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Social Media in an Entrepreneurship Context  
 

Schjoedt, L., Brännback, M., Carsrud, A. 
 
 

Abstract 

 In this introduction we set the stage for the chapters that make up this vol-
ume. We have clustered the invited chapters in a manner that should facilitate the 
readers understanding of social media within and entrepreneurial context. This book 
is not intended to be an exhaustive review of the literature on social media nor is it 
an extensive review of the role social media plays in entrepreneurial ventures. What 
it does explore are various aspects of how the social media in the 21st century has 
impacted entrepreneurial behaviors. We hope these chapters will stimulate future 
research on how social media impacts entrepreneurship. 
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1 Introduction 
One can argue that today’s social media environment is merely a continuation of 

the communication revolutions that began with the development of language abili-
ties in humans tens of thousands of years ago. It is merely the next step in the multi-
media progression of smoke signals to the written word, movable type, telegraphs, 
radio, television, and now the internet. That said, what makes social media today 
different is the ability to add content to the process as well as immediately respond 
to digitally presented information. 

Online social media, like Facebook and YouTube, flourish in our global society, 
across organizations and countries, and among people. In fact, having access to so-
cial media is becoming an important prerequisite for being a digital citizen, even in 
societies that restrict such access. Social media are characterized as ubiquitous in-
formation systems (UIS) which means that they are available all the time every-
where to an ever increasing number of people regardless of economic status and 
political environment.  

There is no denying that the use of social media is big and growing. Today, with 
a total worldwide population of 7.8 billion, there are and estimated 3.7 billion active 
social media users. The internet which is less than 60 years old has 4.54 billion users 
(https://www.brandwatch.com/blog/amazing-social-media-statistics-and-
facts/#section-2). For example, Facebook has 2,4 billion users and YouTube 
roughly 2 billion users with Whatsapp (1.6 billion) and Wechat (1 billion) trailing 
close behind. Facebook is adding 500 000 new users every day – or 6 new profiles 
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every second. In the U.S. Facebook is used by 69 percent and YouTube by 73 per-
cent of the population (Clement 2019; Perrin and Anderson 2019). Social media use 
is not just a North American activity. In Finland, 63 percent of the population use 
Facebook, while in Denmark, 53 percent of Internet users used Facebook on a daily 
basis (Tankovska 2019a, 2019b). While Facebook is largely missing from China, 
the domestic equivalent reportedly has millions of users. 

India, the U.S., and Indonesia rank among the top three Facebook using countries 
(with Thailand ranked number eight in the world Leesa-Nguansuk 2018). In the 
U.S., the use of social media varies depending on age according to a Pew Research 
Center survey conducted in February, 2019, while the pattern in social media use 
remains similar in 2019 relative to 2018 (Perrin and Anderson 2019).   

While social media is used for personal and professional purposes, the choice of 
social media with respect to personal and professional seem to vary widely. In the 
U.S., younger users between 18-24 years of age tend to use Snapchat and Instagram 
and more experienced people (40+ years of age) tend to use Facebook and YouTube 
(Pew Research Center in Perrin and Anderson 2019). Organizations appear to prefer 
Twitter, as do some political figures.  

However, Twitter only has 145 million daily users, which is not a lot compared 
to the numbers above using Facebook. Interestingly 83% of Fortune 500 companies 
have a presence on Twitter, whereas only 20 companies of these 500 actually en-
gage with their customers on Facebook. At the same time 78 percent of people who 
complain to a brand via Twitter expect a response within an hour. There is a reason 
for this, there is a lot of money involved; in 2019 US$ 90 billion was spent on social 
network advertising. But social media is much more than just another virtual adver-
tising billboard, abet one in which there is two way if not multiple way communi-
cation.  

Given these numbers social media can be defined a massive digital infrastructure 
which offers tremendous opportunities for companies and certainly for entrepre-
neurs. Before we go there let’s step back and take a brief look at the rather short 
period of development and offer a definition of social media. 

What is social media? 
We do not have to go all the way back to the dawn of civilization (although 

similar revolutions in communication have occurred such as the Guttenberg Bible). 
The current crop of digital natives, those who have grown up in the digital world, 
probably will argue that anything before the World Wide Web is pre-history. We 
follow the convention that social media as we know it today was coined around 
2003/2004 with the launch of Myspace and Facebook (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010). 
Among IT professional the earliest version of social media was the creation of Use-
net, which was a network community where mostly computer wizards and nerds 
hung out to exchange ideas and experiences. This was a governmental funded pro-
ject by DARPA and largely limited to large research universities in the United 
States. 
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Social media really take off with the launch of the World Wide Web (WWW) in 
1989 and the user-friendly Mosaic browser. These two technological software in-
novations were critical for the diffusion of the Internet and the Web as a world-wide 
commodity and a commercial breakthrough. It was now possible for private indi-
viduals and companies to create a web presents via homepages. Most of these were 
rather simple and rather terrible at first (Sterne 1995, 1996). Around the mid-1990’s 
there was an explosion in volume. While some companies were catching on fast to 
the potential of the WWW, most firms did not quite understand the power of this 
communication media. Most companies approached the Internet and the WWW 
with old school market and corporate communication strategies (Rayport &Sviokla, 
1994; 1995; McKenna, 1995; Benjamin &Wigand, 1995; Armstrong and Hagel, 
1996; Hoffman and Novak, 1997; Brännback, 1997; Brännback & Puhakainen, 
1998). Even worse some firms had no strategies at all. At the same time a paradigm 
shift began to emerge in market communication from one-to-one communication to 
one-to-many communication or many-to-many communication (Hoffman & Novak 
1997). That is, it was technologically possible to have multiple approaches, but most 
firms were still using the web as a one-to-one mechanism. 

While the software technology for social media was increasingly available, the 
hardware was still hampered by desk top computers Some really early visionaries 
had proposed computers and devices that would be portable and potentially the size 
of today’s smart phones and tablets (Weiser, 1991). In the mid-1990s new social 
networking websites began to emerge -  GeoCities, appearing in November 1994, 
followed by Classmates in December 1995 and SixDegrees in May 1997 ((Edosom-
wan et al., 2011). These early entrepreneurial firms saw the potential and tried to 
exploit it. For social media to diffuse into an everyday global commodity the intro-
duction of mobile technology and high speed Internet were absolutely critical. This 
shift started to occur approximately 2003 and 2004.  

Many of us could easily produce a list of social media platforms with which we 
as users are familiar. These may include Facebook, Youtube, Instagram, Twitter, 
Whatsapp, Wikipedia, and many others. The real challenge is to try and categorize 
social media in a meaningful way. In the academic literature, social media refers to 
“computer-mediated tools that make it possible for anyone to create, circulate, 
share, and exchange information in a variety of formats and with multiple commu-
nities” (Leonardi & Vaast, 2017: 150).  

Another approach is to rely on a few theories in the field of media research and 
social processes (Social Media). Kaplan and Haenlein (2010) thus arrive at two de-
fining dimensions: Social presence/media richness on one hand and self-presenta-
tion/ self-disclosure on the other. These dimensions allow us to include a wide pal-
ette of different social media; blogs and micro blogs, collaborative projects such as 
Wikipedia, social networking sites like Facebook and Instagram, content commu-
nities (YouTube), virtual social worlds, and virtual game worlds. Thus, a short def-
inition would be: Social media is Internet based applications that facilitate social 
networking and the creation and exchange of user generated content. 
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Social media, businesses and entrepreneurship 
Considering the volume of users of social media and the way it has changed in a 

relatively few years it is no surprise that how we consume media impacts social 
behavior and thus organizations such as new ventures. There are for example sig-
nificant differences in behavior between digital natives and digital immigrants as to 
how they use these ubiquitous information systems (Vodanovitch et al, 2010; 
Brännback et al, 2017, Nikou et al, 2018).  

These changes in behavior impact institutions at all levels as it changes patterns 
of learning, patterns of reading and in general how people build relationships and 
interact. Social media is changing the consumers’ buying behavior and their con-
sumer behavior (Alalwan et al. 2017; Alves et al. 2016; Wang et al. 2016). Social 
media have an impact on brand and image building (Agnihotri et al. 2016; Schivin-
ski and Dabrowski 2016), brand performances and their revenue generation (Singh 
and Sonnenburg, 2012), and marketing communication (Kozinets et al. 2010; 
Taiminen and Karjaluoto 2015). Social media also allows for new ventures to have 
an international presence from the very start, another topic that is addressed in chap-
ters in this volume 

Thus, social media offer a very real potential for entrepreneurs and especially 
start-up entrepreneurs, with limited financial resources, to engage in market com-
munication, build brand awareness at relatively low or very low costs (Parveen, 
Jaafar, & Ainin, 2016.) Social media is clearly an external enabler (Leonardi and 
Vaast, 2017;von Briel et al, 2018). That said everything that looks like gold is not, 
therefore some scholars have studied the dark side of social media (Baccarella et al. 
2018). A chapter in this volume also addresses this issue. 

As the preceding considerations show, knowledge about social media in existing 
businesses is still somewhat limited. It may be considered in its embryonic stage. 
However, it is further developed than the literature on social media in an entrepre-
neurship context. Few scholars have addressed social media in an entrepreneurship 
context (Secundo et al. 2020). These early sporadic studies have been published 
inside and outside entrepreneurship-oriented outlets.  

Early research include works on using social media as platform for new venture 
creation and opportunity recognition (Khajeheian 2013; Schjoedt 2018), the chal-
lenges of small businesses in adopting social media tools (Durkin et al. 2013; Mich-
aelidou, Siamagka and Christodoulides 2011; Siamagka et al. 2015), the role of so-
cial media in entrepreneurial finance (Mumi, Obal, and Yang, 2019; Jin, Wu, and 
Hitt, 2017; Aggarwal et al. 2012; Yang and Berger, 2017) and on specific platforms 
of social media (e.g., Fischer and Reuber 2014; Reuber and Fischer 2011). Because 
of the potential profound effects of social media in an entrepreneurship context, and 
the fragmented nature of early research, this book is an effort to integrate and struc-
ture the present body of literature on social media in an entrepreneurship context. 

 
The Structure of This Volume 
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Below we review the various chapters in terms of their key foci and try to provide 
a context in which to view each chapter as it relates to the others in this volume. For 
example, the purpose of the review by Olanrewaju et al. (2020) is to consider the 
literature for critical theories and research methods used in the early research on 
social media and entrepreneurship. These researchers find that most research inves-
tigates factors driving entrepreneurs’ social media adoption and use and that entre-
preneurs’ use of social media have moved beyond marketing to be used for business 
networking, information search, and crowdfunding to improve the innovation and 
new venture performance. 

Secundo et al. (2020) find that the literature on social media in an entrepreneur-
ship context is scant and fragmented, dominated by unrelated research. Based on 
their content analysis, these scholars find four major research streams in the social 
media and entrepreneurship literature: (1) social media as technologies for entre-
preneurial learning and self-employment; (2) entrepreneurs’ use of social media for 
marketing purposes; (3) social media networking as enablers of end entrepreneurial 
ecosystems; and (4) entrepreneurs’ use of social media to identify opportunities. 
Their review also visits the fact that early research ended to focus on social media 
as a marketing tool while the recent research considered in their study tended to be 
broader in scope to investigate entrepreneurial learning, network, ecosystems, and 
opportunity identification.   

The purpose of the review by Bauman and Lucy (2020), in this volume, is to 
review the literature on social media on three widely examined topics in entrepre-
neurship: business opportunities, knowledge acquisition, and environmental 
changes. NEED TO ADD THEIR FINDINGS. 

In combination, these reviews reveal that the literature on social media in an 
entrepreneurship context is just taking off as a research topic. It also appears that 
the early research tends to be focused on more conventional topics in entrepreneur-
ship, such as opportunity recognition, and the use of social media as a marketing 
tool. This traditional approach may limit the potential of future research on social 
media in entrepreneurial contexts in a similar manner as the focus on firm perfor-
mance limited the strategic management literature and the focus on opportunity 
recognition limited the entrepreneurship literature (of the 1990s and 2000s). The 
reviews show there is a need to consider what we already know from the entrepre-
neurship literature in terms of a social media context. This includes gender (Sullivan 
and Bendell), effectuation (Mumi), entrepreneurial teams (Sareen, Kidney, and 
Cooney), and international entrepreneurship (Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, Haapanen, 
and Holma). 

These reviews also admonish us to avoid the literature on social media and en-
trepreneurship from becoming too focused and insular as additional research is con-
ducted and published (George, Kotha, and Zheng 2008). In this volume less tradi-
tional topics in entrepreneurship and social media research are included. For 
example, Nikou et al. offer an investigation of the role of information literacy and 
source selection in social media in entrepreneurship. They argue that information 
literacy is critical to locate, use, and evaluate information tools as well as 
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information sources to solve a given problem. Just because a person owns a smart 
phone or a tablet does not make that person information literate. To step away from 
the more conventional contexts of entrepreneurship and social media in Western 
societies, Datta, Adkins, and Fitzsimmons in their chapter offer an examination of 
a type of entrepreneur unique to social media, social media influencers, and do so 
in an Islamic context. Unlike the conventional approach to may new topics in aca-
demic research that focus on the positive aspects Baccarella, Scheiner, and Wyman 
offer considerations on the dark side of entrepreneurs’ use of social media. Lastly, 
Firfiray and Gomez-Mejia offer considerations on how affordance of social media 
assist family firms in their pursuit of socioemotional wealth. 
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