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Abstract - Business incubators are a relatively new organizational form in the entrepreneurial ecosystem. Incubators provide 

technical, business and logistics support to new start-ups in their initial stages. In addition to such resources, incubators also 

facilitate the development of entrepreneurs at the personal level. Cultural differences, specifically the individualism – 

collectivism dimension of culture, play a significant role in how the intermediary role of incubators affects the development 

of networks and political skills.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

Business incubators are relatively new and efficient 

forms of organizations to increase the chance of 

survival for new start-ups. In the most general 

meaning of the term, incubators are places where 

prematurely born infants are nurtured and taken care 

of based on the principle that premature born infants 

require temporary care in controlled conditions 

(Aernoudt, 2004, p. 127). Similarly, “business 

incubators nurture young firms, helping them to 

survive and grow during the start-up period when 

they are most vulnerable” (Aernoudt, 2004, p. 127).  

Incubators are institutions “designed to provide space 

for and support to a new business over a period of 

several years” (Markley & McNamara, 1996, p. 17) 

in which the infant businesses will survive through 

the most challenging periods and become self-

sustainable. 

Such an opportunity is important for the startups to 

cut down the initial costs and enhance the 

affordability of starting a new venture. Provision of a 

large range of common and shared services such as 

enterprise counselling and training, shared secretarial 

support and utilities, start up financing and assistance 

with product development and marketing (Adegbite, 

2001, p. 157) decreases the costs for startups while 

increasing the chances of survival through the first 

few crucial years of their existence. 

 

Incubator research is relatively new, as the field has 

been growing since 1980s. A careful exploration of 

the incubator research displays that focus of the 

researchers is towards different incubator models, 

incubating strategies and organizational structures 

(Clarysse, Wright, Lockett, Van de Velde, &Vohora, 

2005) or understanding the impact of the incubators 

on the start-up success at the company level. 

Accordingly the literature concentrates on the kinds 

of assistance and support the incubating companies 

can receive (Scillitoe&Chakrabarti,2010), comparing 

the success rates ofincubating versus non-incubating 

companies (Mian, 1997), local economic and state 

fiscal impacts of business incubators (Markley & 

McNamara, 1996). 

 

Entrepreneurship is a multidimensional (McDougall 

&Oviatt, 2000) concept. Yet, entrepreneurial research 

has not dedicated equal focus to all dimensions of 

entrepreneurship when scrutinizing the impact of 

incubators on entrepreneurial practices. Structural 

aspects, technical support, impact on the success of 

the ventures, macro-economic impact of incubators 

(Clarysse et al., 2005; Markley & McNamara, 1996; 

Mian, 1997; Scillitoe&Chakrabarti, 2010) have been 

studied frequently, whereas the personal level impact 

of incubators on entrepreneurs and how the 

entrepreneurs of the incubating companies go through 

a personal change regarding their personality 

characteristics, entrepreneurship mindset, skills and 

competencies  have been greatly neglected.   

This paper will focus on the development of 

incubating entrepreneurs‟ political skills, and how 

business incubators help entrepreneurs to better equip 

themselves with political skills. Social competence is 

required for entrepreneurs to develop the ability to 

influence stakeholders‟ actions in order to reach high 

levels of performance (Baron &Markman 2000, 

2003; Holt & Macpherson 2010; Zhang, Souitaris, 

Soh& Wong, 2008). Using communication, 

networking and relational skills is crucial for young 

stage entrepreneurs to interact effectively with their 

stakeholders and to build the social capital they need 

to turn their personal ties into firm-level relationships 

necessary for high level outcomes. 

Research suggests that cultural composition of the 

society,displaying specific cultural dimensions and 

characteristics, is one of the major determinants of 

individualistic characteristics (Sargut, 2001, p. 60). 

Accordingly, culture‟s impact should be taken into 

serious consideration when entrepreneurs‟ personal 

characteristics are studied to understand certain 

behavioral patterns. Sargut (2001, p. 58-59) indicates 

that as a consequence of cultural differences among 

societies, „ways of thinking, behaving, knowledge 

creation and education‟ will also vary. Other studies 
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claim that individualism-collectivism dimension of 

culture is especially significant in explaining 

entrepreneurship behavior(Morris et al., 1993). 

Understanding (1) the impact of incubators on 

developingentrepreneurial skills and competencies at 

the personal level, and (2) whether this impact at 

personal level differentiates among different cultures 

is crucial in explaining the entrepreneur – incubator 

interaction. This paper addresses the latter inquiry as 

a continuation of the proposal previously developed 

by OgutverenGonul and Senyuva (2016) which 

hasfocused on the former one.  

 

II. THE SIGNIFICANCE OF POLITICAL 

SKILLS FOR ENTREPRENEURS 

   

McDougall and Oviatt (2000, p. 903) suggest that 

entrepreneurship has at least two important 

components; “(1) an activity such as brokering or gap 

filling, (2) the attributes that set such activity in 

motion, for example, cognition, learning and 

strategy”. Significance of entrepreneurs‟ personal 

characteristics such as self-monitoring  and political 

skills over the success of entrepreneurial 

processescan be queried in the light of the above 

statement. Possession of personal skills such as self-

monitoring and political skills are valuable assets in 

developing entrepreneurial behaviors required by the 

dimensions of entrepreneurship identified by 

McDouggall and Oviatt (2000).  

Fang, Chi, Chen and Baron (2015) indicate that 

political skill is essential for entrepreneurs‟success in 

entrepreneurial environments often characterized by 

high uncertainty and that political skill and social 

networkswork together to affect venture performance 

(p. 177). Authors argue that there is a constant 

interplay between social networks and political skills 

during entrepreneurial processes and certain 

individual characteristics of the entrepreneurs, 

defined by political skills, influence the construction 

and use of social networks to enhance venture 

performance. Entrepreneurs need influential social 

ties to achieve social competence. Having high levels 

of political skills provides ease of access and 

effective management of resources for an 

entrepreneur. Building networks is crucial to gain 

access to scarce resources and powerful individuals.  

Entrepreneurs with high levels of self-monitoring can 

manage their impressions in accordance with the 

expectations of the environment. Entrepreneurs who 

have high self-monitoring levels observe their social 

environment and present themselves as trustworthy 

actors by using the social clues. Hence, readily able 

to realize the role expectations of the social 

environment they are embedded in, individuals with 

high levels of self-monitoring are usually also 

politically skilled.  

McDougall andOviatt (2000) indicate that 

individuals‟ behaviors, and the cognition and learning 

that shapes these behaviors, are affected by the 

characteristics of national culture. Zucker‟s (1991) 

argument that „values reflecting institutionalized 

social knowledge is embedded intoformal 

structuresby the actors without conscious activity, as 

part of theirtaken-for-granted objective reality,‟ 

supports the view that cultural characteristics will 

influence the entrepreneurs‟ behaviors and strategies. 

In other words, even when actors think they are 

behaving with objective reality, social knowledge 

they receive from their environment (that affects their 

behavior) is embedded into their values. 

Institutionalization increases over long periods of 

time and actors internalize knowledge they received 

from social context, and this knowledge becomes 

taken-for-granted. Accordingly, actors unconsciously 

accept the contextual knowledge as taken-for-granted 

and make their objective decisions upon the values 

generated by the social domain. Culture is one of the 

foundations of social context and yet will be reflected 

on entrepreneurs‟ behaviors and decisions. 

Entrepreneur, as an individual, is part of the taken-

for-granted social structure. His decisions, ethical 

values and behaviors are shaped by this social 

structure.Normative system of values guides behavior 

and socio-cultural values are a major determinant of 

the entrepreneurial environment (Begley and Tan, 

2001: 538). 

 

III. CROSS-CULTURAL DIFFERENCES IN 

ENTREPRENEURIAL PROCESSES 

 
Hofstede (1980b) defines culture as “the collective 

programming of the human mind that distinguishes 

the members of one human group from those of 

another”. In other words, culture is a set of shared 

collectivity of values, beliefs and expected behaviors 

(Hofstede, 1980a). Hayton et al., indicate that shared 

and embedded values within a society shape its 

political institutions, social and technical systems. 

Cultural values are important indicators of 

entrepreneurial behavior. Cultures valuing and 

reinforcing entrepreneurial behaviors such as risk 

taking and independent thinking promote the 

development of innovation and provide resources for 

entrepreneurs (Hayton et al., 2002, p. 33). Societies 

comprised of individuals with high self-concept, self-

confidence, achievement motivation, personal 

responsibility assertiveness and competitiveness are 

identified as individualistic cultures whereas societies 

valuing close-knit, in-group personal relations, 

compromising, harmonious behavior, consensus and 

hold group responsibility and interests above personal 

interests are defined as collectivist cultures (Hofstede, 

1980b; Morris et al., 1994).    

Impact of cultural characteristics on entrepreneurial 

behavior has gained scholar attention since 1990s and 

many of the studies indicate that individualism – 

collectivism is one of the more pertinent and 

predictive dimensions of culture regarding 

entrepreneurship (Begley &Tan, 2001; Hayton et al., 



International Journal of Management and Applied Science, ISSN: 2394-7926                          Volume-5, Issue-11, Nov.-2019 

http://iraj.in 

Impact of Cultural Differences on Entrepreneurial Practices 

 

15 

2002; Morris et al., 1994; Mueller and Thomas, 

2000). Morris et al., (1993) investigated whether the 

relative emphasis on the individual (individualistic 

cultures) versus the group (collectivist cultures) had 

any meaningful impact upon entrepreneurship. The 

results of their study revealed that individualism–

collectivism dimension of culture is a relevant factor 

in explaining entrepreneurial behavior and when 

individualism or collectivism becomes very 

dominant, entrepreneurship is affected negatively 

from both. They suggest a balanced set of 

individualistic and collectivist values to foster 

entrepreneurship.  

Contrary to the general view in literature that there is 

a positive relationship between individualism and 

entrepreneurship (Begley & Tan, 2001; Hayton et al., 

2002; Mueller & Thomas, 2000), Morris et al.‟s 

findings  suggest some negative affect of 

individualism on entrepreneurship. The reason 

beneath their findings is likely to be certain 

characteristics of the dominant individualistic 

cultures such as the likelihood of increased 

interpersonal conflict as a result of the individualistic 

cultures‟ reluctance to compromise and harmony. On 

the other hand, authors‟ findings regarding the 

negative influence of strongly collectivist cultures is 

related to “free-riding” and “social-loafing” 

syndromes in collectivist societies which result in 

anti-entrepreneurial bias. Since collectivist cultures 

are group oriented, the expectation in these cultures is 

that each group members should take responsibility 

on his part to contribute to the collective goals. 

However, group members do not feel individually 

responsible for collective goals, leading to social 

loafing. Members assume that their „negligence will 

not be noticed in a strong group setting‟ and 

„someone will take care of the responsibility anyway‟ 

and these assumptions result in lower personal 

performances.  

Collectivist cultures‟ emphasis on harmony, 

cooperation and compromise (Hofstede, 1980) 

prohibits attempts that threaten the existing social 

structures (Begley & Tan, 2001, p. 540). Innovation 

is central to entrepreneurship and predicts economic 

development (Begley & Tan, 2001) but innovation 

only happens when it is supported by the society. 

However, in collectivist cultures, group harmony and 

adhering to what is perceived and accepted as 

„normal‟ makes it difficult for members to challenge 

the status qua and deviate from the „normal‟ in search 

of innovation which may threaten the existing social 

structures.  

As a result of the differentiation between the 

fundamental values in the core of individualistic and 

collectivist cultures, Hayton et al. (2002) propose that 

in individual cultures rewarding and reinforcing 

entrepreneurial behaviors such as risk taking, 

innovation and assuming responsibility for results the 

tendency for radical innovations will increase. 

Accordingly, in collectivist culturesdevoted to 

harmony and group interest entrepreneurship will be 

regarded as risky and tendency towards supporting 

innovativeness will decrease.  

We suggest that when personal characteristics of 

entrepreneurs are studied in the light of cultural 

characteristics at societal level, incubators can be 

viewed as a bridging factor between self-monitoring 

and political skills of the entrepreneurs and their 

entrepreneurial processes. Culture will have a 

moderating effect on the relationship between the 

personal characteristics mentioned above and the 

entrepreneurial activities. Entrepreneurs have needs 

that are shaped by the culture and incubators offer 

functions to fulfill the needs of the entrepreneurs. 

OgutverenGonul and Senyuva‟s (2016) proposition 

suggesting that “Entrepreneurs with low levels of 

self-monitoring and political skills will need to be 

leveraged through the intermediary role of the 

incubators at the initial stage of the start-ups” will be 

stronger in collectivist cultures in which tendency to 

work within a group, cooperation and relationship 

orientation are significantly important. The 

intermediary role of (OgutverenGonul&Senyuva) 

incubators offers new entrepreneurs access to the 

professional networks, which they lack at the initial 

stages of a start-up, as a result of the lack of external 

social capital that cannot be formed without the 

needed political skills.  Values and thoughts of the 

group as a whole are the deterministic factors in 

collectivist cultures. When entrepreneurship and 

innovation is viewed as „risky and threatening to the 

existing social structure‟ (Bengley& Tan, 2001); 

incubators may offer a social context supporting 

entrepreneurship and innovation, creating a safe 

haven. Accordingly, at the most vulnerable initial 

stage of a venture, belonging to such a community 

will provide the trust, support, belongingness, social 

approval needed by the entrepreneur as a result of the 

culture they are grown in. Incubators will also 

provide the entrepreneurs with the benefits of the 

relations embedded in their networks.  

Characteristics supported in individualistic cultures 

such as independency, self-achievement and self-

success may decrease the need of entrepreneurs to 

belong to the group in incubators and receive their 

support. However, some of these entrepreneurs may 

still benefit from the support in such incubators due 

to their lack of external social capital, and low levels 

of self-monitoring and political skills.  

The view suggesting that „entrepreneurial teams must 

replace the lone entrepreneurial hero if the United 

States to remain globally competitive‟ (Reich, 1987; 

Morris et al., 1994, p. 66) has become prevalent even 

in the US harboring the most internalized 

individualistic characteristics of culture.   Therefore, 

even though individualistic characteristics of a culture 

may not necessarily decrease the preference of 

entrepreneurs to be stationed in incubators, the 

benefits they will obtain from these institutions may 

differ.  Since individualistic actors are motivated by 
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their own interests and are honed in to achieve their 

personal goals (Morris et al., 1994, p. 67); they may 

focus on developing their own skills and succeeding 

on their own instead of depending on group 

belongingness and social approval. 

Based on the argument that cultural differences will 

differentiate the motivational needs of entrepreneurs 

(Hayton et al., 2002, p. 41), we expect that 

collectivist cultures will positively influence the 

benefits received through the intermediary role of 

incubators, whereas individualistic cultures will 

increase the positive influence of incubators on 

developing individual skills. Benefits obtained as a 

result of being located in relational networks is 

directly associated with motivational needs of actors‟ 

in collectivist cultures yetskill development refers to 

benefits for individualistic needs. Foundational 

characteristics of collectivist cultures places emphasis 

on individuals that care about relationships and who 

are influenced by their in- groups, whereas 

characteristics of collectivist cultures set stages for 

self-centered individuals.  

 

Proposition 1: The effect of incubation to develop 

relational networks is relatively greater in collectivist 

cultures than individualistic cultures. 

 

Proposition 2: The effect of incubation on developing 

individual political skills is relatively greater in 

individualistic cultures than collectivist cultures.  
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