recommendations for future researchers are presented.   
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CHAPTER VI: CONTRIBUTIONS, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS 
AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

6.1. Introduction 
 
This chapter presents the key theoretical contributions and practical implications of the 
research. Webster and Watson (2002) suggest that when evaluating a contribution, one 
typically asks ‘what’s new?’ in order to establish how the research presented differs in some 
way from already existing knowledge. Ultimately a theoretical contribution represents an 
advancement in the existing understanding of a particular phenomenon (Corley & Gioia, 2011). 
Corley and Gioia (2011) examined the key dimensions of a theoretical contribution, distilling 
it to two key dimensions, namely originality and utility. As such, a theoretical contribution 
needs to “provide original insight into a phenomenon by advancing knowledge in a way that is 
deemed to have utility or usefulness for some purpose” (Corley & Gioia, 2011, p. 15). 
 
In addition to an examination of research contributions, it is pertinent to examine the limitations 
of the research and to offer productive avenues for future researchers to consider. “Highlighting 
the discrepancy between what we know and what we need to know alerts other scholars to 
opportunities for a key contribution” (Webster & Watson, 2002, p. xix). As such, following an 
overview of the limitations of each paper, a number of avenues for future researchers to 
consider are presented. These directions for future researchers relate to different facets of the 
research, such as methodological adaptations and furthering the body of knowledge.   
 

6.2. Theoretical contributions and practical implications from individual papers  
 
The sections to follow will examine the contributions for each individual paper in further detail. 
The contributions for each paper will examine the theoretical contribution, together with the 
practical implications of the research, relevant limitations and the subsequent avenues for 
future research presented in each paper.   
 

6.2.1. Contributions from paper 1 
 
Paper 1 offered a critical and comprehensive examination of the field of entrepreneurial 
marketing, which incorporated the recent period of expansion in the field. One of the primary 
contributions of this research was the identification of three distinct potential trends that were 
identified through the analysis of keyword co-occurrence over the past fifteen years. These 
three trends may assist with guiding the future development of the field in terms of topics that 
have recently dominated the field. This paper further revealed that the growth of 
entrepreneurial marketing publications in recent years did not appear to be influenced by the 
recent expansion of hybrid entrepreneurship literature, despite the coinciding growth periods. 
Given that hybrid entrepreneurship has only existed in the literature for approximately a 
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decade, much of the focus had been on the legitimisation of the field. As such, researchers had 
not as yet expanded the examination of hybrid entrepreneurs to consider the entrepreneurial 
marketing efforts of these individuals.  
 

6.2.1.1. Limitations of paper 1 
 
The limitations faced in this paper are three-fold. First, the selection of the Web of Science 
database to serve as the sample for this research may have limited the journals available for 
inclusion in the database. Future researchers could consider the expansion of the sample to 
include Google Scholar citations, accounting for a broader examination of academic literature. 
Second, limiting the sample to only include English journal articles may further have 
eliminated relevant articles that were either published in another language, or published as an 
editorial, book chapter or other publication type. Third, whilst bibliographic studies offer 
objective insight into the structure of the field as well as influential articles, authors or 
institutions, bibliographic studies may lack the in-depth nature offered by qualitative studies 
(Most et al., 2018).  
 

6.2.1.2. Recommendations for future researchers from paper 1 
 
The first recommendation for future researchers is to consider the combination of bibliographic 
techniques with qualitative research in order to provide further insight into the identified 
network map clusters. Second, researchers considering further examining the intellectual 
landscape of the entrepreneurial marketing field, or indeed conducting bibliographic analyses 
in other fields, could benefit from an examination of trends over a shorter period of time. This 
could offer further insight into the changing nature of trends over shorter time periods, 
examining a broader range of prolific and impactful authors and articles. Third, future research 
should consider the role of entrepreneurial marketing journals and whether scholars would be 
willing to publish their future entrepreneurial marketing research in these journals. This 
recommendation stems from the fact that researchers tended to publish in journals that 
accurately resembled their particular field of research, whether more marketing or 
entrepreneurship focused. Whilst this paper postulated potential reasons for this behaviour, it 
would serve the field to gain a better understanding of this phenomenon. 
 

6.2.2. Contributions from paper 2 
 
The theoretical contribution of paper 2 is three-fold, first concerning the use of an existing 
theory in a new context, second, contributing to the body of knowledge through addressing a 
number of calls for further research and third, contributing to a more nuanced understanding 
of the hybrid entrepreneurial journey as presented in section 6.3 below.  
 
The primary theoretical contribution of paper 2 is rooted in the use of an existing theory to 
explain a new phenomenon, which as suggested by Webster and Watson (2002) offers the 
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potential for an influential theoretical contribution. This research made use of self-
determination theory in order to explain the entry of individuals into hybrid entrepreneurship. 
A number of researchers had recommended that further research examining the factors that 
motivated an individual to pursue hybrid entrepreneurship was required, given that this 
represented an apparent gap in the literature (Folta et al., 2010; Thorgren et al., 2014; Viljamaa 
& Varamäki, 2015; Nordström et al., 2016; Solesvik, 2017). One of the primary reasons offered 
for further research pertained to the fact that conflicting results had been established in the 
literature. Through the application of self-determination theory to this specific phase of the 
hybrid entrepreneurial journey, this paper has identified, that while some of the motives may 
be conflicting, they ultimately encourage one to act regardless of whether one if acting to 
achieve a further outcome (extrinsically motivated), or whether one is acting for the satisfaction 
derived from the act itself (intrinsically motivated). As such, this paper has found support for 
the seemingly contradictory research of others, suggesting that motives to enter hybrid 
entrepreneurship are often complex and manifold.   
 
Examining the practical implications of paper 2, we find that the psychological benefits offered 
to hybrid entrepreneurs may in some cases supersede business interests. As such, one cannot 
assume that all hybrid entrepreneurs wish to transition towards full-time entrepreneurship. In 
light of this, paper 2 provides support for the establishment of hybrid entrepreneurship as a 
valid and independent state of entrepreneurship, challenging traditional conceptualisations 
thereof (Solesvik, 2017; Marshal et al., 2019). This paper further provides possible implications 
for entrepreneurship curricula. Solesvik (2017) discusses the importance of incorporating 
hybrid entrepreneurship into existing entrepreneurship curricula, equipping students with the 
necessary skills to be able to use the hybrid state to further hone their hard and soft skills. This 
paper provides further insight into the motivations of individuals to engage in hybrid 
entrepreneurship, which could be used to further focus hybrid entrepreneurship education, in 
particular the hybrid entrepreneurial journey. 
 
The findings of paper 2 seemingly rebut the negative perceptions of hybrid entrepreneurship, 
which tend to associate hybrid entrepreneurship with precarious work arrangements, 
suggesting that individuals are forced into hybrid entrepreneurship to supplement income 
(Bögenhold, 2019). A strong majority of the motivating factors identified were positive in 
nature, aligning with aspirations for personal growth and achievement. This suggested that the 
decision to enter hybrid entrepreneurship was, in a strong majority of cases, an intentional act 
regardless of whether individuals wanted to use the hybrid phase to transition towards full-time 
entrepreneurship or to remain in the hybrid state.  
 

6.2.2.1. Limitations of paper 2 
 
The limitations of this paper, all of which pertain to methodological decisions, are three-fold. 
The first limitation pertains to the use of a qualitative methodology and the lack of 
generalisability associated with this selection. While the rationale for making use of a 
qualitative method was established, ultimately due to the subjectivity of the approach, the 
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sample size and the nature of sample selection, the results are not able to be generalised to a 
broader target population. Second, the ability for participants to self-select to partake in the 
research, may have resulted in self-selection bias being present in the final sample. Third, the 
use of social media as a participant recruitment tool tailors those that are exposed to the request 
for participation. In light of this a majority of the participants were from the same country as 
one of the researchers and thus the results of the research may not be able to be replicated in 
another country.  
 

6.2.2.2. Recommendations for future researchers from paper 2 
 
Beyond future researchers addressing the above-mentioned limitations, paper 2 presents three 
distinct avenues for future research. First, an evaluation of self-efficacy prior to and post 
engaging in hybrid entrepreneurship could provide fertile ground for further research. This 
recommendation is made on the basis of the number of participants that suggested their hybrid 
state provided them the opportunity to learn a number of key business skills that they would 
otherwise not have been exposed to. An empirical evaluation of this learning could offer further 
insights into entrepreneurial transition behaviour. Second, future researchers should consider 
examining the relationship between an individual’s work background and their motivations to 
engage in hybrid entrepreneurship, in order to determine if those in certain industries are 
primarily motivated by particular motivations over others.  
 
Third, given the seemingly opposing nature of extrinsic and intrinsic motivations, one may 
assume that individuals predominantly guided by extrinsic motivations would be more likely 
to use hybrid entrepreneurship as a means to transition towards full-time entrepreneurship. This 
assumption is made based on the nature of self-determination theory and the conceptualisation 
of both extrinsic and intrinsic motivations. The theory suggests that those motivated by 
extrinsic factors are motivated to engage in a particular behaviour (hybrid entrepreneurship) in 
order to obtain an outcome that is separable from the behaviour in and of itself (Niemiec & 
Ryan, 2009; Ryan & Deci, 2000). However, those that are intrinsically motivated are likely to 
derive satisfaction from the behaviour itself (Gagné & Deci, 2005). As such, those that are 
motivated to enter hybrid entrepreneurship for the intrinsic satisfaction offered by virtue of 
being a hybrid entrepreneur, may be more likely to remain in the hybrid state indefinitely. 
Future researchers should therefore consider an evaluation of the role of extrinsic and intrinsic 
motivations to enter hybrid entrepreneurship in the ultimate decision to transition towards full-
time entrepreneurship.   
 

6.2.3. Contributions from paper 3 
 
The theoretical contributions of paper 3 are three-fold, first concerning the use of an existing 
theory in a new context, second the development of a conceptual model and third, contributing 
to a more nuanced understanding of the hybrid entrepreneurial journey. Webster and Watson 
(2002) suggest that indicating how an existing theory can be used to explain a new phenomenon 
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can serve as an influential theoretical contribution. This paper made use of an already existing 
theory, namely experiential learning theory, and applied this theory to explain a key step in the 
entrepreneurial journey of hybrid entrepreneurs.  
 
As a means of adding value, conceptual papers should present something new that extends 
beyond a review of extant literature (Gilson & Goldberg, 2015). In conceptual work, “the 
author’s contribution would arise from the fresh theoretical foundations proposed in 
developing a conceptual model” (Webster & Watson, 2002, p. xiv). As such, the key theoretical 
implication of this paper is the development of the conceptual model that examines the factors 
that influence one’s decision to transition towards full-time entrepreneurship (presented 
previously as Figure 15). The incorporation of propositions for all proposed direct and indirect 
relationships suggests that the model is available for future empirical assessment. 
 
The practical implications of paper 3 for policy makers are two-fold. First, the factors that 
influence the transition to full-time entrepreneurship are vitally important to policy makers 
given the important role that entrepreneurs play in economic development (Folta et al., 2010; 
Block & Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2017). Establishing incubators and support structures for 
hybrid entrepreneurs to assist with the growth of their ventures could be greatly beneficial for 
both employment and economic growth. Programmes developed to support hybrid 
entrepreneurs would likely result in the creation of successful full-time entrepreneurs 
(Solesvik, 2017), given the robust nature of their ventures and strong chances of survival 
(Raffiee & Feng, 2014). Developing a more nuanced understanding of what influences the 
proverbial tipping point is vitally important in establishing these developmental policies. 
Solesvik (2017) furthers this argument suggesting that implementing such policies at a macro-
level would likely be more successful in producing full-time entrepreneurs than educational 
programmes that focus on traditional entrepreneurship as the dominant model. Second, whilst 
public policy often promotes full-time entrepreneurship, it tends to disregard hybrid 
entrepreneurship, which as this paper has indicated, can serve as a vital stepping-stone toward 
full-time entrepreneurship (Folta et al., 2010, Solesvik, 2017). As such, this paper highlights 
the importance of hybrid entrepreneurship being incorporated in public policy aimed at 
boosting the base of entrepreneurs, despite their differing entrepreneurial journeys.  
 
In addition, paper 3 presents further implications for employers and managers of hybrid 
entrepreneurs. Employment instability and job uncertainty has become the norm (Popiel, 2017) 
and employees increasingly work part-time, hold more than one job, or engage in temporary 
or contract work (Kalleberg, 2000). In light of this, managers of hybrid entrepreneurs may 
consider establishing policies related to employees engaging in an entrepreneurial venture in 
addition to their salaried employment. Solesvik (2017) suggests that this should not discourage 
hybrid entrepreneurship, but rather encourage a culture of transparency and offer a means 
through which to retain valuable employees. Marshall et al. (2019) states that hybrid 
entrepreneurs are best suited to develop, refine and transfer innovative capabilities from their 
entrepreneurial venture to their salaried employment. This suggests that employers may in fact 
indirectly benefit from the learned innovative capabilities of hybrid entrepreneurs. Whilst 
Marshall et al. (2019) do acknowledge that some hybrid entrepreneurs may ultimately 
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transition towards full-time entrepreneurship and leave the company, the literature (see for 
example: Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2014, 2015; Solesvik, 2017) has clearly identified that these 
transition intentions are not standardised across all hybrid entrepreneurs and should not be 
treated as the norm. While the support of employees entrepreneurial intentions may seem 
counterintuitive for a firm, Marshall et al. (2019) suggest that the opportunities for learning in 
the venture align with other forms of employee development.  
 

6.2.3.1. Limitations of paper 3 
 
This paper is not without its limitations, three of which are presented below. First, as conceptual 
research, one cannot assume that the factors presented offer a complete and exhaustive list of 
all factors that would guide the transition from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship. Second, 
the proposed model is not context-specific, therefore it does not account for individual-specific 
(such as gender and age) nor macroenvironmental factors (such as economic climate and 
sociocultural norms), therefore in certain contexts some of the identified factors may be more 
nuanced. For example, demographic or psychographic differences amongst individuals would 
likely influence the extent to which the identified factors guide decision-making. Third, as the 
phenomenon of hybrid entrepreneurship gains further traction in the literature, it is possible 
that the proposed conceptual model will evolve to incorporate further factors as the field 
matures. 
 

6.2.3.2. Recommendations for future researchers from paper 3  
 
The recommendations for future research are six-fold. First, future research should empirically 
assess the proposed model, which could potentially yield additional drivers that influence the 
likelihood of transitioning toward full-time entrepreneurship. Second, considering the 
important role that learning plays throughout hybrid entrepreneurship, future researchers could 
consider whether individual-specific factors, such as gender, would influence how different 
hybrid entrepreneurs learn. Ekanem (2015) established differences in the learning processes of 
male and female entrepreneurs and future research could extend and possibly validate this 
research amongst hybrid entrepreneurs. Third, echoing a previous call by Thorgren et al. 
(2014), the development of measures specifically purposed for hybrid entrepreneurship is also 
encouraged to more comprehensively gauge its role in the field of entrepreneurship. As hybrid 
entrepreneurship evolves, research exploring the various nuances of the phenomenon is 
necessary to further our knowledge and keep pace with its development in the context of the 
entrepreneurial process. Fourth, given changes that are currently impacting the workforce in 
many markets as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic resulting in increased job uncertainty, 
future researchers could investigate hybrid entrepreneurship as a continuous career choice and 
assess its potential as a permanent entrepreneurial category. Fifth, from a behavioural 
perspective, research probing individual motivations to pursue hybrid entrepreneurship (Folta 
et al., 2010; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; Nordström et al., 2016; Bögenhold. 2019) as well as 
normative influences, could also provide deeper insight into both hybrid behaviours as well as 
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social and economic motivations to maintain a hybrid status or transition toward full-time 
entrepreneurship. Six, as identified by Bögenhold (2019), empirical research in this field is 
limited, with databases on hybrid entrepreneurs being distinctly rare. Further empirical 
research that seeks to test and validate existing models of hybrid entrepreneurial behaviour 
would greatly assist the emerging field of research. Future researchers should continue to aid 
the visibility of hybrid entrepreneurship in the literature, challenging traditional 
conceptualisations of entrepreneurship and establishing hybrid entrepreneurship as both a 
viable path to full-time entrepreneurship as well as an independent state. 
 

6.2.4. Contributions from paper 4 
 
The James Reid case sheds light on the phenomenon of hybrid entrepreneurship and 
entrepreneurial marketing theory in general in two ways. First, it reemphasises the fact that not 
all entrepreneurs seek to grow their enterprises at all cost, and to accumulate as much wealth 
as possible. Reid is abundantly clear that he loves his business and crafting high quality 
products that he is proud of is his main objective, not financial gain. Second, it enables scholars 
to distinguish between survival entrepreneurs and entrepreneurs such as Reid, who engage in 
entrepreneurial behaviour for something far beyond survival. As some authors (see for 
example: Morris & Pitt, 1995; Pitt & Kannemeyer, 2000) have established, a majority of 
survival entrepreneurs would willingly give up their businesses when an opportunity for full-
time employment arose. This, however, is not the case with Reid, who would not close his 
business to seize a well-paying full-time job opportunity. As such, the implication is that Reid 
is neither a survival entrepreneur, nor one focused on growth and wealth. This paper has 
contributed to literature through the introduction and explication of a different category of 
entrepreneur, namely the comfort entrepreneur. The term ‘comfort entrepreneur’ is used to 
indicate that once a particular level of comfort is reached in the venture, decisions are made 
based on the maintenance of comfort, not necessarily growth or other business-related metrics. 
This phenomenon is not as rare as it might seem. In some instances, owners may eschew 
financially attractive growth strategies because they simply believe in what they do and 
appreciate the lifestyle and well-being it affords them and their employees (see for example: 
Heskett, 1983; Pitts, 2006). This approach to business has a number of implications on the 
long-term growth, financial viability and marketing strategies of the business. However, both 
marketing and entrepreneurship scholars have given far less attention to this particular type of 
entrepreneur than either to survival entrepreneurs or those focused on growth and wealth. The 
case further explicates the entrepreneurial journey of a highly skilled transitory hybrid 
entrepreneur who establishes a successful niche brand. Whilst the case may implicitly provide 
several examples of best practice for establishing a loyal customer base, it also highlights 
several entrepreneurial marketing issues that entrepreneurs may be confronted with when 
growing their venture. The case highlights how an inherent fear of turning a lifelong passion 
into ‘work’ and an obsession with ensuring that only the highest quality products are produced 
can significantly limit the growth potential of a business.  
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The case study exemplified an entrepreneurial firm that placed the utmost importance on the 
protection and reinforcement of the brand, often making business decisions based on their 
alignment with the brand. This was seen in the case study as Reid declined offers to expand 
the business through means that would not reinforce the desired positioning of the brand. 
Through these decisions and the desires of the entrepreneur, the firm did not exhibit long-term 
sustainable growth prospects with limited opportunity for scalability. An additional reason for 
the limited growth prospects was the desire to maintain full control over the business and its 
operations. If one were to lessen their control over their venture through the employment of 
others, this would also likely require more formalised and defined roles as well as the 
delegation of responsibility (Hamermesh, Heskett & Roberts, 2005). Again, the desire to 
maintain control was demonstrated in paper 4 as the entrepreneur was unwilling to employ 
labour to assist with the manufacturing of goods, suggesting that it required specific skills that 
would be arduous to impart to an employee. While a business operating under these conditions 
may be successful, developing a strong and differentiated brand in the market, the lack of desire 
to make business decisions in the best interests of long-term, sustainable growth, indicates that 
the business is unlikely to ever expand beyond the abilities of the sole entrepreneur. 
 
An individual’s motivations for entering hybrid, or indeed full-time entrepreneurship, may play 
a role in the growth of the venture. As many individuals pursue a passion (Thorgren et al., 
2014) in their entrepreneurial venture, this paper has identified that the psychological benefits 
offered may supersede business interests in the long run, with implications for the brand, 
strategic orientation and business growth. As previously stated, while the strategic orientation 
presented in the case study has been greatly successful in establishing a high equity brand, the 
time and cost-intensive nature of this orientation places a proverbial glass ceiling on the growth 
potential. The personal abilities and the motivations of the entrepreneur play a vitally important 
role in determining the growth path of their venture, and it should be noted that on occasion, 
growth might be willingly stunted in order to maintain a business size that one is comfortable 
with. 
 
The idea of a comfort entrepreneur may have evaded academic literature because it seemingly 
contradicts a number of models presented in the management and entrepreneurship literature. 
Benz (2009) suggests that the typical assumption is that individuals engage in entrepreneurship 
in order to pursue a profit. Entrepreneurs discover new ways to do things, which ultimately 
results in entrepreneurial profit (Knudsen & Swedberg, 2009). Therefore, it seems 
extraordinary that an entrepreneur, with the potential to significantly expand their venture, 
would willingly curtail their growth for the maintenance of non-business-related criteria. 
However, expanding beyond the realm of entrepreneurship towards larger, resource-abundant 
organisations, we find that similar decisions, to the detriment of long-term business growth, 
are often made under the guise of marketing practices. This expands the relevance of the results 
of the paper beyond the context of small, entrepreneurial ventures to larger, resource-abundant 
businesses, drawing parallels between the two. Luxury brands have been known to, for 
example, destroy unsold stock in an attempt to preserve their reputation of exclusivity (Lieber, 
2018). Established, well-known, multinational brands engage in acts with the sole priority of 
protecting the brand, the same reason that Reid refuses to grow his business. Berthon, Pitt, 
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Parent and Berthon (2009, p. 54) suggest that while “exclusivity is generally maintained 
through limiting supply or access to an offering…this generally sacrifices growth and even 
long-term viability”. Many luxury brands that sought revenue down market ultimately failed, 
while those that failed to grow as a result of their exclusivity were rendered financial unviable 
(Berthon et al., 2009). This seemingly presents a ‘damned if you do, damned if you don’t’ 
approach to brand protection. Despite being vastly different in many ways, the single 
entrepreneur seeking to protect their brand will ultimately be faced with the same dilemma that 
established, multinational brands face. As such, examining literature pertaining to luxury 
brands could ultimately provide entrepreneurs seeking to protect their differentiated brand with 
a number of possibilities to remain financially viable while safeguarding the positioning of the 
brand. An example of one of these strategies that is common amongst luxury brands is to 
distinguish between the brand and the source. This allows the brand to guard the exclusivity of 
the source (i.e. the high quality, customised rods produced by Reid), while leveraging the brand 
in other items in categories that do not compete with the brand’s source (Berthon et al., 2009). 
The identification of this commonly shared business dilemma, by two vastly different 
businesses, seemingly renders the argument pertaining to the applicability of entrepreneurial 
marketing to different enterprises void. Instead of scholars opposing the application of 
entrepreneurial marketing principles to large, resource-abundant organisations, suggesting that 
the focus should remain on small enterprises – it would be prudent to rather examine the 
commonalities amongst these enterprises. Identifying key areas of commonality amongst 
firms, regardless of their size or other business characteristics, could assist with enabling 
business growth across enterprises.   
 

6.2.4.1. Limitations of paper 4 
 
The most profound limitation of this research is the use of a single case study, which has 
implications on the generalisability of the findings. Whilst the benefits of using a single case 
study are well documented, including the ability to provide rich insights (Elms & Tinson, 
2012), one cannot overlook the narrow, albeit in-depth, nature of the data collected. The second 
limitation pertains to the collection and analysis of qualitative. Despite taking a number of steps 
to reduce the influence of subjectivity throughout the data collection and analysis stages, this 
remains a limitation of the paper.  
 

6.2.4.2. Recommendations for future researchers from paper 4 
 
The recommendations for future researchers from paper 4 are three-fold. First, future 
researchers should continue to examine the intersection of issues facing entrepreneurs and other 
enterprises (such as luxury brands as presented above) that have certain characteristics in 
common. In particular, seeking to offer best practice guidelines for either long-term growth or 
protection of the brand. Second, it is recommended that future researchers consider a 
comparative study that evaluates and compares the experiences of more individuals, potentially 
at different stages of their entrepreneurial journey. For example, comparing the experiences 
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and business growth of a persistent and a transitory hybrid entrepreneur (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 
2015) could provide insights into the learning and development of entrepreneurial skills 
throughout the hybrid phase. Third, future researchers should consider both conceptual and 
empirical research to further explore comfort entrepreneurs who willingly halt the growth of 
their ventures and the marketing strategies that accompany this decision. In addition to this, 
future researchers could consider an evaluation of the metrics of success used by comfort 
entrepreneurs in order to enhance the understanding of the decision to willingly halt business 
growth.  
 

6.3. Overall research contributions  
 
This dissertation sought to address a gap in the literature pertaining to the examination of the 
entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges experienced by hybrid entrepreneurs. This 
particular context was selected due to the fact that whilst researchers continued to place a great 
focus on traditional, full-time entrepreneurs and their marketing efforts, little attention had been 
given in the literature to the rapidly growing hybrid entrepreneurship segment (Petrova, 2011, 
2012; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; Fu, Larsson & Wennberg, 2018; Bögenhold, 2019). 
Despite a plethora of research examining the entrepreneurial marketing efforts of full-time 
entrepreneurs, the distinct characteristics of hybrid entrepreneurs indicate that they cannot be 
predicted to act in a similar manner to full-time entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 2010; Thorgren et 
al., 2014). In order to address this identified gap in the literature, this dissertation has explicitly 
examined entrepreneurial marketing in the context of hybrid entrepreneurs. Through the 
extension of entrepreneurial marketing theory to a new context, this dissertation has identified 
how an individual’s role as a hybrid entrepreneur influences the business decisions that they 
make, with particular reference to marketing-related decisions. This has offered insight into the 
entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges faced by individuals that have made use of 
hybrid entrepreneurship in the development of their venture. In particular, a number of issues 
pertaining to the role of the entrepreneur in aiding future business growth have been 
highlighted. The dissertation identified a delicate balancing act between best practice 
marketing decisions and business growth in entrepreneurial ventures, identifying that decisions 
made under the guise of best marketing practices could damage the long-term growth prospects 
of the entrepreneurial venture.  
 

6.3.1. The hybrid entrepreneurial journey 

 
In order to examine the entrepreneurial marketing efforts of hybrid entrepreneurs it was 
imperative to gain further insight into the entrepreneurial journeys of these individuals, a 
further gap highlighted in extant literature (Folta et al., 2010; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; 
Block & Landgraf, 2016; Nordström et al., 2016; Solesvik, 2017; Bögenhold, 2019). An 
examination of the findings from paper 2 and 3 together offer insight into the full 
entrepreneurial journey of the hybrid entrepreneur. This directly serves as a key theoretical 
contribution of the dissertation offering future researchers a framework for the hybrid 
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entrepreneurial journey. This entrepreneurial journey, together with the factors influencing 
significant decisions throughout the journey is presented in Figure 17 below. 
 
Figure 17: The hybrid entrepreneurial journey 

 
 
As presented in Figure 17, an individual who is currently in traditional (employer-employee) 
salaried employment, may be motivated by one or more of the identified extrinsic and intrinsic 
motivations to enter hybrid entrepreneurship (as presented in paper 2). Individuals with 
stronger motivations will likely face a greater likelihood of entering hybrid entrepreneurship. 
Once in the hybrid phase, as a result of the learning and the experience gained throughout this 
phase, the individual is likely to experience a reduction in the fear of failure and the perceived 
risk associated with full-time entrepreneurship, while at the same time experience enhanced 
entrepreneurial competency development and self-efficacy in their abilities (as presented in 
paper 3). Through both the direct and indirect relationships presented, this will likely increase 
the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship. As indicated in Figure 
17, the entry into hybrid entrepreneurship has been explained through the use of self-
determination theory while the movement through hybrid entrepreneurship and into full-time 
entrepreneurship has been explained through the use of experiential learning theory. This 
dissertation is the first to model the hybrid entrepreneurial journey, incorporating elements of 
both the entry towards and exit away from hybrid entrepreneurship. 
 

6.3.2. The influence of hybrid entrepreneurship on entrepreneurial marketing efforts 
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This research has identified a number of distinctive characteristics of hybrid entrepreneurship 
that could influence the entrepreneurial marketing efforts of hybrid entrepreneurs in a multitude 
of ways. Ultimately, the distinctive bundle of resources that hybrid entrepreneurs have access 
to plays an important role in guiding their entrepreneurial marketing efforts. These resources 
typically culminate in less pressure being placed on the immediate profitability of the venture, 
allowing the hybrid entrepreneur the freedom within which to experiment with their marketing 
efforts to establish best practices in a particular market. A number of examples could be made 
based on the findings from the papers comprising this dissertation and are further explicated 
below.  
 
As identified in paper 2, the expansion of social capital during the hybrid phase allows hybrid 
entrepreneurs to establish a customer base, and actively seek out new members in their social 
networks that would allow them to further the success of their venture. While full-time 
entrepreneurs are also able to establish their social capital, the key differences pertain to the 
fact that (a) hybrid entrepreneurs may be exposed to additional opportunities to develop their 
social capital through their salaried employment, and (b) hybrid entrepreneurs are able to 
develop and test their networks before reliance is placed on them. The development and 
fostering of social capital requires heavy investments of not only time, but several other 
resources (Kim & Aldrich, 2005) and therefore needs to be a deliberate act. The hybrid phase 
therefore offers individuals the time required to develop strong and dependable networks 
before needing to place a reliance on these networks. For example, hybrid entrepreneurs could 
experiment and test out the most effective supplier networks and delivery and distribution 
networks, while enhancing brand awareness amongst their potential customer base. Should a 
hybrid entrepreneur wish to transition to full-time entrepreneurship, they would likely have 
strong social capital as a result of the hybrid phase that could assist with guiding the success 
of their ventures.  
 
Papers 2, 3 and 4 acknowledged the importance of the hybrid phase as an opportunity for 
learning. The learning opportunity afforded to hybrid entrepreneurs is predicted to greatly 
influence the marketing efforts of these individuals for a number of reasons. In addition to 
learning the hard skills required to manage a venture, hybrid entrepreneurs are able to learn 
about the preferences, needs and wants of their customer base and the demand for their product 
offering, in order to ensure that they are able to craft the most effective means of satisfying 
those needs. Most importantly, this learning is done without the pressure of immediate 
profitability of the venture, thus allowing the hybrid entrepreneur the time to learn and, notably, 
the time and resources to experiment and to make mistakes with the safety net of salaried 
employment. Just as the entrepreneurial venture may be a source of much learning for the 
hybrid entrepreneur, so too is their salaried employment, offering a plethora of transferable 
learnings. The rationale for this is that hybrid entrepreneurs can consistently use the learnings 
from their salaried employment and apply these to their entrepreneurial venture. This would 
significantly reduce the learning curves that an entrepreneur may face in their personal 
capacity, and instead allow the hybrid entrepreneur to simply implement certain marketing 
practices or business processes that have been deemed the most effective within their salaried 
employment. If we were to consider, for example, how the COVID-19 pandemic has greatly 
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affected businesses and the resultant pivoting that has allowed businesses to survive. As a 
hybrid entrepreneur, one could gain knowledge from the learning curve faced by their 
employer, understand, for example, the pivoting that worked and that which may not have 
worked and then implement only the most successful changes in their entrepreneurial venture, 
at a much-reduced opportunity cost to the venture.  
 
The hybrid phase would allow hybrid entrepreneurs to learn and better understand the efficacy 
of different marketing communication tools, assessing those which are most effective amongst 
their target market. Given that there is less pressure on the venture to be profitable immediately, 
in order to financially support the entrepreneur, this allows for the creativity and 
experimentation of different marketing tools and techniques that would otherwise be beyond 
the reach of full-time entrepreneurs due to time or resource constraints. This would allow for 
the development of an effective means of communication that would suit the needs of the target 
market and the gradual development of brand equity. 
 
While a financial motive to enter hybrid entrepreneurship was identified in paper 2, the 
importance of the income stability afforded to hybrids by maintaining their salaried 
employment cannot be overlooked. This stable financial support is likely to greatly affect the 
marketing decisions made by hybrid entrepreneurs. Marketing decisions are more likely to be 
experimental with predictions that hybrid entrepreneurs would be willing to accept greater risk 
with their marketing decisions. The rationale for this is that the consequences of failure 
associated with a particular marketing decision are perceived to be lower due to the 
maintenance of a stable salary and thus less pressure for the marketing effort to be successful. 
In addition to this, hybrid entrepreneurs may also have access to varied marketing tools as a 
result of their income stability, allowing them to make investments into their marketing efforts 
with the understanding of longer-term returns on their investment.  
 

6.3.3. Challenging traditional operationalisations of entrepreneurship 

 
A further theoretical contribution of this dissertation is that it challenges traditional, outdated 
conceptualisations of entrepreneurship by counteracting the apparent invisibility of hybrid 
entrepreneurship in the literature. A number of authors suggested that further academic 
research was needed to enhance the visibility and understanding of hybrid entrepreneurship in 
the literature (Petrova, 2010; Molenaar, 2016). In particular suggesting that there is insufficient 
research that acknowledges and understands hybrid entrepreneurship and the complexity 
thereof (Petrova, 2010, 2012; Block & Landgraf, 2016; Nordström et al., 2016; Solesvik, 
2017). This research has directly addressed these calls for research, and as such has contributed 
to the body of knowledge pertaining to hybrid entrepreneurship by providing insight into the 
hybrid entrepreneurial journey, in particular examining the path into as well as the path out of 
hybrid entrepreneurship. 
 
In addition to challenging the traditionally defined boundaries of entrepreneurship, this 
research offers insight into the heterogeneity of these entrepreneurs and the complexity of their 
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entrepreneurial journeys. This dissertation offers support for the establishment of hybrid 
entrepreneurship as a valid and independent state of entrepreneurship, that individuals may 
willingly maintain for a number of complex, varied reasons, establishing clear differences 
between hybrid and full-time entrepreneurs. In addition, the dissertation has established the 
reasons for one choosing to maintain a hybrid state as well as choosing to use the hybrid state 
as a stepping-stone towards full-time entrepreneurship. As many countries rely on sustaining 
the entrepreneurial spirit to drive job creation and innovation in their economies (Singer et al., 
2018), constantly falling rates of self-employment in a number of developed economies is of 
grave concern for policy makers (Solesvik, 2017; Cooke, 2019; Naudé, 2019). The research 
offers insight for policy makers in terms of the complexity of entrepreneurial journeys, with 
the knowledge that for some hybrid entrepreneurs, they will transition to full-time 
entrepreneurship and establish robust ventures (Raffiee & Feng, 2014), while others may 
remain in the hybrid state indefinitely, thus providing implications beyond the segment of 
hybrid entrepreneurs alone. This dissertation has identified a further distinct type of 
entrepreneur, a comfort entrepreneur, and examined a number of the means through which 
business decisions may ultimately limit the long-term financial viability and growth prospects 
of the business. While this may seem extraordinary, given scholarly focus on survival 
entrepreneurs or those focused on scalability and wealth, parallels have readily been 
established with larger, resource abundant organisations who may make business decisions that 
ultimately stunt their growth. 
 

6.4. Overall research limitations  
 
While the previous sections have examined the limitations of each individual research paper, 
it is pertinent to identify limitations pertaining to the overarching research statement and 
resultant focus areas. In particular, the niche focus of the context of the research, namely 
amongst hybrid entrepreneurs, limits the findings of the research from being generalised to 
other categories of entrepreneurship. The context of the research, hybrid entrepreneurship, 
pertains to a specific group of individuals that exhibit a particular set of characteristics, namely 
that they maintain both salaried employment while simultaneously pursuing an entrepreneurial 
venture. Whilst these individuals were selected as the context for this research due to these 
characteristics and the resultant influence that they exert on entrepreneurial marketing 
activities, one cannot overlook the seemingly narrow context of the research. Despite the 
dissertation offering insight into this group of individuals, this is noted as a limitation of the 
overall research inquiry.  
 
In addition, this dissertation comprises exploratory research which bears further implications 
on the generalisability of the key findings. However, the ultimate objective of exploratory 
research designs is to gain insight and understanding into a particular phenomenon of interest 
(Kothari, 2004; Malhotra, 2010). In this instance, the objective of exploratory research is to 
articulate defined questions that could be addressed in future research (Kothari, 2004; Neuman, 
2014; Leavy, 2017). The exploratory focus of the dissertation has created a number of new 
avenues for future research that can be executed in further systematic and extensive studies. 
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6.5. Conclusion  
 
The purpose of this dissertation was to examine the research statement: What are the 
entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges faced by hybrid entrepreneurs? This research 
statement was addressed through the composition of four research papers that each sought to 
examine a distinct component of the overarching research problem area. In addressing the 
research statement, this dissertation has contributed to the body of knowledge pertaining to 
both entrepreneurial marketing and hybrid entrepreneurship.  
 
This dissertation challenged traditional, outdated conceptualisations of entrepreneurship by 
counteracting the apparent invisibility of hybrid entrepreneurship in the literature. In addition, 
this research has examined the role of the entrepreneur in guiding, and in some instances 
hindering, the growth of the business. Specific challenges faced by a transitory hybrid 
entrepreneur pertaining to strategic orientation, the development and protection of a brand and 
the role of the entrepreneurial journey provided further insight into the influence of these 
factors affecting long-term business growth. The research identified that the entrepreneurial 
marketing decisions taken by an entrepreneur may be influenced by their path towards 
entrepreneurship, thus further warranting the need for research examining these less traditional 
paths towards entrepreneurship. This dissertation drew parallels between entrepreneurship and 
marketing literature, where similar decisions may be made and justified to willingly halt 
business growth yet critiqued in very different ways.  
 
In examining the entrepreneurial marketing efforts and challenges of hybrid entrepreneurs, this 
research has uncovered the complexity and heterogeneity of this group of individuals. Not only 
in terms of their motivations to enter hybrid entrepreneurship, their reasons for remaining as 
hybrid entrepreneurs or transitioning towards full-time entrepreneurship, but also the different 
entrepreneurial marketing decisions made along the hybrid entrepreneurial journey. In light of 
this complexity, it is understandable that a single dissertation would not be able to examine all 
heterogeneous aspects of hybrid entrepreneurs and their distinctive entrepreneurial journeys 
and as such, the recommendations made for future researchers offer a number of fruitful 
avenues to further expand this field of research.  
 
  



REFERENCE LIST 
 
 
Aaker, D. (1996). Measuring Brand Equity Across Products and Markets. California 

Management Review, 38(3), 102-120.  
Adom, K. (2014). Beyond the marginalization thesis: an examination of the motivations of 

informal entrepreneurs in Sub-Saharan Africa. Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 15(2), 
113-125. 

Al-Jubari, I., Hassan, A. & Liñán, F. (2019). Entrepreneurial intention among university 
students in Malaysia: integrating self-determination theory and the theory of planned 
behaviour. International Entrepreneurship Management Journal, 15(4), 1323-1342. 

Alcaide, G. & Gorraiz, J. (2018). Assessment of researchers through bibliometric indicators: 
the area of information and library science in Spain as a case study (2001–2015). Frontiers 
in Research Metrics and Analytics, 3(15), 1-12. 

Alshenqeeti, H. (2014). Interviewing as a data collection method: a critical review. English 
Linguistics Research, 3(1), 39-45. 

AMA. (2017). Definitions of marketing. Accessed 11 May 2018. Retrieved from: 
https://www.ama.org/the-definition-of-marketing-what-is-marketing/ 

Andersson, S., Evers, N. & Gliga, G. (2018). Entrepreneurial marketing and born global 
internationalisation in China. Qualitative Market Research: An International Journal, 
21(2), 202-231. 

Anwar, M. & Daniel, E. (2016). Entrepreneurial marketing in online businesses. Qualitative 
Market Research: An International Journal, 19(3), 310-338. 

Aparicio, G., Iturralde, T. & Maseda, A. (2019). Conceptual structure and perspectives on 
entrepreneurship education research: A bibliometric review. European Research on 
Management and Business Economics, 25, 105-113. 

Arenius, P. & Minniti, M. (2005). Perceptual variables and nascent entrepreneurship. Small 
Business Economics, 24(3), 233-247.  

Backman, M. (2020). Now could be a great time to get a side hustle. Accessed 31 May 2020. 
Retrieved from: https://www.nasdaq.com/articles/now-could-be-a-great-time-to-get-a-
side-hustle.-heres-how-to-start-2020-03-16 

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

Baltas, G. & Freeman, J. (2001). Hedonic Price Methods And The Structure Of High-
Technology Industrial Markets: An Empirical Analysis. Industrial Marketing 
Management, 30(7), 599-607.  

Bandura, A. (1969). Social-learning theory of identificatory processes. In: Goslin, D. (ed), 
Handbook Of Socialization Theory And Research. Chicago: Rand Mcnally. 

Bandura, A. (1977). Social Learning Theory. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall Inc. 
Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. American Psychology, 37(2), 

122-147. 
Bansal, P. & DesJardine, M. (2014). Business sustainability: it is about time. Strategic 



 
 

126 

Organization, 12(1), 70-78. 
Barakat, S., Boddington, M. & Vyakarnam, S. (2014). Measuring entrepreneurial self-efficacy 

to understand the impact of creative activities for learning innovation. International 
Journal of Management Education, 12(3), 456-468.  

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of 
Management, 17(1), 99-120. 

Baron, R. (2004). The cognitive perspective: a valuable tool for answering entrepreneurship’s 
basic “why” questions. Journal of Business Venturing, 19(2), 221-239.  

Baškarada, S. (2014). Qualitative case study guidelines. The Qualitative Report, 19(24), 1-18. 
Baumgartner, H. & Pieters, R. (2003). The structural influence of marketing journals: a 

citation analysis of the discipline and its subareas over time. Journal of Marketing, 67(2), 
123-139.  

Becherer, R., Helms, M. & McDonald, D. (2012). The effect of entrepreneurial marketing on 
outcome goals in SMEs. New England Journal of Entrepreneurship, 15(1), 7-18. 

Bélanger, P. (2011). Theories in adult learning and education. Leverkusen, Germany: Barbara 
Budrich Publishers.  

Bennett, P. (1988). Dictionary of marketing terms. Chicago: American Marketing 
Association.   

Benz, M. (2005). Entrepreneurship as a non-profit-seeking activity. International 
Entrepreneurship and management Journal, 5(1), 23-44.  

Berthon, P., Ewing, M. & Napoli, J. (2006). Brand management in small to medium-sized 
enterprises. Journal of Small Business Management, 46(1), 27-45. 

Berthon, P., Hulbert, J. & Pitt, L. (1999). To Serve Or Create? Strategic Orientations Toward 
Customers And Innovation. California Management Review, 42(1), 37-58. 

Berthon, P., Hulbert, J. & Pitt, L. (2003). Innovation Or Customer Orientation? An Empirical 
Investigation. European Journal of Marketing, 38(9/10), 1065-1090. 

Berthon P., Pitt, L., Parent, M. & Berthon, J. (2009). Aesthetics and ephemerality: observing 
and preserving the luxury brand. California Management Review, 52(1), 45-66. 

Bettiol,  M.,  Di  Maria,  E. & Finotto, V. (2012). Marketing in SMEs: the role of 
entrepreneurial sensemaking. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 
8(2), 223-248. 

Bjerke, B. & Hultman, C. (2002). Entrepreneurial marketing: the growth of small firms in the 
new economic era. Cheltenham: Edward Edgar Publishing Ltd. 

Block, J. & Landgraf, A. (2016). Transition from part-time entrepreneurship to full-time 
entrepreneurship: the role of financial and non-financial motives. International 
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 12(1), 259-282.  

Bloemen-Bekx, M., Voordeckers, W., Remery, C. & Schippers, J. (2019). Following in 
parental footsteps? the influence of gender and learning experiences on entrepreneurial 
intentions. International Small Business Journal, 37(6), 642-663. 

Birt, L., Scott, S., Cavers, D., Campell, C. & Walter, F. (2016). Member checking: a tool to 
enhance trustworthniess or merely a nod to validation. Qualitative Health Research, 
26(13), 1802-1811. 



 
 

127 

Bögenhold, D. (2018). From hybrid entrepreneurs to entrepreneurial billionaires: observations 
on the socioeconomic heterogeneity of self-employment. American Behavioral Scientist, 
1-18. 

Bögenhold, D. (2019). Are Hybrids the New Normal? A Labour Market Perspective on 
Hybrid Self-employment. International Review of Entrepreneurship, 17(4), 429-447. 

Bögenhold, D. & Klinglmair, A. (2017). One-person enterprises and the phenomenon of 
hybrid self-employment: evidence from an empirical study. Empirica, 44(2), 383-404.  

Boyd, N. & Vozikis, G. (1994). The influence of self-efficacy on the development of 
entrepreneurial intentions and actions. Entrepreneurship Theory And Practice, 18, 63-77.  

Braun, V. & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research 
in Psychology, 3(2), 77-101. 

Brown, T. & Farshid, M. (2017). To grow or not to grow that is the question. Entreprendre & 
Innover, 3(34), 29-37. 

Brush, C., Ceru, D. & Blackburn, R. (2009). Pathways to entrepreneurial growth: The 
influence of management, marketing, and money. Business Horizons, 52, 481-491.  

Bryman, A. & Bell, E. (2011). Research methodology. Cape Town: Oxford University Press 
Southern Africa.  

Burke, A., Fitzroy, F. & Nolan, M. (2008). What makes a die-hard entrepreneur? Beyond the 
“employee or entrepreneur” dichotomy. Small Business Economics, 31, 93-115. 

Burmeister-Lamp, K., Lévesque, M. & Schade, C. (2012). Are entreprenuers influenced by 
risk attitude, regultory focus or both? An experiemtn on entrepreneurs’ time allocation. 
Journal of Business Venturing, 27, 456-476. 

Byrne, J. & Toutain, O. (2012). Research in entrepreneurship: learning from learning theories. 
In: Academy of Management Proceedings (ed G Atinc), Boston, Massachusetts, 3-7 August 
2012. 

Cacciotti, G. & Hayton, J. (2014). Fear of failure and entrepreneurship : a review and 
direction for future research, Enterprise Research Centre, United Kingdom. 

Cacciotti, G., Hayton, J., Mitchell, J. & Giazatzoglu, A. (2016). A reconceptualization of fear 
of failure in entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing, 31(3), 302-325. 

Campbell, J., Quincy, C., Osserman, J. & Pedersen, O. (2013). Coding in-depth 
semistructured interviews: problems of unitization and intercoder reliability and 
agreement. Sociological Methods & Research, 42(3), 294-320.  

Carsrud, A. & Brännback, M. (2011). Entrepreneurial motivations: what do we still need to 
know? Journal of Small Business Management, 49(1), 9-26. 

Carlsson, B., Braunerhjelm, P., McKelvey, M., Olofosson, C., Persson, L. & Ylinenpää, H. 
(2013). The evolving domain of entrepreneurship research. Small Business Economics, 
41(4), 913-930. 

Cavallo, A., Ghezzi, A. & Balocco, R. (2018). Entrepreneurial ecosystems research: present 
debates and future directions. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 
5, 1291-1321.  

Chong, Y. & Chen, C. (2010). Customer needs as moving targets of product development: a 
review. International Journal of Advanced Manufacturing Technology, 48, 395-406. 

Chuang, K., Chuang, Y., Ho, M. & Ho, Y. (2011). Bibliometric analysis of public health 
research in Africa: the overall trend and regional comparisons. South African Journal of 



 
 

128 

Science, 107(5-6), 1-6. 
Collinson, E. & Shaw, E. (2001). Entrepreneurial marketing: a historical perspective on 

development and practice. Management Decision, 39(2), 761-767. 
Cooke, P. (2019). World Turned Upside Down: Entrepreneurial Decline, Its Reluctant Myths 

and Troubling Realities. Journal of Open Innovation Technology, Market and Complexity, 
5(22), 1-16. 

Cope, J. (2011). Entrepreneurial learning from failure: an interpretive phenomenological 
approach. Journal of Business Venturing, 26(6), 604-623. 

Corbett, A. (2005). Experiential learning within the process of opportunity identification and 
exploitation. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29(4), 473-491.  

Corbett, A. (2007). Learning asymmetries and the discovery of entrepreneurial opportunities. 
Journal of Business Venturing, 22(1),  97-118.  

Corley, K. & Gioia, D. (2011). Building theory about theory building: What constitutes a 
theoretical contribution. Academy of Management Review, 36(1), 12-32.  

Cornish, F., Gillespie, A. & Zittoun, T. (2014). Collaborative analysis of qualitative data. In 
Flick, U. (2014). The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Data Analysis. London: SAGE 
Publications Ltd. 

Covin, J. & Covin, T. (1990). Completive aggressiveness, environmental context, and small 
firm performance. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 14, 35-50 

Covin, J., Slevin, D. & Schultz, R. (1994). Implementing strategic missions: Effective 
strategic, structural and tactical choices. Journal of Management Studies, 31, 481-505. 

Creswell, J. (2009). Research design 3rd ed. Californa: SAGE Publications Inc.  
Cropanzano, R. (2009). Writing nonempirical articles for Journal of Management: general 

thoughts and suggestions. Journal of Management, 35, 1304-1311. 
Davidsson, P. & Honig, B. (2003). The role of social and human capital among nascent 

entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(3), 301-331.  
Davis, C., Hills, G. & LaForge, R. (1985). The marketing small enterprise paradox: A research 

agenda. International Small Business Journal, 3(3), 31-42. 
Dawson, C. & Henley, A. (2012). Push versus pull entrepreneurship: an ambiguous 

distinction? International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior and Research, 18(6), 697-
719. 

De Bakker, F., Groenewegen, P. & Den Hond, F. (2005). A bibliometric analysis of 30 years 
of research and theory on corporate social responsibility and corporate social performance. 
Business & Society, 44(3), 283-217. 

Demetry, D. (2017). Pop-up to professional: emerging entrepreneurial identity and evolving 
vocabularies of motive. Academy of Management Discoveries, 3(2), 187-207. 

Deniz, N., Boz, I. & Ertosun, Ö. (2011). The relationship between entrepreneur’s level of 
perceived business-related fear and business performance. Procedia - Social And 
Behavioral Sciences, 24, 579-600.  

Dimov, D. (2007). From opportunity insight to opportunity intention: the importance of 
person-situation learning match. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 31(4), 561-583. 

Doyle, P. & Bridgewater, S. (2011). Innovation in marketing. New York: Routledge.  
Drnovšek, M., Wincent, J. & Cardon, M. (2010). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy and business 

start-up: developing a multi-dimensional definition. International Journal of 



 
 

129 

Entrepreneurial Behavior and Research, 16(4), 329-348.  
Ekanem, I. (2015). Entrepreneurial learning: gender differences. International Journal of 

Entrepreneurial Behavior and Research, 21(4), 557-577. 
Elms, J. & Tinson, J. (2012). Consumer vulnerability and the transformative potential of 

internet shopping: an exploratory case study. Journal of Marketing Management, 28(11-
12), 1354-1376. 

Elo, S. & Kyngäs, H. (2008). The qualitative content analysis process. Journal of Advanced 
Nursing, 62(1),107-115. 

Esmailpour, H. & Tavallai, M. (2016). Innovative marketing and competitive advantage of 
small and medium-sized businesses according to the entrepreneurial orientation and 
features. International Journal of Advanced Biotechnology and Research, 7(3), 1130-1143. 

Fard, M. & Amiri, N. (2018). The effect of entrepreneurial marketing on halal food SMEs 
performance. Journal of Islamic Marketing, 9(3), 598-620.  

Ferreira, C., Lord Ferguson, S. & Pitt, L. (2019). Entrepreneurial marketing and hybrid 
entrepreneurship: the case of JM Reid Bamboo Rods. Journal of Marketing Management, 
35(9-10), 867-885. 

Fietze, S. & Boyd, B. (2017). Entrepreneurial intention of Danish students: a correspondence 
analysis. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior and Research, 23(4), 656-672. 

Flew, T. (2005). Creative economy in Hartley, J. (ed.) Creative industries. Malden, MA: 
Blackwell Publishing. 

Florida, R. (2014). The Rise Of The Creative Class, Revisited. New York City: Basic Books. 
Folta, T., Delmar, F. & Wennberg, K. (2010). Hybrid entrepreneurship. Management Science, 

56(2), 253-269.  
Forret, M. & Dougherty, T. (2001). Correlates of networking behaviour for managerial and 

professional employees. Group & Organisation Management, 26(3), 283-311. 
Fu, K., Larsson, A. & Wennberg, K. (2018). Habitual entreprenuers in the making: how labour 

market rigidity and employment affects entrepreneurial re-entry. Small Business 
Economics, 51 465-482.  

Gagné, M. & Deci, E. (2005). Self-determination theory and work motivation. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 26, 331-362. 

Gelinas, L., Pierce, R., Winkler, S., Cohen, I., Lynch, H. & Bierer, B. (2017). Using social 
media as a research recruitment tool: Ethical issues and recommendations. American Journal 
of Bioethics, 17(3), 3-14. 

Geiger, S. & Prothero, A. (2007). Rhetoric versus reality: exploring consumer empowerment 
in a maternity setting. Consumption, Markets and Culture, 10(4), 375-400. 

Germak, A. & Robinson, J. (2014). Exploring the motivation of nascent social entrepreneurs. 
Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, 5(1), 5-21.  

Gilmore, A., McAuley, A., Gallagher, D. & Carson, D. (2013). Entrepreneurship and 
Marketing Interface Research – A Synopsis and Evaluation. In Sethna, Z., Jones, R. & 
Harrigan, P. (2013). Entrepreneurial Marketing Global Perspectives, Warrington, Emerald 
Group Publishing Limited.  

Gilmore, A., McAuley, A., Miles, M. & Pattinson, H. (2020). Four questions of 
entrepreneurial marketing education: perspectives of university educators. Journal of 
Business Research, 113, 189-197. 



 
 

130 

Gilson, L. & Goldberg, C. (2015). Editors’s comment: So, what is a conceptual paper? Group 
& Organization Management, 40(2), 127-130.  

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor. (2018). Global Entrepreneurship Monitor Global Report 
2017/2018. Accessed 8 October 2018. Retrieved from: 
https://www.gemconsortium.org/report/50012. 

Gobster, P. & Xiang, W. (2012). Mapping the intellectual landscape of Landscape and Urban 
Planning. Landscape and Urban Planning, 106, 1-5. 

Gopinath, G. (2020). The great lockdown: worst economic downturn since the great 
depression. Accessed 29 May 2020. Retrieved from: https://blogs.imf.org/2020/04/14/ the-
great-lockdown-worst-economic-downturn-since-the-great-depression/.  

Griffin, A. (2013). Obtaining customer needs for product development. In Kahn, K. (2013). 
The PDMA handbook of new product development 3rd ed. New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons.  

Gross, N., Carson, D. & Jones, R. (2014). Beyond rhetoric: re-thinking entrepreneurial 
marketing from a practice perspective. Journal of Research in Marketing and 
Entrepreneurship, 16(2), 105-127. 

Guest, G., Bunce, A. & Johnson, L. (2006). How many interviews are enough?: An 
experiment with data saturation and variability. Field Methods, 18(1), 59-82. 

Gunday, G., Ulusoy, G., Kilic, K. & Alpkan, L. (2011). Effects of innovation types on firm 
performance. International Journal of Production Economics, 133(2), 662-676.  

Hagaman, A. & Wutich, A. (2016). How many interviews are enough to identify metathemes 
in multisited and cross-cultural research? Another perspective on Guest, Bunch, and 
Johnson’s (2006) landmark study. Field Methods, 29(1), 23-41. 

Hagan, S. (2019). Global uncertainty gauge enters 2019 at record high level. Accessed 29 
October 2019. Retrieved from: https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2019-02-
04/global-uncertainty-gauge-enters-2019-at-record-high-level.  

Hallbäck, J. & Gabrielsson, P. (2011). Entrepreneurial marketing strategies during the growth 
of international new ventures. In Hutson, E., Sinkovics, R. & Berrill, J. (eds). Firm-Level 
Internationalization, Regionalism and Globalization. London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Hamermesh, R. Heskett, J. & Roberts, M. (2005). A note on managing the growing venture. 
Harvard Business School. HBS No. 804-157. 

Hansen, D. & Eggers, F. (2010), The marketing/entrepreneurship interface: a report on the 
“Charleston Summit”. Journal of Research in Marketing and Entreprenuership, 12(1), 42-
53. 

Harrison, R. & Leitch, C. (2005). Entrepreneurial learning: researching the interface between 
learning and the entrepreneurial context. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29(4), 
351-371.  

Harrison, H., Birks, M., Franklin, R. & Mills, J. (2017). Case study research foundations and 
methodological orientations. Qualitative Social Research, 18(1), 1-17. 

Hayton, J. & Cacciotti, G. (2018). How fear helps (and hurts) entrepreneurs. Harvard Business 
Review, April 2018. 

Heinzel, J., Askari, H. & Geibel, R. (2014). How do certain factors affect the fear of failure in 
entrepreneurship. In: 4th Annual International Conference On Business Strategy And 
Organizational Behavior, Singapore, July 2014, Singapore: Global Science and 
Technology Forum.  



 
 

131 

Hennink, M., Hutter, I. & Bailey, A. (2011). Qualitative research methods. London: SAGE 
Publications.  

Henry, C. & Foss, L. (2014). Case sensitive? A review of the literature on the use of case 
method in entrepreneurship research. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & 
Research, 21(3), 389-409.  

Heskett, J. (1983). Shouldice Hospital Ltd. Case number 683068-PDF-ENG, Boston, MA: 
Harvard Business School Press. 

Hessels, J., Grilo, I., Thurik, R. & van der Zwan, P. (2011). Entrepreneurial exit and 
entrepreurial engagement. Journal of Evolutionary Economics, 21, 447-471. 

Hill, J. & Wright, L. (2000). Defining the scope of entrepreneurial marketing: a qualitative 
approach. Journal of Enterprising Culture, 8(1), 23-46. 

Hills, G. (1987). Research at the marketing/entrepreneurship interface. Marietta: United 
States Association for Small Business and Entrepreneurship. 

Hills, G. & Hultman, C. (2011). Research in marketing and entrepreneurship: a retrospective 
viewpoint. Journal of Research in Marketing and Entrepreneurship, 13(1), 8-17. 

Hills, G., Hultman, C. & Miles, M. (2008). The evolution and development of entrepreneurial 
marketing. Journal of Small Business Management, 46(1), 99-112.  

Hisrich, D. & Ramadani, V. (2018). Entrepreneurial marketing. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.  
Hultman, C. & Hills, G. (2011). Influence from entrepreneurship in marketing theory. Journal 

of Research in Marketing and Entrepreneurship, 13(2), 120-125. 
Inglis, R. (2008). Exploring accounting and market orientation: an interfunctional case study. 

Journal of Marketing Management, 24(7-8), 687-710.  
Ionita, D. (2012). Entrepreneurial marketing: a new approach for challenging times. 

Management & Marketing Challenges for the Knowledge Society, 7(1), 131-150. 
Ireland, R., Hitt, M. & Sirmon, D. (2003). A model of strategic entrepreneurship: the construct 

and its dimensions. Journal of Management, 29(6), 963-989. 
Jackson, S. (2009). Research methods and statistics – a critical thinking approach, 3rd ed. 

California: Cengage Learning.  
Jones, B. (2010). Entrepreneurial Marketing and the Web 2.0 Interface. Journal of Research 

in Marketing and Entrepreneurship, 12(2), 143-152. 
Jones, R. & Rowley, J. (2011). Entrepreneurial marketing in small businesses: A conceptual 

exploration. International Small Business Journal, 29(1), 25-36. 
Jones, B., Temperley, J. & Lima, A. (2009). Corporate reputation in the era of web 2.0: the 

case of Primark. Journal of Marketing Management, 25(9-10), 927-939.  
Karami, M. & Tang, J. (2019). Entrepreneurial orientation and SME international 

performance: the mediating role of networking capability and experiential learning. 
International Small Business Journal, 37(2), 105-124. 

Kaiser, K. (2009). Protecting respondent confidentiality in qualitative research. Qualitative 
Health Research, 19(11), 1632-1641. 

Kalleberg, A. (2000). Part-time, temporary and contract work. Annual Review of Sociology, 
26, 341-365. 

Keller, K. (2003). Strategic Brand Management: Building, Measuring, And Managing Brand 
Equity, 2nd ed.  New Jersey: Pearson Education. 

Kelley, D., Singer, S. & Herrington, M. (2016). Global Entrepreneurship Monitor: 2015/16 



 
 

132 

Global Report. Accessed 20 September 2017. Retrieved from: 
https://www.gemconsortium.org/report. 

Kim, P. & Aldrich, H. (2005). Social capital and entrepreneurship. Foundations and Trends 
in Entrepreneurship, 1(2), 55-104. 

Kim, M. & Chen, C. (2015). A scientometric review of emerging trends and new development 
in recommendation systems. Scientometrics, 104, 239-263.  

Kirkwood, J. (2009). Motivational factors in a push-pull theory of entrepreneurship. Gender 
in Management: An International Journal, 24(5), 346–364. 

Knudsen, T. & Swedberg, R. (2009). Capitalist entrepreneurship: making profit through the 
unmaking of economic orders. Capitalism and Society, 4(2), 3. 

Kolb, D. (1984). Experiential learning: experience as the source of learning and development. 
Engelwood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Kolb, D., Boyatzis, R. & Mainemelis, C. (2000). Experiential learning theory: previous 
research and new directions. In Sternberg R & Zhang L (eds) Perspectives On Cognitive, 
Learning, And Thinking Styles. New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Kollman, T., Stömann, C. & Kensbock, J. (2017). Fear of failure as a mediator of the 
relationship between obstacles and nascent entrepreneurial activity - an experimental 
approach. Journal of Business Venturing, 32(3), 280-301. 

Kotler, P. & Armstrong, G. (2013). Principles of Marketing 2nd ed. Cape Town: Pearson South 
Africa.  

Kothari, C. (2004). Research methodology – methods and techniques. New Delhi: New Age 
International Publishers.  

Kraus, S., Harms, R. & Fink, M. (2009). Entrepreneurial marketing: moving beyond 
marketing in new ventures. International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation 
Management, 11(1), 19-34. 

Kraus, S., Filser, M., Eggers, F., Hills, G. & Hultman, C. (2012). The entrepreneurial 
marketing domain: a citation and co-citation analysis. Journal of Research in Marketing 
and Entrepreneurship, 14(1), 6-26. 

Kurczewska, A., Mackiewicz, M., Doryń, W. & Wawrzyniak, D. (2020). Peculiarity of hybrid 
entrepreneurs - revisiting Lazear's theory of entrepreneurship. Journal of Business 
Economics and Management, 21(1), 277-300. 

Landström, H. (2019). The rigour-relevance debate: strategies to avoid creating an ivory tower 
in entrepreneurship research. In Laveren, E., Blackburn, R., Hytti, U. & Landström, H. 
(2019). Rigour and relevance in entrepreneurship research, resources and outcomes. 
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.  

Leavy, P. (2017). Research Design. New York: The Guildford Press.  
Lee, R., Lee, J. & Garrett, T. (2019). Synergy effects of innovation on firm performance. 

Journal of Business Research, 99, 507-515. 
Leminen, S. & Westerlund, M. (2012). Categorizing the Growth Strategies of Small Firms. 

Technology Innovation Management Review, May, 5-9. 
Li, K., Rollins, J. & Yan, E. (2018). Web of Science use in published research and review 

papers 1997-2017: a selective, dynamic, cross-domain content-based analysis. 
Scientometrics,115(1), 1-20. 

Liao, J. & Welsch, H. (2003). Social capital and entrepreneurial growth aspiration: a 



 
 

133 

comparison of technology- and non-technology-based nascent entrepreneurs. Journal of 
High Technology Management Research, 14, 149-170. 

Lieber, C. (2018). Why fashion brands destroy billions’ worth of their own merchandise every 
year. Accessed 1 August 2020. Retrieved from: https://www.vox.com/the-
goods/2018/9/17/17852294/fashion-brands-burning-merchandise-burberry-nike-h-and-m 

Lincoln, Y. & Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic Inquiry. California: SAGE Publications.   
Lombard, M., Snyder-Duch, J. & Bracken, C. (2002). Content analysis in mass 

communication: assessment and reporting of intercoder reliability. Human Communication 
Research, 28(4), 587-604. 

Lougui, M. & Nyström, K. (2014). What obstacles do entrepreneurs encounter? Journal of 
Entrepreneurship and Public Policy, 3(2), 275-291. 

Luc, S., Chirita, G., Delvaux, E. & Kepnou, A. (2018). Hybrid entrepreneurship: employees 
climbing the entrepreneurial ladder. International Review of Entrepreneurship, 16(1), 89-
113. 

Lumpkin, G. & Dess, G. (2001). Linking two dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation to 
firm performance: the moderating role of environment and industry life cycle. Journal of 
Business Venturing, 16, 429-451.  

Lumpkin, G. & Dess, G. (1996). Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation construct and 
linking it to performance. Academy of Management Review, 21(1), 135–172. 

Malhotra, N. (2010). Marketing research an applied orientation. New Jersey: Prentice Hall 
Publishing.  

Marczyk, G., DeMatteo, D. & Festinger, D. (2005). Essentials of research design and 
methodology. New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons Inc.  

Markman, G., Balkin, D. & Baron, R. (2002). Inventors and new venture formation: the effects 
of general self-efficacy and regretful thinking. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
27(2), 149-165. 

Marks, D. & Yardley, L. (2004). Research Methods for Clinical and Health Psychology. 
London: SAGE Publications. 

Marshall, D., David, W., Dibrell, C. & Ammeter, A. (2019). Learning off the job: examining 
part-time entrepreneurs as innovative employees. Journal of Management, 45(8), 3091-
3113. 

Martínez, K., Crespo, A. & Fernández-Laviada, A. (2015). Influence of perceived risk on 
entrepreneurial desirability and feasibility: multidimensional approach for nascent 
entrepreneurs. Journal of Risk Research, 20(2), 218-236. 

Merigó, J. & Yang, J. (2016). Accounting research: a bibliometric analysis. Australian 
Accounting Review, 27(1), 71-100.  

Merriam, S. & Caffarella, R. (1999). Learning in adulthood, 2nd ed. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.  

Merriam, S., Caffarella, R. & Baumgartner, L. (2007). Learning in adulthood, 3rd ed. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Milanesi, M. (2018). Exploring passion in hobby-related entrepreneurship: evidence from 
Italian cases. Journal of Business Research, 92, 423-430. 

Miles, M. & Darroch, J. (2006). Large firms, entrepreneurial marketing processes, and the 
cycle of competitive advantage. European Journal of Marketing, 40(5/6), 485-501.  



 
 

134 

Miles, M., Gilmore, A., Harrigan, P., Lewis, G. & Sethna, Z. (2015). Exploring 
entrepreneurial marketing. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 23(2), 94-111.  

Molenaar, K. (2016). They are not yet seen…but…hybrid entrepreneurship emerging in a 
changing society. The Hague University of Applied Sciences: The Hague. 

Morgan, J. & Sisak, D. (2016). Aspiring to succeed: a model of entrepreneurship and fear of 
failure. Journal of Business Venturing, 31(1), 1–21. 

Morris, M. (1998). Entrepreneurial intensity: sustainable advantages for individuals, 
organizations, and societies. 1st ed. Greenwood Publishing Group. 

Morris, M. & Pitt, L. (1995). Entrepreneurship and the Informal Sector: A Third World 
Perspective. Journal of Small Business Management, 33(1), 78–86. 

Morris, M. & Paul, G. (1987). The relationship between entrepreneurship and marketing in 
established firms. Journal of Business Venturing, 2(3), 247-259. 

Morris, M., Webb, J. W., Fu, J. & Singhal, S. (2013). A competency-based perspective on 
entrepreneurship education: conceptual and empirical insights. Journal of Small Business 
Management, 51(3), 352–369.  

Morris, M., Schindehutte, M. & LaForge, R. (2002). Entrepreneurial marketing: A construct 
for integrating emerging entrepreneurship and marketing perspectives. Journal of 
Marketing Theory and Practice, 10(4), 1-19. 

Morris, M., Schindehutte, M. & LaForge, R. (2001). The emergence of entrepreneurial 
marketing: nature and meaning. London: Routledge.  

Morris, M., Berthon, P., Pitt, L., Murgolo-poore, M. & Ramshaw, W. (2008). An 
entrepreneurial perspective on the marketing of charities. Journal of Non-profit and Public 
Sector Marketing, 9(3), 75-87.  

Morris, M., Davis, B., Mills, A., Pitt, L. & Berthon, P. (2013). Opportunity and the 
entrepreneurial marketer. In Sethna, Z., Jones, R. & Harrigan, P. (2013). Entrepreneurial 
Marketing Global Perspectives. Warrington: Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

Morrish, S. (2011). Entrepreneurial marketing: a strategy for the twenty-first century. Journal 
of Research in Marketing and Entrepreneurship, 13(2), 110-119.  

Morrish, S., Miles, M. & Deacon, J. (2010). Entrepreneurial marketing: acknowledging the 
entrepreneur and customer-centric interrelationship. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 18(4), 
303-316.  

Mort, G., Weerawardena, J. & Liesch, P. (2012). Advancing entrepreneurial marketing – 
evidence from born global firms. European Journal of Marketing, 46(3/4), 542-561. 

Most, F., Conejo, F. & Cunningham, L. (2018). Bridging past and present entrepreneurial 
marketing research. Journal of Research in Marketing and Entrepreneurship, 20(2), 229-
251. 

Mungaray-Lagarda, A. & Urquidy, M. (2011). Full and part-time entrepreneurship and the 
supply of entrepreneurial effort: evidence from Mexican microenterprises. Journal of 
Developmental Entrepreneurship, 16(4), 441-458. 

Nabi, G. & Liñán, F. (2013). Considering business start-up in recession time: the role of risk 
perception and economic context in shaping the entrepreneurial intent. International 
Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior and Research, 19(6), 633-655. 

Nair, G. & Riege, A. (1995). Convergent interviewing to refine the research problem of a PhD 
thesis, in Sogar, D. & Weber, I. (Eds), Marketing Educators’ and Researchers’ 



 
 

135 

International Conference, Proceedings, 2‐5 July, Gold Coast. 
Naudé, W. (2019). The decline in entrepreneurship in the west: is complexity ossifying the 

economy? Discussion paper series – Institute of Labor Economics, No. 12602.  
Neuman, W. (2014). Social research methods: qualitative and quantitative approaches. 

Essex: Pearson Education Limited.  
Niemiec, C. & Ryan, R. (2009). Autonomy, competence and relatedness in the classroom: 

Applying self-determination theory to educational practice. Theory and Research in 
Education, 7(2), 133-144. 

Nordström, C., Sirén, C., Thorgren, S. & Wincent, J. (2016). Passion in hybrid 
entrepreneurship: the impact of entrepreneurial teams and tenure. Baltic Journal of 
Management, 11(2), 167-186. 

O’Cass, A. & Morrish, S. (2016). Anatomy of entrepreneurial marketing. Journal of Strategic 
Marketing, 24(1), 2-4.  

O’Dwyer, M. (2009). Marketing the SME: innovation and approach. Newcastle upon Tyne: 
Cambridge Scholars Publishing.  

O’Dwyer, M., Gilmore, A. & Carson, D. (2009). Innovative marketing in SMEs. European 
Journal of Marketing, 43(1-2), 46-61. 

Olannye, A. & Edward, E. (2016). The dimension of entrepreneurial marketing on the 
performance of fast food restaurants in Asaba, Delta State, Nigeria. Journal of Emerging 
Trends in Economics and Management Sciences, 7(3), 137-146. 

Parry, S., Jones, R., Rowley, J. & Kupiec-Teahan, B. (2012). Marketing for survival: a 
comparative case study of SME software firms. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise 
Development, 19(4), 712-728. 

Patton, E. & Applebaum, S. (2003). The case for case studies in management research. 
Management Research News, 26(5), 60-71. 

Petkus, E. (2000). The theoretical and practical framework for service-learning in marketing: 
Kolb’s experiential learning cycle. Journal of Marketing Education, 22(1), 64-70. 

Petrova, K. (2010). Part-time entrepreneurship: theory and evidence. Atlantic Economic 
Journal, 38(4), 463–464.  

Petrova, K. (2011). Part-time entrepreneurship, learning and ability. Journal of Management 
Policy and Practice, 12(1), 64–75. 

Petrova, K. (2012). Part-time entrepreneurship and financial constraints: evidence from the 
panel study of entrepreneurial dynamics. Small Business Economics, 39(2), 473–493.  

Piller, F. & Tseng, M. (2010). Mass Customization Thinking: Moving from Pilot Stage to an 
Established Business Strategy. In Piller, F. & Tseng, M. (2010). Handbook of Research in 
Mass Cusomization and Personalization – Volume 1. London: World Scientific Publishing 
Co.  

Pitt, L. & Kannemeyer, R. (2000). The Role of Adaptation in Microenterprise Development: 
The Marketing Perspective. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 5(2), 137-156. 

Pitts, G. (2006). Hernia Hospital Teaches Harvard About Service, The Globe And Mail. 
Accessed 22 April 2019. Retrieved from: https://www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-
business/hernia-hospital-teaches-harvard-about-service/article701286/ 

Politis, D. (2005). The process of entrepreneurial learning: a conceptual framework. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29(4), 399–424.  



 
 

136 

Politis, D. (2008). Does prior start-up experience matter for entrepreneurs’ learning ?: a 
comparison between novice and habitual entrepreneurs. Journal of Small Business 
Development, 15(3), 472-489.  

Politis, D. & Gabrielsson, J. (2009). Entrepreneurs’ attitudes towards failure - an experiential 
learning approach. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior and Research, 
15(4), 364-383. 

Popiel, P. (2017). “Boundaryless” in the creative economy: assessing freelancing on Upwork. 
Critical Studies in Media Communication, 34(3), 1–14.  

Putnam, R. (2001). Social capital: measurement and consequences. Canadian Journal of 
Policy Research, 2, 41-51. 

Raffiee, J. & Feng, J. (2014). Should I quit my day job?: a hybrid path to entrepreneurship. 
Academy of Management Journal, 57(4), 936–963.  

Rae, D. (2005). Entrepreneurial learning: a narrative-based conceptual model. Journal of 
Small Business and Enterprise Development, 12(3), 323-335.  

Rahman, M. (2017). The advantages and disadvantages of using qualitatitive and quantitative 
approaches and methods in language testing and assessment research: a literature review. 
Journal of Education and Learning, 6(1), 102-112. 

Ranjan, K. & Read, S. (2016). Value co-creation: concept and measurment. Journal of the 
Academy of Marketing Science, 44(3), 290-315. 

Rasmussen, E., Mosey, S. & Wright, M. (2011). The evolution of entrepreneurial 
competencies: a longitudinal study of university spin-off venture emergence. Journal of 
Management Studies, 48(6), 1314–1345.  

Reaves, E., Valle, R., Chandrasekera, R., Soto, G., Burke, R., Cummings, J., Bausch, D. & 
Kasper, M. (2017). Use of bibliometric analysis to assess the scientific productivity and 
impact of the global emerging infections surveillance and response system program, 2006–
2012. Military Medicine, 182(5-6), e1749-e1756.  

Rentschler, R. & Kirchner, T. (2012). Arts management/marketing journal citation analysis: 
assessing external impact. Arts Marketing: An International Journal, 2(1), 6-20.  

Riege, A. (2003). Validity and reliability tests in case study research: a literature review with 
“hands-on” applications for each research phase. Qualitative Market Research, 6(2), 75-
86. 

Robertson, J., Pitt, L. & Ferreira, C. (2020). Entrepreneurial ecosystems and the public sector: 
A bibliographic analysis. Socio-economic Planning Sciences, p. 100862. 

Ryan, R. & Deci, E. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic 
motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55(1), 68-78. 

Sadiku-Dushi, N., Dana, L. & Ramadani, V. (2019). Entrepreneurial marketing dimensions 
and SMEs performance. Journal of Business Research, 100, 86-99.  

Sadiku-Dushi, N. & Ramadani, V. (2020). Entrepreneurial Marketing Mindset: What 
Entrepreneurs Should Know? In Ramadani V., Palalić R., Dana L., Krueger N. & Caputo 
A. (eds) Organizational Mindset of Entrepreneurship. Studies on Entrepreneurship, 
Structural Change and Industrial Dynamics. Springer, Cham. 

Sahin, F., Karadag, H. & Tuncer, B. (2019). Big five personality traits, entrepreneurial self-
efficacy and entrepreneurial intention: A configurational approach. International Journal 
of Entrepreneurial Behavior and Research, 25(6), 1188-1211. 



 
 

137 

Schaefer, G. & Wertheimer, A. (2010). The right to withdraw from research. Kennedy Institute 
of Ethics Journal, 20(4), 329-352. 

Schindehutte, M., Morris, M. & Kocak, A. (2008). Understanding market-driving behavior: 
The role of entrepreneurship. Journal of Small Business Management, 46, 4-26. 

Schlosberg, N. (1981). A model for analyzing human adaptation to transition. The Counselling 
Psychologist, 9(2), 1-19.  

Schreier, M. (2014). Qualitative content analysis. In Flick, U. (2014). The SAGE handbook of 
qualitative data analysis. London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 

Schulz, M., Urbig, D. & Procher, V. (2016). Hybrid entrepreneurship and public policy: The 
case of firm entry deregulation. Journal of Business Venturing, 31, 272-286.  

Schumpeter, J. (1934). The theory of economic development, 1st ed. New Jersey: Transaction 
Publishers. 

Segal, G., Borgia, D., & Schoenfeld, J. (2005). The motivation to become an entrepreneur. 
International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 11(1), 42-57.  

Servantie, V., Cabrol, M., Guieu, G. & Boissin, J. (2016). Is international entrepreneurship a 
field? A bibliometric analysis of the literature (1989-2015). Journal of International 
Entrepreneurship,14(2), 168-212.  

Shah, S. & Tripsas, M. (2007). The accidental entrepreneur: the emergent and collective 
process of user entrepreneurship. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 1, 123-140. 

Shane, S. (2003). A general theory of entrepreneurship – the individual-opportunity nexus. 
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.  

Shane, S. & Venkataraman, S. (2000). The promise of entrepreneurship as a field of research. 
The Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 217–226. 

Shapira, Z. (2011). “I’ve got a theory paper – do you?”: Conceptual, empirical and theoretical 
contributions to knowledge in the organisational sciences. New Perspectives in 
Organization Science, (Sep – Oct), 1312-1321. 

Shaw, E. (2004). Marketing in the social enterprise context: is it entrepreneurial? Qualitative 
Market Research – An International Journal, 7(3), 194-205. 

Sheth, J. & Uslay, C. (2007). Implications of the revised definitions of marketing: from 
exchange to value creation. Journal of Public Policy and Marketing, 26(2), 302-307. 

Singer, S., Herrington, M. & Menipaz, E. (2018). Global Entrepreneurship Monitor Global 
Report 2017/1. Report, Global Entrepreneurship Research Association. 

Singh, R & Singh, S. (2008). Blogs: Emerging Knowledge Management Tools For 
Entrepreneurs to Enhance Marketing Efforts. Journal of Internet Commerce, 7(4), 470-
484.  

Solé, M. (2013). Entrepreneurial marketing: conceptual exploration and link to performance. 
Journal of Research in Marketing and Entrepreneurship, 15(1), 23-38. 

Solesvik, M. (2017). Hybrid entrepreneurship: how and why entrepreneurs combine 
employment with self-employment. Technology Innovation Management Review, 7(3), 33-
41.  

Stebbins, R. (2011). What is exploration? In Stebbins, R. (ed). Exploratory research in the 
social sciences. SAGE Publications: Thousand Oaks.  



 
 

138 

Stephen, O., Ireneus, N. & Moses, O. (2019). Entrepreneurial marketing practices and 
competitive advantage of small and medium size enterprises in Nigeria. European Journal 
of Business and Innovation Research, 7(30), 1-30.  

Stevenson, H. (1983). A Perspective On Entrepreneurship. Harvard Business School Working 
Paper 9, 384-131. 

Stevenson, H. (1985). The Heart of Entrepreneurship. Harvard Business Review, March-
April, 85-94 

Stevenson, H., Roberts, M. & Grousbeck, H. (1989). Business ventures and the entrepreneur. 
Illinois: Richard Irwin Publishing.  

Stokes, D. (2000). Entrepreneurial marketing: a conceptualisation from qualitative research. 
Qualitative Market Research, 3(1), 47-54. 

Stokes, D. & Lomax, W. (2002). Taking control of word-of-mouth marketing: the case of an 
entrepreneurial hotelier. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 9(4), 349-
357. 

Sullivan, R. (2000). Entrepreneurial learning and mentoring. International Journal of 
Entrepreneurial Behavior and Research, 6(3), 160-175. 

Toghraee, M., Rezvani, M., Mobaraki, M. & Farsi, J. (2017). A systematic review on 
entrepreneurial marketing: three-decade research on entrepreneurial marketing. 
International Journal of Applied Business and Economic Research, 15(8), 273-296. 

Thorgren, S., Nordström, C. & Wincent, J. (2014). Hybrid entrepreneurship: The importance 
of passion. Baltic Journal of Management, 9(3), 314-329. 

Thorgren, S., Sirén, C., Nordström, C. & Wincent, J. (2016). Hybrid entrepreneurs’ second-
step choice: the nonlinear relationship between age and intention to enter full-time 
entrepreneurhsip. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 5, 14-18. 

Tracy, S. (2013). Qualitative research methods: 5th ed. United Kingdom: Wiley and Sons. 
Ucbasaran, D., Shepherd, D., Lockett, A. & Lyon, S. (2013). Life after business failure: the 

process and consequences of business failure for entrepreneurs. Journal of Management, 
39(1), 163-202.  

van Eck, N., & Waltman, L. (2014). Visualizing bibliometric networks. In Y. Ding, R. 
Rousseau, & D. Wolfram (Eds.), Measuring scholarly impact: Methods and practice. 
Switzerland: Springer. 

Van Eck, N., & Waltman, L. (2010). Software survey: VOSViewer, a computer program for 
bibliometric mapping. Scientometrics, 84, 523-538. 

Vanclay, F., Baines, J. & Taylor, N. (2013). Principles for ethical research involving humans: 
ethical professional practice in impact assessment part 1. Impact Assessment and Project 
Appraisal, 31(4), 243-253. 

Vanderstoep, S. & Johnston, D. (2009). Research methods for everyday life – blending 
qualitative and quantitative approaches. San Francisco: John Wiley & Sons.  

Venkataraman, S. (1997). The distinctive domain of entrepreneurship research. Advances in 
Entrepreneurship, Firm Emergence and Growth, 3, 119-138. 

Viljamaa, A. & Varamäki, E. (2014). Part-time of nascent entrepreneurs? Academic hybrid 
entrepreneurship. In Managing in an Interconnected World: Pioneering Business and 
Technology Excellence. Global Business and Technology Association 16th Annual 
International Conference Readings Book. Global Business and Technology Association.  



 
 

139 

Viljamaa, A. & Varamäki, E. (2015). Do persistent and transitory hybrid entrepreneurs differ?. 
International Scholarly and Scientific Research and Innovation, 9(3), 936-940. 

Viljamaa, A., Varamäki, E. & Joensuu-Salo, S. (2017). Best of both worlds? Persistent hybrid 
entrepreneurship. Journal of Enterprising Culture, 25(4), 339-359. 

Viswanathan, M., Echambadi, R., Venugopal, S. & Sridharan, S. (2014). Subsistence 
entrepreneurship, value creation, and community exchange systems: a social capital 
explanation. Journal of Macromarketing, 1-14. 

Walker, E. & Brown, A. (2004). What Success Factors are Important to Small Business 
Owners? International Small Business Journal, 22(6), 577-594.  

Wallnöfer, M. & Hacklin, F. (2013). The business model in entrepreneurial marketing: A 
communication perspective on business angels’ opportunity interpretation. Industrial 
Marketing Management, 42, 755-764. 

Warren, L. (2006). Rethinking the mentoring process for women micro-entrepreneurs. 
International Journal of Innovation and Learning, 3(4), 387-402. 

Webb, J., Ireland, D., Hitt, M., Kistruck, G. & Tihanyi, L. (2011). Where is the opportunity 
without the customer? An integration of marketing activities, the entrepreneurship process, 
and institutional theory. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Sciences, 39, 5367-554. 

Webster, J. & Watson, R. (2002). Analyzing the past to prepare for the future: Writing a 
literature review. MIS Quarterly, 26(2), xiii-xxiii. 

Weick, K. (1989). Theory construction as disciplined imagination. Academy of Management 
Review, 14, 516-531.  

Weller, S., Vickers, B., Bernard, H., Blackburn, A., Borgatti, S., Gravlee, C. & Johnson, J. 
(2018). Open-ended interview questions and saturation. PLOS One, 13(6), e0198606. 

Wennberg, K., Wiklund, J., Detienne, D. & Cardon, M. (2010). Reconceptualizing 
entrepreneurial exit: divergent exit routes and their drivers. Journal of Business Venturing, 
25(4), 361-375.  

Wennberg, K., Pathak, S. & Autio, E. (2013). How culture moulds the effects of self-efficacy 
and fear of failure on entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 
25(9-10), 756-780.  

Whalen, P., Uslay, C., Pascal, V., Omura, G., McAuley, A., Kasouf, C., Jones, R., Hultman, 
C., Hills, G., Hansen, D., Gilmore, A., Giglierano, J., Eggers, F. & Deacon, J. (2016). 
Anatomy of competitive advantage: towards a contingency theory of entrepreneurial 
marketing. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 24(1), 5-19. 

Whalen, P. & Akaka, M. (2016). A dynamic market conceptualization for entrepreneurial 
marketing: the co-creation of opportunities. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 24(1), 61-75,  

Williams, C. (2008). The motives of off-the-books entrepreneurs: necessity- or opportunity-
driven? International Entrepreneurial Management Journal, 5, 203-217. 

World Bank. (2020). COVID-19 to plunge global economy into worst recession since World 
War II. Accessed 25 October 2020. Retrieved from: https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/ 
press-release/2020/06/08/covid-19-to-plunge-global-economy-into-worst-recession-since 
-world-war-ii#:~:text=WASHINGTON%2C%20June%208%2C%202020%20%E2%80 
%94,shrink%20by%205.2%25%20this%20year.  

Wu, B. & Knott, A. (2006). Entrepreneurial risk and market entry. Management Science, 
52(9), 1315-1330.  



 
 

140 

Xi, G., Block, J., Lasch, F., Robert, F. & Thurik, R. (2017). Mode of entry into hybrid 
entrepreneurship: new venture start-up versus business takeover. Discussion Paper Series 
- Institute of Labor Economics, 2-31. 

Yang, M. (2018). International entrepreneurial marketing strategies of MNCs: bricolage as 
practiced by marketing managers. International Business Review, 27, 1045-1056.  

Yang, M. & Gabrielsson, P. (2017). Entrepreneurial marketing of international high-tech 
business-to-business new ventures: a decision-making process perspective. Industrial 
Marketing Management, 64, 147-160. 

Yoo, B., Donthu, N. & Lee, S. (2000). An Examination of Selected Marketing Mix Elements 
and Brand Equity. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28(2), 195-211. 

Yin, R. (1994). Case study research – design and methods applied social research methods 
series. California: SAGE Publications.  

Yin, R. (2009). Case study research design and methods, 4th ed. California: SAGE 
Publications. 

Yitshaki, R. & Kropp, F. (2016). Motivations and opportunity recognition of social 
entrepreneurs. Journal of Small Business Management, 54(2), 546-565. 

Zhao, H., Seibert, S. & Hills, G. (2005). The mediating role of self-efficacy in the development 
of entrepreneurial intentions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(6), 1265-1272. 

 
  



 
 

141 

APPENDIX A - Paper 1: Examining the boundaries of entrepreneurial 
marketing: A bibliographic analysis 

 
Ferreira, C. & Robertson, J. (2020). Examining the boundaries of entrepreneurial marketing: 
A bibliographic analysis. Journal of Research in Marketing and Entrepreneurship.  
 
Status: Published online. 
 

 
 
ABSTRACT 
 
Purpose: Literature in the entrepreneurial marketing (EM) field continues to flourish with a 
noted increase in publications in recent years. This research conducts a bibliographic analysis 
of EM literature, to examine the intellectual landscape of the field and assess scientific 
productivity and impact. 
Design/methodology: A total of 1 363 EM articles, extracted from the Web of Science 
database, were identified between the period 2005-2019. Co-authorship, citation, co-citation 
and keyword co-occurrence were examined, identifying the most prominent authors, articles, 
journals and countries of publication, citation and co-citation. Network maps were created 
using VOSViewer. 
Findings: The findings indicate that EM has become a thriving, multi-disciplinary field, that 
has reached a point of maturity, where exploration is seemingly a major focus of the field’s 
expansion. This maturity is mirrored in the evolution of the EM operationalisation – moving 
from a narrowly defined scope to a far broader and encompassing operationalisation. Distinct 
schools of thought emerging in the literature have been identified and emerging trends guiding 
the future growth of the EM field have been discussed. The expansion of the field continues to 
be assembled on the foundation of a number of seminal articles. 
Originality: This research offers an updated examination of the EM field, in particular, 
including a period of recent expansion in the field. The incorporation of network maps offers 
a visual depiction of the intellectual landscape of the field.  
Keywords: Entrepreneurial marketing, bibliographic analysis, citation analysis, network maps, 
scientific mapping, VOSViewer. 
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Introduction  
 
Marketing and entrepreneurship may often be treated as distinct streams of academic research, 
however, their complementary nature in practice highlights a number of areas of overlap 
between the two disciplines (Stokes, 2000; Hills et al., 2008; Most et al., 2018). Hills et al. 
(2008) suggest that the myopic focus of academic marketing research, predominantly on 
resource-abundant organisations, overlooks the resource and capability constraints faced by 
entrepreneurial firms. To contribute to this apparent alienation, many conventional marketing 
principles cannot readily be applied to smaller businesses and other entrepreneurial contexts 
(Hultman and Hills, 2011).  
 
Entrepreneurial marketing (EM) can be defined as the ‘combination of innovative, proactive, 
and risk-taking activities that create, communicate, and deliver value to and by customers, 
entrepreneurs, marketers, their partners, and society at large’ (Whalen et al., 2016, p. 7). Kraus 
et al. (2012) suggest that EM extends beyond solely being a subset of marketing or a subset of 
entrepreneurship and should instead, be established as a unique school of thought. Morris et al. 
(2002, p. 2) suggest that EM “synthesises critical aspects of marketing and entrepreneurship 
into a comprehensive conceptualisation where marketing becomes a process that firms can use 
to act entrepreneurially”. EM literature has grown immensely (Gilmore et al., 2013) over the 
past several years as more researchers in the entrepreneurship and marketing disciplines 
identify further areas of overlap between the once separate disciplines. As entrepreneurial 
marketing draws on more than one discipline, different perspectives on the construct have 
emerged, with marketers, entrepreneurs and academics placing emphasis on aspects that seek 
to advance their own interests (Jones, 2010; Ferreira et al., 2019).  
 
Advances in the field of EM have established the synergistic nature of marketing and 
entrepreneurship and their interaction in business practice. As the field continues to expand, it 
is vital to gain an understanding of the intellectual landscape underpinning the expansion in 
order to (a) determine the drivers of expansion and (b) identify trends that could forecast the 
future direction of the field. The intellectual landscape of a specific field can be depicted using 
a variety of metrics such as cited references, collaborating authors, co-citation networks and 
networks of co-occurring keywords (Kim and Chen, 2015). Bibliographic analyses are able to 
reveal underlying relationships among journals and authors, therefore offering insights and a 
deeper  understanding of the intellectual landscape of a field and the research disciplines that 
contribute to it (Gobster and Xiang, 2012). Von Ungern-Sternberg (1998) suggests that 
bibliometric analyses have become a vitally important tool for researchers to develop their 
research libraries, reiterating the fact that scientists arrange themselves in networks as opposed 
to a discipline-based model (Von Ungern-Sternberg, 1998).  
 
This research proposes a bibliographic analysis of the entrepreneurial marketing field in order 
to further expose and critically analyse this intellectual landscape. Employing the use of 
citation, co-citation and keyword analysis, the research seeks to provide a relevant account of 
the influential authors in the field and the scientific impact of individual articles and academic 
journals. In addition to the identification of prolific sources of knowledge in the field, this 
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research will also identify any prominent schools of thought that have emerged in the literature 
together with trends for the future expansion of EM.  
 
Reviewing bodies of literature 
 
Reviews of a body of literature typically follow one of two methodologies. The first, using a 
qualitative approach, examines literature thematically to identify patterns alluding to future 
directions for the discipline (Most et al., 2018). This methodology falls victim to the commonly 
known limitations of qualitative research, notably the subjectivity of the process and the role 
of the researcher in the interpretation of findings (Most et al., 2018). Several articles have 
contributed to the EM literature through qualitative, systematic literature reviews (see for 
example Hills and Hultman, 2011; Bocconcelli et al., 2018). The second method, employing 
quantitative techniques, attempts to eliminate the influence of subjectivity.   
 
Making use of quantitative measures, bibliographic analysis examines citation and co-citation 
analyses of scientific literature. Several citation metrics are used to evaluate the scientific 
contributions made by different actors in the field, where the unit of analysis of these ‘actors’ 
could be countries, institutions, journals or authors (Merigó and Yang, 2016; Aparicio et al., 
2019, p. 106). Citation and co-citation analyses have been established in the literature as 
beneficial tools to explore the intellectual landscape of a research domain (Servantie et al., 
2016) with the ability to assess scientific productivity and impact (Reaves et al., 2017). The 
number of publications of an author is typically used as a measure of productivity, whereas the 
number of citations is used as a proxy for their influence on the scientific community (Aparicio 
et al., 2019), as citations are a reflection of others’ judgments about research (Foster et al., 
2015).  
 
In many academic positions, the pressure to maximise measures of productivity may jeopardise 
the quality of scientific literature (Lindner et al., 2018). The philosophy of ‘publish or perish’ 
is one that academics soon become accustomed to, as tenure decisions are primarily based on 
productivity (De Rond and Miller, 2005). Examining productivity (through publications) and 
impact (through citations), allows one to examine whether there is any link between the two 
and determine if the field is dominated by productive or impactful researchers advancing the 
EM field. Journals are held to a similar standard, where the number of citations received is 
viewed as a metric of journal quality (Rentschler and Kirchner, 2012). Through the 
examination of intellectual landscapes, one is able to assess the influence of journals (De 
Bakker et al., 2005; Merigó and Yang, 2016), authors (De Bakker et al., 2005; Alcaide and 
Gorraiz, 2018), and the scientific impact of articles (De Bakker et al., 2005; Kraus et al., 2012, 
Most et al., 2018). An examination of keywords offers insight into emerging trends and topics 
of interest (Chuang et al., 2011) amongst researchers in the EM field. 
 
These techniques further allow researchers to examine knowledge diffusion and establish 
influence amongst a research community (Servantie et al., 2016). Bibliographic analyses 
typically approach the examination of bodies of literature in a quantitative manner, seeking to 
quantify the influence of individual publications and establish the structures of scientific fields 
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(Kraus et al., 2012; Most et al., 2018). This approach has gained in popularity (Kraus et al., 
2012) and has been welcomed by academic communities as a result of their “systematic, 
objective and replicable” nature (Most et al., 2018, p. 231). This systematisation and objectivity 
eliminate potential researcher bias in the interpretation of results. A citation is defined as 
literature mentioned in the bibliography of a publication used as a source for a different piece 
of research. Citation and co-citation analyses are based on the premise that citations act as a 
proxy for scientific interaction between researchers and research institutions (Kraus et al., 
2012). A citation analysis offers insight into the characteristics and influences of different 
authors, whereas a co-citation analysis examines the relationships between authors and 
publications, offering an in-depth examination of the structure of a particular field (Kraus et 
al., 2012).  
 
Examining the entrepreneurial marketing field 
 
Two relatively recent bibliographic studies of the EM field have been identified in the 
literature, the first by Kraus et al. (2012) and the second by Most et al. (2018), both published 
in the Journal of Research in Marketing and Entrepreneurship. Kraus et al. (2012) evaluated a 
more narrowly defined set of literature through the use of specific keywords that needed to be 
present in the research title alone, extracting a total of 211 publications (journal articles, 
monographs and conference proceedings) from 1987-2010.  
 
The second article, Most et al. (2018), examined EM literature up to 2013. Their research terms 
used broadened the search for EM literature, requiring that the words ‘entrepreneur’ and 
‘marketing’ appear in either the title, abstract or keywords of journal articles only. Work of 
this nature seeks to guide the field’s advancement, which is pertinent given the great interest 
in the EM field in recent years (Most et al., 2018). In light of the profound interest noted in EM 
literature from 2015 onwards, it is both timely and relevant that a bibliographic study be 
conducted to determine whether the recent years of great interest in the field have altered the 
trajectory of the growing field.  
 
Methodology 
 
Several years after the first research meeting that sought to combine entrepreneurship and 
marketing was held in 1982, research featuring aspects of both marketing and entrepreneurship 
began to develop (Hills et al., 2008). Following what appears to be a relatively low, stable 
number of publications in the EM domain, 2005 onwards saw a relatively steady increase in 
the number of publications, with great interest noted in the field from 2015 (Figure 1). In light 
of this, the paper conducted a bibliographic analysis on all EM literature from 2005-2019.  
 
Figure 1: Total EM publications in Web of Science database per year 
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Relevant articles were extracted using an automated bibliographic search database, namely 
Clarivate Analytics’ Web of Science (WoS). The WoS is the world’s foremost scientific 
citation research platform commonly used as a dataset for comprehensive data-intensive 
research studies (Li et al., 2018). The WoS Core Collection served as the database for this 
research. Three specific criteria were set for eligibility in the database for analysis. First, only 
academic journal articles were included in the search, this eliminated entries of any other type  
to avoid any possible duplication. Second, due to linguistic restrictions, only English articles 
were retained in the analysis. Third, the articles had to use the terms ‘entrepreneur*’ and 
‘marketing’ in the title, abstract or keywords of the research, comparable to the search 
requirements of Most et al. (2018). The asterisk indicates that variations in the ending of the 
word ‘entrepreneur’ (i.e. entrepreneurial and entrepreneurship) were permitted.  
 
These search terms were used to allow for a broader scope of literature to be included, beyond 
those that included ‘entrepreneur’ and ‘marketing’ in the title alone as used by Kraus et al. 
(2012). No further constraints were placed on journals, institutions or research categories. A 
total of 1 363 articles adhered to the above three eligibility criteria and served as the complete 
database for this research.  
 
The presentation of bibliographic maps, commonly referred to as science mapping, has 
received great scholarly attention since the inception of bibliographic research. Visualisation 
has become an influential means through which to express citation networks, co-authorship 
trends and the co-occurrence of keywords (van Eck and Waltman, 2014). The VOSViewer 
software, developed by Nees van Eck and Ludo Waltman (2010), is a free programme offering 
the functionality required to create visual bibliographic networks.  
 
VOSViewer is a distance-based mapping software that creates network maps based on a co-
occurrence matrix (van Eck and Waltman, 2010). The maps allow for large amounts of 
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complex information to be analysed and presented in a simplified manner. In interpreting the 
VOSViewer map, sizes of relative nodes are determined by the weight of the item, the larger 
the weight; the larger the node and correlating label (van Eck and Waltman, 2018). Lines 
between nodes indicate links, with the default setting to only show the 500 strongest links in 
the dataset (van Eck and Waltman, 2018). The distance between nodes indicates their 
relatedness: the closer two nodes are, the closer related they are in terms of citation links (van 
Eck and Waltman, 2014, 2018). In order to ensure that labels of nodes do not overlap, not all 
labels are shown on the map – with preference being given to nodes with a greater weighting 
in the model (van Eck and Waltman, 2014). 
 
Results 
 
In total, the 1 363 articles were cited 18 476 times, approximately 13.56 citations per article 
and an average 1 231.73 citations for the field per year. The total citations decrease to 17 435 
when eliminating self-citations. The articles were written by 3 129 distinct authors in 608 
journals. The articles predominantly originate from two WoS categories, namely business 
(45.56%) and management (28.69%).  
 
Publication analysis 
 
In terms of the country-level breakdown, the United States of America (USA) dominates 
publications in the field of EM, accounting for approximately 24.95% of the total publications 
during the period. The United Kingdom and Australia together account for a further 21.72% of 
the total publications. Figure 2 provides a summary of country-level EM publication. 
 
Figure 2: Ten most published countries in the EM field from 2005-2019 
 

 
 

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

United
States of
America

United
Kingdom

Australia Canada Spain Italy People's
Republic
of China

India Finland Sweden

N
um

be
r 

of
 p

ub
lic

at
io

ns



 
 

147 

Cross-country co-authorship is commonplace in the EM literature as evidenced in Figure 3. 
For inclusion in Figure 3, countries had to have at least 20 EM publications between 2005-
2019, this threshold was met by 24 countries, creating four clusters with 114 links. Strong links 
for co-authorship are evident surrounding the USA and the United Kingdom which connect, 
albeit not very strongly, to all other clusters. The short distance between the USA and the 
United Kingdom indicate close citation links. Strong links are noted between the USA and 
Canada, the People’s Republic of China and Australia. 
 
Figure 3: Network map of co-authorship by country (n = 24) 

 
 
The top EM publishing institution is the University of Tasmania (16 publications), followed 
by the University of Illinois (14) and Monash University (13). This ranking is able to be 
changed when using the organisations-enhanced functionality on WoS, which only searches 
for unified organisation’s name. Using this functionality, we find that the California State 
University System, made up of 23 different college campuses, is the top publisher with 20 
publications. 
 
Further deconstruction of the publications to a journal-level offers insight into the journals that 
publish EM research, guiding the future trajectory of the field. Six of the journals specifically 
relate to the marketing field, one relates to the entrepreneurship field, one relates to the EM 
field and the remaining two pertain to the fields of business and management. The top ten EM 
publishing journals account for only 17.24% of EM publications in the fifteen-year period, 
indicating a varied and diverse field of publication that does not appear dominated by a set of 
specific journals. Table I provides an overview of the top EM publishing institutions and 
journals between 2005-2019. 
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Table I: Ten most published institutions and journals 
 

Ranking Institution 
Percentage of 

total publications Journal 
Percentage of 

total publications 

1 University of Tasmania (16) 1.17% Journal of Business Research (42) 3.08% 

2 University of Illinois (14) 1.03% 
Industrial Marketing Management 

(37) 2.72% 

3 Monash University (13) 0.95% International Marketing Review 
(31) 

2.27% 

4 University of Leeds (13) 0.95% 
Journal of Research in Marketing 

and Entrepreneurship (29) 2.13% 

5 Aalto University (11) 0.81% 
International Business Review 

(19) 1.39% 

6 Islamic Azad University (10) 0.73% Journal of Strategic Marketing 
(18) 

1.32% 

7 University of Manchester (10) 0.73% Journal of Macromarketing (17) 1.25% 

8 University of Tehran (10) 0.73% 
International Entrepreneurship 
and Management Journal (15) 1.10% 

9 Griffith University (9) 0.66% European Journal of Marketing 
(14) 

1.03% 

10 University of Ottawa (9) 0.66% 
Journal of Business Industrial 

Marketing (13) 0.95% 

Note: Numbers presented in brackets are the total number of EM publications in the WoS database from 2005-2019.  

 
Minimising the unit of analysis of publication to individual authors offers insight into thought 
leaders in the EM field. The results indicate that a number of authors had published multiple 
articles in the field, with eighteen authors publishing at least five articles. Professor Morgan P. 
Miles, an Entrepreneurship professor at Charles Sturt University with listed interests in both 
entrepreneurship and marketing, was the top publishing scholar, publishing ten articles. Figure 
4 provides an overview of the top ten most published authors. 
 
Figure 4: Ten most published authors of EM publications from 2005-2019 
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Citation analysis 
 
As metrics of publication alone are not sufficient to determine the most prolific authors in the 
EM field, the top ten most cited EM publications are examined at a country, institution, journal 
and author level in Table II. 
 
Table II: Top ten most cited countries, institutions, journals and authors of EM literature 
from 2005-2019 
 

Ranking Country Institution Journal Author* 

1 
United States of 
America (6986) 

University of 
Queensland (845) 

Industrial Marketing 
Management (896) 

Weerawardena, J. 
(838) 

2 Australia (2925) Griffith University 
(736) 

Journal of World Business (761) Mort, GS. (750) 

3 England (2876) 
University of Illinois 

(697) 
International Marketing Review 

(730) 
Song, M. (278) 

4 Canada (1677) 
Monash University 

(498) 
Journal of Business Research 

(652) Knight, G. (251)  

5 Germany (980) University of Missouri 
(465) 

Journal of Business Venturing 
(639) 

Freeman, S. (250)  

6 Italy (728) 
University of 

Cambridge (442) 
European Journal of Marketing 

(611) 
Viswanathan, M. 

(240) 

7 
People’s Republic 

of China (725) 
University of Toronto 

(358) 
International Business Review 

(534) 
Cavusgil, ST. 

(226)  

8 Netherlands (725) University of 
Strathclyde (358) 

Journal of Small Business 
Management (439) 

O’Cass, A. (223) 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Miles, Morgan, P.
O'Cass, Aaron

Gilmore, Audrey
Javalgi, Rajshekhar, G.

Crick, David
Crick, James, M.

Mort, Gillian Sullivan
Viswanathan, Madhubalan

Weerawardena, Jay
Alonso, Abel Duarte

Number of EM publications in WoS database (2005-2019)
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9 France (676) University of Sydney 
(298) 

Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Sciences (412) 

Sridharan, S. 
(222) 

10 Finland (674) 
Temple University 

(283) 
Journal of International 

Marketing (365) 
Menguc, B. (212) 

Note: Numbers presented in brackets are the total number of citations from EM publications in the WoS database from 2005-2019.  
* Note: The author ranking only includes authors who published at least two EM papers between 2005-2019. 

 
The top four most cited countries of articles are the same top four most published countries 
(see Figure 2) in the EM literature. The People’s Republic of China, Italy and Finland also 
appear in both the top ten published and cited countries, albeit in a changed ranking. Germany, 
the Netherlands and France do not appear in the top ten most published countries, however 
they do appear in the top ten most cited countries for EM literature, indicating the impact of 
research. While Spain, Sweden and India seem to be prolific publishers of EM content, they 
do not appear in the top ten most cited countries. The top ten most cited institutions are almost 
entirely distinct from the top ten most published institutions, with the University of Illinois and 
Monash University being the only two featuring in both lists. At an institutional level, this 
indicates that the link between institutional productivity and impact for research may not be 
noteworthy. 
 
Five of the top ten journals that feature on the list of top EM publications also feature in the 
top cited journals, namely Industrial Marketing Management, Journal of Business Research, 
International Marketing Review, International Business Review and the European Journal of 
Marketing. This indicates that a number of the journals that researchers are selecting to publish 
their EM research are also the source of citation for a number of EM authors and could become 
leading publication and citation sources for future EM scholars.  
 
Jay Weerawardena and Gillian Sullivan Mort are the two most cited authors in the EM field 
from 2005-2019, both of whom feature in the top ten most published authors in the same period, 
receiving 838 and 750 citations respectively. The inclusion of Weerawardena and Mort as the 
two most published authors is unsurprising given the impact of two of their research articles 
focusing on (1) social entrepreneurship and (2) networking capability and entrepreneurship, 
these articles are identified below. Weerawardena and Mort’s article obtained the highest 
number of WoS citations (459) with another article placing fifth (236 citations). The top ten 
most cited EM articles are presented in Table III below. Appendix 1 presents an expanded list 
of the top cited EM articles during the designated period, listing all 32 publications that have 
obtained above 100 citations. 
 
Table III: Ten most cited EM articles 
 

No. Journal Article 
Number of 

WoS 
citations  

1 Weerawardena, J. & Mort, G. (2006). Investigating social entrepreneurship: A 
multidimensional model. Journal of World Business, 41(1), 21-35. 459 
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2 Gunday, G., Ulusoy, G., Kilic, K. & Alpkan, L. (2011). Effects of innovation types 
on firm performance. International Journal of Production Economics, 133(2), 
662-676. 

366 

3 Keh, H., Nguyen, T. & Ng. H. (2007). The effects of entrepreneurial orientation and 
marketing information on the performance of SMEs. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 22(4), 592-611. 

290 

4 Lechner, C., Dowling, M & Welpe, I. (2006). Firm networks and firm development: 
The role of the relational mix. Journal of Business Venturing, 21(4), 514-540. 

245 

5 Mort, G. & Weerawardena, J. (2006). Networking capability and international 
entrepreneurship – how networks function in Australian born global firms. 
International Marketing Review, 23(5), 549-572. 

236 

6 Freeman, S., Edwards, R. & Schroder, B. (2006). How smaller born-global firms use 
networks and alliances to overcome constraints and rapid internationalization. 
Journal of International Marketing, 14(3), 33-63.  

235 

7 Cavusgil, S. & Knight, G. (2015). The born global firm: An entrepreneurial and 
capabilities perspective on early and rapid internationalization. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 46(1), 3-16. 

232 

8 George, G., McGahan, A. & Prabhu, J. (2012). Innovation for inclusive growth: 
Towards a theoretical framework and a research agenda. Journal of Management 
Studies, 49(4), 661-683. 

222 

9 Kor, Y. & Mahoney, J. (2005). How dynamics, management, and governance of 
resource deployments influence firm-level performance. Strategic Management 
Journal, 26(5), 489-496. 

221 

10 Burtch, G., Ghose, A. & Wattal, S. (2013). An empirical examination of the 
antecedents and consequences of contribution patterns in crowd-funded markets. 
Information Systems Research, 24(3), 499-519. 

212 

 
Co-citation analysis 
 
If two articles are both mentioned in the reference list of a third document, they are said to be 
“co-cited” (van Eck and Waltman, 2014; Most et al., 2018, p. 232). Co-citation analysis 
identifies high-impact research articles based on their co-citation index, as the “larger the 
number of publications by which two publications are co-cited, the stronger the co-citation 
relation between the two publications” (van Eck and Waltman, 2014, p. 3). By examining these 
relationships, the co-citation network offers insight into the structure of scientific 
communication within a field (Radhakrishnan et al., 2017).  
 
Figure 5 offers a co-citation network of authors, co-cited a minimum of 100 times for ease of 
interpretation. This resulted in the creation of three clusters of 36 co-cited authors and 623 
links. Jeffrey Covin, Shake Zahra and Kathleen Eisenhardt exhibit strong weightings as authors 
with a number of links to other authors in the field. Each of these clusters seemingly indicates 
a different school of thought in EM literature, indicating three apparent streams of EM research. 
The first, on the left-hand side, consists of authors who share research interests relating to 
entrepreneurship and marketing with strong quantitative research methods and multivariate 
analyses within these disciplines. The second cluster, in the top middle, consists of authors 
sharing research interests relating to strategy, economics and ecosystems. The third cluster, on 
the right-hand side, includes authors that predominantly focus on innovation and strategy. Each 
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of the clusters presents dense linking networks between all members of the cluster, as 
evidenced by the total link strength of 21 183. 
 
Figure 5: Network map of co-citation for cited authors (n=36) 

 
 
In addition to an overview of author co-citation, it is pertinent to establish articles that have 
contributed to the intellectual landscape of the EM field through co-citation, extending beyond 
the sample taken from 2005-2019. The importance of examining this co-citation is to examine 
whether insights from different fields are being incorporated into the field as opposed to 
operating in disciplinary siloes (Barlow et al., 2017). Considering only references that have 
been co-cited a minimum of 60 times, 21 references create three clusters with 206 links.  
 
The results present three large nodes, identifying the three top weighted co-cited references. 
Lumpkin and Dess’s (1996) article entitled “Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation 
construct and linking it to performance”, published in the Academy of Management Review, 
boasts 142 citations and connects to almost all clusters in the map, and as such has been a great 
influencer in the EM field. Barney’s (1991) research examining the resource-based view 
entitled “Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage”, published in the Journal of 
Management boasts 158 citations and has similarly played a vital role in developing the 
intellectual landscape of the EM field as a seminal article in theory development. The third 
dominant reference, Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) paper “Evaluating structural equation models 
with unobservable variables and measurement error” published in the Journal of Marketing 
Research, boasts 141 citations and has seemingly influenced the quantitative research activities 
of many EM scholars.   
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Keyword network visualisation 
 
A keyword co-occurrence network  “focuses on understanding the knowledge components and 
knowledge structure of a scientific field by examining the links between keywords in the 
literature” (Radhakrishnan et al., 2017, p. 2). Keywords had to be used at least 55 times, with 
25 meeting this threshold, creating three distinct clusters, presented in Figure 6. Using the 
association strength normalisation technique, the most commonly co-occurring keyword 
entrepreneurship features 148 times in the dataset, followed by marketing (97), innovation 
(77), entrepreneurial orientation (64) and entrepreneurial marketing (54). The first of the three 
identified clusters (13 items), focuses on business models, innovation and strategy, the second 
cluster (7 items) focuses on market orientation and performance and the final cluster (5 items) 
focuses on resources and competitive advantage.  
 
Figure 6: Network map of commonly co-occurring keywords in EM literature (n = 25) 

 
Discussion 
 
This research evaluated the intellectual landscape and the scientific contribution of authors, 
articles and journals in the EM field. The bibliographic analysis established the expanding 
nature of the EM field, attracting scholarly attention from a number of diverse countries and 
institutions. Just as Kraus et al. (2012) established a growing interest in the field from 1987-
2010 and Most et al. (2018) identified EM as a field growing in volume and diversity, the 
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current analysis reveals a continued interest in the field, as evidenced by the doubling of 
publication output from 2014 to 2015, with continued growth from 2015.  
 
The paper confirms the findings of Toghraee et al. (2017) suggesting that EM scholars have 
reached a point whereby a new path can be forged that guides the future of the discipline. 
Whilst early EM researchers predominantly focused on establishing the field as a worthwhile 
and relevant discipline, typically examining the interface between entrepreneurship and 
marketing, more recent EM research has established theory specific to EM (see for example 
Morris et al., 2002; Toghraee et al., 2017). Bibliographic studies of the field seem to suggest 
that EM has evolved from a narrowed definition, focusing on the marketing efforts of small 
firms (Stokes, 2000) to a broadened definition that suggests that EM pertains to a set of 
activities aimed at delivering value for a number of stakeholders (Whalen et al., 2016).  
 
The analysis indicates that the EM field has developed into a mature stage (Kraus et al., 2012; 
Most et al., 2018), as focus is drawn away from establishing EM as a legitimate field of enquiry 
and instead places a greater focus on the application and expansion of EM concepts. This 
reveals a dispersed EM field with numerous interconnections with other disciplines, and co-
citations emphasising that the EM field does not operate within its own silo, but instead pulls 
on theories from a number of other disciplines. Of import is that the trajectory of the field 
acknowledges reliance on a number of seminal research articles published in the 1980s and 
1990s. These seminal articles are being used to help guide the future trajectory of the field 
particularly with regards to the development of theory pertaining to the field of EM. The 
quantitative focus of a key co-cited article is indicative of the natural development and maturity 
of the field (Most et al., 2018).  
 
Whilst the USA is at the forefront of the country-level publication count, at the institution-
level, there is no clear dominating institution, indicating a widespread interest in the field. It 
should be noted that only three of the top publishing institutions were noted as top cited 
institutions throughout the period. Whilst there appears to be similarity in the countries of top 
publication and top citation, this degree of similarity does not extend to the top published and 
cited institutions of EM literature for the fifteen-year period.  
 
When examining the publication source of EM literature, of interest is the fact that the Journal 
of Research in Marketing and Entrepreneurship, accounted for 2.13% of the publications 
throughout the period. This greatly differs to the findings of Kraus et al. (2012), who found the 
journal to be the main contributor to EM publications from 1987-2010. A likely explanation 
for this differential, however, is due to the more stringent requirements for inclusion in the 
dataset of Kraus et al. (2012), resulting in a significantly smaller, more defined dataset. Only 
three of the top EM publishing journals coincide with the journals identified by Kraus et al. 
(2012), namely Industrial Marketing Management, European Journal of Marketing and the 
Journal of Research in Marketing and Entrepreneurship.  
 
According to the aims and scope of the journals, a majority of the top ten publishers of EM 
research between 2005-2019 are either predominantly marketing or entrepreneurship focused 
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journals, indicating a possible researcher preference for their dominant research interest. It 
would appear that authors may publish along the lines of their respective areas of specialisation. 
For example, an article in the dataset focused on innovation and entrepreneurial orientation 
amongst small-to-medium sized enterprises (SMEs), whereby the crux of the research 
examined commonly cited entrepreneurial constructs in an entrepreneurial context, and yet was 
published in a predominantly marketing journal. Upon further investigation, it was discovered 
that the authors of the paper identify their research foci on marketing and strategy. The decision 
to ultimately publish in a marketing-focused journal could possibly be due to personal 
preference or publication restrictions placed on authors by institutions, who may encourage 
authors to publish within a designated field. The results of the citation analyses, however, 
indicate that authors are expanding their citation search beyond the core disciplines of 
marketing and entrepreneurship to explore business and related management principles in an 
EM context. All publication metrics examined in the paper tend to suggest that the EM field 
has garnered international interest from a variety of multi-disciplinary scholars, publishing 
their EM research in varied publication outlets. 
 
The paper identified distinct schools of thought in the EM literature, with three apparent 
streams of research being identified through the analysis of author co-citation. The first stream 
seemingly focuses on marketing and entrepreneurship, concerns examining phenomena 
through quantitative research methods and multivariate analysis techniques. This stream, that 
seeks to legitimise the EM field supports the findings of Kraus et al. (2012). The incorporation 
of two additional schools of thought in the EM literature indicates the exploratory nature of 
authors in the field, with interests seemingly shifting towards the applicability of EM concepts 
beyond the establishment of the field (Kraus et al., 2012). The second stream of densely co-
cited authors shared common research interests that relate to strategy, economics and 
ecosystems. The emerging research on entrepreneurial ecosystems (Cavallo et al., 2018) could 
likely be bolstering this school of thought within the EM literature. The third stream includes 
authors that predominantly focus on innovation and strategy, again advancing the applicability 
of EM, incorporating theories from a number of disciplines. The concept of innovative 
marketing, and in particular its applicability to SMEs, may be a key driver of this stream of 
research (see for example: O’Dwyer et al., 2009; Esmailpour and Tavallai, 2016). 
 
The co-occurrence of keywords offers insight into three recent trends in the EM literature that 
could guide the future development of the EM field. The first focuses on business models, 
innovation and strategy. The concept of innovation is well-known to academics both in the 
marketing (Doyle and Bridgewater, 2011) and entrepreneurship (see for example: Morris et al., 
2013) disciplines. This identified trend could relate to the incorporation of public policy and 
strategic management (Bansal and DesJardine, 2014) literature pertaining to business model 
development and business practices in an EM context.  
 
The second, focusing on market orientation and performance, appears to indicate the extent to 
which management literature is influencing the development of the EM field. It appears that 
incorporating management theory in an EM context is shaping the future trajectory of the field, 
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again confirming the results of Kraus et al. (2012), suggesting the continued expansion of this 
line of research.  
 
The third trend pertains to the examination of resources and competitive advantage in an EM 
context. This trend may likely stem from the fact that EM is linked to resource scarcity and 
uncertainty in business environments (Barney, 1991; Morris et al., 2002; Kraus et al., 2009; 
Ionita, 2012) and the increased relevance that this brings to firms operating in turbulent and 
dynamic markets (Hallbäck and Gabrielsson, 2011). The current global economic climate is 
one that lends itself to resource scarcity and business uncertainty and thus could act as a key 
driver of growth in the EM field.  
 
Conclusion, limitations and recommendations for future researchers  
 
This research sought to provide an updated examination of the intellectual landscape of the EM 
field through a bibliographic analysis incorporating citation and co-citation analyses. The 
research has established that a broad interest in the field, incorporating principles from a 
number of different disciplines, has resulted in a rapid increase in publications in recent years. 
The decentralised structure of the EM field, with its diverse range of topics indicates that there 
is no clear cohort of leaders guiding the trajectory of the field in terms of authors, articles or 
journals. The paper has identified three schools of thought that have formed within the EM 
field over the fifteen-year period, together with insights for future trends likely to influence the 
continued growth of the field. These established schools of thought and trends in the literature 
suggest that the EM field has reached a point of maturity, where exploration is seemingly a 
major focus of the field’s expansion. 
 
The limitations faced by this research are three-fold. First, the selection of the WoS database 
to serve as the sample for this research may have limited the journals available for inclusion in 
the database. Future researchers could consider the expansion of the sample to include Google 
Scholar citations, accounting for a broader examination of academic literature. Second, limiting 
the sample to only include English journal articles may further have eliminated relevant articles 
that were either published in another language, or published as an editorial, book chapter or 
other publication type. Third, whilst bibliographic studies offer objective insight into the 
structure of the field as well as influential articles, authors or institutions, bibliographic studies 
may lack the in-depth nature offered by qualitative studies (Most et al., 2018).  
 
As such, it is recommended that future researchers combine the use of bibliographic techniques 
with qualitative research in order to provide further insight into the identified network map 
clusters. In addition to this, future research could benefit from an examination of the evolution 
of trends over a shorter period of time, for example over several five-year periods, in order to 
determine how these trends change overtime as the field expands.  
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ABSTRACT  

The expansion of the sharing economy has significantly disrupted industries and transformed 
classifications of employment. The sharing economy has reduced barriers to entry for 
entrepreneurs, however the decline in entrepreneurship in many countries seemingly 
contradicts this. Hybrid entrepreneurship (HE), however, has seen substantial growth aligned 
to the sharing economy’s development. This paper explores the link between the sharing 
economy and motivations for pursuing HE, in particular using the self-determination theory as 
a theoretical framework. Through the use of semi-structured interviews with 20 hybrid 
entrepreneurs, four extrinsic and four intrinsic motivations were identified. The research 
highlights the extent to which the sharing economy has changed the path of entrepreneurial 
venture development, easing the accessibility thereof. This research has implications for many 
stakeholders in the sharing economy. Future researchers should consider whether an 
individual’s industry of salaried employment impacts their primary motivation for pursuing 
HE, examine the impact of regulation on the sharing economy and develop strategies for 
established businesses under threat as a result of sharing economy business models.   

Keywords: Sharing economy, hybrid entrepreneurship, motivations, self-determination theory. 
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Introduction 
 

“We used to live in a world where there were people, private citizens, and a world where 
there are businesses. Now we’re living in a world where people can become businesses in 60 

seconds.” 
- Brian Chesky, Airbnb CEO 

 
The drastic growth of the sharing economy, referred to by a multitude of other names including 
the collaborative, gig, or on-demand economy, has significantly disrupted industries and 
transformed traditional classifications of employment (Ahsan, 2018). The operationalisation of 
the term sharing economy remains in some instances ‘fuzzy’ given the broad application of the 
term to a number of different contexts (Ahsan, 2018, p. 19; Frenken & Schor, 2017). The 
sharing economy allows individuals to offer and share underutilised resources in creative ways 
(Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). Commonly cited examples, such as Airbnb allows individuals to 
rent out their homes to strangers, while Uber allows for real-time location-based ridesharing 
(Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). The assets that are commonly shared need not only be physical 
assets, but also include human resources (Elert & Henrekson, 2016). Ravenelle (2017, p. 281) 
suggests that the sharing economy has allowed for ‘the masses’ to enter entrepreneurship, 
offering platforms that readily facilitate the exchange of goods and services. To those 
beginning their entrepreneurial journeys, the sharing economy offers a plethora of 
opportunities to outsource business functions, develop a client network and upskill oneself. 
Schurenberg (2016) suggests that the start-up has been democratised, with the cost of launching 
a tech business decreasing by approximately ninety percent since 2000.  
 
Whilst all of these advances in technology have made it easier than ever to become an 
entrepreneur, it doesn’t suggest that being an entrepreneur has been made any easier. In fact, 
global entrepreneurship in developed economies is in decline (Naudé, 2019), possibly 
indicating a reluctancy for engaging in the riskiness of entrepreneurship during uncertain 
economic conditions. However, it is important to be cognisant of the fact that global 
entrepreneurship statistics adhere to a traditional definition of entrepreneurship, an apparent 
dichotomous classification (Folta, Delmar & Wennberg, 2010). Theories of entrepreneurial 
choice propose that individuals choose between salaried employment or self-employment. 
Recent literature, however, has seen the introduction of a new type of entrepreneur, a hybrid 
entrepreneur, one that seemingly blurs the boundaries of traditional entrepreneurship. These 
individuals maintain salaried employment while engaging in some kind of entrepreneurial 
venture (Luc et al., 2018; Solesvik, 2017; Thorgren, Nordström & Wincent, 2014). The rising 
popularity of hybrid entrepreneurship (hereafter referred to as HE) has seemingly piqued the 
interests of both academics and policy makers as the search for further knowledge to expand 
traditional conceptualisations of entrepreneurship continues. Increasing rates of HE, aligning 
to the expansion of the sharing economy, is not surprising given the reduction in barriers to 
establish and entrepreneurial venture offered by the sharing economy. However, declining rates 
of entrepreneurship (Naudé, 2019), coupled with increasing rates of HE (Solesvik, 2017) 
prompt us to examine how and why the sharing economy is contributing to this changing 
employment landscape. In light of this, the paper assesses the motivations for entering HE, 
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with a particular focus on how these motivations have been affected through the expansion of 
the sharing economy. The research question that guided the development of this research is as 
follows: How does the sharing economy influence the factors that motivate individuals to 
become hybrid entrepreneurs? The section to follow will provide an overview of the sharing 
economy and HE, thereafter the theoretical framework is introduced. This is followed by the 
methodology, results and conclusions, implications and finally the limitations of the research. 
 
The sharing economy 
 
Demary (2014) suggests that the heterogeneity of the sharing economy and the number of 
business models and markets involved creates a challenge in establishing a single definition. 
Thus, placing a greater focus on the cross-industry characteristics of the sharing economy 
assists with the operationalisation of the concept. First, the sharing economy pertains to the 
sharing of underutilised goods and services, such as skills or physical assets, which ultimately 
increases the efficiency of goods and services (Stanoevska-Slabeva, Lenz-Kesekamp & Suter, 
2020; Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018; Richter et al., 2017; Sundararajan, 2016). Second, the nature 
of sharing allows for individuals to gain access to assets without any requirement for ownership 
(Bouncken & Reuschl, 2018; Frenken & Schor, 2017; Belk, 2014). The notion of sharing may 
conjure up images of philanthropic sharing, and rightfully the sharing of private goods may be 
either for or without payment (Stanoevska-Slabeva et al., 2020). Price and Belk (2016, p. 193) 
state that the notion of sharing has become somewhat distorted with traditional marketplace 
exchanges, suggesting that a degree of ‘share washing’ exists to tout a marketplace, by any 
other name, as sharing. Habibi, Davidson and Laroche (2016), discuss a sharing/exchange 
continuum characterising the extent of pure sharing and pure exchange, plotting commonly 
cited sharing economy firms on the continuum.  
 
The implication thereof is that the sharing economy does most often include some resource 
exchange, albeit to varying degrees (Habibi et al., 2016). Third, the act of sharing is typically 
facilitated through a digital platform and is thus reliant on access to the Internet (Paik, Kang & 
Seamans, 2018; Richter et al., 2017; Belk, 2014). The digital nature of the platforms facilitate 
sharing between strangers as opposed to within friend or family networks, this facilitates peer-
to-peer relationships amongst users (Ravenelle, 2017; Sundararajan, 2016), which are typically 
private consumers and not established businesses (Schor & Fitzmaurice, 2014). The platforms 
are facilitated by intermediaries, such as online marketplaces, community-based online 
platforms or social networking technologies (Stanoevska-Slabeva et al., 2020; Barnes & 
Mattsson, 2016; Allen, 2015). While firms operating in the sharing economy rely on these 
technologies to facilitate their engagement, they operate in a ‘grey area’ between the less 
regulated realm of private ownership and the highly regulated realm of public commerce (Elert 
& Henrekson, 2016, p. 10). The lack of clarity pertaining to the business operations of these 
firms allows them to circumvent a number of existing institutional frameworks and regulations 
(Bruno & Faggini, 2017; Elert & Henrekson, 2016). The sharing economy brings with it a 
number of benefits for its users – ensuring that owners of assets can earn an income from idle 
assets while consumers face lower costs than purchasing or renting from an established 
business (Zervas, Proserpio & Byers, 2014). Living in a time of great uncertainty and rising 
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living costs, it is no surprise that consumers are drawn to platforms that increase their choice, 
allowing them to escape overly regulated industries that impose substantial costs on them 
(Allen, 2015).  
 
Beyond the sharing of physical assets, the advent of the sharing economy has created a number 
of new forms of employment typically embedded in new labour practices (Ahsan, 2018). For 
example, there is an argument for individuals working through platforms that have emerged as 
a result of the gig economy, to be categorised as a distinct group of entrepreneurs (Ahsan, 
2018). The sharing economy has allowed for a number of individuals to pursue their 
entrepreneurial initiatives (Friedman, 2014), with enhanced access to the assets needed for 
business development. Sundararajan (2014, p. 5) suggests that platforms of the sharing 
economy will be the new engines for innovation through the creation of the ‘micro-
entrepreneurship’ opportunities that they offer to users. These opportunities offered to potential 
entrepreneurs assist with smoothing the path to entrepreneurship, lowering barriers to entry 
and perceived risk. This may lead one to think that the sharing economy would bring with it a 
surge of new start-ups enhancing global entrepreneurship rates, however this is not necessarily 
the case. Several researchers have discussed the fact that entrepreneurship, particularly in 
developed markets, is in decline (Cooke, 2019; Naudé, 2019). On the surface, this may seem 
counterintuitive in light of the expansion of the sharing economy, but the operationalisation of 
entrepreneurship may be at fault. When considering entrepreneurship as the traditional 
dichotomy of choice, one finds that global entrepreneurship is indeed in decline. However, 
when one considers the true complexity of entrepreneurship, we find that a certain category of 
entrepreneurship, namely HE, is flourishing as a result of the sharing economy.  
 
The blurred lines of hybrid entrepreneurship 
 
HE can be defined as the phenomenon that occurs when individuals choose to maintain salaried 
employment while simultaneously engaging in self-employment through an entrepreneurial 
venture (Bögenhold, 2019; Luc et al., 2018; Solesvik, 2017; Thorgren et al., 2014; Petrova, 
2011; Folta et al., 2010). It is typically associated with the early stages of venture development, 
where less-confident entrepreneurs may opt to limit their commitment, or to evaluate their 
entrepreneurial potential (Folta et al., 2010).  
 
The apparent merger of the traditional labour market and entrepreneurship has resulted in a 
somewhat ambiguous area of employment classification. Traditional definitions of 
entrepreneurship categorise the creation of a new venture as an all-or-nothing activity 
(Demetry, 2017), with HE not being recognised as an independent state of entrepreneurship 
(Folta et al., 2010). This dichotomous classification of entrepreneurship does not fully 
encapsulate the varying degrees of entrepreneurial activity that are commonplace in practice 
(Petrova, 2011). The complexity associated with the classification of HE is ever increasing due 
to the heterogeneous nature of this group of individuals (Bögenhold, 2018). Whilst two 
individuals may both be classified as hybrid entrepreneurs, the extent to which they are both 
invested and engaged in their salaried employment and entrepreneurial ventures are likely to 
differ. Despite the constant state of flux between salaried employment and entrepreneurship, 
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labour statistics are not able to incorporate this movement due to commonly used definitions 
precluding HE from being classified as a type of entrepreneurship (Bögenhold, 2018). 
Concerns relating to the binary nature of traditional definitions of entrepreneurship tend to form 
the basis of enquiry for HE research (Bögenhold, 2018; Bögenhold & Klinglmair, 2017; Xi, 
Block, Lasch, Robert & Thurik, 2017; Bögenhold & Klinglmair, 2016; Viljamaa & Varamäki, 
2015; Folta et al., 2010). Existing literature appears to be relatively consistent in suggesting 
that HE can be used as an entry strategy into full-time entrepreneurship that presents a far lower 
risk (Solesvik 2017; Raffiee & Feng 2014), however, it is important to note that this is but one 
of a number of complex motivations. 
 
Examining the motives of hybrid entrepreneurs 
 
The field of research examining HE, whilst in its infancy, has produced several notable 
contributions. Solesvik (2017) improved existing conceptualisations of HE, while Block and 
Landgraf (2016) sought to establish motivations that aid the transition from hybrid to full-time 
entrepreneurship. Research conducted by Raffiee and Feng (2014) further described the 
treatment of HE as a transitory phase prior to full-time entrepreneurship. Much research 
examining HE continues to describe this hybrid state as a transitory phase along the 
entrepreneurial journey towards full-time entrepreneurship, despite Viljamaa and Varamäki 
(2015) establishing clear differences between transitory and persistent hybrid entrepreneurs.  
 
Despite a slowly growing body of literature pertaining to HE, very few studies have examined 
the key motivating factors that result in individuals pursuing HE, none of which have 
considered how the expansion of the sharing economy has influenced these factors. Studies 
that have examined motivating factors, have largely been conceptual in nature, or presented 
pilot studies with small sample sizes (see for example Solesvik, 2017). A number of researchers 
have provided insight for fertile ground for future research in the field of HE. Folta et al. (2010), 
for example, suggest that further research is needed to ascertain the role of psychological 
factors that could motivate an individual to pursue HE, more so than a financial incentive. 
While Viljamaa and Varamäki (2015) propose that future researchers consider evaluating the 
motivations of hybrid entrepreneurs in greater depth. This research seeks to evaluate the 
motivations of individuals to become hybrid entrepreneurs, a category of entrepreneurship that 
is largely predicated on the expansion of the sharing economy. This research makes use of self-
determination theory as the theoretical framework through which to evaluate these motives.  
 
Self-determination theory 
 
Self-determination theory (hereafter referred to as SDT) is a theory of human motivation and 
development (Al-Jubari, Hassan & Lińán, 2019; Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). SDT investigates an 
individual’s inherent growth tendencies and their innate psychological needs that are seen as 
the basis for self-motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000). The needs for 
competence, relatedness and autonomy have been identified as essential for the optimal 
functioning of one’s natural propensity for growth (Ryan & Deci, 2000), allowing for a better 
understanding of the ‘what and why of goal pursuits’ (Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 228). Competence 
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‘refers to the perception that one is capable of influencing their environment in desirable ways’ 
(Al-Jubari et al., 2019, p. 1328), while relatedness refers to the desire to feel connected to others 
in some way (Al-Jubari et al., 2019; Deci & Ryan, 2000). Autonomy refers to volition, more 
specifically examining the desire to self-organise one’s experience and behaviour (Deci & 
Ryan, 2000).  
 
SDT suggests that there are two categories of motivated behaviours, those that are consciously 
chosen, referred to as self-determined behaviours, and those that are not consciously chosen 
but rather automated behaviours (Deci & Ryan, 1980). The key difference between these two 
types of behaviour is that the former is the result of conscious information processing, while 
the latter is not (Deci & Ryan, 1980). Examining conscious, or self-determined behaviours, we 
find that sources of motivation for behaviour can be either intrinsic or extrinsic (Hamari, 
Sjöklint & Ukkonen, 2016). Intrinsic motivation is sustained by the satisfaction of one’s basic 
psychological needs for autonomy and competence (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). When one is 
intrinsically motivated to complete an activity, they find the activity interesting and are able to 
derive satisfaction from the activity itself (Gagné & Deci, 2005). In an instance where an 
individual may not find enjoyment in a particular task, intrinsic motivation may not be present 
and as such will require other, extrinsic, incentives. Extrinsic motivation occurs when 
behaviours are performed to obtain an outcome that is separable from an activity in and of itself 
(Niemiec & Ryan, 2009; Ryan & Deci, 2000). In this instance, satisfaction is not derived from 
the activity itself but rather from extrinsic consequences that the activity creates (Gagné & 
Deci, 2005). 
 
Entering into an entrepreneurial venture is the result of an intentional process and planned 
behaviour (Al-Jubari et al., 2019; Bird & Jelinek, 1988). SDT proposes that individuals have 
tendencies to grow and therefore move towards specific activities that are able to satisfy inner 
resources of development and optimal functioning (Al-Jubari et al., 2019). SDT considers 
individuals with satisfied psychological needs as intrinsically motivated and therefore more 
likely to persist at completing a task (Al-Jubari et al., 2019; Deci & Ryan, 2000). Motivation 
plays a vitally important role in the formation of entrepreneurial intentions, with individuals 
being intrinsically and/or extrinsically motivated to pursue entrepreneurship (Al-Jubari et al., 
2019). Previous research has examined the role of both intrinsic and extrinsic motivations, 
finding that both exert a positive influence on entrepreneurial intention under specific 
circumstances (Antonioli et al., 2016). An empirical exploration of these motivators will serve 
to establish an innate comprehension of the choice behind entering a hybrid state of 
entrepreneurship. This paper seeks to examine the motivators for entry into HE, employing 
SDT as the lens through which to evaluate these motives. 

 
Methodology 
 
This research made use of an exploratory research design, notably employing the principles of 
qualitative research. Kothari (2004) suggests that qualitative research is most desirable when 
examining human motivations as this research seeks to do. Personal, depth interviews were 
selected as the research method, given their common use in the social sciences (Tracy, 2013), 
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the flexibility offered in the interview process (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Kothari, 2004) and the 
ability to produce a wealth of information on a particular phenomenon (Marczyk, DeMatteo & 
Festinger, 2005). The interviews were semi-structured and made use of a laddering technique 
(Malhotra, 2010), allowing for conversations to flow naturally to explore deep-rooted 
motivations. The use of interviews offered a number of advantages, such as obtaining large 
amounts of detailed information, extracting personal information, enhanced sample control and 
spontaneous and natural reactions from participants (Kothari, 2004). The interviews provided 
the opportunity for mutual discovery and understanding, through conversation that is organic 
and adaptive to the participant’s experience (Tracy, 2013). This was vital as no two participants 
had the same experiences in their salaried employment and entrepreneurial ventures. Given the 
semi-structured nature of the interviews, probing questions specific to each participant’s 
responses were used to help clarify, expand on and explain certain responses. Yin (1994) 
suggests that the use of a semi-structured interview guide could enhance the reliability of the 
results obtained. 
 
In order to attract hybrid entrepreneurs, requests for participation in the research were made on 
a number of online social platforms, whereby individuals were requested to contact one of the 
researchers if they were able to partake in the research. Those exposed to the request were 
asked to share amongst their own networks to ensure a population beyond the researchers 
network was made aware of the research. The use of social platforms as a recruitment tool for 
research has become increasingly popular and is likely to continue to grow (Gelinas et al., 
2017). In the request for participation, potential participants were provided with a standard 
definition of HE as adapted from Folta et al. (2010) to ensure a standardisation of the 
understanding of HE. When potential participants contacted the researcher, they were asked to 
indicate whether their employment status adhered to the definition. The definition provided to 
participants was as follows: A hybrid entrepreneur is an individual who maintains salaried 
employment while pursuing their own entrepreneurial venture simultaneously (Folta et al., 
2010). Those that aligned with the definition were asked to participate in the interview, while 
those that did not were dismissed. In line with the observation of ethical principles, all 
participants were made aware of the purpose of the research, together with their rights as a 
participant as it pertains to their voluntary participation (Vanclay, Baines & Taylor, 2013), the 
confidentiality of their responses (Kaiser, 2009) and their right to withdraw from the research 
(Schaefer & Wertheimer, 2010). All interviews were recorded following the explicit consent 
of the participants.  
  
The research made use of an iterative analysis as suggested by Tracy (2013), which 
recommends active reflection upon current literature and theories that the researcher brings to 
the data. The researchers made use of manual coding using the process outlined by Tracy 
(2013), creating descriptive, first-level codes while using a constant comparative method which 
allowed for modifications in the coding scheme to create new codes. This ensured the iterative 
nature of the data analysis process. In order to reduce the subjectivity of the data analysis and 
the possible presence of bias, the use of independent coders sought to enhance the reliability 
of the data generated. The use of multiple coders allowed researchers to ensure the consistency, 
and by extension the validity, of their findings. In addition, collaboration in the coding process 
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enhanced the systematicity and transparency of the coding procedures (Cornish, Gillespie & 
Zittoun, 2014).  
 
A valid sample of twenty participants was realised, with all participants being classified as 
hybrid entrepreneurs, maintaining both salaried employment while engaging in an 
entrepreneurial venture. Recent research by Weller et al. (2018) suggests that a small sample 
(n = 10) with extensive probing is able to collect most of the salient ideas, while a larger sample 
(n = 20) is more sensitive and can collect more prevalent and salient ideas together with less 
prevalent ideas. This paper made use of these guidelines offered by Weller et al. (2018), 
seeking to obtain a larger sample to ensure that data saturation could be reached and that both 
the more and less prevalent ideas would be able to be extracted from the interviews. 
  
Findings and discussion 
 
The sample had ten males and ten females ranging from 27 to 50 years of age. The participants 
represented a diverse range of industries including both the public and private sectors with 
representation from the creative, technology, food and financial services industries. The 
salaried employment and entrepreneurial activities of the participants is summarised in Table 
1 below. The extent to which participants were engaged in the sharing economy differed 
greatly. Some were actively using platforms to source customers and develop a broader 
network base, some made use of on-demand marketplaces, while others used platforms as a 
marketing mechanism to enhance the awareness of their brand. 
 
Table 1: Sample composition  
 

No Name* Gender Salaried employment Entrepreneurial activity 

1  Simon  Male Project manager Launching a freelancing platform 

2  Alex  Female Marketing professional Social media manager 

3  Tessa Female University lecturer Music performer and composer 

4  Aileen Female University lecturer Photographer 

5  Ismail Male Bar/Restaurant manager Social media and content creator 

6  Rob Male Logistics business Application developer 

7  Susan Female Visual communicator  Graphic designer 

8  Steve Male Fashion & entertainment 
industry 

Application developer 

9 Zubaida Female Manager of a publishing house Caterer 

10 Adrianne Female Art director Events and exhibition coordinator 

11 Josh Male Accountant Financial director of a sound company 
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12 Richard Male Operations manager Various entrepreneurial ventures 

13 David Male Investment banker Runs a printing company 

14 Tanya Female Visual merchandiser Events coordinator 

15 Mike Male Underwear retailer Skin care company 

16 Keisha Female Medical doctor Photographer 

17 Harold Male Software developer Bespoke digital agency partner  

18  Chris Male Government employee Urban planner 

19 Christine Female Kitchen & furniture 
refurbishment 

Clothing designer 

20 Angela Female Wedding boutique stylist Clothing designer 

*Note: All names have been changed. 
 
Factors that emerged were classified as either an extrinsic or intrinsic motivator in line with 
SDT. When individuals are motivated by the satisfaction associated with the behaviour itself, 
they are intrinsically motivated to pursue the task, however when a behaviour is performed 
solely for an outcome that is separable from the activity in and of itself, one is extrinsically 
motivated to pursue the behaviour (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009; Ryan & Deci, 2000). 
 
Extrinsic motivators 
 
Expansion of social capital 
 
The first extrinsic motivator related to the use of HE as a means to build one’s social capital 
and expand one’s professional network. The classification of this as an extrinsic motivator is 
based on the acknowledgment of participants that in order to be successful in their 
entrepreneurial venture they needed to invest in building their social capital. Thus participants 
were motivated to engage in HE due to a resultant outcome of this activity. The pursuit of HE 
allowed individuals to establish their social capital while developing and maintaining 
professional relationships, ensuring the eventual success of their ventures. It was apparent that 
the need to create a professional network pushed individuals towards HE prior to full-time 
entrepreneurship, thereby allowing time to establish a network and build rapport before placing 
reliance on them. Participants discussed the importance of developing and maintaining 
networks to ensure not only a steady customer base, but also to ensure a support structure of 
mentors and other like-minded businesspeople.  
 
There were a number of contrasts made between the professional networks used in the course 
of one’s salaried employment and those used in the course of one’s entrepreneurial venture. 
Several participants highlighted the often-complementary nature of these networks. Josh 
suggested that ‘from a result of constantly being forced to engage with people and network as 
a result of having a job it pretty much happens naturally...With a professional career in 
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accounting, your professional network is a lot bigger’. Beyond establishing a network that 
could assist with the daily operations of the business, including outsourcing key business 
components and developing strong relationships with suppliers, Harold discussed the 
importance of using one’s time as a hybrid entrepreneur to establish a loyal customer base. He 
states, ‘we were just trying to build up a solid client base and...that's been growing in the last 
couple of months’. Susan echoed the importance of establishing a customer base, suggesting ‘I 
need experience...because you need a job first to build up the clientele and build up your 
connections and that kind of thing. That’s also what helps in the industry. You build up your 
clients so it’s like a good way to start’. In some instances this networking was established as a 
means through which to obtain information on potential competitors, as explained by Christine, 
‘I am very aware of people in the marketplace and I do ask a lot of questions and try to network 
to see what I am up against all the time’. As identified by Solesvik (2017), the development of 
social capital contributes to successful entrepreneurship. Social capital acts as a critical 
resource to overcome both individual-level and greater environmental constraints 
(Viswanathan, Echambadi, Venugopal & Sridharan, 2014). 
  
A learning opportunity 
 
The second identified extrinsic motivator related to the use of HE as a means to advance 
learning, whereby again, participants engaged in HE as a means to an outcome separable from 
the activity itself. Existing entrepreneurship literature considers entrepreneurial learning as 
both an outcome and a process (Warren, 2006). As an outcome, the learning focuses on the 
experiences of an entrepreneur, while learning as a process refers to knowledge creation (Ettl 
& Welter, 2010). It became apparent that learning plays an important role in the venture 
development of the participants. The hybrid state not only provided the opportunity to learn 
key business skills, but also provided the opportunity for individuals to take learnings from 
their salaried employment and implement them in their entrepreneurial venture. For those 
participants whose entrepreneurial ventures were in similar fields to their salaried employment, 
a mutually beneficial relationship for both forms of employment was noted. Simon explicates 
this, suggesting that ‘skills that you learn doing one job, can apply to the other’. Participants 
further discussed the learned hard skills that were transferable between their forms of 
employment, as evidenced by Alex, ‘I would take that learning and apply it to [salaried 
employment] and vice versa...Where some of my clients didn’t have budgets...I would take 
those learnings from this sort of experimental phase we were in at [salaried employment] and 
apply it to my own clients’.  
 
Learning as a process (Warren, 2006) appeared to be a strong motivator for entering HE as 
suggested by David, ‘what I am seeing in the entrepreneurial market is that you kind of need 
to just do it and you learn from doing’. However, learning, or the lack thereof, was also noted 
as a motivator for remaining in the hybrid state as opposed to transitioning towards full-time 
entrepreneurship as suggested by Adrianne, ‘I haven’t gone into my business full time because 
I feel like I haven’t learnt as much as I should’. Whilst all participants suggested that their 
entrepreneurial ventures provided them with the opportunity to learn a number of vital business 
skills, Susan on the contrary, suggested she needs to maintain her salaried employment in order 
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to gain the relevant experience that would allow her to ultimately establish herself as a credible 
entrepreneur. She suggests that, ‘in order for me to do that I actually need experience, like 
practical experience within my field. So I need to stay in my job’. Many applications of learning 
theory in the entrepreneurial context propose that learning is experiential in nature (Politis, 
2005; Sullivan, 2000), with suggestions that HE has the ability to act as a significant learning 
opportunity (Petrova, 2010). These results provide support for the findings of Solesvik (2017) 
who found that HE allowed individuals the opportunity to grow in an evolutionary way, while 
offering the opportunity for key learning. 
 
Financial incentives 
 
The third extrinsic motivator related to a financial motive for pursuing HE. Two distinct groups 
of participants with different financial motivations became apparent in the sample. First, there 
were participants who pursued HE as they were not able to support themselves on their income 
from their salaried employment alone. Several participants acknowledged that pursuing HE 
allowed them more than one income stream, even if this was not initially forthcoming. For 
example, Susan stated that she was required to pursue HE in order to supplement her income, 
‘I found that my salary was not enough firstly. I decided I need to get another income, because 
I have so many goals in life that I actually need another income’. The second group comprised 
participants who pursued HE as they required the stable salary to either fund their 
entrepreneurial venture, or to reduce their risk of entrepreneurial entry. The financial stability 
of HE was also cited as a reason for not transitioning towards full-time entrepreneurship as 
suggested by Aileen, ‘the only thing is the safety of a regular salary, and at the moment I have 
debit orders.’ It became evident that amongst many of the participants, their salaried 
employment was being used to fund the beginning stages of their entrepreneurial venture. In 
addition to the security offered by a stable income, Steve explained that if one wants to 
ultimately launch a successful career as an entrepreneur, he suggested that ‘you will need to do 
something else to sustain yourself because it is difficult for the first little bit’. Thereby 
recommending the use of HE as a transitory phase to ensure the financial viability of one’s 
entrepreneurial venture. Tanya appeared to echo the sentiment of Steve by suggesting that 
‘obviously in the initial stages you can’t really just go off and do your business, you need the 
support of your income from your work’.  
 
While Kirkwood (2009) suggests that a key driver of entrepreneurial motivation is a monetary 
motive, this research established a more complex financial motive amongst hybrid 
entrepreneurs. The research reinforces the theoretical findings of Folta et al. (2010) who 
suggested that supplementary income could motivate entry into HE, however the research 
further found a motivation for maintaining salaried employment as it was a key funder of the 
entrepreneurial venture. This seemingly indicates a tension that requires the maintenance of 
the hybrid state.   
 
Opportunity recognition 
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The final extrinsic motivator related to the pursuit of HE in order to seize an identified 
opportunity in the market. A number of participants indicated that they were compelled to 
pursue their entrepreneurial venture as they had identified a gap in the market that they had the 
skills or the ability to address. Mike stated that a market analysis indicated that no other 
products offered the uniquely differentiated benefits of his product in the market and offering 
the product through an online store further helped to differentiate his brand from similar brick-
and-mortar offerings. Christine also explained the seizing of a market opportunity, stating that 
the launch of her new clothing range was designed to suit the needs to an older target market; 
one that she believes is seemingly forgotten by fashion retailers. Finally, Rob stated that, ‘we 
saw that there was a gap in this market that just wasn’t being solved and a lot of people needed 
the services that we were offering’. This factor has been identified and discussed in the 
literature and relates to one of the key entrepreneurial competencies identified by Morris, 
Webb, Fu and Singhal (2013), that of opportunity recognition.  
 
Extrinsic motivators and the sharing economy 
 
The extrinsic motivators to enter HE offer insight into the increasing rates of HE globally, due 
to the exponential impact that the sharing economy exerts on these motivations. The expansion 
of HE is predicated on the existence of the sharing economy, as a result of the greatly reduced 
barriers to entry, allowing individuals the freedom to establish an entrepreneurial venture while 
readily maintaining salaried employment. For those seeking to enhance their social capital, 
learn new skills, bolster their income or exploit an opportunity – the sharing economy has 
dramatically eased the burden of achieving these outcomes.  
 
The sharing economy brings with it a multitude of opportunities to enhance one’s social capital, 
thus rendering the process of developing a professional network significantly more efficient. 
Ferrari (2016) suggests that the sharing economy allows for the development of complementary 
frameworks to connect and collaborate with others – with varying degrees of familiarity. 
Cloud-based and open-source software (Schurenberg, 2016) removes the need for a number of 
in-house departments, while online labour platforms allow new entrepreneurs to outsource 
functions to freelancers working remotely around the globe on an ad-hoc basis to reduce costs, 
whereas social platforms allows entrepreneurs to readily build an online presence and engage 
with potential consumers. These online platforms allow new entrepreneurs to establish 
networks and develop business connections, significantly reducing their liability of newness 
and enhancing their likelihood of success. 
 
For the hybrid entrepreneur, online labour platforms enable entry into work arrangements with 
little upfront investment and the flexibility to engage in entrepreneurial activities while 
maintaining the support of salaried employment. These engagements offer the individual the 
opportunity to learn and refine their entrepreneurial skills (D’Cruz & Noronha, 2016). As such, 
platforms that have emerged as a result of the sharing economy enable hybrid entrepreneurs to 
incubate ideas and test entrepreneurial competencies. In addition to learning through 
experience, the democratisation of education through massive open online courses (MOOCs) 
and other open learning platforms allows for the development of hard skills. Digitisation 
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associated with the sharing economy ‘expedites knowledge sharing, sourcing and creation’ 
which readily increases the ability to learn new skills (Browder, Aldrich & Bradley, 2019, p. 
12). 
 
Intrinsic Motivators 
 
Self-fulfilment 
 
The first intrinsic motivator related the pursuit of HE as a means of self-fulfilment, which 
allowed one to grow in a way that they otherwise wouldn’t have experienced. This aligns to 
the research of Bögenhold and Klinglmair (2017), which found that entrepreneurship is often 
seen as the best way to achieve personal fulfilment. Several participants discussed the need to 
pursue something beyond their salaried employment in order to grow personally beyond rigid 
corporate structures as identified by Harold: ‘[It] was for me and my personal growth and as I 
said before, the reason why it's important for me to do that is sometimes in a corporate 
environment you do get a little bit restricted in the things that you can do, the type of projects 
you can work on and the type of technologies you can explore, simply because they have certain 
ways of working and have to work within certain boundaries’. Steve discussed the importance 
of being able to achieve his dreams and using HE as a means through which to achieve these 
goals. He stated, ‘I just keep going and I guess my dreams and my kinetic energy within me 
that I feel every day, that possibility of having so much potential to do bigger and greater things 
and seeing where I am and knowing that I can soar so much higher and that I am still not close 
to where I want to be is something that is quite motivational for me’. 
 
Independence  
 
The second intrinsic motivator related to the pursuit of HE as a means through which to achieve 
independence. This independence not only related to freedom from corporate structures and 
processes, but also the freedom to become financially independent and the freedom to make 
independent decisions. Tanya expressed her desire to be independent through a flexible work 
schedule stating ‘there’s also this idea of not wanting to be employed for the rest of your life. 
You also want to build something for yourself and you want to be able to be in control of your 
time’. While Josh addressed independence as ‘freedom of thought, and movement is where I 
see the best results personally with my career.’ Harold discussed his pursuit of HE as a means 
to ‘explore different avenues’ that could not be explored in his salaried employment as business 
decisions were governed by corporate structures. He further suggested that HE while providing 
freedom, also provides responsibility, stating ‘I feel there is a lot of growth that happens for 
me in the sense that I have to learn to manage my time have, I have to learn to have my business 
hat on at the same time, have to manage my clients expectations without sort of shooting myself 
in the foot’. 
 
Steve suggests that the independence that he achieves through his entrepreneurial venture 
provides him with a greater sense of ownership over his work. He describes this sense of 
ownership as ‘something that you have raised on your own accord, something that you can call 
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your baby because it’s given you sleepless nights and you work that much extra harder than 
you would for anything else or anyone else’. While independence was noted as a strong 
motivator for a number of participants, it is important to note that independence took on many 
different forms and was found to be a complex, and often emotional, driver of pursuing HE. 
 
Passion 
 
A number of participants frequently spoke of having a passion for their entrepreneurial 
ventures. Thorgren et al. (2014) examined the role of passion in pursuing HE, finding that it 
was a vitally important motive. Our research wholly supports this notion and in addition to the 
research of Thorgren et al. (2014), we often found that the pursuit of HE not only indicated a 
passion for the entrepreneurial venture, but also a passion for the salaried employment, making 
it difficult to transition to full-time entrepreneurship. Josh described how his status as a hybrid 
entrepreneur allowed him to merge his career in accounting with his passion for the music 
industry, stating ‘my belief is that passion drives you, and for me to be fulfilled I need to be 
involved on a daily basis with things I love and enjoy doing’. Zubaida echoed the importance 
of passion driving her towards HE, affirming that ‘the catering and the cooking 
[entrepreneurial venture] is actually my passion, with the cooking and being in the kitchen I 
can really be myself to do what I want’. 
 
In addition to passion driving one towards HE, this same passion can also motivate one to 
remain in this hybrid state. Both Keisha and Tanya discussed a strong passion for their salaried 
employment as well as this their entrepreneurial ventures, resulting in them becoming 
persistent hybrid entrepreneurs (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015). Adrianne explained that her 
passion allowed her to cope with the daily hybrid tensions ‘if it wasn’t for passion we wouldn’t 
still be in it by now, because once you’re frustrated the passion keeps you going’. 
  
A creative outlet 
 
The final intrinsic motivator related to the pursuit of a creative outlet and the use of HE as a 
means through which to achieve such a creative outlet. Folta et al. (2010) implicitly allude to 
this by suggesting that HE could provide individuals with psychological benefits. Our research 
suggests that a creative outlet that allows one to use their creativity in a different capacity is 
one such psychological benefit. As Harold explains, ‘So in that sense it [salaried employment] 
is very restrictive and it [entrepreneurial venture] is an outlet for me and gives me a chance to 
go and be creative and to go and try different things and interact with different people and 
allow myself the opportunity to grow outside all the requirements of work because sometimes 
that work becomes a bit monotonous’. 
 
Of import, is the fact that not all participants saw their creative outlet as a viable venture for 
full-time entrepreneurship. Zubaida, for example, discussed the fact that the competitive 
marketplace meant that she would not likely be able to support herself on her entrepreneurial 
venture alone, suggesting that ‘making my bread and butter out of that [entrepreneurial 
venture] would not actually be the best option, I see it more as my creative outlet and my love’. 
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This is of import in the sense that despite the understanding that one’s entrepreneurial venture 
could not grow to the point where it would become financially viable, the desire for the creative 
outlet supersedes business interests. This aligns to the suggestions of Folta et al. (2010), which 
stated that some may pursue HE purely for the psychological, non-monetary benefits. 
 
Intrinsic motivators and the sharing economy 
 
In this research, all intrinsic motivators to pursue HE were psychological and non-pecuniary in 
nature, indicating the inherent satisfaction achieved through HE. Several participants spoke 
about the reduction in perceived risk that was offered by HE (as opposed to full-time 
entrepreneurship) suggesting that the reduced risk allowed them to establish an entrepreneurial 
venture that otherwise they would have never been able to do. HE allows individuals to work 
towards self-fulfilment by pursing their passion, sometimes through a creative outlet, 
ultimately helping them to achieve independence while not risking their financial stability or 
pecuniary benefits. While Folta et al. (2010) suggested that they expected there would be 
psychological motivations for pursuing HE, they requested that further researchers delve into 
what these specific motives were. Following an examination of the intrinsic factors, it could 
appear that several of these factors outweigh the financial motive pursued by some – as this 
would explain the pursuit of an entrepreneurial venture as opposed to the pursuit of further 
wage work (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015). The sharing economy allows individuals to greatly 
expand their skillset in fields far removed from their salaried employment, through upskilling 
and the free exchange of information. Zhang, Bufquin and Lu (2019) identified personal 
growth as a key motivator for engaging in micro-entrepreneurship in the sharing economy. The 
results of the current research seemingly extend this insight to those engaging in hybrid 
entrepreneurship in the sharing economy, as a number of the intrinsic motivators are rooted in 
the need for personal growth. 
 
Implications of the research 
 
This research offers a number of implications for different stakeholders of the sharing 
economy, as such the implications are four-fold. First, many researchers continue to examine 
the importance of regulation in the sharing economy (Erickson & Sørenson, 2016), with Ahsan 
(2020) establishing a case for certain regulation to ensure that the sharing economy does not 
become a misused concept that disguises worker exploitation under the guise of 
entrepreneurship. However one needs to be cognisant of the monumental changes that the 
sharing economy has brought to the entrepreneurial journey. In particular, the reduced costs 
and barriers to entry afforded to those launching their entrepreneurial ventures, enhancing the 
development and scalability thereof. Given the important macroenvironmental implications of 
entrepreneurship, many governments around the world have implemented initiatives to support 
small business (Lougui & Nyström, 2014). Enhancing the visibility of HE as a result of the 
sharing economy further reinforces the notion that these initiatives be expanded beyond full-
time entrepreneurs.  
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Second, for established business owners not currently operating in the sharing economy – the 
research has examined the ease with which one is able to launch an entrepreneurial venture 
often at reduced costs. The implication thereof for established businesses is to evaluate how 
their existing business models could be affected by the entrance of a competitor whose business 
operations are dependent on the sharing economy. This establishes a need for consistent 
innovation, in terms of business models and basic operations, if established firms wish to 
compete against those using sharing economy models. Third, the current research has 
highlighted that the psychological benefits offered to hybrid entrepreneurs may in some cases 
supersede business interests. As such, one cannot assume that all hybrid entrepreneurs wish to 
transition towards full-time entrepreneurship. In light of this, the paper supports the 
establishment of hybrid entrepreneurship as a valid and independent state of entrepreneurship, 
challenging traditional conceptualisations thereof. Fourth, this research provides possible 
implications for entrepreneurship curricula. Solesvik (2017) discusses the importance of 
incorporating HE into existing entrepreneurship curricula, equipping students with the 
necessary skills to be able to use the hybrid state to further hone their hard and soft skills. We 
provide further insight into the motivators of individuals to engage in HE, which could be used 
to further focus HE education. In addition to this, incorporating how sharing economy 
platforms could be used to develop and scale entrepreneurial ventures could further guide the 
development of fledgling ventures.  
 
Limitations and recommendations for future researchers 
 
The limitations of this research, all of which pertain to methodological decisions, are three-
fold. The first limitation pertains to the use of a qualitative methodology and the lack of 
generalisability associated with this selection. While the rationale for making use of a 
qualitative method was established, ultimately due to the subjectivity of the approach, the 
sample size and the nature of sample selection, the results are not able to be generalised to a 
broader target population. Second, the ability for participants to self-select to partake in the 
research, may result in self-selection bias being present in the final sample. Third, the use of 
social media as a participant recruitment tool tailors those that are exposed to the request for 
participation. In light of this a majority of the participants were from the same country as one 
of the researchers, namely South Africa, and thus the results of the research may not be able to 
be replicated in another country.  
 
There are a number of avenues for future research aligned to the existing research. The 
recommendations for researchers examining hybrid entrepreneurs are two-fold. First, an 
evaluation of self-efficacy prior to and post engaging in HE could provide fertile ground for 
further research. This recommendation is made on the basis of a number of participants that 
suggested their hybrid state provided them the opportunity to learn a number of key business 
skills. An empirical evaluation of this learning could offer insights into entrepreneurial 
transition behaviour. Second, future researchers should consider examining the relationship 
between an individual’s work background and their motivations to engage in HE, in order to 
determine if those in certain industries are primarily motivated by particular motivations over 
others.  
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The dynamic nature of the sharing economy renders it rife for future research. The 
recommendations for future researchers examining aspects of the sharing economy are three-
fold. First, one could argue that the growth of sharing economy platforms could mirror in some 
regards a resurgence of consumer-to-consumer dot com firms referred to by Laffey (2004). 
Future researchers could examine the extent to which the characteristics of dot com firms align 
with the characteristics of sharing economy firms – in the hopes that this could offer further 
insight into the future growth prospects of these firms. Second, given the complexities 
surrounding the establishment of regulation in the sharing economy, future researchers should 
consider the extent to which the market could be regulated. In particular, establishing how 
regulatory processes could be used to eliminate exploitation while at the same time maintaining 
the benefits of the sharing economy to its users. Third, future researchers could evaluate the 
impact of the sharing economy on established businesses, developing strategies for competition 
as opposed to the continuing view that the sharing economy is a ‘disruption’ to established 
businesses (Acquier, Carbone & Massé, 2019, p. 17).  
  
Conclusion 
 
This research sought to establish the motivations of individuals for entering HE, a category of 
entrepreneurship largely predicated on the development of the sharing economy. This research 
has established HE as an independent employment state that individuals enter for a number of 
reasons. Using SDT as a theoretical framework, both extrinsic and intrinsic motivators have 
been identified. Despite the stressors associated with HE, it appears that the multitude of non-
pecuniary benefits offered to hybrid entrepreneurs may be in some cases sufficient to willingly 
remain in this hybrid state. This research has shown that in some instances, these psychological 
benefits tend to supersede business interests with limited concern for the long-term financial 
benefits offered by one’s venture. For a number of participants, the motivations guiding their 
employment status as hybrid entrepreneurs were complex, interlinked and incorporated a 
number of motivations. The sharing economy has reduced a number of barriers to entry for 
hybrid entrepreneurs, including effective means of connection, collaboration and 
communication with online networks, enhanced access to capital through crowdfunding 
platforms (Kaartemo, 2017) and a reduction in the perceived risk associated with launching an 
entrepreneurial venture. The ease with which one is able to launch a new venture, while 
maintaining their salaried employment, enhances opportunities for learning, and allows 
individuals to pursue personal growth. The sharing economy has allowed individuals around 
the globe to readily establish and develop their entrepreneurial ventures, not only paving the 
way for successful full-time ventures, but also offering a wide-reaching range of psychological 
benefits to its users.  
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ABSTRACT 
 
Purpose: Through the lens of experiential learning theory, this conceptual paper examines the 
factors influencing the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship. It 
is critical to evaluate the experiential learning that takes place during the hybrid phase, in order 
to establish a more nuanced understanding of the dynamic entrepreneurial journey. 
 
Design/approach: This conceptual paper made use of a secondary data analysis of existing 
academic literature, in particular using a thematic analysis, in order to propose a conceptual 
model and associated propositions.   
 
Findings: The proposed conceptual model identifies four factors: fear of failure, perceived 
risk, entrepreneurial competency development and self-efficacy that are predicted to influence 
the transition decision. This paper establishes hybrid entrepreneurship as an effective learning 
ground and path toward full-time entrepreneurship. 
 
Practical implications: Providing insights into the factors that influence the transition, allows 
policy makers to establish systems and incubators to support hybrid entrepreneurs reach the 
tipping point at which they have sufficient knowledge to enter full-time entrepreneurship. This 
paper establishes the importance of developmental policies aimed at encouraging hybrid 
entrepreneurship. There are also implications for managers of hybrid entrepreneurs to establish 
policies that encourage a culture of transparency and reap the benefits of enhanced employee 
development.  
 
Originality/value: The paper has three predominant sources of value. First, offering a multi-
disciplinary approach by extending an existing theory to a new context. Second, through the 
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establishment of a conceptual model, offering propositions readily linked to hypotheses for 
future empirical assessment. Third, enhancing the visibility of hybrid entrepreneurship in the 
literature to encourage public policy intervention and support. 
 
Keywords: Hybrid entrepreneurship, experiential learning theory, venture development.  
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Introduction 
 

“As an entrepreneur, you never stop learning.” 
- Daymond John  

 
Entrepreneurship, as we know it, is changing. Shifts in the labour market and the expansion of 
non-standard working arrangements have blurred the formerly clear-cut boundaries of 
traditional labour market definitions of entrepreneurship (Solesvik, 2017). By adopting a 
seemingly unconventional understanding of entrepreneurship, one is able to examine the 
differing degrees to which an individual can be involved in entrepreneurship. The phenomenon 
of hybrid entrepreneurship, where an individual willingly maintains salaried employment while 
establishing an entrepreneurial venture simultaneously (Folta, Delmar and Wennberg, 2010; 
Raffiee and Feng, 2014; Schulz, Urbig and Procher, 2016; Thorgren et al., 2016; Bögenhold 
and Klinglmair, 2017), has grown in prominence in recent years (Thorgren, Nordström and 
Wincent, 2014; Block and Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2017). This middle ground, between full-
time entrepreneurship and salaried employment, has largely been overlooked in the 
entrepreneurship literature until recently, despite being relatively commonplace in practice 
(Thorgren et al., 2014). Molenaar (2016) suggests that this apparent invisibility of hybrid 
entrepreneurship is due to a lack of understanding of the nature of hybridity, resulting in hybrid 
entrepreneurs not being reported in national statistics. He further stresses the importance of 
boosting the visibility of hybrid entrepreneurship to establish effective policies that seek to 
enhance the positive economic impacts made by these job creators.  
 
While hybrid entrepreneurship is typically associated with the early stages of entrepreneurial 
venture development, it is worth noting that beginning a part-time business is not necessarily 
indicative of a desire to enter full-time entrepreneurship (Viljamaa, Varamäki and Joensuu-
Salo, 2017). However, in some cases, it may initially be preferred to full-time entrepreneurship 
for a number of reasons. One of the key reasons for this preferential strategy of entrepreneurial 
entry is the learning process associated with being a hybrid entrepreneur (Folta et al., 2010). It 
is important to note that this decision to transition toward full-time entrepreneurship may not 
be a once-off decision, but rather a series of decisions that could result in a cyclical relationship 
between hybrid and full-time entrepreneurship. The cyclical nature of this process is 
exemplified through learning theories, as one is only truly able to evaluate their learned 
competencies when in use (Folta et al., 2010; Petrova, 2011; Morris et al., 2013). It would 
appear that the learning that takes place throughout one’s period as a hybrid entrepreneur plays 
a vital role in the eventual decision to transition toward full-time entrepreneurship or to remain 
in the hybrid state.  
 
It is critical to evaluate the experiential learning that takes place during the hybrid phase, in 
order to establish a more nuanced understanding of the dynamic entrepreneurial journey. The 
policy implications of better understanding this transition could result in support systems aimed 
at better fostering hybrid entrepreneurship, given that ventures established by hybrid 
entrepreneurs are typically robust with strong chances of survival (Raffiee and Feng, 2014). 
The opportunities for employment generation are immense given the propensity of younger 
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generations to engage in multiple ventures simultaneously, with research suggesting that 37% 
of 25 to 34-year olds are engaged in a side venture (Lawrie, 2019). This paper contributes to 
existing literature and in addressing Molenaar’s (2016) concerns, seeks to further enhance the 
understanding and visibility of hybrid entrepreneurship. Furthermore, entrepreneurship is a key 
mechanism through which inclusive growth and poverty reduction can be achieved (Carlsson 
et al., 2013; Singer, Herrington and Menipaz, 2018), as many countries rely on sustaining the 
entrepreneurial spirit to drive job creation and innovation in their economies (Singer et al., 
2018). Falling rates of self-employment in developed countries is of great concern for policy 
makers (Solesvik, 2017; Cooke, 2019; Naudé, 2019) and understanding the key influencers of 
the decision to transition towards full-time entrepreneurship could assist the implementation of 
policies designed to grow the base of full-time entrepreneurs. Despite the existence of literature 
examining the motives behind engagement in both hybrid (Solesvik, 2017) and full-time 
entrepreneurship (Segal, Borgia and Schoenfeld, 2005), there appears to be a distinct lack of 
literature examining the state of transition, the proverbial tipping point where a hybrid 
entrepreneur makes the decision to transition towards full-time entrepreneurship, remain in a 
hybrid state, or shift back to salaried employment. As such, by directly addressing calls for 
research (Block and Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2017), this paper seeks to provide insight into 
this transitory phase by identifying the drivers that contribute to the likelihood of transitioning 
from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship. The research question that guided the development 
of this paper was as follows: What are the factors that drive the likelihood of transitioning from 
hybrid entrepreneurship to full-time entrepreneurship? This paper proposes the application of 
learning theory to hybrid entrepreneurship, in particular suggesting that the transition, together 
with the drivers of this transition, can be explained with experiential learning theory (Folta et 
al., 2010; Raffiee and Feng, 2014). 
  
The section to follow outlines the theoretical framework that acts as a lens through which to 
view hybrid entrepreneurship, followed by an overview of hybrid entrepreneurship literature. 
Thereafter, the four factors, namely fear of failure, perceived risk, entrepreneurial competency 
development and self-efficacy are introduced leading to the presentation of the conceptual 
model. The discussion, implications and limitations of the paper are then presented, followed 
by concluding remarks and recommendations for future researchers.  
 
Learning theory 
 
Learning, the process of gaining skills and knowledge (Kolb, 1984; Kolb, Boyatzis and 
Mainemelis, 2000; Politis, 2005; Corbett, 2005, 2007) has gained popularity in 
entrepreneurship literature, with many authors suggesting that learning is crucial to the 
entrepreneurial process. Explanations of what occurs during the learning process are referred 
to as learning theories (Byrne and Toutain, 2012). A number of learning theories have been 
developed, each seeking to further understand the multifaceted reality of learning. Three 
dominant theories have emerged, the behaviourist, cognitivist and constructivist theories 
(Bélanger, 2011). Further theoretical frameworks have been developed to understand the 
specific context of adult learning, notably the humanist learning theory and the experiential 
learning theory. It is imperative that one establishes a clear understanding of the fundamental 
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principles upon which these learning theories have been developed; as such a brief overview 
of these fundamental theories is presented below.  
 
The humanist theory of adult learning 
 
Behaviourism was first established by John Watson and Ivan Pavlov, whose research on the 
conditioned responses of dogs has become well-known (Bélanger, 2011). A behaviourist 
perspective on learning asserts that behaviour is a response to a stimulus in one’s environment 
(Merriam, Caffarella and Baumgartner, 2007). This suggests that learning is dependent on 
one’s environment (Merriam et al., 2007), and that behaviour is learnt through reinforcement 
and rewarding experiences (Bélanger, 2011).  
 
Cognitivist learning theory interprets the cognitive processes pertaining to the interpretation 
and organization of information (Bélanger, 2011). These unobservable mental processes are 
seen as being central to the learning process for proponents of this theory. This theory supports 
the notion that the individual plays a role in learning (Merriam et al., 2007), with Merriam and 
Caffarella (1999) establishing that cognitivist learning theory was the most commonly cited 
approach to learning in entrepreneurship literature. Bandura (1977) expanded this approach to 
account for the fact that social interactions influence behaviour (Bélanger, 2011). The socio-
cognitivist learning theory essentially combines the behaviourist and cognitivist perspectives, 
suggesting that individuals predominantly learn by observing others (Merriam et al., 2007).  
 
Despite appearing similar to the cognitivist paradigm, constructivist learning theory pertains to 
the experience of the individual during the learning process, suggesting that individuals 
actively construct their knowledge (Bélanger, 2011). This proposes that learning is a 
construction of meaning, embedded in how individuals choose to make sense of their 
experiences (Merriam et al., 2007). The socio-constructivist learning theory expands on the 
notion that knowledge is constructed, again incorporating a social component. This theory 
suggests that knowledge is developed when individuals actively engage in conversation and 
subsequent action with others in order to address problems (Bélanger, 2011).  
 
The humanist perspective suggests that learning should be evaluated from the perspective of 
the human potential for growth (Merriam et al., 2007; Byrne and Toutain, 2012). Examining 
the evolution of learning theories, one is able to evaluate the limitations thereof and the 
subsequent appropriateness of their application to the entrepreneurship context. The stimulus-
response model of behaviour suggested by the behaviourist theory implies that entrepreneurs 
are goal-oriented and routine-based and would thus simply repeat behaviours that brought 
about success and avoid those that did not (Harrison and Leitch, 2005). As such, this theory 
does not account for any cognitive processing or learning that would occur through the 
experiences of the entrepreneur. The focus of the behaviourist theory on control and adaptive 
response ignores the subjective production of meaning, thus limiting the usefulness of the 
theory to situations that require conformity (Bélanger, 2011). While the cognitivist and socio-
cognitivist learning theories do account for the cognitive processing of the entrepreneur, 
rendering it a commonly cited learning theory in entrepreneurship (Merriam and Caffarella, 
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1999), there remains no inclusion of learning that takes place as a result of one’s individual 
experiences. The assumption thereof is that all learning happens in the same manner, not 
accounting for the experiences and the creation of applied knowledge. In an entrepreneurial 
context, the cognitivist approaches are limited in their explanation of entrepreneurial learning 
through their individual (as opposed to social) and cerebral (as opposed to behavioural) 
conceptualization (Rae, 2005). Furthermore, the cognitivist approach disregards the 
importance of reflexivity and the level of self-awareness acquired by individuals (Bélanger, 
2011). The constructivist and socio-constructivist learning theories present a model of learning 
that seemingly overcome a number of the shortcomings identified in the behaviourist and 
cognitivist theories. The constructivist approaches incorporate the active construction of 
knowledge, suggesting that individuals construct meaning through their experiences (Merriam 
et al., 2007). However, Rae (2005) suggests that both entrepreneurship and learning are 
inherently constructivist, behavioural and social processes – therefore examining 
entrepreneurial learning through the lens of only one of these learning theories would not offer 
a holistic understanding of the learning process. 
 
Kolb’s experiential learning theory is a noted example of a commonly cited learning theory 
presented in the entrepreneurship literature that maintains humanistic roots (Merriam et al., 
2007). Experiential learning theory not only includes the cognitive aspects of learning, but also 
addresses one’s subjective experiences (Kolb et al., 2000), defining learning as ‘the process 
whereby knowledge is created through the transformation of experience’ (Kolb, 1984, p. 41). 
This theory suggests that following an experience, the individual reflects on the experience and 
it is through this reflexive process that one transforms this into knowledge, which in turn 
influences future actions taken by the individual (Bélanger, 2011). Whilst Byrne and Toutain 
(2012) suggest that any of the learning theories outlined above serve as useful lenses through 
which to understand entrepreneurship and learning, it is argued that the experiential learning 
theory is well-aligned to the learning that takes place during hybrid entrepreneurship. This 
specific type of learning is action-oriented and is based on both experience and one’s prior 
knowledge (Bélanger, 2011). Experiential learning refers to the transformation of experiences 
into applied knowledge (Karami and Tang, 2019) with a deliberate importance placed on the 
reflexive nature of learning (Bélanger, 2011). Politis (2005) suggests that the noted success of 
entrepreneurs’ second and third ventures, indicates that the personal experiences of 
entrepreneurs in their first venture creates knowledge that enhances the success of future 
ventures. Many applications of learning theory in the entrepreneurial context propose that 
learning is experiential in nature (Sullivan, 2000; Politis, 2005), with suggestions that hybrid 
entrepreneurship has the ability to act as a significant learning opportunity (Petrova, 2010). 
This paper proposes the application of the experiential learning theory to yet another stage in 
the entrepreneurial process – that of hybrid entrepreneurship, more specifically, the transition 
from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship.  
 
Schlossberg (1981, p. 5) states that ‘a transition can be said to occur if an event or non-event 
results in a change in assumptions about oneself and the world and thus requires a 
corresponding change in one’s behaviour and relationships.’ The transition from hybrid to full-
time entrepreneurship is largely driven by the experiential learning that takes place throughout 
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the hybrid phase, as this learning is translated into a number of different learnt skills and 
competencies required for entrepreneurial success. Rae (2005) indicates that learning is a 
fundamental component of the entrepreneurial process, encompassing social and behavioural 
activities. Once sufficient learning has taken place and the hybrid entrepreneur has gained the 
knowledge required, he/she can opt to launch a full-time entrepreneurial venture, maintain a 
hybrid state, or possibly exit the venture (Folta et al., 2010). This is indicative of the stepwise 
entry into entrepreneurship discussed by Wennberg, Folta and Delmar (2007). However, one 
is only truly able to evaluate their learned competencies when in use (Folta et al., 2010; Morris 
et al., 2013), as such, entry into hybrid entrepreneurship and subsequent full-time 
entrepreneurship may be a cyclical process (Ferreira, Lord Ferguson and Pitt, 2019). As 
evidenced by Ferreira et al. (2019), individuals may traverse these two employment states in a 
cyclical nature, as opposed to a linear process, whereby one may enter full-time 
entrepreneurship only to discover that certain skills need to be further honed and revert to 
hybrid entrepreneurship to gain further knowledge with the safety net of salaried employment. 
Following this, one may return to full-time entrepreneurship or possibly return to salaried 
employment. This cyclical nature allows individuals to move fluidly through these employment 
stages. 
 
Hybrid entrepreneurship 
 
Traditional entrepreneurship can be defined as ‘an economic function that is carried out by 
individuals, acting independently or within organizations, to perceive and create new 
opportunities and to introduce their ideas into the market, under uncertainty’ (Carlsson et al., 
2013, p. 914). While this definition of entrepreneurship does not explicitly suggest that 
entrepreneurship need only be a full-time venture, traditional conceptualisations of the term 
classify the entrepreneurial entry decision as a dichotomous choice, one is either seen as being 
an entrepreneur or not (Folta et al., 2010, Petrova, 2010, 2011; Raffiee and Feng, 2014; 
Viljamaa and Varamäki, 2014). The definition of hybrid entrepreneurship appears at odds with 
the dichotomous definition of entrepreneurship, as it blurs the boundaries of traditional labour 
markets and entrepreneurship. These definitional delinquencies have resulted in difficulties in 
establishing the actual number of hybrid entrepreneurs on a global scale. Burke, FitzRoy and 
Nolan (2008) explain that labour market data captures only whether one is a wage worker or 
an entrepreneur, not both. Traditional definitions of entrepreneurship do not fully encapsulate 
the complexity of entrepreneurial activity in practice (Petrova, 2011). Further issues arise with 
the heterogeneity of this binary classification, as individuals may in fact fall into several 
different categories of entrepreneurship at the same time, resulting in an ‘overlapping identity’ 
(Bögenhold, 2018, p. 7). Concerns relating to this binary nature of traditional definitions of 
entrepreneurship tend to form the basis of enquiry for hybrid entrepreneurship research (Folta 
et al., 2010; Viljamaa and Varamäki, 2014; Xi et al., 2017; Bögenhold and Klinglmair, 2017; 
Bögenhold, 2018). Hybrid entrepreneurship was largely overlooked until recently in the 
entrepreneurship literature, with a number of explanations offered for why the hybrid 
entrepreneur has only recently emerged as a worthy topic of study. One compelling argument 
is that it has been difficult to establish the actual number of hybrid entrepreneurs (Burke et al. 
2008; Molenaar 2016). Others suggest that the recent global economic downturn, increasing 
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job insecurity and sluggish economic growth may have given rise to more hybrid entrepreneurs, 
explaining its expanding popularity (Petrova, 2010). Furthermore, advances in technology may 
have made hybrid entrepreneurial activity easier and more visible to researchers.  
 
Regardless of the reasons for the expanding popularity in the literature, following Folta et al. 
(2010) seminal article on hybrid entrepreneurship (Bögenhold, 2019), the past decade has 
welcomed a number of notable contributions to the field. Petrova (2010, 2011) examined the 
entrepreneurial path of hybrid entrepreneurs suggesting that at some point a decision is made 
to shift towards full-time entrepreneurship or move back to salaried employment. Burmeister-
Lamp, Lévesque and Schade (2012) examined practical constraints relating to time allocation 
between the two spheres of employment. Their research discovered that risk-attitude, aligned 
to utility theory, was not a reliable predictor for time allocation, but rather motivational factors, 
aligned to regulatory focus theory, were better suited to predict time allocation. Viljamaa and 
Varamäki (2014, 2015) later differentiated between different types of hybrid entrepreneurs, 
(namely persistent and transitory) further realizing the heterogeneity in their intentions to 
transition into full-time entrepreneurship. In an attempt to identify the motivators of entry into 
hybrid entrepreneurship, Thorgren et al. (2014) and Nordström et al. (2016) established passion 
as a key motive thereof. Economic benefits of hybrid entrepreneurship were uncovered by 
Raffiee and Feng (2014), who found that a staged entry into full-time entrepreneurship, through 
hybrid entrepreneurship, resulted in businesses survival rates increasing, introducing the 
importance of learning throughout the hybrid phase. More recently, Solesvik (2017) confirmed 
the heterogeneity of hybrid entrepreneurs, suggesting that motivations to enter hybrid 
entrepreneurship and to transition into full-time entrepreneurship varied greatly. Considering 
the benefits offered to employers, Marshall et al. (2019) established that hybrid entrepreneurs 
are better suited to develop, refine and transfer innovative capabilities from their 
entrepreneurial venture to their salaried employment. Most recently, Bögenhold (2019) 
suggests that views on hybrid entrepreneurship appear to be relatively polarized, either largely 
positive or negative. Negative perceptions tend to associate hybrid entrepreneurship with 
precarious work arrangements, suggesting that individuals are forced into hybrid 
entrepreneurship to supplement income. Positive perceptions, however, tend to suggest that 
hybrid entrepreneurship is one manifestation of the changing world of work, in which flexible 
working schedules and non-standard work arrangements are the norm (Bögenhold, 2019).  
 
Hybrid entrepreneurship allows entrepreneurs to develop competencies and test the viability of 
their business venture (Raffiee and Feng, 2014). However, at the proverbial tipping point of 
transition, once competencies have been developed and the viability of the business venture 
has been determined, some may choose to remain hybrid entrepreneurs while others opt to 
transition to full-time entrepreneurship. This paper proposes that the decision to transition to 
full-time entrepreneurship, or to remain in the hybrid state, can be understood through an 
examination of four distinct factors that influence this transition. 
 
Factors influencing the transition: conceptual model development 
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A secondary data analysis of existing academic literature was conducted in order to assist with 
the development of the conceptual model. This qualitative data analysis consisted of a thematic 
analysis of articles pertaining to entrepreneurship and hybrid entrepreneurship that identified 
specific factors that influence entrepreneurial intention. ‘A theme refers to a specific pattern 
found in the data in which one is interested’ (Marks and Yardley, 2004, p. 57). The analysis 
sought to identify key factors that affected entrepreneurial intention that could potentially be 
influenced by the process of learning through the hybrid phase. The analysis identified four 
distinct themes, or factors, namely fear of failure, perceived risk, entrepreneurial competency 
development and self-efficacy, that were prominently noted in the entrepreneurship literature 
as influencing the decision to enter full-time entrepreneurship. However, the context in which 
many of these factors were examined, again only considered the dichotomous nature of 
entrepreneurship, suggesting that they guided one towards full-time entrepreneurship or 
towards full-time employment. As such, this paper examined whether these factors would 
similarly influence the transition between hybrid entrepreneurship and full-time 
entrepreneurship. While these factors have been independently acknowledged in the literature, 
their role in influencing the transition from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship as a result of 
the learning that takes place in the hybrid phase has not been determined.  
  
Fear of failure 
 
The intimate relationship between entrepreneurship and uncertainty results in the fear of failure 
being relevant to the start of any new venture (Wennberg, Pathak and Autio, 2013). The fear 
of failure prevents, or at least discourages, many individuals from launching a new business 
(Deniz, Boz and Ertosun, 2011; Wennberg et al., 2013). Morgan and Sisak’s (2016) research 
examined the effect of the fear of failure on the decision to enter a new entrepreneurial venture, 
which they found to be unambiguously negative. An individual’s fear of failure is largely 
influenced by their cultural and societal norms (Wennberg et al., 2013). External conditions, 
such as the rate of economic growth in an entrepreneur's country or the rate of start-up activity, 
may impact one’s fear of failure (Heinzel, Askari and Geibel, 2014).  
 
For the hybrid entrepreneur, a number of sources of fear of failure can be mitigated, at least in 
part, by a hybrid entry into entrepreneurship. The reason for this is that the fears associated 
with failure are seemingly reduced by the safety net of maintaining salaried employment and 
the associated benefits. Full-time entrepreneurship encounters far worse consequences from 
venture failure than hybrid entrepreneurship (Mungaray-Lagarda and Urquidy, 2011), as such 
hybrid entrepreneurs tend to place less pressure on the immediate profitability of their ventures, 
resulting in these ventures having a lower risk of failure (Block and Landgraf, 2016; Brown 
and Farshid, 2017).  
 
The acknowledgement of the fear of failure affecting an individual’s entry into full-time 
entrepreneurship is widely acknowledged in the entrepreneurship literature, often suggesting 
that the fear of failure is an inhibitor of entrepreneurship (see for example: Wennberg et al., 
2013; Cacciotti and Hayton, 2014; Morgan and Sisak, 2016; Hayton and Cacciotti, 2018). The 
fear of failure, while alluded to in the hybrid entrepreneurship literature, is not explicitly 
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identified. Uncertainty, however, is addressed in the hybrid entrepreneurship literature, and as 
identified by Wennberg et al. (2013) uncertainty is a key driver of the fear of failure. Literature 
suggests that individuals may enter the hybrid state as a result of being uncertain of their market 
demand (Raffiee and Feng, 2014), performance (Folta et al., 2010), entrepreneurial ability 
(Petrova, 2011) and business survival (Viljamaa and Varamäki, 2015). All of these different 
sources of uncertainty appear to be bound by a mutual characteristic, the uncertainty of venture 
success. These sources of uncertainty stem from the fact that one does not have sufficient 
information to evaluate whether their venture, or indeed their own ability, would allow their 
venture to be successful. The alternative to which, is for the venture to fail. Tony and Pardede 
(2018) explicate this relationship between venture failure and uncertainty, suggesting that 
failure is often predicated on the inability of the entrepreneur to deal with uncertainty. 
Therefore, for those that wish to transition towards full-time employment, a hybrid entry serves 
an opportunity to reduce the fears pertaining to failure.  
 
This paper proposes that the fear of failure a hybrid entrepreneur faces decreases over time due 
to the experiential learning that takes place during the hybrid phase. Using the hybrid phase as 
a learning opportunity (Folta et al., 2010; Raffiee and Feng, 2014; Solesvik, 2017), over time 
hybrid entrepreneurs are able to learn more about their own ventures, expand their skill sets 
and knowledge of the industry, which tends to smooth the transition towards full-time 
entrepreneurship (Raffiee and Feng, 2014). Hayton and Cacciotti (2018) suggest that learning 
acts as a powerful antidote to the fear of failure as it mitigates uncertainties by increasing 
capabilities. As one gains knowledge into the demand for their product offering, their 
performance and entrepreneurial abilities the fear associated with the uncertainty of 
entrepreneurship declines. When one reaches the proverbial tipping point at which there could 
be a viable entry into full-time entrepreneurship, they have an increased likelihood of 
transitioning if they have obtained sufficient knowledge in the hybrid phase to reduce their fear 
of failure. As such, this paper proposes that a hybrid entry allows for an entrepreneur’s fear of 
failure to be diminished over time. This relationship is proposed to be negative, whereby as the 
fear of failure decreases, the likelihood of transitioning toward full-time entrepreneurship 
increases. The following proposition is thus postulated:  
 

(P1) As the hybrid entrepreneur's fear of failure decreases due to learning that takes places 
during the hybrid phase, the likelihood of a transition to full-time entrepreneurship 
increases.  

 
Perceived risk  
 
Literature has acknowledged the existence of an intimate relationship between an 
entrepreneur’s fear of failure and the perceived risk of their entrepreneurial venture (see for 
example: Cacciotti and Hayton, 2014; Raffiee and Feng, 2014). Entrepreneurship literature has 
asserted that the economic role of an entrepreneur is one that bears much risk (Wu and Knott, 
2006), resulting in the perception that entrepreneurs are risk-loving (Petrova, 2012). While an 
entrepreneur’s appetite for risk appears to be a somewhat contested topic in the literature; 
empirical literature tends to indicate that entrepreneurs are no more risk-loving than non-
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entrepreneurs (Wu and Knott, 2006; Petrova, 2012). When examining the perceived risk 
associated with entrepreneurship, one needs to be cognizant of the fact that there are a number 
of different sources of risk. Martínez, Crespo and Fernández-Laviada (2015) make use of a 
multidimensional approach to entrepreneurial risk assessment, suggesting that risks are 
typically categorized as either economic, social, time, health or personal risks. Economic risks 
pertain to the risk associated with financial loss, while social risk examines risk associated with 
a loss of prestige or social recognition. Time risk is associated with potential difficulties of 
being able to meet professional responsibilities given lengthy venture creation processes. 
Health risks are associated with potential harm to one’s physical or psychological health as a 
result of increased effort in a new venture, lastly, personal risk pertains to risks associated with 
the potential negative impact on an individual’s personal development. A perceived increase 
in risk, reduces the likelihood that one would enter entrepreneurship (Nabi and Liñán, 2013; 
Martínez et al., 2015). 
 
The hybrid entrepreneurship literature has explicitly cited risk aversion as a motivator for 
entering hybrid entrepreneurship (Raffiee and Feng, 2014; Viljamaa and Varamäki, 2014; 
Block and Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2017). Raffiee and Feng (2014) as well as Block and 
Landgraf (2016) suggest that maintaining salaried employment while engaging in an 
entrepreneurial venture allows hybrid entrepreneurs to significantly reduce the amount of risk 
they bear due to decreased profitability pressures and stable income. This sentiment is echoed 
by Viljamaa and Varamäki (2014) who suggest that risk aversion may be a rationale for 
entering hybrid as opposed to full-time entrepreneurship. For those that have intentions of 
transitioning to full-time entrepreneurship, risk aversion affects how entrepreneurs launch their 
ventures, suggesting that risk-averse individuals are more likely to enter hybrid 
entrepreneurship as an initial steppingstone to full-time entrepreneurship. The link made 
between risk aversion and the initial stages of venture development by Raffiee and Feng (2014) 
suggests that entrepreneurs who exhibit lower levels of risk aversion than the general public 
are more likely to directly launch into full-time entrepreneurship instead of engaging in hybrid 
entrepreneurship. 
 
If one is able to learn about their venture, gain knowledge of market demand, establish and test 
their entrepreneurial skills while maintaining the safety net of salaried employment, the 
perceived riskiness associated with their venture is likely to decrease. This decrease in risk is  
associated with the increase in knowledge of one’s capabilities (Folta et al., 2010, Petrova, 
2010, 2011). This paper suggests that a hybrid entrepreneur’s assessment of perceived risk at 
the tipping point of transition acts as a strong influencer of the decision to transition towards 
full-time entrepreneurship or not. Aligned with experiential learning theory, the more one is 
able to learn during the hybrid phase, the less the perceived risk associated with their venture 
and the greater the likelihood of transitioning toward full-time entrepreneurship becomes. This 
relationship is proposed to be negative, whereby as perceived risk decreases over time, the 
likelihood of transitioning increases. In light of this, the following proposition is presented:  
 

(P2) As the perception of risk is reduced, based on learning through hybrid 
entrepreneurship, the likelihood of transitioning to full-time entrepreneurship increases. 
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Entrepreneurial competency development 
 
In addition to, for example, learning about the market demand, establishing network 
relationships and developing a product offering, hybrid entrepreneurs need to ascertain their 
entrepreneurial competencies. As these competencies can only be determined when in use 
(Petrova, 2010, 2011; Morris et al., 2013), the hybrid phase allows entrepreneurs to evaluate 
their proclivity towards entrepreneurship in a lower risk environment (Folta et al., 2010; 
Petrova, 2010, 2011). Morris et al. (2013) discuss the attempts of scholars, both in the literature 
and in entrepreneurship education, to differentiate between specific entrepreneurial skills or 
competencies and more general business skills. While business skills, such as bookkeeping and 
inventory management, are vital components of the daily operations of a business, Morris et 
al. (2013) suggest that there exists a distinct set of thirteen competencies required for 
entrepreneurial success. Their research determined that following experience within an 
entrepreneurial context, improvements were noted amongst all thirteen entrepreneurial 
competencies, with significant changes noted for nine competencies. These nine competencies 
include: opportunity recognition, risk mitigation, tenacity, creative problem solving, resource 
leveraging, guerrilla skills, value creation, resilience and building and using networks. It should 
be noted that these competencies are distinct from inherent, personal characteristics as they can 
be developed through experience. However, it is difficult for a potential entrepreneur to 
evaluate their entrepreneurial competencies prior to engaging in entrepreneurship (Petrova, 
2010, 2011). As such, it is suggested that an individual would need to embark on an 
entrepreneurial venture in order to assess their propensity towards entrepreneurship (Petrova, 
2011). Hybrid entrepreneurs whom, after starting their venture, find that they have the 
capabilities to establish strong entrepreneurial competencies, will often shift into full-time 
entrepreneurship; whereas, those who do not may exit entrepreneurship (Petrova, 2011). 
Aligned to this, Rasmussen, Mosey and Wright (2011) suggest that many entrepreneurial 
competencies are not readily developed, and need to be acquired or further developed in the 
initial stages of entrepreneurship.  
 
This paper suggests that hybrid entrepreneurship provides a means through which individuals 
are able to develop and evaluate these competencies prior to venturing into full-time 
entrepreneurship. As suggested by Morris et al. (2013), these competencies can be developed 
through experience. The experiential learning offered to hybrid entrepreneurs throughout the 
hybrid phase serves as a key learning ground for these entrepreneurial competencies. Through 
experience and the subsequent learning thereof, the hybrid state allows one to identify and 
develop their entrepreneurial competencies in a venture that’s perceived to be lower risk than 
a full-time venture (Raffiee and Feng, 2014; Viljamaa and Varamäki, 2014; Block and 
Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2017). Furthermore, individuals may choose hybrid 
entrepreneurship because they believe they lack entrepreneurial competence (Petrova, 2011; 
Viljamaa and Varamäki, 2014), or at best they are unsure of their entrepreneurial competence 
given their inability to test these competencies. This paper suggests that as one learns about 
their entrepreneurial competencies throughout the hybrid phase, they become innately aware 
of their capability to establish and maintain a successful venture. Therefore, when approaching 
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the proverbial tipping point at which one is able to transition into full-time entrepreneurship, 
those that have learnt and recognized sufficient entrepreneurial competencies are more likely 
to transition toward full-time entrepreneurship. This paper proposes that a positive relationship 
exists, whereby as one’s perceptions of their entrepreneurial competencies increase, the 
likelihood of transitioning increases. In light of this, the following proposition regarding the 
development of entrepreneurial competencies is suggested:  
 

(P3) The perceived development of entrepreneurial competencies, through learning that 
takes place during the hybrid phase, increases the likelihood of transitioning to full-time 
entrepreneurship. 

 
Self-efficacy 
 
As one establishes entrepreneurial competencies throughout the hybrid phase, their self-
efficacy in their ability to successfully establish and maintain their venture is affected. The 
concept of self-efficacy is well developed in psychology literature and was successfully 
transferred to the entrepreneurship literature (Kurczewska et al., 2020). An individual’s belief 
that (s)he is able to produce a positive outcome, or self-efficacy, has been studied as a 
determining factor of entrepreneurial intentions, opportunity, intuition and success (Markman, 
Balkin and Baron, 2002; Barakat, Boddington and Vyakarnam, 2014; Fietze and Boyd, 2017; 
Kurczewska et al., 2020). Research has identified that a link exists between having high 
entrepreneurial self-efficacy and deciding to enter entrepreneurship (Zhao, Seibert and Hills, 
2005; Kurczewska et al., 2020). Barakat et al. (2014, p. 457) define entrepreneurial self-
efficacy as ‘an individual’s own belief about his/her skills and abilities linked to entrepreneurial 
activity’. As entrepreneurial self-efficacy is viewed as a vital antecedent to entrepreneurial 
action (Zhao et al., 2005), it has been identified in the literature as playing an important role in 
the creation of new ventures. Drnovšek, Wincent and Cardon (2010) examined the relationship 
between entrepreneurial self-efficacy and confidence, referring to self-efficacy as task-specific 
confidence. As an entrepreneur’s competence increases, and their confidence in their own 
ability grows, this results in a heightened self-efficacy. These changes in competence and 
subsequent confidence are the result of knowledge gained through experiences as a hybrid 
entrepreneur.  
 
Whilst the concept of confidence has been cited in hybrid entrepreneurship literature, the notion 
of self-efficacy is far less prominent. Folta et al. (2010, p. 253) suggest that hybrid 
entrepreneurship offers ‘less confident’ individuals the ability to evaluate their entrepreneurial 
commitment, with Raffiee and Feng (2014) reinforcing this notion. Kurczewska et al. (2020) 
introduced and tested self-efficacy in a hybrid entrepreneurship context, identifying two 
opposing notions of hybrid entrepreneurs’ self-efficacy. The first is that hybrid entrepreneurs 
may have high levels of self-efficacy as they see themselves as being competent and able to 
establish their own venture while maintaining salaried employment. The contradictory notion 
aligns with Folta et al. (2010) and Raffiee and Feng (2014), suggesting that as hybrid 
entrepreneurship is intrinsically less risky than full-time entrepreneurship, those that enter the 
hybrid state may do so due to a reduced self-efficacy. Their results supported the latter notion 
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as they found that those with higher self-efficacy were more likely to enter full-time 
entrepreneurship (Kurczewska et al., 2020). 
 
As suggested by Bloemen-Bekx et al. (2019), one’s self-efficacy beliefs are influenced by 
learning experiences. As one establishes their entrepreneurial venture, their knowledge of the 
venture and their own abilities grow overtime through their experiences; this experiential 
learning forms the basis of resultant changes to one’s self-efficacy. This proposed relationship 
aligns to the suggestions of Folta et al. (2010), Raffiee and Feng (2014) and Kurczewska et al. 
(2020). As such, this paper proposes that a positive relationship exists, whereby as self-efficacy 
increases, the likelihood of transitioning towards full-time entrepreneurship increases. In light 
of this, the following proposition is suggested:  
 

(P4) The increase in self-efficacy, through learning that takes place during the hybrid phase, 
increases the likelihood of transitioning to full-time entrepreneurship. 

 
While each factor has been discussed in isolation, in reality, they may influence one another. 
In particular, two of the perceptual factors (Arenius and Minniti, 2005) identified in the current 
research, fear of failure and self-efficacy, are suggested to act as mediators. Figure 1 provides 
a graphic representation of the above propositions (P1 – P4) as well as the mediating effects (P5 

and P6) that are further explicated below. 
 
Figure 1: Proposed conceptual model - factors influencing the transition from hybrid to 
full-time entrepreneurship 
 

 
 

 
The mediating role of fear of failure  
 
The direct relationship that perceived risk has with the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid 
to full-time entrepreneurship has been proposed and discussed. In addition to this relationship, 
it is suggested that the relationship between perceived risk and the likelihood of transitioning 
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is mediated by one’s fear of failure. According to Deniz et al. (2011), risk, and seemingly the 
perceptions thereof, lie at the heart of fear of failure for entrepreneurs. Through hybrid 
entrepreneurship, an entrepreneur is able to reduce their perception of risk (Raffiee and Feng, 
2014; Block and Landgraf, 2016), in turn reducing their fear of failure, resulting in an increased 
likelihood of transition. Essentially the fear of a venture failing is intrinsically linked to the 
riskiness of the venture. This inextricable link between risk perceptions and the fear of failure 
can be found in the literature where fear of failure is often defined in terms of risk aversion 
(Arenius and Minniti, 2005; Hessels et al., 2011; Cacciotti and Hayton, 2014; Cacciotti et al., 
2016). As one’s fear of failure can be viewed as the risk attached to a new entrepreneurial 
venture (Arenius and Minniti, 2005; Cacciotti and Hayton, 2014), a reduced risk perception 
would automatically reduce the fear of failure, in turn, increasing the likelihood of transitioning 
to full-time entrepreneurship. This notion is expanded by Kollman, Stöckmann and Kensbock 
(2017) who suggest that the fear of failure can be prompted situationally and act as a mediator 
affecting one’s behaviour. They further suggest that risk could trigger an individual’s fear of 
failure, which ultimately influences behaviour, offering further evidence for this mediating 
role. In the current paper this behaviour refers to the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid to 
full-time entrepreneurship. In light of this, the following proposition is created:  
 

(P5) The fear of failure mediates the relationship between perceived risk and the likelihood 
of transitioning from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship. 

 
The mediating role of self-efficacy  
 
The mediating role of self-efficacy, a further perceptual factor in the model, is proposed to 
mediate the relationship between entrepreneurial competency development and the likelihood 
of transitioning to full-time entrepreneurship. It should be noted that the entrepreneurial 
competencies discussed by Morris et al. (2013) are deemed necessary for entrepreneurial 
action. An apparent link between competencies and self-efficacy has previously been 
established in the literature. For example, Baron’s (2004) definition of self-efficacy 
incorporated the belief that one held in their own competencies to achieve a specific goal, while 
Drnovšek et al. (2010) expand further on this by explaining that entrepreneurs who exhibit high 
self-efficacy, tend to feel competent with other entrepreneurial activities. While hybrid 
entrepreneurs may not exhibit high levels of self-efficacy initially, over time as they gain 
experience and develop their entrepreneurial competencies, their likelihood of transitioning 
increases. However, this positive relationship is mediated by self-efficacy, suggesting that the 
relationship between entrepreneurial competency development and the likelihood of 
transitioning essentially works through the change in one’s self-efficacy. This notion is 
evidenced in the work of Zhao et al. (2005) who established that the relationship between 
perceived learning and entrepreneurial experience gained and entrepreneurial intentions was 
fully mediated by self-efficacy. As such, this paper proposes that the relationship between 
one’s perceived learning pertaining to entrepreneurial competency development and the 
likelihood of transitioning towards full-time entrepreneurship is mediated by self-efficacy. As 
such, the following proposition is presented:  
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(P6) Self-efficacy mediates the relationship between entrepreneurial competency 
development and the likelihood of transitioning from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship.  

 
Discussion 
 
Hybrid entrepreneurship is a global phenomenon that has, over the past decade, welcomed 
notable contributions that sought to further explain the phenomenon. Grounded in experiential 
learning theory, this paper examined the proverbial tipping point at which hybrid entrepreneurs 
decide whether to transition towards full-time entrepreneurship, remain in the hybrid state or  
return solely to salaried employment. The results suggest that due to the learning that takes 
place during the hybrid phase, a reduction in fear of failure and perceived risk and an increase 
in entrepreneurial competency development and self-efficacy result in an increased likelihood 
of transitioning from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship. Fear of failure is further proposed 
to mediate the relationship between perceived risk and the intention to transition, while self-
efficacy is proposed to mediate the relationship between entrepreneurial competency 
development and the likelihood of transitioning.  
 
While Petrova (2010, p. 464) alluded to the tipping point where one decides to transition 
towards full-time entrepreneurship, the factors that influence this decision were identified as 
the entrepreneur’s ‘ability, taken in the very wide meaning of the word’, which required further 
deconstruction. The importance of learning throughout the hybrid phase was clearly established 
in early research, but the process and effects of learning was typically not considered as a focus 
of the research (Petrova, 2011). This paper therefore offered further insight into the specific 
factors that could influence the transition decision. The transition from hybrid to full-time 
entrepreneurship is driven by the learning that takes place throughout the hybrid phase, as this 
learning is translated into a number of different skills and competencies required for 
entrepreneurial success. Once sufficient learning has taken place and the hybrid entrepreneur 
has gained the knowledge required, he/she can opt to launch a full-time entrepreneurial venture, 
maintain a hybrid state, or possibly exit the venture (Folta et al., 2010). A number of authors 
reinforce the notion that hybrid entrepreneurship serves as a vital period for learning (Petrova, 
2010; Raffiee and Feng, 2014; Viljamaa and Varamäki, 2015; Molenaar, 2016). Despite 
previous researchers acknowledging the nature of ‘learning-by-doing’ (Petrova, 2012, p. 489; 
Marshall et al., 2019, p. 3093) for hybrid entrepreneurs, none have as yet used this approach to 
learning as a means to explain how this could influence the possible transition into full-time 
entrepreneurship. 
 
By examining the transition towards full-time entrepreneurship, the research has addressed 
specific calls for further research by Block and Landgraf (2016) and Solesvik (2017) and a 
number of calls by other scholars to expand the field of hybrid entrepreneurship literature (see 
for example: Petrova, 2010, 2011, 2012; Raffiee and Feng, 2014; Viljamaa and Varamäki, 
2014). The key value of this conceptual paper lies in its multi-disciplinary approach, employing 
the use of an existing theory in a different context, thus broadening the scope of prevailing 
thought (Gilson and Goldberg, 2015) as well as the creation of the conceptual model with clear 
links to hypotheses for future empirical assessment (Weick, 1989). 
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Academic and managerial implications 
 
Presently, there is insufficient research that acknowledges and understands hybrid 
entrepreneurship and the complexity thereof (Petrova, 2010, 2012; Block and Landgraf, 2016; 
Nordström et al., 2016; Solesvik, 2017). One cannot assume that the drivers that would 
influence an individual to enter full-time entrepreneurship directly from salaried employment 
would affect this decision in the same manner as one transitioning from the hybrid state. The 
key academic implication of this paper is the direction for future researchers to empirically 
assess the proposed conceptual model and associated propositions. This paper further 
contributes to the growing body of academic knowledge pertaining to hybrid entrepreneurship 
by further examining the complexity and heterogeneity of this group of individuals and their 
entrepreneurial intentions.  
 
The implications of this paper for policy makers are three-fold. First, the factors that influence 
the transition to full-time entrepreneurship are vitally important to policy makers given the 
important role that entrepreneurs play in economic development (Folta et al., 2010; Block and 
Landgraf, 2016; Solesvik, 2016; Solesvik, 2017). Second, whilst public policy often promotes 
full-time entrepreneurship, it tends to disregard hybrid entrepreneurship, which as this paper 
has indicated, can serve as a vital stepping-stone toward full-time entrepreneurship (Folta et 
al., 2010, Solesvik, 2017). Third, establishing incubators and support structures for hybrid 
entrepreneurs to assist with the growth of their ventures could be greatly beneficial for both 
employment and economic growth (Solesvik, 2016). Programs developed to support hybrid 
entrepreneurs would likely result in the creation of successful full-time entrepreneurs 
(Solesvik, 2017), given the robust nature of their ventures and strong chances of survival 
(Raffiee and Feng, 2014). Developing a more nuanced understanding of what influences the 
proverbial tipping point is vitally important in establishing these developmental policies. 
Solesvik (2017) furthers this argument suggesting that implementing such policies at a macro-
level would likely be more successful in producing full-time entrepreneurs than educational 
programs that focus on traditional entrepreneurship as the dominant model.  
 
This paper further has implications for employers and managers of hybrid entrepreneurs. 
Employment instability and job uncertainty has become the norm (Popiel, 2017) and 
employees increasingly work part-time, hold more than one job, or engage in temporary or 
contract work (Kalleberg, 2000). In light of this, managers of hybrid entrepreneurs may 
consider establishing policies related to employees engaging in an entrepreneurial venture in 
addition to their salaried employment. Solesvik (2017) suggests that this should not discourage 
hybrid entrepreneurship, but rather encourage a culture of transparency and offer a means 
through which to retain valuable employees. Marshall et al. (2019) suggests that hybrid 
entrepreneurs are best suited to develop, refine and transfer innovative capabilities from their 
entrepreneurial venture to their salaried employment. This suggests that employers may in fact 
indirectly benefit from the learned innovative capabilities of hybrid entrepreneurs. Whilst 
Marshall et al. (2019) do acknowledge that some hybrid entrepreneurs may ultimately 
transition towards full-time entrepreneurship and leave the company, the literature (see for 
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example: Viljamaa and Varamäki, 2014, 2015; Solesvik, 2017) has clearly identified that these 
transition intentions are not standardized across all hybrid entrepreneurs and should not be 
treated as the norm. While the support of employees entrepreneurial intentions may seem 
counterintuitive for a firm, Marshall et al. (2019) suggests that the opportunities for learning in 
the venture align with other forms of employee development.  
 
Limitations of the research 
 
This paper is not without its limitations, three of which are presented below. First, as conceptual 
research, one cannot assume that the factors presented offer a complete and exhaustive list of 
all factors that would guide the transition from hybrid to full-time entrepreneurship. Second, 
the proposed model is not context-specific, therefore it does not account for individual-specific 
(such as gender and age) nor macroenvironmental factors (such as economic climate and 
sociocultural norms), therefore in certain contexts some of the identified factors may be more 
nuanced. For example, demographic or psychographic differences amongst individuals would 
likely influence the extent to which the identified factors guide decision-making. Third, as the 
phenomenon of hybrid entrepreneurship gains further traction in the literature, it is possible 
that the proposed conceptual model will evolve to incorporate further factors as the field 
matures.  
 
Conclusion and recommendations for future research 
 
Traditional conceptualizations of entrepreneurship maintain a dichotomous classification 
without room for diversity in how entrepreneurship manifests. As such, a number of difficulties 
exist with regards to evaluating the size of the hybrid entrepreneurship market and its exact 
global prevalence. The very existence of hybrid entrepreneurship challenges traditional 
dichotomous definitions of entrepreneurship. This paper examined the tipping point at which 
a hybrid entrepreneur is able to transition toward full-time entrepreneurship, outlining four 
factors that could influence this decision. The influence of each factor in contributing to the 
likelihood of transitioning was examined in line with the experiential learning that takes place 
throughout the hybrid phase. Guided by this learning theory, a conceptual model and associated 
propositions were developed to guide the future empirical testing of the model. It is the 
researchers intention that this conceptual model act as a catalyst for future research into hybrid 
entrepreneurship and the proverbial tipping point at which one decides whether to enter full-
time entrepreneurship or not. 
 
The recommendations for future research are six-fold. First, further research should empirically 
assess the proposed model, which could potentially yield additional drivers that influence the 
likelihood of transitioning toward full-time entrepreneurship. Second, considering the 
important role that learning plays throughout hybrid entrepreneurship, future researchers could 
consider whether individual-specific factors, such as gender, would influence how different 
hybrid entrepreneurs learn. Ekanem (2015) established differences in the learning processes of 
male and female entrepreneurs and future research could extend and possibly validate this 
research amongst hybrid entrepreneurs.. Third, echoing a previous call by Thorgren et al. 
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(2014), the development of measures specifically purposed for hybrid entrepreneurship is also 
encouraged to more comprehensively gauge its role in the field of entrepreneurship. As hybrid 
entrepreneurship evolves, research exploring the various nuances of the phenomenon is 
necessary to further our knowledge and keep pace with its development in the context of the 
entrepreneurial process. Fourth, given changes that are currently impacting the workforce in 
many markets as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic resulting in increased job uncertainty, 
future researchers could investigate hybrid entrepreneurship as a continuous career choice and 
assess its potential as a distinct entrepreneurial category. Fifth, from a behavioural perspective, 
research probing individual motivations to pursue hybrid entrepreneurship (Folta et al., 2010; 
Viljamaa and Varamäki, 2015; Nordström et al., 2016; Bögenhold. 2019) as well as normative 
influences, could also provide deeper insight into both hybrid behaviours as well as social, 
economic or institutional motivations to maintain a hybrid status or transition toward full-time 
entrepreneurship. Six, as identified by Bögenhold (2019), empirical research in this field is 
limited with data bases on hybrid entrepreneurs being distinctly rare. Further empirical research 
that seeks to test and validate existing models of hybrid entrepreneurial behaviour would 
greatly assist the emerging field of research. Future researchers should continue to aid the 
visibility of hybrid entrepreneurship in the literature, challenging traditional conceptualizations 
of entrepreneurship and establishing hybrid entrepreneurship as both a viable path to full-time 
entrepreneurship as well as an independent state. 
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ABSTRACT  

Through the presentation of the case of James Reid, a hybrid entrepreneur that transitioned 
towards full-time entrepreneurship, this paper discusses a number of entrepreneurial marketing 
issues faced by a small business. When presented with several opportunities for business 
growth, Reid evaluates the extent to which growth could impact his business model, brand 
image and his passion. The case study demonstrates the importance of maintaining brand 
values and establishing a clear strategic orientation in order to create a strong brand. However, 
these are shown to also significantly limit the growth prospects of the business. The discussion 
of the case delves into these issues together with an examination of the entrepreneurial journey 
of a highly skilled transitory hybrid entrepreneur. This paper further introduces the concept of 
a comfort entrepreneur, one that willingly halts the growth of their venture, and examines the 
business implications thereof.   

Keywords: Entrepreneurial Marketing; Hybrid Entrepreneurship; Growth Strategy; Strategic 
Orientation; Brand Equity; Comfort Entrepreneur.  
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Entrepreneurial marketing and hybrid entrepreneurship: The case of JM Reid Bamboo 
Rods 

 
Introduction 
 
The recent past has seen a flurry of academic interest in the overlap between the disciplines of 
marketing and entrepreneurship. The term, entrepreneurial marketing, refers to this apparent 
intersection, although an exact definition of this term appears elusive. Jones (2010) suggests 
that this is partially due to the fact that entrepreneurial marketing draws on more than one 
discipline, with marketers, entrepreneurs and academics typically emphasising different 
aspects of the concept to advance their own interests. Entrepreneurial marketing is a flourishing 
(Gilmore, McAuley, Gallagher & Carson, 2013) and evolving subject area that remains 
somewhat fluid as researchers extend the boundaries of its definition.  
 
Traditional marketing advocates that the customer should serve as the focal point for all 
marketing activities; whilst entrepreneurial marketing acknowledges that the entrepreneur 
plays an equally important role in the marketing process (Morrish, Miles & Deacon, 2010). 
While some authors argue that the concept of entrepreneurial marketing is of importance to all 
businesses regardless of size, there appears to be a general understanding that it is of particular 
pertinence to small businesses (Jones & Rowley, 2011; Morris, Schindehutte & LaForge, 
2002). Hills, Hultman and Miles (2008) discuss the importance of examining marketing efforts 
used by entrepreneurs to gain a competitive advantage as opposed to the predominantly 
researched large, resource-abundant organisations. Literature proposes that making use of an 
entrepreneurial approach to marketing assists firms in their ability to identify and exploit 
opportunities and manage their marketing efforts (Shaw, 2004). Thus the importance of an 
entrepreneurial approach for small businesses is readily understood. 
 
The case presented in this paper is used as a means of exploring a number of important issues 
that form part of the interface between marketing and entrepreneurship. This case seeks to 
further understand the entrepreneurial marketing issues that one faces when growing their small 
business and how these issues influence business growth. The analysis of the case resulted in 
the identification of several specific entrepreneurial marketing issues, including the 
entrepreneurial journey from hybrid entrepreneurship towards full-time entrepreneurship, the 
implications of an unyielding strategic orientation and importance of the development and 
maintenance of brand equity and brand value.  
 
The following section provides a summary of literature pertinent to the field of entrepreneurial 
marketing and examines existing literature pertaining to hybrid entrepreneurship. Following 
this, an overview of the case methodology used is presented followed by an introduction to the 
case. Thereafter, a discussion of entrepreneurial marketing issues, as they pertain to the case, 
is presented.  
 
Entrepreneurial marketing 
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Entrepreneurial marketing has emerged as a significant field in both academic study and 
marketing practice over the past thirty years (Gilmore et al., 2013). The many commonalities 
between entrepreneurship and marketing resulted in the emergence of this field, aptly named 
entrepreneurial marketing (Gilmore et al., 2013; Shaw, 2004). Early researchers have argued 
that both entrepreneurship and marketing focus on the importance of identifying opportunities 
and operating in a constantly changing environment (Omura, Calantone & Schmidt, 1993). 
More recent researchers have expanded on the work of Omura et al. (1993), identifying a 
number of further areas of apparent overlap in marketing and entrepreneurship theory (See, for 
example: Bjerke & Hultman, 2002; Collinson & Shaw, 2001). 
 
Entrepreneurial marketing is conceptualised by Morris et al. (2002, p. 5) as ‘the proactive 
identification and exploitation of opportunities for acquiring and retaining profitable customers 
through innovative approaches to risk management, resource leveraging and value creation’. 
A further fundamental component pertaining to entrepreneurial marketing relates to the 
functions of a firm being entrepreneurial in nature (Anderson, Kreiser, Kuratko, Hornsby & 
Eshima, 2015). Anderson et al. (2015, p. 1579) seeks to establish a reconceptualisation of 
entrepreneurial orientation from existing literature, referring to the ‘decision-making practices, 
managerial philosophies, and strategic behaviours that are entrepreneurial in nature, with 
entrepreneurial referring to three components – namely innovativeness, proactiveness, and 
risk-taking’. Aligned to the conceptualisation of Morris et al. (2002), Gilmore et al. (2013) 
explain that all businesses, regardless of size or degree of establishment, are seeking to offer a 
product or service to a particular market at a particular price using a specific promotional 
message, therefore carrying out several fundamental marketing activities. However, whilst 
marketing serves as a key factor influencing the success of both small and large businesses 
alike, a number of entrepreneurial characteristics appear to contradict traditional teachings of 
marketing (Stokes, 2000). For example, Stokes (2000) suggests that entrepreneurs often place 
an over-reliance on a small customer base and have limited marketing expertise, often with 
variable effort.  
 
As one delves further into the intersection between entrepreneurship and marketing, the 
intertwined nature between these disciplines becomes apparent. For example, Morris, Davis, 
Mills, Pitt & Berthon (2013) suggest that the marketing mix is developed based on a marketer’s 
understanding of an opportunity, whereas an entrepreneur develops a venture based on the 
understanding that an opportunity exists. This sentiment is echoed by Stokes (2000) who 
suggests that marketing as an organisational philosophy suggests that an assessment of market 
needs is required prior to product or service development, however, entrepreneurs frequently 
delve into the development phase and look for a feasible market thereafter. Whilst the context, 
and potentially the implementation would differ, the thought process behind these activities 
stems from the same understanding of opportunity recognition.  
 
It is important to note that when discussing components such as opportunity recognition and 
exploitation that it is not thought of from only the perspective of an established company or 
that of a full-time entrepreneur. Recent research has formally presented the phenomenon of a 
hybrid entrepreneur, an individual that willingly engages in the development of their 
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entrepreneurial venture whilst maintaining salaried employment (Luc, Chirita, Delvaux & 
Kepnou, 2018; Solesvik 2017). In this instance, individuals may opt to engage in hybrid 
entrepreneurship in order to fully evaluate the opportunity they have identified and examine 
whether they are able to actively exploit this opportunity. 
 
Hybrid entrepreneurship 
 
One school of thought defines hybrid entrepreneurs as individuals who are active 
entrepreneurs, but who primarily support themselves financially by means of other employed 
income (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2014; Folta, Delmar & Wennberg, 2010). Another group of 
scholars refer to these very same individuals as part-time entrepreneurs (Schulz, Urbig and 
Procher, 2016; Petrova, 2012). In contrast, Schulz et al. (2016) do not necessarily infer that 
part-time entrepreneurs have another paid form of employment, but instead employ the term 
hybrid entrepreneurship as a term to denote the combined state of both employment and self-
employment. The dominating conceptualisation in the literature is that a hybrid entrepreneur 
refers to an individual that makes the conscious decision to maintain salaried employment 
while simultaneously engaging in their own entrepreneurial venture (Luc et al., 2018; Solesvik 
2017; Thorgren, Nordström & Wincent, 2014; Petrova 2011; Folta et al., 2010). It is pertinent 
at this stage to distinguish hybrid entrepreneurship from a number of different sub-categories 
of entrepreneurship in order to establish the boundaries of the phenomenon. User entrepreneurs 
refer to individuals that experienced a need in their daily lives, created a solution and have a 
‘passionate desire to share their solution with others’, ultimately resulting in the 
commercialisation of their solution (Shah & Tripsas, 2007, p. 123). User entrepreneurship 
differs from hybrid entrepreneurship, as the definition of a hybrid entrepreneur does not require 
that the individual be directly involved in the process of product or service development as a 
user themselves. It is also pertinent to contrast hybrid entrepreneurship and hobby-related 
entrepreneurship. Hobby-related entrepreneurship relates to individuals that establish their 
entrepreneurial venture out of a strong passion for their product or service provided (Milanesi, 
2018). Whilst hybrid entrepreneurs may establish their ventures based on a passion motive 
(Nordström, Sirén, Thorgren & Wincent, 2016; Thorgren et al., 2014), the key distinction is 
that hobby-related entrepreneurship does not suggest that entrepreneurs necessarily maintain 
salaried employment whilst establishing their venture, unlike hybrid entrepreneurs (Solesvik 
2017; Thorgren et al., 2014; Petrova 2011; Folta et al., 2010). As evidenced, phenomena such 
as user or hobby-related entrepreneurship tend to consider the motives for establishing an 
entrepreneurial venture, as opposed to the concomitant maintenance of salaried employment.  
 
The concept of hybrid entrepreneurship is not an entirely novel phenomenon in practice; 
however, the importance placed on the phenomenon in academia has grown drastically in 
recent years (Solesvik, 2017; Schulz et al., 2016; Folta et al., 2010). Solesvik (2017, p. 33) 
suggests that this growing interest could be a result of changes in the employment market with 
a marked shift ‘towards temporary or part-time jobs’. Entering hybrid entrepreneurship may 
be attributed to three closely-linked factors: changes in the labour market (Solesvik, 2017), the 
heightened occurrence of non-standard working arrangements (Folta et al., 2010), and the 
emergent result of governmental efforts due to favourable public policy (Schulz et al., 2016). 
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Current and projected future instability in the conventional labour market has led to an 
environment conducive to self-employment (Kelly, Singer & Herrington, 2016). One such 
change in conventional labour market structure pertains to the rise of the ‘gig economy’ (Kuhn, 
2016, p. 157), which primarily comprises of short-term independent working arrangements. 
According to Folta et al. (2010), the rise in hybrid entrepreneurship ties in with the higher 
incidence of non-conventional work arrangements. Employment instability and job uncertainty 
has seemingly become the norm (Popiel, 2017) and employees increasingly work part-time, 
hold more than one job, or engage in temporary or contract work (Kalleberg, 2000). As a result, 
‘hybrid entrepreneurs represent a distinct and growing category in the labour market’ (Folta et 
al., 2010, p. 267).  
 
Perhaps contrary to expectation, research asserts that individuals who engage in this hybrid 
state may do so for non-pecuniary benefits (Raffiee & Feng, 2014) and not solely to supplement 
their waged income (Folta et al., 2010). This serves as the distinction between the commonly 
used term ‘side hustle’ and a hybrid entrepreneur. Existing literature suggests that individuals 
engaging in a side hustle do so purely for the additional income stream, in order to supplement 
waged income beyond their salaried employment (Clark, 2018). Petrova (2012) examined 
entrepreneurial dynamics and similarly concluded that financial constraints do not impact 
hybrid entrepreneurship. Whilst changes in the labour market may be driving individuals 
towards hybrid entrepreneurship, there may also be a number of motivating factors that are 
attracting individuals to this hybrid state. The individuals who engage in hybrid 
entrepreneurship may be driven by creative challenges (Florida, 2014), a desire for autonomy 
or independence (Block & Landgraf, 2016), a need for social recognition (Kelly et al., 2016), 
or entrepreneurial competency development (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2014; Morris et al., 2013). 
While hybrid entrepreneurship is typically associated with the early stages of entrepreneurial 
venture development, it is worth noting that beginning a part-time business is not necessarily 
indicative of a desire to enter full-time entrepreneurship (Viljamaa, Varamäki & Joensuu-Salo, 
2017). However, in some cases, it may initially be preferred to full-time entrepreneurship for 
a number of reasons. One of the key reasons for this preferential strategy of entrepreneurial 
entry is the learning process associated with being a hybrid entrepreneur (Folta et al., 2010). 
As one is only truly able to evaluate their learned competencies when in use, the entry into 
hybrid entrepreneurship and subsequent full-time entrepreneurship may be a cyclical process. 
The understanding of this phenomenon is that the decision to enter hybrid entrepreneurship 
appears to be a relatively complex decision with a number of both intrinsic and extrinsic factors 
guiding this decision. 
 
Whether explicitly or implicitly identified, several researchers have alluded to the fact that 
hybrid entrepreneurship serves as a vital opportunity for learning (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015; 
Folta et al., 2010). This learning opportunity allows individuals to develop skills relevant to 
their entrepreneurial venture (Solesvik, 2017) and establish the market demand for their 
offering (Raffiee & Feng, 2014). Over time, as hybrid entrepreneurs learn more about their 
own ventures, expanded skill sets and knowledge of the industry tends to smooth the transition 
towards full-time entrepreneurship. This is evidenced by research suggesting that the ventures 
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of hybrid entrepreneurs, which allow for a staged entry into entrepreneurship, exhibit higher 
rates of success than non-hybrid entrepreneurs (Solesvik, 2017; Raffiee & Feng, 2014). 
 
Examining the entrepreneurial journey of a hybrid entrepreneur who opted to transition towards 
full-time entrepreneurship provides a practical understanding of the potentially cyclical 
entrepreneurial process. Furthermore, examining the entrepreneurial marketing issues faced by 
an entrepreneur seeking to grow their business, while remaining true to their brand values, 
would provide valuable and practical insights into these issues.  
 
Methodology 
 
Aligned to the research objective of enhancing the understanding of entrepreneurial marketing 
issues facing individuals when establishing and growing a business, a qualitative approach was 
adopted. This approach was selected as it is predominantly concerned with the subjective 
assessment of attitudes, opinions and behaviours of individuals (Kothari, 2004). In selecting 
the research method, Yin (2009) suggests evaluating three conditions to determine which 
method would be most appropriate. The first concerns the nature of the research question, the 
second considers the degree of control that the researcher is able to exert over behavioural 
events and the third pertains to the degree of focus on contemporary versus historical events. 
In addressing these three conditions, first, it is apparent that this research seeks to address a 
how or why question. Second, the researchers do not require any control over behavioural 
events and third, this research seeks to examine contemporary as opposed to historical events. 
This unique combination of conditions suggests that the case study approach is an appropriate 
method (Baškarada, 2014; Yin, 2009).    
 
The findings are based on the data generated from the single case study of Mr James Reid, a 
hybrid entrepreneur that made the transition towards full-time entrepreneurship. James Reid 
was selected as the ideal case for two reasons. First, his transition from hybrid entrepreneurship 
to full-time entrepreneurship would provide insights into how the entrepreneurial journey 
affected his business growth. And second, the concept of entrepreneurial marketing is of 
particular importance to small businesses (Jones & Rowley, 2011; Morris et al., 2002), such as 
that owned by James Reid. This qualitative form of inquiry involves a detailed investigation of 
one particular entity with the ultimate aim of providing an analysis of the context and processes 
involved in the phenomenon under study (Henry & Foss, 2014). Case study methodology has 
grown in popularity as an effective research tool due to its inherent ability to generate insights 
concerning complex issues in real world settings (Harrison, Birks, Franklin & Mills, 2017; Yin, 
2009; Patton & Applebaum, 2003). Single case studies are most commonly used when research 
requires in-depth, qualitative comprehension in order to provide rich insights into substantive 
topics (see for example: Elms & Tinson, 2012; Jones, Temperley & Lima, 2009; Inglis, 2008). 
Whilst the use of a single case study is not without its limitations, it appears that the rich 
insights offered by this design could otherwise be lost under a different design (Geiger & 
Prothero, 2007). The single case study further provides researchers with the ability to gather 
potentially sensitive information, which may be difficult to elicit through other forms of data 
collection (Inglis, 2008).  



 
 

214 

 
The data collection for this case study, which forms the empirical content of this research was 
collected as follows: two of the authors visited the subject of the case study, James Reid, at his 
place of business on two separate occasions. During the first visit, Reid was interviewed and 
this interview was audio recorded. During this visit, certain parts of the business operations 
were also captured through the use of video recording. The video recording served as a means 
of confirming what had been recorded in the interviews and as a reminder to the authors of the 
technical aspects of Reid’s business. The total length of this first interview and site visit lasted 
approximately four hours.  
 
A further on-site visit occurred one week later, where again, two of the authors were present. 
The purpose of the second visit was to confirm the findings and observations of the first visit 
and to clarify any misunderstandings following the initial visit. This second visit lasted 
approximately ninety minutes. This second visit is indicative of ‘the linear but iterative process’ 
of case study research as suggested by Yin (2009, p. 25). As Yin (2009) recommends that 
researchers make use of multiple sources of evidence throughout the case study method, the 
researchers generated individual field notes throughout both site visits, later comparing these 
notes to provide additional information to the audio and video recordings. These field notes 
sought to capture additional information that would otherwise not be recorded in the audio 
recording. All audio recordings were fully transcribed to aid the analysis.  
 
The researchers both separately analysed the field notes, audio transcripts and video recordings, 
identifying prominent themes. Following this, the researchers compared their initial analysis 
and the common themes formed the basis of the description of Reid’s business as it appears in 
this paper. These included aspects pertaining to his life story and his entrepreneurial journey 
as well as the establishment of his business, his methods of operation and marketing, and, his 
attitudes towards growing his business. The case is presented in the following section.   
 
JM Reid Bamboo Rods – An exploratory case study 
 
James Reid was born in the small town of Kingsville, Ontario. As a boy, he would often fish 
for bass in the stream behind his house. At the age of 17, Reid quit high school and left home. 
His professional career saw him working as a chef, a bicycle mechanic, a logistics manager 
and an apprentice mechanic in Canada and Australia. His hobby for fishing meant that he was 
well acquainted with available commercial fishing rods, however he was often unsatisfied with 
the quality of the off-the-shelf rods that were sold commercially. This entrenched 
dissatisfaction sparked an innovative, and ultimately entrepreneurial idea for Reid to build his 
own rods. He started with graphite, but searching for something more authentic, Reid bought 
an old bamboo rod on eBay and restored it to the original condition. Despite maintaining full-
time employment, Reid restored approximately 35 vintage bamboo rods outside of work hours. 
Ultimately, Reid decided to expand his rod-crafting hobby to building his own rods. He 
produced approximately 40 rods, a majority of which were given away as gifts. After being 
approached to build a rod for a passionate angler, Reid opted to resign from full-time 
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employment in order to pursue rod building on a full-time basis in 2012. At the time that Reid 
resigned, he had amassed sufficient orders to keep him busy for a full year. 
 
The rod-making process 
 
The process of creating a James Reid bamboo rod is a specialised and labour-intensive process. 
The process begins with an imported piece of bamboo being scraped clean and cut into straight, 
thinner strips, which are heat-treated. Six strips are joined together to form a long, thin, tapered 
hexagonal pole, which becomes the rod. This part of manufacturing, referred to as making the 
‘rod blank’ takes up about 75% of the total manufacturing time. The other 25% of the 
manufacturing time includes attaching the reel seat to the base of the rod and attaching the line 
guides. Each rod is extensively customised to the individual client’s requirements, and this 
typically requires between five and six hours of discussion with each client before commencing 
work on the rod. Reid states that: ‘the rods on my website are really just a guide to what can 
be done, and almost every customer ends up with something different, and unique to them’. 
This is decided after intensive discussions with a client to determine their exact specifications. 
Reid produces between 30 and 35 rods annually, with a small number set aside for prototyping 
new models, improving older models, demonstration rods and personal fishing rods. He 
delivers, on average, 2.2 rods per month to his clients.  
 
The rod market, customers and marketing  
 
Prices of rods vary according to the model and specifications of each client. For example, a 
Standard Trout Rod sells for approximately US$1400 (cost price US$225) and a Summer Run 
rod sells for approximately US$2000 (cost price US$360). Competition in the bespoke rod 
market is moderate with Reid suggesting that his main competitors are small, usually one-
person operations like himself. There are many makers of bespoke bamboo rods, however, 
Reid states that his advantage lies not only in the performance of his rod designs, but in the fact 
that few others offer the range and extent of customisation that he does.  
 
Bamboo rod enthusiasts form a tight-knit consumer community who frequently discuss fish, 
fishing, and their equipment. Word-of-mouth and his website form Reid’s major marketing 
communication vehicles. He has also been very active on various online forums and the 
attention he gets on these forums has been important for building his reputation. These forums 
enable Reid to interact directly with anglers, answering questions about the rods he makes and 
displaying photographs of his work. An informal network of fishing guides and influential 
anglers are vocal supporters of Reid’s rods. He regularly holds events in different cities in 
North America where anglers can meet him and try his rods, as well as rods made by a select 
few other bamboo rod makers. He calls these very informal gatherings ‘the grass roots’.   
 
Reid describes his typical client as someone, almost always male, who values ‘a connection to 
the history of the sport of fishing’. He currently has a three-year waiting list for rods. ‘People 
aren't really willing to wait for longer than that,’ Reid says. He also estimates that 70% of his 
customers are long time fishermen, while 30% have been fishing for less than two years. Reid 
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states that around two-thirds of his clients own more than one James Reid Bamboo Rod. One 
client in particular owns eight rods and keeps a permanent position on the waiting list. When a 
client wants to sell a James Reid Bamboo Rod, Reid offers to repurchase it, or to put the seller 
in touch with a buyer on his waiting list. ‘I hate the idea of my rods sitting on the second-hand 
market’, he says. When considering future growth prospects, Reid suggests that at the ‘top end’ 
of the fishing rod market, growth is stagnant. He says: 

My market seems to stay about the same size. The number of people entering it seems 
equivalent to the number of people exiting it, and my feeling is that people usually exit because 
they have become too old to go fishing. 

 
Many of Reid’s affluent clients invite him on their fishing trips. He considers this personal 
engagement with his clients of vital importance and uses the opportunity for promotional 
purposes. Luxury fishing lodges often invite him for complimentary visits where he is able to 
interact with guests, with the ultimate goal of enhancing his customer base. He states: 

What I love about my business is that I have a lot of freedom, a flexible schedule, free trips, 
and a great quality of life. I’m really doing what I love. 

 
Growing the JM Reid business 
 
Reid has considered a number of ways to increase the number of rods he produces annually. 
He has considered the possibility of employing a craftsman to boost production, however due 
to the skilled nature of the craft, this is not a possibility in the short-term. As Reid says:  

It’s really difficult finding someone with the right skills and dedication. I’ve also had retirees 
offer to work for nothing just to be able to enjoy the pleasure of crafting a product like this. 
However, I find I spend more time supervising them and fixing their mistakes, and this distracts 
me from my own work. 
 

An alternative means to increase his output would be to invest in machinery of around $15,000 
(Canadian Dollars), which would allow Reid to craft an additional six rods each year. Also, if 
he reduced customisation to the bare minimum, he could produce another six rods annually. 
However, it appears that the monotony associated with producing a homogenous product is not 
a desired outcome as Reid states,  ‘I’d get so bored doing this. I would hate doing the same 
thing over and over again.’  
 
Reid has considered extending his product offering to include fiberglass or graphite rods. Many 
modern fishing rods are made from fiberglass, which gives them both strength and flexibility. 
They are stronger and less susceptible to cracking than graphite rods, and also less expensive 
overall. In 2016, as a test run of the fiberglass rod market, Reid purchased blanks from a 
manufacturer and crafted them in his own distinctive style. However, the manufacturer refused 
to make the blanks in a more distinctive colour for Reid, who suggested that unique colouring 
was required for customers to identify them as ‘his rods’. He has continued negotiations with 
another fiberglass rod manufacturer, who will cast the blanks in a unique colour on condition 
of a minimum order quantity. The production cost is higher than that of a bamboo rod, however 
the overall margin would be higher as it takes less time to finish. One of the reasons that Reid 
is interested in getting into the fiberglass rod market is because fiberglass, which replaced 
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bamboo, was in turn made redundant by graphite. He believes that there are a number of anglers 
who would readily return to using a traditional fiberglass rod.  
 
Graphite rods, as a further alternative, are light, strong and flexible. Reid states that he could 
easily produce graphite rods at a respectable margin, based on his brand. However, he says: 

That would mean becoming a factory, and I’m not interested in that. People replace graphite 
rods every few years; they have no real attachment to them. I want to make something that 
people pass on to their children. 

 
Reid has sold a limited number of JM Reid fishing shirts and caps, predominantly through 
social media and personal interactions with clients. He also produced an exclusive line of 
engraved fishing accessories, which were snapped up rapidly by enthusiasts at premium prices. 
He states: 

I could probably have ordered many thousands of each from China at about a tenth of the cost 
and they might also have been sold easily. However, I think that would have cheapened my 
brand. As it is now these have all become collectors’ pieces. 

 
New opportunities 
 
Reid appears somewhat reluctant to grow his business, seemingly fearful of the tension created 
between his passion and the necessity of an income. He explains:  

My initial objectives in giving up being a mechanic, and to build rods full-time, were to simply 
do something that doesn't feel like work, and that I love doing. I was happy to roll the dice and 
see if this could actually be a way to earn a small living. I could always go back to being a 
mechanic if I couldn’t pay the mortgage. I wanted to build the finest casting, modern bamboo 
fly rods in the world. I don't really want to grow the rod business, although I am happy to build 
my brand in other ways. I’ll sell branded products in limited batches, sometimes in serial 
numbered runs. 

Despite his reluctance to expand his business, Reid stated that he has recently been presented 
with several opportunities to do so. 
 
Importing bamboo 
 
Reid has always sourced the bamboo for his rods from a supplier in Seattle, Washington. The 
supplier had developed the business over the past 15 years and established a relationship with 
a Chinese grower of Tonkin cane. However, the supplier recently passed away, leaving Reid 
with uncertainty regarding his long-term supply of bamboo. He had considered taking over the 
business, but it would not be feasible to do so from Canada as the majority of the market was 
outside of Canada and logistics from the US seaboard were more feasible.  
 
A retail alliance 
 
In the past, Reid had resisted all offers from retail stores to stock his products, as he believed 
his margins and production volumes would prohibit him from a successful partnership. He 
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stated that the volumes at stake were so small that it would be illogical to add another level 
into the distribution channel. He states: 

Regardless of what they say, at the end of the day they will be looking for volume and turnover 
and I’m just not able to do that. Second, I’m worried that the time I spend trying to increase my 
production, and also dealing with stores will be time that I have to take away from being with 
my clients. I think that the real problem with that is that I would lose touch with my loyal client 
base. And I don’t want to lose touch: not only is it how I do business, I also enjoy it immensely. 

Despite his reluctance, the opportunity to establish a relationship with a major outdoor sporting 
goods retailer is one that Reid is finding particularly attractive. The partnership would allow 
Reid to triple his sales and establish his brand beyond his current product offerings. In addition, 
the potential partner had indicated that they were willing to invest significantly into a rod 
manufacturing company that Reid would be given free rein to run.  
 
Reid is currently presented with a number of different, seemingly mutually exclusive, growth 
opportunities for his business, each with their own set of benefits and drawbacks. Reid needs 
to critically analyse how each of the opportunities would influence his clientele and established 
brand equity. Of further concern is Reid’s assessment of his entrepreneurial competencies, 
considering whether he possesses the motivation and skills to successfully manage a scalable 
business.   
 
JM Reid: An exploration of entrepreneurial marketing issues  
 
As evidenced by the case, James Reid has built a prestigious, connoisseur brand that has 
become a well-known, luxury offering to his clientele. The demand for products far outstrips 
the ability to supply and the brand has been developed without any reliance on paid-for mass 
media. There does not appear to be any resistance to the premium pricing strategy used, and 
Reid has not relied on any intermediary financial support to bring his products to market. Word-
of-mouth for his product appears strong and stakeholders in the market such as fishing lodges, 
travel websites, and fishing communities seemingly clamour for his attendance at special 
events. These personal interactions serve as vitally important opportunities for Reid to meet 
with potential customers and gain a better understanding of distinct customer needs.  
 
Despite having established a successful brand, Reid has not yet accepted any opportunities to 
grow his business and appears overtly resistant to change. In examining the opportunities for 
growth available to JM Reid Bamboo Rods, it appears that there are obstacles limiting this 
growth. We contend that the JM Reid Case offers several key aspects of entrepreneurial 
marketing that are worthy of further examination. First, we discuss Reid’s entry into 
entrepreneurship as this plays a vitally important role in the development of his venture. 
Second, we discuss the strategic orientation of the venture, examining how this influences the 
growth potential of the firm. Third, we examine the role of brand equity and brand value in 
guiding the growth of the firm and the potential limitations this may have on growth prospects. 
The following presents each of these entrepreneurial marketing issues in the context of James 
Reid. 
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The entrepreneurial journey  
 
Reid initially established his entrepreneurial venture as the result of an inherent dissatisfaction 
with commercial product offerings coupled with his passion for fishing. Reid stated that he 
produced rods during his spare time, whilst maintaining full-time employment as a mechanic. 
It is evident that this period served as a vitally important opportunity for learning, as has been 
suggested by Viljamaa and Varamäki (2015) and Folta et al. (2010). It is apparent in the case 
that Reid’s experiences as a hybrid entrepreneur granted him the ability to evaluate his 
entrepreneurial competencies (Solesvik, 2017), establish a demand for his product  (Raffiee & 
Feng, 2014) and develop his brand. This provided Reid with a ‘safety net’ as he was able to 
build a network of potential clients, whilst maintaining his salary. Reid was never motivated 
by financial prospects, stating that he only wished to earn a ‘small living’. In this instance, the 
psychological benefits offered to Reid far exceeded the financial benefits. This is aligned to 
the research of Folta et al. (2010), which examined the various psychological benefits that 
hybrid entrepreneurship offers. The tipping point at which Reid transitioned to full-time 
entrepreneurship was buffered by the fact that he had built-up sufficient demand to ensure he 
would have at least one full year of work. This provides evidence for Reid being a transitory 
hybrid entrepreneur (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015), using the hybrid phase to establish his 
entrepreneurial competencies and assess the market demand, ensuring his success as a full-
time entrepreneur.   
 
While passion has been defined as an important motivator for individuals to pursue hybrid 
entrepreneurship (Thorgren et al., 2014), this same passion appears to be stunting the future 
growth prospects of the business. Reid is abundantly clear in the fact that he does not wish for 
his entrepreneurial venture to ‘feel like work’. The cyclical interaction between hybrid 
entrepreneurship and full-time entrepreneurship is evidenced as Reid suggests that he would 
readily return to his full-time employment as a mechanic should his financial situation 
necessitate it. He further stated that he had no intention of creating the volumes of rods required 
by retailers, as it would reduce the time that he was able to spend with customers – an aspect 
of the business that he enjoyed immensely. Walker and Brown (2004) suggest that it is not 
inconceivable for growth to be willingly stunted, as evidence in the case, in order for an 
individual to maintain a business size that they are comfortable with. Nordström et al. (2016) 
established that entrepreneurs who lead their businesses alone are more likely to be driven by 
passion than those who lead the business as part of a team. This could serve as a likely 
explanation for Reid guiding and growing his business based on his passion, as opposed to 
making decisions that could ultimately further the growth prospects of the business. As Reid 
has not experienced substantial uncertainty in his venture, due to the continuous demand for 
his product offering, it is more likely that he would make emotive decisions, based on his 
passion (Nordström et al., 2016).  
 
Reid does not appear to align to existing typologies of entrepreneurs, for example he is neither 
classified as a survival entrepreneur, an individual who starts a small enterprise in order to 
survive (Pitt & Kannemeyer, 2000; Morris & Pitt, 1995), nor is he focused on growth or wealth. 
This specific type of entrepreneur, one that willingly halts the growth of their venture, despite 
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the potential for growth, is one that is not defined in existing literature. In light of this, we term 
this distinct entrepreneurship archetype a comfort entrepreneur. A comfort entrepreneur refers 
to an entrepreneur that seeks to remain within their comfort zone, not willing to scale their 
venture through potentially high-risk decisions despite future payoffs. The comfort 
entrepreneur is likely to base business decisions on the maintenance of their lifestyle or passion 
as opposed to long-term business growth. It would appear that a comfort entrepreneur might 
evaluate the success of their venture using metrics other than scalability or business growth. 
The case study supports an argument that Reid has established a successful, profitable venture, 
potentially as a result of his staged entry into entrepreneurship (Solesvik, 2017; Raffiee & Feng, 
2014). However, it is evident that Reid’s metrics of success do not consider scalability or the 
future growth of the business. The business decisions of Reid, as a comfort entrepreneur, are 
guided by his unwavering strategic orientation, where personal interests dominate over 
business interests. In light of this, it is vitally important to establish the mechanisms through 
which the strategic orientation influences the growth prospects.  
 
Strategic orientation 
 
The typical progression of strategic orientations explained in marketing academia moves from 
the notion of a production-orientation, to a product-orientation through a selling-orientation to 
a market-orientation to finally, the societal marketing concept (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010). 
The two orientations that in fact receive most attention are product-orientation and market-
orientation. The societal marketing concept is merely a market-orientation with corporate 
social responsibility (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010). Most marketing textbooks eschew a product-
orientation, which contends that customers will always buy a high-quality product, in favour 
of a market-orientation, which argues that firms will succeed by first finding out what 
customers want and giving it to them (Gheysari, Rasli, Roghanian & Norhalim, 2012; Kotler 
& Armstrong, 2010).  
 
The 1990s saw a flurry of research devoted to the measurement, understanding, and 
management of market-orientation (see for example: Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; Narver & Slater, 
1990; Kohli, Jaworski, & Kumar, 1993). However, as Berthon, Hulbert, and Pitt (1999; 2003) 
establish, neither product-orientation nor market-orientation are necessarily the best strategic 
orientation for an organisation. Rather, these authors argue that the most appropriate orientation 
is contingent upon a number of factors. Using two simple dimensions of innovation orientation, 
indicating a product focus, (high or low) and market focus, indicating a customer orientation, 
(high or low) they identify four distinct modes of focus that an organisation could have. They 
name these: Isolate (neither focusing on product nor customer), Shaper (believing that the 
product shapes the customer or market), Follower (assuming that success flows from giving 
the customer what they want) and Interact (suggesting that there is an on-going dialogue 
between product and customer). The matrix presented by Berthon et al. (1999; 2003) is 
presented below.  
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Figure 1: Strategic orientation modes (Berthon et al., 1999) 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Considering the mode of focus presented in the case study, it is evident that James Reid’s 
business places a great importance on innovation orientation, ensuring that only the highest 
quality and performance rods are created. Reid only sources the finest quality raw materials 
and expends a great amount of effort ensuring that only the best products are associated with 
the brand. However, the extensive consultation time that Reid affords his customers before 
beginning work on their customised order indicates a high degree of importance is placed on 
the customer orientation. In addition to initial dialogue, Reid engages in continuous dialogue 
with customers, offering a series of rod modifications until the final product is delivered. The 
labour-intensive nature of this process is evidenced in the total number of rods delivered to 
clients each month. While the Interact mode of focus results in a seemingly perfect product 
and a highly satisfied customer, this too appears to be an obstacle that is hindering the growth 
of the business. The degree of customisation provided by Reid is both expensive and time 
consuming, limiting his ability to expand his personal output and his ability to employ labour. 
While the positive impact that a market orientation has on organisational performance is well 
documented in the literature (Leminen & Westerlund, 2012), it appears that this strategic 
orientation is detrimental to the sustained growth of a small venture requiring highly skilled 
labour.  
 
The detrimental nature of this strategic orientation is alluded to in the research of Piller and 
Tseng (2010). They discuss that the heterogeneities of demand from customers should not be 
considered a threat, but more an opportunity for profits. This coincides with Reid’s beliefs, 
which allow him to earn additional profits through customisation and personalisation. 
However, the caveat provided by Piller and Tseng (2010) pertains to the specific set of 
capabilities that a firm needs to establish in order to capture value from customisation. The fact 
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that Reid’s personalisation efforts are acting as a hindrance to growth as opposed to an 
opportunity for growth indicates that the correct capabilities to allow for personalisation have 
not been established. While Reid’s personalisation efforts have delighted his customers, it has 
also resulted in both an apparent inability and unwillingness to grow the business. Despite the 
negative effects that this business decision may have on the long-term growth of the business, 
the positive effect on the JM Reid brand has seemingly been indisputable.  
 
Reid places a great degree of importance on the brand name that he has established for his 
product offering. This is evidenced in the fact that he does not want his products to be sold on 
‘the secondhand market’ for fear that this would cheapen his brand. The importance of 
maintaining the brand equity and value that has arduously been developed over several years, 
again appears to be a negatively influencing the growth prospects of the business. This will be 
further explicated below.  
 
Brand equity and brand value  
 
Brand equity can be evaluated and defined from two opposing perspectives, the first being a 
financial perspective and the second being a consumer behaviour perspective. The former tends 
to view brand equity and brand value as synonymous. A simple financial perspective holds that 
brand equity is the value premium that a company realises from a product with a recognisable 
name as compared to its generic equivalent (Baltas & Freeman, 2001; Yoo, Donthu & Lee, 
2000; Aaker, 1996). From the financial perspective, brand equity is critically important, as it 
is a strong indicator of the overall value of the firm that owns that brand. The second 
perspective on brand equity is the consumer behaviour perspective, which has to do with the 
consumer awareness of a brand’s features and associations that in turn drive attribute 
perceptions (Keller, 2012). This perspective appears to disregard the value of the brand from a 
financial perspective, instead, viewing value entirely from the perspective of the individual 
consumer.  
 
The James Reid case provides an example of an instance whereby the brand equity (the 
financial value of the brand) is substantially different from the value of the brand to the 
customer. From the customer’s perspective, the JM Reid brand is immensely valuable as 
evidenced by the continuous demand for the products and the fact that customers are willing 
to wait up to three years to acquire a JM Reid rod. Reid is aware that customers value his brand 
for the intensive customisation offered, offering one-of-a-kind, unique pieces. The acceptance 
of the pricing strategy employed by Reid indicates that the benefits offered to customers 
outweigh the cost, including not only the financial cost but also the perceived ‘cost’ associated 
with the extensive waiting period. Reid understands that his efforts to establish an exclusive 
brand have resulted in a loyal following, with a majority of his clientele making repeat 
purchases.  
 
From a financial perspective, there is very little brand equity in the JM Reid brand. Reid’s 
physical assets, namely simple machinery, work-in-progress, inventory and small accessories 
are not of any substantial value. In this instance, it would appear that James Reid is the brand, 
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and without Reid the business is likely to have very little value. This is further evidenced in 
the willingness of stakeholders, including luxury lodges and clients, to sponsor trips in order 
to be associated with the face of the exclusive brand. From an entrepreneurial perspective, 
James Reid has built a very successful brand, but does not have sustainable value without his 
presence. The fact that Reid exerts such influence on the value of the brand aligns to the 
description of entrepreneurial marketing of Morrish et al. (2010). They discuss that the 
entrepreneur plays an integral role in the marketing process, in this instance; Reid seemingly 
serves as a marketing tool himself. Reid’s attempts to reinforce the exclusive, luxury 
associations of the JM Reid brand, while helping to grow a strong brand, appear to be acting 
as a barrier to successful business growth.  
 
Reid strongly opposes expanding his business through the development of graphite rods, 
despite the opportunities for an increased margin. The reason, he suggests, is that customers do 
not have a ‘real attachment’ to the product and would replace them often. While this would 
likely generate future sales for the business, Reid doesn’t believe that this product would carry 
the same rarity as his bamboo rods. This approach to brand management can be seen in a 
number of comments made by Reid, where he refers to not wanting to become ‘a factory’ and 
the importance of his products becoming ‘collector’s pieces’. This apparent obsession with 
ensuring that all components of the product-offering meet the exceptionally high standards set 
by Reid appears to be to the detriment of the growth prospects of the business. Reid’s fixation 
with ensuring that he only offers the highest quality products could stem from his inherent 
dissatisfaction with commercialised fishing equipment, which initiated his entry into hybrid 
entrepreneurship. He is adamant that he will build his business in a manner that ensures he is 
able to maintain his passion for his work, while safeguarding the standards of quality upon 
which the brand was built.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The James Reid case explicates the entrepreneurial journey of a highly skilled transitory hybrid 
entrepreneur who establishes a successful niche brand. Whilst the case may implicitly provide 
several examples of best practice for establishing a loyal customer base, it also highlights 
several entrepreneurial marketing issues that entrepreneurs may be confronted with when 
growing their venture. The case highlights how an inherent fear of turning a lifelong passion 
into ‘work’ and an obsession with ensuring that only the highest quality products are produced 
can significantly limit the growth potential of a business.  
 
While Reid’s Interact mode of focus, has been greatly successful in establishing a high equity 
brand, the time and cost-intensive nature of this orientation places a proverbial glass ceiling on 
the growth potential. The personal abilities and the motivations of the entrepreneur play a 
vitally important role in determining the growth path of their venture, and it should be noted 
that on occasion, growth might be willingly stunted in order to maintain a business size that 
one is comfortable with. This appears to be a guiding principle behind Reid’s decision to not 
grow his rod business beyond its current size. The opportunities available to Reid could allow 
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him to grow his business, however he would likely risk losing control over his brand and 
turning his passion into ‘work’, neither of which he is willing to sacrifice.  
 
The James Reid case sheds light on the phenomenon of hybrid entrepreneurship in particular, 
and entrepreneurial marketing theory in general in two ways. First, it reemphasizes the fact that 
not all entrepreneurs seek to grow their enterprises at all cost, and to accumulate as much wealth 
as possible. Reid is abundantly clear that he loves his business and crafting top quality products 
that he is proud of is his main objective, not financial gain. Second, it enables scholars to 
distinguish between survival entrepreneurs and entrepreneurs such as Reid, who engage in 
entrepreneurial behaviour for something far beyond survival. As some authors (see for 
example: Pitt & Kannemeyer, 2000; Morris & Pitt, 1995) have established, a majority of 
survival entrepreneurs would willingly give up their businesses when an opportunity for full-
time employment arose. This, however, is not the case with Reid, who would not close his 
business to seize a well-paying full-time job opportunity. We would argue that Reid is neither 
a survival entrepreneur, nor one focused on growth and wealth. This phenomenon is not as rare 
as it might seem. In some instances, owners may eschew financially attractive growth strategies 
because they simply believe in what they do and appreciate the lifestyle and well-being it 
affords them and their employees (see for example: Pitts, 2006; Heskett, 1983). However, both 
marketing and entrepreneurial scholars have given far less attention to this particular type of 
entrepreneur than either to survival entrepreneurs or those focused on growth and wealth.  
 
Limitations and future research 
 
The most profound limitation of this research is the use of a single case study, which has 
implications on the generalisability of the findings. Whilst the benefits of using a single case 
study are well documented, including the ability to provide rich insights (Elms & Tinson, 
2012), one cannot overlook the narrow, albeit in-depth, nature of the data collected. It is 
recommended that future researchers consider a comparative study that evaluates and compares 
the experiences of more individuals, potentially at different stages of their entrepreneurial 
journey. For example, comparing the experiences and business growth of a persistent and a 
transitory (Viljamaa & Varamäki, 2015) hybrid entrepreneur could provide insights into the 
development of entrepreneurial skills throughout the learning, hybrid phase. Future researchers 
should consider both conceptual and empirical research to further explore comfort 
entrepreneurs who willingly halt the growth of their ventures and the marketing strategies that 
accompany this decision. In addition to this, future researchers could consider an evaluation of 
the metrics of success used by comfort entrepreneurs in order to enhance the understanding of 
this decision to permanently suspend business growth.  
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