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Abstract	
The refugee crisis has escalated significantly in Europe, becoming one of the main 

destinations for refugees. Sweden is one of the largest European recipients for asylum 
applications and was taking in the largest number of refugees in Europe in 2015 in terms 
of per capita; at 15 refugees per 1,000 inhabitants. With this large flow of refugees into 
Sweden, a large number of needs arise among the refugees along with a number of 
challenges concerning integration. These needs and challenges could potentially become 
attractive business ideas and Sweden should, theoretically, be seeing a significant increase 
in entrepreneurial activity with a focus on these issues. However, the phenomenon that is 
observed is that this does not appear to be the case with this crisis. Entrepreneurial activity 
does not appear to have increased significantly in relation to the refugee crisis in Sweden. 
Why is that? What are the underlying barriers that hinder individuals from engaging in the 
entrepreneurial process during the refugee crisis in Sweden? This study finds that the three 
main barriers after having collected 52 responses are 1) no time/ other priorities, 2) capital 
requirements and 3) lack of information. Furthermore, many of the barriers that were 
identified have to do with the individuals’ reluctance to enter the entrepreneurial process. 
A total of 21 respondents identified such a barrier - that is 40.4% of the responses 
collected. If the majority of individuals in Sweden are unwilling or reluctant to present 
innovative ideas, then the difficulty that arises is finding an efficient solution that reaches a 
large part of the population.    
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1. Introduction 
Due to the large number of conflicts that are ongoing, the world is now facing one 

of the largest refugee crises since World War 2. The UNHCR reports that over 60 million 
people (one in every 122 worldwide) have had to leave their homes in seek of refuge 
(UNHCR, 2016a). Some of these conflicts include countries such as Afghanistan, 
Burundi, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Mali, Somalia, South Sudan, and Ukraine 
(UNHCR 2015: 4). The main conflict responsible for the largest increase in refugees is the 
conflict in Syria, with 13.5 million refugees fleeing their homes (UNHCR 2015: 6).  

The refugee crisis has escalated significantly in Europe, becoming one of the main 
destinations for refugees. Sweden is one of the largest European recipients for asylum 
applications and was taking in the largest number of refugees in Europe in 2015 in terms 
of per capita; at 15 refugees per 1,000 inhabitants (UNHCR, 2016b; UNHCR 2015: 8). 
The Statistical Central Bureau (SCB) reports that Sweden received over 160,000 asylum 
applications in 2015 and has received close to 10,000 applications in the first three months 
of 2016 (Migrationsverket, 2016a).  

 

1.1 Phenomenon of the Lack of Entrepreneurial Activity 
With this large flow of refugees into Sweden, a large number of needs arise among 

the refugees as well as a number of challenges concerning integration. Some of these needs 
and challenges include education, language barrier, housing, money, and work among 
others (SW Refugee Act). Research shows that a challenge Sweden faces concerning 
integration involves Sweden being one of the worst countries in The Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) at getting immigrants into the labor 
market (OECD 2014: 5). A report released by the OECD in 2014, before the refugee 
crisis accelerated in 2015, showed a number of challenges that Sweden has to work on in 
order to better their integration process. These challenges are important to reflect on, as 
the foreign-born population in Sweden in 2015 was at around 16% of the population 
already, which is one of the largest among the OECD countries (OECD, 2015). This 
number does not include the newly arrived foreign-born population throughout 2015 and 
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the first few months of 2016. Furthermore, it is also important to understand that the 
refugee crisis has been accompanied by a number of other crises that have surfaced - mainly 
concerning the lack of resources, such as 461,000 residencies by 2020 and 60,000 educators 
by 2019.  

It is common that entrepreneurs find opportunity in times of crisis and take an 
initiative by introducing an idea that fills the gaps that have presented themselves (Yates 
2009).  As Winston Churchill once said, “never let a good crisis go to waste” (Mutter 
2016). For example, as history shows, this was already the case with the crash panics of 
1873 and American industrialist John D. Rockefeller (History 2015). Rockefeller saw the 
crisis as an opportunity to buy out his competitors at very reduced prices, which left him 
with the largest corporate empire by the end of the Great Depression (History 2015).  

With the significant extent of the refugee crisis in 2015, and the issues that 
accompanied the refugee crisis such as the unmet and obvious needs of refugees, the 
integration issues, the lack of housing and the lack of educators, Sweden should, 
theoretically, be seeing a significant increase in entrepreneurial activity with a focus on 
these issues. However, the phenomenon that is observed is that this does not appear to be 
the case with this crisis. Entrepreneurial activity does not appear to have increased 
significantly in relation to the refugee crisis in Sweden (Bolagsverket 2016), and 
individuals, both already-established entrepreneurs as well as non-entrepreneurs 
(individuals who have not started their own business), do not seem to be taking initiatives 
to present innovative solutions to address the before mentioned issues.  

 
Why is that?  
 
These issues could potentially become attractive business ideas, therefore it could be 

assumed that there must be important barriers that arise if entrepreneurial activity has not 
increased. Following the refugee crisis through media and doing preliminary explorations 
and a literature review of this paradox led to the observation of this phenomenon – namely 
that entrepreneurial activity has not increased during the refugee crisis in Sweden.  
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As this refugee crisis is still a current debate, especially the magnitude of it 
worldwide, there is a very limited amount of previous literature or research that addresses 
the underlying barriers that may be hindering individuals from the entrepreneurial process 
during the refugee crisis in Sweden. Existing literature provides a general understanding of 
the entrepreneurial process and the stages or phases an entrepreneur often goes through 
when launching a firm (Barringer and Ireland, 2012; Fayolle, 2007; Hisrich and Peters, 
2002; Steier, 2006; Volkman et al., 2010; Yu, 2011). Existing literature also provides an 
understanding of the challenges and barriers that entrepreneurs may face, generally, when 
going through the entrepreneurial process. Finally, previous research allows for a better 
grasp of possible factors that may be acting as barriers to the entrepreneurial process. For 
example, various scholars argue that personality traits of an individual play an important 
part in whether they become an entrepreneur and whether they are successful as an 
entrepreneur (Kolb 2008; Leutner et al., 2014; Rauch and Frese, 2007; Stopford and 
Baden-Fuller, 1994; Weber et al., 2014; Zhao and Seibert, 2006). Another example of a 
possible barrier may be commonly encountered barriers to entry into business such as the 
six identified by Michael Porter (1985): economies of scale, product differentiation, capital 
requirements, cost advantages independent of size, access to distribution channels, and 
government and legal barriers (Porter 1985: 9-12). While existing literature and previous 
research exists concerning these aspects, there is a very limited amount of existing literature 
or previous research concerning the phenomenon that will be examined in this study.  

Therefore, this thesis will focus on revealing the barriers behind the refugee crisis in 
Sweden that are hindering individuals from pursuing the entrepreneurial process. Both 
already-established entrepreneurs as well as non-entrepreneurs will be approached and 
asked about their views concerning this phenomenon. This will allow the study to fill the 
gap in existing literature and research and make a contribution by shedding light on these 
barriers, allowing further research to focus on possible solutions or ways to overcome these 
barriers. Therefore, the research question is as follows:   

 

What are the underlying barriers that hinder individuals from engaging in 
the entrepreneurial process during the refugee crisis in Sweden? 
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1.2 Thesis Outline: 
Section 1: The introduction has examined the focus and direction the thesis will 

take, the importance of the phenomenon that has been observed, and has presented the 
research question.  

Section 2: The introduction is followed by background information concerning the 
refugee crisis, in order to portray the magnitude of it in Sweden. Sweden has played a big 
role in welcoming refugees into the country as it has been one of the largest recipients of 
asylum applications. However, Sweden appears to be struggling in terms of resources to 
process and integrate the refugees into the society. Furthermore, the background 
information section also presents the unmet needs of refugees and some integration 
challenges that Sweden is facing with the refugee crisis. 

Section 3: The third section presents a review of the relevant literature for this 
thesis. The four stages (opportunity recognition, idea feasibility and desirability, launching 
the firm and managing the firm) of the entrepreneurial process are described and possible 
factors that may be acting as barriers are presented for each of the stages. Examples of 
possible factors include personality traits, entry barriers into the business, bad growth 
potential and fear of failure.  

Section 4: Following the literature review, the methodology is presented, where the 
overall research method for the thesis is outlined. In short, nine main steps were taken: 1) 
preliminary exploration and a literature review were conducted to increase the 
understanding of the phenomenon, 2) a preliminary questionnaire was created to use in a 
pilot study of 10 people chosen at random, 3) the questionnaire was revised based on the 
feedback from the pilot study, 4) the revised questionnaire was re-tested on the 10 people 
used in the pilot study, 5) theoretical sampling was used to identify the sample for the main 
study, 6) the questionnaire was distributed through social media, sent directly to 
individuals, going to SUP46 office and through the café in Kallhäll - collecting 52 
responses, 7) A coding process was followed which identified 10 barriers, 8) ten 
respondents were selected, one for each of the barriers identified, to be approached and 
asked follow questions to further understand the barriers, and 9) the data was then 
analyzed and discussed. 
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Section 5: This section presents the empirical data that was collected, where the ten 

barriers that were identified are presented in terms of who identified what barriers and how 
many identified it. The ten barriers include 1) moral reasons, 2) negative attitude towards 
refugees, 3) not my task/ no interest, 4) cultural and societal differences, 5) government/ 
legal barrier, 6) do not have an idea, 7) lack of information, 8) capital requirements, 9) no 
time/ other priorities, and 10) other. The most identified barrier was no time/ other 
priorities.  

Section 6: Following an overview of the data that was collected, the data is 
discussed by taking a closer look at it. This section identified interesting observations made 
about the data and discusses possible explanations of the results. For example, the section 
highlights how the majority of answers, namely 40.4% of the responses, identified a barrier 
where individuals themselves have made a choice not to pursue the entrepreneurial process. 
This shows unwillingness in the majority of individuals to take an initiative in the refugee 
crisis. 

Section 7: This section briefly summarizes and concludes the findings of the thesis. 
This section also directly answers the research question and suggests possibilities for 
further research.  

Section 8: Following the conclusion, the thesis presents limitations to the study 
such as interpretation bias from the researcher, and not examining the gender spectrum in 
the study.  

Sections 9 and 10: The thesis ends with presenting the reference list and the 
appendices.  
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2. Background Information 
2.1 Sweden and the Refugee Crisis 

In 2015 Sweden received 162,877 asylum applications, of which 70,384 were 
unaccompanied minors (Migrationsverket 2016a). Of these 162,877 applications, only 
58,802 asylum applications have been processed, of which 32,631 have been granted 
asylum, and 9,524 have been rejected. The remaining 7,297 of the applications have been 
handed over to another state as per the Dublin Agreement and 9,350 fall under the 
category Other (applications that have been written off for various reasons, such as the 
application being withdrawn or other reasons) (Migrationsverket 2016a).  

 
Figure 1: Asylum Applications 2015 

 

	
 

Figure 2: Processed Applications 2015 
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This large number of applications has been creating a backlog of asylum 
applications, and different migration agencies are working through them as quickly as 
possible. However it has become necessary to hire more employees to help with the 
processing of the applications (Migrationsverket 2015a). Municipalities, healthcare 
facilities, educational facilities, the police force, and various other agencies in Sweden are 
experiencing a lack of personnel due to the extent of the refugee crisis (MSB 2015).  

Sweden has had to introduce border controls, with the purpose of checking IDs of 
everyone entering Sweden, which has made it difficult for refugees to enter Sweden, as 
they cannot do so without a form of identification (Migrationsverket, 2015b). According 
to the Migration Agency, the purpose for the border controls is to reduce the number of 
people that are applying for asylum in Sweden (Migrationsverket, 2015b). As a result, the 
first three months of 2016 have seen a decrease in asylum applications, however Sweden 
has still received a total of 9,174, of which 948 were unaccompanied minors 
(Migrationsverket 2016a). The Migration Agency has managed to process an additional 
19,853 in the first three months of 2016, of which 7,527 were granted asylum, and 3,146 
were rejected. The remaining 3,481 of the applications have been handed off to another 
state as per the Dublin Agreement, and 5,699 have been written off (Migrationsverket 
2016a).  This leaves the Migration Agency with a total of 93,396 unprocessed(!) asylum 
applications in the month of April 2016, which means that over 50% of all the asylum 
applications Sweden has received since the beginning of 2015 have not yet been processed. 
Additionally, this means that over 90,000 people are waiting to find out whether they will 
stay in Sweden or not, and while they are waiting there is not much they can do, especially 
if they do not have any form of identification with them. According to the Migration 
Agency, the average handling time for an application is 262 days (Migrationsverket 2016a).  

 

2.2 Needs of Refugees 
By following the developments of the refugee crisis in Sweden through different 

forms of media, it becomes obvious that there are certain needs that refugees have that are 
not being addressed. Refugees face a number of challenges due to Sweden lacking the 
resources to accommodate such a large number of people. Through a workshop at SW 
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Refugee Act a total of 11 challenges were identified: 1) education, 2) language, 3) housing, 
4) money, 5) work, 6) hard to build friendships, 7) hard to find places for fun, 8) difficult 
to understand the laws, 9) waiting time, 10) hard to find information, and 11) negative 
perspective towards Muslim/Arabic speakers (SW Refugee Act). These can be further 
illuminated through an interview with Ahmad Armanzy, a 21-year old boy from Aleppo, 
Syria, who came to Sweden in November 2015. He was finishing up his marketing degree 
when he had to flee to Sweden. He had a number of needs regarding his move to Sweden: 
 
 “For the registration process it took me about 13 hours waiting for my turn and it was horrible. 

I've been here in Sweden for 3 months and nothing has happened with my process, my file. I mean 

I even didn't get my medical examination. There is a lot of people who have waited more than one 

year for their set up or their paper so I'm disappointed. And for my education you know that there 

is nothing before I get my paper (personal number) here in Sweden. I've been here in Sweden for 3 

months and I didn't get my work permit so I don't have a job - So I'm just waiting. And 1800 

SEK it’s not enough for anything.” 

 
Here one can see some reoccurring problems as mentioned in the workshop - namely 
waiting time, education, work, and money.  

 

2.3 Challenges for Sweden 
 There are a number of challenges that have become apparent in Sweden due to the 
large inflow of refugees. Firstly, a number of refugees that have arrived in Sweden have 
done so without proper identification, making it very difficult for Swedish authorities to 
identify their age. The Migration Agency in Sweden begins by talking to the refugee in 
order to investigate their age, however if that does not prove conclusive, the refugee has to 
undergo a medical assessment in order to determine their age (Migrationsverket 2016c).  
 Secondly, the large flow of refugees into Sweden is making it difficult for Sweden 
to gather the resources needed to welcome everyone. There is a lack of resources 
concerning housing, education and health care, among other factors. Concerning housing, 
according to the National Board of Housing, Building and Planning a total of 50,000 new 
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residences are needed for every 100,000 people that immigrate to Sweden (Boverket 
2015b). The board estimates a need for 461,000 new residencies between 2015-2020, and 
244,000 new residencies between 2021-2025 (Boverket 2015b). A lack of housing delays 
the integration of those with granted asylum applications, as the Migrations Agency has 
nowhere to place them where they can start their new lives (Boverket 2015a). Concerning 
education, a total of 60,000 educators are needed by 2019, due to the large number of 
refugees arriving in Sweden (Regeringen 2016). Lastly, concerning health care there is a 
lack of personnel that accompany the growing population along with the increasing 
number of elderly retired people (SCB 2015). A forecast by the Swedish Statistical 
Beaureu predicts a need for over 160,000 trained personnel within the healthcare industry 
by 2035 (SCB 2015).  
 Thirdly, there are a number of additional challenges to those mentioned above that 
affect the integration in Sweden. The Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) along with Swedish authorities have identified seven main points 
that have been labeled as critical issues that migrants, including refugees, face when trying 
to integrate (OECD 2014: 4). These seven points are:  

1. Basic skills and Swedish language for adults  
2. Validation and recognition (of education) 
3. Employer demand (skill-matching) 
4. Discrimination 
5. Networks and job search (access to such channels) 
6. School-to-work transitions  
7. Co-ordination among integration actors  

 

2.4 Refugee and Asylum Seeker Defined 
To better understand what the study refers to when talking about refugees, a 

refugee will be understood as an individual who has fled their country, involuntarily, due to 
fear of persecution, war or violence and is unable to return back home (UNHCR 2016c). 
This fear of persecution derives from reasons of race, religion, nationality, political opinion 
or the members of a social group (UNHCR 2016c). An asylum seeker is a refugee who 
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seeks sanctuary and protection in another country (UNHCR 2016C). In order for an 
asylum seeker to get their application approved they need to validate the fear of persecution 
and that they are unable to return home (UNHCR 2016c).  
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3. Theoretical Background 
As mentioned in the introduction of this thesis, there is a limited amount of 

previous research concerning the underlying barriers that may be hindering individuals 
from the entrepreneurial process during the refugee crisis in Sweden. However, there is 
information concerning the stages of the entrepreneurial process, as well as concerning 
barriers that may be encountered before or during the entrepreneurial process, which will 
be presented in this theory section.   

While 70% of the Swedish population have voiced that they consider to be able to 
recognize good business opportunities, only 37% believe they have enough capabilities to 
launch a firm (GEM 2015). This theoretical background will therefore begin by examining 
the entrepreneurial process and its four stages, in order to provide a better understanding of 
the four stages through which an entrepreneur must go through to launch and manage a 
firm. Possible factors that may act as barriers will also be presented in each stage in order to 
examine what could be hindering an individual from becoming engaged in and remaining 
in the entrepreneurial process during the refugee crisis in Sweden.  

To gather literature for this theoretical section, various sources were used. Firstly, 
libraries were used as a source, including the City Library in Stockholm (Stadsbiblioteket), 
and the libraries at Stockholm University and Uppsala University. Secondly, the Uppsala 
University and Stockholm University databases were used to access articles and journals 
such as Strategic Management, Business Venturing, and Business Research among others.  
Lastly, online search engines were used to find literature, including Google Scholar, 
Emerald Insight, and JSTOR, among others.  

 

3.1 Entrepreneurial Process 
Entrepreneurship is “the process by which individuals pursue opportunities without 

regard to resources they currently control” (Barringer and Ireland 2012: 32). Entrepreneurs 
who decide to pursue an opportunity, typically go through the entrepreneurial process in 
order to launch their business. The phases or stages of the entrepreneurial process are 
described differently by scholars, however there are common elements among the majority 
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of them. Six examples of how scholars view the stages of the entrepreneurial process are 
presented below: 

 
Table 1: Entrepreneurial Process Literature Review 

 
1. Bruce R. Barringer and R. 
Duane Ireland (2012) 
 
 
o Step 1: Deciding to 

become an entrepreneur 
o Step 2: Developing 

successful business ideas 
o Step 3: Moving from an 

idea to an entrepreneurial 
firm 

o Step 4: Managing and 
growing the 
entrepreneurial firm 

 
(Barringer and Ireland 2012: 
49).  
 

2. C.K. Volkman, K.O. 
Tokarski, & M. Grunhagen 
(2010) 
 
o Phase 1: Conception and 

gestation phase 
o Phase 2: Starting-up 
o Phase 3: Viable market 

establishment of the 
enterprise 

o Phase 4: Management of 
growth 

 
(Volkman et al. 2010: 68-69). 
 

3. Fu Lai Tony Yu (2011) 
 
 
 
o Step 1: Identification and 

evaluation of the 
opportunity 

o Step 2: Development of 
the business plan 

o Step 3: Determination of 
the required resources 

o Step 4: Management of 
the resulting enterprise 

 
(Yu 2011: 43). 

 

4. Alan Fayolle (2007) 
 
 
o Phase 1: The trigger of the 

process 
o Phase 2: The total 

commitment of the 
entrepreneurial 
individual 

o Phase 3: The survival of 
the company created 

 
(Fayolle 2007: 153).  
 

5. Lloyd Steier (2006) 
 
 
o Stage 1: Opportunity 

recognition 
o Stage 2: Decision to 

proceed 
o Stage 3: Assembling 

required resources 
o Stage 4: The launch 
o Stage 5: Building a 

successful business 
o Stage 6: Harvest 
 
(Steier 2006: 1104). 

6. Robert D. Hisrich and 
Michael P. Peters (2002) 
 
o Stage 1: Identifying and 

evaluating the 
opportunity 

o Stage 2: Developing the 
business plan  

o Stage 3: Determining the 
resources required  

o Stage 4: Managing the 
resulting enterprise 

 
(Hisrich & Peters 2002: 40).  
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 These six scholars appear to be in some agreement in terms of the general elements 
that make up an entrepreneurial process. In the majority of cases, the process begins with a 
trigger, such as an idea or a recognized opportunity that encourages one to become an 
entrepreneur. This is followed by an evaluation of the idea to assess whether the idea is 
feasible, at which stage a business plan might be drafted, in order to determine what 
resources are needed to proceed. Once that has been done the business is launched, and it 
is here that the individual is making a commitment to their idea. The final phase of the 
entrepreneurial process involves managing and growing the firm (Barringer and Ireland 
2012: 50-52; Fayolle 2007: 154-158; Hisrich and Peters 2002: 40-42; Steier 2006: 1104; 
Volkman et al. 2010:  68-70; Yu 2011: 43). This is essentially the process that is being 
described by the six scholars mentioned above; the difference is in how they divide the 
stages and in the phrasing.  

 

3.2 Stages of the Entrepreneurial Process 
Considering the above information, the thesis will understand the entrepreneurial 

process in four stages, as seen with the majority of the scholars mentioned above do. These 
stages will be 1) opportunity recognition, 2) idea feasibility and desirability, 3) launching 
the firm, and 4) managing the firm. This section will look closer at each stage in order to 
understand the context of each stage, which is important because it will allow the thesis to 
identify where in the entrepreneurial process the main barriers may surface. Additionally 
the section will present factors that may act as barriers that may arise at each stage of the 
entrepreneurial process.  

3.2.1 Stage 1: Opportunity Recognition 
 The first stage involves an entrepreneur recognizing an opportunity, namely a need 
or a gap in the market that has the potential to be filled with a business (Ardichvili et al. 
2000: 108; Barringer and Ireland 2012: 69; Fayolle 2007: 68; Volkman et al. 2010: 154). 
An opportunity is “a favorable set of circumstances that creates a need for a new product, 
service or business” (Barringer and Ireland 2012: 69). An opportunity can be identified in 
one of two ways: 1) it is noticed unintentionally, or 2) an individual who wishes to become 



	 22	

an entrepreneur searches for an opportunity (Ardichvili et al. 2000: 115; Barringer and 
Ireland 2012: 69; Fayolle 2007: 164; Volkman et al. 2010: 68).  
 There are a number of approaches that an entrepreneur may pursue in order to 
identify an opportunity. Various literature identifies three similar approaches: 1) observing 
trends, 2) problem-solving, and 3) identifying gaps in the market (Ardichvili et al 2000: 
108; Barringer and Ireland 2012: 70; Volkman et al 2010: 84, 88, 90;).  The first approach 
involves being aware of the fast changing environment and being able to recognize an 
opportunity in the rising trends (Barringer and Ireland 2012: 70; Volkman et al. 2010: 81, 
84). The second approach involves identifying a problem by looking at challenges that 
people may be experiencing and in turn presenting a solution to the problem (Ardichvili et 
al. 2000: 108; Barringer and Ireland 2012: 76; Volkman et al. 2010: 84). The third 
approach involves identifying a gap, namely a product or service that is wanted or needed 
by customers but is not available to them (Ardichvili et al. 2000: 108; Barringer and 
Ireland 2012: 79; Volkman et al. 2010: 88).  
   

3.2.1.1 Barrier: Personality Traits 
 In this first stage, a possible barrier may be an individuals’ personality traits. 
Various scholars argue that personality traits of an individual play an important part in 
whether they become an entrepreneur and whether they are successful as an entrepreneur 
(Kolb 2008; Leutner et al., 2014; Rauch and Frese, 2007; Stopford and Baden-Fuller, 
1994; Weber et al., 2014; Zhao and Seibert, 2006). Lacking certain personality traits may 
act as a barrier that keeps an individual from entering the entrepreneurial process. On the 
other hand, having certain personality traits, such as a need for autonomy by being one’s 
own boss, may lead an individual to search for opportunities (Nicolaou et al. 2009: 110).  

Zhao and Seibert (2006), Leutner et al. (2014) and Rauch and Frese (2007) have 
conducted meta-analyses concerning the relationship between personality traits and 
entrepreneurs. They reach similar conclusions regarding which personality traits relate to 
entrepreneurs, however the difference is in how they label the trait. Zhao and Seibert 
(2006), and Leutner et al. (2014) use the Big Five Personality Dimensions to label the 
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traits, while Rach and Frese do not (Leutner et al. 2014: 61; Rauch and Frese 2007:  369-
370; Zhao and Seibert 2006: 265-266). These scholars identified a number of traits that 
relate to entrepreneurs, which are presented in the table below. 

Furthermore, Kolb (2008), Stopford and Baden-Fuller (1994), and Weber et al. 
(2014) have also examined the relation between personality traits and entrepreneurs and 
agree that entrepreneurs have a number of common personality traits. The traits these 
scholars identified to be common in entrepreneurs are also presented in Table 2 below.  

 
Table 2: Personality Traits in Entrepreneurs 

	
1. Kolb, R (2008) 
 
 
• Need for 

achievement 
• Propensity to take 

risks 
• Innovation 
• Self-confidence 
• Internal locus of 

control 
• Independence 
• Freedom 

2. Rauch, A. and Frese, 
M. (2007) 
 
• Need for achievement 
• Risk taking 
• Innovativeness 
• Proactive personality 
• Stress tolerance 
• Internal locus of 

control 
• Self-efficacy 
• Need for autonomy 
• Trustworthy 

 

3. Zhao, H. and Seibert, S. 
(2006) 
 
• High Conscientiousness 
• Risk propensity 
• High Openness to 

experience 
• Extraversion 
• Low Neuroticism 
• Low Agreeableness  

 

4. Stopford, J. and 
Baden-Fuller, C. 
(1994) 
 
• Learning capability 
• Proactiveness 
• Aspirations beyond 

current capability 
• Team-orientation 

5. Weber, S. et al. (2014) 
 
 
 
• Need for achievement 
• Risk taking propensity 
• Entrepreneurial 

innovation propensity 
• Entrepreneurial self-

efficacy 
• Need for autonomy 

 

6. Leutner, F. et al. (2014) 
 
 
 
• High Conscientiousness 
• Risk propensity 
• High Openness to 

experience 
• Extraversion 
• Low Neuroticism 
• Low Agreeableness  

 
 
(Kolb 2008: 725; Leutner et al. 2014: 61;  Rauch and Frese 2007:  363; Stopford and 
Baden-Fuller 1994: 523-524; Weber et al. 2014: 164- 165; Zhao and Seibert 2006:  271). 
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 As mentioned earlier, these scholars identify similar traits, the difference is in how 
they label them. Considering the above review, the main traits for this thesis will be 
categorized under the headings known as the Big Five personality traits similarly discussed 
by Zhao and Seibert (2006), and Leutner et al. (2014). These are:  

1. High conscientiousness, which includes traits such as a need for achievement, 
organized, persistent, hard working, and motivated in pursuing goal 
accomplishment. 

2. High openness to experience, which includes traits such as creative, innovative, 
imaginative, reflective, and untraditional. 

3. Extraversion, which includes traits such as proactive, asserted, dominant, energetic, 
active, talkative, and enthusiastic. 

4. Low neuroticism, which includes traits such as internal locus of control, self-
confident, calm, even-tempered, relaxed and self-efficacy. 

5. Low agreeableness, which includes traits such as trusting, forgiving, caring, 
altruistic, gullible, independent and a need for autonomy. 

 
In addition, a sixth trait is commonly identified by all of the above scholars, which is 

risk propensity.  
Lastly, according to Israel M. Kirzner (1999), in order for an entrepreneur to 

recognize an opportunity it is essential for the entrepreneur to be alert (Kirzner 1999). 
Having this quality of alertness allows the entrepreneur to foresee an economic 
development that others may have overlooked, as well as allowing the entrepreneur to see 
an error in the other actors’ price structure that could be improved (Kirzner 1999).  
Alertness may result in profits for the entrepreneur, and is therefore an important quality 
to consider in an entrepreneur (Kizner 1999). “Entrepreneurship is the alertness to and 
foresight of market conditions; it must necessarily precede actions taken in accordance with 
that alertness” (Kirzner 1999).  

Therefore, considering the above literature overview, the seven personality traits 
that are common among entrepreneurs are 1) high conscientiousness, 2) high openness to 
experience, 3) extraversion, 4) low neuroticism, 5) low agreeableness, 6) risk propensity and 
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7) alertness. Individuals with these personality traits may therefore be more likely to 
identify and pursue an opportunity, and become an entrepreneur.  

3.2.2 Stage 2: Idea Feasibility and Desirability  
 The second stage requires the entrepreneur to assess whether the opportunity that 
was recognized could be a viable business idea and whether the entrepreneur wants to 
pursue the opportunity. This stage involves research concerning the desirability and the 
feasibility of the idea. The entrepreneur should test the appeal of the product or service, 
and the appeal of the industry and target market, to determine whether he or she have the 
necessary management expertise, organizational competence and resources in order to 
launch their business, and lastly to determine financial viability (Barringer and Ireland 
2012: 107-120; Fayolle 2007: 154, 156, 159; Volkman et al. 2010: 115-116, 133-135). A 
product must be desirable, as this is also a very important factor that potential investors 
look at when deciding where to invest their money, and therefore an important factor for 
entrepreneurs seeking investments (Barringer and Ireland 2012).  

For an opportunity to be a favorable set of circumstances that creates a need, it 
should be 1) attractive, 2) durable, 3) timely, and 4) anchored in a way that it creates or 
adds value to the end customer (Barringer and Ireland 2012: 69). If the idea fails the 
feasibility analysis, the entrepreneur should rethink the idea. If the idea passes the 
feasibility analysis, the entrepreneur should write up a business plan (a document that 
describes what the company intends to accomplish and how) (Ardichvili et al. 2000: 112; 
Barringer and Ireland 2012: 105, 138; Volkman et al. 2010: 68, 93).  

To explain entrepreneurial behavior there has been a development of various 
intentions-based models. The first model was developed by Barbara Bird in 1988, and 
represents the implementation of an entrepreneurial idea (Fayolle 2007: 168). Bird argued 
that entrepreneurial intentions are what determine the form, the direction and the 
development of the company (Bird 1988: 442). Furthermore, the outcomes of the company 
are also all determined by entrepreneurial intentions (Bird 1988: 442). An individuals’ 
history in terms of their personality traits, abilities and experiences, all influence that 
individuals’ intentions (Bird 1988: 443). Therefore, if a person has a history that includes 
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entrepreneurial related factors, then they may have more entrepreneurial intentions than 
those who do not. Barriers that may arise at this stage include moral challenges, which may 
be due to certain personality traits, and a fear of failure, which may be due to certain past 
experiences.   

3.2.2.1 Barrier: Challenge Morals 
 It is worth considering the question morals as a barrier that is hindering individuals 
from wanting to launch a business. There are moral challenges that entrepreneurs have to 
face, and the thought of having to make moral decisions may not be something some 
individuals are equipped to deal with (Hannafey 2003: 106). Weber et al. (2014) explore 
moral challenges that may be faced entrepreneurs and presents the following examples of 
moral challenges: “problems related to basic fairness, personnel and customer relationships, 
honesty in communications, and distribution dilemmas” (Weber et al. 2014: 201). Harris 
et al. (2009) explore possible moral challenges that may arise, including: “division of profits 
within the organization, high risk associated with newness, and the tradeoff between 
impression management, legitimation, and honesty” (Harris et al. 2009: 409). Lastly, Kolb 
(2008) also explores possible moral challenges, some similar to Harris et al.’s, and add some 
of their own including “distributive inequalities…decisions regarding layoffs and workplace 
discrimination as well as fairness in promotions” (Kolb 2008: 725). These examples of 
moral challenges that may be faced by entrepreneurs may be possible suspects to barriers 
that hinder individuals from wanting to engage in the entrepreneurial process.  

3.2.2.2 Barrier: Fear of Failure 
 Fear plays a key role in whether individuals take the step in deciding to become an 
entrepreneur, and may be a second barrier of stage 2 (Berger 2015: 183). 
Previous research outlines three areas that typically categorize success and failure for 
entrepreneurs. These three areas include 1) the individual (entrepreneur), 2) the 
surrounding environment, and 3) the activities commenced by the entrepreneur (Rotefoss 
and Kolvereid 2005: 110). Philipp Berger (2015) conducted a review of 69 pieces of 
literature and found that the top 5 reasons for failure within entrepreneurs are: 1) 
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management skills (52%), 2) marketing (30%), 3) industry expertise (30%), 4) finance 
(23%) and 5) business plan (19%) (Berger 2015: 183). If an individual feels that they are 
lacking skills in these areas, they may be fearful of pursuing an entrepreneurial idea. This 
fear may therefore act as a barrier.  

Yetisen et al. (2015) also present a number of reasons startups may fail. The top 3 
reasons are listed below in descending order of significance: 

1. No market need (42%) 
2. Lack of sufficient capital (29%) 
3. Incompetent team (23%) 

(Yetisen et al. 2015: 3651).  
 

It is important to understand reasons startups might fail, because these reasons may 
be a fear individuals have and therefore a barrier they encounter to the entrepreneurial 
process. For example, if an individual fears that the market does not need their product or 
service, despite doing research that shows that there could be a need for it, the fear of 
failing overrides the individuals decisions. 

3.2.3 Stage 3: Launching the Firm 
 After the idea has been deemed feasible and desirable, the idea is ready to become 
an entrepreneurial firm. Here the entrepreneur makes the decision to act, to go ahead with 
the idea and launch a business. To be able to achieve this, a sufficient amount of money is 
needed and the firm has to meet a number of ethical and legal guidelines, such as obtaining 
the proper licenses and permits or drafting a founders’ agreement (Barringer and Ireland 
2012: 241, 281; Volkman et al. 2010: 68, 69). Furthermore, in some industries, particularly 
crowded industries, the entrepreneur has to overcome a number of entry barriers that may 
act as possible barriers.  
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3.2.3.1 Barrier: Governmental and Legal Procedures in Sweden 
“Sweden deviates negatively in three aspects that hinder entrepreneurs and 

companies: extensive government involvement in the economy, high taxes and strict labor 
market legislation for permanent employment” (Tillvaxtanalys 2012).  

The OECD economic survey of Sweden in 2015 reported that government and 
legal barriers in the form of regulatory procedures is high (OECD 2015a). For example, 
the tax system in Sweden (including corporate tax, personal income tax and taxes on capital 
gains) has significantly affected entrepreneurs in their considerations of whether to enter an 
industry or not (OECD 2015a). The tax system has further affected investment incentives, 
which may in turn make it more difficult to obtain investments to start a company (OECD 
2015a). The fiscal freedom (the measure of tax burden by the government) in Sweden is at 
44.4%, which is at a level of repression on the freedom scale (Heritage 2016). These 
numbers are important as they provide an understanding of the significant role the 
government plays in the entrepreneurial process for an entrepreneur. 

While governmental procedures have become leaner in other OECD countries, 
they have not changed much in Sweden for over a decade (OECD 2015a). Additionally, 
the procedure concerning licenses and permits is complex, making it a long and difficult 
process to ensure that all the licenses and permits are properly completed and obtained 
(OECD 2015a). These governmental and legal procedures are important barriers that 
affect entrepreneurship in Sweden (OECD 2015a).  

Finally, not only do entrepreneurs have to follow the procedures and regulations in 
Sweden, but also EU regulations concerning a number of aspects. For example, 
entrepreneurs have to follow regulations concerning 1) products, in terms of 
manufacturing, labeling, marketing etc., or 2) safety requirements in terms of machines, or 
3) VAT taxing, or 4) environmentally friendly regulations, and other regulations that are 
relevant to the business they are launching (Eubusiness 2016).  

3.2.3.2 Barrier: Entry into an Industry 
 There is currently no agreed upon definition of what an entry barrier is. To 
establish a working definition of an entry barrier for this study, three definitions presented 
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by the well-respected economists Joe S. Bain (1956), George J. Stigler (1982) and Denis 
W. Carlton, and Jeffrey M. Perloff (1994), were examined and taken into consideration 
(see Appendix 1). Therefore, the understanding of an entry barrier for this study will be the 
following: anything preventing the creation of a firm instantly, whether it be a cost faced by new 

entrants, or an advantage held by established firms and not new entrants.  
After conducting a literature review concerning entry barriers, the most reoccurring 

entry barriers that the literature identifies are those presented by well-respected professor 
from Harvard Business School, Michael Porter (see Appendix 2). However, it is important 
to keep in mind that there are some universal barriers that often can be generalized and 
applied to many different industries, such as the government and legal barriers, however 
there are also specific barriers that arise within different industries. For example, the 
hospitality industry is accompanied with certain hygiene requirements (a specific legal 
barrier) that need to be met in order to remain operational. 

Considering the above-mentioned definition of an entry barrier, Porter’s seven main 
entry barriers serve as good examples of both costs endured by new entrants and advantages 
held by established firms in an industry. These seven main entry barriers are the following: 
  

1. Supply-side economies of scale  

• Economies of scale are reached when a company produces larger bulks of 
their product at lower costs. This can be done, for example, by spreading 
the fixed production costs over a larger number of units, by retaining 
technology that is more efficient, or by negotiating terms with suppliers 
(Porter 1985: 9).  

2. Demand-side benefits of scale  

• Demand-side benefits, or network effects, appear in industries where the 
preparedness to pay for products increases with the number of buyers who 
support the company (Porter 1985: 10).  
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3. Customer switching costs 

• Customer switching costs are the costs that buyers experience when 
changing suppliers (Porter 1985: 10). The higher these costs are the less 
inclined buyers are to switch suppliers (Porter 1985: 10).  

4. Capital requirements 

• Capital requirements refer to the financial resources needed to launch a 
company (Porter 1985: 10).  

5. Cost advantages independent of size  

• Cost advantages that firms may possess, regardless of their size, may include 
access to a good geographical location, access to certain technology, or 
access to the best raw materials. These advantages may provide the firm 
with an advantage over others that is hard for new entrants to compete 
against (Porter 1985: 11). 

6. Unequal access to distribution channels  

• Particularly in crowded industries, new entrants may face difficulties in 
gaining access to distribution channels that may be needed (Porter 1985: 
11).  

7. Government and legal barriers  

• Government and legal requirements may be encountered as barriers in the 
form of taxes, license requirements, investment restrictions, patents, 
trademarks, and copyrights may be encountered (Porter 1985: 12).   

 
These seven entry barriers are encountered by the majority of entrepreneurs 

launching their business, however some may be more prominent in some industries than 
other, and strategies in overcoming these barriers vary between entrepreneurs and 
industries.   

3.2.4 Stage 4: Managing the Firm 
 Managing the firm and moving from the start-up phase and into the growing phase 
is the final step in the entrepreneurial process. When managing the firm, regardless of 
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which phase the firm is in, whether it is launching, it is a start-up or has entered the 
growing phase, financial management is of upmost importance (Barringer and Ireland 
2012: 282; Volkman et al. 2010: 283). There are four main objectives a firm should strive 
for; 1) profitability, the firm’s ability to make a profit 2) liquidity, the firm’s ability of 
meeting short-term financial obligations, 3) efficiency, the firm’s productive use of assets in 
relation to its revenue and profits, and 4) stability, the stability of the firm’s overall 
financial position (Barringer and Ireland 2012: 282; Volkman et al. 2010: 287-292). When 
growing the firm, it is important for an entrepreneur to ensure that the right internal or 
external strategies are implemented and to develop an ability to manage growth by making 
sure the business is not growing too fast (Barringer and Ireland 2012: 461, 489, 498).  

3.2.4.1 Barrier: Regulations 
One of the most important barriers that is likely to be encountered when an 

entrepreneur wants to grow their company is regulations. Several reports identify 
regulations as an important barrier for entrepreneurs. Firstly, the OECD Economic Survey 
of Sweden 2015 showed the same results and concluded that lowering barriers of 
regulation would in turn increase growth (OECD 2015a). Secondly, the Index of 
Economic Freedom by The Heritage Foundation also identifies regulations as a barrier, 
and has scored Sweden’s overall economic freedom at 72%, which on the freedom scale, 
points to mostly free (Heritage 2016). Interestingly, Sweden’s labor freedom is scored at 
53,5%, which, on the freedom scale, points to mostly unfree (Heritage 2016). These 
statistics are interesting to shed light on, as it may be assumed that Sweden is free in all 
aspects.  

3.2.4.2 Barrier: Poor Growth Potential  
Porter (1985) identifies five main forces in his Five Forces Model that may create a 

barrier of poor growth potential for companies who want to grow. These five forces are:  
1. Competition from rivals within the industry 
2. Competition from potential new entrants into the industry 
3. Competition from companies that offer substitute product 
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4. The bargaining power of suppliers 
5. The bargaining power of customers 

(Porter 1985: 4).  
 
Entrepreneurs wanting to grow their business commonly encounter these five main 

forces. However, as with the entry barriers, some of these main forces may be more 
prominent in some industries than other, particularly crowded industries. The strategies 
used in overcoming these barriers also vary between entrepreneurs and industries.   
 

3.3 Additional Possible Barriers  
“Becoming an entrepreneur remains a challenge that often involves giving up secure wage-work 

for a risk-bearing future with uncertain consequences for the family’s future financial wellbeing. 

Besides the economic risk, entrepreneurs are facing an increased workload, an increased divorce 

rate, and increased levels of stress. The success rate is low; around 40% of new companies will fail 

within the first year and 60% within five years” (Dahl et al. 2010: 857).  
  

This quote introduces some general risks that accompany entrepreneurship that an 
individual aiming to become an entrepreneur has to be aware of. The risks mentioned 
include an economic risk, long work hours, a high probability of divorce, and high levels of 
stress. Not only that, but the rate for success is incredibly low. Furthermore, retaliation 
from existing companies within the industry, technological advancements and innovations 
are also factors that may create barriers for entrepreneurs in all stages of the entrepreneurial 
process (Porter 1985: 12, 22).  
 

3.4 Entrepreneurial Process Reflection 
While we consider this information, a paradox emerges already at this stage as to 

why entrepreneurial activity has not spiked in relation to the opportunities and obvious 
needs that have presented themselves during the refugee crisis in Sweden. Entrepreneurial 
activity and intentions do not appear to be at worse levels than other large European 
countries, such as France, Italy, Spain, the UK and Germany (GEM 2015). In fact, 



	 33	

Sweden performs better than these large European countries when it comes to the 
percentage of the populations that go through the entrepreneurial process and into the 
startup phase, where the percentages are 5% for Sweden and 4% for the large European 
countries (GEM 2015: 25). Furthermore, 70% of the Swedish population recognize good 
business opportunities in the area that they live in, as opposed to only around 50% of the 
population in the US doing so, and finally a mere 32% of the population in the large 
European countries (GEM 2015: 40). Therefore, the paradox remains, what barriers are 
hindering individuals from engaging in the entrepreneurial process during the refugee 
crisis? 

 

3.5 Theory Conclusion 
 In conclusion, there are a number of possibilities of where individuals could be 
encountering barriers within the entrepreneurial process and what these barriers could be. 
This theory section reviewed the stages of the entrepreneurial process in order to develop 
an understand of what the entrepreneurial process looks like and what stages an 
entrepreneur has to go through to launch a business. After reviewing a number of scholars 
and their views on the entrepreneurial process, the process was narrowed down to four 
main stages, which are 1) opportunity recognition, 2) idea feasibility and desirability, 3) 
launching the firm, and 4) managing the firm. Within each of these stages there are 
possible barriers that may be encountered by entrepreneurs. In the first stage, opportunity 
recognition, personality traits were discussed as a possible barrier. In the second stage, idea 
feasibility and desirability, the challenge of morals and a fear of failure were discussed as 
possible barriers to making a commitment to the recognized opportunity in stage 1. In the 
third stage, launching the firm, the difficulties with governmental and legal procedures in 
Sweden were discussed as an important barrier, where Sweden’s fiscal freedom is at a level 
of repression. Furthermore, Porter’s entry barriers were discussed as possible barriers for 
entrepreneurs launching their firm. Lastly, in the fourth stage, managing the firm, 
regulations and a poor growth potential as a barrier. Finally, the theory section reviews 
general barriers that may discourage individuals from entering the entrepreneurial process, 
namely factors such as the economic risk and long work hours.  
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4. Methodology 
As mentioned previously, this thesis aims to shed light on the barriers in Sweden 

that are hindering individuals from taking initiatives through the entrepreneurial process 
that address the unmet needs of refugees and integration challenges. In order to do so, 
exploratory research was instigated, starting with preliminary explorations of the 
phenomenon while reviewing literature relevant to the topic. It was an exploratory research 
with open questions with the purpose to gain more insights into the phenomenon 
(Saunders et al. 2012: 171). This research allowed for the formation of a web questionnaire 
that assisted in collecting the data needed to answer the research question.  

 

4.1 Research Design  
The preliminary exploratory research along with the literature review allowed for 

the identification of the method that would be used to collect the empirical primary data 
that would later answer the research question.  Given the scope of the thesis an inductive 
approach is used as it implies generating theory out of research (Bryman 2012: 380; 
Saunders et al. 2012: 144), which is applicable in this study as data will be collected and 
analyzed in order to identify what could be acting as barriers in this phenomenon.  

Given the research question, a qualitative case study approach was appropriate as 
the research focuses on investigating non-numeric data in a single country, Sweden 
(Bryman 2012: 66, 380; Saunders et al. 2012: 161, 179).  This approach was chosen 
because in order to answer the research question, opinions have to be collected. The 
information was gathered using an interactive method, namely web questionnaires, as these 
allow for a larger sample to be reached and offer a high response rate of up to 50% 
(Bryman 2012: 676, 677; Saunders et al. 2012: 421). Furthermore, web questionnaires 
allow for a level of anonymity (Bryman 2012: 676, 677; Saunders et al. 2012: 421). To 
analyze the collected data, an inductive approach was used, where coding allowed the data 
to be categorized into concepts, after which the main barriers were identified (Bryant and 
Charmaz 2007: 2, 265; Bryman 2012: 569, 712; Glaser and Strauss 2006: 2-3). 
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4.2 Preliminary Explorations of the Phenomenon  
 In order to better grasp this observed phenomenon of the barriers that are keeping 
individuals from the entrepreneurial process, a preliminary exploration was conducted. The 
purpose was to confirm whether this phenomenon in fact was something worth 
investigating – or whether it was already observed and identified. A number of face-to-face 
unstructured interviews were conducted with the aim to better understand the situation 
concerning the refugee crisis and the involvement of entrepreneurs and to discuss the 
observed phenomenon. Interviews were chosen as the method for the preliminary 
explorations as they allow for an easier discussion to take place, and there is a possibility of 
follow-up questions. 

4.2.1 Sample and Data Collected for the Preliminary Exploration 
 Firstly, to start the preliminary exploration, five entrepreneurs were approached at 
Start-Up People of Sweden (SUP46). SUP46 is an accelerator that helps start-ups in any 
way possible by providing them with a community where networks and knowledge is 
shared (SUP46.com 2016). The five individuals were chosen on the basis that they were 
entrepreneurs and because they had the time to discuss the observed phenomenon. One of 
the entrepreneurs’ company had already started brainstorming ideas on how their business 
could be used to help refugees. When the discussion took place, the phenomenon was 
brought to light and the majority of entrepreneurs agreed that this appears to be the case. 
Some offered suggestions of what the barriers could be, and the most common barrier the 
entrepreneurs voiced was capital requirements. Some of the other barriers these five 
entrepreneurs identified included government regulations, language as a barrier to integrate 
refugees into the labor market right away, skill matching between refugees and company 
needs, and the accepting and translating of educational degrees from abroad. (Names of 
these individuals will not be provided due to anonymity requests).  

Secondly, an additional 6 individuals were spoken to, outside of SUP46. Two of 
these individuals were already-established entrepreneurs and four were not entrepreneurs. 
Similar opinions were provided here, and the 6 individuals have also observed this 
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phenomenon. The main suspect for these 6 individuals was consistent, namely access to 
capital to start a business. Similarly, as to the individuals from SUP46, government 
regulations and language as a barrier to getting refugees into the labor market right away 
were also mentioned. Additionally, lifestyle and culture differences were mentioned as a 
barrier that could make it difficult for entrepreneurs to address the needs of refugees.   

Lastly, Erik Ullenhag, leader for the Liberal party and the former Minister of 
Integration in Sweden was also interviewed concerning this phenomenon. He shared that 
it was an interesting observation and that he has not reflected on the issue before but 
agreed that it is a phenomenon present in the Swedish society. He also clarified the extent 
of the refugee crisis by discussing some problems concerning the needs of refugees that 
need to be addressed along with important integration challenges that need a solution 
(Ullenhag, 2016). Mr. Ullenhag repeatedly pointed out the problem of waiting times and 
processing times as a major integration issue. Refugees are forced to wait for a number of 
things such as the asylum application to be filled out and to be processed in order to find 
out whether they are granted or denied asylum, to wait for SFI, to wait for a job etc. There 
is a lot of waiting and that is strenuous on the refugees according to Mr. Ullenhag, and a 
solution is needed as soon as possible (Ullenhag, 2016). This interview allowed for a better 
understanding of the observed phenomenon in terms of the type of problems that need to 
be addressed, providing somewhat of an overview of whether the solutions that are needed 
are feasible from an entrepreneurial perspective.  

Furthermore, Mr. Ullenhag was asked whether the media’s frequently negative 
portrayal of the refugees in Sweden has changed the overall perception of refugees to 
negative, and whether this may be fueling this paradox. He answered “NOT YET, but if it 
does it will be a problem” (Ullenhag, 2016). He clarified that as of the summer of 2015, 
the media has somewhat changed its portrayal of refugees; namely in terms of connecting 
the negative societal problems in Sweden with refugees, which is something the media has 
not done before. The concern is that it is an inaccurate portrayal of refugees in the Swedish 
society and his fear is that the underlying positive perception of refugees could change 
(Ullenhag, 2016). 
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4.2.2 Research Design for the Preliminary Exploration 
The method chosen to gather this information for the preliminary explorations was 

the interactive method of interviews. These were conducted face-to-face due to the 
number of advantages that accompany face-to-face interviews. Namely, 1) social cues such 
as body language can provide the interviewer with additional information, 2) there is a 
form of synchronization to the communication where the answers given by the interviewee 
are more spontaneous without extensive reflection, and 3) the interview can be tape-
recorded (Bryman 2012: 215; Opdenakker 2006: paragraph 7-9; Sturges and Hanrahan 
2004: 114-115). However, face-to-face interviewing is more time-consuming than other 
forms of interviewing due to the travel time added to the process (Bryman 2012: 214; 
Opdenakker 2006: paragraph 10). Moreover, face-to-face interviews may affect the 
honesty of the answers given by the interviewee, as anonymity is not possible (Bryman 
2012: 215; Opdenakker 2006: paragraph 7; Sturges and Hanrahan 2004: 113-114).  

The interviews were semi-structured in order to gather information regarding 
views, opinions, and ideas (Arksey and Knight 1999: 96; Rubin and Rubin 2012: 3). While 
it is true that semi-structured interviews may bring with them the risk of stories that are 
time-consuming and inconsequential, these stories allow respondents to develop their 
opinions and talk about what they find important regarding the phenomenon at hand 
(Arksey and Knight 1999: 96; Bryman 2012: 471; Rubin and Rubin 2012: 4).  

 

4.3 Main Study  
 In the main study, the information needed to understand the phenomenon was 
collected through the parallel investigation through the preliminary explorations and 
literature review. The target sample included any individual - both already established 
entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs, that were based in Sweden, meaning they should be 
at least somewhat familiar with the refugee crisis in Sweden.  

4.3.1 Sampling Method 
The sampling method used was theoretical sampling (a type of purposive 

sampling), where cases were selected based on which best relate to the research question 
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(Bryman 2012: 416; Saunders et al. 2012: 287; Bryant and Charmaz 2007: 611).
 Theoretical sampling is commonly used with research that adopts an inductive 
approach, as this type of sampling collects data with the aim to develop theory (Bryman 
2012: 420; Bryant and Charmaz 2007; 611; Charmaz 2006: 96; Glaser and Strauss 2006: 
45; Saunders et al. 2012: 287).  

4.3.2 Sample Size 
Saunders et al. (2012) argue that the minimum sample size for a study employing 

grounded theory is 20-35 samples (Saunders et al. 2012: 283). The aim was to achieve 
theoretical data saturation, which occurs when data that is being gathered is no longer 
contributing to new theoretical insights or is no longer relevant as it is not revealing 
anything new (Bryman 2012: 421; Charmaz 2006: 113; Strauss and Corbin 1998: 212). 
Saturation allows for an increase in replication and validation of data (Bryant and Charmaz 
2007: 234). Considering Saunders et al. (2012) minimum sample recommendation of 20-
35 and the aim of theoretical data saturation, a total of 52 responses were collected, not 
including the 10 collected during the pilot study discussed below in section 4.4.1 Pilot 
Study.  

 

4.4 Data Collection Method 

4.4.1 Pilot Study  
 Based on the literature review and the preliminary explorations a pilot study was 
initiated with the aim of testing the questions in the questionnaire before distributing it. 
The instrument that was used for the pilot study was a digital questionnaire, created using 
the digital platform Typeform. The advantage of doing a pilot study is to ensure the 
questions are understandable and clear, in order to possibly increase validity and reliability 
of the study (Bryman 2012: 263; Saunders et al. 2012: 452). As suggested by Judith Bell 
(2010), the respondents who took part in the pilot study were asked to give feedback 
concerning the following: 

• The time it took to complete the questionnaire 



	 39	

• How clear the instructions for the questionnaire were 

• Whether any of the questions were unclear or ambiguous 

• Whether any of the questions were too personal 

• Whether the layout of the questionnaire was clear and attractive 
(Bell 2010: 167).  

 
A total of 10 respondents were asked for feedback. These respondents were a 

mixture of both entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs, in order to ensure that the meaning 
of the word barrier was clear to both types of respondents. All ten respondents completed 
the questionnaire in less than 4 minutes, and according to them, the instructions for the 
questionnaire were clear. There were two questions that were unclear to seven of the 
respondents, which are discussed below in section 4.4.1.1 Revised Questionnaire. 
According to the respondents, the questions were not too personal, as they had the option 
of answering the questionnaire anonymously. Lastly, the layout was both clear and 
attractive. The majority of these respondents requested to remain anonymous, therefore 
the participants of the pilot study will remain anonymous. 

Once the questions were reworded, all 10 respondents were asked to answer the 
questionnaire once more in order to make sure that the questions were understandable and 
interpreted in the correct way the second time. The revised questions proved clearer and 
the seven respondents who initially misunderstood the question provided an answer that 
matched the question. The remaining three who interpreted the question correctly the first 
time, did so after the revision as well. 

 

4.4.1.1	Revised	Questionnaire	

 Seven out of the ten respondents misunderstood questions 5 and 6, which asked 
them for the encountered barriers. This often occurs due to poor question wording 
(Bryman 2012: 205). The way the questions were worded made it unclear as to what was 
expected from the respondents. What was expected was their opinion regarding the 
barriers they had encountered, and instead the respondents provided a description of their 
ideas to help address the unmet needs of refugees or to address integration challenges of 
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refugees. For example, one of the respondents answered question number 5, which asked 
for encountered barriers when presenting an idea, with “I’m in the beginning of starting an 
integration program for refugees in Volleyball in Sollentuna.” Originally the phrasing 
played an important role and the length of the question confused the reader. The question 
was originally phrased as following: “If you answered YES or IN PROCESS of developing an 

idea in the previous question, what barriers have you encountered when taking an initiative in 

presenting an idea that addressed the unmet needs of refugees and the integration challenges?.” 
Following-up the respondents voiced that they skimmed the question and assumed the 
question was asking for what the idea was rather than the barriers, as it was a long 
question. Therefore, the question was reformulated and made shorter.  

Uncovering this error in the pilot study allowed the questions to be improved and 
made clearer to the respondents, and allowed for the development of the final version of 
the questionnaire, which is discussed in the section that follows, 4.5 Data Collection 
Instrument.  

 

4.5 Data Collection Instrument  
The preliminary explorations, the literature review, and the pilot study allowed for a 

clear understanding of what information needed to be collected.  A questionnaire with a 
total of 6 questions was constructed and distributed. The questionnaire can be seen on the 
following page, followed by a description of the purpose and aim of each question.  
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Question number one was an optional personal factual question (Bryman 2012: 
253) and collected the respondents name and their company name. The purpose of this 
question was to collect information that would allow for follow-up questions if needed. 
Question two was an informant factual question (Bryman 2012: 253) that established 
whether the respondent is an entrepreneur, and if yes what kind (business or social). 
Question three was a question about beliefs (Bryman 2012: 253) where the respondent was 
asked about their view concerning the refugee crisis. Questions two and three served a 
further purpose in the questionnaire, namely to further examine whether there were 
barriers that are more common among business entrepreneurs or social entrepreneurs, or 
among already established entrepreneurs in general or non-entrepreneurs. Furthermore, 
question three aimed to shed light on whether the view of the refugee crisis as a threat may 
have some significance as a barrier.  

It is worth mentioning the difference between business entrepreneurs and social 
entrepreneurs. The difference between them is in the motivations and goals (Guo and 
Bielefeld 2014: 37; Roy et al. 2013: 44; Shaw 2007: 422; Smith et al. 2014: 202). Business 
entrepreneurs have an expectation of financial gain, and hope to gain economic value; they 
prioritize economic goals (Guo and Bielefeld 2014: 37; Roy et al. 2013: 44; Smith et al. 
2014: 202). On the other hand, social entrepreneurs want to increase social value by 
targeting underserved segments of society; they prioritize social goals (Guo and Bielefeld 
2014: 37; Roy et al. 2013: 44; Smith et al. 2014: 202). In short, social entrepreneurs put 
emphasis on social value rather than economic value, as business entrepreneurs do (Guo 
and Bielefeld 2014: 38; Roy et al. 2013: 45; Smith et al. 2014: 202; Omorede 2014: 240). 

Question four acted as a transitioning question into questions five and six. The fifth 
and sixth questions were fairly open-ended, with the only criteria being to list barriers that 
are relevant to the refugee crisis. Question five allowed the researcher to collect the 
information of whether any barriers were encountered during the entrepreneurial process. 
Question six allowed the respondent to express their reason for not wanting to enter the 
entrepreneurial process, whether it is an internal or external reason.  

There are a number of advantages of using digital questionnaires. Firstly, they are 
free of charge and they can be given an attractive format. Today’s technological 
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advancements and the access to platforms allow you to creatively format your questionnaire 
with control over everything from the colors to the fonts, and the positioning of the 
questionnaires content.  

Secondly, in contrast to postal questionnaires, digital questionnaires tend to receive 
faster responses and have close to no geographical constraints. To answer a digital 
questionnaire, less effort is needed than with postal questionnaires, where one has to write 
out the answers and then take the questionnaire to the post and mail it back to the 
researcher. This convenience allows for digital questionnaires to receive more answered 
questions as well as a higher response rate (Bryman 2012: 676-677; Saunders 2012: 421). 
However, the risk with this is that respondents could answer the questionnaire more than 
once (Bryman 2012: 677). 

Lastly, due to the convenience factor mentioned above, open questions are more 
likely to be answered when in digital form (Bryman 2012: 676-677). It is also worth 
considering that questions may be answered more thoroughly in digital form, as it may 
take faster for respondents to answer the questions when typing the answer, rather than 
having to write it by hand.  

There are drawbacks concerning digital questionnaires, presented in section 4.7 
Methodology Validity and Reliability.  

4.5.1 Primary Data  
In the main study, 52 responses were collected. The questionnaire was distributed 

82 times, and received 52 responses, which leaves the study with a high response rate of 
63%. The data was collected, mainly, by distributing the questionnaire on social media, by 
for example posting it in Facebook groups, such as Stockholm Entrepreneurs and Geek 
Women Unite. The questionnaire was also directly sent out to various already-established 
entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs whose opinions would be interesting to investigate. 
These two methods brought in 38 responses (73%). Of these 38 responses, 15 (39.5%) 
were entrepreneurs and 23 (60.5%) were non-entrepreneurs. 
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Furthermore, the researcher visited the offices of Start-up People of Sweden 
(SUP46) and shared the questionnaire with the people there. This method brought in 9 
responses (17%), all of which were entrepreneurs. 

Lastly, the questionnaire was printed and a few copies were left in Näverbergs 
Coffee Corner (NCC), a café in Kallhäll, along with the website link to the digital 
questionnaire, where customers who had the time were encouraged to answer the 
questionnaire. This method brought in 5 responses (10%), all of which were non-
entrepreneurs.  
 

Figure 3: Responses Collected 
	

 

	
 

 

 

 

4.6 Data Analysis 
An inductive approach was used to analyze the collected data in this study, as the 

empirical data that will be collected will allow for the formation of a theory concerning the 
barriers that are hindering individuals from the entrepreneurial process. Furthermore, this 
inductive approach is an appropriate method to use when the aim is to categorize data and 
generate concepts (Bryman 2012: 573; Bryant and Charmaz 2007: 201; Glaser and Strauss 

39% 

61% 

Entrepreneurs 
Non-entrepreneurs 

Social 
Media 

and 
Direct 

Contact 
73% 

SUP46 
17% 

NCC 
10% 



	 45	

2006: 23). After the answers have been coded and categorized, concepts will be generated 
that may reveal the barriers and in turn answer the research question.  

Coding is a fundamental part of inductive theory, and was used in this study. 
Coding is the process that takes apart and analyses, assesses, draws parallels, conceptualizes 
and lastly categorizes the data collected (Bryant and Charmaz 2007: 265; Bryman 2012: 
569). This method of coding was appropriate as the opinions voiced in the questionnaires 
had to be broken down and then assessed and compared in order to be able to establish 
concepts under which the answers would then be categorized.  

4.6.1 Coding Process 
Bryman (2012), Bryant and Charmaz (2007) as well as Glaser and Strauss (2006) 

discuss the importance of being thorough when it comes to coding, and suggest a number 
of steps that should be considered. For this research the steps presented by Bryman (2012) 
were chosen, as they appeared to be the most appropriate for this study. Therefore, the 
process of coding was started as soon as a satisfactory number of responses were collected; 
52 responses. The researcher read through all the answers in order to get a general 
overview of the responses after which the answers were read a second time. The second 
time the answers were read, notes were recorded concerning key words or phrases in the 
answers – in other words the answers were coded. The codes were then reviewed and main 
concepts were established under which the codes were categorized. The categorization of 
the answers into concepts allowed the reoccurring barriers that had been voiced to become 
apparent. For an example of how the coding and categorization was done see appendix 3. 

 

4.6.1.1 Coding and Categorization Examples 

Ultimately, the responses were coded and categorized under the following concepts: 
1. Lack of information 
2. Capital requirements 
3. Cultural and societal differences 
4. Do not have an idea 
5. Government/legal barrier 
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6. Not my task/ no interest 
7. No time/ other priorities 
8. Moral reasons  
9. Negative attitude towards refugees 
10. Other 

 

4.7 Methodology Validity and Reliability 
There are a few limitations that accompany the methodology of this study that 

should be digital addressed. These limitations particularly involve the sampling method, 
the use of digital questionnaires and the use of an inductive theory. 

Firstly, while the sample does include a wide range of individuals across the age 
spectrum, occupational spectrum, and the geographical spectrum within Sweden, there is a 
risk of the sample not being representative due to the study using the theoretical sampling 
method (Bryant and Charmaz 2007: 158; Bryman 2012: 420; Saunders 2012: 284). 
Furthermore, the study can only describe the conditions and practices in Sweden, and 
therefore the results may not be necessarily generalizable outside of Sweden. However, due 
to the large number of responses collected, and the wide spectrum in terms of age, 
geographical location and occupation the sample may still be a representative sample for 
Sweden. 

Secondly, there are some limitations with using a digital questionnaire. There is a 
risk of inappropriate data being gathered, such as uninformed responses provided by the 
respondents who rather guess the answer due to poor information (Bryant and Charmaz 
2007: 232; Bryman 2012: 675; Saunders 2012: 420). This may reduce the reliability of the 
digital questionnaire. However, through the pilot study for this thesis, the questions were 
tested to ensure that the questions were properly interpreted. Moreover, the questions ask 
for the respondent’s personal opinion and experience, and therefore, even if the respondent 
is uninformed in the matter of the refugee crisis, that may be a relevant answer. A lack of 
information was in fact voiced by a number of respondents, which in turn made it a barrier 
rather than an uninformed response, and therefore possibly sidestepping this limitation.  
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Furthermore, concerning the digital questionnaire, a limitation may surface if 
respondents answered the digital questionnaire more than once as it may affect the validity 
of the results. Although nothing suggests that respondents would have answered the 
questionnaire more than once, in hindsight, requiring a log-in type format might have 
combated this issue. 

Thirdly, there may be limitations using coding as it may be difficult to prevent bias 
from the researcher’s perception, which may affect the reliability and validity of the results. 
The researcher has to analyze the respondent’s answers and decide on how to code them in 
order to categorize them under different concepts. Here the researcher’s experiences and 
opinions may affect how the answers are categorized and the answers may be lost in 
context. (Bryman 2012: 578; Bryant and Charmaz 1997: 439). However, to counteract this 
impediment as much as possible, the research made sure to follow a very careful coding 
process as suggested by Bryman (2012), which was explained earlier in section 4.6.1 
Coding Process. This along with follow up questions may raise the validity for this study 
and lower this research bias. Furthermore, 98% of the answers were straightforward, where 
the categorizing was easily done without doubt of what the respondent meant with their 
answer – which may in turn have increased the validity of the study.  

 

4.8 Summary 
In short the research design for this study involved the following nine main steps: 
 
1. Preliminary exploration and a literature review were conducted to increase the 

understanding of the phenomenon of barriers hindering individuals from 
engaging in the entrepreneurial process during the refugee crisis in Sweden. 

2. From the information gathered in step one, a preliminary questionnaire was 
created to use in a pilot study of 10 people chosen at random. 

3. The questionnaire was then revised based on the feedback from the pilot study, 
where poor wording and the length of the questions led to misinterpretations.  



	 48	

4. The revised questionnaire was re-tested on the 10 people used in the pilot 
study to determine whether the revised questions were now interpreted in the 
correct way. 

5. After ensuring that the questionnaire was ready to be distributed, theoretical 
sampling was used to identify the sample for the study.  

6. The questionnaire was distributed through social media, sent directly to 
individuals, going to SUP46 office and through the café in Kallhäll.  This 
collected 52 responses. 

7. A coding process was followed in order to categorize the answers under 
concepts and in the end identify 10 barriers.  

8. 10 respondents were selected, one for each of the barriers identified, to be 
approached and asked follow questions to further understand the barriers. 

9. The data was then analyzed and discussed. 
  



	 49	

5. Results 
5.1 Questionnaire Empirical Data 
 The study collected a total of 52 responses through the digital questionnaire, not 
including the 10 questionnaires collected during the pilot study (see appendix 4 for an 
overview of the 52 responses after coding). The data collected included respondents with 
different backgrounds (such as Swedish, American, German, English etc.) , and all living 
in different parts of Sweden (such as Stockholm, Uppsala, Gothernburg, Motala, Malmö 
etc.). The respondents ranged in ages 18 to 70 years old (average age was 27) and the 
occupational background of these respondents varied not only in whether they are 
entrepreneurs or not, but also in terms of which industry they worked in. Lastly, the 
sample included a well-balanced division of entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneur. This 
information was available to the author as contact was made with the majority (69%) of the 
respondents, and 81% of the respondents included their name in the questionnaire. 
Therefore, the sample may be thought of as representative to some extent, as it covers a 
wide spectrum in terms of age, occupation and geographical location.   
 

5.1.1 Respondent Characteristics 
Of the 52 responses collected, 24 (46%) were already-established entrepreneurs and 

28 (54%) were non-entrepreneurs. As the respondents make up nearly 50% of each target 
group, already-established entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs, it may be anticipated that 
the sample may give good insights into each of the groups. Of the 24 already-established 
entrepreneurs, 14 (58%) were business entrepreneurs, 3 (13%) were social entrepreneurs, 
and 7 (29%) were both business and social entrepreneurs. See chart 4 for an overview of the 
respondent characteristics.	
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5.1.2 The Refugee Crisis: An Opportunity or a Threat 

The third question in the questionnaire asked the respondents whether they 
perceive the refugee crisis as an opportunity or a threat. 44 respondents (85%) answered 
that they viewed the refugee crisis as an opportunity, where exactly half (22) of the 44 were 
already-established entrepreneurs and the other half were non-entrepreneurs (see chart 5). 
8 respondents (15%), one already-established entrepreneur and 6 non-entrepreneurs, 
viewed it as something “other”, neither an opportunity or threat. None of the respondents 
viewed the refugee crisis as a threat for entrepreneurs.  
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Figure 4: Respondent Characteristics 
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5.1.3 Taking an Initiative 
When asked whether the respondents have taken an initiative in presenting a new 

product or service that would help address the needs of refugees or issues of integration 
concerning refugees (see chart 6). The results were as follows: 

• 39 (75%) answered “no”, of which 16 (41%) were already-established entrepreneurs, 
and 23 (59%) were not entrepreneurs.  

• 6 (12%) answered “yes” of which 4 (67%) were already-established entrepreneurs 
and 2 (33%) were not entrepreneurs.  

• 7 (13%) answered that they are “in the process of developing an idea,” of which 4 
(57%) were already-established entrepreneurs and 3 (43%) were not entrepreneurs.  

 
Overall these results suggest that entrepreneurs are somewhat more alert than non-

entrepreneurs and that entrepreneurs are taking more initiatives. However, the majority of 
respondents are not taking any initiative in this refugee crisis.   
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Figure 5: Views on Refugee Crisis 
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5.1.4 Barriers Identified 
 The barriers identified after the data was coded and the number of respondents that 
identified each barrier can be seen in Figure 7 below. As some respondents had identified 
more than one barrier, only the first barrier was coded.  

 
 

7% 

82% 

11% 

28 Non-Entrepreneurs 
Yes No In process 

17% 

66% 

17% 

24 Entrepreneurs 
Yes No In process 

67%	
41%	

57%	

33%	
59%	

43%	

Yes No In process 

Taking	Initiative	
Entrepreneurs Non-Entrepreneurs 

Figure 6: Taking an Initiative – Entrepreneurs vs. Non-Entrepreneurs 
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Graph Key – Barriers: 
1: Lack of information   6. Not my task/ no interest 
2: Capital requirements   7. No time/ other priorities 
3: Cultural and societal differences  8. Moral reasons 
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5.2 Follow-Ups Empirical Data 
Once the barriers were categorized into the ten types, one respondent from each 

barrier was chosen at random for a follow-up where they were asked to elaborate on their 
answer. This information does not necessarily give an accurate picture of general 
perceptions of barriers of each type, but it offers an overview of what the barriers mainly 
refer to. 
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Figure 8: Identified Barriers 
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5.2.1 Moral Reasons 
To follow-up the barrier moral reasons, respondent 24 was approached. She 

explained that she has moral qualms in making a profit from refugees and that she has 
been helping in other ways, such as through volunteering with various organizations. 
When she was asked whether she had considered social entrepreneurship, she said that she 
was aware of the concept but was concerned about time. She explained that the time it 
would take for her to find the capital needed to launch a business that may not result in 
profit is time that she could spend on volunteering and making a difference in the now 
(Respondent 24, 2016).  

5.2.2 Negative Attitude Towards Refugees 
Respondent 6 was approached for some follow-up questions concerning what she 

meant with her answer that a negative attitude towards refugees is a barrier. She explained 
that personally she cannot understand why the government is spending such large volumes 
of money on “massinvandring” when there are Swedes who are starving and homeless yet 
they receive close to no help. She also did not understand why the government appears to 
be transferring money from the retirement fund to use it on resources for the refugees - 
meanwhile the retired people in Sweden are getting less money, and some are going 
hungry because they suddenly do not have enough money to buy food. It was clear from 
the follow up questions that the topic was sensitive, and that there was clearly a more 
negative attitude towards more the political handling of the refugees than refugees 
themselves. When asked whether she believes she has a negative attitude towards refugees 
she explained that she does not dislike refugees as a group, but unfortunately the refugee 
crisis has brought more problems than solutions. Here she meant that many of the 
problems that have surfaced in the Swedish society are connected to refugees – such as 
murder and rape rates. Lastly, she ended by stating that she would rather take an initiative 
in launching a business that would help those affected negatively by the refugee crisis, 
rather than, as everyone else is currently doing, put all her focus on the refugees 
(Respondent 6, 2016). 
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5.2.3 Not my task/ no interest 
In order to ask some follow-up questions concerning this barrier, respondent 47 

was contacted. Similarly to respondent 19, he explained that the changes that need to be 
made are on a political level, and that it is these changes that are going to make the 
difference. Moreover, he explained that he has no interest in launching a business, and if 
he would launch a business he would not have refugees as a target market. He ended by 
saying that if the government wants help in doing their job concerning the refugee crisis, 
they need to be more open in terms of their requirements and regulations for entrepreneurs 
in order to allow the surfacing of innovative solutions (Respondent 47, 2016).  

	

5.2.4 Cultural and Societal Differences 
Respondent 33 was chosen to elaborate on his answer of cultural and societal 

differences being a barrier. He stated that it stems from Sweden’s relative isolation for the 
past few decades. Namely that Swedes travel a lot outside of the country but relatively 
fewer people visit and/or move to Sweden, which develops a cultural isolation of sorts. He 
stated that this has been changing, but that Sweden has not been as effective as other 
European countries. This means that the Swedish infrastructure, culturally and physically, 
is being put under great strain and this heavily affects the economy and the entrepreneurial 
crisis. “Sweden doesn't know how to handle such a large influx of people that may or may 
not stay a longer period, and without well-implemented integration efforts there are great 
cultural barriers in place that nobody thinks about. Everyone smiles and thinks life is jolly 
instead of dealing with fundamental cultural differences. That's what forms a barrier to the 
entrepreneurial process” (Respondent 33, 2016).  

 

5.2.5 Government/ legal barrier 
Respondent 11 elaborated that there is a lot of legal issues one has to take into 

account when starting a company. Not only do they have to make sure that it is done 
correctly, and in the best way for the company, there are also a number of regulations and 
requirements the company has to pass through in order to be launched (Respondent 11, 
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2016). This is why he has not taken an initiative, he says, there are too many regulations to 
think about and know about and have to make sure are done correctly.  
 

5.2.6 Do Not Have An Idea 
Respondent 3 elaborated that she would be happy to help, if she had an idea that 

would do that. She explained that she has thought about the needs of both refugees and 
Swedes and is aware and understands the challenges that have presented themselves but 
cannot take an initiative as she does not have an idea (Respondent 3, 2016).  

	

5.2.7 Lack of Information 
Respondent 51 stated lack of information as a barrier as she does not understand 

the situation of the refugee crisis well enough, she does not know enough about the 
problems accompanying the refugee crisis and about the needs of refugees. Therefore, a 
lack of information about the situation, problems and the needs is acting as a barrier for 
her to take an initiative (Respondent 51, 2016). 

	

5.2.8 Capital Requirements 
Follow-up questions with respondent 18 revealed that while he, himself, does not 

have the money to invest in starting a company, he also does not know where he would 
even start looking for investments (Respondent 18, 2016).  

	

5.2.9 No time/ other priorities 
Respondent 32, an already-established entrepreneur, and respondent 20, a non-

entrepreneur, were approached for follow up questioning concerning this most identified 
barrier. Respondent 32 elaborated that she already has existing projects that she is working 
on and therefore does not have the time to focus on developing innovative solutions for 
refugees. While she has an idea, she does not have time to develop it further. Respondent 
20 explained that at the moment he has to focus on his studies as well as work. He 
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elaborated that he has to focus on himself first, and when he has found stability in his life 
he can reach out and help others (Respondent 20, 2016). 

5.2.10 Other 
There were two (4%) respondents who voiced barriers that were categorized under 

the concept Other. The barriers voiced were 1) the respondent feels helpless, and 2) the 
respondent is looking for a bigger target market, not a niche like refugees. The first 
respondent, respondent 19, had an interesting answer and was approached for some 
follow-up questions. When asked what he meant with his answer he elaborated that he 
would like to help but the real changes have to be made on a political level and he cannot 
do that. He adds that he has “a feeling of helplessness and frustration that there is no one 
good way or business strategy that addresses the many differing needs of the refugees 
pouring into the country, many lacking even the basic amenities that we others take for 
granted” (Respondent 19, 2016). Moreover, simply volunteering does not feel enough, he 
stated, but he does not have the resources in terms of time, money, or even an idea to take 
an initiative in addressing the challenges accompanying the refugee crisis. Therefore, he 
feels helpless, but wants to help (Respondent 19, 2016). This is an interesting barrier, 
however not very significant for this study as only one respondent identified it.  

 

5.3 Results Conclusion 
Examining the coded data from the questionnaire, and the responses from the 

follow-ups concerning the barriers, a number of interesting observations can be made. It 
appears that the refugee crisis engages both entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs, and 
while entrepreneurs take more initiatives, the majority is not taking initiatives in the 
refugee crisis. A good range of barriers were identified, of which the three most important 
are no time/ other priorities, capital requirements and lack of information. This variety of 
barriers and how they are perceived was further examined by the follow-up interviews, 
allowing for a better understanding of what was meant by each barrier.  
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6. Discussion 
 The literature reviewed in the theory section of this thesis indicated a number of 
potential barriers that may prevent individuals from engaging in the entrepreneurial 
process. In stage one, opportunity recognition, the barrier of lacking certain personality 
traits was discussed, where individuals who do not have the Big Five personality traits 
along with risk propensity and alertness. In stage two, idea feasibility and desirability, the 
first barrier discussed included the challenges that can arise due to moral issues, and the 
second barrier discussed was how the fear of failure can hinder individuals from engaging 
in the entrepreneurial process. In stage three, launching the firm, the first barriers 
discussed was the government and legal procedures that make it difficult for entrepreneurs 
to launch their firm, and the second barrier was the seven main entry barriers presented by 
Porter. It is at this stage that the majority (63%) of the Swedish population believes they 
lack the capabilities to do. In stage four, managing the firm, the first barrier that may arise 
is regulations, and the second one is poor growth potential that can arise due to the five 
main forces. Finally, some general barriers were presented in terms of the economic risk, 
long work hours, high divorce rate, high levels of stress, and low levels of success that 
accompany entrepreneurship. Even though we know the barriers, we know in the majority 
of cases why they arise, that they will arise, strategies on how to tackle or overcome them, 
and yet there is still a paradox that emerges concerning the entrepreneurial activity during 
the refugee crisis in Sweden. What are these barriers that are keeping entrepreneurial 
activity levels from spiking, as would be expected with a crisis?  
 
 

6.1 Barrier Implications 
The empirical results from this study reveal some interesting insight on the 

prevalence and importance of these barriers. This section discusses the top three barriers 
that were identified, which led to an interesting observation of a possible common thread, 
namely a lack of research. Considering the rest of the barriers, an additional three were 
identified to possibly fit the common threat of a lack of research. The possibility of a lack 
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of research being due to an unwillingness to engage in the entrepreneurial process is then 
discussed. Finally, the nature of the crisis is considered and whether a different type of 
nature would have yielded different results. The possibility of the refugee crisis being a case 
of profit versus morals is discussed, which brings in the previously mentioned barriers of a 
fear of failure and the question of morals.  

6.1.1 The Top Three Barriers 
The three most identified barriers were 1) no time/ other priorities (23%), 2) capital 

requirements (15%), and 3) lack of information (11%). These three barriers are very 
different in terms of their implications, however all three could essentially be said to arise 
in stage two of the entrepreneurial process - idea feasibility and desirability. These three 
barriers do not indicate that the individual is having difficulties recognizing an 
opportunity; neither do they suggest that the individual is lacking the six personality traits 
or the alertness that is argued to be common among entrepreneurs. Rather it is the step 
after that appears to be a problem – namely what to do with the recognized opportunity 
and how to turn it into a business. This is consistent with previous findings conducted by 
the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) where, as mentioned in the theory section, 
70% of the Swedish population have voiced that they consider to be able to recognize good 
business opportunities, only 37% believe they have enough capabilities to launch a firm 
(GEM 2015).  

The most commonly identified barrier, no time/ other priorities, points to 
individuals prioritizing other tasks, such as perhaps school, work or another project. This 
again does not suggest that the individuals do not recognize ideas, as can be seen from the 
follow-up with respondent 32 who has an idea but she does not have the time to develop 
it. An interesting observation about this barrier is that double the number of non-
entrepreneurs voiced not having time as a barrier as opposed to already established 
entrepreneurs. Theoretically, it would be assumed that the already-established 
entrepreneurs do not have the time to enter the entrepreneurial process yet again, and 
rather have to focus their priorities on developing their existing business. It might be the 
case that the already-established entrepreneurs that were part of the sample for this study 
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were in fact entrepreneurs who have come quite far in the process of establishing their firm 
and therefore have more time on their hands for other projects. It might also be the case 
that entrepreneurs consider another barrier to be of higher difficulty to overcome than not 
having the time. For example, perhaps the entrepreneurs believe that it is not their task to 
develop innovative solutions concerning the refugee crisis, and on top of that do not have 
the time – however essentially they believe the main barrier for them is that it is not their 
task.  

Capital requirements, a common entry barrier as identified by Porter (1985), is the 
second most identified barrier in this study. The implications of this barrier are essentially 
that respondents do not know how to or are unable to attain the financial aid they need to 
launch their business. 63% of the respondents who voiced capital requirements as a barrier 
have not taken an initiative in presenting an idea with a focus on the refugee crisis, 
however this does not necessarily mean they have not identified an opportunity. These 
respondents may have an idea but do not know how to go about to acquire the necessary 
capital to launch a business. While capital is important, there are innovative ideas that do 
not require much capital, only time. For example, apps like Welcome! have been developed 
to help refugees come in contact with Swedes in order to allow them to partake in activities 
together, with the mission of integration. The production of this app required only time 
and no money.  

The third most identified barrier, a lack of information, can have numerous 
implications. Whether the individual is lacking information concerning the refugee crisis, 
the entrepreneurial process, or market needs or anything along these lines, it still leaves 
individuals with the option to do the research on these concepts. A number of reasons 
could be given as to why an individual does not do this research such as not having time, 
reluctance, and other priorities. Another possibility could be that the information is hard to 
access and therefore researching the information becomes a tedious and lengthy process.  
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6.1.2 Lack of Research as a Barrier 
Looking closer at the ten barriers, it may be the case that the majority of the ten 

barriers identified in this study could indeed be argued to appear due to a lack of 
information, which may be due to a lack of research. Considering the preliminary 
explorations, the findings from the questionnaire and the follow-up questioning, six of the 
ten barriers identified could be argued to occur due to a lack of research. 
 Firstly, the three main barriers discussed above, no time/other priorities, capital 
requirements, and lack of information, will be considered. Taking a closer look at the first 
barrier, no time/ other priorities, there could be a number of reasons as to why the 
respondents do not have time or consider other tasks more important. However one of 
those reasons could be that they do not have the time to come up with an idea because they 
do not have enough information concerning the challenges that have accompanied the 
refugee crisis. Adding in the second barrier, capital requirements, and considering the 
follow-up information gathered, the respondent did not have the information on where to 
get access to the capital that would be needed to launch a firm. Lastly, adding in the third 
barrier, a lack of information, it is obvious that the respondents need more information 
concerning some aspect of the refugee crisis. Taking one step back, and looking at these 
three barriers as a whole, it may be the case that the respondents need to conduct more 
research and need to gather more information concerning the refugee crisis and the 
challenges that have accompanied it, in order to be able to engage in the entrepreneurial 
process. These barriers could be argued to be similar in the sense that individuals need to 
attain certain information to move on to stage three of the entrepreneurial process. This is 
one of many possibilities, however it appears that the action of doing the research in order 
to gather the information is holding these respondents back.  
 Secondly, continuing with the possibility that these barriers are connected under 
the concept of lacking research, three more of the identified barriers could possibly be 
argued to fit in under this concept of a lack of research. The first one is cultural and 
societal differences, where it may be argued that conducting research on these differences 
concerning culture and lifestyle of the refugees may aid in increasing the understanding of 
what exactly these differences entail and therefore possibly develop innovative solutions on 
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facing this barrier. The second barrier that could be argued to be due to the lack of 
information is not my task/ no interest, where many respondents mentioned that these 
solutions need to be developed on a political level. It could be argued that respondents may 
not be familiar with the ways in which small innovative ideas can make differences even on 
a political level. This could suggest that there may be a lack in the understanding of 
entrepreneurship as well as the role of the government in the refugee crisis, which may 
additionally be argued to be due to the lack of information on the topic, due to a lack of 
research. Lastly, the third barrier that could be argued to be due to a lack of research is that 
of negative attitude towards refugees. It appears that the media is negatively portraying the 
refugees, as mentioned by Erik Ullenhag and indicated by the respondent in the follow-up 
questioning, and is therefore creating a negative attitude towards the refugees. However, as 
mentioned earlier in the preliminary exploration, according to Erik Ullenhag, the media is 
connecting Sweden’s negative societal problems with refugees and are airing a negative 
portrayal of the refugees. This is then reinforced by 6% of the respondents in this study, 
along with the statement in the follow-up questioning, where the respondent voices that 
the problems that have surfaced in the Swedish society are mainly connected to refugees. 
Therefore, it may be argued that the lack of information concerning the refugees due to the 
lack of research on the subject, is what may be causing this barrier to arise.  
 Considering these six barriers this would leave us with a new concept - the lack of 
research. While this is speculation concerning the origin of the six barriers discussed above, 
it may be argued that the reasoning is developed from the preliminary explorations, the 
findings as well as the follow-up questioning in this study. However, in order to confirm 
this assumption, further research would have to be done in terms of follow-ups with the 52 
respondents. However, for this discussion, it will be assumed that there is a possibility that 
the origin of these six barriers may be due to the lack of research by the respondents, based 
on the empirical data gathered. If this is the case, that would mean that this new barrier, 
the lack of research, is hindering 67% (35) respondents from engaging in the 
entrepreneurial process. This may mean that a possible solution to facing these six barriers 
is to develop a platform where information concerning entrepreneurship and its relation to 
the refugee crisis is presented, clearly. There are websites that have information available, 
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such as the Migration Agency’s website where one can find information and statistics on 
the refugee crisis, however, currently there is no website that gathers all information in one 
place concerning entrepreneurships relation to the refugee crisis.  

This leads to the question – is there an unwillingness to do the research or is the 
information hard to access? This could be grounds for further research, and a possible 
recommendation for the official agencies who are in need of innovative ideas – namely to 
gather the information and put it in one place that is easy to access.  

6.1.3 Unwillingness as a Barrier 
Reiterating, it may be important to consider - is there an unwillingness to do the 

research or is the information hard to access? This question surfaces, with a number of 
possible explanations to the previously discussed barrier, lack of research. Interestingly, 
while the information of the needs of refugees and challenges for Sweden is accessible with 
some effort, as could be seen in the background information, there may be a possibility that 
the majority of respondents are unwilling to do the research to gather the information they 
need to proceed. The reasons for this unwillingness could be numerous; in fact this study 
may have identified at least six reasons (the six barriers discussed above: no time/ other 
priorities, capital requirements, lack of information, not my task/ no interest, negative 
attitude towards refugees and moral reasons).  

Again, while this is speculation, it may also be a possible explanation, and if this is 
the case, then this is a significant barrier to consider. If the majority of individuals in 
Sweden are unwilling or reluctant to do the research to gather the information they need to 
present innovative ideas, then the challenge that arises is reaching out to all of these 
individuals and trying to convince them otherwise. This study alone presents six different 
barriers that may be categorized under an unwillingness to partake in the entrepreneurial 
process. The approach taken to convince an individual that does not have the time and an 
individual who believes that it is not their task to address the needs of refugees, will be very 
different, as these are two contrasting barriers. Further research into this possibility is 
needed in order to determine whether this could possibly be the case.   
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6.1.4 The Role of a Fear of Failure, and the Challenges of Morals 
It is worth considering whether a different nature of the crisis would have yielded 

different results. As discussed earlier in this study, entrepreneurs often see the opportunity 
in a crisis, and many times entrepreneurial activity has seen an increase in relation to a 
crisis. However, this is not the case with the refugee crisis in Sweden. Is it simply that the 
majority of individuals in Sweden do not see the refugee crisis as a priority? Or could it be 
that individuals do not see how they could make a profit from the refugees? Or could it be 
that individuals simply do not want to make a profit by taking advantage of the refugee’s 
needs? Is it a case of profit versus morals? With these questions in mind the barriers 
discussed in stage two of the entrepreneurial process in the literature review surface - fear 
of failure and moral challenges. It may be argued that 1) either there is a fear of failure 
because there is an uncertainty as to whether the target market of refugees have enough 
money to purchase products and services that lead to profits for the entrepreneur, or 2) 
there is a moral challenge faced of whether refugees should be made to purchase products 
and services they really need. It is important to keep in mind that these are not the only 
barriers that may be the reason for this, however as they were presented in the literature 
review they will therefore be further discussed as possible barriers here.  

Firstly, let’s consider the barrier of a fear of failure. The literature review showed 
that one of the main three areas that typically categorizes success and failure for 
entrepreneurs is the surrounding environment. It also showed that 30% of failures are due 
to poor industry expertise, and that 42% of startups fail due to the product or service 
having no market need. These three may be the result of various reasons, however one 
reason could be argued to be not having done the research that is typical for stage two of 
the entrepreneurial process. As the literature has showed, stage two of the entrepreneurial 
process involves determining the desirability and feasibility of the recognized opportunity, 
which requires research concerning the respective market as well as industry. Not having 
researched this information may result in a feeling of uncertainty where an individual may 
not want to pursue the opportunity recognized because they fear failure. Again, as 
mentioned earlier in the literature review, 63% of the Swedish population believes they lack 
the capabilities to launch a firm, and this may be due to the feeling of uncertainty of 
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whether the recognized opportunity has the four favorable set of circumstances discussed in 
the literature review (attractive, durable, timely and anchored in a way that it creates or 
adds value to the end customer). However, in order to determine whether the recognized 
opportunity has these four characteristics, research has to be done. It may, therefore, be a 
possibility that a lack of information due to a lack of research could result in a fear of 
failure hindering individuals from the entrepreneurial process. This would add a seventh 
barrier under the concept of a lack of research, discussed above. Bearing this in mind and 
considering the before mentioned possible question of whether individuals do not see how 
they could make a profit from the refugees, it may be argued that this, a fear of failure, 
could be yet another barrier. 

Secondly, let’s consider the question of moral challenges. The literature review 
identified a number of challenges that individuals may have to deal with, mainly in the 
workplace. However, it did not discuss the moral challenges that may arise concerning 
customers. Considering that the target market would be the refugees, and refugees lack 
access to many basic needs that every human has the right to access, the moral challenge 
that arises is what an individual with an innovative idea to provide the refugees with these 
basic needs should do with their idea. There are three main choices – 1) either the 
individual does nothing, which is an action in itself, 2) they develop the idea and give it 
away for free to refugees, which requires capital and results in no profit, or 3) they develop 
the idea and sell it for a price to the refugees, which would mean the refugees have to pay 
to access their basic needs. The first decision that the individual would have to make is 
whether they want to help and if they do, then how – volunteer their time or sell their idea. 
Here arises the profit versus morals challenge.  Respondent 24 in the follow-up chose 
morals, and voiced that she did not want to make a profit from refugees and prefers to 
volunteer her time through organizations. However, while this may be a challenge, there is 
the possibility of making a social impact through a product or service through social 
entrepreneurship. It may be argued that individuals who face the moral challenge of not 
wanting to make a profit from refugees, are not familiar with social entrepreneurship and 
that social entrepreneurship can both make a social impact without taking advantage of 
people in need while making a profit. This information is accessible through research, 
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along with a number of suggestions on how to start a profitable social venture. But the 
individual has to do the research.  
 
 

6.2 Policy Implications 
 The empirical results of this study also present important policy implications for 
Sweden. This section discusses the implications of the government and legal barrier, the 
negative attitude towards refugees, and finally the cultural and societal differences for 
policy makers in Sweden. The section includes a number of recommendations for policy 
makers, in order to increase entrepreneurial activity. 

6.2.1 Government and Legal Barrier 
 Firstly, the literature review showed that the government and legal barrier is not 
only a commonly encountered entry barrier by entrepreneurs, it is also an important barrier 
in Sweden, and was identified by 10% of the respondents. “Sweden deviates negatively in 
three aspects that hinder entrepreneurs and companies: extensive government involvement 
in the economy, high taxes and strict labor market legislation for permanent employment” 
(Tillvaxtanalys 2012). It was shocking to see that The Heritage Foundation reports that 
Sweden is at a level of repression concerning the fiscal freedom and is unfree in terms of 
the labor freedom. This along with the Swedish tax system, which the literature review 
showed to be making it more difficult for individuals to obtain investments to start a 
company, is important for policy makers to reconsider in order to increase entrepreneurial 
activity in Sweden during the refugee crisis.   

6.2.2 Negative Attitude Towards Refugees Barrier 
Secondly, 6% of the respondents identified a negative attitude towards refugees as a 

barrier. As Erik Ullenhag stated, and as could be seen with respondent 6 in the follow ups, 
the media is providing the public with a, often, negative portrayal of the refugee crisis and 
are many times connecting societal problems with the refugees. This has been leading to an 
increasing negative attitude towards refugees. This is important for policy makers to reflect 
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on, and they should consider putting together a platform where information concerning 
refugee related issues that may be questioned or wrongly portrayed by the media is 
provided and easily accessible by the public. 

6.2.3 Cultural and Societal Differences Barrier 
Thirdly, 10% of the respondents identified cultural and societal differences as a 

barrier to the entrepreneurial process. The literature review did not identify this as a 
barrier, however this barrier is likely to arise in stage one of the entrepreneurial process, as 
it may be hard to recognize opportunities that would be appropriate for the cultural and 
societal traditions of all the different background that refugees have. The follow-up 
questioning provided the study with a closer look at where this barrier might stem from, 
namely Sweden’s isolation and integration challenges. In the background information 
section of this study, a number of integration challenges as well as challenges concerning a 
lack of resources were listed. Sweden is not only in need of more housing, educators, health 
care personnel, but is also one of the worst OECD countries at getting immigrants out 
into the labor market. Policy makers in Sweden need to reflect on that, and consider the 
suggestions laid out in the OECD integration challenges report. Policy makers should 
consider narrowing the gap of knowledge concerning the cultural and societal differences 
of Swedes and the many different countries the refugees are coming from. Again a possible 
recommendation would be to gather information about these differences in one place that 
is easily accessible.  

6.2.4 Recommendations for Policy Makers  
Policy makers should consider adjusting procedures and regulations and motivating 

innovative solutions to tackle these barriers. A lowering of the stern levels of procedures 
and regulations may result in an increase of entrepreneurial activity, and therefore 
innovative solutions that help tackle these barriers. It may be worth for policy makers to 
consider working alongside entrepreneurs, who are idea generators, and come up with 
innovative solutions together.  
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6.3 Discussion Conclusion: 
In the theory section of this study, the entrepreneurial process and some possible 

barriers were observed, and while a number of these barriers have been identified in this 
study, such as Porter’s entry barriers, or moral challenges, the matter of time was not even 
considered. After collecting data from 52 respondents, the results show that a lack of time 
and the prioritizing of other tasks is the main barrier that is keeping individuals from 
engaging in the entrepreneurial process and taking an initiative in presenting an innovative 
solution. Further examination of the barriers and the data shows that the majority of 
respondents identified a barrier that points to them being unwilling or reluctant to engage 
in the entrepreneurial process. Overall, the picture that emerges is two part: 1) access to 
information needs to be more convenient in order to possibly encourage individuals to do 
the research needed that may allow them to overcome some of the barriers identified in 
this study, and 2) policy makers need to make some changes in regulations and procedures 
as well as work alongside entrepreneurs in order to increase entrepreneurial activity.  
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7. Conclusion 
This study has explored the issue of entrepreneurial activity during the refugee crisis 

in Sweden. There appears to be a paradox where entrepreneurial activity has not increased 
significantly, and individuals appear to be facing certain barriers that are hindering them 
from engaging in the entrepreneurial process. The empirical investigation two parts. 
Firstly, a preliminary exploration was conducted where the phenomenon was discussed 
with 12 individuals, including Erik Ullenhag, the former Minister of Integration in 
Sweden. These individuals confirmed that this appears to be an issue. Secondly, the 
empirical investigation included a 6-question digital questionnaire that was distributed and 
answered by 52 respondents. Lastly, the empirical investigation included follow-up 
questioning in order to further understand the barriers identified. The main objective of 
the empirical investigation was to determine whether this phenomenon was worth 
investigating, determine through the preliminary explorations, and what the barriers that 
are hindering individuals from the entrepreneurial process are, determine through the 
digital questionnaire.  

The research shows ten barriers that were identified through the digital 
questionnaire: 1) Moral reasons, 2) negative attitude towards refugees, 3) not my task/ no 
interest, 4) cultural and societal differences, 5) government/ legal barrier, 6) do not have an 
idea, 7) lack of information, 8) capital requirements, 9) no time/ other priorities and 10) 
other. However, the main underlying barriers that hinder entrepreneurs from engaging in 
the entrepreneurial process are 1) no time/ other priorities, 2) capital requirements and 3) 
lack of information. 

The main contribution is a clarification of the phenomenon as to why Sweden is 
not seeing a spike in entrepreneurial activity during the refugee crisis, and what barriers are 
hindering individuals from engaging in the entrepreneurial process. Important barrier 
implications were highlighted, where the possibility was discussed that the majority of the 
barriers may be stemming from an unwillingness to research the information needed to 
overcome the barriers. Additionally, important policy implications were discussed, and 
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important recommendations were suggested to policy makers in order to motivate and 
increase entrepreneurial activity.  

 

7.1 Limitations and Further Research 

7.1.1 Limitations 
A number of limitations must nevertheless be kept in mind. Firstly, the findings of 

this study are limited to the Swedish context. The study focused solely on the barriers that 
arise for individuals in Sweden, and therefore the findings are not generalizable to other 
countries facing the same phenomenon.  

Secondly, a limitation is that not all of the answers to the questionnaire are 
followed up with questions that may allow for less interpretation bias from the researcher. 
While the study does follow-up with questions with one respondent per barrier, this may 
not necessarily provide a clear interpretation of all the respondents’ answers for that specific 
barrier. However, considering that 98% of the answers from the respondents were 
straightforward for the author of this study to interpret, the chances of misinterpretation 
may be regarded as relatively low.  

Thirdly, while the age spectrum, occupational spectrum, and the geographical 
spectrum within Sweden were considered, the gender spectrum was not. It is therefore 
difficult to determine how many of the respondents were women and how many were men. 
There may be barriers that were more common among men than women. This may have 
yielded an interesting outcome, however this does not necessarily affect the overall validity 
of the study. 

Fourthly, a possible limitation may be that categorization of the barriers may be 
biased. For example, the barrier of moral qualms could have been categorized under a 
heading that has to do with capital challenges. The follow-up questioning with respondent 
24 showed that if she had the capital she would launch a social venture, focusing on 
making a social impact rather than economic goals. Initially, the respondent voiced that 
she has moral qualms about taking money from people in need, however digging deeper 
shows that if she had the capital, she would engage in the entrepreneurial process. While 
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this may be the case with some of the responses, moral challenges are a valid barrier, as was 
seen in the theoretical background, and therefore this limitation does not invalidate the 
findings.  

7.1.2 Further Research 
 Considering this study there are a number of ways one could continue on with 
further research. Firstly, further research may be done concerning the differences in 
encountered barriers in relation to gender. There may be barriers that are more common 
among men than women or vice versa, and if this is the case then solutions to counter the 
barriers may be tailored based on gender as well. Other factors such as geographical 
location and industry could also be examined to see if there are barriers that occur more 
often in one place or one industry more than another, and thereafter present solutions to 
help these individuals overcome the barriers.   
 Secondly, conducting in-depth interviews rather than sending out questionnaires 
may result in a better understanding of the barriers, and may allow for more effective 
solutions to be presented regarding the barriers. As illustrated by the follow-up questioning 
carried out, using a more interactive method where follow-up questions and a discussion 
can take place, may allow for a deeper understanding, and a decreased interpretation bias 
from the researcher.  
 Thirdly, further research should take a closer look at why having no time and 
having other priorities is higher among non-entrepreneurs rather than already-established 
entrepreneurs. As mentioned earlier, theoretically, already-established entrepreneurs would 
be assumed to have less time to take on new projects, as opposed to non-entrepreneurs. To 
examine why this is not the case in this study would allow for a better understanding of the 
barrier, and therefore would allow for a better suggestion on how to overcome the barrier.  

Fourthly, it would be interesting to do a study where respondents have to order a 
list of barriers in descending order from the one that is most relevant to the barrier that is 
least relevant for them. Individuals might be experiencing several barriers that are holding 
them back and there might be a barrier further down this list of relevance that is playing a 
more important role than the individuals think. This may allow for a better understanding 
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of the complexity and potential interrelationships of how individuals view the barriers and 
may allow for better solutions to overcoming these barriers to be presented.  

Fifthly, considering the discussion section of this study, further research should be 
done concerning a lack of research and an unwillingness to do the research as possible 
barriers. The possibility was discussed that many of the barriers identified in this study 
could be due to individuals lacking the information they need, which could be obtained 
through research. Furthermore, this possibility was developed, and it was considered that 
there may be a possibility that either these individuals are unwilling to do the research, or 
maybe the information is not accessible. It would be interesting to see whether this is the 
case, and if it is then why the individuals are unwilling to do the research.  
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9. Appendices 
Appendix 1: What is an Entry Barrier? 
 To define an entry barrier is like trying to define globalization, namely there is no 
one definition, and there is no universally agreed upon definition. Joe S. Bain (1956), 
George J. Stigler (1968) and Denis W. Carlton and Jeffrey M. Perloff (1994) are well-
respected American economists who have presented contrasting definitions of entry 
barriers.  
 Joe S. Bain was the first to publish a book (1956) that thoroughly discussed entry 
barriers. Bain (1956) identified an entry barrier as “an advantage of established sellers in an 
industry over potential entrant sellers” where established firms can profit above the 
standard level without stimulating new entrants to enter the industry (Bain 1956: 3). He 
identified three main barriers to entry: 1) economies of scale, 2) product differentiation, 
and 3) absolute cost advantages (Bain 1956: 53, 114, 144).  
 George J. Stigler won the Nobel Memorial Prize in Economics in 1982, and also 
published studies on entry barriers. Stigler (1968) identified an entry barrier as “a cost of 
producing (at some or every rate of output) that must be borne by firms seeking to enter an 
industry but is not borne by firms already in the industry” (Stigler 1968: 67). On the 
contrary to Bain, Stigler identified an entry barrier as any cost encountered by new 
entrants, while Bain identified an entry barrier for new entrants as the advantages 
experienced by established firms within the industry.  
 Denis W. Carlton and Jeffrey M. Perloff argued that an entry barrier is “anything 
that prevents an entrepreneur from instantaneously creating a new firm in a market” 
(Carlton and Perloff 1994: 110). Carlton and Perloff’s definition is broader than Bain and 
Stigler’s definitions, and could potentially meet both Bain’s and Stigler’s definitions of an 
entry barrier. Namely that an entry barrier is both a cost endured by new entrants, or an 
advantage held by established firms in an industry that is not held by firms trying to enter 
that industry.  
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Appendix 2: Entry Barriers Literature Review 
 There is no agreement on a general list of entry barriers that the majority of 
entrepreneurs encounter, however there are a number of them that are mentioned by 
several scholars. Appendix 2 examines some of these scholars in order to determine the 
primarily mentioned entry barriers. 
 
Kathryn Rudie Harrigan (1981) 
 Kathryn Rudie Harrigan, a business professor at Columbia University, has also 
presented five important entry barriers. These are 1) economies of scale, 2) capital 
requirements, 3) cost advantage of incumbents, 4) concentration in the number of 
competitors, and 5) investments in competitive expenditures such as R&D and advertising 
(Harrigan 1981: 396-398). The entry barriers economies of scale and the cost advantages 
have also been previously identified by both Bain (1956) and Porter (1980). Harrigan adds 
concentration and investments in competitive expenditures as two additional barriers to 
entry. Furthermore, similarly to Porter, Harrigan argues that it is important to keep in 
mind that entering an industry may spark retaliation from established companies (Harrigan 
1981: 395) 
 
Fahri Karakaya and Michael J. Stahl (1989) 
 Fahri Karakaya and Michael J. Stahl completed a study examining a number of 
scholars who have presented literature concerning entry barriers. The table below identifies 
the 19 entry barriers that they identified within the literature review: 
 

Entry Barrier Scholars 
Cost advantage of incumbents  Bain (1956); Day (1984); Harrigan (1981); 

Henderson (1984); Lieberman (1987); Porter 
(1980); Scherer (1970, 1980); Schmalensee 
(1981); Weizsacker (1980); Yip (1982) 
 

Product differentiation of incumbents Bain (1956, 1962); Bass et al. (1978); Hofer 
and Schendel (1978); Porter (1980); 
Schmalensee (1982) 
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Capital requirements Bain (1956); Eaton and Lipsey (1980); 
Harrigan (1981); Porter (1980) 
 

Customer switching costs McFarlan (1984); Porter (1980) 

Access to distribution channels Porter (1980, 1985) 

Government policy Beatty et al. (1985); Dixit and Kyle (1985); 
Grabowski and Vernon (1986); Moore 
(1987); Porter (1980); Pustay (1985) 
 

Advertising Brozen (1971); Comanor and Wilson (1967); 
Demsetz (1982); Harrigan (1981); Netter 
(1983); Reed (1975); Reekie and Bhoyrub 
(1981); Spence (1980) 
 

Number of competitors Harrigan (1981) 

Research and development (R&D) Harrigan (1981); Schmalensee (1983) 

Price  Needham (1976); Smiley and Ravid (1983) 

Technology and technological change Arrow (1962); Ghadar (1982); Porter (1985); 
Reinganum (1983) 
 

Market concentration King and Thompson (1982) 
 

Seller concentration Bain (1956, 1968); Crawford (1975); Mann 
(1966) 
 

Divisionalization Schwartz and Thompson (1986) 
 

Brand name or trademark Krouse (1984) 
 

Sunk costs Baumol and Willig (1981) 
 

Selling expenses Williamson (1963) 
 

Incumbent’s reaction to market entry Needham (1976); Yip (1982) 

Possession of strategic raw materials Scherer (1970) 
 

(Karakaya and Stahl 1989: 81-82). 
 
 Karakaya and Stahl argue that this extensive literature review showed that the most 
important and discussed barriers to entry from the literature are those presented by Porter 
(1980); 1) cost advantage of incumbents, 2) product differentiation, 3) capital 
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requirements, 4) customer switching costs, 5) access to distribution channels, 6) 
government policy (Karakaya and Stahl 1989: 82).  
 
Clemens H. M. Lutz, Ron G. M. Kemp and S. Gerhard Dijkstra (2010) 

Similarly to Karakaya and Stahl, Clemens H. M. Lutz, Ron G. M. Kemp and S. 
Gerhard Dijkstra also reviewed a wide range of literature to identify a list of entry barriers. 
A number of the entry barriers are similar to those identified by Karakaya and Stahl (1989) 
as seen in section 3.1.4. Lutz et al. (2010) presented a total of 23 entry barriers and further 
categorized them under the headings of structural and strategic (Lutz et al. 2010: 23,25): 
 

 
The 12 entry barriers on the left are 

structural barriers, meaning they are barriers that are related to the conditions of the 
market as well as the costs of the firm. The 11 entry barriers on the right are strategic 
barriers, which are barriers created by choices a firm makes. The results identified seven 
primary barriers: 1) capital requirements, 2) strategic action 3) R&D, 4) product 
differentiation, 5) distribution, 6) advertising, and 7) government regulation (Lutz et al. 
2010: 31). The three factors that Lutz et al. (2010) identified as the most important 
barriers affecting entry are: 1) capital requirements, 2) access to distribution channels and 
3) strategic action (Lutz et al. 2010: 31).   

Structural Entry Barriers: 
1. Access to distribution/ selling 

expenses 
2. Access to knowledge 
3. Advertising 
4. Capital requirements 
5. Sales volume 
6. Cost disadvantage 
7. Costs of capital 
8. Customer switching costs 
9. Differentiation 
10. Economies of scale 
11. Government regulations  
12. Financial risk/ sunk costs 

 

Strategic Entry Barriers: 
13. Limit pricing 
14. Masking profit 
15. Retaliation 
16. Collusion 
17. Excess capacity 
18. Securing input 
19. Behavior advertising 
20. Behavior differentiation 
21. Behavior distribution channels 
22. Behavior knowledge 
23. Behavior R&D 
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Appendix 3: Coding and Categorization Examples 
Below is an example of how the coding and categorization was done for an answer 

given to question number 6: If you answered no, what BARRIERS (or other reasons) might be 

hindering you from developing or presenting an idea? 

 Respondent number 34 answered this question by stating: Not looking to create an 

idea for refugees. This would imply that the respondent does not have the interest to develop 
a product or service to address the needs of refugees or the integration issues. Therefore 
this respondent’s answer would be coded and categorized under concept number 6 above: 
not my task/no interest.  
 Another example is where the answer to, again, question 6 was: Resources and 

capital to tackle a new issue in the market. This answer by respondent number 19 would 
imply that the respondent does not have the resources or the money to take the initiative to 
present a new product or service to tackle these issues. Therefore this respondent’s answer 
would be coded and categorized under concept number 2 above: capital requirements.  
	 In order to further understand each barrier that was identified, one respondent was 
chosen at random from each of the 10 barrier concepts identified. These respondents were 
then asked to elaborate on their answer and explain why they identified that specific 
barrier. All respondents cooperated willingly and the answers are presented in section 5. 
Data Collected. 
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Appendix 4: Questionnaire Responses 
The study collected 52 responses through the digital questionnaire, which are 

presented below. Each respondent was given a number and the names of the respondents 
are not revealed.  

	
	
Respondent	#	 Status	 Opportunity,	

threat	or	
other?	

Taken	an	
initiative	

Barriers	

1	 Business	 Opportunity	 Yes	

Cultural	and	
societal	

differences	

2	 Both	 Opportunity	 Yes	
Capital	

requirements	

3	 Business	 Opportunity	 No	
Do	not	have	an	

idea	

4	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
Capital	

requirements	

5	 Both	 Opportunity	 In	the	process	
Lack	of	

information	

6	 Business	 Opportunity	 In	the	process	
Negative	attitude	
towards	migrants	

7	 Business	 Opportunity	 Yes	 Other	

8	 Business	 Opportunity	 No	
Capital	

requirements	

9	 Business	 Opportunity	 No	
Not	my	task/	no	

interest	
10	 Business	 Other	 No	 Moral	reasons	

11	 Neither	 Opportunity	 In	the	process	
Government/legal	

barriers	

12	 Neither	 Other	 No	

Cultural	and	
societal	

differences	

13	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
Negative	attitude	
towards	migrants	

14	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
Government/legal	

barriers	

15	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
Capital	

requirements	

16	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	

Cultural	and	
societal	

differences	

17	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
Lack	of	

information	
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18	 Business	 Opportunity	 No	
Capital	

requirements	
19	 Both	 Opportunity	 No	 Other	

20	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
No	time/	other	

priorities	

21	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
No	time/	other	

priorities	

22	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
No	time/	other	

priorities	

23	 Neither	 Other	 No	
Negative	attitude	
towards	migrants	

24	 Business	 Other	 No	 Moral	reasons	

25	 Neither	 Other	 No	
Not	my	task/	no	

interest	

26	 Social	 Opportunity	 In	the	process	
Government/legal	

barriers	

27	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
No	time/	other	

priorities	

28	 Neither	 Other	 No	
No	time/	other	

priorities	

29	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
Do	not	have	an	

idea	

30	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
No	time/	other	

priorities	

31	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
No	time/	other	

priorities	

32	 Business	 Opportunity	 No	
No	time/	other	

priorities	

33	 Neither	 Opportunity	 Yes	

Cultural	and	
societal	

differences	

34	 Neither	 Opportunity	 Yes	
Capital	

requirements	

35	 Neither	 Opportunity	 In	the	process	
No	time/	other	

priorities	

36	 Neither	 Opportunity	 In	the	process	
Capital	

requirements	

37	 Both	 Opportunity	 Yes	

Cultural	and	
societal	

differences	

38	 Business	 Opportunity	 No	
Lack	of	

information	

39	 Neither	 Other	 No	
Do	not	have	an	

idea	

40	 Both	 Opportunity	 No	
No	time/	other	

priorities	

41	 Neither	 Other	 No	
Government/legal	

barriers	
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42	 Business	 Opportunity	 No	
Lack	of	

information	

43	 Both	 Opportunity	 No	
Not	my	task/	no	

interest	

44	 Business	 Opportunity	 In	the	process	
Government/legal	

barriers	

45	 Social	 Opportunity	 No	
Do	not	have	an	

idea	

46	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
Do	not	have	an	

idea	

47	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
Not	my	task/	no	

interest	

48	 Business	 Opportunity	 No	
No	time/	other	

priorities	

49	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
Lack	of	

information	

50	 Social	 Opportunity	 No	
Capital	

requirements	

51	 Neither	 Opportunity	 No	
Lack	of	

information	

52	 Both	 Opportunity	 No	
No	time/other	

priorities	
	
	
 


