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Objectives: This paper is aimed at examining the enterprise culture within different ethnic groups (ie. the enterprise subcultures) in the UK.  The research aims to investigate the interplay between individuals and their institutional context (esp. social and cultural context), how the different institutional contexts then shapes the different enterprise cultures, leading to differentiated ethnic business characteristics and consequently different levels of entrepreneurial activity in different ethnic communities.

Prior work: Unequivocal evidence shows that certain ethnic groups display higher levels of entrepreneurial activity than their white counterparts. Despite the large amount of work that has been dedicated to ethnic minority entrepreneurship (eg. Aldrich et al. 1985, Ram, 1997, Ibrahim and Galt, 2003), there is a lack of a coherent conceptual and analytical framework that addresses the links between different factors contributing to ethnic minority entrepreneurship.  This paper takes forward the available empirical evidence and theoretical constructs into a conceptual and methodological framework to aid understanding of ethnic minority entrepreneurship.

Approach: A process-oriented research framework to investigate the enterprise culture within different ethnic groups is proposed rather than one oriented primarily towards the differentiation of characteristics.  

Results: From an enterprise culture perspective, our findings suggest that White and Non-White ethnic minority respondents are embedded in significantly different enterprise culture.  They hold different value and attitude towards entrepreneurship; they have different level of knowledge and experience about entrepreneurship; most importantly, they learn about entrepreneurship differently.  

Implications: Our analysis highlights the correlation between the different factors such as attitude, experience, knowledge and social activities.  However, it is not our aim to adopt a cause-and-effect assumption and to identify one single key factor or a few privileged factors to explain the differences between ethnic groups.  What is emphasised is the process-oriented framework that addresses the complex web of reciprocal, interactive factors that shape enterprise culture of different ethnic groups.  This has important implication for policy makers and business support agencies.  

Value: The discussion presented helps advance understanding of the complex issues related to ethnic minority entrepreneurship; issues such as attitude, perception, entrepreneurial learning, experience and social activities.  For policy makers, this study provides insight into the interrelationship and implications between social context and ethnic minority entrepreneurship which are crucial in enhancing the effectiveness and efficiency of public policy.  Furthermore, the theoretical and methodological framework developed for this study helps lay a foundation for further research in understanding ethnic minority entrepreneurship from an alternative view. 
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Introduction

In the UK, according to GEM (2005a), non-white ethnic minorities as a group continue to be more entrepreneurial, with a TEA rate of 9.3%, than their white counterparts (5.6%).  For example, entrepreneurial activity is nearly twice as high in Indian (11.9%) and Pakistani (12%) communities as the rates in the white community (5.6%).  In the Global context, according to the GEM, the most entrepreneurial group appear to be Black African, where TEA is 17.3%, nearly three times the rate of white TEA (GEM, 2005: p.42).  Based on the observation that some ethnic groups have higher rates of business formation and ownership than others, raises questions about how and why, under the same political and economic environments, some groups have entered business ownership in numbers disproportionate to their group’s size (Hodder, 1994; Fairlie & Meyer, 1996; Monder Ram, 1997; Haley, Tan, & Haley, 1998; Clark & Drinkwater, 2000; Monder Ram & Smallbone, 2003).  

There are many and varied explanations for the reasons and factors that give rise to ethnic minority entrepreneurship, attracting the interest of policy makers and scholars from different disciplines (Howard Aldrich, Cater, Jones, McEvoy, & Velleman, 1985; Fairlie & Meyer, 1996; Monder Ram, 1997; Ibrahim & Galt, 2003; Monder Ram & Smallbone, 2003).  Traditional debates on ethnic minority business have been the push and pull factors, which continue to dominate the extant literature.  The arguments that have been proposed by scholars emphasise the interplay between the pull and push factors (Moder Ram, Sanghera, Abbas, Barlow, & Trevor, 2000; Leung, 2001; Jones & Ram, 2003). However, a comprehensive framework to address these complex issues does not exist.  This paper is aimed at addressing this gap by taking forward the contribution of the extant literature of ethnic minority entrepreneurship and contributing to the theoretical and conceptual development in this area.  In the following section, research regarding ethnic minority entrepreneurship is considered in more detail before discussing the theoretical framework used to inform this study.  

Ethnic Minority Entrepreneurship 

Repeated sentence from above deleted.  Studies argue that ethnic minorities are pushed to start up their own business (Min, 1988; Khosravi, 1999; Haugen & Carling, 2005).  A major push factor for ethnic business entrepreneurship is the unfavourable opportunity in the job market.  As Min (1988) observed, immigrant group members have not been able to turn their previous education and experience into positions comparable to those they held prior to migrating, because they had language problems or lacked proper credentials.  These persons, finding their way into well-paying white collar work blocked, have sometimes turned to entrepreneurship.  Min’s arguments for ethnic minority entrepreneurship is challenged by other studies which argue that the second or third generation of ethnic immigrants, who are brought up and educated in the host country, have similar levels of entrepreneurial activity as their immigrant parents or grandparents (Redding, 1990; Haley, Tan, & Haley, 1998).  

The ‘pull’ factor studies, on the other hand, focus mainly on opportunity or resources of the Ethnic Minority Business (EMB) and suggest that certain ethnic groups possess certain unique opportunity or resource that give rise to the entrepreneurial activities.  Early studies on opportunity argue that the initial market for ethnic entrepreneurs typically arises within the ethnic community itself (Light, 1972; Braadbaart, 1995; Wong, 1995).  If ethnic communities have special sets of needs and preferences that are best served by those who share those needs and know them intimately, then ethnic entrepreneurs have an advantage. Servicing these special ethnic consumer needs involves a direct connection with the immigrants’ homeland and knowledge of tastes and buying preferences – qualities unlikely to be shared by larger, native-owned competitors (Howard Aldrich, Cater, Jones, McEvoy, & Velleman, 1985; Carino, 1995; Suryadinata, 1995; Wong, 1995).  As immigrants are likely to have special problems caused by the strains of settlement and assimilation and aggravated by their distance from the government mechanism of service delivery, the business of specialising in the problems of immigrant adjustment is another unique opportunity for certain ethnic groups (H Aldrich & Waldinger, 1990; Chan & Chiang, 1994; Hodder, 1994; Weidenbaum & Hughes, 1996).  Other factors which provide a unique opportunity for ethnic minority business include ethnic residential concentration (H Aldrich & Waldinger, 1990; Bates, 1997; Ang & Hong, 2000) or niche market needs that are not met by their white counterparts (Waldinger, Aldrich, & Ward, 1990; Silverman, 1999).

Another group of ‘pull’ factor studies focus on resources such as financial, human and social capital.  

Sources of finance

Sources of finance are one of the most widely researched areas in ethnic minority business (Chotigeat, Balsmeier, & Stanley, 1990; Godley, 1996; Smallbone, Ram, Deakins, & Baldock, 2003).  Studies argue that the availability of capital in certain ethnic groups is crucial to the success of their entrepreneurial activities.  One of the key sources of start up capital is family savings (Min, 1988; Biers, 1995; Godley, 1996; Basu & Goswami, 1999).  Godley (1996) argues that ethnic minority immigrants ‘were forced to save what capital they could from their mostly low wages’ (p.104) in order to start up their own business.  Another form of ethnic sources of capital is the informal saving societies.  Chotigeat et al. (1990) investigate the informal source of capital of the Asian immigrants in the USA.  According to Chotigeat (1990), the informal saving and credit societies – Rotation Saving and Credit Societies – were set up by Asian immigrants to provide a mutual aid device that meets the ethnic minorities’ savings and credit needs.  What is distinctive about these informal financial markets is their stability in providing start up funding across a broad range of political and economic conditions (Chotigeat, Balsmeier, & Stanley, 1990; Lin, 1991).  In addition to the popular informal saving societies across different ethnic groups, there are other sources of informal finance in certain ethnic groups.  Godley (1996) investigated the Jewish soft loan societies across different countries, which provide unsecured, interest free loans to their Jewish immigrants, which is a crucial element to the economic success of Jewish entrepreneurship.

Human and Social Capital

Other scholars of EMBs argue that human resource and social capital are important elements that give rise to ethnic minority entrepreneurship (Marger, 2001).  One of the main sources of human resource is the business owners’ families.  Studies argue that family involvement can account for the ‘success’ of some ethnic groups, and low rates of small business activity in others (Boyd, 1990; Monder Ram, Abbas, Sanghera, Barlow, & Jones, 2001).  Other studies argue that the special employee relations within ethnic businesses have a major impact in the success (or failure) of EMBs (Monder Ram, Marlow, & Patton, 2001).

A key theme of EMB studies is the emphasis on cultural and social factors in shaping the EMBs’ characteristics.  A key question left unanswered is what gives rise to the different characteristics of certain ethnic groups.  It is interesting to realise that studies tend to attribute the similarities among the same ethnic group, and the differences between different ethnic group to the cultural and social factors.  Researchers argue that the ethnic groups posses certain cultural values which influence their motives and ambitions to enter entrepreneurship (Hirschman, 1982), their source of finance and human and social capital (Chotigeat, Balsmeier, & Stanley, 1990; Fairlie & Meyer, 1996; Godley, 1996; Marger, 2001; Teixeira, 2001).  By the same token, their cultural and social values make them distinctive from other ethnic groups.  Culture, as a result, has become a convenient label that is used to explain almost all the differences between ethnic minorities and the white-owned businesses and yet offers little to advance understanding of ethnic minority business.

Ethnic minority businesses are believed to possess beliefs, values and traditions that predispose them to succeed in business, regardless of where they find themselves (Chan & Chiang, 1994; Haley, Tan, & Haley, 1998).  This is supported by earlier work by Hirschman (1982) who argued that an ethnic group’s socioeconomic achievements are partly a function of the human capital of individuals and the socio-cultural orientation – motives, ambitions – derived from group membership.  In other words, if one can describe the social group of an individual entrepreneur, one can then infer how and why new businesses are founded (Thornton, 1999). 

The ‘sociocultural perspective’ is criticised for its presumption of the existence of a stereotypical standard that all members of the group display and presume that behaviours are evoked regardless of the group member’s situation (Howard Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986).  These studies argue that there are shared values, beliefs and traditions in a social group.  These shared meanings are then instilled into the members of the social group automatically, regardless of their individual situation.  Granovetter (1985) describes social influence as an

“external force that, like the deists’ God, set things in motion and has no further effects – a force that insinuates itself into the minds and bodies of individuals, altering their way of making decisions.  Once we know in just what way an individual has been affected, ongoing social relations and structures are irrelevant.”(p.486)  

Granovetter argues that individuals do not act like atomised actors who follow the social norms and customs mechanically.  He emphasised the importance of the individual’s embeddedness in their social relations and their social interaction.  Therefore if the social situation of individuals are fully analysed, their behaviour looks less like automatic application of “cultural” rules and more like a reasonable response to their present situation (p.506). 

In other words, a major limitation of the social/cultural perspective is that they tend to focus on a specific set of values, beliefs, traditions and other cultural factors in the social group. As a result, the situation of the individuals and the social context are ignored.  The social and cultural factors are presumed to be static and exist ‘out there’ and will somehow be instilled into members of the social groups.  This is criticised by many studies which emphasise the importance of other factors in the micro and macro environment in the process of entrepreneurship.  
In summary, in reviewing the ethnic minority business literature a common weakness can be identified.  A common theme of ethnic minority business studies is that the ethnic groups adapt to the resources made available by their environments, which vary substantially across society and over time (H Aldrich & Waldinger, 1990). Though these studies hint at the interaction between the different ethnic groups and their environment, the notion of interaction between individuals and environment is not operationalised.  There is a temptation then for studies to focus on one single variable – one privileged actor to explain ethnic minority entrepreneurship (Orru, 1997).  However, whilst one cannot conclude that any of the above factors are unimportant, it is also believed that there is no single factor or perspective that can adequately explain entrepreneurship.  From this review, the importance of a research framework which recognises this is highlighted.  Redding (1990) criticised the cause-and-effect assumption of major studies and argues that “in no case has a single cause won universal acceptance’.  In addition, he argues that the word ‘cause’ raises more fundamental problems:

“Social science is not physics, and even so, physics is not what it was in the simple days of cause-and-effect.  What the layman thinks of as cause-and-effect must give way to a whole complex of chains of factors, each one, if it is separated out for analysis, being determined by others, and being influenced in return by its result… It is necessary then to abandon any notion of ‘mechanical’ cause, that one thing results from another in a simple linear way like one billiard ball pushing another.  Instead we are faced with a vast net of connected elements, none of which is especially dominant, and all of which have somehow to be acknowledged, even though they may be only seen with peripheral vision”(p.6-7)

Redding emphasises the reciprocal, interactive nature of different factors and the importance of multivariant, multi-level analysis.  This is consistent with the review of extant ethnic business studies which suggest that no one factor, be it finance, human, resource or social network, can fully explain the ethnic business phenomenon.  This highlights the importance of a more comprehensive conceptual framework to advance understanding ethnic business.

To sum up, evidence from the extant literature shows that ethnic groups have different sources of capital, including finance, human and social capital, mainly due to their social networks and ethnic communities that they are embedded in.  In addition, their different cultural and social values have a major impact in shaping their attitudes, motives and drives towards entrepreneurship.   This has not only highlighted the importance of social embeddedness in ethnic entrepreneurship, but also provided strong evidence that the different ethnic groups are embedded in different ‘enterprise cultures’ – with different meanings, values, attitudes towards entrepreneurship and different supportive environments which influence the availability of entrepreneurial resources.  Despite a significant number of comparative studies on different ethnic groups which focus on aspects such as finance (Chotigeat, Balsmeier, & Stanley, 1990; Godley, 1996; Smallbone, Ram, Deakins, & Baldock, 2003), resources and opportunity (Teixeira, 2001), attitudes (Wright, Martin, & Stone, 2003) and networks (Monder Ram, 1994), there remains a lack of attention on the interrelationship between the different factors and the individuals in the different ethnic groups.  It is argue that a process-oriented, enterprise culture perspective may have the potential to shed new light to aid the understanding of EMBs.

Conceptualising enterprise cultures and enterprise subcultures

In the UK, the declared task of the UK government throughout the 1980s was to re-energize Britain by encouraging an ‘enterprise culture’ (Legge, 1995).  As such the term ‘enterprise culture’ is more an ideology than a strategic framework in the social re-engineering process (Green & May, 2003).  Despite the massive promotion of ‘enterprise culture’ by different governments, especially the English speaking countries throughout the 80s and 90s, there is a lack of conceptualisation of enterprise culture.  Ritchie (1991) pointed out that ‘enterprise culture’ remains a particularly difficult notion to frame and rigorously evaluate (p.17).  As a result, ‘the discourse of the enterprise culture has tended to pursue arguments that suit its own purposes, and get conducted on its own terms.  This has very often led to the same self-serving conclusions being reached’(p.19).  Ritchie (1991) recognises the ‘puzzling paradox of an enterprise culture which is simultaneously ill-defined, rarely measured, vaguely signalled, and seldom clearly visible, yet which permeates many different discourses.’(p.20).  The frustration of defining enterprise culture is shared by Burrows and Curran (1991) who conclude that ‘whenever there are attempts to give the “enterprise culture” any analytic solidity it melts.  Even its advocates appear confused over its meaning’ (p.9).  Despite the confusion and frustration in conceptualising and defining ‘enterprise culture’, the term ‘enterprise culture’ continues to be popular among scholars, political parties and policy makers (Cohen & Musson, 2000; Chapman, 2003; SBS, 2003).  

Despite the lack of consensus, it is possible to identify a common feature of enterprise culture studies - a strong enterprise culture is positively related to entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial activities – though there is a lack of agreement on how this is so.  To aid understanding of enterprise culture, Gibb (1987) proposed a research framework which listed the components of enterprise cultures as 1) abundant positive role images of successful independent business; 2) opportunity to practise entrepreneurial attributes reinforced by society culture during formative years; 3) provision formally and /or informally of knowledge and insight into the process of independent business management; 4) network of independent business/family contacts and acquaintances reinforcing familiarity and providing market entry opportunities and 5) ample opportunity for familiarisation with small business tasks especially youth (p.14).  According to Gibb (1987), the combination of these circumstances on a sufficient scale can be said to underwrite the existence of an “enterprise culture”.  Central to Gibb’s framework of enterprise culture is the existence of environment that provides individuals the opportunity for exposure to entrepreneurship. As such the focus of enterprise culture is mainly on entrepreneurial learning.  Although there is a lack of linkage between resource and enterprise cultures in Gibb’s framework, this cannot be considered as a major weakness.  This is where a social constructionist view can bridge the gap between enterprise culture, entrepreneurial resources and entrepreneurship.  

The central themes of social constructionism are the nature of reality, knowledge, language and social order.  According to Berger and Luckmann (Berger & Luckmann, 1967), social order is based fundamentally on a shared social reality which, in turn, is a human construction being created in social interaction.  It is recognised that people as biological organisms confront few limits or constraints in the form of instinctual patterns, yet constraints develop in the form of a social order.  Berger and Luckmann argued that this order “is an ongoing human production.  It is produced by man in the course of his ongoing externalisation…social order exists only as a product of human activity” (p.52).  This is taken forward by Bouchiki (1993) who proposed a social constructivist framework in understanding entrepreneurial process.  Bouchikhi’s constructivist framework is heavily indebted to Giddens’ (1984) structuration theory.  Giddens argues that action and structures are complementary dimensions of the structuration of social systems.  Taking this forward, Bouchikhi argues that it structuration theory provides an alternative representation of the entrepreneurial process.  He argues that the outcome of the entrepreneurial process is determined neither by the entrepreneur nor by the context, but emerges in the process of their interaction.  The application of constructivist ideas has highlighted the way forward for a process view of entrepreneurship.  Another study of social construction of entrepreneurship has taken forward Bouchikhi’s constructivist framework.  Chell (2000) has proposed a social constructionist theoretical framework of entrepreneurship.  She argues that entrepreneurship is a process in which the owner-manager’s actions (decisions, choices, etc) are contextually embedded.  The process is one of interaction from which outcomes emerge.  Therefore, the focus of the study should be on the social construction of entrepreneurship, rather than focusing on the endogenous or exogenous forces as suggested by other entrepreneurship studies.  Chell argues that entrepreneurial personality, entrepreneurship and opportunities are all socially constructed, and it is through ongoing social interaction that the entrepreneurial personality is shaped, opportunities are constructed, realised and thus give rise to entrepreneurship.  Central to the constructivist view of entrepreneurship is social embeddedness, sensemaking and the enactment process of individuals.  Granovetter (1985) defines embeddedness as the on-going contextualisation of economic activity in social relations.  Furthermore, Weick (1979) attempts to bridge the gap between individuals and their social relations.  According to Weick (1995), the social construction of reality is a process of sensemaking.  It is about the ways in which people interpret what they perceive.  According to Weick, the relationship between the enacted environment and its creators is one of mutual influence - individuals do not react to an environment, but they enact it (1969 p.64).  Environments, as Weick suggests, are socially constructed, subjective and the product of an individual’s action, rather than viewed as a set of fixed circumstances that must be responded to (Weick, 1979 p.164).  However, it is noted that the enacted environment is not synonymous with the concept of a perceived environment because 

“if a perceived environment were the essence of enactment then, … the phenomenon would have been called enthinkment, not enactment” (p.164)

Therefore, the enacted environment is not an input to the individual, it is treated as an output of the individual.  The assumption underlying the enactment theory is that individuals do not just perceive their environment differently, but as a result of their perception their decision and actions help to shape environments.  Environment, in this sense, can be seen as the institutional context that individuals are embedded in –  a complex web of interwoven, interrelated political, societal, cultural and economic factors.  Taking this forward, a social constructive view of enterprise culture is proposed.  
A strong enterprise culture is considered as ‘a culture where people with the initiative, skills and drive to start and run a successful business have the confidence to do so and consider it to be a realistic career choice.’(SBS, 2003)  To achieve this, a supportive environment and positive attitudes are the crucial elements.  Evidence shows that different ethnic groups are likely to have different supportive environments through their ongoing social interaction with their social networks, through which they are able to access different sources of capital, including finance, human and social capital.  In addition, evidence shows that ethnic minorities tend to have different attitudes, motives and drive to start up their own business.  Taking this forward, it can be inferred that different ethnic groups are embedded in different institutional contexts, with different cultural and societal environments which interact with their political and economic environment.  As such the different ethnic groups are embedded in different enterprise cultures.    It must be emphasised that enterprise culture is not a static phenomenon or sets of elements (Nicholson & Anderson, 2005).  On the contrary, it is embedded in the institutional context and is continuously reciprocally shaped, reshaped and reinforced by the institutional factors.  The interplay between institutional context and enterprise culture suggests that a single, universal enterprise culture simply does not exist - instead different ethnic groups are embedded in different enterprise subcultures.  As discussed earlier, enterprise subculture plays a key role in the entrepreneurial activities.  To advance understanding of ethnic minority business, it is essential to understand the enterprise subcultures of the different ethnic groups.  Only by understanding the different enterprise subcultures, can one then understand how and why there are different levels of entrepreneurial activity in different ethnic groups in a single country, under the same political and economic environments.  

A process view of enterprise subcultures focuses on the interrelationship between different factors in the social context.  This also highlights the importance of coherent analytical and methodological frameworks to investigate the socially constructed enterprise subcultures.  A social constructionist view highlights the importance of an inside-looking-out approach, which is crucial in understanding the different ethnic minority enterprises from their point of view.  Developing this conceptual framework of enterprise subculture, leads to the generation of an analytical framework of enterprise subculture, which focuses on the interplay of the individuals and their social context, addressing the impact on the individuals’ attitude, enterprising experience, resource acquisition and entrepreneurial learning experience.  A multi-stage fieldwork, multi-level data collection and analysis are essential to achieve the research aim and objectives.  Both quantitative and qualitative data collection methods will be adopted in this multi-stage fieldwork.  

In this paper, the data of the stage 1 fieldwork will be presented and discussed.  In this stage, the focus of the study is at the individual level.  A questionnaire has been designed to cover the areas of individual profile and enterprise cultures.  The intent of this paper is to present data related to the respondents’ attitude towards entrepreneurship and to investigate their relationship with the respondents’ enterprising experience and social context, using the respondents’ ethnic origin as a differentiating factor.  While quantitative research is preferred in this stage of the fieldwork, considering the major limitations of quantitative research, caution will be exercised in analysing and interpreting the data collected.  

A major obstacle in researching ethnic minority business is gaining access to the informants from different ethnic groups (Monder Ram, 1996, , 1999).  To tackle this barrier, several means of overcoming the obstacles are utilised.  These include using the business database, business support networks, yellow pages, researchers’ personal contacts and ‘snowballing’.  To enhance the response rate of the survey, a mixed-mode survey is adopted in the first-stage fieldwork.  A mixed-mode survey can offer the different response modes in either parallel or serial mode (Meckel, Walters, & Baugh, 2005).  In this stage of fieldwork, a parallel mixed-mode is adopted which gives the respondents a choice of four different ways of responding: email, online, post or fax.  As regarding gaining access to samples, a total of over 100 business networks and ethnic minority organisations in the UK were contacted in order to facilitate the participations of their members.  Furthermore, 2,000 printed questionnaires were sent out by post to different regions in the UK.  Postal codes and addresses were chosen from the Royal Mail database.  Several cities were chosen because of their larger populations of ethnic minorities.  In addition to this, the researchers have been actively engaged in networking events of different ethnic groups.  On top of all these, the researchers’ personal networks were utilised in order to widen the scope of participation.

A total of 213 questionnaires were received through webpage, post and emails.  However, only 205 of these had sufficient data for our analysis, this including 96 female and 109 male respondents from seven different ethnic groups (Table 1).  For the purpose of our initial analysis, all the non-White ethnic minorities are combined into one group:  Ethnic Minorities.  In what follows, the result on entrepreneurial attitude, experience and social activities of the two groups of respondents (White and Ethnic Minorities) will be presented.


Table 1.  Sample size, gender and ethnicity

	
	Gender
	Total

	 
	Female
	Male
	

	Ethnic Origin

 
	White
	41
	45
	86

	
	Indian
	24
	21
	45

	
	Pakistani
	7
	15
	22

	
	Chinese
	19
	16
	35

	
	Black-African
	3
	8
	11

	
	Black-Caribbean
	1
	4
	5

	
	Others
	1
	0
	1

	Total
	96
	109
	205


Data analysis and results 

Personal characteristics

The personal characteristics of the respondents were presented in Table 2, using ethnic origin as a differentiating factor.  There is no significant difference in terms of the respondents’ age or gender.  However, significant difference was identified in the respondents’ highest education level ((2=13.209, df=3, p<0.01), 21% of the Ethnic Minorities respondents, compared with 13% of the White respondents have postgraduate qualification; while 13% of the White respondents, compared with only 2% of the Ethnic Minorities respondents have professional qualifications.

Table 2.  Respondents’ Personal Characteristics

	
	Ethnic Origin
	Total

%
	Chi-square test

	
	White
	Ethnic Minorities
	
	

	
	Count

N=
	Percentage

%
	Count

N=
	Percentage

%
	
	

	Age 
	under 20
	0
	0%
	5
	4%
	2%
	(2=10.359

df=5

Sig. =066

	
	20-29
	25
	29%
	30
	25%
	27%
	

	
	30-39
	31
	36%
	49
	42%
	39%
	

	
	40-49
	19
	22%
	23
	19%
	21%
	

	
	50-59
	5
	6%
	10
	8%
	7%
	

	
	Over 60
	6
	7%
	1
	1%
	3%
	

	
	Total
	86
	100%
	118
	100%
	100%
	

	Gender
	Female
	41
	48%
	55
	46%
	47%
	(2=0.042

df=1

Sig.=0.837

	
	Male
	45
	52%
	64
	54%
	53%
	

	
	Total
	86
	100%
	119
	100%
	100%
	

	Highest education level
	Secondary School
	27
	34%
	38
	34%
	34%
	(2=13.209

df=3

Sig.=0.004**

	
	University or college degree
	31
	39%
	49
	44%
	42%
	

	
	Postgraduate
	10
	13%
	23
	21%
	17%
	

	
	Professional qualification
	12
	15%
	2
	2%
	7%
	

	
	Others
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0%
	

	
	Total
	80
	100%
	112
	100%
	100%
	


**p<0.01

Entrepreneurial Attitudes 

In this section, we are aiming at investigating the respondent’s attitude towards entrepreneurship.  Using a 5-point Likert-type scale, where 5 is strongly agree and 1 is strongly disagree, we asked the respondents to rate statements related to business ownership.  Some of the statements were adopted from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) report.  Considering the fact that respondents may not necessarily think about entrepreneurship or business ownership in particular, we added ‘Never thought about it’ as one of choices in the question as it helps to better capture the respondents’ entrepreneurial thinking.

Our results show significant differences in all the seven statements.  As shown in Table 3, the ethnic minority respondents are significantly more likely to have thought about the aspects that are related to business ownership, as compared to their White counterparts.  This indicates that the ethnic minorities are more likely to have enterprise in mind, whether or not they have more positive attitude towards entrepreneurship. A t-test to compare means of the two groups of respondents about the above statements are then carried out, the analysis has excluded the respondents who has answered ‘Never thought about it’.  

As shown in Table 4, significant differences were identified in five out of the seven statements that related to aspects of business ownership.  Though not statistically significant, our ethnic minority respondents score higher (mean=3.7) in the statement ‘You like the idea of running your own business’, as compared with their White counterparts (mean=3.36).  Likewise, our White respondents score lower (mean=3.18) in the statement ‘It is a desirable career to be a business owner’ than their ethnic minorities counterparts (mean=3.38).   In other words, our ethnic minority respondents are more likely to agree to the positive aspect of business ownership and less likely to perceive running a business as risky (t=3.242, df=170, p=0.001).  

Table 3. Entrepreneurial Thinking of Respondents

	Ever thought about the following statement:


	
	Ethnic Origin
	

	
	
	White
	Ethnic Minorities
	Total
	Chi-square test

	a) People you know respect those starting a new business

 
	Never
	21%
	39%
	28%
	(2=7.636
df=1

Sig.= .006**

	
	Yes
	79%
	61%
	72%
	

	b) There are always opportunities for starting a business

 
	Never
	5%
	31%
	16%
	(2=24.092

df=1

Sig.=.000***

	
	Yes
	95%
	69%
	84%
	

	c) You like the idea of running your own business

 
	Never
	3%
	34%
	16%
	(2=32.887
df=1

Sig.= .000***

	
	Yes
	97%
	66%
	84%
	

	d) People you know envy those who make a lot of money from starting a new business

 
	Never


	10%
	39%
	22%
	(2=22.356

df=1

Sig.= .000***

	
	Yes
	90%
	61%
	78%
	

	e) It is risky to run a business

 
	Never
	3%
	29%
	14%
	(2=27.902
df=1

Sig.= .000***

	
	Yes
	97%
	71%
	86%
	

	f) It is a desirable career to be a business owner

 
	Never
	6%
	30%
	16%
	(2=20.550
df=1

Sig.= .000***

	
	Yes
	94%
	70%
	84%
	

	g) Business owners are more competent and capable than employees

 
	Never
	4%
	32%
	16%
	(2=26.454
df=1

Sig.= .000***

	
	Yes
	96%
	68%
	84%
	


**p<0.01   ***p<0.001

Table 4.  T-Test of the statement related to entrepreneurship

	
	
	Count
	Mean
	t
	df
	Sig. 

(2-tailed)

	a) People you know respect those starting a new business

 
	White
	51
	2.90
	-3.954


	141


	.000***



	
	Ethnic Minorities
	92
	3.59
	
	
	

	b) There are always opportunities for starting a business

 
	White
	58
	2.98
	-2.593†
	141.441
	.011**

	
	Ethnic Minorities
	110
	3.45
	
	
	

	c) You like the idea of running your own business

 
	White
	55
	3.36
	-1.498


	165


	.136



	
	Ethnic Minorities
	112
	3.70
	
	
	

	d) People you know envy those who make a lot of money from starting a new business

 
	White
	51
	3.00
	-2.462


	153


	.015**



	
	Ethnic Minorities
	104
	3.59
	
	
	

	e) It is risky to run a business

 
	White
	60
	3.75
	3.242


	170


	.001**



	
	Ethnic Minorities
	112
	3.14
	
	
	

	f) It is a desirable career to be a business owner

 
	White
	56
	3.18
	-1.068


	162


	.287



	
	Ethnic Minorities
	108
	3.38
	
	
	

	g) Business owners are more competent and capable than employees

 
	White
	58
	2.07
	-4.656


	164


	.000***



	
	Ethnic Minorities
	108
	2.98
	
	
	


†a t-test for unequal variances was used; **p<0.01   ***p<0.001

Another way to measure the respondents’ attitude towards entrepreneurship is by comparing their rating on business ownership as compared to other professions.  Studies argued that ethnic minorities are more likely to start up their own business because of the push and/or pull effect (Min, 1988; Khosravi, 1999; Haugen & Carling, 2005).  In this study we are aiming to investigate the respondents’ perceived social status of business ownership, in comparison with other professions.  We asked the respondents to rate separately the social status of the professions including accountants, lawyers, doctors, scholars, engineers, MPs and civil servants.  Based on the result we calculated an average index of professional careers. We then asked the respondents to rate social status of an employee (excluding all the other professions that they have rated) and business owners.  
The result of our analysis show no significant difference between the White and ethnic minorities respondent in terms of their Professional Career Index (PCI) and Employee Index (EI), though our White respondents’ PCI score slightly higher (mean=3.8798) than their ethnic minority counterparts (mean=3.7535).  The mean of the Employee Index (EI) are identical (mean=2.7) indicating that the respondents perceive the social status of being an employee (excluding the other professions) similarly across ethnic origins.  However, by adding the Business Owner Index in the comparison, a very different picture is revealed.  The result show that ethnic minority respondent rated the social status of a business owner significantly higher (mean=3.69) than their White counterparts (mean=2.83, t=-7.145, df=200, p<0.001).  By comparing the PCI and BOI index, using a PCBO
 ratio, though both groups of respondents considered professional careers have higher social status as compared to business ownership, our White respondents have a significantly higher score in the PCBO ratio (mean=1.5115), as compared with our ethnic minority respondents (mean=1.0794, t=7.184, df= 200, p<0.001).  Notably, our ethnic minority respondents has a PCBO ratio mean of 1.0794, which is close to 1, meaning that they consider the social status of a business owner is nearly as high as the professional careers.  Despite the fact that our respondents have the same Employee index (mean=2.7), when compared it with Business Owner index, using a Employee/Business Owner (EBO)
 ratio, business ownership is considered to have higher social status (mean= 0.8031, t=-3.496, df=198, p=0.001) than an employee for our ethnic minority respondents, in comparison with our White respondents (mean=1.0285), who consider being an employee has slightly higher social stauts than a business owner.  

Table 5.  Respondents’ perceived social status of a business owner in comparison with other professions

	
	Ethnic Origin
	N
	Mean
	T
	df
	Sig (2-tailed)

	Professional Career Index (PCI) – Index of Professional careers (accountants, lawyers, doctors, scholars, engineers, MPs)

 
	White
	86
	3.8798
	1.029
	203
	.305

	
	Ethnic Minorities
	119
	3.7535
	
	
	

	Employee Index (EI) -(excluding the above professions)

 
	White
	84
	2.70
	.013
	199
	.990

	
	Ethnic Minorities
	117
	2.70
	
	
	

	Business Owner Index (BOI)

 
	White
	84
	2.83
	-7.145
	200
	.000***

	
	Ethnic Minorities
	118
	3.69
	
	
	

	Professional Career/Business Owner (PCBO) ratio 

 
	White
	84
	1.5115
	7.184
	200
	.000***

	
	Ethnic Minorities
	118
	1.0794
	
	
	

	Employee/Business Owner (EBO) ratio 
	White
	83
	1.0285
	3.496
	198
	.001**

	
	Ethnic Minorities
	117
	.8031
	
	
	


**p<0.01   ***p<0.001

Our results show that ethnic minority respondents have a significantly more positive attitude towards entrepreneurship, they are more likely to have thought about enterprise related topic and perceived a business owner as having higher social status than an employee.  This has supported previous studies that ethnic minorities are more entrepreneurial than their White counterparts (Waistad & Kourilsky, 1998; GEM, 2003; Linehan & Sosna, 2004; GEM, 2005c).  In what follows, we aim to investigate the respondent’s entrepreneurial experience and social context in order to aid understanding of the identified differences across ethnic origin.  

Entrepreneurial Experience 

In this section we focus on the respondents’ experience of involvement and past experience related to entrepreneurship.  First we asked our respondent about their involvement in sources of funding for new business.  We asked whether or not they have provided funding, been asked to provide funding or know anyone who has provided funding for new business.  

As shown in Table 6, ethnic minority respondents are significantly more likely to have provided funding for new business start-ups (p<0.001); been asked by close family member for funding (p<0.001); been asked by friends or relatives for funding (p<0.001) and more likely to know someone in their social network who has provided funding for new business (p<0.001).  This indicates that ethnic minorities are more likely to be involved in the process of business ownership, whether or not they have actually been involved in the operation of the new business.  We then asked our respondents about their involvement in their family and social networks’ business.  Again significant differences were identified in all the key aspects, our ethnic minority respondents are more likely to have family and/or friends or relatives who run/ran a business; they are more likely to help out in their family or social network’s business under the age of 16 and more likely to be helping out in these businesses now.  This result provides strong evidence that the ethnic minority respondents are likely to be more experienced in terms of involvement in entrepreneurship.

Table 6. Entrepreneurial Involvement and Experience

	
	
	White
	Ethnic Minorities
	Total
	Chi-Square Analysis

	Have you ever provided source of finance?

 
	No
	96%
	69%
	80%
	(2
	23.897

	
	Yes
	4%
	31%
	20%
	df
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	Sig.
	.000***

	Have you ever been asked by close family member for funding?

 
	No
	90%
	55%
	70%
	(2
	28.113

	
	Yes
	10%
	45%
	30%
	df
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	Sig.
	.000***

	Have you ever been asked by friends or relatives for funding?

 
	No
	92%
	54%
	71%
	(2
	32.846

	
	Yes
	8%
	46%
	29%
	df
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	Sig.
	.000***

	Do you know anyone provided source of finance in your social network?

  
	No
	84%
	46%
	62%
	(2
	29.482

	
	Yes
	16%
	54%
	38%
	df
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	Sig.
	.000***

	Your family run/ran a business

 
	No
	69%
	30%
	47%
	(2
	29.381

	
	Yes
	31%
	70%
	53%
	df
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	Sig.
	.000***

	You were asked to help out in family business when you were under the age of 16

  
	No
	81%
	48%
	62%
	(2
	21.987

	
	Yes
	19%
	52%
	38%
	df
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	Sig.
	.000***

	You have helped out in the family business when you were under the age of 16

  
	No
	80%
	49%
	62%
	(2
	19.847

	
	Yes
	20%
	51%
	38%
	df
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	Sig.
	.000***

	You are helping out in your family business now

  
	No
	93%
	68%
	79%
	(2
	17.688

	
	Yes
	7%
	32%
	22%
	df
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	Sig.
	.000***

	You have friends or relatives who has started a business

  
	No
	63%
	24%
	41%
	(2
	30.684

	
	Yes
	37%
	76%
	60%
	df
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	Sig.
	.000***

	You have helped out in your friends' or relative' business, under the age of 16

  
	No
	90%
	61%
	73%
	(2
	21.046

	
	Yes
	10%
	39%
	27%
	df
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	Sig.
	.000***

	You are helping out in your friend or relatives' business now

  
	No
	90%
	75%
	82%
	(2
	7.352

	
	Yes
	10%
	25%
	18%
	df
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	Sig.
	.007**


***p<0.001
Entrepreneurial Social Context

Networking activity, measured by frequency of interaction, has been explored in previous network studies of entrepreneurship with mixed results (Johannisson, 1988; H. Aldrich, Reese, & Dubini, 1989).  In this section we aim to investigate the respondents’ social activities, in terms of frequency and content of their social interaction.  First we asked the respondents how often they communicate with their social relations, this including their family members, kin, blood relatives and friends.  

When asked how often they communicated with their family members who are living together, our analysis shows very similar results between our two groups of respondents (85%). However, there were significant differences between the two groups of respondents when we asked them how often they communicate with their family member not living together, relatives and friends.  Ethnic minority respondents are more likely to communicate every week with their family member not living together (58%) while our White respondents are more likely to communicate with their family members not living together on an irregular basis (42%).  The result also show that our ethnic minority respondents are more likely to communicate with their relatives more often, 13% of them communicate with their relative everyday, compared to only 6% of our White respondents; adding to a total of 48% communicate with their relatives at least once a week while only 36% communicate with their relatives at least once a week.  There are also significant differences in terms of the respondents’ communication frequency with their friends, although the figures look relatively close in aggregate level, with 73% of the White respondents and 66% of our ethnic minority respondents communicating with their friends at least once a week, there are significant differences in the two categories:  34% of our ethnic minority respondents communicate with their friends everyday, compared to only 10% of our White respondents.  On the contrary, 63% of our White respondents communicate with their friends every week, compared to only 32% of our ethnic minority respondents.  

Table 7.  Networking activities – frequency
	How often do you communicate with your:
	Frequency
	Ethnic Origin
	Total
	Chi-Square Analysis

	
	
	White
	Ethnic Minorities
	
	

	Family members living together

 
	Everyday
	85%
	85%
	85%
	(2
	6.496

	
	Every week
	9%
	6%
	7%
	df
	4

	
	Every month
	1%
	3%
	2%
	Sig.
	.165

	
	Irregular basis, only occasionally
	0%
	4%
	2%
	
	

	
	Very rarely, almost never
	5%
	2%
	3%
	
	

	
	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	
	

	Family members not living together

 
	Everyday
	8%
	15%
	12%
	(2
	28.652

	
	Every week
	40%
	58%
	51%
	df
	4

	
	Every month
	10%
	15%
	13%
	Sig.
	.000***

	
	Irregular basis, only occasionally
	42%
	10%
	23%
	
	

	
	Very rarely, almost never
	0%
	2%
	1%
	
	

	
	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	
	

	Relative (kin, blood relatives)

 
	Everyday
	6%
	13%
	10%
	(2
	40.198

	
	Every week
	21%
	35%
	30%
	df
	4

	
	Every month
	10%
	31%
	22%
	Sig.
	.000***

	
	Irregular basis, only occasionally
	60%
	19%
	36%
	
	

	
	Very rarely, almost never
	4%
	1%
	2%
	
	

	
	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	
	

	Friends

 
	Everyday
	10%
	34%
	24%
	(2
	24.154

	
	Every week
	63%
	32%
	45%
	df
	4

	
	Every month
	11%
	14%
	13%
	Sig.
	.000***

	
	Irregular basis, only occasionally
	15%
	16%
	16%
	
	

	
	Very rarely, almost never
	1%
	3%
	2%
	
	

	
	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	
	


***p<0.001
The results of our analysis show very different patterns of social interaction among our respondents from different ethnic origins; this may have implications in the content of their social interaction.  The second part of this section we look at the content of the social interaction.  It is argued that the content of social interaction play a key role in shaping the shared value among the social groups and their attitude towards entrepreneurship (Lam, 2003, , 2007).  Having identified a few key aspects that are believed to have related to positive meanings of entrepreneurship, we asked the respondent how likely it is that they have talked about these aspects in their social gatherings.

Table 8. Content of social interaction

	
	
	N
	Mean
	t
	df
	Sig (2-tailed)

	Wealth of certain people/family that is known in the social network
	White
	82
	1.62
	-13.212†
	197.719
	.000***

	
	Ethnic Minorities
	118
	3.65
	
	
	

	Achievement or occupation of certain people in the network
	White
	82
	2.56
	-8.917†
	156.032
	.000***

	
	Ethnic Minorities
	118
	3.98
	
	
	

	Achievement of the relatives' children in school
	White
	82
	2.77
	-5.691†
	148.476
	.000***

	
	Ethnic Minorities
	117
	3.67
	
	
	

	Business related topics (eg. finance, people, business idea)
	White
	83
	1.84
	-11.207†
	198.791
	.000***

	
	Ethnic Minorities
	118
	3.57
	
	
	


†a t-test for unequal variances was used; ***p<0.001
As shown in Table 8, significant differences were found in all the four aspects.  Our ethnic minority respondents are significantly more likely to talk about wealth (p<0.001) and achievement/occupation (p<0.001) of their social network; they are more likely to talk about the achievement of the relatives’ children in school (p<0.001) and most importantly, they are more likely to talk about business related topics in their social gatherings (p<0.001).  This helps to reveal a different picture of social gatherings between different ethnic origins, with the content of the ethnic minorities’ social gatherings appears to be more entrepreneurship related.

Correlation of Attitude, Experience and Social activities 

In the previous sections we have identified significant differences in terms of the respondents’ attitude, experience and social activities.  In this section we aimed at presenting initial analysis of our investigation of the correlation between the respondents’ attitude and social activities.  

Table 9.  Correlation of attitude, entrepreneurship experience and frequency of social activities

	
	
	How often you communicate with: 

	
	
	Family members living together
	Family members not living together
	Relative (kin, blood relatives)
	Friends

	People you know respect those starting a new business
	Pearson Correlation
	.010
	.188(*)
	.120
	.200(*)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.907
	.024
	.154
	.017

	
	N
	142
	144
	144
	143

	There are always opportunities for starting a business 
	Pearson Correlation
	.023
	.028
	-.035
	.286(**)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.764
	.719
	.653
	.000

	
	N
	167
	169
	169
	168

	You like the idea of running your own business 
	Pearson Correlation
	.051
	-.053
	.030
	-.015

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.511
	.498
	.695
	.851

	
	N
	167
	169
	169
	168

	People you know envy those who make a lot of money from starting a new business 
	Pearson Correlation
	.050
	.238(**)
	.120
	.167(*)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.534
	.003
	.136
	.037

	
	N
	156
	157
	157
	156

	It is risky to run a business 
	Pearson Correlation
	-.067
	.039
	-.033
	-.183(*)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.386
	.614
	.662
	.017

	
	N
	171
	173
	173
	172

	It is a desirable career to be a business owner 
	Pearson Correlation
	-.027
	-.001
	-.013
	-.137

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.732
	.987
	.871
	.080

	
	N
	164
	166
	166
	165

	Business owners are more competent and capable than employees 
	Pearson Correlation
	.007
	.038
	.026
	-.017

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.925
	.628
	.736
	.830

	
	N
	166
	168
	168
	167

	Employee Index (EI)

 
	Pearson Correlation
	.019
	-.117
	-.027
	-.037

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.793
	.094
	.696
	.597

	
	N
	203
	205
	205
	204

	Business Owner Index (BOI)

 
	Pearson Correlation
	-.141(*)
	.249(**)
	.223(**)
	.230(**)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.046
	.000
	.001
	.001

	
	N
	203
	205
	205
	204

	Professional Career Index (PCI)

 
	Pearson Correlation
	.198(**)
	-.055
	-.064
	.135

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.004
	.433
	.359
	.053

	
	N
	205
	207
	207
	206

	BOPC - Business owner/Professional Career ratio

 
	Pearson Correlation
	-.329(**)
	.078
	.153(*)
	.105

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.269
	.029
	.136

	
	N
	203
	205
	205
	204

	BOE - Business owner/employee  ratio

 
	Pearson Correlation
	-.069
	.216(**)
	.110
	.170(*)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.329
	.002
	.118
	.016

	
	N
	202
	204
	204
	203


**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

The results of our correlation analysis show that the frequency of social interaction is positively associated with several aspects that attribute to the respondents’ attitude towards entrepreneurship.  Consider this with the content of social interaction help to reveal a insightful picture of social interaction and its possible impact on attitude of entrepreneurship.

As shown in Table 10, the content of social interaction is positively associated in most of the aspects that are related to positive attitude towards entrepreneurship.  From the analysis it can be inferred that the more the notion of wealth, achievement and business related topics are talked about in the social gathering, the more likely the respondents think positively about entrepreneurship.   

Table 10. Correlation of attitude, entrepreneurship experience and content of social activities

	
	
	Wealth of certain people/family that is known in the social network
	Achievement or occupation of certain people in the network
	Achievement of the relatives' children in school
	Business related topics (eg. finance, people, business idea)

	People you know respect those starting a new business 
	Pearson Correlation
	.365(**)
	.380(**)
	.206(**)
	.341(**)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.000
	.004
	.000

	
	N
	200
	200
	199
	201

	There are always opportunities for starting a business 
	Pearson Correlation
	.358(**)
	.373(**)
	.276(**)
	.304(**)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	
	N
	200
	200
	199
	201

	You like the idea of running your own business 
	Pearson Correlation
	.226(**)
	.279(**)
	.275(**)
	.266(**)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.001
	.000
	.000
	.000

	
	N
	200
	200
	199
	201

	People you know envy those who make a lot of money from starting a new business 
	Pearson Correlation
	.540(**)
	.534(**)
	.317(**)
	.438(**)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	
	N
	200
	200
	199
	201

	It is risky to run a business
	Pearson Correlation
	.106
	.172(*)
	.257(**)
	.081

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.135
	.015
	.000
	.255

	
	N
	200
	200
	199
	201

	It is a desirable career to be a business owner 
	Pearson Correlation
	.335(**)
	.387(**)
	.395(**)
	.362(**)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	
	N
	198
	198
	197
	199

	Business owners are more competent and capable than employees 
	Pearson Correlation
	.542(**)
	.434(**)
	.346(**)
	.481(**)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	
	N
	199
	199
	198
	200

	Employee Index (EI)

 
	Pearson Correlation
	-.154(*)
	-.127
	-.082
	-.094

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.029
	.072
	.249
	.183

	
	N
	203
	203
	202
	204

	BOI - Business Owner Index

 
	Pearson Correlation
	.433(**)
	.520(**)
	.330(**)
	.439(**)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	
	N
	203
	203
	202
	204

	PCI - Professional Career Index

 
	Pearson Correlation
	-.044
	.068
	-.150(*)
	-.018

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.535
	.336
	.033
	.800

	
	N
	204
	204
	203
	205

	BOPC - Business owner/Professional Career ratio

 
	Pearson Correlation
	.354(**)
	.335(**)
	.334(**)
	.339(**)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	
	N
	203
	203
	202
	204

	BOE - Business owner/employee  ratio

 
	Pearson Correlation
	.332(**)
	.342(**)
	.203(**)
	.286(**)

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.000
	.004
	.000

	
	N
	202
	202
	201
	203


**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Discussion

The results of our analysis have suggested a number of interesting observations.  Firstly our analysis shows that our ethnic minority respondents have a significantly more positive attitude towards entrepreneurship.  This has supported findings of previous studies in this aspect (Waistad & Kourilsky, 1998; GEM, 2003; Linehan & Sosna, 2004; Wilson, Marlino, & Kickul, 2004; GEM, 2005c).  Likewise, our analysis on the respondents’ entrepreneurial experience show that our ethnic minority respondents are significantly more likely to have involved in financing new ventures and are more likely to have been involved in running their family or social relations’ business when they were under age of 16.  Furthermore, they are more likely to be involved in the operation of their social relations’ business now.  Again these results have supported the findings of previous studies (Chotigeat, Balsmeier, & Stanley, 1990; Godley, 1996; Bates, 1997; SBA, 2003; Smallbone, Ram, Deakins, & Baldock, 2003; Wilson, Marlino, & Kickul, 2004; GEM, 2005c, , 2005b).  We then investigate the respondents’ social interaction and its relation to their attitude and experience.  Our results show that the ethnic minority respondents have different patterns of social interaction: they are more likely to communicate with their family members not living together, relatives, kin and blood relatives more often than their White counterparts. Furthermore, the results show that our ethnic minority respondents tend to communicate with their friends more often, a significant number of them communicate with their friends everyday, while majority of our White respondents communicate with their friends on a weekly basis.  

The difference may be due to the different forms of social activities that are institutionalised in different ethnic group.  In her studies, Lam (2003) argued that in certain ethnic groups, social activities such as wedding, birthday parties, new year parties or regular meals with social relations are institutionalised in the social groups, fail to attend them will be considered as offending the host or other members in the social network.  As a consequence of the institutionalised form and frequency of social activities, members of the social groups meet up regularly, which then form the key platform of their ongoing social interaction.  To further understanding of the ongoing social interaction, we then analyse the content of the social interaction.  The result show significant differences in the content of their social activities between our White and non-White ethnic minority respondents.  During their social gatherings, our ethnic minority respondents are more likely to talk about topics such as wealth and achievement of their social network, which is believed to be associated with the positive meanings of entrepreneurship in the social group (Lam, 2003).  This is supported by our correlation analysis which shows positive relation between frequency and content of social activities and the respondents’ entrepreneurial experience and attitudes towards entrepreneurship. Furthermore, ethnic minority respondents are more likely to talk about business related topics in social activities.  As a consequence, the institutionalised social gatherings may act like ongoing, informal business seminars that help to enhance the individuals’ entrepreneurship knowledge (Redding, 1990). In other words, while social gathering may be considered as leisure time for our White respondents, they may be part of the entrepreneurial learning process for our ethnic minority respondents.  

From an enterprise culture perspective, our findings suggest that White and Non-White ethnic minority respondents are embedded in significantly different enterprise culture.  They hold different value and attitude towards entrepreneurship; they have different level of knowledge and experience about entrepreneurship; most importantly, they learn about entrepreneurship differently.  Our ethnic minority respondents see, hear and learn about entrepreneurship throughout their upbringing: through their ongoing social interaction and different forms of institutionalised social activities.  On the other hand, our White respondents probably learnt about entrepreneurship through more ‘remote’ way such as formal education or media.  The social context, reciprocally, helps the ethnic minority respondents to enhance their entrepreneurial experience and attitude towards entrepreneurship.  

Conclusion

This study was designed to explore the different enterprise culture in order to advance the understanding of ethnic minority entrepreneurship.  Unequivocal evidence shows that certain ethnic groups display higher levels of entrepreneurial activity than their white counterparts. Despite the large amount of work that has been dedicated to ethnic minority entrepreneurship (eg. Aldrich et al. 1985, Ram, 1997, Ibrahim and Galt, 2003), there remains a lack of convincing explanation due to the absence of a comprehensive conceptual framework and a coherent methodology that addresses the links between different factors contributing to ethnic minority entrepreneurship.  Studies tend to attribute the difference in the ethnic groups’ attitude and entrepreneurial experiences to their difference in social/cultural environment.  This ‘oversocialised’ approach is challenged by Granovetter (1985) who argues that individuals do not act like atomised actors who follow the social norms and customs mechanically.  He emphasised the importance of the individual’s embeddedness in their social relations and their social interaction.  Therefore if the social situation of individuals are fully analysed, their behaviour looks less like automatic application of “cultural” rules and more like a reasonable response to their present situation (p.506).  A process-oriented research framework is proposed to investigate the enterprise culture within different ethnic groups (i.e. the enterprise subcultures), rather than one oriented primarily towards the differentiation of characteristics. The research aims to understand the interplay between individuals and their social context, how this shapes the different enterprise cultures, leading to differentiated ethnic business characteristics and consequently different levels of entrepreneurial activity in different ethnic communities.

What is highlighted in our analysis is the correlation between the different factors such as attitude, experience, knowledge and social activities.  However, it is not our aim to adopt a cause-and-effect assumption and to identify one single key factor or a few privileged factors to explain the differences between ethnic groups.  What is emphasised is the process-oriented framework that addresses the complex web of reciprocal, interactive factors that shape enterprise culture of different ethnic groups.  This has important implication for policy makers and business support agencies.  For example, the importance of social networks in entrepreneurship is repeatedly supported by previous studies (Howard Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986; Howard Aldrich, Rosen, & Woodward, 1987; Witt, 2004; Rouse & Boles, 2005; Karra, Tracey, & Phillips, 2006; Standifird, 2006). This has been responded by public policy which focuses on networks and networking linking to business support provision in areas including finance, advice, training and/or mentoring programmes.  Key activities involve creating networks of local and regional business groups, partnerships with existing networks and establishing new industry networks where needed. This is then followed by measurement criteria which mainly focus on the quantity of networks created, the number of members joining the networks and the usages of business support services etc. Apart from the self-reported ‘success’ of these policies, there is  no convincing evidence that these policies has effectively enhance the role entrepreneurship play in the economies.  One key drawback is these policies has taken the notion of ‘network’ and ‘networking’ out of context, as such what give rise to the networks and networking activities in certain ethnic groups are largely ignored.  Furthermore, how and why these networking events maintain on an ongoing basis in certain ethnic groups, across national boundaries are questions left unanswered.  From an enterprise culture perspective, the forms, frequency and content of social activities are part of a complex, reciprocal ongoing process.  In our studies, we found that the individuals’ attitudes towards entrepreneurship are associated with their social networks, entrepreneurial experience and shared value among the social group; furthermore, it is associated with how and what they communicate with their social relations.  None of the above factors can be singled out as the most important, yet each of them has a role to play shaping their entrepreneurial attitude.  It is therefore important for policy makers to appreciate the complexity of social embeddedness and its association with entrepreneurship within different social context, without adequate understanding of the complex social interaction process, it is unlikely that any policy can be effective and efficiency in fostering entrepreneurship.

Contribution to Knowledge, Limitation and Future Research

A major contribution of this study is the theoretical development in advancing understanding of ethnic minority entrepreneurship.  Drawing upon Berger and Luckmann’s (1967) social theory, network theory (Granovetter, 1985) and Redding’s (1990) institutional theory, an enterprise culture perspective is presented which helps depict the social context of ethnic minorities in the process of entrepreneurship.  The discussion presented helps advance understanding of the complex issues related to ethnic minority entrepreneurship; issues such as attitude, perception, entrepreneurial learning, experience and social activities.  For policy makers, this study provides insight into the interrelationship and implications between social context and ethnic minority entrepreneurship which are crucial in enhancing the effectiveness and efficiency of public policy.  Furthermore, the theoretical and methodological framework developed for this study helps lay a foundation for further research in understanding ethnic minority entrepreneurship from an alternative view.  

As mentioned, the data presented in this paper is the initial analysis of our stage one fieldwork.  It must be noted that this is an ongoing project, for the purpose of this paper only the comparison between White and Non-White respondents were presented.  The heterogeneity between different ethnic groups is well supported in the extant literature (Monder Ram, 1997; Moder Ram, Sanghera, Abbas, Barlow, & Trevor, 2000). Our future research agenda include data analysis of different ethnic groups (Indian, Pakistani, Chinese and Black etc.); factor analysis and content analysis of the qualitative data.  

A limitation of this study is that it has employed a relatively small sample size and is focused mainly on quantitative research.  Bear in mind this is our first stage fieldwork, it is expected that this studies can be enriched by our subsequent fieldwork, which involves in-depth qualitative research such as face-to-face interviews, focus groups, ethnographic research and longitudinal studies.
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� PCBO is the ratio of Professional Career Index (PCI) and Business Owner Index (BOI).  PCBO=PCI/BOI.   For example, if a respondent’s PCI is 3, and his BOI is 2, then his PCBO ratio is 3/2=1.5.  The higher the respondent’s PCBO ratio, the more desirable professional career is, in comparison with business ownership as a career path.


� EBO is the ratio of Employee Index (EI) and Business Owner Index (BOI).  BOI = EI/BOI.  For example, if a respondent’s EI is 2, and his BOI is 3, then his EBO ratio is 2/3=0.67.  The lower the respondent’s EBO ratio, the more desirable business ownership it is for the respondent, in comparison with working as an employee.





PAGE  
Understanding Ethnic Entrepreneurship from an Enterprise Culture Perspective

Page 1 of 20

