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Abstract
This comprehensive bibliometric study analyses the nomological structure of the immigrant entrepreneurship domain 
2009–2019 by means of citation and co-citation analysis. Web of Science citation data was used to return lists of most-
cited authors, journals, and publications. Co-citation matrixes were tabulated and visualized with the VosViewer software 
for three consecutive time intervals to highlight shifts in the evolving structure of knowledge. The results show that the 
immigrant entrepreneurship domain transformed into a management research domain with seminal theorization shifting 
toward structuralistic models. Recently, however, the results indicate the successive fragmentation of the nomological 
network, shown as more localized network clusters while a universal field theory appears absent. We discuss the implica-
tions of these developments with regards to the findings of works of content synthesis and formulate seven specific recom-
mendations for future research in the field as well as point out why “multifocality” appears a prosperous concept to further 
advancing field theorization. Our results serve as an important point of reference for both scholars and practitioners in the 
field of immigrant entrepreneurship.
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Introduction

According to estimates, 281 million people were living per-
manently outside their country of birth in 2020, highlighting 
migration as a key reality of modern societies and as such 
attracting increased interest from policymakers and research-
ers worldwide (United Nations DESA, 2020). Regarding the 
socio-economic integration of migrants, the higher share of 
self-employed among migrant communities compared to 
native populations of host countries has been frequently 
emphasized (Bosma et al., 2021; Lofstrom, 2019; Zhou, 
2004). On the one hand, entrepreneurship facilitates the 
integration of migrants when access to job markets is ham-
pered due to language barriers, qualification mismatches, or 
discrimination. At the same time, migrant entrepreneurship 

is likewise becoming more opportunity-driven and prom-
ises the host regions an additional source of innovation, 
which will help to expand the range of goods and services 
on offer while also generating employment for both migrants 
and natives (Beyer, 2017; Bosma et al., 2021; Ram et al., 
2017). As such, policy support for migrant entrepreneurship 
became a frequent sight that however requires an accurate 
understanding of the fast-paced dynamics of the phenom-
enon in all its factettes ranging from ethnic enclave econo-
mies to businesses that take a leading role in the global high-
tech transformation of economy and society (c.f. migrant 
founded companies Google, Tesla, eBay, or Yahoo!). As a 
result, research on migrant entrepreneurship is no longer 
niche research but an essential means to understanding eco-
nomic and social innovation and quickly becoming a major 
discipline in the field of business and management research 
(Dabić et al., 2020; R. J. S. Dheer, 2018; Guerra Fernandes 
et al., 2022; Nazareno et al., 2019). Against the background 
of increased socio-economic importance, the research dis-
cipline migrant entrepreneurship has become increasingly 
attractive and both the number of publications and the geo-
graphical range of research increased significantly in recent 
years, which again caused greater shifts in the knowledge 
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structure of the field (Guerra Fernandes et al., 2022; Indarti 
et al., 2020; Sithas & Surangi, 2021). Synthesis work plays 
an essential role in monitoring these shifts to provide current 
and aspiring scholars with insights on seminal works and the 
trajectory of the field.

Over time, several works provided substantial synthe-
sis to the immigrant entrepreneurship field, the majority 
of which systematic literature reviews (SLRs); among the 
most widely regarded, Zhou (2004), as one of the landmark 
studies on transnational entrepreneurship, Aliaga-Isla and 
Rialp (2013) for setting important course toward a stronger 
qualitative orientation and geographical diversification, R. 
J. Dheer (2018) for delineating field boundaries and estab-
lishing a framework for integrating new findings, and most 
recently Nazareno et al. (2019) for its debate of contempo-
rary approaches of theoretical field updates as well as Sithas 
and Surangi (2021) for specifying seven main themes of 
research foci. Despite methodological rigor of content analy-
sis, that all adopt a replicable, scientific, and transparent 
approach to minimize selection bias; with academic knowl-
edge expanding exponentially, it is increasingly difficult to 
determine the relevant works for content analysis (Donthu 
et al., 2021; Linnenluecke et al., 2020; Zupic & Čater, 2015) 
as the technique by nature can only consider fractions of the 
full body of knowledge (Hiebl, 2021; Kuckertz & Block, 
2021; Williams et al., 2021). While SLRs still remain the 
most common approach to synthesizing a field (Fisch & 
Block, 2018; Hiebl, 2021; Rojon et al., 2021), scholars call 
for bibliometric analysis as a quantitative synthesis supple-
ment (Ganzaroli et al., 2013)—a valuable tool for measuring 
the quality and productivity of knowledge production (Cobo 
et al., 2015; Ganzaroli et al., 2013) that provides a scientific 
summary of the evidence of field knowledge (Popay et al., 
2006). Like content analysis, bibliometrics uses a systematic 
approach to summarize evidence with a detailed and com-
prehensive study plan (Tawfik et al., 2019), which limits 
bias, in order to allow it to be replicated in future studies 
(Jones et al., 2011).

Table 1 provides an overview of the methodological 
approaches taken by some of the most recent and widely 
regarded bibliometric synthesis studies that mapped the 
domain immigrant entrepreneurship in recent years. The 
listing shows a wide range of search terms, databases, selec-
tion criteria, samples sizes, time frames, software, and ana-
lytical methods used—an inference that no universal agenda 
exists for conducting a bibliometric analysis on immigrant 
entrepreneurship. Puzzling appears the complete absence of 
co-citation analysis after 2011, an analytical tool that is con-
sidered one of the most seminal techniques of bibliometric 
analysis (Ma et al., 2013). The persistent single emphasis on 
citation analysis instead has resulted in incomplete samples 
that missed seminal works due to methodological inaccu-
racies in search strings and selection criteria. Co-citation 

addresses these methodological shortcomings specifically 
by generating its sample from a vast number of backwards-
cited references from source documents that result in a more 
complete picture of seminal studies and their influence over 
time across the several research clusters of the nomological 
network of knowledge. As visualized networks, co-citation 
offers an easy to comprehend and instant regard of field 
structure, especially for upcoming scholars who require an 
early point of reference for developing their research agenda. 
While co-citation analysis as one of the key bibliometric 
measures undoubtedly provides an essential additional in-
depth insight into the deeper structure of a field (Linnen-
luecke et al., 2020; Sternberg, 1991; Sutton & Staw, 1995), it 
experiences certain limitations, e.g., the technique does not 
determine the purpose of a single citation within a source 
document, since citations could occur in a negation mode 
or for non-scientific merits like an authors’ prestige (Kraus 
et al., 2012; Osareh, 1996; Pilkington & Teichert, 2006). 
As well the technique suffers from contemporary blindness 
since recent field additions require time to accumulate the 
necessary citation counts to be regarded for analysis.

To hedge these limitations, we consider the results from 
co-citation analysis in relation to findings from rigid content 
analysis which allows for a more detailed approximation of 
domain knowledge and its future trajectory than any of the 
two methodologies executed in isolation. We specifically 
regard the three content synthesis works by Aliaga-Isla and 
Rialp (2013), R. J. Dheer (2018) and Nazareno et al. (2019), 
each as a direct reference point for discussing the implications 
derived from the three snapshotted networks that subdivide 
the entire time frame 2009 to 2019 in our analysis in order to 
highlight the evolving nature of the nomological structure. 
The following research questions guide our investigation.

RQ1: How has the structure of research clusters changed 
according to co-citation analysis?

RQ2: Which implications emerge for the future research 
agenda of the field?

Hereafter, we first detail the methodological approach 
that involves SSCI citation source data from 2008 to 2019. 
After data tabulation of backward-cited references into the 
three consecutive time frames that indicate the evolution of 
research foci, the resulting networks are visualized as net-
works of nodes and edges using the VosViewer software 
tool. The evolution depicts a striking thematic fragmentation 
of the field after 2009 that goes together with the gradual 
dissolve of core field theorization causing us to renew the 
calls for theoretical rigor and providing an updated discus-
sion about paths to step beyond the limitations of the mixed-
embeddedness theory. We highlight local centers of network 
density as promising areas for empirical work in the future 
involving super-diversity, refugee entrepreneurship, and 
transnationalism and formulate 7 distinct research foci that 
apply unanimously throughout all clusters.
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Methodology

The citation data for this study was extracted from Thomson 
Reuters Web of Science. We searched peer-reviewed journals 
with an impact factor in the period 2009 to 2019 for article 
abstracts and titles containing relevant “immigrant entrepre-
neurship” related terms to ensure a methodologically sound 
initial set of source documents. Our search strings were con-
sistent with the bibliometric predecessor study by Ma et al. 
(2013) featuring co-citation analysis of the field prior 2008, 
which results in a consistent methodology regarding search 
strings, data base, and analytical tool over a total of 20 years 
(1999–2019). In order to analyze a none-static but evolving 
nomological structure requires snapshots of the structure for 
different time intervals to infer shifts and trends. In accord-
ance, we created three separate snapshots by searching for 
articles published in the two consecutive 5-year time peri-
ods 2009–2013 and 2014–2018 to infer broader nomologi-
cal shifts as well as a separate search for 2019 alone to infer 
on the most recent field dynamics. The choice for 5-year 
intervals was consistent with Ma et al. (2013), who created 
intervals for 1999–2003 (S1) and 2004–2008 (S2) which are 
referenced in our analysis as networks S1 and S2 while our 
newly computed networks 2009–2013 and 2014–2018 are 
regarded as S3 and S4 in order to showcase the extended ref-
erence frame of discussion regarding domain development.

Prior to conducting co-citation analysis, the initial cita-
tion data yielded interesting background information that we 
decided to include, c.f. list of most-cited journals (Table 2), 
list of most-cited authors (Table 3), and list of most-cited 
publications (Tables 4, 5, and 6). The later formed the basis 
to compute co-citation matrixes with MS Excel to count fre-
quencies of co-cited works in source articles for the three 
mentioned intervals. In a final step, the hidden structure of 
knowledge was visualized as a network of nodes and edges by 
using VosViewer, a software, previously used to map develop-
ments in the field of entrepreneurship studies (Ferreira et al., 
2015). Our approach toward domain analysis by means of 
network analysis is in its form a widely executed approach 
in the field of management studies, including other entrepre-
neurship disciplines c.f. (Ferreira et al., 2015; Gartner et al., 
2006; Kraus et al., 2014; Landström et al., 2012; Schildt et al., 
2006). Figure 1 summarizes our methodological approach 
regarding data mining, analysis and discussion.

Results

Citation analysis

Between 1999 and 2019, the SSCI categories associated 
with field output transitioned from merely sociology-related 
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to management-related categories, as indicated by Fig. 1. Ma 
et al. (2013) previously predicted a greater research focus on 
entrepreneurial and management features from his analysis 
of the field trajectory 1999–2008. In 2019, more than half 
of journal publications were associated with the field of 
management, business, and economics, with sociology and 
ethnic studies decreased to a combined 12% (Fig. 2).

In addition to shifts in SSCI categories, Table 2 shows the 
two specialized entrepreneurship journals “Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice” and “Journal of Business Venturing” as 
main outlets of field publications between 2014 and 2018 (S4), 
i.e., replacing the sociological journals “International Migration 

Review” and “American Sociological Review” that had topped 
the list between 2009 and 2013 (S3). In the broader context of 
20 years development 1999–2018, the “Journal of Small Busi-
ness Management” was the first ever specialized entrepreneur-
ship journal entering the list of most-cited journals in 10th rank 
in 2003–2008 (Ma et al., 2013), strengthening the impression of 
a major readjustment of the field’s focus after 2008.

Table 3 correlates the shift in category link and journal out-
lets with shifts in the list of most-cited scholars. Most apparent 
is the rise of Kloosterman to the top of the list for the inter-
val 2019 (S2019). Meanwhile, the Top-6 most-cited scholars 
across intervals 2009–2019 stayed consistent with only slight 

Table 2  Top 10 most-cited journals in migrant entrepreneurship literature

Specialized entreprenuership journals in boldface
*  Information adapted from Thomas Reuter’s Web of Science © database

S3 (2009–2013) Citations S4 (2014–2018) Citations S2019 (2019) Citations
Journal Journal Journal

International Migration Review 486 Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice

672 Journal of Ethnic and Migration 
Studies

270

American Sociological Review 416 Journal of Business Venturing 619 Entrepreneurship & Regional 
Development

230

Journal of Ethnic and Migration 
Studies

367 International Migration Review 598 Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice

198

American Journal of Sociology 346 American Sociological Review 572 Journal of Business Venturing 191
Entrepreneurship Theory and 

Practice
319 Entrepreneurship & Regional 

Development
565 Ethnic and Racial Studies 180

Journal of International Business 
Studies

309 Journal of Ethnic and Migration 
Studies

511 International Migration Review 176

Ethnic and Racial Studies 297 American Journal of Sociology 481 International Small Business 
Journal

160

Journal of Business Venturing 275 Journal of International Business 
Studies

470 American Economic Review 129

Academy of Management Review 260 Ethnic and Racial Studies 406 Academy of Management Review 123
Entrepreneurship & Regional 

Development
258 Academy of Management Review 373 American Sociological Review 117

Table 3  Top 10 most-
cited scholars in migrant 
entrepreneurship literature

Specialized entreprenuership journals in boldface
*  Information adapted from (Ma, 2013) and Thomas Reuter’s Web of Science © database

S3 (2009–2013) Citations S4 (2014–2018) Citations S2019 (2019) Citations
Author Author Author

Portes 328 Portes 351 Kloosterman 76
Light 296 Light 288 Portes 71
Ram 190 Kloosterman 196 Ram 67
Waldinger 172 Waldinger 187 Light 67
Kloosterman 148 Zhou 144 Waldinger 48
Zhou 118 Ram 137 Zhou 46
Aldrich 111 Fairlie 124 Fairlie 37
Saxenian 98 Aldrich 120 Rath 36
Fairlie 93 Borjas 107 Bourdieu 33
Borjas 90 Bates 97 Aldrich 32
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Table 4  Most-cited publications 2009–2013

Specialized entreprenuership journals in boldface
*  Information adapted from (Ma, 2013) and Thomas Reuter’s Web of Science © database

ID Publication Citations ID Publication Citations

A1/(1)_NC-1 (Waldinger et al., 1990)/B 100 A46/(24)_NC-3 (Bates, 1994) 19
A2/(3)_NC-1 (Light & Gold, 2000)/B 76 A47/(-)_NC-4 (Chaganti & Greene, 2002) 19
A3/(2)_NC-3 (Light, 1972)/B 71 A48/(29)_NC-3 (Portes & Zhou, 1996) 19
A4/(10)_NC-2 (Kloosterman et al., 1999) 64 A49/(-)_NC-4 (Schumpeter & Backhaus, 2003)/B 19
A5/(4)_NC-1 (Aldrich & Waldinger, 1990) 60 A50/(39)_NC-5 (Yuengert, 1995) 19
A6/(5)_NC-1 (Bonacich, 1973) 57 A51/(-)_NC-4 (Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986) 18
A7/(-)_NC-1 (Zhou, 2004) 54 A52/(-)_NC-2 (Barrett et al., 2002) 18
A8/(26)_NC-2 (Kloosterman & Rath, 2001) 49 A53/(-)_NC-4 (Davidsson & Honig, 2003) 18
A9/(41)_NC-4 (Granovetter, 1985) 46 A54/(-)_NC-5 (Fairlie, 1999) 18
A10/(6)_NC-3 (Light & Bonacich, 1988)/B 45 A55/(27)_NC-3 (Light et al., 1994) 18
A11/(21)_NC-1 (Portes et al., 2002) 43 A56/(-)_NC-4 (Lin et al., 2001)/B 18
A12/(17)_NC-3 (Wilson and Portes, 1980) 41 A57/(28)_NC-3 (Portes & Jensen, 1989) 18
A13/(9)_NC-1 (Hofstede, 1980)/B 38 A58/(22)_NC-3 (Sanders & Nee, 1987) 18
A14/(8)_NC-4 (Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993) 36 A59/(-)_NC-1 (Weber, 1930)/B 18
A15/(12)_NC-3 (Portes and Bach, 1985)/B 36 A60/(-)_NC-4 (Adler & Kwon, 2002) 17
A16/(31)_NC-2 (Barrett et al., 1996) 35 A61/(-)_NC-1 (Basch et al., 1994)/B 17
A17/(7)_NC-3 (Light & Rosenstein, 1995)/B 33 A62/(32) _NC-2 (Basu, 1998) 17
A18/(20)_NC-5 (Borjas, 1986) 31 A63/(-)_NC-4 (Becker, 1964)/B 17
A19/(-)_NC-4 (Coleman, 1988) 31 A64/(-)_NC-5 (Constant & Zimmermann, 2006) 17
A20/(11)_NC-5 (Fairlie & Meyer, 1996) 31 A65/(-)_NC-1 (Dana, 2007)/B 17
A21/(-)_NC-1 (Saxenian, 2007)/B 31 A66/(18)_NC-5 (Evans & Leighton, 1989) 17
A22/(-)_NC-1 (Yin, 1984)/B 31 A67/(-)_NC-5 (Evans & Jovanovic, 1989) 17
A23/(-)_NC-4 (Granovetter, 1973) 29 A68/(25) _NC-2 (Evans, 1989) 17
A24/(-)_NC-1 (Kloosterman & Rath, 2003)/B 29 A69/(40)_NC-4 (Fukuyama, 1995)/B 17
A25/(37)_NC-4 (Portes, 1998) 29 A70/(-)_NC-2 (Kloosterman, 2010) 17
A26/(-)_NC-4 (Putnam, 2000)/B 29 A71/(-)_NC-5 (Portes & Zhou, 1993) 17
A27/(13)_NC-4 (Sanders & Nee, 1996) 29 A72/(-)_NC-2 (Ram et al., 2003) 17
A28/(33)_NC-2 (Basu & Altinay, 2002) 28 A73/(51)_NC-3 (Zhou & Logan, 1989) 17
A29/(15)_NC-3 (Bonacich & Modell, 1980)/B 27 A74/(-)_NC-3 (Aldrich et al., 1985) 16
A30/(-)_NC-1 (Portes, 1995)/B 27 A75/(-)_NC-2 (Iyer & Shapiro, 1999) 16
A31/(-)_NC-2 (Rath & Kloosterman, 2000) 27 A76/(-)_NC-1 (Ley, 2006) 16
A32/(-)_NC-4 (Bourdieu, 2018)/B 26 A77/(-)_NC-3 (Min & Bozorgmehr, 2000) 16
A33/(-)_NC-5 (Clark & Drinkwater, 2000) 25 A78/(-)_NC-1 (North, 1990)/B 16
A34/(43)_NC-5 (Light, 1979) 25 A79/(-)_NC-1 (Saxenian, 2002) 16
A35/(48)_NC-2 (Ram & Smallbone, 2003) 25 A80/(49)_NC-2 (Storey, 1994)/B 16
A36/(-)_NC-1 (Florida, 2002)/B 24 A81/(16)_NC-3 (Waldinger, 1996)/B 16
A37/(35)_NC-3 (Light & Karageorgis, 1994)/B 23 A82/(-)_NC-4 (Burt, 1992) B 16
A38/(-)_NC-4 (Light, 1984) 23 A83/(-)_NC-2 (Bagwell, 2008) 15
A39/(-)_NC-1 (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000) 23 A84/(-)_NC-5 (Baycan Levent et al., 2003) 15
A40/(23)_NC-3 (Zhou, 1992)/B 23 A85/(36)_NC-3 (Logan et al., 1994) 15
A41/(-)_NC-2 (Engelen, 2001) 22 A86/(-)_NC-1 (Portes et al., 1999) 15
A42/(-)_NC-1 (Saxenian, 1999)/B 22 A87/(-)_NC-2 (Ram & Hillin, 1994) 15
A43/(-)_NC-2 (Sassen, 1991)/B 22 A88/(-)_NC-2 (Ram et al., 2001) 15
A44/(19)_NC-2 (Ram & Jones, 1998) 20 A89/(-)_NC-1 (Saxenian, 2002) 15
A45/(50)_NC-3 (Waldinger, 1986)/B 20 A90/(-)_NC-2 (Werbner, 1994)/B 15
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but none-directed alterations in rank, while these scholars 
except Kloosterman already listed in the Top-10 for interval 
1999–2003. Tables 4, 5, and 6 list the most-cited publications 

for each interval. Each publication features a unique ID, that 
later helps to identify its node in the network visualization (refer 
to Fig. 1 for details on the information contained in the ID).

Table 5  Most-cited publications 2014–2018

*  Information adapted from Thomas Reuter’s Web of Science © database

ID Publication Citations ID Publication Citations

B1/(A1)_NC-2 (Waldinger et al., 1990)/B 109 B44/(A31)_NC-3 (Rath & Kloosterman, 2000) 26
B2/(A7)_NC-2 (Zhou, 2004) 87 B45/(A65)_NC-3 (Dana, 2007)/B 25
B3/(A5)_NC-3 (Aldrich & Waldinger, 1990) 86 B46/(A40)_NC-2 (Zhou, 1992)/B 25
B4/(A3)_NC-2 (Light, 1972)/B 73 B47/(A58)_NC-2 (Sanders & Nee, 1987) 24
B5/(A8)_NC-3 (Kloosterman & Rath, 2001) 66 B48/(-)_NC-1 (Strauss & Corbin, 1990)/B 24
B6/(A4)_NC-3 (Kloosterman et al., 1999) 65 B49/(A55)_NC-2 (Light et al., 1994) 23
B7/(A2)_NC-2 (Light & Gold, 2000)/B 58 B50/(A25)_NC-1 (Portes, 1998) 23
B8/(A12)_NC-2 (Wilson & Portes, 1980) 58 B51/(-)_NC-2 (Portes & Rumbaut, 2006)/B 23
B9/(A6)_NC-2 (Bonacich, 1973) 57 B52/(-)_NC-1 (Levie, 2007) 22
B10/(A14)_NC-1 (Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993) 56 B53/(A34)_NC-2 (Light, 1979) 22
B11/(A10)_NC-2 (Light & Bonacich, 1988)/B 56 B54/(-)_NC-3 (Masurel et al., 2002) 22
B12/(A11)_NC-1 (Portes et al., 2002) 55 B55/(A30)_NC-2 (Portes, 1995)/B 22
B13/(A70)_NC-3 (Kloosterman, 2010) 52 B56/(-)_NC-1 (Friederike Welter, 2011) 22
B14/(A27)_NC-2 (Sanders & Nee, 1996) 49 B57/(A74)_NC-2 (Aldrich et al., 1985) 21
B15/(A9)_NC-1 (Granovetter, 1985) 47 B58/(-)_NC-2 (Becker, 1957)/B 21
B16/(A13)_NC-1 (Hofstede, 1980)/B 41 B59/(-)_NC-1 (Chand & Ghorbani, 2011) 21
B17/(A17)_NC-2 (Light & Rosenstein, 1995)/B 41 B60/(-)_NC-3 (Collins & Low, 2010) 21
B18/(-)_NC-1 (Drori et al., 2009) 40 B61/(A68)_NC-2 (Evans, 1989) 21
B19/(A23)_NC-1 (Granovetter, 1973) 39 B62/(-)_NC-1 (Patton, 1990)/B 21
B20/(A32)_NC-1 (Bourdieu, 2018) 38 B63/(-)_NC-1 (Ram et al., 2008) 21
B21/(A47)_NC-1 (Chaganti & Greene, 2002) 37 B64/(A21)_NC-1 (Saxenian, 2007)/B 21
B22/(A15)_NC-2 (Portes & Bach, 1985)/B 37 B65/(-)_NC-1 (Sequeira et al., 2009) 21
B23/(A22)_NC-1 (Yin, 1984)/B 36 B66/(-)_NC-1 (Shane, 2003)/B 21
B24/(A18)_NC-2 (Borjas, 1986) 35 B67/(-)_NC-1 (Baycan-Levent & Nijkamp, 2009) 20
B25/(A64)_NC-2 (Constant & Zimmermann, 2006) 35 B68/(-)_NC-1 (Bourdieu, 1984)/B 20
B26/(A29)_NC-2 (Bonacich & Modell, 1980)/B 32 B69/(-)_NC-1 (Hofstede et al., 2005)/B 20
B27/(A19)_NC-1 (Coleman, 1988) 32 B70/(-)_NC-1 (Dafna Kariv et al., 2009) 20
B28/(A20)_NC-2 (Fairlie & Meyer, 1996) 32 B71/(-)_NC-3 (Rusinovic, 2008) 20
B29/(-)_NC-3 (Volery, 2007) 32 B72/(-)_NC-2 (Valdez, 2011)/B 20
B30/(-)_NC-1 (Miles et al., 1994)/B 30 B73/(A52) (Barrett et al., 2002) 19
B31/(A39)_NC-1 (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000) 30 B74/(A16) (Barrett et al., 1996) 19
B32/(A28)_NC-3 (Basu & Altinay, 2002) 29 B75/(-)_NC-2 (Portes & Zhou, 1992) 19
B33/(A24)_NC-3 (R Kloosterman & Rath, 2003)/B 29 B76/(-)_NC-1 (Rauch & Trindade, 2002) 19
B34/(-)_NC-1 (Aliaga-Isla & Rialp, 2013) 28 B77/(-)_NC-3 (Shinnar & Young, 2008) 19
B35/(A33)_NC-2 (Clark & Drinkwater, 2000) 28 B78/(A62)_NC-3 (Basu, 1998) 18
B36/(A38)_NC-2 (Light, 1984) 28 B79/(-)_NC-1 (Chen & Tan, 2009) 18
B37/(-)_NC-1 (Achidi Ndofor & Priem, 2011) 28 B80/(-)_NC-3 (Chrysostome, 2010) 18
B38/(A26)_NC-1 (Putnam, 2000)/B 28 B81/(-)_NC-3 (Engelen, 2001) 18
B39/(A53)_NC-1 (Davidsson & Honig, 2003) 27 B82/(-)_NC-2 (Hammarstedt, 2001) 18
B40/(-)_NC-1 (Eisenhardt, 1989) 27 B83/(-)_NC-1 (Jones et al., 2010) 18
B41/(-)_NC-1 (Glaser & Strauss, 1967)/B 27 B84/(-)_NC-1 (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) 18
B42/(A57)_NC-2 (Portes & Jensen, 1989) 27 B85/(-)_NC-1 (Wong & Ng, 2002) 18
B43/(A1)_NC-1 (Vertovec, 2007) 27 B86/(A50)_NC-2 (Yuengert, 1995) 18



448 Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research (2022) 12:441–464

1 3

Table 6  Most-cited publications 2019

* Information adapted from Thomas Reuter’s Web of Science © database

ID Publication Citations ID Publication Citations

C1/(B2)_NC-4 (Zhou, 2004) 24 C49/(-)_NC-2 (Jack & Anderson, 2002) 6
C2/(B13)_NC-5 (Kloosterman, 2010) 22 C50/(B70)_NC-4 (Dafna Kariv et al., 2009) 6
C3/(B1)_NC-4 (Waldinger et al., 1990)/B 19 C51/(-)_NC-2 (Katila & Wahlbeck, 2012) 6
C4/(B6)_NC-5 (Kloosterman et al., 1999) 17 C52/(-)_NC-4 (Omi & Winant, 2014)/B 6
C5/(B3)_NC-4 (Aldrich & Waldinger, 1990) 15 C53/(B63)_NC-3 (Ram et al., 2008) 6
C6//(B15)_NC-5 (Granovetter, 1985) 15 C54/(B76)_NC-4 (Rauch & Trindade, 2002) 6
C7/(B5)_NC-5 (Kloosterman & Rath, 2001) 15 C55/(-)_NC-3 (Sepulveda et al., 2011) 6
C8/(B29)_NC-4 (Volery, 2007)/B 14 C56/(-)_NC-3 (Smallbone et al., 2010) 6
C9/(-)_NC-3 (Jones et al., 2014) 13 C57/(B48)_NC-2 (Strauss & Corbin, 1990)/B 6
C10/(B30)_NC-2 (Miles et et al., 1994)/B 12 C58/(B72)_NC-3 (Valdez, 2011)/B 6
C11/(-)_NC-3 (Vershinina et al., 2011) 12 C59/(-)_NC-5 (Wang & Altinay, 2012) 6
C12/(B4)_NC-4 (Light, 1972)/B 11 C60/(B56)_NC-2 (Friederike Welter, 2011) 6
C13/(B14)_NC-1 (Sanders & Nee, 1996) 11 C61/(B46)_NC-3 (Zhou, 1992)/B 6
C14/(B35)_NC-1 (Clark & Drinkwater, 2000) 10 C62/(-)_NC-1 (Ajzen, 1991) 5
C15/(B16)_NC-1 (Hofstede, 1980)/B 10 C63/(-)_NC-2 (Beckers & Blumberg, 2013) 5
C16/(B10)_NC-1 (Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993) 10 C64/(-)_NC-1 (Braun & Clarke, 2006) 5
C17/(B12)_NC-2 (Portes et al., 2002) 10 C65/(-)_NC-2 (Brzozowski et al., 2014) 5
C18/(-)_NC-3 (Monder Ram et al., 2017) 10 C66/(B21)_NC-3 (Chaganti & Greene, 2002) 5
C19/(B34)_NC-2 (Aliaga-Isla & Rialp, 2013) 9 C67/(B59)_NC-1 (Chand & Ghorbani, 2011) 5
C20/(B32)_NC-1 (Basu & Altinay, 2002) 9 C68/(-)_NC-1 (Collins, 2003) 5
C21/(B36)_NC-1 (Light, 1984) 9 C69/(B60)_NC-1 (Collins, 2010) 5
C22/(B23)_NC-2 (Yin, 1984)/B 9 C70/(-)_NC-4 (Combes et al., 2005) 5
C23/(B18)_NC-2 (Drori et al., 2009) 8 C71/(-)_NC-1 (Corbin & Strauss, 2008)/B 5
C24/(B7)_NC-3 (Light & Gold, 2000)/B 8 C72/(-)_NC-1 (Creswell, 2003)/B 5
C25/(B44)_NC-2 (Rath & Kloosterman, 2000) 8 C73/(-)_NC-4 (Dana & Dana, 2005) 5
C26/(B43)_NC-3 (Vertovec, 2007) 8 C74/(B39)_NC-2 (Davidsson & Honig, 2003) 5
C27/(B20)_NC-3 (Bourdieu, 2018)/B 7 C75/(-)_NC-3 (Edwards et al., 2016) 5
C28/(-)_NC-5 (Carter et al., 2015) 7 C76/(-)_NC-3 (Essers & Benschop, 2009) 5
C29/(-)_NC-2 (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007) 7 C77/(B61)_NC-1 (Evans, 1989) 5
C30/(B28)_NC-1 (Fairlie & Meyer, 1996) 7 C78/(-)_NC-2 (Lincoln & Guba, 1985)/B 5
C31/(-)_NC-2 (Gioia et al., 2013) 7 C79/(-)_NC-2 (Ibrahim & Galt, 2011) 5
C32/(B52)_NC-1 (Levie, 2007) 7 C80/(-)_NC-4 (Kloosterman, 2003) 5
C33/(B37)_NC-2 (Achidi Ndofor & Priem, 2011) 7 C81/(-)_NC-3 (Koning & Verver, 2013) 5
C34/(-)_NC-5 (Ram & Jones, 2008) 7 C82/(B53)_NC-4 (Light, 1979) 5
C35/(-)_NC-1 (Wauters & Lambrecht, 2008) 7 C83/(-)_NC-1 (Lin et al., 2001)/B 5
C36/(B8)_NC-4 (Wilson & Portes, 1980) 7 C84/(B54) _NC-5 (Masurel et al., 2002) 5
C37/(B73)_NC-5 (Barrett et al., 2002) 6 C85/(-)_NC-1 (McPherson et al., 2001) 5
C38/(-)_NC-3 (Barrett & Vershinina, 2017) 6 C86/(-)_NC-2 (Mustafa & Chen, 2010) 5
C39/(-)_NC-3 (Barth, 1998)/B 6 C87/(-)_NC-2 (North, 1990)/B 5
C40/(-)_NC-1 (Bizri, 2017) 6 C88/(B22)_NC-4 (Portes & Bach, 1985)/B 5
C41/(-)_NC-2 (Brzozowski et al., 2017) 6 C89/(B38)_NC-1 (Putnam, 2000)/B 5
C42/(-)_NC-1 (Charmaz, 2014)/B 6 C90/(-)_NC-4 (Raijman & Tienda, 2000) 5
C43/(B80)_NC-1 (Chrysostome, 2010) 6 C91/(-)_NC-2 (Riddle et al., 2010) 5
C44/(B40)_NC-4 (Eisenhardt, 1989) 6 C92/(B47)_NC-4 (Sanders & Nee, 1987) 5
C45/(B81)_NC-5 (Engelen, 2001) 6 C93/(B77)_NC-1 (Shinnar & Young, 2008) 5
C46/(B41)_NC-1 (Glaser & Strauss, 1967)/B 6 C94/(-)_NC-1 (Shneikat & Ryan, 2018) 5
C47/(B19)_NC-3 (Granovetter, 1973) 6 C95/(-)_NC-3 (Terjesen & Elam, 2009) 5
C48/(B69)_NC-1 (Hofstede et al., 2005)/B 6 C96/(-)_NC-4 (Waldinger, 1993) 5
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Across the three intervals, the share of publications 
already listed as most-cited domain publications for the 
interval 1999–2003 in Ma et al. (2013) reduced steadily to 
only 10% in 2019. Meanwhile, the percentage of journal arti-
cles in the list increased from 64% between 2009 and 2013 
to 76% in 2019. Apparent is also the successively growing 
share of works on qualitative research methodologies in the 
lists over time. Topping the most recent 2019 list are Zhou 
(2004) and R. C. Kloosterman (2010), while Light (1972) 
and Bonacich (1973) as seminal expressions of historical 
culturalist theorization dropping down in rank.

These shifts signal an increase in focus on transnational 
entrepreneurship including increased application of structural-
ist theorization while seminal works on culturalist theorization 
loose citation counts despite their historic merits. The tabu-
lated citation data offers novel indication of deep structural 

shifts in the hidden structure of knowledge, that requires more 
detailed tracing by means of co-citation analysis.

Co‑citation analysis

We employ science mapping that uses co-citation analysis 
to examine how disciplines, fields, specialties, and individ-
ual papers are related to one another (Zupic & Čater, 2015). 
We produce a spatial representation of the findings analo-
gous to geographic maps by using the VosViewer software 
(Small, 1999; van Leeuwen & Calero Medina, 2012). The 
resulting nomological networks for the three consecutive 
intervals 2009–2013, 2014–2018, and 2019 locate seminal 
fieldworks in the networks center due to their high cita-
tion count, multiple edges, and strong edge weights, hence 
centralized nodes impact research in the various network 

Fig. 1  Study methodology. 
*Author created infographic
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clusters. The peripheral network regions instead contain 
more recent field additions of yet less seminal impact, hence 
rather yield insights on the more contemporary dynamics 
within each cluster and inferring on their trajectory. As a 
result, domain trends and signs of impeding field fragmen-
tation first show as shifts in the network periphery, while 
shifting core structures result from long-term and universal 
conceptual readjustments of research focus across clusters.

In order to visualize detailed nomological structures that 
show both core and peripheral shifts, we methodologically 
divert slightly from Ma et al. (2013) by visualizing the co-
citation matrix of the full set of most-cited publications. To 
enhance visual comprehension, only edge weights greater 10 
are displayed. For each interval, we regard density and cluster 
analysis to report on the individual cluster dynamics and infer-
ring insights in correlation with qualitative synthesis works.

Structure prior 2009

Field knowledge up to the turn of the century when the mixed-
embeddedness theory (R. Kloosterman et al., 1999) revolu-
tionized the field was relatively consistent (Aliaga-Isla & 
Rialp, 2013). Ma et al. (2013) indicated in their bibliometric 

assessment of the domain 1999–2008, that field knowledge 
drew on a steady set of culturalist theorization, while only 
weak cluster divisions running along taxonomic lines regard-
ing research context or methodology were apparent. Sub-
sequently, we consider our results in the extended 20 years 
range 1999–2019 by referencing results from the nomological 
analysis by Ma et al. (2013) who tabulated two snapshots of 
the structure in 1999–2003 (S1) and 2004–2008 (S2).

Structure 2009–2013 (Fig. 3)

Shifts in the network core compared to the previous 2004–2008 
interval in Ma et al. (2013) indicate the growing emphasis on 
studying phenomenon related to “Transnational Entrepreneur-
ship” by means of structuralistic theorization shown by prox-
imity between Waldinger (1996) (A1) and Bonacich (1973) 
(A6) with Zhou (2004) (A7). In addition, the structure contains 
5 research clusters occupying the peripheral regions.

Transnationalism (S3‑NC1)

PORTES et al. (2002) (A11) is located slightly of the net-
work core region to trace the dynamics of the “Transnational 

S1 (1999-2003) S2 (2004 - 2008) S3 (2009 - 2013) S4 (2014 - 2018) S2019 (2019)
Business 13% 17% 22% 17% 18%
Economics 13% 10% 10% 12% 16%
Ethnic Studies 8% 6% 4% 5% 6%
Management 6% 11% 13% 12% 19%
Sociology 20% 12% 8% 9% 6%

Management, 6%

Management, 19%
Sociology, 20%

Sociology, 6%
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Fig. 2  IE Publications by SSCI category. * Information adapted from Thomas Reuter’s Web of Science  © database
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S3 Clusters S3 Node IDs 

S3-NC1 (22 nodes) A1/A2/A5/A6/A7/A11/A13/A21/A22/A24/A30/A36/A39/A42/A59/A61/A65/A76/A78/A79/A86/A89  

S3-NC2 (20 nodes) A4/A8/A16/A28/A31/A35/A41/A43/A44/A52/A62/A68/A70/A72/A75/A80/A83/A87/A88/A90 

S3-NC3 (19 nodes) A3/A10/A12/A15/A17/A29/A37/A40/A45/A46/A48/A55/A57/A58/A73/A74/A77/A81/A85 

S3-NC4 (18 nodes) A9/A14/A19/A23/A25/A26/A27/A32/A38/A47/A49/A51/A53/A56/A60/A63/A69/A82 

S3-NC5 (11 nodes) A18/A20/A33/A34/A50/A54/A64/A66/A67/A71/A84 

Fig. 3  Network clusters and density analysis for interval 2009–2013 (S3). * Information adapted from Thomas Reuter’s Web of Science  © data-
base and visualized with VosViewer
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Entrepreneurship” debate into the biggest network cluster. 
The cluster contains half of the 10 most-cited publications of 
the interval and the greatest number of newly listed works. 
The two book publications (Saxenian, 2007) (A21) and 
(Dana, 2007) (A65) as the two highest new entry publica-
tions of the interval highlight the dynamic momentum of 
transnationalism research between 2009 and 2013. Frequent 
citation of Saxenian (2007) (A21) stress the view on transna-
tional entrepreneurs as transformational “Argonauts” of the 
global economy, while citation of the collection of related 
works in the handbook by Dana (2007) (A65) in proximity 
of seminal structure-based theorization c.f. (R. Klooster-
man & Rath, 2001) (A8) highlight how the phenomenon is 
predominantly studied by its features of contextual embed-
dedness. Meanwhile are the limited cluster density and lim-
ited edge weights with the network core indicative of pre-
dominantly inductive approaches in absence of phenomenon 
specific theorization.

Institutional embeddedness (S3‑NC2)

The majority of structuralistic theoretical approaches cluster 
in the overlapping network region with S3-NC1. Works like 
G. A. Barrett et al. (1996) (A16) in the UK context signal 
that the limitation to the North American research context 
in the interval 2009–2013 is increasingly a thing of the past. 
Structuralistic theory aids work on new communities and 
ethno-national variations outside of traditional contexts 
(Bagwell, 2008) (A83) by regarding the role of institutional 
context, e.g., business support policies (Ram & Smallbone, 
2003) (A35) including mainstream provisions and engage-
ment strategies as antecedents for sectorial diversification 
(Ram et al., 2003) (A72).

Ethno‑national variations (S3‑NC3)

While S3-NC1 and S3-NC2 develop on advances of struc-
turalistic theorization, the traditional approach of investiga-
tion on basis of culturalistic ethno-national variations high-
lighted by Light (1972) (A3) and Light and Bonacich (1988) 
(A10) cluster in the less dynamic cluster S3-NC3 that is 
further earmarked by a greater absence of new cluster addi-
tions since S2. Apparent high edge weights with works of 
structuralistic theorization in the network core instead sug-
gest that classical works of culturalistic theorization remain 
prominent predominantly for citation in literature review 
sections, while less frequently used as theoretical frame-
work in contemporary empirical studies. Min and Bozorg-
mehr (2000) (A77) as the only recent addition highlights 
ongoing investigation of controversies regarding ethnic or 
class resources as roots causes for immigrant businesses and 
whether or not a causal connection exists between ethnic 
business and ethnic solidarity.

Social capital (S3‑NC4)

The debate on the role of social capital develops on the basis 
of a broad and well-established literature, including Schum-
peter and Backhaus (2003) (A49), Putnam (2000) (A25), 
Bourdieu and Richardson (1986) (A32), and Granovetter 
(1985) (A9). References to works such as Portes (1998) 
(A25) signal the caution in the debate not to jeopardize the 
heuristic value of the concept by over-expanding the con-
cept. Current approaches advance, e.g., from Adler and 
Kwon (2002) (A60) and explore sources, benefits, risks, and 
contingencies of social capital, while works like Davidsson 
and Honig (2003) (A53) indicate efforts to zoom in further 
on strong and weak ties as predictors for nascent entrepre-
neurs and startup success.

Self‑employment (S3‑NC5)

Scholarly works regarding the relationship between labor 
market effects and entrepreneurship tendencies share strong 
citation links with S3-NC3 on ethno-national variations. 
Positioned just of the outer ranges and in heightened proxim-
ity with citations forming the basis of explorations of ethno-
national variations, the cluster regards differences between 
immigrants and natives in the drive toward self-employment 
(Constant & Zimmermann, 2006) (A64). Proximity with the 
social capital cluster node (Sanders & Nee, 1996) (A27) 
likewise suggests social capital theory as a central measure 
for exploring the linkages between labor market access and 
self-employment. Prominently explored linkages with self-
employment include wage/salary earnings (Fairlie & Meyer, 
1996) (A20) or the role of host country exposure or human 
capital composition as shown in citations of the only new 
cluster addition (Constant & Zimmermann, 2006) (A64).

Content analytical correlation with (Aliaga‑Isla & Rialp, 
2013)

Content synthesis analysis regarded the works including R. 
Kloosterman et al. (1999) (A4), R. Kloosterman and Rath 
(2001) (A8), R. C. Kloosterman (2010) (A70), and Saxe-
nian (2002) (A79) as indicative of the contemporary state of 
immigrant entrepreneurship research in 2013.

Aliaga-Isla and Rialp (2013) overlap in their analysis 
with our view that the nomological structure illustrates the 
increasing importance of research on transnational entre-
preneurship with a simultaneous theoretical reorientation 
along the structuralist view of the phenomenon. In addition, 
they urge the field to address the shortage in theory-building 
by increased application of qualitative mixed methods, i.e. 
grounded theory approaches toward longitudinal case stud-
ies on more diverse and novel contexts to identify common 
theoretical patterns (Aliaga-Isla & Rialp, 2013).
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Structure 2014–2018 (Fig. 4)

The nomological structure 2009–2013, that featured 5 dis-
tinct thematic clusters, each with strong edge weights with 
seminal field theorization in the dense network core, transi-
tions in 2014–2018 toward a structure of 3 methodologically 
distinct clusters, that indicate decreasing theoretical domain 
integrity. Most notable is the division between deductive 
agency-based research approaches on traditional aspects c.f. 
labor market access and inductive structure-based explora-
tions on more contemporary phenomenon c.f. super-diver-
sity. The mixed-embeddedness theory forms the backbone 
of contemporary thematical explorations as evident by the 
centralizing node shifts of R. Kloosterman et al. (1999) (B5) 
and R. Kloosterman and Rath (2001) (B6), while agent-
based culturalistic theorization, c.f., (Light, 1972) (B4), 
(Light & Gold, 2000) (B7), and (Bonacich, 1973) (B9) 
have moved off the core and into the less dynamic cluster 
S4-NC2. The second highest-ranking new interval addi-
tion (Volery, 2007) (B29) that merges the “culturalist” and 
“structuralist” approach into an interactive concept, high-
lights by its centered location the debate on whether one 
standalone domain theory can be reinstated. In the awak-
ened methodological reshuffle, the center position of Volery 
(2007) (B29) likewise points toward concerns that necessary 
theoretical field updates could be impaired by the complex 
phenomenon dynamics that usually move too fast for statis-
tics to keep up. Multiple new additions of recently published 
thematic works to the list of most-cited publications show 
careful inductive empirical attention.

Structuralistic explorations (S4‑NC1)

Transnational entrepreneurship continues on its dynamic 
empirical trajectory as seen in frequent citations of most 
recent cluster additions c.f. Chen and Tan (2009) (B79), 
Kariv et al. (2009) (B70), and Sequeira et al. (2009) (B65). 
Altogether, the inductive empirical cluster contains 11 of 
the 13 newly added publications of the interval 2014–2018. 
While traditional social capital theory provides a loose 
conceptual backbone c.f. Portes and Sensenbrenner (1993) 
(B10), Bourdieu and Richardson (1986) (B20), Coleman 
(1988) (B27), Putnam (2000) (B38), are the locations of 
Welter (2011) (B56) on the multiplicity of contexts and chal-
lenges faced in contextualizing entrepreneurship theory as 
well as Ram et al. (2008) (B63) synthesizing the “forms of 
capital” model by Sanders and Nee (1996) (B14) with the 
interactive model by Aldrich and Waldinger (1990) (B3) 
indicative of efforts to advance the understanding of context-
specific contemporary phenomenon (c.f. edges with thematic 
works on Super-diversity) on the grounds of structure-based 
approaches that also induces their refinement. Citation of 
Portes et al. (2002) (B12) regarding the historic disregard 

of transnationalism in mainstream sociological literature 
coupled with the highest-ranking new interval addition 
(Drori et al., 2009) (B18) providing a synthesis of trans-
national entrepreneurship research, further concurs that 
research on transnational entrepreneurship in 2014–2018 
escapes traditional culturalistic explanation models, instead 
understanding dynamics of innovation apart close co-ethnic 
associations eventually steams from structure-based expla-
nation models. Noting high edge weights of Aliaga-Isla and 
Rialp (2013) (B34) with contemporary transnational entre-
preneurship literature could imply more research by means 
of qualitative methodological application, further signaled 
by dense cluster proximity with traditional works on quali-
tative research methods c.f. Yin (1984) (B23), Miles et al. 
(1994) (B30), Eisenhardt (1989) (B40), Glaser and Strauss 
(1967) (B41), and Patton (1990) (B62). In addition, grow-
ing citation counts and localized density around Jones et al. 
(2010) (B83) indicate an additional most recent stream of 
inductive investigation on super-diversity in the interval 
2014–2018. Scholars approach the significant practical and 
theoretical challenge that the multiple-origin, transnation-
ally connected, socio-economically differentiated and legally 
stratified super-diverse immigrant communities pose to the 
field (Vertovec, 2007) (B43).

Culturalistic explorations (S4‑NC2)

Deductive research on agent-based root causes of immigrant 
entrepreneurship predominantly rests on well-established 
culturalistic explanation models. Eighty percent (24/30) of 
the most-cited publications along this line of research were 
published prior the year 2000, compared with less than 50% 
(16/38) among works advancing structure-based explana-
tion models in cluster S4-NC1. These numbers deepen the 
impression of a nomological imbalance between advances 
in agency- and structure-based conceptualization.

Among the few dynamic agent-based research streams 
account comparative studies as seen in citation of c.f. Con-
stant and Zimmermann (2006) (B25) and Hammarstedt 
(2001) (B82). Edge frequency and weights of seminal 
agency-based theorization and works with qualitative 
research designs are limited, hence suggesting predomi-
nantly quantitative empirical approaches. Citation of Val-
dez (2011) (B72) signals an additional slight agency-based 
dynamic research momentum related to research on inter-
sectionality, that investigates the effects of combinations of 
agency-related multi-group embeddedness.

Conceptual explorations (S4‑NC3)

The conceptual exploration into the domain future appears 
in the stream of structure-based theorization that comprises 
the bulk of the core region of the nomological structure in 
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2014–2018 and in close proximity with thematical research 
clusters on contemporary phenomenon in S4-NC1, c.f edges 
with R. Kloosterman et al. (1999) (B5) and R. Kloosterman 
and Rath (2001) (B6) in proximity of Portes and Sensen-
brenner (1993) (B10).

The mixed-embeddedness theory specifically guides 
research streams on the roles of banks and state agencies 
as seen in frequent co-citation with c.f. G. Barrett et al. 
(2002) (B73). Citation counts of Collins and Low (2010) 
(B60) further indicate a stream of merely structure-based 

S4 Clusters S4 Node IDs 

S4-NC1 (38 nodes) B10/B12/B15/B16/B18/B19/B20/B21/B23/B27/B30/B31/B34/B37/B38/B39/B40/B41/B43/B48/B50/B52/B56/B59

/B62/B63/B64/B65/B66/B67/B68/B69/B70/B76/B79/B83/B84/B85 

S3-NC2 (30 nodes) B1/B2/B4/B7/B8/B9/B11/B14/B17/B22/B24/B25/B26/B28/B35/B36/B42/B46/B47/B49/B51/B53/B55/B57/B58/ 

B61/B72/B75/B82/B86 

S3-NC3 (18 nodes) B3/B5/B6/B13/B29/B32/B33/B44/B45/B54/B60/B71/B73/B74/B77/B78/B80/B81 

Fig. 4  Network clusters and density analysis for interval 2014–2018 (S4). * Information adapted from Thomas Reuter’s Web of Science  © data-
base and visualized with VosViewer
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investigation of female entrepreneurship among immigrants 
of Asian descent, while citation of Masurel et al. (2002) 
(B54) points toward a research segment undergoing a para-
digm shift by considering immigrant entrepreneurship as 
means for solving host country challenges, e.g., structural 
unemployment problems of ethnic groups, which explains 
the nodes’ proximity with predominantly culturalist theori-
zation guiding deductive explorations in S4-NC2. Frequent 
co-citation with Light (1972) (B7), Bonacich (1973) (B9), 
and Sanders and Nee (1996) (B14) also shows that research-
ers in the combination of structure- and agent-based theory 
lay the foundation of the research area and describe it as 
such in their works as a story of two worlds.

Content analytical correlation with (R. J. S. Dheer, 2018)

R. J. S. Dheer (2018) concludes analysis with apparent 
domain fragmentation and a strong call for theoretical 
updates. Equal to Aliaga-Isla and Rialp (2013) for the field 
in 2013, R. J. S. Dheer (2018) bemoans for the domain state 
in 2018 the prevailing prominence of quantitative empiri-
cal studies using secondary data, e.g., country census/GEM 
data. Different from R. J. S. Dheer (2018) however, shifts 
in the nomological structure show no indication of quali-
tative methodological void; in fact, we consider frequent 
contemporary publications proximate works on qualitative 
methodological approaches in S4-NC1 indication of induc-
tive emphasis on ground theory principles to explore domain 
fragmentation.

Discussion and implication

This discussion features implications provided from a third 
snapshot of the nomological structure in 2019 (Fig. 5), as 
well as content synthesis (Nazareno et al., 2019) and other 
works beyond the scope of publications sampled for co-
citation analysis throughout our study.

The co-citation analysis detailed how the nomologi-
cal structure evolved over the past few years and how 
the research density of various branches of research has 
increased or decreased.

One of the thematic evergreens over the entire period 
of our observation 2009–2019 as likewise already in 
2004–2008 in (Ma et al., 2013) when instigated by Zhou 
(2004), is research on transnational entrepreneurship, which 
continues as an independent cluster (S2019-NC2). Low 
edge weights in 2019 between thematic works c.f. Gioia 
et al. (2013) (C31), Brzozowski (2017) (C41), Beckers and 
Blumberg (2013) (C63), Brzozowski et al. (2014) (C65), 
and existing structural field theory c.f. R. C. Kloosterman 
(2010) (C2), R. Kloosterman et al. (1999) (C4), R. Klooster-
man and Rath (2001) (C7), however, illustrates the limited 

application of the mixed embeddedness theory due to an 
insufficient framework to capture the role of embeddedness 
in the home country.

The cluster therefore stimulates theoretical adaptations. 
Due to contemporary blindness of co-citation analysis 
however, latest theoretical adaptations do not show up as 
network nodes, but must be inferred upon from the lat-
est literature hosting theoretical updates c.f. simultaneous 
embeddedness (You & Zhou, 2019) or multiple embed-
dedness (Harima et al., 2021), concepts partially borrowed 
from MNE research on the role of subsidiaries (Meyer et al., 
2011) and better equipped to capture the range of multifocal 
embeddedness of home, host, or third country in transna-
tional entrepreneurship. Regardless of individual theories, 
the concept of multifocality (Solano et al., 2022) must gener-
ally be regarded as expedient in order to record transnational 
entrepreneurship, since it considers the structural embed-
dedness in groups and locations in a differentiated way and 
refers to the influence of so-called Modes of Behavior that 
seem to influence certain opportunity structures.

Empirical research, meanwhile, is influenced in its future 
orientation by the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic and 
other socio-economic eruptions, e.g., the Ukraine crisis, 
all of which contribute to deglobalization affecting transna-
tional entrepreneurship through the partial collapse of inter-
national value chains. According to Harima (2022), transna-
tional entrepreneurs react by (1) balancing between multiple 
institutions, (2) mobilizing transnational social capital, and 
(3) adapting transnational value creation. Results demon-
strate the cognitive flexibility of transnationally embedded 
migrant entrepreneurs and the benefits they derive from mul-
tifocal embeddedness for mitigating adverse situations. The 
essence of high cluster density, current empirical research 
performance and far-reaching global changes in the frame-
work conditions will keep research on transnational entre-
preneurship dynamic in the future.

A comparable development emerges for research on refu-
gee entrepreneurship, which clusters in close proximity with 
work on transnational entrepreneurship. The nodes (Bizri, 
2017) (C40) and (Shneikat & Ryan, 2018) (C94) imply 
strings of research on aspects of pseudo family business per-
ception, collective bootstrapping, distinct network structures, 
opportunity-seizing proliferation, one-way-ahead attitude, 
and the role of social media. Harima et al. (2021) indicates 
the conceptual proximity by situating refugee entrepreneur-
ship in Europe in a transnational framework, by conceptual-
izing the effects of disembeddedness that reflect the result of 
the involuntary or even forceful expelling of refugees from 
their home countries. In the analysis period of this work up 
to and including 2019, the area is still little accentuated and 
characterized by its few nodes and edges, but considerations 
can be derived from additional literature. In this regards, it 
will be interesting to see how trans-European and ethnically 
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S2019 Clusters S2019 Node IDs 

S2019-NC1 (27 nodes) C13/C14/C15/C16/C20/C21/C30/C32/C35/C40/C42/C43/C46/C48/C62/C64/C67/C68/C69/C71/C72/C77/C83/ 

C85/C89/C93/C94 

S2019-NC2 (22 nodes) C10/C17/C19/C22/C23/C25/C29/C31/C33/C41/C49/C51/C57/C60/C63/C65/C74/C78/C79/C86/C87/C91 

S2019-NC3 (19 nodes) C9/C11/C18/C24/C26/C27/C38/C39/C47/C53/C55/C56/C58/C61/C66/C75/C76/C81/C95 

S2019-NC4 (16 nodes) C1/C3/C5/C8/C12/C36/C44/C50/C52/C73/C80/C82/C88/C90/C92/C96 

S2019-NC5 (10 nodes) C2/C4/C6/C7/C28/C34/C37/C45/C59/C84 
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homogeneous refugee movements as a result of the Ukraine 
crisis will shape the patterns of multifocal embeddedness 
and whether it locates the cluster in the nomological struc-
ture closer or further away from Super-diversity.

In the context of tracking the developments since 2009 
into the thematically most dynamic and largest clusters of 
2019, raises the debate on whether the current accentuation 
of socio-economic, political, and social changes eventually 
requires a reinstated stronger cultural perspective through-
out the entire area, including conceptions at the intersec-
tion with structural theorization. The question seems cur-
rent for taking account of the increasing importance of 
research on intersectionality. Valdez (2011) (B72/C58) 
in nomological proximity to the culture-structural debate 
in 2014–2018, structures with R. Barrett and Vershinina 
(2017) (C38) and other aspects of super-diversity in 2019 
to indicate its growing dynamics. Vorobeva (2022) and Dy 
and Agwunobi (2018) likewise deduce from synthesis how 
the focus of recent studies is shifting from looking at one-
dimensional minority characteristics (e.g., ethnic or female 
entrepreneurship) toward looking at multiple, simultane-
ous, and overlapping minority identities of entrepreneurs 
(e.g., female migrants, Black poor, Muslim female immi-
grants). The accentuation of numerous different nuances in 
the construction of minority identities makes the field of 
intersectionality research a potential breeding ground for a 
cultural-structuralist intersection theory, that helps deepen 
our understanding of the multiple experiences of privilege 
and vulnerability that arise from both cultural and structural 
embeddedness.

Under the umbrella of intersectionality, also the gender 
perspective becomes inevitably more articulated, which 
manifests itself as a local density point c.f. nodes Clark and 
Drinkwater (2000) (C14), Collins and Low (2010) (C69), 
and Braun and Clarke (2006) (C64). Indarti et al. (2020) sees 
the next steps on female immigrant entrepreneurship in geo-
graphical expansion of the scope of research and less empha-
sis on Asian migrants in western host countries. Likewise 
appears the still dominant perspective on marginalization 
limiting, instead distinct opportunities from female found-
ing teams and particular multifocal embeddedness should 
be emphasized.

Equally important remains the study on the influence of 
support services. López Peláez et al. (2022) offers a current 
literature synthesis that, in addition to Vertovec (2021), 
shows a contemporary discourse and overview of the influ-
ence on the development of social policy measures. In the 
entire subject area of super-diversity/intersectionality, the 
changes in resource mobility in times of deglobalization 

should also be considered. We also recognize close proxim-
ity of both thematic fields with seminal publications c.f. the 
Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991) (C62), Homo-
phily (McPherson et al., 2001) (C85), Grounded theory 
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967) (C46), (Charmaz, 2014) (C42), 
and mixed methods (Creswell, 2003) (C72) that indicate 
more inductive research that will conceptualize a new eth-
nic economy on basis of shared experiences rather than 
common ethnicity, since the phenomenon so far has created 
headache for existing field theorization according to (Ram 
et al., 2017) (C18).

Implications and future research

Co-citation analysis implies that profound theoretical refine-
ment is necessary in the field of immigrant entrepreneurship 
in order to adjust to the nomological fragmentation that is 
as evident from several localized centers of field knowledge, 
while core density has been in steady decline between 2008 
and 2019 signaling the gradual loss of a unified field theory 
(Fig. 6).

We share with Nazareno et al. (2019) our perception that 
the last seminal field concept—the mixed embeddedness 
theory—has lost contemporary applicability but at the same 
time encourage scholars to extend on its structuralist merits 
toward frameworks that capture the magnitude of contextual 
multifocality in shaping the phenomenon.

With regards to implications for renewed theorization 
across all clusters, our analysis and discussion in light of 
the latest field knowledge lets us suggest 7 specific avenues 
for future research. (1) Digital embeddedness must be better 
recorded alongside other forms of embeddedness, since it 
is an essential determinant of resource capitalization. With 
technological advances underway, the clear boundaries of 
immigrant entrepreneurship as a physical concept will con-
tinue to blur in the future. How do we deal with contextual 
divergence between founder and company? How do we deal 
with founding teams of Digital Nomads across countries 
or without visa status? Can a company exist in multiple 
places at the same time; can it operate trans-physically as a 
digital company? A stronger emphasis on the company as 
central fix of analysis will benefit the approach. (2) Con-
temporary and currently still isolated phenomenon such as 
expat-preneurship (Selmer et al., 2018) must be situated 
under the domain umbrella; hence, an urgent need for clar-
ity of domain boundaries exists. As an example, expat-pre-
neurship is considered to be highly innovative (Ruthemeier, 
2021), but has so far had no place in the nomological net-
work of knowledge on migrant entrepreneurship. Scholars 
should use phenomenon like expat-preneurship to expand 
the knowledge base and induce more inclusive theorization. 
How do we design, e.g., in the future, the rapid sequence of 

Fig. 5  Network clusters and density analysis for interval 2019 
(S2019). * Information adapted from Thomas Reuter’s Web of Sci-
ence  © database and visualized with VosViewer

◂
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embeddedness and disembeddedness that occur in refugee 
or expatriate entrepreneurship? What connects migration, 
flight, and expatriation as the basis for the decision to found 
a company? In particular, temporal definitions do not appear 
to us to be sufficient to demarcate conceptual differences. 
(3) Interdisciplinary collaborations provide opportunities 
to induce existing knowledge that could unlock new input 
and output channels beyond the traditional conceptual roots 
in migration and management studies. In particular, social 
entrepreneurship beyond the ethnic enclave offers oppor-
tunities for greater consideration of methods and findings 
from the fields of psychology, social psychology, etc. (4) 
Intersectionality research must counteract much more 
strongly the application of the still deep-rooted narrow ideas 
of roles, groups and heritage in order to grasp the concept 
in all its contemporary facets. (5) Additional host regions in 
Asia and Africa must be approached empirically, since con-
tinued scholarly neglect will put lasting constraints on the 
applicability of updated field theorization and fail to unlock 
new avenues of immigrant entrepreneurship research. (6) 
North to South migration is increasing. What characterizes 
the entrepreneurial approaches of nationals from developed 
countries that found businesses in developing countries? 
In what form is infrastructure available or even necessary? 
Is the absence of governmental structure, a challenge or 
blessing? (7) The bibliometric assessment of progress and 
development is necessary in certain intervals and with con-
sistent methodological approaches as a means to supple-
ment content synthesis literature and provide field scholars 
with a comprehensive overview of the deeper knowledge 
structure of the field. Co-citations is a fundamental tech-
nique to achieve these ends as the example of this study 
aimed to show.

Besides theoretical implications, our discussion leads to 
managerial implications. As all types of scientific discovery, 
insights about the state of the immigrant entrepreneurship 
domain should benefit real-world application. We were par-
ticular in articulating the indications we see for immigrant 
entrepreneurship as a transnational and multifocal phenom-
enon. As such any policy measures in support of migrant 
entrepreneurship must consider the magnitude of both per-
sonal and institutional transnational links. This relates in 
particular also to the range of different groups within the 
phenomenon. South to North Refugee and Diaspora entre-
preneurs, e.g., are known to remit large amounts of their 
profits back to their host regions for providing a substantial 
contribution to the livelihood of friends and relatives. The 
majority of North to North or South to South migrants on the 
other hand contain their funds predominantly within their 
context, while North to South migrants benefit from migrat-
ing funds into the host context. As well intentions behind 
migrant entrepreneurship might change considerably with 
time, e.g., while certain subgroups, like expatriate entrepre-
neurs, are defined by their intent to remain only temporarily 
and voluntarily in their host countries; changes in personal 
circumstances (e.g., marriage with a local) are known to 
shift their focus toward long-term residency or even attain-
ment of citizenship in the host country. Any measures taken 
by policymakers to support a particular group or cause have 
to be carefully drafted and controlled for outcome. Scien-
tific discoveries on the particularities of different groups 
and their intentions across time and place foster these ends 
considerably and allow the immigrants themselves and their 
host and home regions to prosper from entrepreneurship. 
If funds however are scattered inconsequently, these ben-
efits do not materialize. Bibliometric measures by means of 

Fig. 6  Network core density 2009–2019 (S3, S4, S2019). * Information adapted from Thomas Reuter’s Web of Science  © database and visual-
ized with VosViewer
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co-citation is a fundamental tool for providing scholars with 
the necessary overview of the field to regard new avenues 
of scientific discoveries that again aid purposeful policies 
toward regional innovation and revitalization by means of 
immigrant entrepreneurship.

Limitations

Two limitations exist for this study. First, co-citation analysis 
suffers from contemporary blindness regarding the impact 
of contemporary field additions. As well the technique is not 
capable of determining the exact purpose of a citation within 
the logic of the citing paper. To address the limitations, we 
coupled our regard of the nomological structure with results 
from well-regarded content synthesis works. The second 
limitation concerns our choice for the VoSViewer software 
for visualizing the nomological networks. To our knowl-
edge, we are the first to introduce this software to the field 
of immigrant entrepreneurship. With no prior results about 
the application recorded from other studies in the field, it 
should be mentioned that other software tools would have 
been available that were used in the area before. However, 
the application of VosViewer in a number of related fields, 
e.g., expatriate studies (Andersen, 2019) felt proof of its 
capacity to map a growing and diversified field of knowl-
edge, like the immigrant entrepreneurship field.

Conclusion

This study is a bibliometric update on basis of citation and 
co-citation analysis. In particular, co-citation has proven 
with several academic disciplines that it contributed highly 
valuable and additional insights about the state of the nomo-
logical structure of field knowledge. Despite obvious merits, 
the technique had remained unutilized on the evolution of 
knowledge on immigrant entrepreneurship for over 10 years; 
hence, we highlight in the composition of clusters the trends 
and shifts between 2009 and 2019. Our methodological 
approach used SSCI citation data from WoS that were tabu-
lated with MsExcel and returned as three consecutive net-
works of nodes and edges with the VosViewer software. We 
compensated for the apparent limitations of co-citation by 
correlation of our findings with three well-regarded works 
of content synthesis of the field.

The most insightful findings from our analysis concern 
the successive dissolve in seminal domain theorization as 
indicated by reduced cluster density in the network core. 
At the same time, various local centers of cluster density 
have emerged and changed composition over time. The lat-
est analyzed structure in 2019 earmarked super-diversity, 

transnationalism and refugee entrepreneurship as promising 
thematic avenues for current and aspiring scholars in man-
agement studies as well as other disciplines. With regards 
the following 7 distinct avenues to be paid particular atten-
tion by domain scholars in all clusters: (1) digital embed-
dedness, (2) isolated phenomenon, (3) interdisciplinary 
collaborations, (4) intersectionality, (5) Asian and African 
host regions, (6) North–South migration, and (7) biblio-
metric assessments. Practitioners are encouraged to forge 
close collaboration with academia and apply the additional 
knowledge gained regarding the range of groups and their 
particular purposes for engaging in entrepreneurship in the 
shaping of more impactful real world application measures.

Author contribution JW computed, analyzed, and interpreted the 
nomological network structures. DC was a major contributor in writ-
ing the manuscript and formulated field implications. Both authors read 
and approved the final manuscript.

Funding Not applicable.

Data availability Citation and co-citation data available from Thomas 
Reuter’s Web of Science © database.

Code availability Built-in algorithms from VosViewer © software used 
that are freely available @ https:// www. vosvi ewer. com/ downl oad.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest Not applicable.

References

Achidi Ndofor, H., & Priem, R. L. (2011). Immigrant entrepreneurs, 
the ethnic enclave strategy, and venture performance. Journal of 
Management, 37(3), 790–818.

Adler, P. S., & Kwon, S.-W. (2002). Social capital: Prospects for a new 
concept. Academy of Management Review, 27(1), 17–40.

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50(2), 179–211.

Aldrich, H. E., & Zimmer, C. (1986). Entrepreneurship through social 
networks. In D. Sexton & R. Smilor (Eds.), The art and science 
of entrepreneurship (pp. 3–23). Ballinger.

Aldrich, H. E., & Waldinger, R. (1990). Ethnicity and entrepreneurship. 
Annual Review of Sociology, 16(1), 111–135.

Aldrich, H., Cater, J., Jones, T., Mc Evoy, D., & Velleman, P. (1985). 
Ethnic residential concentration and the protected market hypoth-
esis. Social Forces, 63(4), 996–1009.

Aliaga-Isla, R., & Rialp, A. (2013). Systematic review of immigrant entre-
preneurship literature: Previous findings and ways forward. Entrepre-
neurship & Regional Development, 25(9–10), 819–844.

Andersen, N. (2019). Mapping the expatriate literature: A bibliomet-
ric review of the field from 1998 to 2017 and identification of 
current research fronts. The International Journal of Human 
Resource Management, 1–38.

Bagwell, S. (2008). Transnational family networks and ethnic minor-
ity business development: The case of Vietnamese nail-shops in 
the UK. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & 
Research, 14(6), 377–394.

Barrett, R., & Vershinina, N. (2017). Intersectionality of ethnic 
and entrepreneurial identities: A study of post-war polish 

https://www.vosviewer.com/download


460 Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research (2022) 12:441–464

1 3

entrepreneurs in an English City. Journal of Small Business 
Management, 55(3), 430–443.

Barrett, G. A., Jones, T. P., & McEvoy, D. (1996). Ethnic minority 
business: Theoretical discourse in Britain and North America. 
Urban Studies, 33(4–5), 783–809.

Barrett, G., McEvoy, D., Jones, T., & McGoldrick, C. (2002). The 
economic embeddedness of immigrant enterprise in Britain. 
International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 
8(1/2), 11–31.

Barth, F. (1998). Ethnic groups and boundaries: The social organiza-
tion of culture difference. Waveland Press.

Basch, L., Nina, G. S., & Cristina, S. B. (1994). Nations unbound: 
Transnational projects, postcolonial predicaments and deterri-
torialized nation-states. Gordon and Preach.

Basu, A. (1998). An exploration of entrepreneurial activity among 
Asian small businesses in Britain. Small Business Economics, 
10(4), 313–326.

Basu, A., & Altinay, E. (2002). The interaction between culture and 
entrepreneurship in London’s immigrant businesses. Interna-
tional Small Business Journal.

Bates, T. (1994). Social resources generated by group support networks 
may not be beneficial to Asian immigrant-owned small busi-
nesses. Social Forces, 72(3), 671–689.

Baycan-Levent, T., & Nijkamp, P. (2009). Characteristics of migrant 
entrepreneurship in Europe. Entrepreneurship and Regional 
Development, 21(4), 375–397.

Baycan Levent, T., Masurel, E., & Nijkamp, P. (2003). Diversity in 
entrepreneurship: Ethnic and female roles in urban economic life. 
International Journal of Social Economics, 30(11), 1131–1161.

Becker, G. S. (1957). The economics of discrimination: An economic 
view of racial discrimination. University of Chicago.

Becker, G. S. (1964). Human capital theory. Columbia, New York, 
1964.

Beckers, P., & Blumberg, B. F. (2013). Immigrant entrepreneurship on 
the move: A longitudinal analysis of first- and second-generation 
immigrant entrepreneurship in the Netherlands. Entrepreneurship 
& Regional Development, 25(7/8), 654–691. bth.

Beyer, R. (2017). The performance of immigrants in the German labor 
market.

Bizri, R. M. (2017). Refugee-entrepreneurship: A social capital per-
spective. Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 29(9–
10), 847–868. ecn.

Bonacich, E. (1973). A theory of middleman minorities. American 
Sociological Review, 583–594.

Bonacich, E., & Modell, J. (1980). The economic basis of ethnic soli-
darity: Small business in the Japanese American community. 
Univ of California Press.

Borjas, G. J. (1986). The self-employment experience of immigrants. 
Journal of Human Resources, 485–506.

Bosma, N., Hill, S., Ionescu-Somers, A., Kelley, D., Guerrero, M., & 
Schott, T. (2021). Global entrepreneurship monitor 2020/2021 
global report. Global Entrepreneurship Research Association.

Bourdieu, P. (1984). A social critique of the judgement of taste. Tra-
ducido Del Francés Por R. Nice.

Bourdieu, P. (2018). The forms of capital (pp. 78–92). The Sociology 
of Economic Life, Routledge.

Bourdieu, P., & Richardson, J. G. (1986). Handbook of theory and 
research for the sociology of education. The Forms of Capital, 
241–258.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychol-
ogy. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77–101.

Brzozowski, J. (2017). Immigrant entrepreneurship and economic 
adaptation: A critical analysis. Entrepreneurial Business & 
Economics Review, 5(2), 159–176. bth.

Brzozowski, J., Cucculelli, M., & Surdej, A. (2014). Transnational 
ties and performance of immigrant entrepreneurs: The role of 

home-country conditions. Entrepreneurship & Regional Devel-
opment, 26(7–8), 546–573.

Burt, R. S. (1992). 1992: Structural holes. Harvard University Press.
Carter, S., Mwaura, S., Ram, M., Trehan, K., & Jones, T. (2015). Bar-

riers to ethnic minority and women’s enterprise: Existing evi-
dence, policy tensions and unsettled questions. International 
Small Business Journal, 33(1), 49–69.

Chaganti, R., & Greene, P. G. (2002). Who are ethnic entrepreneurs? 
A study of entrepreneursapos; ethnic involvement and business 
characteristics. Journal of Small Business Management, 40(2), 
126–143.

Chand, M., & Ghorbani, M. (2011). National culture, networks and 
ethnic entrepreneurship: A comparison of the Indian and Chi-
nese immigrants in the US. International Business Review, 20(6), 
593–606.

Charmaz, K. (2014). Constructing grounded theory. Sage.
Chen, W., & Tan, J. (2009). Understanding transnational entrepreneur-

ship through a network lens: Theoretical and methodological 
considerations. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(5), 
1079–1091.

Chrysostome, E. (2010). The success factors of necessity immigrant 
entrepreneurs: In search of a model. Thunderbird International 
Business Review, 52(2), 137–152.

Clark, K., & Drinkwater, S. (2000). Pushed out or pulled in? Self-
employment among ethnic minorities in England and Wales. 
Labour Economics, 7(5), 603–628.

Cobo, M. J., Martínez, M. -Á., Gutiérrez-Salcedo, M., Fujita, H., & 
Herrera-Viedma, E. (2015). 25 years at knowledge-based systems: 
A bibliometric analysis. Knowledge-Based Systems, 80, 3–13.

Coleman, J. S. (1988). Social capital in the creation of human capital. 
American Journal of Sociology, 94, S95–S120.

Collins, J. (2003). Cultural diversity and entrepreneurship: Policy 
responses to immigrant entrepreneurs in Australia. Entrepreneur-
ship & Regional Development, 15(2), 137–149.

Collins, J., & Low, A. (2010). Asian female immigrant entrepreneurs in 
small and medium sized businesses in Australia. Entrepreneur-
ship & Regional Development, 22(1), 97–111.

Combes, P.-P., Lafourcade, M., & Mayer, T. (2005). The trade-creating 
effects of business and social networks: Evidence from France. 
Journal of International Economics, 66(1), 1–29.

Constant, A., & Zimmermann, K. F. (2006). The making of entre-
preneurs in Germany: Are native men and immigrants alike? 
Small Business Economics, 26(3), 279–300. ecn.

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (2008). Techniques and procedures for 
developing grounded theory. In Basics of qualitative research, 
3rd Ed. Sage.

Creswell, J. W. (2003). Research design; Qualitative, quantitative, 
and mixed methods approaches. Sage Publications.

Dabić, M., Vlačić, B., Paul, J., Dana, L.-P., Sahasranamam, S., & 
Glinka, B. (2020). Immigrant entrepreneurship: A review and 
research agenda. Journal of Business Research, 113, 25–38.

Dana, L.-P. (2007). International handbook of research on indig-
enous entrepreneurship. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Dana, L. P., & Dana, T. E. (2005). Expanding the scope of methodol-
ogies used in entrepreneurship research. International Journal 
of Entrepreneurship & Small Business, 2(1), 79–88.

Davidsson, P., & Honig, B. (2003). The role of social and human 
capital among nascent entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Ven-
turing, 18(3), 301–331.

Dheer, R. J. (2018). Entrepreneurship by immigrants: A review of 
existing literature and directions for future research. Inter-
national Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 14(3), 
555–614.

Donthu, N., Kumar, S., Mukherjee, D., Pandey, N., & Lim, W. M. 
(2021). How to conduct a bibliometric analysis: An overview 
and guidelines. Journal of Business Research, 133, 285–296.



461Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research (2022) 12:441–464 

1 3

Drori, I., Honig, B., & Wright, M. (2009). Transnational entrepre-
neurship: An emergent field of study. Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice, 33(5), 1001–1022.

Dy, A., & Agwunobi, A. J. (2018). Intersectionality and mixed 
methods for social context in entrepreneurship. International 
Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research. Emerald 
Publishing Limited.

Edwards, P., Ram, M., Jones, T., & Doldor, S. (2016). New migrant 
businesses and their workers: Developing, but not transforming, 
the ethnic economy. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 39(9), 1587–1617.

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building theories from case study 
research. Academy of Management Review, 14(4), 532–550.

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Graebner, M. E. (2007). Theory building from 
cases: Opportunities and challenges. Academy of Management 
Journal, 50(1), 25–32.

Engelen, E. (2001). Breaking in and breaking out: A Weberian 
approach to entrepreneurial opportunities. Journal of Ethnic & 
Migration Studies, 27(2), 203–223.

Essers, C., & Benschop, Y. (2009). Muslim businesswomen doing 
boundary work: The negotiation of Islam, gender and ethnicity 
within entrepreneurial contexts. Human Relations, 62(3), 403–423.

Evans, M. (1989). Immigrant entrepreneurship: Effects of ethnic mar-
ket size and isolated labor pool. American Sociological Review, 
950–962.

Evans, D. S., & Jovanovic, B. (1989). An estimated model of entre-
preneurial choice under liquidity constraints. Journal of Political 
Economy, 97(4), 808–827.

Evans, D. S., & Leighton, L. S. (1989). Some empirical aspects of 
entrepreneurship. American Economic Review, 79(3), 519–535.

Fairlie, R. W. (1999). The absence of the African-American owned 
business: An analysis of the dynamics of self-employment. Jour-
nal of Labor Economics, 17(1), 80–108.

Fairlie, R. W., & Meyer, B. D. (1996). Ethnic and racial self-employ-
ment differences and possible explanations. Journal of Human 
Resources, 757–793.

Ferreira, M. P. V., Pinto, C. F., & Miranda, R. M. (2015). Three dec-
ades of entrepreneurship research: A review of the higher stature 
international journals on entrepreneurship. Revista Eletrônica De 
Administração (porto Alegre), 21(2), 406–436.

Fisch, C., & Block, J. (2018). Six tips for your (systematic) litera-
ture review in business and management research. Management 
Review Quarterly, 68(2), 103–106.

Florida, R. (2002). The rise of the creative class (2004 Paperback ed.). 
Basic.

Fukuyama, F. (1995). Trust: The social virtues and the creation of 
prosperity (Vol. 99). Free Press.

Ganzaroli, A., Orsi, L., & De Noni, I. (2013). The evolution of the 
social understanding of ethnic entrepreneurship: Results from a 
bibliometric analysis of the literature. International Journal of 
Entrepreneurship and Small Business, 20(4), 383–401.

Gartner, W. B., Davidsson, P., & Zahra, S. A. (2006). Are you talking 
to me? The nature of community in entrepreneurship scholarship. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30(3), 321–331.

Gioia, D. A., Corley, K. G., & Hamilton, A. L. (2013). Seeking qualita-
tive rigor in inductive research: Notes on the Gioia methodology. 
Organizational Research Methods, 16(1), 15–31.

Glaser, B., & Strauss, A. L. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory: 
Strategies for qualitative research (p. 139). Aldine, USA.

Granovetter, M. (1973). Weak ties and strong ties. American Journal 
of Sociology, 78, 1360–1380.

Granovetter, M. (1985). Economic action and social structure: The 
problem of embeddedness. American Journal of Sociology, 
91(3), 481–510.

Guerra Fernandes, J. A., Marques, C. S., Silva, R., & Martins, H. 
(2022). Ethnic entrepreneurship: A bibliometric review and 
future research agenda. Strategic Change, 31(4), 397–413.

Hammarstedt, M. (2001). Immigrant self-employment in Sweden—Its 
variation and some possible determinants. Entrepreneurship and 
Regional Development, 13(2), 147–161.

Harima, A. (2022). Transnational migration entrepreneurship during 
a crisis: Immediate response to challenges and opportunities 
emerging through the COVID-19 pandemic. Business and Soci-
ety Review, 127, 223–251.

Harima, A., Periac, F., Murphy, T., & Picard, S. (2021). Entrepreneur-
ial opportunities of refugees in Germany, France, and Ireland: 
Multiple embeddedness framework. International Entrepreneur-
ship and Management Journal, 17(2), 625–663.

Hiebl, M. R. (2021). Sample selection in systematic literature reviews 
of management research. Organizational Research Methods.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s consequences: National differences in 
thinking and organizing. Sage.

Hofstede, G., Hofstede, G. J., & Minkov, M. (2005). Cultures and 
organizations: Software of the mind (Vol. 2). Citeseer.

Ibrahim, G., & Galt, V. (2011). Explaining ethnic entrepreneurship: 
An evolutionary economics approach. International Business 
Review, 20(6), 607–613.

Indarti, N., Hapsari, N., Lukito-Budi, A. S., & Virgosita, R. (2020). 
Quo vadis, ethnic entrepreneurship? A bibliometric analysis of 
ethnic entrepreneurship in growing markets. Journal of Entre-
preneurship in Emerging Economies.

Iyer, G. R., & Shapiro, J. M. (1999). Ethnic entrepreneurial and mar-
keting systems: Implications for the global economy. Journal of 
International Marketing, 7(4), 83–110.

Jack, S. L., & Anderson, A. R. (2002). The effects of embeddedness 
on the entrepreneurial process. Journal of Business Venturing, 
17(5), 467–487.

Jones, T., Ram, M., & Theodorakopoulos, N. (2010). Transnationalism 
as a force for ethnic minority enterprise? The case of Soma-
lis in Leicester. International Journal of Urban and Regional 
Research, 34(3), 565–585.

Jones, M. V., Coviello, N., & Tang, Y. K. (2011). International Entre-
preneurship research (1989–2009): A domain ontology and the-
matic analysis. Journal of Business Venturing, 26(6), 632–659.

Jones, T., Ram, M., Edwards, P., Kiselinchev, A., & Muchenje, L. (2014). 
Mixed embeddedness and new migrant enterprise in the UK. 
Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 26(5–6), 500–520.

Kariv, D., Menzies, T. V., Brenner, G. A., & Filion, L. J. (2009). Trans-
national networking and business performance: Ethnic entrepre-
neurs in Canada. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 
21(3), 239–264.

Katila, S., & Wahlbeck, Ö. (2012). The role of (transnational) social 
capital in the start-up processes of immigrant businesses: The 
case of Chinese and Turkish restaurant businesses in Finland. 
International Small Business Journal, 30(3), 294–309.

Kloosterman, R. C. (2003). Creating opportunities. Policies aimed at 
increasing openings for immigrant entrepreneurs in the Neth-
erlands. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 15(2), 
167–181.

Kloosterman, R. C. (2010). Matching opportunities with resources: 
A framework for analysing (Migrant) Entrepreneurship from 
a Mixed Embeddedness Perspective. Entrepreneurship and 
Regional Development, 22(1), 25–45.

Kloosterman, R., & Rath, J. (2001). Immigrant entrepreneurs in 
advanced economies: Mixed embeddedness further explored. 
Journal of Ethnic & Migration Studies, 27(2), 189–201. aph.

Kloosterman, R., & Rath, J. (2003). Immigrant entrepreneurs: Ventur-
ing abroad in the age of globalization. Oxford/New YorkBerg/
University of New York Press.

Kloosterman, R., van der Leun, J., & Rath, J. (1999). Mixed embedded-
ness: (In)formal economic activities and immigrant businesses 
in the Netherlands. International Journal of Urban and Regional 
Research, 23(2), 252–266. ecn.



462 Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research (2022) 12:441–464

1 3

Koning, J., & Verver, M. (2013). Historicizing the ‘ethnic’ in ethnic 
entrepreneurship: The case of the ethnic Chinese in Bangkok. 
Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 25(5/6), 325–348.

Kraus, S., Filser, M., Eggers, F., Hills, G. E., & Hultman, C. M. 
(2012). The entrepreneurial marketing domain: A citation and 
co‐citation analysis. Journal of Research in Marketing and 
Entrepreneurship.

Kraus, S., Filser, M., O’Dwyer, M., & Shaw, E. (2014). Social entrepre-
neurship: An exploratory citation analysis. Review of Managerial 
Science, 8(2), 275–292.

Kuckertz, A., & Block, J. (2021). Reviewing systematic literature 
reviews: Ten key questions and criteria for reviewers. In Man-
agement Review Quarterly, 71(3), 519–524. Springer.

Landström, H., Harirchi, G., & Åström, F. (2012). Entrepreneur-
ship: Exploring the knowledge base. Research Policy, 41(7), 
1154–1181.

Levie, J. (2007). Immigration, in-migration, ethnicity and entrepre-
neurship in the United Kingdom. Small Business Economics, 
28(2–3), 143–169.

Ley, D. (2006). Explaining variations in business performance among 
immigrant entrepreneurs in Canada. Journal of Ethnic and 
Migration Studies, 32(5), 743–764.

Light, I. (1972). Ethnic enterprise in America: Business and welfare 
among Chinese. Los Angeles, University of California Press.

Light, I. (1979). Disadvantaged minorities in self-employment. Inter-
national Journal of Comparative Sociology, 20, 31.

Light, I. (1984). Immigrant and ethnic enterprise in North America. 
Ethnic and Racial Studies, 7(2), 195–216.

Light, I., & Bonacich, E. (1988). Immigrant entrepreneurs: Koreans in 
Los Angeles, 1965–1982. Univ of California Press.

Light, I., & Gold, S. (2000). Ethnic economies.
Light, I., & Karageorgis, S. (1994). The ethnic economy. In N. Smelser 

& R. Swedberg (Eds.), The handbook of economic sociology. 
Princeton University Press.

Light, I. H., & Rosenstein, C. N. (1995). Race, ethnicity, and entrepre-
neurship in urban America. Transaction Publishers.

Light, I., Sabagh, G., Bozorgmehr, M., & Der-Martirosian, C. (1994). 
Beyond the ethnic enclave economy. Social Problems, 41(1), 
65–80.

Lin, N., Cook, K. S., & Burt, R. S. (2001). Social capital: Theory and 
research. Transaction Publishers.

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Sage.
Linnenluecke, M. K., Marrone, M., & Singh, A. K. (2020). Conducting 

systematic literature reviews and bibliometric analyses. Austral-
ian Journal of Management, 45(2), 175–194.

Lofstrom, M. W. (2019). Immigrants and entrepreneurship. IZA World 
of Labor.

Logan, J. R., Alba, R. D., & McNulty, T. L. (1994). Ethnic economies 
in metropolitan regions: Miami and beyond. Social Forces, 72(3), 
691–724.

LópezPeláez, A., Aguilar-Tablada, M. V., Erro-Garcés, A., & Pérez-
García, R. M. (2022). Superdiversity and social policies in a 
complex society: Social challenges in the 21st century. Current 
Sociology, 70(2), 166–192.

Ma, Z., Zhao, S., Wang, T., & Lee, Y. (2013). An overview of con-
temporary ethnic entrepreneurship studies: Themes and rela-
tionships. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour 
& Research, 19(1), 32–52.

Masurel, E., Nijkamp, P., Tastan, M., & Vindigni, G. (2002). Motiva-
tions and performance conditions for ethnic entrepreneurship. 
Growth and Change, 33(2), 238–260.

McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a 
feather: Homophily in social networks. Annual Review of Sociol-
ogy, 27(1), 415–444.

Meyer, K. E., Mudambi, R., & Narula, R. (2011). Multinational enter-
prises and local contexts: The opportunities and challenges of 

multiple embeddedness. Journal of Management Studies, 48(2), 
235–252.

Miles, M. B., Huberman, A. M., Huberman, M. A., & Huberman, M. 
(1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded sourcebook. 
Sage.

Min, P. G., & Bozorgmehr, M. (2000). Immigrant entrepreneurship and 
business patterns: A comparison of Koreans and Iranians in Los 
Angeles. International Migration Review, 34(3), 707–738. ahl.

Mustafa, M., & Chen, S. (2010). The strength of family networks in 
transnational immigrant entrepreneurship. Thunderbird Interna-
tional Business Review, 52(2), 97–106.

Nahapiet, J., & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital, intellectual capi-
tal, and the organizational advantage. Academy of Management 
Review, 23(2), 242–266.

Nazareno, J., Zhou, M., & You, T. (2019). Global dynamics of immi-
grant entrepreneurship: Changing trends, ethnonational varia-
tions, and reconceptualizations. International Journal of Entre-
preneurial Behavior & Research.

North, D. C. (1990). 1990 Institutions, institutional change and eco-
nomic performance. Cambridge University Press.

Omi, M., & Winant, H. (2014). Racial formation in the United States. 
Routledge.

Osareh, F. (1996). Bibliometrics, citation analysis and co-citation 
analysis: A review of literature I.

Patton, M. Q. (1990). Qualitative evaluation and research methods. 
SAGE Publications, inc.

Pilkington, A., & Teichert, T. (2006). Management of technology: 
Themes, concepts and relationships. Technovation, 26(3), 
288–299.

Popay, J., Roberts, H., Sowden, A., Petticrew, M., Arai, L., Rodgers, 
M., Britten, N., Roen, K., & Duffy, S. (2006). Guidance on the 
conduct of narrative synthesis in systematic reviews. A Product 
from the ESRC Methods Programme Version, 1(1), b92.

Portes, A. (1995). The economic sociology of immigration: Essays on net-
works, ethnicity, and entrepreneurship. Russell Sage Foundation.

Portes, A. (1998). Social capital: Its origins and applications in modern 
sociology. Annual Review of Sociology, 24(1), 1–24.

Portes, A., & Bach, R. L. (1985). Latin journey: Cuban and Mexican 
immigrants in the United States. Univ of California Press.

Portes, A., & Jensen, L. (1989). The enclave and the entrants: Patterns 
of ethnic enterprise in Miami before and after Mariel. American 
Sociological Review, 929–949.

Portes, A., & Zhou, M. (1992). Gaining the upper hand: Economic 
mobility among immigrant and domestic minorities. Ethnic and 
Racial Studies, 15(4), 491–522.

Portes, A., & Sensenbrenner, J. (1993). Embeddedness and immi-
gration: Notes on the social determinants of economic action. 
American Journal of Sociology, 98(6), 1320–1350.

Portes, A., & Zhou, M. (1993). The new second generation: Segmented 
assimilation and its variants. The Annals of the American Acad-
emy of Political and Social Science, 530(1), 74–96.

Portes, A., & Zhou, M. (1996). Self-employment and the earnings of 
immigrants. American Sociological Review, 219–230.

Portes, A., & Rumbaut, R. G. (2006). Immigrant America: A portrait. 
Univ of California Press.

Portes, A., Guarnizo, L. E., & Landolt, P. (1999). The study of trans-
nationalism: Pitfalls and promise of an emergent research field. 
Ethnic and Racial Studies, 22(2), 217–237.

Portes, A., Haller, W. J., & Guarnizo, L. E. (2002). Transnational entre-
preneurs: An alternative form of immigrant economic adaptation. 
American Sociological Review, 67(2), 278–298.

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of 
American community. Simon and Schuster.

Raijman, R., & Tienda, M. (2000). Immigrants’ pathways to business 
ownership: A comparative ethnic perspective. International 
Migration Review, 34(3), 682–706.



463Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research (2022) 12:441–464 

1 3

Ram, M., & Hillin, G. (1994). Achieving ‘break-out’: Developing 
mainstream ethnic minority businesses. Journal of Small Busi-
ness and Enterprise Development, 1(2), 15–21.

Ram, M., & Jones, T. (1998). Ethnic minorities in business. University 
of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign’s Academy for Entrepreneurial 
Leadership Historical Research Reference in Entrepreneurship.

Ram, M., & Smallbone, D. (2003). Policies to support ethnic minor-
ity enterprise: The English experience. Entrepreneurship and 
Regional Development, 15(2), 151–166.

Ram, M., & Jones, T. (2008). Ethnic-minority businesses in the UK: 
A review of research and policy developments. Environment and 
Planning C-Government and Policy, 26(2), 352–374.

Ram, M., Smallbone, D., Owen, R., & Ekanem, I. U. (2001). Ethnic 
minority enterprise: Policy in practice.

Ram, M., Smallbone, D., Deakins, D., & Jones, T. (2003). Banking on 
"break-out’: Finance and the development of ethnic minority busi-
nesses. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 29(4), 663–681.

Ram, M., Theodorakopoulos, N., & Jones, T. (2008). Forms of capital, 
mixed embeddedness and Somali enterprise. Work, Employment 
and Society, 22(3), 427–446.

Ram, M., Jones, T., & Villares-Varela, M. (2017). Migrant entrepre-
neurship: Reflections on research and practice. International 
Small Business Journal: Researching Entrepreneurship, 35(1), 
3–18. bth.

Rath, J., & Kloosterman, R. (2000). Outsiders’ business: A critical 
review of research on immigrant entrepreneurship. International 
Migration Review, 34(3), 657–681.

Rauch, J. E., & Trindade, V. (2002). Ethnic Chinese networks in 
international trade. Review of Economics and Statistics, 84(1), 
116–130.

Riddle, L., Hrivnak, G. A., & Nielsen, T. M. (2010). Transnational 
diaspora entrepreneurship in emerging markets: Bridging insti-
tutional divides. Journal of International Management, 16(4), 
398–411.

Rojon, C., Okupe, A., & McDowall, A. (2021). Utilization and devel-
opment of systematic reviews in management research: What do 
we know and where do we go from here? International Journal 
of Management Reviews, 23(2), 191–223.

Rusinovic, K. (2008). Moving between markets? Immigrant entrepre-
neurs in different markets. International Journal of Entrepre-
neurial Behavior & Research, 14(6), 440–454.

Ruthemeier, A. (2021). Expatriate and expat-preneur ecosystems: Inno-
vation spaces away from home. Management for Professionals, 
193–207.

Sanders, J. M., & Nee, V. (1996). Immigrant self-employment: The 
family as social capital and the value of human capital. American 
Sociological Review, 231–249.

Sanders, J. M., & Nee, V. (1987). Limits of ethnic solidarity in the 
enclave economy. American Sociological Review, 745–773.

Sassen, S. (1991). The global city.
Saxenian, A. L. (1999). Silicon Valley’s new immigrant entrepreneurs. 

Public Policy Institute of California.
Saxenian, A. (2002). Silicon Valley’s new immigrant high-growth 

entrepreneurs. Economic Development Quarterly, 16(1), 20–31. 
ecn.

Saxenian, A. (2007). The new argonauts: Regional advantage in a 
global economy. Harvard University Press.

Schildt, H. A., Zahra, S. A., & Sillanpää, A. (2006). Scholarly com-
munities in entrepreneurship research: A co–citation analysis. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30(3), 399–415.

Schumpeter, J., & Backhaus, U. (2003). The theory of economic devel-
opment. In Joseph Alois Schumpeter (pp. 61–116). Springer.

Selmer, J., McNulty, Y., Lauring, J., & Vance, C. (2018). Who is an 
expat-preneur? Toward a better understanding of a key talent 
sector supporting international entrepreneurship. Journal of 
International Entrepreneurship, 16(2), 134–149.

Sepulveda, L., Syrett, S., & Lyon, F. (2011). Population superdiversity 
and new migrant enterprise: The case of London. Entrepreneur-
ship & Regional Development, 23(7–8), 469–497.

Sequeira, J. M., Carr, J. C., & Rasheed, A. A. (2009). Transnational entre-
preneurship: Determinants of firm type and owner attributions of 
success. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(5), 1023–1044.

Shane, S. A. (2003). A general theory of entrepreneurship: The indi-
vidual-opportunity nexus. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Shane, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2000). The promise of entrepreneur-
ship as a field of research. Academy of Management Review, 
25(1), 217–226.

Shinnar, R. S., & Young, C. A. (2008). Hispanic immigrant entre-
preneurs in the Las Vegas metropolitan area: Motivations for 
entry into and outcomes of self-employment*. Journal of Small 
Business Management, 46(2), 242–262. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 
1540- 627X. 2008. 00242.x

Shneikat, B., & Ryan, C. (2018). Syrian refugees and their re-entry to 
‘normality’: The role of service industries. The Service Indus-
tries Journal, 38(3–4), 201–227.

Sithas, M. T. M., & Surangi, H. (2021). Systematic literature review on 
ethnic minority entrepreneurship: Citation and thematic analysis. 
Journal of Ethnic and Cultural Studies, 8(3), 183–202.

Small, H. (1999). Visualizing science by citation mapping. Journal of 
the American Society for Information Science, 50(9), 799–813.

Smallbone, D., Kitching, J., & Athayde, R. (2010). Ethnic diversity, 
entrepreneurship and competitiveness in a global city. Interna-
tional Small Business Journal, 28(2), 174–190.

Solano, G., Schutjens, V., & Rath, J. (2022). Multifocality and oppor-
tunity structure: Towards a mixed embeddedness model for 
transnational migrant entrepreneurship. Comparative Migration 
Studies, 10(1), 1–24.

Sternberg, R. J. (1991). Robert J. Sternberg. Psychological Bulletin, 
109(1), 3–4.

Storey, D. J. (1994). Understanding the small business sector. 
Routledge.

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative research. Sage 
Publications.

Sutton, R. I., & Staw, B. M. (1995). What theory is not. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 371–384.

Tawfik, G. M., Dila, K. A. S., Mohamed, M. Y. F., Tam, D. N. H., 
Kien, N. D., Ahmed, A. M., & Huy, N. T. (2019). A step by step 
guide for conducting a systematic review and meta-analysis with 
simulation data. Tropical Medicine and Health, 47(1), 1–9.

Terjesen, S., & Elam, A. (2009). Transnational entrepreneurs‘ ven-
ture internationalization strategies: A practice theory approach. 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(5), 1093–1120. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1540- 6520. 2009. 00336.x

United Nations DESA. (2020). International migration 2020 highlights. 
United nations department of economic and social affairs, popu-
lation division.

Valdez, Z. (2011). The new entrepreneurs: How race, class, and gender 
shape American enterprise. Stanford University Press.

van Leeuwen, T. N., & Calero Medina, C. (2012). Redefining the field 
of economics: Improving field normalization for the application 
of bibliometric techniques in the field of economics. Research 
Evaluation, 21(1), 61–70.

Vershinina, N., Barrett, R., & Meyer, M. (2011). Forms of capital, 
intra-ethnic variation and Polish entrepreneurs in Leicester. 
Work, Employment and Society, 25(1), 101–117.

Vertovec, S. (2021). Super-diversity: Migration and social complexity 
(forthcoming). Routledge.

Vertovec, S. (2007). Super-diversity and its implications. Ethnic and 
Racial Studies, 30(6), 1024–1054.

Volery, T. (2007). Ethnic entrepreneurship: A theoretical framework. 
In Handbook of research on ethnic minority entrepreneurship: 
A co-evolutionary view on resource management (pp. 30–41).

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2008.00242.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2008.00242.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00336.x


464 Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research (2022) 12:441–464

1 3

Vorobeva, E. (2022). Intersectionality and minority entrepreneurship: 
At the crossroad of vulnerability and power. Disadvantaged 
Minorities in Business, 225–235.

Waldinger, R. D. (1986). Through the eye of the needle: Immigrants 
and enterprise in New York’s garment trades. New York Uni-
versity Press.

Waldinger, R. (1993). The ethnic enclave debate revisited. Interna-
tional Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 17(3), 444–452.

Waldinger, R. (1996). Still the promised city? New immigrants and 
African-Americans in post-industrial New York (vol. 140, p. 
166). Harvard University Press.

Waldinger, R. D., Aldrich, H., & Ward, R. (1990). Ethnic entrepre-
neurs: Immigrant business in industrial societies (vol. 1). Sage 
Publications, Inc.

Wang, C. L., & Altinay, L. (2012). Social embeddedness, entrepre-
neurial orientation and firm growth in ethnic minority small busi-
nesses in the UK. International Small Business Journal, 30(1), 
3–23.

Wauters, B., & Lambrecht, J. (2008). Barriers to refugee entrepre-
neurship in Belgium: Towards an explanatory model. Journal of 
Ethnic and Migration Studies, 34(6), 895–915. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1080/ 13691 83080 22111 90

Weber, M. (1930). The Protestant ethic and the spirit of capitalism, 
translated by T. Parsons. Scribner.

Welter, F. (2011). Contextualizing entrepreneurship—Conceptual chal-
lenges and ways forward. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
35(1), 165–184.

Werbner, P. (1994). Renewing an industrial past: British Pakistani 
entrepreneurship in Manchester. In Migration: The Asian expe-
rience (pp. 104–130). Springer.

Williams, R. I., Jr., Clark, L. A., Clark, W. R., & Raffo, D. M. (2021). 
Re-examining systematic literature review in management 

research: Additional benefits and execution protocols. European 
Management Journal, 39(4), 521–533.

Wilson, K. L., & Portes, A. (1980). Immigrant enclaves: An analysis 
of the labor market experiences of Cubans in Miami. American 
Journal of Sociology, 86(2), 295–319.

Wong, L. L., & Ng, M. (2002). The emergence of small transnational 
enterprise in Vancouver: The case of Chinese entrepreneur immi-
grants. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 
26(3), 508-+. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ 1468- 2427. 00396

Yin, R. (1984). Case study research. Sage.
You, T., & Zhou, M. (2019). Simultaneous Embeddedness in immigrant 

entrepreneurship: Global forces behind Chinese-owned nail salons 
in New York City. American Behavioral Scientist, 63(2), 166–185.

Yuengert, A. M. (1995). Testing hypotheses of immigrant self-employ-
ment. Journal of Human Resources, 194–204.

Zhou, M. (1992). Chinatown: The socioeconomic potential of an urban 
enclave. Temple University Press.

Zhou, M. (2004). Revisiting ethnic entrepreneurship: Convergencies, 
controversies, and conceptual advancements. International 
Migration Review, 38(3), 1040–1074.

Zhou, M., & Logan, J. R. (1989). Returns on human capital in ethic 
enclaves: New York City’s Chinatown. American Sociological 
Review, 809–820.

Zupic, I., & Čater, T. (2015). Bibliometric methods in management and 
organization. Organizational Research Methods, 18(3), 429–472.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds 
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the 
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted 
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of 
such publishing agreement and applicable law.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830802211190
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830802211190
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.00396

	Bibliometric analysis of immigrant entrepreneurship research 2009–2019
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methodology
	Results
	Citation analysis
	Co-citation analysis
	Structure prior 2009
	Structure 2009–2013 (Fig. 3)
	Transnationalism (S3-NC1)
	Institutional embeddedness (S3-NC2)
	Ethno-national variations (S3-NC3)
	Social capital (S3-NC4)
	Self-employment (S3-NC5)
	Content analytical correlation with (Aliaga-Isla & Rialp, 2013)

	Structure 2014–2018 (Fig. 4)
	Structuralistic explorations (S4-NC1)
	Culturalistic explorations (S4-NC2)
	Conceptual explorations (S4-NC3)
	Content analytical correlation with (R. J. S. Dheer, 2018)


	Discussion and implication
	Implications and future research
	Limitations
	Conclusion
	References


