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This paper is a revised and expanded version of a paper entitled [title] 
presented at [name, location and date of conference].[AQ1] 

 

1 Introduction 

There is no universally accepted concept to set the limits of what a rural space is. 
However, it is known as rural space to those territories with low number of inhabitants, 
low population density, in which the natural landscape and open space predominates, and 
in which agriculture is usually of greater importance for the local economy (Pato and 
Teixeira, 2016). The rural environment is historically related to restrictions in terms of 
access to services, markets and technologies, a situation that represents a challenge for 
economic and social policies in terms of promoting development in these areas. 
However, improving communications, reducing transportation costs, changes in 
consumption patterns and the appearance of important non-agricultural activities in rural 
areas, offer opportunities that could favour the progress of rural regions (OECD, 2006). 
The question is how to overcome the restrictions and capture the opportunities provided 
from specific conditions within rural territories. 

The ability of entrepreneurs to take advantage of opportunities present in the 
territories is broadly recognised as a key element for development, especially in 
physically and economically disadvantaged rural areas (Lafuente et al., 2007). The reason 
why entrepreneurship has gained attention within the rural public agenda is because it is 
an effective local development medium with potential for job creation (Fortunato, 2014). 
In addition, there is recognition that local agents pose better knowledge and greater 
incentives to take advantage of and value local resources (OECD, 2014). The 
requirement to study the company and rural entrepreneurs is born from the influence that 
rurality exerts as a business environment with physical, economic and social 
characteristics completely different from those present in urban spaces. For this reason, 
the literature on entrepreneurship in rural areas has been increasing; proof of this is that 
in less than thirty years a set of nine systematic review works have been carried out on 
the scientific research developed in this regard, of which new lines of research have been 
proposed. 

The research agenda drawn from these reviews has evolved, beginning with the need 
to establish a robust conceptual framework (Wortman, 1990; Man et al., 2002), 
understanding issues with regards to development of the entrepreneurship process in rural 
areas (Dana and Dana, 2005; Stathopoulou et al., 2004) and the application of the 
knowledge generated for the formulation of integral policy frameworks with flexibility to 
specific conditions (Goetz et al., 2010; Fortunato, 2014; Korsgaard et al., 2015b). 
Recently there has been a recognition of the need to extend research towards the 
identification of new and innovative ways of doing business in rural areas and towards 
the analysis of different contexts, specifically in developing countries (Fortunato, 2014; 
Pato and Teixeira, 2016). 

This literature review recognises the existence of a robust conceptual body referring 
to the process of rural entrepreneurship and identifies the components that interact during 
its development. Given the importance of an adequate understanding of the 
entrepreneurship process for the generation of effective rural policy proposals, the 
purpose of this review is to analyse the concept of the rural entrepreneurship process 
from the point of view of its components and the interactions that are made between 

AQ1: If a previous 
version of your paper 
has originally been 
presented at a 
conference, please 
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not applicable. 
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them. The review focuses on the last 20 years of research. Nine review articles and  
33 empirical articles were analysed, the latter were located in the Scopus, Web of 
Science, Redalyc and Scielo repositories based on the key phrase “rural entrepreneurship 
process”. 

The review is structured in six sections, in Section 1, the concept of rural 
entrepreneurship process is built, based on the identification of the components that 
integrate it and their interactions. In Section 2, the theoretical and empirical evidence 
generated on the aspects that allow an adequate interaction of the identified components 
is presented. Section 3 is a synthesis of the accumulated evidence that compares the 
evolution of the topic in developed and developing countries. Section 4 is a research 
agenda that summarises the current state of the body of knowledge and identifies 
research gaps. Section 5 indicates the main limitations identified by the authors on the 
review. Finally, Section 6 lists the bibliographic references that support the review. 

2 Construction of the conceptual model 

According to Fortunato (2014), the bases to achieve success in rural enterprises, in terms 
of the entrepreneur and the context, are different from those required in urban enterprises. 
For Henry and McElwee (2014), only the factors associated with the context are those 
that differentiate rural entrepreneurship from non-rural entrepreneurship. In any case, 
there are differences that make the study of rural entrepreneurship necessary as a 
different category of analysis. 

The term entrepreneurship has its origin in the French word “entreprendre” what it 
means to undertake. According to the Royal Academy of the Spanish Language, 
undertaking means starting an action that implies difficulty or danger. For Schumpeter 
(1943) entrepreneurship is a central element of economic development and arises from a 
process in which ideas are systematised, businesses are implemented and the difficulties 
of change are overcome. Describing entrepreneurship as a process, indicates that this 
does not occur in a single jump, but through a series of sequenced steps. In this regard, 
Stathopoulou et al. (2004) proposed that entrepreneurship in rural regions involves at 
least three stages: conception, realisation and operation. In the conception the individuals 
identify an existing economic opportunity or create a completely new one, in the 
realisation the company is established, and in the operation, the mechanisms to measure 
the business performance are generated, it is compared with the objectives and in some 
cases tactics and strategy are redefined. The first consideration in the construction of the 
concept is that it is a set of successive stages, that is, a process. 

The entrepreneurship process, according to Schumpeter (1943), is carried out by an 
energetic individual, the entrepreneur, who generates wealth from “creative destruction” 
processes that involve destroying old business models by generating new combinations in 
terms of products, production methods, sources of supply, market segmentation and 
organisational forms. The successful completion of the entrepreneurial process demands 
from the entrepreneur a wide range of skills, attitudes and motivations necessary to 
transform ideas into sustainable companies (Man et al., 2002). Therefore, the second 
component to consider in the concept is the individual executing the process, the 
entrepreneur. 

Supported in the structuring theory of Giddens (1984), entrepreneurship is an 
embedded socio-economic process, that is, a process conditioned by the context that 
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shapes the content and business results. In this sense, the rural space is traditionally 
associated with obstacles related to proximity and access to markets, as well as with 
difficulty in accessing information sources and institutions. However, the distinction of 
strengths of the rural environment in entrepreneurship is not new. Chaudhuri (1976) 
identified that rural society has a mixture of traditional values and modern attitudes, 
which can be used to offer quality products and services linked to an origin and a culture. 
In addition, although people in rural areas have difficulties in accessing financing and 
other services, they have the advantage of accessing the basic elements of the economy 
such as water, land, food and energy sources (Fortunato, 2014). The third component of 
the rural entrepreneurship process concept is the context influenced by rurality and its 
characteristic heterogeneity. 

The entrepreneurship process uses resources from the context where it is developed, 
but also generates benefits that contribute to the development of these territories (Müller 
and Korsgaard, 2018). The type of entrepreneurship that substantially contributes to 
regional development is named by Korsgaard et al. (2015) as “rural entrepreneurship”, 
which differs from another type of entrepreneurship called “entrepreneurship in the 
rural”. In the first, the rural spatial location does not only respond to economic interests, 
but also to the perception of an emotional meaning and the link with a certain social 
nucleus. Entrepreneurs motivated by this spirit are more concerned with the economic, 
social and cultural development of their territories, on occasions this compromises the 
financial development of their companies in exchange for addressing such concerns. 
Although this type of entrepreneurship cannot guarantee rapid and high economic 
growth, it has three clear advantages: 1) it bases its inventiveness on the combination of 
resources that are available locally, activating and valuing them, even if they are more 
expensive to acquire and use that the resources acquired in the extra local market; 2) the 
probability that companies will be relocated is lower, because competitive advantages  
are based on their anchorage to the place and 3) since the provision is local, there is  
less vulnerability to external fluctuations in prices and volumes (Bristow, 2010; 
Christopherson et al., 2010). 

Conversely, “entrepreneurship in the rural” refers to business activities whose rural 
spatial location is predominantly driven by economic incentives, which represent 
advantages for the business or the entrepreneur; in addition, this type of entrepreneurship 
does not emphasise the valuation of local resources unless it represents a practical or 
economic advantage. With respect to the benefits sought by these types of companies, 
they are not related to the collective well-being and development of the rural area; 
however, this type of entrepreneurship can lead to high and rapid economic growth rates, 
benefiting the community in the form of job creation. The intensive extraction of local 
resources without achieving their valuation, the emergence of two-level communities 
characterised by the social exclusion of the most vulnerable population, a greater 
probability of relocation of companies and a greater vulnerability to changing conditions 
of global markets are the disadvantages of “entrepreneurship in the rural” with respect 
to “rural entrepreneurship” (Simmie and Martin, 2014). 

The benefits that rural businesses generate for their communities have gained 
importance not only in defining the type of entrepreneurship, but also in the definition of 
what a rural company is. Bosworth (2012) defined a rural company is one that meets at 
least two of the following three criteria: location in a rural area, serving a rural customer 
base and offering a highly trained product with resources offered by the space rural. 
Under this conception, there are rural companies that are not located in rural spaces, but 
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fit the definition when using resources and meeting the demands of rural localities. In 
another definition, De Rosa and McElwee (2015) mentioned that the rural company is the 
economic unit that employs the local population, uses and provides local services and 
generates income for the rural environment; Again, the benefits to the community 
overlap the location criteria in the definition. This leads to consider the benefits 
generated by rural businesses as the fourth component in the concept of the rural 
entrepreneurship process. 

Integrating the four components: the process, the entrepreneur, the context and the 
benefits, the rural entrepreneurship process can be conceptualised as a set of stages 
developed by individuals with sufficient capacities, attitudes and motivations to 
transform their ideas into companies that take advantage of opportunities that provides 
for the rural environment, and generate benefits for the entrepreneur and for the 
population of the spaces where they operate (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1 Rural entrepreneurship process: construction of the conceptual model 

 

Source: own elaboration based on revision. 

3 Interaction of rural entrepreneurship components 

In the conceptual model of the rural entrepreneurship process, the entrepreneur interacts 
with the context throughout a process that shapes the content and business results. In this 
interaction four flows can be identified: 1) the entrepreneur brings capabilities to the 
process, 2) the process returns benefits to the entrepreneur, 3) the context offers 
opportunities to the process and 4) the process returns benefits to the context. The 
theoretical and empirical evidence generated regarding the flows that are a matter of 
public interest is presented; that is, of flows 1, 3 and 4. 

3.1 From the entrepreneur to the process, the capabilities 

Traditionally in rural areas, companies and entrepreneurs are not recognised with such 
titles, especially when they carry out agricultural activities, farmers and ranchers do not 
consider themselves as entrepreneurs and neither do others consider them entrepreneurs. 
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However, this fact has been changing, as farmers and rural entrepreneurs are becoming 
more business minded, while identifying themselves more as entrepreneurs in recognition 
of organisation, management and administration of the productive resources that they 
combine in their activities (Couzy and Dockes, 2008). Therefore, it is recognised that the 
satisfactory development of the rural entrepreneurship process requires a series of skills, 
attitudes, motivations and other attributes by the subject who performs it, the 
entrepreneur. 

Starting with the capabilities, different countries demonstrate that a greater 
accumulation of human capital favours the process of rural entrepreneurship. Human 
capital determined through schooling, for example, was found as a factor that influences 
the intention to undertake in India (Chaudhuri, 1976), in the same way, schooling was 
found beneficial for entrepreneurship intentions in rural areas of Spain (Lafuente et al., 
2007) and the growth of small rural South African companies (Babalola and 
Agbenyegah, 2016). 

As part of human capital, the presence of business skills has been identified as a 
driving factor in entrepreneurial activity in rural areas. Stathopoulou et al. (2004) 
proposed a series of individual competences that favour the entrepreneurship process in 
the stages of conception, realisation and operation. According to Stathopoulou et al. 
(2004), the conception stage requires that the entrepreneur be innovative and have the 
ability to identify or create business opportunities; the stage of realisation requires people 
with negotiation, decision-making, coordination, supervision and optimisation skills; the 
operation stage requires people capable of monitoring and evaluating their business, as 
well as having the skills to adapt and reassess their actions and objectives. Empirically, it 
has been proven in countries such as Iran, South Africa and Mexico that the poor 
understanding of the rural population about the principles of design and initiation of new 
businesses is the biggest obstacle to entrepreneurship, and for this reason, it is suggested 
to develop skills to inform decision making (Bosworth et al., 2015; Babalola and 
Agbenyegah, 2016; Azari et al., 2017). An investigation in Malaysia proved the direct 
relationship between human capital formed in the field of entrepreneurship and the 
discovery and exploitation of business opportunities among rural entrepreneurs (Ahmad 
et al., 2017). 

Personal development in terms of business skills has been found can be done from 
practice, because business experience gives entrepreneurs some of the skills they need 
(Pato and Teixeira, 2016). Previous experience with business was identified as the key 
factor in the United States, since the learning produced when operating own projects was 
of greater value, in terms of the success of small rural businesses, than having a business 
plan, which did not differentiate the performance of the companies (Eschker et al., 2017). 
In another context, in South Africa, it was found that a mix between previous experience 
and the use of local knowledge was what allowed entrepreneurs to identify people's needs 
and thereby generate a competitive advantage in the search for entrepreneurship 
opportunities (Ngorora and Mago, 2018). 

Regarding attitudes, Stathopoulou et al. (2004) emphasises that especially in the stage 
of realisation, a risk-loving entrepreneur is required. In Spain, it was found that a higher 
level of self-confidence is decisive to reduce risk aversion and arouse entrepreneurial 
momentum (Lafuente et al., 2007). Another attitude, proactive behaviour, is observed in 
Hungary as the most important habit of people who develop highly effective ventures  
 
 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Understanding the rural entrepreneurship process    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

(Katonáné and Zoltán, 2017). Recently, other attitudes such as personal control, self-
efficacy and optimism were found as typical traits of successful family business leaders 
in rural Italy (DeRosa et al., 2019).  

With respect to the motivations that arouse the entrepreneurial spirit of individuals, 
Dawson and Henley (2012) distinguished motivation by necessity (push) and opportunity 
(pull); the first pushes people to self-employment for reasons of dismissal, lack of 
employment or unsatisfactory conditions in the available employment alternatives; on the 
other hand, the second attracts people to self-employment because of the desire for 
autonomy, satisfying a market opportunity or developing a livelihood that balances work 
and family life. It has been found that push motivation awakens highly imitative 
reactionary ventures that are less profitable and durable (Besser and Miller, 2013), 
whereas, pull motivation is located as close to the Schumpeterian principles of creative 
destruction and sustainability of companies (Goetz et al., 2010). 

Other attributes that have been examined to explain the satisfactory development of 
entrepreneurial activity in rural areas are age, gender, origin, income availability and 
family structure of entrepreneurs. In India it was discovered that age influences the 
choice of entrepreneurship, with older individuals being the most enterprising, because 
they have a greater sense of responsibility with family spending (Chaudhuri, 1976). This 
is inconsistent with the prevailing hypotheses in the broad field of entrepreneurship and 
innovation; therefore, age is a feature that should continue to be evaluated. 

With regard to gender, some research deals with describing the entrepreneurship 
carried out by women (Fazeli et al., 2015; Chong-González, 2016), since the increase in 
the participation of this gender in rural areas is notorious, through its insertion into self-
employment. It has been found in studies from Bangladesh, Ethiopia and Indonesia that 
women have lower participation rates in business activities than men, specifically for 
non-farm rural business entrepreneurship (Rijkers and Costa, 2012). This finding is not 
consistent with that found in Ethiopia, where female participation and low land 
availability induce the development of non-agricultural enterprises (Alemu and Adesina, 
2017). Rijkers and Costa (2012) found that female rural businesses are less productive 
than those run by men, although the authors argue that such a difference may be due to 
the level of schooling. 

Alluding to the origin, there are lifestyle entrepreneurs, who come from the urban 
environment from which they seek to escape and choose to undertake business in rural 
areas (Fortunato, 2014). In Wales it was observed that the initiatives of lifestyle 
entrepreneurs are particularly successful, due to the incorporation of new ideas and the 
support obtained from complementary income from non-agricultural and non-rural 
productive activities (Morris et al., 2017). With regard to the availability of 
complementary income, remittances do not seem to affect the likelihood of rural 
households starting a family business, at least this was found in Ecuador (Vasco, 2013). 

Finally, family structure also influences entrepreneurship plans. De Rosa and 
McElwee (2015) mention that entrepreneurs with children invest more and sooner in 
actions such as productive diversification, because they are worried about creating stable 
businesses that will be delivered to their descendants. These same authors proved that the 
family's participation in the company arouses a collective entrepreneurial spirit with 
feelings of attachment due to kinship, in which old and young, men and women, farmers 
and non-farmers, develop various categories of skills from a marked division of labour; 
in addition, the generational renewal acts by itself as a stimulus to the diversification of 
farms, due to the incorporation of better educated young people who demonstrate greater 
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capacity to develop entrepreneurial skills (DeRosa et al., 2019). Therefore, entrepreneurs 
who incorporate the family into the company can develop a team that, in addition to 
attachment, has adequate skills for the orchestration of resources and the exploitation of 
different groups of opportunities. 

3.2 From context to process, the opportunities 

The entrepreneur is the subject that undertakes the venture, however, the impulse to seek 
change is born outside the individual and is expressed in the form of opportunities 
(Gaddefors and Anderson, 2017). The rural environment offers specificities that enable 
and sometimes restrict entrepreneurial activity, for this reason, it is important to identify 
the contextual determinants of effective entrepreneurship that relate specifically to rural 
areas. Stathopoulou et al. (2004) pointed out that the business process is influenced by 
physical, social, economic and institutional environments, and as with the characteristics 
and capabilities of individuals, the contextual characteristics necessary for the successful 
completion of the business process are different in their three stages: conception, 
realisation and operation. 

Within the physical environment, Stathopoulou et al. (2004) emphasised that the 
location and base of natural resources, including the landscape and climate, are factors 
that influence to create rural enterprises. Regarding the location, the rural territories 
closest to urban centres have lower restrictions at the time of create enterprises 
(Fortunato, 2014). With regard to the natural resource base, in Hungary it was proven 
that a rich endowment natural resources of provides a favourable condition but not 
sufficient to guarantee effective entrepreneurship (Katonáné and Zoltán, 2017). 

In the social environment the factors that influence entrepreneurship are social ties 
and culture (Stathopoulou et al., 2004). In Scotland, the social integration achieved 
through certain relationships with local residents allowed seven rural entrepreneurs to 
understand the local context, facilitating the business process in the stages of recognition 
of business opportunities and implementation of the project (Jack and Anderson, 2002). 
However, not all relationships are beneficial to the company; those that favour the 
business process are those that allow the entrepreneur to become part of the social 
structure and exchange resources, contacts and credibility with it. The presence of these 
effective social links with the community has also been effective in explaining the 
variations of success among entrepreneurs from remote areas in the USA (Besser and 
Miller, 2013). Integration to non-local networks is equally valuable, evidence about this 
was generated in Denmark, where local social integration complemented with links to 
non-local networks, allows rural entrepreneurs to establish strategic bridges that allow 
access to the best of two worlds: the local and the foreign (Korsgaard et al., 2015b). 
Participation in cooperatives, as observed in Ethiopia, allows farmers to consolidate 
relations with the closest social nucleus and also broadens their perspective for the 
development of administrative, commercial and managerial skills (Alemu and Adesina, 
2017). 

The culture of the territories influences entrepreneurship rates, specifically the 
presence of outstanding entrepreneurs generates an atmosphere of business culture that 
inspires other entrepreneurs (Lafuente et al., 2007). It has been suggested in research 
conducted in the USA (Eschker et al., 2017) and Hungary (Katonáné and Zoltán, 2017) 
that rural development agencies should promote interaction between experienced mentors 
and inexperienced entrepreneurs, to harvest innovative business ideas. In addition to the 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Understanding the rural entrepreneurship process    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

business culture of a territory, ethnic diversity favours entrepreneurship according to the 
research carried out by Álvarez and Urbano (2013), who analysed the entrepreneurial 
activity rates of 39 countries of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM). 

Focusing on the economic environment, the factors that influence entrepreneurial 
activity are infrastructure, access to capital and business networks (Stathopoulou et al., 
2004). In Ecuador, it was found that an adequate infrastructure that allows access to basic 
services such as water, electricity and telephone favours the participation of the rural 
population in entrepreneurship activities (Vasco, 2013). Similarly, better transport 
infrastructure is a characteristic identified in certain territories of the United Kingdom 
that is related to higher levels of business behaviour (Martin et al., 2013). Likewise, the 
infrastructure represented by heritage resources such as buildings, monuments and 
streets, has allowed Danish rural entrepreneurs to offer unique products and amenities 
(Müller and Korsgaard, 2018). 

Research about access to financing in developing economies such as Iran (Sadeghloo 
et al., 2017) and South Africa (Lekhanya and Visser, 2016) has detected considerable 
difficulties to receive and repay loans among rural entrepreneurs, due to the long and 
hard bureaucratic administration and the high interest rates. Consequently, many local 
projects fail in the initial stages of the entrepreneurship process and the companies that 
survive do so using their own resources and family loans. Finally, business networks 
(Stathopoulou et al., 2004) and the availability of information and communication 
technologies (Pato and Teixeira, 2016) are factors that empirical research has not paid 
enough attention to, but they are strongly influenced especially in the operation stage of 
the entrepreneurship process, since they allow rural companies to take advantage of 
resources beyond the limits of their territories. 

Finally, the institutional environment can also favour the process of rural 
entrepreneurship through the channelling of subsidies (Morris et al., 2017) and the 
implementation of business training programs (De Rosa and McElwee, 2015). However, 
first, all institutional support for entrepreneurship promotion must ensure that the 
individuals to whom they are addressed are aware of their existence, since in countries 
such as South Africa it has been found that institutional support for entrepreneurship in 
rural areas is little known, however, Those who know them have a greater entrepreneurial 
intention (Malebana, 2017). Business training seems especially important, in Pakistan, 
for example, it was concluded that the entrepreneurial attitude among rural women can 
be motivated by the establishment of training centres based on territorial specificities 
(Afza et al., 2010); in addition, it is suggested that these centres follow the logic of the 
entrepreneurship process, informing in a first phase about market opportunities, and then 
become professional training centres on business management. In heavily regulated 
activities such as bioenergy generation, institutional support is central, specifically in the 
realisation phase, according to results obtained in Finland (Kokkonen and Ojanen, 2018). 
In contrast, cases have been documented in which the institutional environment affects 
the survival and growth of small and medium- sized rural businesses, due to strict 
requirements of environmental regulation and licensing in South Africa (Lekhanya and 
Visser, 2016), as well as for the existence of distrust environments between population 
and government in Iran (Azari et al., 2017). 
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3.3 From process to context, the community benefits 

The need to study the relationship between business creation and the development of 
rural communities was recognised more than two decades ago by Wortman (1990). More 
than 20 years later, Fortunato (2014) stated that although the issue of community benefits 
emanating from rural entrepreneurial activity is strongly neglected by literature, the 
contributions of rural entrepreneurs to the local economy go beyond monetary benefits 
and include contributions in areas such as landscape, history, culture and environment. 

Policies and programs to promote the rural entrepreneurship process are generally 
evaluated in terms of business creation, however, concerns have arisen to assess their 
impact on the development of communities. Impact studies mainly adopt descriptive 
approaches and are mostly focused on the benefits that are perceived by local residents, 
which vary from one territory to another (Dana et al., 2014). Taking into account the 
variation in perceptions of what communities consider benefits derived from rural 
businesses and the multiple dimensions in which they are categorised; Dana et al. (2014) 
developed an analytical framework based on territorial functions, to assess the impact of 
business initiatives in tourism on the local development of two French communities. In 
addition to the economic-productive dimension, the analytical framework developed by 
the authors integrates the social, cultural and environmental influence of rural tourism 
and reveals which of these dimensions should be considered by local authorities to lead 
the development of their community. 

Other studies have reported the generation of some of the benefits most immediately 
detected in the processes of rural entrepreneurship, specifically in South Africa, job 
creation and income increase were reported as the benefits generated by rural businesses 
for the community (Ngorora and Mago, 2018). However, benefits in other dimensions 
have been identified, according to a study by Müller (2014) in Denmark, rural businesses 
create 14 forms of community value categorised into three types: economic, 
socioeconomic and social. From the most economical to the most social, the 14 types of 
value are: 1) new economic activities, 2) job creation, 3) labour activation difficult to use, 
4) inspiration for new entrepreneurs, 5) new or improved infrastructure , 6) new points of 
sale, 7) creation of brands linked to the place, 8) redistribution of income, 9) generation 
of localised knowledge, 10) new or restored physical and cultural amenities, 11) new or 
increased local activities, 12) preservation of heritage and history, 13) pride and self-
respect of the community and, 14) creation of a sense of belonging and strengthening of 
local identity. 

Reasons why rural entrepreneurs generate community value, in addition to the value 
they capture, are their desire to contribute positively to the place where they have chosen 
to work and live, and their concern for the survival of the community. These reasons are 
influenced by the degree of rurality, that is, the more isolated and remote the place is, the 
more attitudes and concerns for the well-being of the community have been found 
(Müller, 2014). The inspiration to generating value to the community, according to 
McElwee et al. (2018), can also be generated through the animatorship that, when 
associated with entrepreneurship, consists of orchestrating situations and people so that 
they themselves achieve their common goals through business projects. 

The generation of benefits for the community is mostly associated with the type of 
entrepreneurship called “rural entrepreneurship” carried out by entrepreneurs with 
strong attachment to the communities (Korsgaard et al., 2015b); however, non-local 
entrepreneurs incorporate new ideas and generate businesses that contribute to the local 
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economy by leveraging resources not optimised by individuals from the community 
(Fortunato, 2014). On this, in 13 countries it was found that entrepreneurs newly arrived 
in rural areas have important contributions in the creation and improvement of 
infrastructure, based on entrepreneurship initiatives aimed at manufacturing and services 
(Akgün et al., 2011).  

4 Summary of the review 

Table 1 shows the spectrum covered by empirical research in developed countries, based 
on the four components identified in the concept of rural entrepreneurship process: 
entrepreneur, context, process and community benefits. The same is presented in Table 2 
for developing countries. It is observed that the entrepreneur and the context are the 
components that have received the most attention in both groups of countries, being of 
constant interest to researchers over time. Likewise, it is observed that, in both developed 
and developing countries, the studies prioritise the breadth and statistical representation 
rather than the depth in the analysis of small sample sizes. Evidence in this review 
highlights that on average, in each study, only one to two of the four components 
reviewed in this paper are included. There are no studies that address the four 
components of the rural entrepreneurship process, the maximum number of components 
in any of the studies is three, have been conducted in developed countries and have 
worked with small samples of 16 and 28 cases. 

Table 1 Spectrum of study of empirical research in developed countries around rural 
entrepreneurship process 

Research Entrepreneur Context Process Community 
benefits 

Country N N (A) 

Jack and  
Anderson 
(2002) 

    Scotland 7 1 

Lafuente et al. 
(2007) 

    Spain 843 n/s 

Akgün et al.  
(2011)     13 countries 2,802 925 

Vik and  
McElwee 
(2011) 

    Norway 943 943 

Bosworth 
(2012) 

    UK 1 0 

Besser and  
Miller (2013)     USA. 450 32 

Martin et al.  
(2013)     UK 494 17 

Dana et al.  
(2014) 

    France 3 0 

Müller (2014)     Denmark 28 7 
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Table 1 Spectrum of study of empirical research in developed countries around rural 
entrepreneurship process (continued) 

Research Entrepreneur Context Process Community 
benefits 

Country N N (A) 

De Rosa and 
McElwee  
(2015) 

    Italy 303 303 

Korsgaard  
et al. (2015a) 

    Denmark 7 2 

Gaddefors  
and Anderson 
(2017) 

    Sweden n/a n/a 

Eschker et al.  
(2017) 

    USA 83 n/s 

Morris et al.  
(2017) 

    UK 738 738 

Kokkonen and 
Ojanen (2018) 

    Finlandia 16 0 

Müller and 
Korsgaard  
(2018) 

    Denmark 28 7 

De Rosa et al. 
(2019)     Italy 1 1 

Notes: own elaboration based on documentary review.  

  N is number of cases considered in the analysis. 

  N (A) is the number of cases analysed related to agricultural activities.  

  n / a: not applicable, it is an ethnographic study. 

  n / s: the number of cases related to agricultural enterprises is not specified. 

Table 2 Spectrum of study of empirical research in developing countries around rural 
entrepreneurship process 

Research Entrepreneur Context Process Community 
benefits 

Country N N (A) 

Chaudhuri 
(1976)     Bangladesh 103 78 

Afza et al. 
(2010) 

    Pakistan 220 51 

Rijkers and 
Costa (2012)     

Bangladesh, 
Ethiopia and 
Indonesia 

n/s* n/s 

Álvarez and 
Urbano (2013) 

    39 countries n/s* n/s 

Vasco (2013)     Ecuador 4,753 n/s 

Bosworth et al. 
(2015)     Mexico 6 6 
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Table 2 Spectrum of study of empirical research in developing countries around rural 
entrepreneurship process (continued) 

Research Entrepreneur Context Process Community 
benefits 

Country N N (A) 

Fazeli et al. 
(2015) 

    Iran 120 n/s 

Babalola and 
Agbenyega 
(2016) 

    South Africa 282 n/s 

Lekhanya and 
Visser (2016)     South Africa 127 n/s 

Ahmad et al. 
(2017) 

    Malaysia 345 n/s 

Alemu and 
Adesina (2017) 

    Ethiopia 415 275 

Azari et al. 
(2017) 

    Iran 36 n/s 

Katonáné and 
Zoltán (2017) 

    Hungary 2 0 

Malebana 
(2017) 

    South Africa 355 n/a 

Sadeghloo et al. 
(2017)     Iran 360 29 

Ngorora and 
Mago (2018)     South Africa 53 n/s 

Notes: own elaboration based on documentary review.  

  N is number of cases considered in the analysis. 

  N (A) is the number of cases analysed related to agricultural activities. 

  n / s: the number of cases related to agricultural enterprises is not specified.  

  n / s*: the number of cases analysed in the study is not specified. 

  n / a: not applicable, the sample was not formed by companies but by newly 
 graduated students of careers related to companies. 

Although the average number of components attended per study does not vary between 
developed and developing countries, an important difference is the components analysed. 
Developing countries abound in the analysis of the entrepreneur and the context, and 
only the most recent works study the process and community benefits, components that 
have been most present in studies carried out in developed countries. 

The study of entrepreneurship in rural areas has been extended, extending to non-
agricultural activities that include manufacturing, tourism, commerce, bioenergy 
production and environmental services generation. As proof of this, among the studies 
that specify the activity associated with each company they examine, the total number of 
cases related to agricultural activities represents less than half of the total cases analysed, 
both in developed countries (44%) and in developing countries (40%). In this regard, the 
developing countries included in this review seem slightly less concerned with the study 
of rural agricultural enterprises, however, according to data from the World Bank (2017), 
the agricultural sector contributes, on average, with 12.9% of the domestic product gross 
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of these countries. In contrast, on average, the contribution of the agricultural sector to 
the gross domestic product of developed countries included in this review is 1.5%. 
Therefore, it seems especially relevant for developing countries to continue paying 
attention to the study of rural agricultural enterprises. On the agricultural sector there are 
few conceptual and methodological proposals to study the phenomenon of 
entrepreneurship, most studies in this sector of the economy adopt the concepts and 
techniques of other business sectors (McElwee, 2008). 

Finally, studies that have been conducted in developing countries include countries 
such as: Bangladesh, Ecuador, Mexico, Ethiopia, Hungary, Indonesia, Iran, Malaysia, 
Pakistan and South Africa. In that sense, the rural Latin American context has been little 
explored in entrepreneurship research. 

5 Future research lines 

The framework presented in this paper demonstrates the consensus in the scientific 
community on the need to differentiate the study of entrepreneurship in rural areas within 
the broad field of entrepreneurship. In turn, the theoretical and empirical evidence allows 
us to identify a group of components and interactions, whose conjugation allowed to 
construct a concept of the rural entrepreneurship process. Moving from the definitions to 
the understanding of the genesis and development of business activity in rural spaces, the 
review reveals that to understand the creation and development of effective rural 
businesses, entrepreneurship must be understood as a process that does not take place in a 
single step, but implies a series of stages whose satisfactory completion depends on the 
presence of certain characteristics in rural entrepreneurs, as well as the social, 
institutional, economic and physical context of the territories. Likewise, there is a recent 
increase in interest in the benefits that rural businesses generate beyond the individual 
benefit captured by entrepreneurs, and that improve the conditions of communities not 
only in economic terms. 

Starting with the pending tasks, the existing literature on the concept of rural 
entrepreneurship process proposed in this review gives light on the factors that explain its 
adequate development, however, such identification has not reached a level of precision 
that distinguishes the favouring factors at each stage, in terms of the entrepreneur and the 
context. The lack of this level of understanding makes it impossible to answer questions 
such as: how feasible is it that a single individual in the rural environment meets the 
characteristics to carry out the entire entrepreneurial process? What skills should a 
specific business training program focus on for each level of progress? and what 
physical, social, economic and institutional conditions do each stage of the 
entrepreneurship process require to develop satisfactorily? 

On the other hand, the investigation of entrepreneurship seen as a process is scarce, 
and the contributions made around the way of representing the entrepreneurship process 
are also scarce. From this lack arise questions such as: how many and what stages best 
describe the rural entrepreneurship process? What measures determine the passage from 
one stage to another? and how the stages can be applied to distinguish concepts as 
entrepreneur and businessman? 

With regard to the community-type benefits generated by the rural entrepreneurship 
process, they are still quite misunderstood, especially in developing countries, which is 
why the impact of entrepreneurship and policies to promote business activity could be 
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being underestimated in the development of rural areas. At the moment there is not 
enough evidence to answer questions such as: what kind of companies and entrepreneurs 
should be encouraged to promote the integral development of rural communities? 

In another order of ideas, the study of the Latin American rural context is a pending 
issue in terms of entrepreneurship. In the same way, in this type of environment it is 
recommended to carry out studies that deepen the understanding of the interactions of the 
four components-entrepreneur, rural space, process and community benefits – to 
understand entrepreneurship in an integral way, although to comply it must be sacrificed 
statistical representativeness. For this purpose, the development of rigorous 
methodologies is required that, from the wide examination of certain cases, show the 
process of rural entrepreneurship in its multiple expressions. 

Finally, with regard to the types of entrepreneurship to be analysed, it is 
recommended that the perspectives of the new OECD rural paradigm (2006) regarding 
the loss of relevance of agricultural activity in production, income and employment in 
rural areas, they are adopted with restraint by researchers from developing countries, 
nations where agricultural activity remains the backbone of the rural economy, and 
therefore, the study of agricultural enterprises continues to be valuable. 

6 Limitations of the review 

The review was limited to the examination of scientific articles and review articles, 
leaving out other types of materials such as books, book chapters, official reports and 
seminars and congress reports. Regarding the time frame, the review focused mainly on 
articles published in the most recent 20 years. With respect to the inclusion criteria of the 
empirical articles, only those that arose from the search in Scopus, web of Science, 
Redalyc and Scielo were considered from the key phrase “rural entrepreneurship 
process”. 
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