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Abstract
This article reviews the literature on entrepreneurshipcaeds, capturing where we have been
and where we are now, and begins to discuss where we gaigiaxt. It centres around how we
have come to understand the relationship between entrepsbieand crises through the
application of certain crisis definitions, conceptpaipgies, the crisis event sequence,
methodologies and empirical settings. It also exantio@scrises affect entrepreneurship and
how entrepreneurship affects crises. The article theodaces in some detail the five
manuscripts selected for the special issue and thelmgiins they makéowards developing
our understanding of the relationship between entrepreneansthiprises. It notes the advances,
gaps and opportunities that emerge from the literature revidw@ecial issue papers, and

concludes with a way forward for developing further our undadshg in this area
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Introduction

Crises have become a central aspect of public and acadegocidie. The volume,
nature and impact of recent crisis events explains #om the global financial crisis (2007-
2008), to natural disasters like the Christchurch earthquake (2rticanes Katrina (2005)
Harvey (2017) and Irma (2017), acts of terrorism such as 9/11 (20Qdndon Bridge/Borough
Market stabbings (2017), and the conflicts in Syria and Swdises are complex and their
effects far-reaching, felt by different groups of actors.

This special issue advances growing interest in theasfdtip between entrepreneurial
activity and crisesThe collection of papers we have assembled identifies gag explores new
directionsin this field focusingon from where crises originate, how they play out and in
particular how they impact on entreprenetingir organizations, communities, and the industries
and economies in which they operdtebringing together contemporary research on these
topics, we seek to address questions such as, what do ceisis éke the ones above mean for
entrepreneurship? How has crisis research informed our teuaigirsy of entrepreneurship and
crise® Does entrepreneurial activity influence crisis eventslaow? Can entrepreneurship
research provide a new perspective on studying crises?

While crises have become somewhat commonpiaeeshow in this special issue that
entrepreneurial activity in the context of a crisigé so muchbusiness as usual’, as it is
‘uncommon’, ‘unusual’ or representa new kind of usual, necessitating a different approach
towards doing business. Our intention is that this spessakiserves as a resource for all those
interested in the relationship between entrepreneurshipresed and becomes a starting point
for some With this introduction to the special issue we capture whatnees about this

relationship in terms of where we have heghnere we are noyand where we might go next

Entrepreneurship and Crises
Crisis research is far from new, but rather a prontined growing area of study since
the 1980s (Buchanan and Denyer 2013). Within the field of entrepsdmig, the number of
studies focusd on crises has increased substantively over the laatldge.g., Herbane 2010;
Smallbone, Deakins, Battisti, and Kitching 2012; Bullough, Reakd,Myatt 2014; Williams

and Vorley 2015Davidsson and Gordon 2015; Doern 2016; Williams and Shepherd 2016;

Simon-Moya Revuelto-Taboada, Tnd Ribeiro-Sorjano 2Gt6be and Storr 2018). Howe
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have come to understand the relationship between entrekipeand crises, has been
influenced by the application of certain crisis defomt, concepts, typologies, the crisis event
sequence, methodologies and empirical settings. Welsatearn more by looking at how

crises affect entrepreneurship and how entrepreneurshipsatféses. We discuss each in turn.

Defining a Crisis

Several definitions of &risis’ have been proposed and adopted, each of which has added
to our understanding of crises nonetheless. Most defisititescribe a crisis as an extreme,
unexpected or unpredictable event that requires an urggoingesfrom organizations and
creates challenges for thenby interfering with its operations, creating ambiguityts
decision-making processes, threatening its goals and vdlmaging its public image and
bottom line (Hermann 1963; Fink 1986; Hills 1998; Dutton 1988; Quarantelli 1988) éur
reading of the literature, Pearson and Clair’s (1998) definition of a crisis, and variations of it, is
the most commonly used in general business and managengamtizatiomal and
entrepreneurship research (e.g., Herbane 2010; Doern 2016). Sintiflair predecessors,
Pearson and Clair (1998, 6fJfined a crisis as “a low-probability, high-impact situation that is
perceived by critical stakeholders to threaten the vighif the organization”.

The emphasis in definitions on low probability, unexpectednpredictable events has
been seen by sascholars as limiting the scope of crisis research, ptioig calls to extend
conceptualizations of crises to more expected or everpdayrences and to those that evolve
over time (Bazerman and Watkins 2004; Weick et al. 1999)his@end, Williams et al. (2017)
have defined a crisis as a ‘process’, such that over time there is a weakening or degeneration that
can culminate inmevent that disruptshe actor’s (i.e., individual, organization, and/or
community) normal functioning. This weakening or degeneratidarn may result from daily
disturbances that must be overcome by the organizagign étrategic drift) and/or extreme low-
probability events (e.g., natural disasters). A procesgddefinition of a crisis has not yet been
adopted in entrepreneurship research. Nevertheldess the potential to capture more fully the
kinds of crises entrepreneurs face (from the unexpectibe ®veryday), how they come in to

being, and the opportunities or challenges they bring.

Typologies of Crisis



We have also come to understand crises through diffeemibgies which describe the
predictability of a crisis, scale, and origifi$at is, in addition to classifying crises as above,
either in terms of extreme unexpected unpredictable eve@s more mundane everyday
disturbances, sudden or gradual, crises have also begoriadd asmajor’ or ‘minor’

(Hannah, Uhl-Bien, Avolio, and Cavarretta 200®jternal’ or ‘external’ and as
‘technical/economic’ in nature orpeople/social/organizational’ centric (Mitroff, Pauchant, and
Shrivastava 1987). A technical or economic breakdown naigigist of an industrial accident or
economic crisis, whereas a riot or act of terrorism isensocial in nature, human induced
(Quarantelli 1982, 1993, 1985). A natural disaster constitutestaame event or major crisis,
whereas an employee iliness represents a more mingidayesne (Giorski 1998).
Consequently, all of these events, however they migint $&@n observer, can constitute crises
of varying magnitudes to the individuals, organizations, ormonities that experience them
and elicit varying degrees of response

Linnenlueckg2017) observed that over the 1980s and 1990s the emphasigiesbus
and management research was primarily on internal disngptmainly in response to large-
scale industrial accidents like at the Chernobyl nuglearer station or in the case of the Exxon
Valdez oil spill. These events called in to question thahiéty of complex intra-organizational
processes and the need to avoid small failures and malfasithiat could escalate into high-
consequence events. After the 9/11 terrorist attacks idnited States howevea notable shift
took place in research towards external crises anddbegequences (ibid).

Within the area of entrepreneurship specifigailysis-based research has typically
centred around externaxtreme major crisis situations, particulatte economically-oriented
(e.g., Williams and Vorley 2015; Smallbone et2012; Cowling et al. 2012; Parker et al. 2012)
While there has been some scholarship on entrepreneurghip midst and wake of natural
disasters (Monllor and Murphy 2017; Grube and Storr 2017; WillemdsShepherd 2016), the
effects of human-induced crises on entrepreneurship sxdréguently studied (e.g., Doern
2016) Research on internal crises are rare and those ampérsises experienced by
entrepreneurs rarer still, even though they may havéfisgnt implications for business The
focus of this special issue is on a range of differaatscsituations that may affect the

entrepreneurial activities of individuals, organizaticarg] places



Crisis Concepts

Two concepts central to our understandah@ crisis, and the relationship between
entrepreneurship and crises specifically, ‘arBis management’ and ‘resilience’. According to
Linnenlueckg2017), within business and management resdaotihconceptsleveloped around
the same time (e.g., through the work of Shrivastava 1994, P@36son and Clair 1998/eick
1993; Weick and Roberts 1993; Wildavsky 1988; Perrow 1984; Stawl&81; Meyer 1982
A recent conceptual paper by Williams et al. (2017) found beuwif similarities and
differences between thetwo streams of research and, witthese, opportunities for integrating
and advancing our understanding of adversity.

Crisis management has focused on how actors go about aimgntihe impact of a crisis
(Spillan and Hough 2003; Caponigro 2000). It involves attatempts (i.e., individuals,
organizations, communities) to bring a disrupted or weakenéehsys any stage of crisis back
into alignmem (Williams et al. 2017). It has been distinguished from riskagament, a concept
concerned more in research and practice with identifyingnpial problems that may lead to a
crisis (Barton and Hardigree 1995; Moore 2004).

There are only a few studies on crisis managemeneifighl of entrepreneurship and
these tend to be concerned with the actions that entieymseor small businesses take to
mitigate the negative effects of a crisis (e.g., Runyan;288fbane 2010; Smallbone et al.
2012; Doern 2016). Smallbone et al. (2012), for instance, examieexddhnizational responses
of small firms in New Zealand and the United Kingdom to the 2f)@@al financial crisis
responses that led to changes in sales, marketing andyengpit practices. In addition, small
businesses and entrepreneurs remain under-researchedwitbipthe crisis management
literature (Herbane 2010an area dominated by work on large and/or high-reliability
organizations (Perrow 1984; Shrivastava 1986). Furtherrimoseme cases entrepreneurs may
not take action to mitigate the negative effects ofsiscexiting instead or carrying on in a
‘business as usual’ fashion- e.g., when the crisis is macroeconomic in nature rétiage an
environmental jolt, and businesses are at early staghe efart-up process (Davidsson and
Gordon 2016).

Also critical to our understanding of a crisis is tlemaept ofresiliencé. Whereas a
crisis entails a sudden or gradual disruption to an organizatid crisis management is about

bringing the organization back to normal functioning, rasileecaptures the organization



ability to maintain ‘reliable’ functioning throughout the disruption (Williams et al. 2017).
Resilience takes into account the processes by which diffaceors build up and utilise
resources before, during and after a crisis (Williams. &Cdl7; Hobfoll 2001). Resilience
enables organizations and employees to respond to advers#goeer more quickly following
adversity to develop moréunusual ways of doing business and bounce back (Sutcliffe and
Vogus 2003; Vogus and Sutcliffe 2007; Luthans et al. 2010; Shin et al, R@h2nluecke
2017. Another aspect of resilience is embodied in the notidorioolage, the ability to create
order out of disorder and fashion a solution on the spot) the resources available (Levi-
Strauss 1962; Weick 1993; Mallak 1998).

A handful of studies have examined crises and resilienteeicontext of
entrepreneurship (e.g., Bullough, Renko, and Myatt 2014; WillemdsVorley 2015; Williams
and Shepherd 2016; Doern 2017; MonlordMurphy 2007;Martinelli, Tagliazucchi, and
Marchi 2018. A recent review revealegltendency for studies in this area to concentrate on the
period before the crisis and the capabilities or resoyressessed by entrepreneurs and
organizations to withstand events or adjust (see KorbeMahthughton 2017)Simon-Moya et
al’s (2016) research on new firm survival, for example, redetat greater training, experience
and resources made opportunity-driven entrepreneurs moretbkeignage during periods of
crisis and resilient than their counterparts, necessitsepreneurdd smaller number of studies
have examined how individuals, organizations or communiggsond to disruptive events or
contextual changes and transform resources into atkerBullough et al’s (2014 work on
resilience during war time. Here the authors found that iddais can develop entrepreneurial
intentions out of adversity. In a departure from these esudartinelli et al. (2018)nvestigated
the resilience of entrepreneurs across several peridsgeto a crisisbefore, during and after
an earthquake. They revealed that resilient entrepreneuesthose who created change and
opportunities with the resources they had at hand. ddere the resources entrepreneurs
required to be resilient during the emergency phase éliffeomn those needed in subsequent
stages of recovery.

More work needs to be done to understand whether, why or,asoMorber and
McNaughton (2017) suggest, entrepreneurs respond to crises, dilience protects them from
crises (if at all), or how entrepreneurs facilitate tesilience of other actors like communities. It

has been maintained that the literature on entreprameuaind resilience to date does little to



advance entrepreneurship research and further neglects targravtant insights from the field
(ibid). Therefore, we assert that while the contributions alforra the basis of an important and
emerging body of research, there remains a need to butltese foundations to critically

develop the concepts of crisis management and resilier#repreneurship

The Crisis Event Sequence

There is also merit in examiniragcrisis from the perspective of the crisis event sequence
The crisis event sequence describes the progressioreweanand its structurbelieved to be
broadly comparable across different kinds of crisesn@ul976. Buchanan and Denyer (2013)
highlight in their review paper that most often crisis aesle centres around different segments
of the sequence rather than on the sequence in itstgniine sx-phase event sequence is
presented in Figure 1.

[Figure 1 near here]

Research on the first segment of the sequence tendsdentate on pre-crisis planning,
resilience, and the incubation of crises (Turner addddn 1997)The second segment is more
about the precipitating crisis event and crisis dete¢Waeick 1993), while emphasis in the third
segmentis on crisis management and the decision-making procassesd crisis containment
(Pauchant and Mitroff 1992; Weick and Sutcliffe 2007). Reseamdme fourth and fifth
segments investigates why the crisis occurred (Brown 2000) aodyanizational
learning/barriers to learning respectively (e.g., Elliot and IS8M06). The sixth segment of the
crisis event sequence is about implementing crisis ipgeacommendations and taking a change
management perspective (e.g., Perrow 2007).

Most research on entrepreneurship and crises falls iretfirst and third segments of the
crisis event sequence. In the former ¢éise emphasis tends to be on entrepreneurship and
resilience (e.g., Bullough, Renko, and Myatt 2084nén-Moya, Revuelto-Taboada, and
Ribeiro-Soriano 2016) and crisis planning in small buse®skich has been shown to be
limited (e.g., Herbane 201Spillan and Hough 2003; Runyan 200@ther than crisis
incubation In the latter caseafew studies can be grouped in to the third segment bastéetion
investigations of crisis containment (e.g., Grube and Storr 20illlams and Shepherd 2016;

Smallbone et al. 2012). This suggests that these segmentendahemselves to the study of



entrepreneurship more readily but also that several piittie crisis event sequence remain
unexplored and wide open to investigations from an entreprehip perspective.

Buchanan and Denyer (2013) argue that while thesi¢eisdency in research to study
only part of the crisis event sequence, our understandicrgses would be enhanced by looking
at the whole sequence as a process, providing furthehiasigo the path dependencies of
different crises and profiles of crisis event sequeritleis. would be facilitated by longitudinal
research designs and an emphasis on the periods prturiteg and after the crisis, something
which, again, few studies in entrepreneurship have managéitve (for an exception see

Martinelli, Tagliazucchi, and Marchi 20L8This brings us to the next section on methodology.

Methodological Approaches and Empirical Settings

We have also come to understand crises imorel®@ research designs. Arguably, crisis
research has made the adoption of case studies andesealich samples mainstream, unlike
general business, management and organizational researehthd®ss designs are less visible
and valued (Buchanan and Denyer 2013; Linnenluecke 2017). Case atadesl suited to
capturing the temporal, unfolding nature of crjsasre of the crisis event sequence effectively
At the same time, not all crisis-based case studeagitudinal studies as crises may be
difficult to anticipate and follow througequiring significant resources on the part of
researchers. Buchanan and Denyer (2013) have proposedttiegannstances, proxy
longitudinal case studies can be created from a combimatidata sources including the media,
documentaries, archives and online sources, to reconsteygatin dependencies of crises.

While cases studies have been conducted on entrepredesmati business experiences
of crises (Herbane 2010), and in relation to specific ceignts like the earthquake in Haiti and
business emergence in this context (see Williams and Stiepd&6), surveys seem to be the
most common means of collecting data (e.g., Spillan and H2Q@®B; Smallbone et al. 2012;
Herbane 2013; Irvine and Anderson 2004; Bullough et al. 2014). Suineaf been used to
investigate whether small businessegerexperienced a crisifad crisis management plans or
teams in place (Spillan and Hough 2003; Herbane 2013), or cagesaffected small business
performance and responses (Smallbone et al. 2012). Thelsesdiend to be cross-sectional

rather than longitudinal in nature and reliant onvittial reports. Qualitative interviews have



also been used to retrospectively understand the exper@iheesepreneurs and small
businesses affected by crises (e.g., Runyan 2006; Doern 201@&nikind VVorley 2015
Methodological approaches can also be influenced by xipmnteéh some places or crises
lending themselves to specific research designs. Morethwecpntext itself (i.e., in terms of
setting, location or organisation) informs the kindsredfes studied (Smith, 2006). This might
explain the number of studies on entrepreneurship andahdisasters based in the United
States, where hurricanes, tornadoes, flooding and eartlmjaealaess the country are
commonplace, and frequent discussions take place onl¢ghelaged by thé-ederal Emergency
Management AgencyFEMA) in the recovery of communities (e.g., Runyan 2006 p&rand
Storr 2017 Dutta 2017). In presenting a variety of methodologies adiffesent contexts, this
special issue explores lessons around how individual eyahizational responses, as well as the

role of policy, can help return businesses and locatibi@spath of growth after a crisis.

How Do Crises Affect Entrepreneurship and How Does Entrepreneurship Affect Crises?

Lastly, we can learn more about the relationship betwatepreneurship and crises by
examining how one affects the othea Begin the consequences of crises for entrepreneusship
new ventures and small businesses, have been found tgdiezeend positive.

The negative effects of a crisis for entrepreneurshipvately discussed and have
included business failure, contraction and/or resourcedoBBEs was the experience of many
small rural businesses in the UK tourism industry followtmgfoot and mouth disease outbreak
in 2001 which affected farms across the British country@rd@e and Anderson 2004); many
closed, while others reduce the volume of their businea$ nstmbers and profitability. This
was also the case for small businesses in the Londonr®@4 Who suffered from vandalism,
looting and arson which damaged premises and lados of contents, sales and staff (Doern
2016) After Hurricane Katrina, many small businesses in the b8 similar experiences and
cash flow interruptions resulting in financial hardshipiiizan 2006). A few studies have also
brought our attention to the persqgrehotional and psychological effects of crises on
entrepreneurs who report poor health in the afterngath, (Doern 20L8uarantelli 1993).

In addition to the negative effects, crises can providarpetus for developing new
opportunities and resource gains (Briinjes and Revilla Diez 2@d8)e crises such as conflict

situations have been mostly found to impact negativelyntnegreneurial intentions (Bullough



et al. 2014), in some cases they can lead to resourt® thait create opportunities for starting a
business ordisaster entrepreneurship’ (Linnenluecke and McKnight 2017). They can further
promote ingenuity and the development of alternative prodectstes (Irvine and Anderson
2004) or even fuel business expansion (Doern 2016). Importantdgs can uncover
opportunities and fulfill goals for entrepreneurs thatremeonly commercial in nature but social
as well, focused on alleviating the suffering of victiMéll{lams and Shepherd 2016; Grube and
Storr 2017). This last point brings us to how entrepreneurfiegtscrises.

Entrepreneurship can reduce the negative effects of c@selke and Storr (2018) have
shown that because entrepreneurs are often embeddedt icotimmunities, they are well
positioned to address the needs of these individuals. Thig migiive supplying communities
with critical resources in the aftermath of a crigisthe form of products and services, or
donating materials, money and time to victims (Grube ana 381.8; Linnenluecke and
McKnight 2017). In this way entrepreneurs contribute to busir@gsaity by maintaining the
flow of goods and services (Herbane 2010), building the confideimther business owners
and the community at large in the process (Chamlee-Waigh Storr 2008). Business continuity
not only minimizsthe impact of a crisis, but maximizes recovery inafiermath of a crisjs
both for firms and community-wide economic activity (Band McConnell 2007
Entrepreneurs have also been found to fill institutional gdpse disaster recovery systems fail
(Williams and Shepherd, 2016; Linnenluecke and McKnight 2017) and tofiggo@ social and
economic infrastructure within communities (Dutta 2017). Our spssaé continues to build

on the different ways in which entrepreneurship and cnsgsinfluence one another.

M ore than Business as Usual

We received 19 submissions to the special issue, five of vapjobar here. Submissions
came from 50 authors, in 12 countries. The papers werengegeindently by the editorial team
and sent out to reviewers (a list of our 27 reviewers cdawel in the Appendix Those papers
that progressed to the review stage went through 2-3 cyclesisibin. We are grateful to all
those who submitted papers and to our reviewers without whostgwtdive comments, this
special issue would not have been possible. We are pleapegsent here five quality papers. In
selecting the five papers that comprisis #ipecial issue, we sought to advance our understanding

of the relationship between entrepreneurship and c&saim was to showcase different crisis
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concepts, types of crises and stages of ¢asisvell as contexts of study (United Kingdom,
Russia, Pakistan, Chile) and research approaches/mety@dol/e also highlight responses to
crises at the individual, organizational, local andaegi levels. We introduce the papers here
covering what they investigated, found, and the contributioeys make to advancing our
understanding of the relationship between entrepreneurshipiaes Each shows that the

pursuit of entrepreneurial activity in the context @figis is more thafbusiness as usual

In the first article, “Living on the Slopes: Entrepreneurial Preparedness in a Context
under Continuous Threat”, Pablo Mufioz, Jonathan Kimmitt, Ewald Kibler and Steffen Farny
present the novel setting an ‘expected’ and ‘continuous’ crisis, where the crisis has been
somewhat normaled This is a departure from earlier studies that concentratunexpected
and one-off crises. Based on a two-stage exploratory giedyand post- Calbuco Volcano
eruptions in Chile in 2015 and 2016, the authors investigate hio@pegneurs rebuilt their
businesses or seaszhfor new opportunities. This kind of entrepreneurial behatter authors
theoriz, depends on ‘entrepreneurial preparedness in a context of continuous threat’ and its four
central attributes: anchored reflectiveness, situated iexjper, breaking through and reaching
out. This study extends the concept of entrepreneurial prepassdand highligktthe important
role that community resources play in recovery froonigis. It shows that resourcefulness can
lead to novelty in entrepreneurial response if human acidiscapital can be utded within the
locality. It demonstrates that certain kinds of gisan be anticipated, enabling entrepreneurs to
make proactive decisions in contexts with relativel\dmtable threats

The second article, “Entrepreneurship through Bricolage: A Study of Displaced
Entrepreneurs at Times of War and Conflict”, by Caleb Kwong, Humera Manzoor, Mehboob
Rashid and Cherry WM Cheung foeg®n the context of displacement where people aredorce
to flee their homeland and are unable to return due to shoégersecution, war or violence.
Unlike the previous paper, displacement involves leaving resoancesonnections essential to
entrepreneurship behind. As such, the authors argue thabbedteory needs to be extended to
account for issues such as displacem@rawing on the experiences of six displaced
entrepreneurs in Pakistan, the authors investigate the &dimdsources these individuals utdiz
to revive their entrepreneurial careers following displaa@ithe role of bricolage in mobilizing
resources, and how bricolage affects the nature/outcoftbsir entrepreneurial activities. The

find that displaced entrepreneurs use both internal bgedaategies (within the organization)
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and external bricolage strategies (outside of the orghoip to either re-establish their previous
businesses or develop new endeavours in the host lacBtiamompensate for a lack of local
knowledge, networks and resources, entrepreneurs rely on graatibns of their pre-existing
competencies and utilize pre-established and clandestine ketWie authors draw out a
number of interesting implications for policy, inclagihow governments can enable those
displaced by a crisis such as war to access forms of suppor

In the third article, “Expect the Unexpected: Examining the Shaping Role of
Entrepreneurial Orientation on Causal and Effectual ff@eiMaking Logic During Economic
Crisis”, Anastasiia Laskovaia, Louis Marino, Galina Shirokova antiiaii Wales investigate
the effects of decision-making logic and entrepreneuriahtation on firm performance during
a period of economic crisis in Russia between 2015 and 201g stiheey 447 Russian SMEs
and employ regression analysis to investigate whetherldag&a(a planned decision-making
approach) and effectual logic (an emergent decision-maldpgoach) provide similar paths to
performance and examine the impact of firm level entrepnéal orientation (EO) on the
relationship between managers’ predominant decision-making logic and firm performance. They
find that during a crisis, firms tend to over-commit to daattial approach and that
entrepreneurially oriented SMEs (i.e., those with angfeo EO) will realize a more positive
relationship between the use of a causal logic and firfoqpeance At the same time, they may
experience a more negative relationship between effdogialand firm performance beyond a
certain levelTherefore, despite calls for businesses, particularlfE§Nb take a flexible and
emergent approach to crisis situations, the study highligétsrtportance and utility of a
planned approaclt also shows how EO can moderate strategic decisionaméidlowing a
crisis.

BrahimHerbane’s paper, the fourth articléRethinking Organizational Resilience and
Strategic Renewal in SMEsinvestigates how SMEs vary in the formalization @fitlactivities
intended to achieve strategic growth and resilience in teedhdifferent kinds of acute
operational interruptions. Based on a survey of 265 SMHEwitnited Kingdom and cluster
analysis, the author examines whether firms differ éirttrategic planning and crisis
management planning activities and how they are affectdidnvyocation, personal networks,
external crisis events, and entrepreneurs’ attitudes towards the prevention of crises. Contrary to

other papers in the special issue, this study does not resmiuad a specific crisis situation.
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What’s more, whereas the previous paper focused on planned versus enreggeamses ta
crisis, this one looks at the incidence of different kioflsrganizational planning he author
identifies four clusters of firms based on their folinraion activities: Attentive Interventionists,
Light Planners, Rooted Strategists and Reliant Neighbourse Thesters differ in terms of the
level of planning firms devoted to strategic growth and resibeand the perceived value of
each. For example, Attentive Interventionists engadegh levels of formalization, in both
strategic and resilience planning, while Light Planners doMost firms practised the former
(‘rooted strategists The study concludes that both forms of planning are &riticshort-term
survival and long-term development, protecting businessesdrganizational disruptions

In the fifth and final study,Knowledge diversity and Entrepreneurship Following an
Economic Crisis: An Empirical Study of RegionadsRience in Great Britain”, Paul Bishop
looks at how following the global financial crisis of 2007-2008ioral knowledge stock and
diversity affected firm creation and recovery acresgeral parts of Great Britain. The author
refers to knowledge stock as a pool of accumulated ideasdnaon by entrepreneurs to
develop innovative new products, services and processes antkégewliversity as unrelated
industries with different product and knowledge bases thgtg®aerate new opportunities for
combining knowledge across sectors. Whereas the other [irapeesspecial issue focus on
business survival and growth in relation to crises, the asipln this study is on business
creation. In addition, while the previous papers are coadewnith the resources entrepreneurs
and businesses create in times of crikis paper is about the resources available for
entrepreneurship at industry and regional levels. Relying tanfislan 380 local authorities and
districts of Great Britain over the period 2004-14 and thelt® of spatial econometric models,
the author investigates whether firm creation followirg c¢hsis is positively related to the
knowledge stock, the diversity of that stock and a rangegibnal-specific factors. Using the
knowledge spillover theory of entrepreneurship (KSTE), theysfinds tha knowledge
intensive services and unrelated diversity are of padaticonportance to the new firm birth rates,
with the latter generating the type of entrepreneurshaipfaitilitates rapid structural change and
new development paths following an exogenous economidksiibe paper shows that joined-
up policies are required to create conditions which suppolbtigeterm development of
entrepreneurship, as opposed to short-term fixes. Pol&gre need to see entrepreneurship as a

key factor in enhancing local economic development and atizpto crises in these areas.
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Conclusions and L ooking Forward

Our review of the literature has shown thatenrthinking about the relationship between
entrepreneurship and crises has been shaped, for beitersey, by how we as researchers
define and classify crisgby the crisis concepts and related segments of the evisig sequence
we have focusdon or had access to, as well as the contexts we study amdetnods
employed We have learned that whether and how entrepreneurs refgparmlisis may depend
on several factors including experience, stage of businesfogewent, the type or stage of the
crisis impacting on the business, and resources, bothms rhow resources are utilized as
well as the suitability of resources for the stage ottiss

We have also identified critical gaps in therdéitare. Studies on entrepreneurship and crises
are limited in scope due to the absence of process defmibcrises and predisposition
towards studying external crises. Few studies have contahtra internal crises, human-
induced crises and especially personal crises experiended bytrepreneyproviding new
opportunities for researchew have taken in to account the entire crisis event segus
consideedthe implications of such for entrepreneurship. Most exjstndies are concerned
with pre-crisis planning and the pastsis response. In turn, research is needed on how
entrepreneurs and small businesses learn from crisisseveainage barriers to learning and/or
incorporate change managemestudies on resilience and crisis management need to lge mor
definitive in terms of their contributions to entreprarship and with regards to how they are
informed by current thinking in the field. Context-wigette is scope to learn more about
entrepreneurship and crises in developing and emerging emsand the role played by
institutions in these settingsinally, longitudinal research while challengirsgheededin real
time or by proxy, as Buchanan and Denyer (30&8ommendSuch research might help
uncoverhow entrepreneurial activity unfolds or changes accordinggmature and stage of
crisis.

The papers in this special issue begin to address sothesefissues. They show how in
studying entrepreneurship in relation to crises we may extendnderstanding of
entrepreneurship specific concepts like entrepreneurial poepese and entrepreneurial
orientation. Collectively, they advance our knowledger@ses somewhat by providing new

insights into bricolage theory, both across differergi€gituations and levels of analysis, and by
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drawing explanations from entrepreneurship centric thegeiq., the knowledge spillover
theory of entrepreneurship). The papers bring together elitférodies of literature from
strategic to crisis managemetalling us something about planning in small businesses in
particular (e.g., how crises might inform planning in thieses along with other factors, how
planning might serve their resilience and recovery falgva crisis, what kinds of planning are
useful for small businesses in crisis and when). Sirtolgrevious studies, these articles focus
primarily on resilience, crisis planning and respom®vever, they also provide new paths for
understanding responses over time. A couple shed new ligeaoring from a crisis and the
implications for entrepreneurial processes like businesgion and growth. They also show
how opportunities can be created out of a crisis, for Imgsinesses and new collaborations at the
individual, organizational and local or regional lev@laken together, the studies in this special
issue demonstrate how the different contexts in whichsficreate resources are important and
not just in terms of planning for a crisis, but in relatto managing or emerging from a crisis.
Additionally, each paper in the special issue illustrates entrepreneurial activity in the
context of crises is more than ‘business as usual’ for entrepreneurs. In the first two studies,
‘business as usual’ is not an option for those entrepreneurs affected by the Calbuco Volcano in
Chile forced tarebuild their ventures (by ‘bouncing back”) and search for new opportunities (by
‘bouncing forward’) or the displaced entrepreneurs in Pakistan required not only to rebuild, but
in a new context, with new resources. In the third studRussian SMEs following an economic
crisis, we learned about the potential downsides of movinéatamvay from a business as usual
approach when decision-making style changed from planned tgemeend not necessarily for
the better. The fourth study on SMEs in th€ paved the way for a new kind of business as
usual where firms could enhance their resilience by fomngliand converging strategic and
crisis management plans. The finding that most businesggsct to plan for a crisis highlights
the importance of the planning and learning phases of tie exient while in the other studies
responses are more centred around recovery. Thetfiffly shows that regions also need to
adopt a new kind of business as usual approach or policiptiats a diverse knowledge base in
local business environments to improve start-up rates and@nhdaptation to crises long-term.
The aim of this special issue has bmegxamine and build on existing research around
entrepreneurship and a providing a platform for new analysis and researchmFgoonomic

crises to natural disasters and conflict, there asetesto be learned regarding how
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entrepreneurs anticipate, reaoanage and even grow when turbulence occurs. The papers go
beyond existing studies by developing new understandiregnmsbf how entrepreneurs,
organizations, localities and regions engage in presgrlanning and post-crisis strategies.

Certainly, there is more work to be dofiere is merit, for instance, in examining more
internal, gradual, every-day or personal crises withirepreneurship. If the entrepreneur
becomes seriousliit or a key employee leaves, what then are the immiesifior the business or
what plans can be mada®so, although some crises impact on a locality, manynégenational
in nature. Future research may be directed towards exanti@rdifferential impacts of and
responses to international crises and how they cambgosated across borders. Beyond the
responses of entrepreneurs or organizations to crisis, ingtitutional actors can be particularly
important for the recovery of crisis hit places and fiswcio-economic development. As ever,
the challenge is to enhance and augment the ability afpgetreurs and organizations to be
more resilient and better able to respond to crises, withistiaicting them from the
economically and socially productive nature of their aibtigi

Clearly, different types of crises demand déferesponses, and as the nature of crises
evolve there will remain a need to strive for new waysépare and respond. Crises are not
going away. We continue live in precarious times, and rezognthis is the first step to
minimizing the negative impacts. In developing the spegakiswe hope we have illuminated
the growing body of research on entrepreneurship anesenigl identified directions for future
research by underscoring some prominent research gapgiastionsWe also hope this
introduction sets the tone for the excellent papers kvwipband that collectively they inspire
further research in this interesting and dynamic aretuoly shaped by the perspective of

entrepreneurship.
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