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THE IMPORTANCE OF ‘FITTING IN’: COLLABORATION AND SOCIAL VALUE

CREATION IN RESPONSE TO COMMUNITY NORMS AND EXPECTATIONS

Abstract

This article explores the effects of embeddedness in communities upon entrepreneurial practices. Based on the
lived experiences of 10 craft entrepreneurs, this article reveals that within certain contexts, such as craft
communities, entrepreneurs are expected to exhibit high levels of camaraderie and generosity, which leads them
to create social value by supporting their peers and freely sharing their resources. Craft entrepreneurs achieve
‘fitting in’ not only by learning accepted norms, but also by performing strategic actions which allow them to
temporarily adapt their conduct to meet the expectations of community members. Thus, this paper exposes a
largely concealed element of social entrepreneurial practice. This article also reveals that embeddedness in
communities can lead entrepreneurs to collaborate with potential competitors. Craft entrepreneurs share their
economic, cultural, social and symbolic capital in order to support and help revitalise their communities, to
perpetuate their respective industries, and to sustain a genuine interest in hand-crafted products. Craft
entrepreneurs consider such supportive behaviour a social responsibility that is shared among community
members and a task that is passed from one generation to the next. Thus, this article reveals that collaboration
and social value creation can be embraced in response to community norms and expectations.
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Community, Collaboration, Embeddedness, Social Entrepreneurship, Practice Theory, Craft Entrepreneurs,

Cultural Industries, Bourdieu

1. Introduction

Context matters — it can both facilitate and restrict entrepreneurial actions (Aldrich and Fiol 1994; Mair,
Marti, and Ventresca 2012; Welter 2011). Prior studies reveal that embeddedness in social and spatial contexts
can provide entrepreneurs with opportunities for collaboration (Coulson 2012; Di Domenico, Tracey, and Haugh
2009), access to resources (Batjargal 2003; Hite 2005) and valuable advice and information (Chalmers and
Balan-Vnuk 2013; Johannisson, Ramirez-Pasillas, and Karlsson 2002). As such, it can contribute to the creation
of value (Mair and Marti 2006; Smith and Stevens 2010) and the discovery and exploitation of opportunities
(Korsgaard, Ferguson, and Gaddefors 2015; Vershinina, Barrett, and Meyer 2011). However, embeddedness
usually comes at a price: to gain acceptance and to receive the support of other embedded agents, entrepreneurs
must comply with certain context-specific norms and conventions (Fisher, Kotha, and Lahiri 2016; Lounsbury
and Glynn 2001). As Jack and Anderson (2002, 483) note, ‘failing to conform to expectations or implicit rules

may sour relationships and become hindrances to business operations’. While several theories have been



proposed to explain how and why entrepreneurs may adapt their behaviours to fit in with prevailing conventions
(De Clercq and Honig 2011; De Clercq and Voronov 2009), empirical studies of these entrepreneurial practices
are rare (Stringfellow, Shaw, and Maclean 2014).

As accepted norms and rules vary significantly between individual contexts (Lang, Fink, and Kibler 2014;
Parkinson, Howorth, and Southern, Forthcoming), it has been suggested that entrepreneurs be studied ‘within their
natural settings’ (Zahra, Wright, and Abdelgawad 2014, 481) to gain deeper knowledge of their behaviours. Despite
the increasing number of context-focussed entrepreneurship studies, there remain enduring gaps in understanding
concerning the effects of contextual embeddedness on different entrepreneurial practices (Welter 2011).
Accordingly, due to ‘the heterogeneous contexts in which social enterprise and social innovation can occur’ (Shaw
and de Bruin 2013, 742), there have been repeated call for research to investigate the significance of context in
social entrepreneurship (de Bruin and Lewis 2015; Short, Moss, and Lumpkin 2009). While embeddedness in
institutional contexts (Battilana and Lee 2014; Pache and Santos 2013; Wry and York, Forthcoming) and social
networks (Haugh 2007; Kistruck and Beamish 2010; Shaw and Carter 2007) have received considerable
scholarly attention, community embeddedness and its influences on social entrepreneurs are acknowledged as
under-explored (Barth et al. 2015; Hindle 2010). Cultural, virtual and transnational communities in particular
have not received adequate consideration (Dana and Light 2011; O'Mahony and Ferraro 2007), despite their
increasing importance in the modern age. This lack of attention is due to the prevailing understanding of
communities as geographically bound groups of actors (Jennings et al. 2013). This article therefore employs a
more inclusive definition of communities, developed by Marquis, Lounsbury and Greenwood (2011, xvi):

Communities are collections of actors whose membership in the collective provides social and cultural

resources that shape their action. Membership can result from a number of factors including propinquity,

interest in a common goal, or common identity.
This conceptualisation acknowledges that ‘social bonds and an affinity to community’ (McKeever, Jack, and
Anderson 2015, 62) can shape the behaviours of entrepreneurs regardless of their geographic location (Maurer
and Ebers 2006).

Within the emerging body of community-focussed entrepreneurship research, there is a growing

recognition that ‘enterprising people [devise] small-scale and simple collaborative solutions to address the social



needs that exist in their local communities’ (Zahra et al. 2009, 525). Indeed, it has been suggested that inter-
organisational collaboration can generate greater social impact (Austin, Stevenson, and Wei-Skillern 2006). As
Pearce and Doh (2006, 32) argue, within collaborative social initiatives, ‘each partner [venture] benefits when
the other brings resources, capabilities or other assets that it cannot easily attain on its own.” Accordingly, there
has been growing interest in exploring the ways in which collaboration among entrepreneurs facilitates social
value creation (Akemu, Whiteman, and Kennedy 2016; Barth et al. 2015). However, little is known about how
and why social and moral obligations within community contexts may compel entrepreneurs to support
collective social endeavours (de Bruin and Lewis 2015; Di Domenico, Tracey, and Haugh 2009). This article
seeks to address this gap and advance knowledge by exploring the perspectives of entrepreneurs who have
become embedded in communities that encourage collaboration and social value creation. Specifically, this paper
investigates (1) how and why entrepreneurs adapt their behaviours to fit in with community norms and
expectations and (2) how and why embeddedness in community contexts might promote socially oriented
business practices.

This article adopts an interpretative phenomenological approach (Cope 2011; Lewis 2015; Pret, Shaw,
and Drakopoulou Dodd 2016) and investigates the lived experiences of 10 craft entrepreneurs, who promote
community and social growth. Prior research reveals that craft entrepreneurs are driven by a number of divergent
motivations, requiring them ‘to constantly strike balances between goals of lifestyle, community involvement
and commercial success’ (Tregear 2005, 1). In addition to crafting products that are both commercially valuable
and true to their artistic self-expression (Eikhof and Haunschild 2007), craft entrepreneurs create social value
through work in the community, such as by offering classes to help students develop their confidence and by
fostering inclusion and social interaction through shared activities (Schwarz and Yair 2010). This article shows
how craft entrepreneurs manage to reconcile social value creation with the need for commercial sustainability
and success. Our participants survive in areas with limited employment prospects and contribute to reviving
these rural regions. By opening and operating shops in deprived areas, craft entrepreneurs support local
regeneration efforts (Bertacchini and Borrione 2011) and, as their businesses grow, they create new employment
opportunities (Bhagavatula et al. 2010). Furthermore, craft entrepreneurs encourage tourism to their local areas

through their engagement in virtual craft communities, which consist of highly committed collectors who often



seek to visit makers in person. As shown in this article, through collaboration and sharing of resources, craft
entrepreneurs also ensure the long-term survival of their respective industries. Sustaining diverse forms of
artistic expression for generations to come is arguably not only a social good in itself, but also generates
additional social value by preserving the opportunities and employment created by those industries. Thus, while
we label participants as craft entrepreneurs, we consider them to be social entrepreneurs, as well.

This article makes several theoretical and empirical contributions. It reveals that within certain contexts,
such as craft communities, entrepreneurs are expected to exhibit high levels of positivity, camaraderie and
generosity. Craft entrepreneurs achieve fitting in not only by learning accepted norms, but also by performing
strategic actions which allow them to temporarily adapt their conduct to meet the expectations of community
members. Thus, this article exposes a largely concealed element of entrepreneurial practice. Furthermore, our
findings reveal that embeddedness in craft communities can lead entrepreneurs to share their various resources
with potential competitors to help one another and to perpetuate their respective industries. We find that craft
entrepreneurs consider such supportive behaviour a social responsibility which is shared among community
members and a task that is passed from one generation to the next. As such, this paper shows that, in certain
contexts, collaboration and social value creation are embraced in response to community norms and expectations.

This article is structured as follows. In the next section, we review relevant literature on embeddedness
in communities and social value creation. This is followed by a description of the conceptual framework
(Bourdieu 1977, 1984, 1986) and research methods employed by this study. We then present our empirically
grounded findings and discuss them in relation to current academic debates. Finally, we consider implications for

theory and practice.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Embeddedness in communities

It has long been recognised that economic exchanges do not occur in separate economic spheres, but are
embedded in ongoing systems of social relationships (Granovetter 1985; Uzzi 1997). Consequently, there has
been sustained interested in examining the effects of embeddedness in different contexts on entrepreneurs (Jack

and Anderson 2002; Shaw, Wilson, and Pret, Forthcoming; Smith and Stevens 2010). As prior research has



‘tended to gravitate more toward network embeddedness’ (Kistruck and Beamish 2010, 738), comprehensive
knowledge has been developed of the ways in which certain network structures can facilitate or impede
entrepreneurial processes (Hite 2005; Ozcan and Eisenhardt 2009; Uzzi 1997). In comparison, there is limited
understanding of the impacts of embeddedness in communities (Dana and Light 2011; McKeever, Jack, and
Anderson 2015). A key reason for this is the realisation that ‘different communities, at different times, will affect
different entrepreneurial actors and processes in different ways’ (Hindle 2010, 600), which suggests that research
findings in one context are not readily generalisable to others. Thus, there have been repeated calls for research
to investigate a wider range of community contexts to advance understanding of their specific characteristics and
effects upon entrepreneurs (Jennings et al. 2013; Kwon, Heflin, and Ruef 2013).

Indeed, as Jennings et al. (2013) argue, entrepreneurship research has mostly focussed on exploring
regional clusters (Lechner and Leyronas 2012; Tan, Shao, and Li 2013) and local communities (Korsgaard,
Ferguson, and Gaddefors 2015; Parkinson, Howorth, and Southern, Forthcoming), rather than those bound by
characteristics other than spatial proximity. These studies have highlighted that embeddedness in communities
can provide entrepreneurs with access to local resources, such as knowledge, advice and financial support (Jack
and Anderson 2002; Vershinina, Barrett, and Meyer 2011). Furthermore, it has been shown that entrepreneurial
activities can foster community development (Johnstone and Lionais 2004; McKeever, Jack, and Anderson 2015)
and that, in turn, communities can ‘rally around and support entrepreneurial ventures to the benefit of the local
areas’ (Korsgaard, Ferguson, and Gaddefors 2015, 574). Research also reveals the existence of local boundaries
to communities (Marti, Courpasson, and Dubard Barbosa 2013), which can lead to the exclusion of outsiders and
which persist despite efforts of policy makers to promote openness (McKeever, Anderson, and Jack 2014). As
such, communities can act as protective shelters which distance themselves through the development of
individual patterns of interaction (Marti, Courpasson, and Dubard Barbosa 2013).

A primary reason for the existing focus on regional and local communities is the prevailing understanding
of communities as geographically bound groups of actors (Jennings et al. 2013). In contrast, our
conceptualisation extends beyond the geographic proximity of individuals and incorporates both economic and
non-economic motivations for affiliation (i.e. a shared interest in crafts). This approach allows us to explore

virtual and transnational communities, which have not received adequate attention to date (Drori, Honig, and



Wright 2009; O'Mahony and Ferraro 2007), despite their increasing significance in the Digital Age (Jones et al.
2014). Our definition of communities also acknowledges that established cultural norms within groups can affect
entrepreneurial actions (Khavul, Chavez, and Bruton 2013). While several studies highlight that incumbent
social and moral obligations can constrain individual behaviours (Hindle 2010; Jack and Anderson 2002; Maurer
and Ebers 2006), understanding of their diverse influences on entrepreneurs remains limited (Marti, Courpasson,
and Dubard Barbosa 2013). This article addresses this gap by exploring the broader impacts of community norms
and rules on entrepreneurial practices. Although scholars have proposed several theories about ways in which
entrepreneurs may adapt their behaviours to meet the expectations of field members (De Clercq and Honig 2011;
De Clercq and Voronov 2009; Fisher, Kotha, and Lahiri 2016), there is a lack of empirical research verifying
these conceptual propositions (Stringfellow, Shaw, and Maclean 2014). This paper therefore makes an important
contribution to the literature by empirically exploring how and why entrepreneurs adapt their behaviours to fit in
with community norms and expectations. As will be shown, this article is able to both confirm several extant
theories and shed new light into the ‘hidden’ practices of entrepreneurs. Furthermore, we find that, in seeking to

conform to community norms, entrepreneurs may pursue social value creation.

2.1.1. Community contexts in this study

Given the centrality of context in shaping entrepreneurial processes (Aldrich and Fiol 1994; Mair,
Marti, and Ventresca 2012), and especially its role in determining norms and expectations, it is important to
discuss the community contexts in which entrepreneurs are embedded. While participating entrepreneurs all
practise different crafts, there are several distinctive features common across these craft communities which
differentiate them from other contexts and enable the identification of the craft sector as an entrepreneurial sub-
culture (Bhagavatula et al. 2010; Kuhn and Galloway 2015). First, we found that craft communities are primarily
virtual. While community members meet at local events, such as craft shows, their primary means of
communication is through dedicated websites, which connect collectors and makers from around the globe. In
other words, craft fields combine elements of local, virtual and transnational communities. As such, this article
advances knowledge of embeddedness in these under-researched contexts (Drori, Honig, and Wright 2009;

Jennings et al. 2013; O'Mahony and Ferraro 2007). The blending between producers and consumers is another



distinguishing feature of craft communities. The same way that participants not only create, but also collect craft
items, we discovered that many customers share an interest in learning how to craft products and maintain a
hobbyist level of engagement. Thus, participants run workshops to help community members make their own
products. Furthermore, we found that craft communities are close-knit despite being widely dispersed.

Regarding their embeddedness in local communities, participating entrepreneurs reside in rural villages.
We chose to investigate rural locations (areas that ‘fall outside of settlements with more than 10,000 resident
population’, as defined by Defra 2016, 1), because geographic isolation has been shown to facilitate the
observation of social phenomena (Jack and Anderson 2002; Korsgaard, Ferguson, and Gaddefors 2015).
Participants live and work in villages that are located within 2 hours of the English-Scottish border (less than 200
miles apart). The research sites are situated in former mining areas, which suffered severely when the mines’
reserves were depleted. These regions further declined when the demand for labour reduced in other core
industries, such as agriculture (Lang, Fink, and Kibler 2014). High unemployment levels, out-migration and
economic downturn caused a number of social problems, including increased poverty and crime levels (Lee et al.
2011). These areas could therefore be described as ‘deprived’ or ‘depleted’ (Johnstone and Lionais 2004;
McKeever, Jack, and Anderson 2015). However, circumstances are improving, mainly due to a recent resurgence
of craft businesses, which have helped ameliorate the economic and social situation in these regions.
Importantly, participants’ influence on these areas goes beyond their business activities, as they get involved
with their local communities and contribute to community welfare by engaging in voluntary work and

community projects.

2.2. Social value creation

As Korsgaard and Anderson (2011, 135) argue, ‘in entrepreneurship research there has been a strong
tendency to see the value being created in entrepreneurship processes as solely economic.” Consequently, the
concept of growth, which is a crucial aspect of entrepreneurship (Schumpeter 1942), is usually associated with
economic expansion. However, community and social growth are similarly important for the advancement of
society (Zahra and Wright 2016). Thus, there has been growing interest in investigating the pursuit of social value

and social wealth creation by entrepreneurs (Mair and Marti 2006; Shaw and Carter 2007; Zahra et al. 2009).



The most significant advances in understanding of this phenomenon have been developed by social
entrepreneurship research (Chell, Nicolopoulou, and Karatag-Ozkan 2010; Di Domenico, Haugh, and Tracey
2010). Despite the lack of a single definition of social entrepreneurship (Bacq and Janssen 2011; Nicholls 2010),
most scholars agree that social entrepreneurs are driven by a desire to create social value (Dacin, Dacin, and
Matear 2010; Smith and Stevens 2010).! At the same time, it is acknowledged that the lines between commercial
and social ventures are often blurred (McMullen and Warnick 2016; Stevens, Moray, and Bruneel 2015) and that
firms increasingly adopt hybrid approaches (Battilana and Lee 2014; Pache and Santos 2013) and fuse ‘value
systems ... and agendas that traditionally were seen as incompatible’ (Markman et al. 2016, 676). In other words,
there is a growing recognition that entrepreneurs can be driven by a range of co-existing motivations (Wry and
York, Forthcoming) and that entrepreneurs who are not usually associated with social entrepreneurship may still
seek to create social value (Dacin, Dacin, and Matear 2010). This article adds to this emerging research by
investigating craft entrepreneurs who would not traditionally be considered social entrepreneurs.

The desire to engage in social value creation is commonly understood as a result of compassion and
personal conviction (Bacq and Alt 2016; Miller et al. 2012). However, recent empirical studies highlight the
potential of context-related factors to stimulate social entrepreneurial activity (Lewis 2013; Tapsell and Woods
2010). This has led to repeated calls for research to explore the ways in which embeddedness in different
contexts might promote socially oriented business practices (Dacin, Dacin, and Matear 2010; Shaw and de Bruin
2013). In particular, little is known about how and why social and moral obligations within community contexts
may compel entrepreneurs to support collective social endeavours (de Bruin and Lewis 2015; Di Domenico,
Tracey, and Haugh 2009). As Downing (2005, 196) argues, ‘entrepreneurship, like the rest of social life, is a
collaborative social achievement’; as such, social embeddedness can play an important role in the creation of
social value and wealth (Bacq and Janssen 2011; Smith and Stevens 2010; Zahra and Wright 2016).

It has been suggested that collaboration among complementary organisations can generate greater social
impact (Austin, Stevenson, and Wei-Skillern 2006; Zahra et al. 2009). Accordingly, an emerging body of
research explores the potential of inter-organisational collaboration to facilitate social value creation (Akemu,
Whiteman, and Kennedy 2016; Di Domenico, Tracey, and Haugh 2009). Smith and Stevens (2010, 587) suggest

that a common ‘exchange consists of the provision of various forms of capital for the creation of social value’.



Still, there remains limited understanding of the particular resources that are exchanged among entrepreneurs to
facilitate such processes (Barth et al. 2015). Di Domenico, Tracey, and Haugh (2009, 589) propose that social
enterprises may draw upon the ‘local knowledge, social capital and social legitimacy’ of partners. Collaborative
work has also been shown to provide social entrepreneurs with access to financial resources (Maclean, Harvey,
and Gordon 2013) and tacit knowledge (Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk 2013). However, as prior research into
business collaboration has mainly focussed on potential commercial benefits (Ahuja 2000; Phelps, Heidl, and
Wadhwa 2012; Sorenson, Folker, and Brigham 2008), there are enduring gaps in understanding of how and why
entrepreneurs collaborate to create social value.

This article seeks to address these gaps by exploring the collaboration and resource sharing practices of
entrepreneurs who are embedded in communities that foster social value creation. In particular, we explore sow
and why embeddedness in community contexts might promote socially oriented business practices. This paper
advances understanding of the wide range of resources that entrepreneurs share with community members for the
common good. Furthermore, we reveal that community norms and expectations can, in fact, be a main cause for
entrepreneurs to embrace social value creation. Thus, this article makes a valuable contribution to the social

entrepreneurship literature.

3. Conceptual framework: Bourdieu's theory of practice

This article employs Bourdieu’s (1977, 1984, 1986) theory of practice as a conceptual framework to
interpret the experiences of participants. Cognisant of alternative theories that have been used to explore
entrepreneurial embeddedness, including structuration theory (Jack and Anderson 2002) and social network
theory (Ozcan and Eisenhardt 2009), we selected Bourdieu’s framework because of its conceptual clarity
concerning the various resources entrepreneurs can access and share with community members (Karatas-Ozkan
2011; Pret, Shaw, and Drakopoulou Dodd 2016), as well as for its appreciation of the influence of norms and
conventions (habitus) within social fields (De Clercq and Honig 2011; Stringfellow, Shaw, and Maclean 2014).
Furthermore, we found this framework well suited for explaining the behaviours of participating craft
entrepreneurs. Figure 1 illustrates our interpretation of Bourdieu’s theory of practice, which consists of the three

interrelated concepts of field, habitus and capital.
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-- Insert Figure 1 Here --

According to Bourdieu (1984), actors vie for positions within dynamic social fields. Fields represent
social spheres that unite groups of people (Battilana 2006; Spigel 2013); they range in form and size from
nuclear families (Bourdieu 1996) to entire industries (De Clercq and Honig 2011). It has been shown that
entrepreneurs can be part of several fields simultaneously (Terjesen and Elam 2009) and enter new fields if they
possess the required amounts of capital (Shaw, Wilson, and Pret, Forthcoming). Thus, we propose that the
concept of fields applies to communities, as we have defined them.? Importantly, the concept accounts for groups
based upon mutual interests, including craft makers and collectors, as well as for concurrent membership in
multiple communities, such as both craft and rural communities, to take the example of participants in this study.

Bourdieu (1977) argues that the struggle for resources and influence within fields is primarily a
subconscious process, which is directed by habitus (Anderson, Drakopoulou Dodd, and Jack 2010). Habitus
represents the ‘rules of the game ... that shape behaviors, and give meaning to them’ (Drakopoulou Dodd et al.
2014, 636). Each field develops and maintains its own set of accepted rules and norms (habitus) and it is
‘through routines of socialization and homophily [that] communities create and recreate a shared understanding
of how their shared context operates’ (McKeever, Anderson, and Jack 2014, 457). Habitus is therefore an
essential element of every community and a feature that requires in-depth exploration to comprehend
entrepreneurs’ behaviours towards other embedded agents (Barrett and Vershinina, Forthcoming). However, the
unique nature of every field’s habitus is often overlooked in favour of presenting propositions (i.e.
characterisations of community norms) that are generalisable to other contexts.

Each field develops not only a distinctive habitus, but also specific forms, volumes and distributions of
capital (Nicolopoulou 2014). Bourdieu (1986) differentiates between four forms: (1) economic capital (financial
and other business assets, such as materials and tools), (2) cultural capital (educational qualifications, personal
dispositions and cultural goods, including craft pieces of artistic value), (3) social capital (networks and
alliances, including guild memberships and its associated benefits) and (4) symbolic capital (status, reputation

and recognitions, such as industry awards). While a large number of entrepreneurship studies investigate
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individual forms of capital (Gedajlovic et al. 2013; Marvel, Davis, and Sproul 2016), further research is required
that explores all four forms together (Pret, Shaw, and Drakopoulou Dodd 2016). It has been shown that access to
a range of capitals is essential for success, particularly within the creative and cultural industries (Jones et al.
2016; Shaw, Wilson, and Pret, Forthcoming), reinforcing the concept’s relevance to this study.

Finally, Bourdieu (1986) argues that human behaviour can only be understood if research goes beyond
examining economic motivations. Throughout his writings, Bourdieu (1977, 1984) emphasises the importance of
exploring the social worlds and the interconnections between agents who seek to effect their environments and are
simultaneously shaped by them. It is this appreciation of the influence of context on individuals, which led us to

select Bourdieu’s theory of practice as our theoretical framework for interpreting the experiences of participants.

4. Methods
4.1. Industry selection

As discussed by Glynn and Lounsbury (2005), cultural industries are compelling sites of study for
scholars interested in the dynamics between individual practices and the norms and expectations within social
fields. Prior research reveals that the cultural sector is comprised of a large range of interconnected
communities (McLeod, O'Donohoe, and Townley 2011), which are influenced by various °‘specialized
institutions such as schools and universities ... labor unions [and] trade associations’ (Scott 2006, 8).
Furthermore, cultural industries make an important contribution to national economies and ‘account for 1,600
billion dollars of commerce annually, representing 3.4% of global national product’ (Le Breton-Miller and Miller
2015, 1354). Thus, the sector merits exploration as a central institution in post-modern society. Within the
cultural sector, we chose to explore the perspectives of craft entrepreneurs because prior research has
demonstrated their ability to respond to constraints with creative solutions (Al-Dajani et al. 2015; Bhagavatula et
al. 2010; Pret, Shaw, and Drakopoulou Dodd 2016). Additionally, the lead author has prior experience as a craft
professional, which helped in building rapport with participants and encouraged them to share their stories more

openly.
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4.2. Research design

Responding to the call for more methodological and paradigmatic diversity (Shaw and de Bruin 2013;
Shepherd 2015), we chose to conduct an interpretative phenomenological analysis (Cope 2011; Smith, Flowers,
and Larkin 2009). Interpretivist perspectives and phenomenological approaches are gradually gaining popularity
within entrepreneurship research (Lewis 2015; Parkinson and Howorth 2008; Pret, Shaw, and Drakopoulou
Dodd 2016), because of their capacity for ‘developing both new theoretical constructs and enhancing the potency
of existing ones, bridging the gap between real-life occurrences and theoretical concepts’ (Cope 2011, 610). The
primary objective of phenomenological research is to examine the lived experiences of participants and to gain
deep understandings of their personal and social worlds (Berglund 2007; Sandberg 2000). As such,
phenomenological approaches are well suited for in-depth investigations of the ways in which entrepreneurs

react to the different norms and expectations that exist in the social contexts in which they are embedded.

4.3. Participant selection

This research is part of a wider study investigating entrepreneurship in craft industries. As such,
participants were not selected based on their interest in or pursuit of social objectives. Rather, their collaboration
activities and social value creation were significant findings of our study, as discussed below. Following Tregear
(2005, 2), we define craft makers as individuals who ‘possess certain technical skills derived from experience or
apprenticeship that set them apart from other types of manual worker[s]’. In order to identify craft entrepreneurs
in particular, we drew upon Fillis (2004), who presents four distinct profiles of craft makers. This typology
allowed us to distinguish between craft lifestylers, idealists, late developers and entrepreneurs. According to
Fillis (2004, 71), a craft entrepreneur ‘is willing to take risks and recognizes the importance of developing a
customer base ... [and] exhibits ambition for growth’ Thus, in choosing our sample, we sought to identify craft
owner-mangers who embodied these traits, practised craft as their primary profession and operated their
businesses from a dedicated studio or workshop. We first advertised our proposed study to makers in the UK
through craft business networks. Our call for participants generated a considerable amount of interest, which
allowed us to meet with several candidates and evaluate whether they fulfilled our inclusion criteria. As

suggested by Smith (2004), we selected 10 participants, using purposeful sampling to include a range of
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experiences (Patton 2015). Appendix 1 provides background information on participating entrepreneurs and
illustrates the broad range of crafts included in this article, from contemporary artistic teddy bear making to the

more traditional basket weaving and pottery making.

4.4. Data collection and analysis

Heeding the call for more longitudinal entrepreneurship research (McMullen and Dimov 2013), we
collected data over 14 months (starting in February 2013), primarily through three rounds of interviews, which
were conducted with participants in intervals of six to seven months. As suggested by Patton (2015), we
interviewed participants in their homes or on their work premises, outside of opening hours and using colloquial
language. The first interviews were unstructured to gain a deep understanding of the backgrounds and
perspectives of participants (Cope 2005). It was during these initial discussions that we realised collaboration
and resource sharing were both common and significant practices within craft communities. Thus, we employed
a semi-structured format in subsequent interviews to investigate these emerging themes (Berglund 2007). The 30
interviews, each of which lasted between one and three hours, provided us with substantial quantities of rich
empirical data (over 750 single-spaced transcript pages in total). We also collected observational data at craft
shows and in the studios of participants, taking note of their working practices and interactions with community
members (McKeever, Anderson, and Jack 2014). In addition, we accessed other sources of information,
including online forum discussions, blogs and social media platforms to which participants contribute, to gain a
deeper understanding of the contexts in which participants are embedded (Lewis 2015). However, it should be
noted that interviews represent our primary source of data, as they provided the deepest insights into the
perspectives of participants (Pret, Shaw, and Drakopoulou Dodd 2016).

We recorded and transcribed interviews verbatim, which enabled us to systematically analyse our raw
data. The collection and analysis of data occurred simultaneously, following the conventions of interpretative
phenomenological analysis (Cope 2011; Smith, Flowers, and Larkin 2009). This process involved performing the
five steps described in Table 1. We repeated these steps after each round of interviews. During the analysis
process, it became apparent that our data would benefit from the application of a conceptual framework. We

decided to employ Bourdieu’s (1977, 1984, 1986) theory of practice, because we found that his concepts of (a)
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field, (b) habitus, and (c) capital could help explain our emerging findings concerning (a) communities, (b)

norms and expectations, and (c) resource sharing practices.

-- Insert Table 1 Here --

4.5. Validity and reliability criteria

It has been argued that the quality of phenomenological research cannot be evaluated according to
traditional positivist criteria, such as generalisability and objectivity (Berglund 2015). Cognisant of alternative
techniques to demonstrate the validity and reliability of interpretivist research (Leitch, Hill, and Harrison 2010),
we chose to adopt Sandberg’s (2005) well-established approach, which advocates the use of four criteria:
pragmatic, communicative and transgressive validity and reliability as interpretive awareness. First, we asked
participants probing questions to verify our interpretations of their experiences and to achieve pragmatic validity
(Kvale 1989). This process provided participants with opportunities to clarify their positions and allowed us to
correct any discrepancies in understanding (Sandberg 2000). Second, we asked open-ended questions to allow
participants to give detailed accounts of their experiences. This helped us obtain consistent interpretations and
achieve communicative validity (Kvale 1989). Third, we explored the differences between the descriptions of
individual participants to account for the complex and personal nature of their lived experiences and to ensure
transgressive validity (Lather 1993). Finally, we addressed the subjectivity that arises from prior knowledge of a
topic and from close relationships with participants to establish reliability as interpretive awareness (Sandberg
2000). Specifically, we sought to hold back any preconceptions regarding the effects of entrepreneurial
embeddedness and checked continuously that there were no alternative conceptualisations which were better

suited to explain the emerging themes we identified.

5. Discussion of findings

In this discussion of our results, we explore the influences of craft community embeddedness on
entrepreneurs. We address our first research question regarding how and why entrepreneurs adapt their
behaviours to fit in with community norms and expectations, and then our second research question, how and

why embeddedness in community contexts can promote socially oriented business practices. Adopting Cope’s
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(2011) approach, empirical evidence related to each of the two research questions is presented, analysed and

interpreted, highlighting the theoretical contributions of this article.

5.1. Fitting in with norms and expectations

This section illustrates the critical nature of conforming to the norms and rules (habitus) of communities
and how this affects the behaviours of craft entrepreneurs. Our analysis of data revealed that, to be accepted
within their craft communities, entrepreneurs must meet certain expectations. As ‘it is such a specific niche
product’ (Alice) that participants produce for ‘a very small, but very well populated world’ (Georgia) of
customers, it is essential for them to become and remain members of their respective craft communities.

Accordingly, we found that participants observe a range of established conventions, as shown in Table 2.

-- Insert Table 2 Here --

We discovered that participants who studied their respective crafts at college or university were made
aware of existing norms by teachers and peers, while lateral entrants engaged in a mixture of experimentation
and relational learning (particularly at shows and exhibitions) to gain an understanding of established norms and
conventions. As Irene highlights: ‘It’s important ... to know what other people [peers] do ... finding out how
they operate ... how each individual [behaves], what they do’. Participants emphasise that this learning process
is time-consuming, but that they consider it essential in order to build legitimacy for their operations. As Faith
explains, ‘because I’ve done it for several years now ... I know what’s expected’. Not only do craft
entrepreneurs need to learn the ‘rules of the game’; they also have to ‘serve their time’, meaning they have to be
seen to comply with existing norms over time to gain acceptance. In Debra’s words, ‘people want to see you out
there for a few years ... so yeah, it’s just having the patience’.

Table 2 highlights that once an entrepreneur is accepted within the craft community, there appears to be
both a sense and an expectation of camaraderie. This fellowship brings with it a range of benefits, including
moral support and the generosity of community members. As discussed in the following section, existing norms
encourage the sharing of resources and collaboration among community members. However, the expectation that

entrepreneurs demonstrate their solidarity can also impose obligations, as described by Cheryl:
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It is a very small community so you do have to be careful not to annoy people ... for me to not do a

Scottish event would be kind of insulting, I think, so yeah, if for some reason I couldn’t do it [the show]

... it might make things a little awkward.

Indeed, when community members fail to meet the expectations of others, they become the subjects of gossip.
Beth explains that: ‘it’s a very small community and it’s kind of human nature ... so if somebody does something
wrong, everybody hears about it’. In other words, fear of being punished through becoming the subjects of
gossip leads entrepreneurs to comply with community norms. Gossip within these fields therefore acts as a social
control mechanism, enforcing community members’ compliance with expectations.

As participants seek to fit in with the standards of their respective craft communities, however, they
often experience a sense of standing out from accepted conventions of other fields, such as the rural communities
in which they live. Both Beth and Debra use the example of dress to illustrate the tensions between conforming
to norms within different fields:

If you’re involved in a creative field ... there is an expectation that you’re going to look interesting ...

If I looked really normal and ... had my natural hair colour and a really normal hair cut ... I think

people would be a bit disappointed ... ’cos there is this expectation that you’re going to be quirky or
different. (Beth)

Some people can say ‘I bet you are a creative person because you dress in a certain way' ... I found
when I first moved to the village, there was lots of people saying, ‘Gosh all those [colourful] tights ...
what in earth is that?’ (Debra)

In such instances, craft entrepreneurs prioritise one field over another in choosing which conventions to adopt.
Participants also stand out from accepted norms through other, innate attributes, such as a different place of birth
or accent. Georgia reveals that ‘a lot of people up here ... they think I’m posh. ... I just have a southern accent,

but in the North East of England, you know, the way I talk, it’s sometimes a big handicap’.

-- Insert Table 3 Here --

As illustrated in Table 3, we discovered that participants employ a range of strategies, such as
performing, pretending and concealing, to facilitate fitting in with accepted norms. Rather than permanently

aligning all of their practices, we found that craft entrepreneurs often change their behaviours temporarily
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according to field-specific expectations. As Alice puts it, ‘when you are at shows you’ve got to really be at your
best ... it’s called “play the game™’. It was interesting to observe participants conceal certain traits and switch
between different manners of acting depending upon the groups of people with whom they interacted. However,
we also discovered that there are limits to the abilities of craft entrepreneurs to join fields by adopting normative
behaviours. For example, as Irene explains,
in the North East the families are very tight ... it comes through the sort of, the clan village system ...
there is a community network of inter-social family networks, they are so closed, they don’t need
anybody else. It sounds very strange, but they don’t need you, an outsider ... if they had met you in the
street they would be perfectly polite and friendly but you would never get close to them.
In other words, while strategic changes of behaviour can help entrepreneurs fit into social fields, some

communities are too exclusive to join or their expectations are too high to meet.

5.1.1. Analysis and interpretation

There are a number of ways in which our empirical findings contribute to current theoretical debates
regarding the role of habitus within entrepreneurial sub-cultures, as illustrated by the craft entrepreneurs within
this study. First, our findings underscore the necessity for entrepreneurs to discover and comply with the
conventions in their fields (Fisher, Kotha, and Lahiri 2016; Khavul, Chavez, and Bruton 2013); however, we also
extend existing knowledge of the ways in which field-specific norms (habitus) affect the practices of
entrepreneurs (De Clercq and Honig 2011; McKeever, Anderson, and Jack 2014). Within this community
context, we reveal that entrepreneurs are expected to exhibit high levels of positivity, camaraderie and
generosity. While such community contexts appear to encourage the inclusion of new members, they discourage
debate about existing norms (habitus) and the evolution of established practices (Parkinson, Howorth, and
Southern, Forthcoming). Hence, incomers are welcomed only if they conform to and abide by existing rules
(habitus). When craft entrepreneurs fail to conform to community rules, they employ a range of strategies (e.g.
pretending, concealing and performing) to disguise their conduct. As such, our findings contrast with several
theories proposed by conceptual research. Rather than seeking to effect change within the community (Battilana

2006) or acquiring all the cultural resources personally required to fit in with existing norms (De Clercq and
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Voronov 2009; Lounsbury and Glynn 2001), we find that craft entrepreneurs circumvent problems by concealing
non-conforming traits and practices. Thus, this article reveals more complex, perhaps less favourable, practices
undertaken by entrepreneurs than commonly portrayed in the literature (Calas, Smircich, and Bourne 2009).

Second, our findings provide new insights into the habituation process (Anderson, Drakopoulou Dodd,
and Jack 2010; Khavul, Chavez, and Bruton 2013), and advance understanding of the impact of embeddedness in
multiple contexts (Welter 2011). We discover that the habituation process of learning to comply with field-
specific conventions is both demanding and time-consuming, and that craft entrepreneurs rely on the support of
community members to learn how to achieve the necessary degree of conformity (McLeod, O'Donohoe, and
Townley 2011). Advancing existing knowledge, we also reveal that there are limits to the behaviour-adaptation
abilities of entrepreneurs. Lack of kinship within a place, for instance, can prevent access to certain fields.
Furthermore, we reveal that embeddedness within multiple fields can cause difficulties for entrepreneurs: by
trying to fit in with the norms of one field, they may simultaneously stand out from those of another field
(Battilana 2006; De Clercq and Voronov 2009). We find that craft entrepreneurs weigh the costs and benefits of
fitting in and, when necessary, prioritise one community over another.

Third, our findings demonstrate that the obligations of field-specific conventions can impede
entrepreneurial processes. While prior studies acknowledge the constraints imposed by community
embeddedness (Hindle 2010; Uzzi 1997), these studies have focussed on the influence of structural dimensions,
such as the close-knit nature of communities and its potentially negative effects on information flow (Kwon,
Heflin, and Ruef 2013; Tan, Shao, and Li 2013). In contrast, our findings highlight the importance of behavioural
dimensions. Field specific expectations of camaraderie can restrict entrepreneurial actions by demanding
conformity. Should craft entrepreneurs fail to adequately exhibit their solidarity, they can be punished by a
‘collective sanction for undesired behavior’ (Rooks, Klyver, and Sserwanga 2016, 113) delivered through gossip.
Such punishments are harmful to the business practices of entrepreneurs, as they lead to animosity among field
members. The fear of becoming the subjects of gossip leads participants to adjust their behaviours. Further
extending existing knowledge of habitus, we find that entrepreneurs are driven to comply with field conventions

both for the benefits this guarantees and to avoid community penalties.
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5.2. Collaboration and sharing of resources

The need to conform to field conventions can greatly affect the practices of entrepreneurs. Instead of
engaging in ‘traditional’ business activities, such as competing for resources and customers to maximise profits
(Knight 1921; Schumpeter 1942), this article reveals that, within craft communities, entrepreneurs are expected
to collaborate and share their various forms of capital in a manner that promotes socially oriented business
practices. For example, Irene explains that despite ‘two very bad experiences in terms of time wasting and no
feedback whatsoever ... there is an expectation that you will help and demonstrate what you can do’. She
continues to support others because ‘we [makers] have always been sort of swapping ideas. I [have] helped
several ... people develop their products’. Jacob, who is a new member of his craft community, makes a similar
observation: ‘we all try and help each other out ... that’s the impression I get’.

We find that craft entrepreneurs collaborate in a number of ways. For example, as Cheryl explains, they
become involved in collaborative initiatives: ‘she and I are part of the collective that will do ... the craft fairs in
the winter ... so we’re gonna work together as collaborative partners’. Furthermore, craft entrepreneurs develop
joint products and exhibitions. In Georgia’s words, ‘I’ve been asked to collaborate in quite a few ... exhibitions
in the future, which I'm really flattered about ... It will be interesting to collaborate on a theme that we work on
together’. Most importantly, participants provide each other with free resources, as described by Beth:

I had offered what’s called “yarn support” to her, so if a designer wants to knit a pattern and wants to

use a specific yarn, they’ll get in touch with the person that makes the yarn and ask for yarn support,

which means that you’d give them the yarn for free in exchange for it being featured in the pattern, so
... I get asked quite a lot if I’ll provide yarn support.

-- Insert Table 4 Here --

As shown in Table 4, there are several reasons why craft entrepreneurs collaborate and share their
various forms of capital. While these motivations are personal and differ among participants, they also represent
principals to which craft makers are expected to adhere. For example, participants demonstrate a deep
commitment to ‘perpetuating the industry ... keeping up an interest or getting more people into it’ (Alice).
Additionally, they seek to ensure that skills get passed from one generation to the next and that a genuine interest

in arts and crafts is sustained. Though sympathetic with this aim, Cheryl shares that ‘I think there is an
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expectation that, because you make art, you know, keeping it alive ... comes before your business’. While they
value the help received from community members, we find that participants do not usually expect reciprocity. As
Debra recounts, ‘I helped him out by explaining what you can do [with the material] — if I don’t get any work
from it, that’s fine’. Although the sharing of resources can help craft entrepreneurs develop their networks (social
capital) and maintain a positive reputation (symbolic capital), these are not the primary reasons for participants
to engage in such practices.’ Instead, we find that craft entrepreneurs consider peer support and industry
preservation a social responsibility, which they become aware of during the habitation process and which they
assume when seeking to fit in with the conventions of craft communities (see Table 2). In Georgia’s words, ‘we
kind of share the responsibility’.

Even when the threat to their businesses would appear high, due to the potential for copying,
participants still help others. As shown in Table 5, this article reveals that there are several reasons for craft
entrepreneurs to accept such risks. Because their individual styles are so closely linked to their personalities and
dependent upon their individual skill-sets (cultural capital), participants believe that it would be difficult to copy
their products. Additionally, there appears to be ‘an unwritten rule of ... not copying people’s ideas’ (Helen). If
craft makers are found to be plagiarising others’ ideas, they are ostracised from the community, as happened to a

maker who copied Georgia’s work: ‘everybody became aware of that person’.

-- Insert Table 5 Here --

We discovered that craft entrepreneurs share and freely give a range of resources, including economic,
cultural, social and symbolic capital. First, concerning their economic capital, several participants made
statements similar to Jacob:

I have kind of an unwritten policy that ... I try to spend [money] ... on buying something from another

crafter, because there is a huge amount of value to handcrafted stuff and ... because it [craft work] needs

to be encouraged.
Participants also engage in other forms of charitable giving. Cheryl reports, ‘I have done craft fairs where it’s for
charity’, and Jacob recounts that, ‘in the village ... there was a charity auction and I gave ... charity lessons [in

pottery]’. Similarly, Irene describes, ‘I’ve volunteered to do ... things in the [community space] ... I showed
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them how to do it [making books]’. In other words, craft entrepreneurs are willing to donate products and time
(which they would otherwise spend crafting products) to help their communities.

Second, the exchange of cultural capital appears commonly practiced. Craft entrepreneurs share their
knowledge and engage in co-creation processes with peers both online and at shows and guild meetings. As Faith
explains, ‘everybody was swapping ideas and it was just everybody’s ideas coming together and culminating’.
Similarly, Ethan expresses, ‘you learn a lot by talking to people [peers] and ... they can give you good ideas for
ways to expand’. In Irene’s words, ‘you feed off each other, it’s in the ether ... it’s just creative thinking ... talk,
banter, just bandying ideas about’. As such, we find that craft entrepreneurs ‘like to work collaboratively’
(Cheryl) to help each other gain creative inspiration, to exchange knowledge and to share skills.

Third, the sharing of social capital is apparent as participants both act as relationship brokers and
benefit from those who make introductions between community members, such as suppliers and makers. As
Irene describes, ‘you pass on contacts, networks, that kind of thing.” More surprisingly, we find that it is also a
common practice to pass on customer contacts. As Beth explains, customers ‘will have a specific pattern in mind
and ... a lot of the time ... it’s not something that I have [in stock], so I’m happy to refer them to someone else’.
Accordingly, Georgia expresses that ‘I think being part of a creative community in general is beneficial, because
we’re all kind of encouraging people to go see everything else as well.’

Finally, we find that established craft entrepreneurs share their symbolic capital by associating with less
well-known peers. For example, Beth reveals that her yarn is regularly recommended by a famous community
member who will ‘launch a pattern and within sort of weeks there’ll be thousands of people that are making it, so
the ...potential of being linked to someone like that is amazing’. Established makers also use their reputation and
standing to raise awareness of their communities. This can be achieved by hosting craft exhibitions, the reasons
for which Alice explains as ‘For our little, small world, to try and expand it a wee bit more ... to get more people
interested in what the artist bear is, as opposed to just collecting toy bears’. Having observed the preparation and
delivery of the event, it became apparent that financial objectives are not a motivating factor for its creation.
Rather, we discovered that craft entrepreneurs engage in such activities to support both newcomers and the

community as a whole.
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5.2.1. Analysis and interpretation

Using Bourdieu’s theory of practice as our theoretical lens, this article sheds new light on the
interconnections between entrepreneurs who seek to influence their environments and are simultaneously shaped
by them. We show that embeddedness in certain contexts, such as craft communities, leads entrepreneurs to share
their various forms of capital and, moreover, to collaborate in pursuit of creating social value (Korsgaard and
Anderson 2011; Smith and Stevens 2010). Craft entrepreneurs provide regular and generous help to community
members, sharing their capital in order to perpetuate their respective industries and to sustain a genuine interest
in hand-crafted products. Participants consider such supportive behaviour to be a social responsibility and a task
that is passed from one generation to the next. Thus, their behaviours contrast with the prevailing neo-classical,
market-driven perspective, which permeates entrepreneurship research (Knight 1921; Schumpeter 1942), and
highlight the value of the Bourdieusian approach of looking beyond economic motivations.

While the potential of entrepreneurs to benefit society has long been established by social
entrepreneurship research (Mair and Marti 2006; Zahra et al. 2009), the creation of social value is usually
understood as an outcome of compassion and personal conviction (Bacq and Alt 2016; Miller et al. 2012). This
article provides new insights into social entrepreneurship by revealing that, in certain contexts and among certain
entrepreneurial sub-cultures, collaboration and social value creation are also embraced in response to community
norms and expectations. As such, our findings add to the emerging body of research that highlights the influence
of contextual factors on social entrepreneurial activities (de Bruin and Lewis 2015; Lewis 2013; Tapsell and
Woods 2010). Furthermore, we show that entrepreneurs who do not identify as social entrepreneurs and who are
involved in an industry not usually associated with social entrepreneurship (Dacin, Dacin, and Matear 2010),
may still dedicate significant efforts to social value creation.*

As Nicolopoulou (2014) argues, the protection of intellectual property among cooperating businesses is
of major significance in most industries. In comparison, this article reveals that craft entrepreneurs are relatively
unconcerned about the risk of plagiarism. This is due to the individual nature of their products as well as to the
norms and conventions (habitus) in their fields, which sanction dishonest members through loss of reputation and
exclusion from the community (Dana and Light 2011; Khavul, Chavez, and Bruton 2013; Maurer and Ebers

2006). This article therefore demonstrates that unwritten rules of behaviour within communities can also have a
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liberating impact on the practices of entrepreneurs, which further promotes collaboration and value creation.
When entrepreneurs feel safe sharing ideas and resources, it can become almost second nature. This finding
contrasts with research that highlights the negative impacts of community norms and conventions on
entrepreneurial practices (Parkinson, Howorth, and Southern, Forthcoming).

Finally, this article advances understanding of the various resources that are exchanged among
collaborating entrepreneurs in their efforts to create social value (Barth et al. 2015; Di Domenico, Tracey, and
Haugh 2009). While prior research into business collaboration has mainly focused on the exchange of knowledge
among network partners (Ahuja 2000; Phelps, Heidl, and Wadhwa 2012), our findings reveal that embeddedness
in craft communities can lead entrepreneurs to engage in a much broader sharing of various forms of capital
(Smith and Stevens 2010). Specifically, we show that craft entrepreneurs are willing to freely give time and
money (economic capital), provide creative inspiration and share skills (cultural capital), pass on supplier and
customer contacts (social capital) and use their reputation to promote fellow community members (symbolic
capital). Thus, this article highlights the need to take into account a broad range of capitals to gain a deeper
understanding of the behaviours and contributions of entrepreneurs (Karatas-Ozkan 2011; Nicolopoulou 2014).
We also provide new evidence with regard to the mutability and convertibility of different forms of capital (Pret,
Shaw, and Drakopoulou Dodd 2016; Vershinina, Barrett, and Meyer 2011), by demonstrating that capital

conversion processes can involve several field members and be performed specifically to benefit others.

6. Conclusion

Although there is both an increasing recognition of the influence of different contexts on entrepreneurial
processes (Aldrich and Fiol 1994; Johannisson, Ramirez-Pasillas, and Karlsson 2002; Mair, Marti, and Ventresca
2012) and a growing body of context-focused entrepreneurship research (Welter 2011; Zahra, Wright, and
Abdelgawad 2014), there remain enduring gaps in knowledge of the effects of embeddedness within divergent
communities (Hindle 2010; Jennings et al. 2013; Marti, Courpasson, and Dubard Barbosa 2013). In particular,
little is known about how and why social and moral obligations within community contexts may compel
entrepreneurs to engage in collaboration and social value creation (de Bruin and Lewis 2015; Di Domenico,

Tracey, and Haugh 2009). Furthermore, understanding is limited of how entrepreneurs manage to fit in with the
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norms and expectations of the communities in which they are embedded (De Clercq and Voronov 2009; Maurer
and Ebers 2006). Based on the lived experiences of craft entrepreneurs, this article addresses these gaps and
advances knowledge in a number of ways.

First, this article illustrates that embeddedness in certain fields, such as craft communities, can lead
entrepreneurs to experience a sense of fellowship and camaraderie, instead of a desire to gain advantage over
other field members. Thus, our findings challenge prevalent depictions of entrepreneurs as ‘lone heroes’ who are
primarily driven by competition and profit (Knight 1921; Schumpeter 1942). Rather, we reveal that craft
entrepreneurs collaborate and share their various forms of capital with community members in pursuit of
creating social value (Mair and Marti 2006; Smith and Stevens 2010). As participants neither identify as social
entrepreneurs, nor operate businesses that are usually associated with social entrepreneurship, the findings of our
study suggest that social entrepreneurial goals and practices may be more widespread than is currently assumed.
Indeed, we argue that social entrepreneurship research currently overlooks an important group of entrepreneurs:
those who create social value by supporting their peers and freely sharing their various resources. While their
motivations for creating this social value may be limited to positively impacting their individual community
context (i.e. the craft community), not only is this a social good in itself, but the resultant outcomes for the wider
local area further compound the social value created. Accordingly, we propose that future studies explore the role
of social value creation in contexts not traditionally associated with social entrepreneurship.

Second, this article shows that collaboration and social value creation can be embraced in response to
community norms and expectations. As such, our findings support the view that social entrepreneurial behaviour
cannot be fully understood without considering the contexts in which entrepreneurs are embedded (de Bruin and
Lewis 2015; Shaw and de Bruin 2013). Furthermore, this article advances understanding of the various resources
that entrepreneurs share with community members for the common good. In addition to providing financial
resources (Maclean, Harvey, and Gordon 2013) and knowledge (Chalmers and Balan-Vnuk 2013), we reveal that
craft entrepreneurs share their economic, cultural, social and symbolic capital. Accordingly, we suggest that
future studies take this broader range of capitals into account when seeking to identify the ways in which

entrepreneurs contribute to both their communities and society at large.
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This article confirms the relevance of Bourdieu’s conceptual framework to the study of entrepreneurial
practices (De Clercq and Voronov 2009; Karatas-Ozkan 2011). We provide a range of examples that demonstrate
the applicability of the concepts of field, habitus and capital to investigations of the various dimensions of
context (Drakopoulou Dodd, Pret, and Shaw 2016; Ozbilgin and Tatli 2005). While Bourdien (1977, 1984, 1986)
argues that human behaviour is mostly characterised by struggles for resources and influence within social fields,
the findings of our study suggest that, in certain community contexts, field-specific rules (habitus) can override
conventional market-driven logics. Thus, this article highlights the need for research to employ the full
complement of Bourdieusian concepts to fully understand the inner logics of different social fields.

This paper also reveals ways in which craft entrepreneurs adapt their behaviours to fit into different
community contexts (De Clercq and Voronov 2009; Lounsbury and Glynn 2001). We show that craft
entrepreneurs perform a range of strategic actions (e.g. pretending, concealing and performing) that allow them
to temporarily change their conduct and to conceal undesirable traits when their usual practices fail to meet the
expectations of community members. As such, this article highlights a hidden element of entrepreneurial
practice, which is often disregarded when portraying entrepreneurs in a more favourable light (Calas, Smircich,
and Bourne 2009). We contend that further investigations into such concealed practices could greatly advance
understanding of the real-life behaviours of entrepreneurs.

Our findings demonstrate that the habituation process of learning to comply with field-specific norms
can be time-consuming (Anderson, Drakopoulou Dodd, and Jack 2010; Khavul, Chavez, and Bruton 2013) and
that craft entrepreneurs rely on the support of community members to achieve this objective. However, we also
discover that there are limits to the abilities of entrepreneurs to enter new fields by adapting their behaviours.
Furthermore, our findings indicate that embeddedness within multiple fields can cause difficulties for
entrepreneurs: by trying to comply with the norms of one context, they may simultaneously transgress in another.
Thus, we encourage future research into the difficulties and opportunities that can arise from embeddedness in
overlapping fields.

The detailed descriptions provided in this article are valuable, as they advance knowledge and add
empirical weight to existing conceptual discussions (Battilana 2006; De Clercq and Voronov 2009; Fisher,

Kotha, and Lahiri 2016). As McKeever, Jack, and Anderson (2015, 62) note, ‘although social theorising may tell
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us much about macro changes, it is only by analysing the actions of the entrepreneurs, their realities and social
context, that further understanding of the breadth of the entrepreneurial process can be developed’. Our
phenomenological approach was crucial for gaining the deep insights required to provide such a comprehensive
account of the ways in which embeddedness in craft communities influences the behaviours of entrepreneurs. It
enabled us to present a realistic picture of entrepreneurs’ actions, highlighting both their virtuous behaviours,
including collaboration and social value creation, and their more devious practices, such as pretending to be
something they are not.

It is, of course, important to emphasise that our phenomenological approach and small sample size
constrain generalisation of our results to wider populations (Berglund 2015; Cope 2011). Thus, we suggest that
future studies compare our findings to other contexts to help advance understanding of these intriguing facets of
entrepreneurial practices. While craft communities may be a ‘special case’, we would expect that there might be
other, currently overlooked contexts in which collaboration and social value creation are encouraged, embraced
and perhaps also expected as community conventions.

On a practical note, a major benefit of adopting a phenomenological research approach is that proximity
to participants offers the ability to provide practical advice based on their lived experiences (Berglund 2007).
Heeding the call for ‘more practical knowledge — knowledge that is useful to entrepreneurs, policy makers,
educators, and scholars’ (Kenworthy and McMullan 2013, 983), this article produces several recommendations
that should help entrepreneurs develop their businesses, especially within craft communities. Entrepreneurs who
consider starting a venture in a community context should allocate time to learn accepted norms, and be aware of
the potential harm that can result from disregarding existing conventions and of the sanctions that can be
imposed, such as being ostracised from the community. Employing strategies that help conceal inappropriate
traits can help entrepreneurs meet the expectations of divergent communities. Furthermore, we suggest that craft
entrepreneurs approach peers for help, as collaboration and resource sharing are common practices in many craft
communities. Community members may be willing to share a much broader range of resources than is widely
believed. Nascent entrepreneurs should also be aware that international, online communities can consist of close-
knit networks of people. Being seen to conform to established norms can therefore help entrepreneurs gain

acceptance. However, once accepted within a craft community, there appears to be a sense, as well as an
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expectation, of camaraderie among craft makers. This fellowship can support entrepreneurs by discouraging
unethical behaviours, such as product plagiarism, but it can also create obligations, including the need to stay
positive and to attend community events.

For policy-makers, we recommend becoming more aware of the impact of community members on
entrepreneurial processes. As long as our focus is fixed on the individual, we may fail to appreciate the potential
of community members to influence and foster entrepreneurial activities. Furthermore, it is important to
acknowledge the social value that craft entrepreneurs create through their community engagement. If craft
makers were unwilling to provide regular and generous help to community members, it is questionable whether

such a range of crafts and widespread, genuine interest in hand-crafted products could be sustained over time.

Notes

j According to Peredo and McLean (2006, 59) ‘the social entrepreneur aims in some way to increase
“social value,” i.e. to contribute to the welfare or well being in a given human community’.

2: Accordingly, we use the terms community and field interchangeably in this article.

3. We asked participants probing questions (directly and indirectly) about their motivations on several
occasions, both on-tape and during informal conversations, to verify our interpretations of their behaviours.

4. Participants identify mostly as craft business owners. However, this is mainly due to the picture painted
and perpetuated by the media of ‘entrepreneurs as autonomous and self-made heroes’ (Karatas-Ozkan
2011, 884). As explained in the methods section, we classify participants as entrepreneurs because their

practices correspond with the concept of craft entrepreneurs developed by Fillis (2004).
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Figure 1. Bourdieu’s theory of practice
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Table 1. Data analysis process

Step Description

1. Familiarising After each round of interviews, we read and re-read transcripts, observation notes and other
documents to familiarise ourselves with the data (Pret, Shaw, and Drakopoulou Dodd 2016).

2. Categorising We then highlighted potentially significant passages in the transcripts, which enabled the
discovery and coding of emerging themes that appeared salient to each individual interview
(Lewis 2015).

3. Associating  Next, we compared themes between participants’ interviews and searched for patterns to
develop superordinate categories (Smith, Flowers, and Larkin 2009). This process allowed
us to develop topic guides that we used to direct subsequent rounds of interviews.

4. Interpreting  Afterwards, we prepared interpretive summaries, which we shared with participants to gain
their feedback on our interpretations (Cope 2011).

5. Explaining  Finally, we compared our findings to concepts in the literature. This abstraction process
involved moving iteratively between existing theory and our data to gain a higher level of
conceptualisation (Edmondson and McManus 2007).
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Table 2. Conventions within craft communities

Convention

Representative quotation

Positivity

Camaraderie

Moral Support

Generosity

‘They don’t like to hear [the] negative ... I get the impression that nobody ever has any
problems and once you had a problem ... you’re almost like tarnished’. (Debra)

“You just have to be nice and ... sometimes that can be quite exhausting’. (Cheryl)

‘I do feel a connection with people who make things ... it’s quite sort of close, you know, their
needs and their concerns ... are the same ... [so] I help out’. (Ethan)

‘I value their [peers] friendship and ... I know what it’s taken to get mine [business] off the
ground, so I, you know, I try and help’. (Georgia)

‘When you’ve made things that you sell, you know how much work goes into [it]. ... I always
feel like, empathy for people [peers] at craft fairs ... [so] I always talk to them and take their
cards and show an interest’. (Faith)

‘People that have got good ideas ... if they’ve got ... the courage and get up and do something
with it ... I think all credit to them, because it’s not easy! ... Whenever I come across ...
[peers] I will always make a point of congratulating them’. (Irene)

‘I think people who make crafts, [ mean obviously there are always nice and nasty people, but
generally it’s like a little community ... everybody knows nobody is making a lot of money,
but ... people do try and help, people help out a lot’. (Jacob)

Table 3. Strategic changes of behaviours

Strategic action Representative quotation

Pretending

Restraining

Concealing

Performing

‘If you are running an online business the persona that you are presenting online, even if it
does get a little bit personal, is still your kind of business persona. You ... paint this picture of
your life ... so they think that you are this very interesting person’. (Beth)

‘I don’t swear as much ... ’m trying to be more professional and stuff. I’m still quite chatty,
... but I think that sort of ... make[s] people feel at ease’. (Faith)

‘Obviously with clients I have to be totally professional ... I can be more upfront with family,
’cos you know, you can say what you mean’. (Helen)

‘Generally I put a positive spin on everything that is happening ... especially if I’m talking to
people that I don’t know particularly well’. (Cheryl)

“You don’t want people to know that, when nobody sees you, you sit about wearing slippers
shaped like dogs ... [so] you take the picture of the bit of the house that looks nice ... so you
do have to edit to a certain extent’. (Beth)

‘At shows and things like that I’m always delightful and happy and a little ray of sunshine and
at home I’m horrible [laughs]’. (Alice)

‘I’m aware, when I'm talking to somebody who’s always lived here, that I probably sound
quite posh, so ... I change ... how I speak to people’. (Jacob)
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Table 4. Motivations for collaboration and capital sharing

Motivation Representative quotation

Conservation  ‘If we don’t kind of help each other out ... there is not gonna be any makers left. It’s all
gonna be stuff that you buy at Primark for two quid [pound sterling]’. (Beth)
‘People doing things well and passing on those skills ... that is really important for our
generations to come, that there are still people who do that’. (Georgia)

Solidarity ‘I think it’s because we’re all in the same boat, we are all individual makers, that you want to
kind of help one another out’. (Cheryl)
“You tend to find ... you want to help one another out, because you would hope ... that
somebody else would do the same for you’. (Debra)

Altruism ‘I give free time, free design-work, to help [others] ... It's not driven to pay the mortgage ...
it’s nice ... I've got a real buzz going on inside’. (Irene)
‘I think it’s important to help people and to give back in some way’. (Faith)

Empathy ‘I’ve ... spoken to the fashion class, ... ’cos I know how hard it is when you’re a student. ... I

would have loved somebody to have told me how they set up on their own, so I think the
knowledge ... I can offer will be invaluable’. (Helen)

Table 5. Reasons for indifference concerning plagiarism

Reason

Representative quotation

Individuality

Experience

Integrity

Exclusion

‘I'm not worried at all, ’cos hopefully there will be other customers out there. ... There is
obviously the chance that they [students] will then start making and selling, but they are still
not me and ... they will never do what I do’. (Alice)

‘Somebody else might see that and think, “Oh, right, I’ll copy that”, but they wouldn’t be able
to copy it with the same ... sort of precision and skill’. (Ethan)

‘I’ve noticed on Pinterest ... people have pinned my wallets and ... put things like “T’1l try
later”, but nobody has done it. ... I don’t know that anyone would be able to do quite as good a
job, ’cos it has taken me years to develop it’. (Helen)

‘The integrity of the design has to be right and you can’t ... copy other people, ... it’s my
design reputation on the line if I copy something else’. (Cheryl)

‘I’ve been doing it [style] for years and there was somebody who had stuff [copies] up on
Etsy ... I had customers messaging me saying, “Do you know this person is doing this?” ...
So, I don’t think you can [plagiarise], really ... because it is such a small community and ...
people like to gossip about the negative things’. (Beth)

‘If you work over time, you get to know people. ... If you behave unethically I can tell you it
will come around and bite you in ... years to come’. (Irene)
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Appendix 1. Participant Profiles

Participant  Background, experience and career
As a teddy bear maker, Alice engages in a contemporary craft. Originally trained in costume
Alice design, she decided to change profession when her sister’s teddy bear business became

(early-30s)

Beth
(mid-30s)

Cheryl
(mid-40s)

Debra
(late-30s)

Ethan
(early-50s)

Faith
(early-50s)

Georgia
(mid-60s)

Helen
(late-20s)

Irene
(early-60s)

Jacob
(mid-40s)

successful. Alice has practised this trade independently for over 15 years and has won some of
the most prestigious awards in the industry.

Born and raised in North America, Beth became aware of the internationally growing demand
for hand-dyed yarn earlier than most craftspeople in the UK. She seized the opportunity and
opened her studio in 2007. Beforehand, Beth studied English literature and run her own
instrument repair enterprise for two years.

After earning a degree in printed textiles and working as an independent textile designer for
over 15 years, Cheryl decided to seek a new challenge and start her own hand-stitching
business. She opened her studio in 2007 but, three months into our study, decided to work
from home again to gain more time for her design work.

When Debra started studying silversmithing in 1995, the profession was dominated by men.
She managed to succeed in this competitive craft by gaining international acclaim for her
work. Since moving into her studio in 2004, Debra has won several awards and a number of her
pieces were selected for display in national museums.

Raised in the Baltics, Ethan was trained in the European approach to basket weaving before he
learned the British technique. Developing these rare skills helped him find work with several
employers, which prepared him for opening his studio in 2004.

After studying geography at university, Faith worked for a library, where she was engaged in
introducing children to reading. She now capitalises on her creativity by designing children’s
playbooks, for which she perceives a growing demand.

Georgia studied English, Fine Art and Education and worked as a lecturer in the arts
department at university. She therefore possessed a wealth of relevant experience, which
prepared her for opening a print making business in 2006. Presenting her work in solo-
exhibitions raised Georgia’s profile internationally.

Following a degree in fashion, Helen set up a wallet making business with two friends, who
taught her valuable business skills. As she wanted to grow the venture faster than her friends
permitted, Helen left to start her own firm in 2011, crafting accessories. She now considers
selling off this venture and creating a fashion label.

After being trained in ceramics at university, Irene worked for the same employer for most of
her life. In 2010 Irene discovered a lack of individualised souvenirs for her local area, so she
decided to set up a business and create such products to maximise her savings for retirement.

While studying medicine, Jacob discovered his passion for ceramics. He decided to pursue this
interest by training in pottery at college. Jacob started his business and moved into his
workshop only weeks before our study commenced.
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