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1. ROADS LESS TRAVELLED: SPACE AND TIME IN SUSTAINABLE
ENTREPRENEURSHIP

ABSTRACT

The recognition of entrepreneurs as embedded within economies, societies, and natural
systems indicates that the role of context in sustainable entrepreneurship may differ from that in
traditional profit-focused entrepreneurship. This underscores the need for diversified contextual
investigations in sustainable entrepreneurship literature. Lack of insights into the state of
contextualisation can lead to neglect of specific dimensions of context, resulting in imbalanced
contextual understanding. This review examines the state of knowledge on contextual factors in
sustainable entrepreneurship literature. Focusing on empirical studies, we identify both
influential and overlooked contextual dimensions and recommend future research directions. We
find a bias towards business and institutional dimensions and identify Europe as a prominent
geographical setting in the literature. We call for the exploration of the influence of space and
time in sustainable entrepreneurship, encompassing spatial design, digital-physical space
interactions, spatial distribution, geographic inclusivity, temporal constructs and processes,

historical narratives, collective memories, and critical events.
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1. ROADS LESS TRAVELLED: SPACE AND TIME IN SUSTAINABLE
ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Chukwuka Igboanua, Kaarina Vieru, Henri Hakala

INTRODUCTION

Understanding when, where, how, and why entrepreneurship occurs and the individuals
involved requires a deep appreciation of the contextual factors at play (Welter 2011). As
entrepreneurship continues to evolve towards sustainability, contextualisation becomes
paramount. Moreso, due to the influence of digitalisation, which is reshaping the perception of
contexts such as space in the business world (Autio et al. 2018). The traditional focus of
entrepreneurship on financial value has shifted to include social and environmental missions,
propelling sustainable entrepreneurship (SE) to the forefront of research and practice (Mufioz
and Cohen 2018). Sustainable entrepreneurship adopts a holistic approach to achieve triple-
bottom-line (TBL) goals that benefit people, the planet, and profit (Hockerts and Wistenhagen
2010; Mufioz and Cohen 2018; Stubbs 2017). Entrepreneurs are thus recognised as embedded
within economies, societies, and natural systems (Mufioz and Cohen 2018). Context offers
opportunities and presents constraints; thus, individuals may perceive it as an asset or liability to
entrepreneurship (Welter 2011). The evolved recognition of entrepreneurs mentioned above
suggests that the impact of context on SE might differ from that on traditional entrepreneurship
that prioritises financial value (Rosério et al. 2022).

Comprehending and advancing SE involves considering the contextual characteristics of
sustainable operational environments. The call for entrepreneurship research to explore
contextual elements such as narratives, collective action, language, historical memories,
geographical features, built environments, power dynamics among groups, and temporal factors
emphasises factors relevant to sustainable development and enhances the theoretical
understanding of SE (Johnson and Schaltegger 2020; Lippmann and Aldrich 2016; Welter and
Baker 2021). Prior reviews of SE studies have primarily focused on bibliometrics, definitions,

gender-specific perspectives, or specific economic contexts (Anand et al. 2021; Fernandez et al.
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2021; Mufioz and Cohen 2018; Nayak and Pillai 2022; Rosario et al. 2022; Teran-Yeépez et al.
2020). Those reviews reflect the importance of understanding context in relation to economic,
institutional, industry, and market characteristics on different spatial scales but lack a
comprehensive analysis of the role of context in SE research.

The challenge of the multifaceted nature of context affects entrepreneurship research.
Context is characterised by multiple levels of analysis involving interactive relationships in
different dimensions (Baker and Welter 2020; Welter 2011). The complexity of empirically
addressing this multifacetedness makes contextualising entrepreneurship research a daunting task
that leads to tensions and losing sight of the overarching concept and specific factors (Baker and
Welter 2020). That shortcoming, in turn, leads to a lack of diversity of context, such as the focus
on the institutional dimension (Anand et al. 2021; Mufioz and Cohen 2018), which constrains
understanding the overall role of context and its other dimensions in SE. Accordingly, there is a
need to explore specific contextual factors that contribute to a comprehensive understanding of
SE.

This review focuses on the multifactorial property of context in extant SE literature to
identify the contextual factors within and determine which dimensions can advance
understanding of the role of context in SE. We adopt a typology combining the work of Welter
(2011) and Zahra et al. (2014), specifically focusing on two categories of context: where and
when and their sub-dimensions. We conduct a systematic literature review (SLR) of 54 papers
published between 2011 and 2022 to answer the questions: Which contextual factors affect
sustainable entrepreneurship, which contextual dimensions have been overlooked, and what
avenues for future exploration do they offer?

We contribute to the expansion of knowledge in the following ways. First, we highlight
the prevailing bias towards business and institutional dimensions and Europe as a prominent
geographical SE research setting and prompt the research community to acknowledge
dimensions and regions neglected to date. Second, we establish a roadmap for future research,
concentrating on the influence of space and time on SE. We cover spatial design, the collision of
digital affordances and physical space, spatial distribution, geographic inclusivity, temporal

constructs and processes, historical narratives, collective memories, and critical events. Finally,



the above agenda guides theory development to provide practical insights that support research

and practice in cultivating a context where SE becomes the prevailing norm.

THE WHERE AND WHEN CONTEXTS IN SUSTAINABLE
ENTREPRENEURSHIP

The term context refers to situational circumstances and temporal changes that facilitate
or inhibit the occurrence of behaviour and shape its meaning (Johns 2018). Context is
multifactorial and cuts across interdependent levels of analysis, making understanding its multi-
dimensionality challenging (Baker and Welter 2018; Welter 2011). We adopt a typology based
on a fusion of the typologies of Welter (2011) and Zahra et al. (2014) to illustrate the
multifactorial properties of context. We specifically focus on the where and when dimensions
and the sub-dimensions of business, social, spatial, institutional, temporal, and historical, and

discuss their relevance to sustainable entrepreneurship.

Where

Entrepreneurship occurs within diverse contexts — business, social, spatial, and
institutional — which collectively shape who engages in entrepreneurship and which ventures
emerge. While there is research on the business context, mostly investigating control variables
encompassing industry factors and resources (Baker and Welter 2020), it is crucial to recognise
the breadth of that context. Industries are affected by specific political, economic, sociocultural,
technological, and legal elements, and those factors significantly impact entrepreneurial
determinants, processes, and outcomes, influencing opportunities and the competitive landscape
(De Massis et al. 2018; Porter 1980; Welter 2011; Zahra and Wright 2011). For example, in the
agricultural sector transitioning towards sustainability (Apostolidou et al. 2015), the context
entails factors such as the availability of efficient machinery and demand for organic products.
Consequently, entrepreneurs strive to devise sustainable operational methods to meet consumers’
eco-friendly demands. Markets with high demand for sustainable products and impact

investments can enhance the viability of sustainable enterprises.



The social context profoundly influences sustainable entrepreneurship, shaping the
relationships, networks, and social ties that impact the emergence, growth, and survival of
startups. The social context encompasses the interactions and networks of innovators, venture
capitalists, incumbents, new firms, and other stakeholders (Zahra and Wright 2011). Stakeholder
engagement within intricate social networks is essential for sustainable enterprises, necessitating
strategic partnerships and collaborations with local communities (Anand et al. 2021; Bischoff
2021; Bocken et al. 2014; Juma et al. 2017; Khokhawala and lyer 2022). This dimension also
includes informal social ties, like families (Baker and Welter 2020). Entrepreneurs leverage their
social networks in the causes of volunteer mobilisation, building community partnerships, and
attracting sustainability-conscious consumers. Social interactions embedded in these networks
contribute to the legitimacy of sustainable ventures and their long-term viability. The
composition of a social network affects new venture creation, with the prevalence of family ties
having a negative impact (Renzulli et al. 2000). Thus, we argue that the composition of the social
context, including collaborative stakeholders, affects the creation and development of sustainable
ventures. Networks mitigate the challenges associated with newness and smallness in startups
and impact financial and human capital resources, knowledge, and access to opportunities,
clients, and essential emotional support (Baker and Welter 2020). The significance of social
context in fostering sustainable business growth in the startup stages cannot be overstated.

Spatial context pertains to the physical and geographic aspects of business settings. One
notable aspect is the concentration of new firm-creating activities (Zahra and Wright 2011).
Following the findings of Enthoven and Brouwer (2020) on the spatial concentration of
sustainable ventures, we argue that proximity among sustainability-oriented individuals and
organisations fosters knowledge exchange and collaboration, thereby aiding the growth of
sustainable ventures within specific geographic areas. As such, spatial and social contexts go
hand in hand. Research has explored the concept of place and diverse spatial contexts, such as
rural, peripheral, and urban areas, shedding light on their influence on entrepreneurship (Baker
and Welter 2020). For instance, sustainable entrepreneurship in peripheral regions utilises local
resources, promotes local development, and tackles environmental and social challenges. The
Slow City movement exemplifies this, with small cities committing to sustainable growth while

preserving local culture and diversity (Cicek et al. 2019). The spatial context impacts sustainable
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entrepreneurship, given its inherent features including land, natural hazards, and resources are
immutable.

The institutional context captures the formal and informal structures that shape and
influence entrepreneurial activities. Empirical studies underscore the significance of institutions
in shaping entrepreneurship, encompassing regulatory institutions, administrative regulations,
property rights, cultural values, and gender-specific normative institutions (Baker and Welter
2020). This dimension examines how societal attitudes, norms, legal and regulatory frameworks,
policies, and support measures impact the emergence and development of sustainable
entrepreneurship. For instance, cultural values emphasising social responsibility and community
well-being can drive the proliferation of entrepreneurship ventures addressing pressing social
and environmental challenges. Environmental regulations and incentives can stimulate the
adoption of clean technologies and sustainable business practices. Successful sustainable
entrepreneurship often requires altering institutional arrangements (Hall et al. 2010).
Accordingly, the institutional dimension in SE research remains relevant as it interplays with

other dimensions (Zahra et al. 2014).

When

The when context emphasises how time influences the nature and scope of
entrepreneurship and how it changes over time (Welter 2011). Temporal perspectives typically
portray time as either objective (clock time) or subjective (psychological time) (Shipp and Cole
2015; Shipp and Jansen 2021). Therefore, the when context captures how entrepreneurial
activities are influenced by the objective linear progression from the past to the present and
future, as well as multi-directional subjective experiences of time. Accordingly, the when context
is relevant for sustainable entrepreneurship because sustainability discussions are rooted in the
present but shaped by past events and focused on negotiations for the future.

The temporal dimension examines the impact of time on various aspects of
entrepreneurial activities, including emergence, evolution, strategic actions, and temporal
orientation (Zahra et al. 2014). This dimension is critical owing to the time-sensitive nature of

entrepreneurial decision-making, influenced by factors such as industry clocks, opportunity



exploitation, and organisational learning (Zahra et al. 2014). Timing is crucial in SE which relies
on seizing opportunities to introduce sustainable products. For example, the rise of electric
vehicles has created a time-sensitive opportunity to develop related technologies like charging
infrastructure and battery management systems. Understanding how the life cycle of ventures
and variations in entrepreneurs’ time perception and orientations influence resource allocation
and priorities (Zahra and Wright 2011). For instance, the urgency of global sustainability
concerns can affect the formation of sustainable enterprises and entrepreneurs’ individual and
collective reactions.

The historical dimension acknowledges the enduring impact of institutions and historical
events on entrepreneurial activities. Research in this dimension has examined business history in
shaping family firms, regional roots of entrepreneurship, and the historical impact of institutional
changes (Colli 2012; Fritsch et al. 2014, 2019; Fritsch and Storey 2014; Pahnke and Welter
2019). Further, path dependence highlights the need for coherence over time and across
organisational levels, as past actions shape present and future decisions (Welter and Smallbone
2015; Zahra et al. 2006, 2014). Belz and Binder (2017) reported that the integration of
ecological, social, and economic goals in sustainable entrepreneurship tends to occur
sequentially rather than simultaneously. Consequently, entrepreneurs must carefully consider
how to leverage early efforts, relationships, and technologies to avoid becoming locked into
historical trajectories that hinder the complete integration of all three goals. The historical
dimension also explores generational units, collective memories, and the evolution of societal
logic, impacting entrepreneurial growth and dynamics (Lippmann and Aldrich 2015; Ocasio et
al. 2015).

Those dimensions are often difficult to disentangle, but doing so can aid contextualisation
efforts (Baker and Welter 2018) and facilitate a comprehensive discussion on the necessary
conditions for SE. The absence of such conditions can hinder generating social, environmental,
and economic wealth, potentially resulting in destructive forms of entrepreneurship that pursue
financial gain at the expense of society and the environment (Harbi and Anderson 2010; Mufioz
and Cohen 2018).



METHODOLOGY

This review goes through five iterative SLR methodological stages outlined by Tranfield

et al. (2003) to ensure empirical rigour while examining the relationship between sustainable

entrepreneurship and context and offering a comprehensive analysis of contextual factors.

1.

Primary research focus. The study concentrates on sustainable entrepreneurship (SE) and
context. SE involves pursuing entrepreneurial opportunities while creating economic, social,
and environmental value. This review exclusively considers empirical papers that examine
contextual factors through empirical testing rather than just conceptualisation.

Article selection. After refining the keyword search, the study uses the query “sustainab*
AND entrepreneur*” across databases (ABI-Inform/ProQuest, EBSCO/Business Source
Complete, SCOPUS, and Web of Science) until 2022. After several iterations of the keyword
string and the range of synonyms for the word context, we concluded that its insertion might
create artificial boundaries, eliminating provoking "context(s)" that are implicit in papers.
Quality evaluation. The search targets peer-reviewed journal articles in English with relevant
keywords in titles, abstracts, or keywords. The process identified 1019 non-duplicate papers
across databases, which was reduced to 54 relevant studies following a comprehensive
evaluation process. Exclusions are made for non-relevance and alignment with the study’s
criteria, including only empirical papers with a TBL perspective on SE and that include at
least one contextual factor related to where or when. Table 1 summarises the article count at
each step.

Data extraction. We collected essential publication details for each article (author names,
publication year, title, journal, etc.) and organised the data on Excel spreadsheets. We then
downloaded the full text of each article in PDF format and imported it into NVivo, along
with corresponding bibliographic data from Mendeley.

Data synthesis and reporting. The current review combines both deductive and inductive
methodologies in a two-phase approach. Initially, aligning with our research objectives, we
coded the papers based on established predefined codes (e.g., methodology, data origin, etc.).
A single researcher conducted this initial coding phase. Subsequently, two other researchers

assessed the first-stage coding and inductively coded the contextual factors featured in the



articles as NVivo cases. Utilising the NVivo classification sheet, these cases were categorised
into contextual categories (where or when) and further classified according to the six
dimensions mentioned above. To illustrate, a cultural value explored as a construct within a

paper was classified within the where context category and under the institutional dimension.

<INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE>

CONTEXTUAL FACTORS IN SUSTAINABLE ENTREPRENEURSHIP

This paper investigates the contextual factors examined in the academic literature that
affect sustainable entrepreneurship. Theoretically, we employ the six dimensions of the where
and when contexts. We discovered a notable bias towards studying the where over the when
context and approximately 94% of contextual factors were situated within that where context.
Moreover, disparities among dimensions were evident. The institutional and business dimensions
constituted 34% and 33%, respectively, signifying their prominence in contrast to the social
(15%), spatial (13%), temporal (4%), and historical (1%) dimensions. Table 2 provides an
overview of the field, featuring dimensions, contextual factors, and representative references.

Within the institutional dimension, we identified four themes: policy and governance,
culture and society, stakeholder awareness and orientation, and gender and diversity. The policy
and governance themes encompassed factors related to regulatory instability, the rhetoric mix of
policy arguments, and supportive and restrictive policies or regulations affecting sustainable
entrepreneurial activities. For instance, Chen et al. (2018) revealed that a combination of policies
and regulations, such as promoting sustainable concepts and market regulations, significantly
enhanced the adoption of sustainable products/services in China. Conversely, EU legislation on
extreme weather insurance hindered the acceptance of climate-smart agricultural innovations
(Long et al. 2019).

In the culture and society theme, the impact of status, cultural attitudes, social legitimacy,
and level of religiosity emerged as factors. Vuorio (2017) suggests that cultural values favouring
postmaterialism can foster SE aspirations. Regions with a substantial non-religious population
and high GDP exhibit high levels of sustainable enterprising (Tiba et al. 2021). Stakeholder



awareness and orientation emerged as a theme, underlining the essential principle of engaging
stakeholders in sustainable entrepreneurship and demonstrating how shared sustainability
perceptions and interests positively affect a sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem and the
prioritisation logic of entrepreneurs (Bischoff 2021; DiVito and Ingen-Housz 2021; Fischer et al.
2020). While the gender and diversity theme was less prevalent, it illuminates the challenges
encountered by female sustainable entrepreneurs, including insufficient institutional backing and
gender dynamics in financial independence (Argade et al. 2021; Gray et al. 2014).

The business dimension comprises industry and market dynamics, consumer preferences,
the investment landscape, and resources and infrastructure. Industry and market dynamics
include market conditions, trends, demand, pricing, and industry decline that impact the
development and adoption of sustainable products. Competition, implementation uncertainty,
and sales volume significantly influence strategic choices made by sustainable enterprises in the
bioeconomy sector (Urbaniec et al. 2022). A separate study within this theme illustrates how the
decline of Swedish commercial fisheries prompted a shift towards sustainable entrepreneurial
practices (Andersson 2021). When a dominant business model prevails, Vernay et al. (2022)
propose a dynamic approach involving entrepreneurs who establish sustainable business models,
which would transform the business context of mature industries. Consumer preference factors
are expectations, values, and behaviours influencing sustainable entrepreneurship business
opportunities. Opportunities for sustainable-luxury entrepreneurs involve introducing innovative
products appealing to consumer aspirations. Conversely, resistance in industries like agriculture
and apparel requires altering the consumer mindset on sustainable attributes, including quality
and cost (Long et al. 2019; Su et al. 2021).

The investment landscape theme covers financial aspects, funding sources, and
investment avenues. Access to funding remains a significant challenge for many sustainable
enterprises due to high costs and project risks, underscoring the value of regional financial
intermediaries in promoting sustainable entrepreneurship (Argade et al. 2021; Gu and Wang
2022). For sustainable startups, the investment landscape is even more challenging, with
corporate venture capital emerging as the sole distinctive funding source conferring legitimacy in
the sustainable sector (de Lange and Valliere 2020). Resources and infrastructure contain

essential elements such as machinery, staff, suppliers, knowledge, technology research, and



networks. A notable study highlights the challenges enterprises face in sustainable production
and transportation practices arising from limited numbers of local suppliers and inadequate
machinery (Plieth et al. 2012).

The social dimension focuses on collaboration, networks, stakeholders, and
embeddedness. In Detroit, for example, business networks, trade associations, and incubators
provide organisational support and resource-sharing among sustainable food entrepreneurs, thus
enhancing their efforts to achieve sustainability goals (Soderstrom and Heinze 2021).
Collaboration is vital, as highlighted by several papers stressing the importance of relational
capital with community partners to share resources (Ahmad et al. 2020; Juma et al. 2017; Pankov
et al. 2021). This collaboration leads to opportunity co-evolution and increased confidence in
opportunity recognition within sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems (O’Shea et al. 2021).

Under the network theme, green branding of business clusters, international networks,
sustainable social networks, and mentors positively impacts sustainable entrepreneurial activities
(Gray et al. 2014; Tiba et al. 2020; Willemsen and van der Veen 2014). Moreover, building
relationships and interacting with stakeholders like sustainability-oriented universities and
volunteers were seen as crucial forms of support for sustainable startup development (Fichter and
Tiemann 2018; Nave and Franco 2019; Plieth et al. 2012). Some studies explored the concept of
embeddedness, which refers to ties with the social and biophysical context. Mufioz and Cohen
(2017) reveal that the degree of embeddedness in social and natural systems influences
entrepreneurs’ and ventures’ synchronisation with the patterns or rhythms of those systems.

The spatial dimension produced themes including geographical and ecological factors,
geographic concentration, and regional characteristics. Geographical and ecological factors
encompass terrain, weather conditions, and the impact of environmental crises or natural
disasters (e.g., tsunamis) that can trigger the formation of sustainable ventures or the adoption of
sustainable practices (Andersson 2021; Argade et al. 2021; Gray et al. 2014). The social-
ecological system, such as the socioeconomic and biophysical features, also shapes issues and
opportunities in a location, influencing the type and rhythm (synch with natural cycles) of
sustainable ventures in that area (Belz and Binder 2017; Juma et al. 2017; Mufioz and Cohen
2017). The geographic concentration theme addresses how the spatial distribution of factors

influences sustainable entrepreneurship. It includes the presence of female founders and
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successful pioneering sustainable startups (Tiba et al. 2021), the availability of sustainable raw
materials (Su et al. 2021), the concentration of sustainable entrepreneurship clusters (Enthoven
and Brouwer 2020), and the proximity between higher education institutions and firms (Nave
and Franco 2019). An increase in these factors positively affects the number of sustainability
startups, reduces entrepreneurial challenges, and promotes sustainable ventures in specific
geographic regions. Certain regional characteristics also influence sustainable entrepreneurship.
For instance, investors tend to favour socially responsible national contexts over environmentally
conscious ones (de Lange 2017).

The when context has been investigated far less frequently in SE literature, with only 6%
of contextual factors in the sample papers pertaining to the temporal and historical dimensions.
Within the temporal dimension, various aspects emerge concerning the timing, sequence of
events, phases, and trajectories affecting sustainable entrepreneurship. For example, the financial
crisis, a critical event in Greece, adversely affected capital investment in sustainable food
manufacturing enterprises (Tarnanidis et al. 2019). During new venture creation, sustainable
entrepreneurs’ self-regulatory focus evolves alongside the temporal dynamics of motivation
across different startup phases (Fischer et al. 2018). The timing of purpose formalisation, such as
B Corp Certification, influences the pathways chosen by sustainable entrepreneurs (Mufioz et al.
2018). Given that SE is intrinsically linked to social and ecological systems, Mufioz and Cohen
(2017) contend that entrepreneurial synchronicity, dependent on both social and biophysical
rhythms, is pivotal to sustainable entrepreneurship success.

The historical dimension received the least attention in the review sample. Factors in that
dimension include organisational history and historical success stories. Universities’ historical
backgrounds and competency profiles influence their support for sustainable entrepreneurship
(Fichter and Tiemann 2018). Furthermore, a history of prominent successful sustainability
startups correlates with a greater proportion of sustainability startups within an entrepreneurial
ecosystem (Tiba et al. 2020).

<INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE>
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SPACE AND TIME IN SUSTAINABLE ENTREPRENEURSHIP

This review provides valuable insights into the contextual factors influencing sustainable
entrepreneurship, covering six dimensions: business, social, spatial, institutional, temporal, and
historical. While the where context, particularly the business and institutional dimensions, has
been extensively studied, the social and spatial dimensions, and more significantly, the when
context (temporal and historical dimensions), have received less attention. The disparity hinders
a comprehensive understanding of the contextual influences in SE research. Accordingly, it is
crucial to investigate further the spatial and temporal dimensions of context in SE. We elaborate
on future research avenues to expand beyond current dominant dimensions and explore the role

of space and time in shaping sustainable entrepreneurship.

Space and sustainable entrepreneurship

The spatial context significantly impacts sustainable entrepreneurship, driven by both its
inherent unchanging natural attributes and the built environment, as manifested in architectural
and spatial planning. They shape the entrepreneurial possibilities and limitations, influencing the
range of ventures feasible (Welter and Baker 2021). Therefore, research must consider both
natural and built spaces and explore how to design a spatial context that is more receptive to and
nurturing of individual-level factors that bolster sustainable entrepreneurship. Digitalisation can
impact the relationship between spatial context and sustainable entrepreneurship. Concepts such
as connectivity, interfaces, and openness create new opportunities for sustainable entrepreneurs
to develop innovative solutions, such as digital platforms, to address social and environmental
challenges (Autio et al. 2018; Nambisan et al. 2019). However, the convergence of digital,
social, and environmental aspects leads to tensions when those aspects collide (Davies and
Chambers 2018). While digital technologies offer scalability, they remain bound by natural
social and environmental boundaries (Gregori and Holzmann 2020). Further exploration of the
spatial dimension as it relates to digitalisation is a topical research direction.

A future research avenue regarding spatial distribution might be exploring whether the

concentration of sustainable SMEs is due to local psychological, cultural, or demand-related
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effects (Enthoven and Brouwer 2020). For example, does spatial proximity affect network
effectiveness? How can entrepreneurs capitalise on spatial proximity to facilitate knowledge
exchange, resource sharing, and collaboration for sustainable initiatives? Furthermore, the spatial
context influences the operational aspects of sustainable businesses. A promising area of study
might be to investigate how the spatial context impacts the branding strategies of sustainable
entrepreneurs. Can businesses leverage specific spatial attributes, such as pristine landscapes, to
enhance their environmental image and resonate with sustainability-conscious consumers? We
also advocate greater geographical inclusivity in SE research. The origin of data used in the
review sample indicates a need for more attention to Africa, South America, and Oceania.
Investigating similarities and differences among regions can offer insights into contextualising

sustainable entrepreneurship.

Time and sustainable entrepreneurship

While entrepreneurship research has acknowledged the importance of the temporal
dimension (Baker and Welter 2018; Welter 2011), this review reveals comprehensive
investigations of temporal and historical dimensions in SE remain scarce. We posit that the when
context is important to SE given that sustainability discussions are rooted in the present,
influenced by past events, and directed towards negotiations for the future. Accordingly,
exploring the temporal and historical context within SE presents attractive opportunities for
exploration. The first recommended avenue involves delving into how temporal constructs and
processes operate in SE and their underlying significance. Entrepreneurs view challenges as
opportunities; thus, climate change is a grand challenge driving the development of diverse
solutions (Welter and Baker 2021). Such entrepreneurial actions spur the investigation of how
temporal perception, orientation, and leadership impact sustainable enterprise formation and the
implementation of sustainable entrepreneurial practices.

Second, we urge researchers to explore how historical narratives and collective memories
(Welter and Baker 2021) influence individuals’ perceptions of sustainable entrepreneurship
opportunities. For example, exploring how towns historically built on polluting industries

respond to sustainable ventures that disrupt that dependence on historic activity. Third, events
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occurring at specific points in objective time can significantly shape actors’ perceptions and
behaviours. These events disrupt established routines, prompting transformative changes
(Morgeson et al. 2015). The recent COVID-19 pandemic is a notable instance of how critical
events can catalyse innovation across multiple industries. Employing event system theory
(Morgeson et al. 2015) facilitates examining the role of events like wars, climate disasters, and
unemployment in shaping the emergence and diffusion of sustainable entrepreneurship and
innovation. Concepts such as event time pacing (Dougherty et al. 2013) and entrainment
(Staudenmayer et al. 2002) offer frameworks to understand how activities are regulated by these
events rather than objective time and how sustainable entrepreneurial endeavours adapt to align
with the pace of critical event effects.

Overall, the review emphasises the prevalence of qualitative methods in SE literature;
thus, we echo the calls for further quantitative research to ascertain causative and associated
variables and to validate and extend the findings (DiVito and Bohnsack 2017; Fichter and
Tiemann 2018; Gregori and Holzmann 2020; Khokhawala and lyer 2022). This review’s focus
on individual contextual factors may have presented a static contextual perspective. Therefore,
we must stress the significance of exploring interactions and conducting multilevel analyses of
context in entrepreneurship research. As Johns (2017) suggests, the absence of contextual
theories that encompass discrete events, consider changing context, and allow for bottom-up
contextual influence is particularly apparent. These context-specific properties must be
accounted for in our research methodologies and theories.

Nevertheless, this study has limitations linked to its SLR methodology. First, the
literature search might not encompass all relevant SE papers despite exhaustive efforts to do so.
Notably, certain contributions, such as book chapters and publications outside the AJG ranking,
were omitted. In addition, the potential subjectivity in coding and classifying cases should be

acknowledged despite the cautious approaches followed.

14



REFERENCES

*Ahmad, N. H., S. A. Rahman, N. L. K. Afendi Rajendran and H. A. Halim (2020), ‘Sustainable
entrepreneurship practices in Malaysian manufacturing SMEs: The role of individual,
organisational and institutional factors’, World Review of Entrepreneurship, Management
and Sustainable Development, 16 (2), 153-71.

Anand, A., P. Argade, R. Barkemeyer and F. Salignac (2021), ‘Trends and patterns in sustainable
entrepreneurship research: A bibliometric review and research agenda’, Journal of Business
Venturing, 36 (3), 106092.

*Andersson, M. (2021), ““From pluri-activity to entrepreneurship: Swedish inshore commercial
fisheries navigating in the service-oriented economy’”’, Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality
and Tourism, 21 (4), 374-90.

Apostolidou, 1., K. Mattas, E. Loizou and A. Michailidis (2015), Agriculture’s Role in Economic
Growth: An Exploratory Study Among Southern and Northern EU Countries, 147—62.

*Argade, P., F. Salignac and R. Barkemeyer (2021), ‘Opportunity identification for sustainable
entrepreneurship: Exploring the interplay of individual and context level factors in India’,
Business Strategy and the Environment, 30 (8), 3528-51.

Autio, E., S. Nambisan, L. D. W. Thomas and M. Wright (2018), ‘Digital affordances, spatial
affordances, and the genesis of entrepreneurial ecosystems’, Strategic Entrepreneurship
Journal, 12 (1), 72-95.

Baker, T. and F. Welter (2018), ‘Contextual entrepreneurship: An interdisciplinary perspective’,
Foundations and Trends in Entrepreneurship, 14 (4), 357-426.

Baker, T. and F. Welter (2020), Contextualizing Entrepreneurship Theory, New York: Routledge.

*Belz, F. M. and J. K. Binder (2017), ‘Sustainable Entrepreneurship: A Convergent Process
Model’, Business Strategy and the Environment, 26 (1), 1-17.

*Bendell, J. and L. Thomas (2013), ‘The Appearance of Elegant Disruption: Theorising
Sustainable Luxury Entrepreneurship’, Journal of Corporate Citizenship, 9-24.

*Bischoff, K. (2021), ‘A study on the perceived strength of sustainable entrepreneurial
ecosystems on the dimensions of stakeholder theory and culture’, Small Business
Economics, 56 (3), 1121-40.

15



*Bocken, N. M. P. (2015), ‘Sustainable venture capital - Catalyst for sustainable start-up
success?’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 108, 647-58.

Bocken, N. M. P., S. W. Short, P. Rana and S. Evans (2014), ‘A literature and practice review to
develop sustainable business model archetypes’.

*Chen, Jun, L. Chen, Jiyong Chen and K. Xie (2018), ‘Mechanism and policy combination of
technical sustainable entrepreneurship crowdfunding in China: A system dynamics analysis’,
Journal of Cleaner Production, 177, 610-20.

Cigek, M., S. Ulu and C. Uslay (2019), ‘The Impact of the Slow City Movement on Place
Authenticity, Entrepreneurial Opportunity, and Economic Development’, Journal of
Macromarketing, 39 (4), 400-14.

Colli, A. (2012), ‘Contextualizing Performances of Family Firms: The Perspective of Business
History’, Family Business Review, 25 (3), 243-57.

*Cunha, C., E. Kastenholz and M. J. Carneiro (2020), ‘Entrepreneurs in rural tourism: Do
lifestyle motivations contribute to management practices that enhance sustainable
entrepreneurial ecosystems?’, Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 44, 215-26.

Davies, I. A. and L. Chambers (2018), ‘Integrating hybridity and business model theory in
sustainable entrepreneurship’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 177, 378-86.

*de Lange, D. E. (2017), ‘Start-up sustainability: An insurmountable cost or a life-giving
investment?’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 156, 838-54.

*de Lange, D. E. (2019), ‘A paradox of embedded agency: Sustainable investors boundary
bridging to emerging fields’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 226, 50-63.

*de Lange, D. and D. Valliere (2020), ‘Sustainable firms and legitimacy: Corporate venture
capital as an effective endorsement’, Journal of Small Business Management, 58 (6), 1187—
220.

De Massis, A., J. Kotlar, M. Wright and F. W. Kellermanns (2018), ‘Sector-Based
Entrepreneurial Capabilities and the Promise of Sector Studies in Entrepreneurship’,
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 42 (1), 3-23.

DiVito, L. and R. Bohnsack (2017), ‘Entrepreneurial orientation and its effect on sustainability
decision tradeoffs: The case of sustainable fashion firms’, Journal of Business Venturing, 32
(5), 569-87.

16



*DiVito, L. and Z. Ingen-Housz (2021), ‘From individual sustainability orientations to collective

sustainability innovation and sustainable entreprencurial ecosystems’, Small Business
Economics, 56 (3), 1057-72.

Dougherty, D., H. Bertels, K. Chung, D. D. Dunne and J. Kraemer (2013), ‘Whose Time Is It?
Understanding Clock-time Pacing and Event-time Pacing in Complex Innovations’,
Management and Organization Review, 9 (2), 233-63.

*Enthoven, M. P. M. and A. E. Brouwer (2020), ‘Investigating spatial concentration of
sustainable restaurants: It is all about good food!’, in Annals of Regional Science, vol. 64,
Springer, pp. 575-94.

Fernéndez, M. B., M. del C. Garcia-Centeno and C. C. Patier (2021), ‘Women Sustainable
Entrepreneurship: Review and Research Agenda’, Sustainability, 13 (21), 12047.

*Fichter, K. and I. Tiemann (2018), ‘Factors influencing university support for sustainable
entrepreneurship: Insights from explorative case studies’, Journal of Cleaner Production,
175, 512-24.

*Fichter, K. and 1. Tiemann (2020), ‘Impacts of promoting sustainable entrepreneurship in
generic business plan competitions’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 267, accessed at
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122076.

*Fischer, D., M. Brettel and R. Mauer (2020), ‘The Three Dimensions of Sustainability: A
Delicate Balancing Act for Entrepreneurs Made More Complex by Stakeholder
Expectations’, Journal of Business Ethics, 163 (1), 87-106.

*Fischer, D., R. Mauer and M. Brettel (2018), ‘Regulatory focus theory and sustainable

entrepreneurship’, International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, 24 (2),

408-28.

Fritsch, M., E. Bublitz, A. Sorgner and M. Wyrwich (2014), ‘How much of a socialist legacy?
The re-emergence of entrepreneurship in the East German transformation to a market
economy’, Small Business Economics, 43 (2), 427—46.

Fritsch, M., M. Obschonka and M. Wyrwich (2019), ‘Historical roots of entrepreneurship-
facilitating culture and innovation activity: an analysis for German regions’, Regional
Studies, 53 (9), 1296-307.

17



Fritsch, M. and D. J. Storey (2014), ‘Entrepreneurship in a Regional Context: Historical Roots,
Recent Developments and Future Challenges’, Regional Studies, 48 (6), 939-54.

*Gray, B. J., S. Duncan, J. Kirkwood and S. Walton (2014), ‘Encouraging sustainable
entrepreneurship in climate-threatened communities: a Samoan case study’,
Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 26 (5-6), 401-30.

Gregori, P. and P. Holzmann (2020), ‘Digital sustainable entrepreneurship: A business model
perspective on embedding digital technologies for social and environmental value creation’,
Journal of Cleaner Production, 272, accessed at
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122817.

*Gu, W. and J. Wang (2022), ‘Research on index construction of sustainable entrepreneurship
and its impact on economic growth’, Journal of Business Research, 142, 266—76.

Hall, J. K., G. A. Daneke and M. J. Lenox (2010), ‘Sustainable development and
entrepreneurship: Past contributions and future directions’, Journal of Business Venturing,
25 (5), 439-48.

Harbi, S. El and A. R. Anderson (2010), ‘Institutions and the shaping of different forms of
entrepreneurship’, The Journal of Socio-Economics, 39 (3), 436-44.

Hockerts, K. and R. Wiistenhagen (2010), ‘Greening Goliaths versus emerging Davids —
Theorizing about the role of incumbents and new entrants in sustainable entrepreneurship’,
Journal of Business Venturing, 25 (5), 481-92.

*Horisch, J. (2018), “How business actors can contribute to sustainability transitions: A case
study on the ongoing animal welfare transition in the German egg industry’, Journal of
Cleaner Production, 201, 1155-65.

Johns, G. (2017), ‘Reflections on the 2016 Decade Award: Incorporating Context in
Organizational Research’, Academy of Management Review, 42 (4), 577-95.

Johns, G. (2018), ‘Advances in the Treatment of Context in Organizational Research’, Annual
Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 5 (1), 21-46.

*Johnson, M. P. and J. Horisch (2022), ‘Reinforcing or counterproductive behaviors for
sustainable entrepreneurship? The influence of causation and effectuation on sustainability

orientation’, Business Strategy and the Environment, 31 (3), 908-20.

18



Johnson, M. P. and S. Schaltegger (2020), ‘Entrepreneurship for Sustainable Development: A
Review and Multilevel Causal Mechanism Framework’, Entrepreneurship: Theory and
Practice, 44 (6), 1141-73.

*Juma, N. A., C. D. James and E. Kwesiga (2017), ‘Sustainable entrepreneurship in Sub-Saharan
Africa: the collaborative multi-system model’, Journal of Small Business and
Entrepreneurship, 29 (3), 211-35.

*Khokhawala, S. M. and R. Iyer (2022), ‘Sustainable Entrepreneurship in India: A Comparative
Case Study of Social, Economic and Environmental Outcomes’, South Asian Journal of
Business and Management Cases, 11 (1), 10-26.

*Kibler, E., M. Fink, R. Lang and P. Mufioz (2015), ‘Place attachment and social legitimacy:
Revisiting the sustainable entrepreneurship journey’, Journal of Business Venturing Insights,
3, 24-9.

Lippmann, S. and H. E. Aldrich (2015), ‘A Rolling Stone Gathers Momentum: Generational
Units, Collective Memory, and Entrepreneurship’, Https://Do0i.Org/10.5465/Amr.2014.0139,
41 (4), 658-75.

Lippmann, S. and H. E. Aldrich (2016), ‘The temporal dimension of context’, in F. Welter and
W. B. Gartner (eds), A Research Agenda for Entrepreneurship and Context, Edward Elgar
Publishing, pp. 54-64.

*Long, T. B., V. Blok and I. Coninx (2019), ‘The diffusion of climate-smart agricultural
innovations: Systems level factors that inhibit sustainable entrepreneurial action’, Journal of
Cleaner Production, 232, 993-1004.

*Moggi, S., P. Pierce and N. Bernardi (2022), ‘From sustainability to thrivability: A novel
framework for entrepreneurial ecosystems’, International Entrepreneurship and
Management Journal, 18 (2), 829-53.

*Molderez, I. and B. van Elst (2015), ‘Barriers towards a systemic change in the clothing
industry: How do sustainable fashion enterprises influence their sector?’, Journal of
Corporate Citizenship, 2015 (57), 99-114.

Morgeson, F. P., T. R. Mitchell and D. Liu (2015), ‘Event System Theory: An Event-Oriented
Approach to the Organizational Sciences’, Https://Doi.Org/10.5465/Amr.2012.0099, 40 (4),
515-37.

19



*Muhammad Auwal, A., Z. Mohamed, M. Nasir Shamsudin, J. Sharifuddin and F. Ali (2020),
‘External pressure influence on entrepreneurship performance of SMEs: a case study of
Malaysian herbal industry’, Journal of Small Business and Entrepreneurship, 32 (2), 149—
71.

*Mufioz, P., G. Cacciotti and B. Cohen (2018), ‘The double-edged sword of purpose-driven
behavior in sustainable venturing’, Journal of Business Venturing, 33 (2), 149-78.

*Muiioz, P. and B. Cohen (2017), ‘Towards a social-ecological understanding of sustainable
venturing’, Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 7, 1-8.

Muiioz, P. and B. Cohen (2018), ‘Sustainable Entrepreneurship Research: Taking Stock and
looking ahead’, Business Strategy and the Environment, 27 (3), 300-22.

*Mufioz, P. and D. Dimov (2015), ‘The call of the whole in understanding the development of
sustainable ventures’, Journal of Business Venturing, 30 (4), 632-54.

Nambisan, S., M. Wright and M. Feldman (2019), ‘The digital transformation of innovation and
entrepreneurship: Progress, challenges and key themes’, Research Policy, 48 (8), 103773.

*Nave, A. and M. Franco (2019), ‘University-Firm cooperation as a way to promote
sustainability practices: A sustainable entrepreneurship perspective’, Journal of Cleaner
Production, 230, 1188-96.

Nayak, R. and R. K. Pillai (2022), ‘Sustainable entrepreneurship research in emerging
economies: an evidence from systematic review’, Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging
Economies, accessed at https://doi.org/10.1108/JEEE-03-2022-0099.

*Nguyen, H. T. T., L. A. Costanzo and M. Karatas-Ozkan (2020), ‘Stakeholders’ perceptions of
sustainable entrepreneurship within the context of a developing economy’, Journal of Small
Business Management, accessed at https://doi.org/10.1080/00472778.2020.1796465.

Ocasio, W., M. Mauskapf and C. W. J. Steele (2015), ‘History, Society, and Institutions: The
Role of Collective Memory in the Emergence and Evolution of Societal Logics’,
Https://Doi.0rg/10.5465/Amr.2014.0183, 41 (4), 676-99.

*O’Shea, G., S. Farny and H. Hakala (2021), ‘The buzz before business: a design science study
of a sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem’, Small Business Economics, 56 (3), 1097-120.

Pahnke, A. and F. Welter (2019), ‘The German Mittelstand: antithesis to Silicon Valley

entrepreneurship?’, Small Business Economics, 52 (2), 345-58.

20



*Pankov, S., D. Schneckenberg and V. K. Velamuri (2021a), ‘Advocating sustainability in
entrepreneurial ecosystems: Micro-level practices of sharing ventures’, Technological
Forecasting and Social Change, 166, accessed at
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120654.

*Pankov, S., V. K. Velamuri and D. Schneckenberg (2021b), ‘Towards sustainable
entrepreneurial ecosystems: examining the effect of contextual factors on sustainable
entrepreneurial activities in the sharing economy’, Small Business Economics, 56 (3), 1073—
95.

*Plieth, H., A. C. Bullinger and E. G. Hansen (2012), ‘Sustainable Entrepreneurship in the
Apparel Industry: The Case of manomama’, Journal of Corporate Citizenship, 45, 123-36.

Porter, M. E. (1980), Competitive Strategy: Techniques for Analyzing Industries and
Competitors, New York: Free Press.

Renzulli, L. A., H. Aldrich and J. Moody (2000), ‘Family Matters: Gender, Networks, and
Entrepreneurial Outcomes’, Social Forces, 79 (2), 523-46.

Rosario, A., R. Raimundo and S. Cruz (2022), ‘Sustainable Entrepreneurship: A Literature
Review’, Sustainability, 14 (9), 5556.

*Salmivaara, V. and E. Kibler (2020), ‘““Rhetoric Mix” of Argumentations: How Policy Rhetoric
Conveys Meaning of Entrepreneurship for Sustainable Development’, Entrepreneurship:
Theory and Practice, 44 (4), 700-32.

*Sciarelli, M., S. Cosimato and G. Landi (2020), ‘Benefit corporations approach to
environmental, social and governance disclosure: A focus on Italy’, Entrepreneurship
Research Journal, 10 (4), accessed at https://doi.org/10.1515/erj-2019-0318.

Shipp, A. J. and M. S. Cole (2015), ‘Time in Individual-Level Organizational Studies: What Is It,
How Is It Used, and Why Isn’t It Exploited More Often?’, Annual Review of Organizational
Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 2 (1), 237-60.

Shipp, A. J. and K. J. Jansen (2021), ‘The “Other” Time: A Review of the Subjective Experience
of Time in Organizations’, Academy of Management Annals, 15 (1), 299-334.

*Soderstrom, S. B. and K. L. Heinze (2021), ‘From Paradoxical Thinking to Practicing
Sustainable Business: The Role of a Business Collective Organization in Supporting

Entrepreneurs’, Organization and Environment, 34 (1), 74-98.

21



*Spence, M., J. Ben Boubaker Gherib and V. O. Biwol¢é (2011), ‘Sustainable Entrepreneurship: Is
Entrepreneurial will Enough? A North-South Comparison’, Journal of Business Ethics, 99
(3), 335-67.

Staudenmayer, N., M. Tyre and L. Perlow (2002), ‘Time to Change: Temporal Shifts as Enablers
of Organizational Change’, Organization Science, 13 (5), 583-97.

*Stubbs, W. (2017), ‘Sustainable Entrepreneurship and B Corps’, Business Strategy and the
Environment, 26 (3), 331-44.

*Su, J., A. M. Wood and V. B. Gargeya (2021), ‘Sustainable entrepreneurship in the apparel
industry: Passion and challenges’, Journal of the Textile Institute, accessed at
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405000.2021.1957276.

*Tarnanidis, T., J. Papathanasiou and D. Subeniotis (2019), ‘How Far the TBL Concept of
Sustainable Entrepreneurship Extends Beyond the Various Sustainability Regulations: Can
Greek Food Manufacturing Enterprises Sustain Their Hybrid Nature Over Time?’, Journal
of Business Ethics, 154 (3), 829-46.

Teran-Yépez, E., G. M. Marin-Carrillo, M. del P. Casado-Belmonte and M. de las M.
Capobianco-Uriarte (2020), ‘Sustainable entrepreneurship: Review of its evolution and new
trends’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 252, 119742.

*Thompson, N. A., A. M. Herrmann and M. P. Hekkert (2015), ‘How sustainable entrepreneurs
engage in institutional change: Insights from biomass torrefaction in the Netherlands’, in
Journal of Cleaner Production, vol. 106, Elsevier Ltd, pp. 608-18.

*Tiba, S., F. J. van Rijnsoever and M. P. Hekkert (2020), ‘The lighthouse effect: How successful
entrepreneurs influence the sustainability-orientation of entrepreneurial ecosystems’,
Journal of Cleaner Production, 264, accessed at
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121616.

*Tiba, S., F. J. van Rijnsoever and M. P. Hekkert (2021), ‘Sustainability startups and where to
find them: Investigating the share of sustainability startups across entrepreneurial
ecosystems and the causal drivers of differences’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 306,
accessed at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.127054.

22



Tranfield, D., D. Denyer and P. Smart (2003), ‘Towards a Methodology for Developing
Evidence-Informed Management Knowledge by Means of Systematic Review’, British
Journal of Management, 14 (3), 207-22.

*Urbaniec, M., M. Sottysik, A. Prusak, K. Kutakowski and M. Wojnarowska (2022), ‘Fostering
sustainable entrepreneurship by business strategies: An explorative approach in the
bioeconomy’, Business Strategy and the Environment, 31 (1), 251-67.

*Vernay, A. L., M. Cartel and J. Pinkse (2022), ‘Mainstreaming Business Models for
Sustainability in Mature Industries: Leveraging Alternative Institutional Logics for Optimal
Distinctiveness’, Organization and Environment, accessed at
https://doi.org/10.1177/10860266221079406.

*Vuorio, A. (2017), “Young adults and sustainable entrepreneurship: the role of culture and
demographic factors’, vol. 10.

*Wagner, M., S. Schaltegger, E. G. Hansen and K. Fichter (2021), ‘University-linked
programmes for sustainable entrepreneurship and regional development: how and with what
impact?’, Small Business Economics, 56 (3), 1141-58.

*Waris, I., W. Barkat, A. Ahmed and I. Hameed (2021), ‘Fostering sustainable businesses:
understanding sustainability-driven entrepreneurial intention among university students in
Pakistan’, Social Responsibility Journal, accessed at https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-10-2020-
0399.

Welter, F. (2011), ‘Contextualizing Entrepreneurship—Conceptual Challenges and Ways
Forward’, Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 35 (1), 165-84.

Welter, F. and T. Baker (2021), ‘Moving Contexts Onto New Roads: Clues From Other
Disciplines’, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 45 (5), 1154-75.

Welter, F. and D. Smallbone (2015), Creative Forces for Entrepreneurship: The Role of
Institutional Change Agents , Bonn.

*Willemsen, S. J. and G. van der Veen (2014), ‘Organizing local “green” entrepreneurship: A
brand perspective’, Journal of Place Management and Development, 7 (3), 235-46.

Zahra, S. A., H. J. Sapienza and P. Davidsson (2006), ‘Entrepreneurship and Dynamic
Capabilities: A Review, Model and Research Agenda’, Journal of Management Studies, 43
(4), 917-55.

23



Zahra, S. A. and M. Wright (2011), ‘Entrepreneurship’s next act’, Academy of Management
Perspectives, 25 (4), 67-83.

Zahra, S. A., M. Wright and S. G. Abdelgawad (2014), ‘Contextualization and the advancement
of entreprencurship research’, International Small Business Journal, 32 (5), 479-500.

24



1. ROADS LESS TRAVELLED: SPACE AND TIME IN SUSTAINABLE
ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Table 1. Search Results, Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria, and Article Count

Search results Articles

Search string:

(“Sustainab* entrepreneur®™” OR “sustainab* ventur®*” OR “sustainab* start-up*” OR
“sustainab* startup*” OR “sustainab* start up*” OR “‘sustainab* enterpris*” OR
“sustainopreneurship”)

Inclusion criteria:

e Keywords in the titles, abstracts, or keywords
e Articles written in English

e Peer-reviewed academic journal articles

¢ in the following databases:

= SCOPUS (Elsevier) 779
= Web of Science (WoS) 603
=  ProQuest Central: Business/Economics 551
= EBSCO - Business Source Complete 391

Total articles found: 2324

Exclusion criteria

e Duplicate articles among the databases - 1305
e Articles from journals that are not AJG-ranked (Academic Journal Guide) - 567
e Non-empirical articles, articles missing the triple bottom-line view of SE or lacking

at least one of the where or when contextual factors. - 398

Articles reviewed in this SLR: 94

Source: Authors



Table 2. Contextual factors in sustainable entrepreneurship

Context Dimension  Theme Contextual factors Representative papers
Where Institutional Policy and B Corp certification, bureaucracy-related barriers, (Ahmad et al. 2020; Andersson
governance changes in institutional expectation, changes in policies  2021; Argade et al. 2021; Chen

of aid donors, expectations and standards, government
policy, subsidies and regulations, regulatory uncertainty,
institutional change, industry information sources, legal
factors, policy, and governance focus on sustainability
startups, policy transformation assistance from
economic development and aid agencies, political
structure and system, public authorities, regulatory
bodies standards, the rhetoric of policy argumentations,
skill development and control system, unstable political
environment

et al. 2018; Gray et al. 2014;
Horisch 2018; Long et al. 2019;
Muhammad Auwal et al. 2020;
Mufioz et al. 2018; Pankov et
al. 2021b; Salmivaara and
Kibler 2020; Stubbs 2017;
Tarnanidis et al. 2019;
Thompson et al. 2015; Tiba et
al. 2020; Urbaniec et al. 2022)

Culture and Caste-related differences, critical transparency, cultural

society awareness and knowledge, cultural shifts, cultural
sustainability attitudes, language, low religiosity of
population, meanings of sustainable entrepreneurship,
normative social and environmental conscience,
postmaterialist national cultural values, public opinion,
regional identity, social legitimacy, social norms,
societal criticism, sustainability values, traditional views
about money, traditions, transmodernism

(Ahmad et al. 2020; Andersson
2021; Argade et al. 2021;
Bendell and Thomas 2013;
Chen et al. 2018; de Lange and
Valliere 2020; Gray et al. 2014;
Kibler et al. 2015; Pankov et al.
2021b; Salmivaara and Kibler
2020; Spence et al. 2011; Tiba
et al. 2020, 2021; Vuorio 2017;
Willemsen and van der Veen
2014)

Stakeholder Perceived social support, perceived strength of a

awareness and  sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem, regional

orientation entrepreneurial awareness, regional sustainability
awareness, ecosystem emotional climate, shared
sustainability intention, shared sustainability values,

(Argade et al. 2021; Bischoff
2021; DiVito and Ingen-Housz
2021; Fischer et al. 2020;
Johnson and Hérisch 2022;
Mufioz and Dimov 2015;




stakeholder interests, stakeholder’s perceptions of SE,
sustainability orientation of ecosystems actors

Nguyen et al. 2020; O’Shea et
al. 2021; Pankov et al. 2021a)

Gender and Gender-related differences, institutional support for (Argade et al. 2021; Gray et al.
diversity female entrepreneurs 2014)

Business Industry and Sustainable opportunities awareness, competition, (Andersson 2021; Belz and
market dependence on external trade, GDP, hyper-connectivity, Binder 2017; Chen et al. 2018;
dynamics ICT advancement, incumbent producer, supplier and DiVito and Ingen-Housz 2021,

wholesaler, industry decline, industry sector, organic Fichter and Tiemann 2020;
market, local trend towards a cash economy, industry Gray et al. 2014; Horisch 2018;
disruption, sustainable business model in mature Molderez and Elst 2015;
industries, market conditions, market factors, market Mufioz and Dimov 2015;
imperfections, markets for sustainable products, Pankov et al. 2021b; Sciarelli et
negative spill-overs from competitors and media, al. 2020; Spence et al. 2011,
perceived business support, price considerations, public ~ Stubbs 2017; Su et al. 2021,
demand, sustainability in business plan competitions, Tiba et al. 2020, 2021,
sustainability transitions of industry, sustainability- Urbaniec et al. 2022; Vernay et
oriented domestic market, technological factors al. 2022)
Consumer Conventional user group expectation, customer (Belz and Binder 2017; Bendell
preferences expectation, customer group values, evolving tastes, the  and Thomas 2013; Fichter and
international trend towards ethical products and Tiemann 2018; Gray et al.
consumption, the need to change the consumer’s 2014; Horisch 2018; Long et al.
mindset, student interest and demand, sustainable 2019; Muhammad Auwal et al.
consumption and production patterns, user resistance 2020; Su et al. 2021)
Investment Corporate venture capital, economic and financial (Argade et al. 2021; Bocken
landscape factors, financial challenges, regional financial 2015; Chen et al. 2018; de

intermediaries, sustainable angel investor, sustainable
corporate VC, sustainable crowdfunding, sustainable
investment bank, sustainable investment capital,
sustainable VC

Lange 2019; de Lange and
Valliere 2020; Gu and Wang
2022; Tiba et al. 2020;
Urbaniec et al. 2022)




Resources and
infrastructure

Availability of machinery, availability of staff,
availability of suppliers, knowledge and experience in
the industry, limited knowledge sharing, perceived
business support, regional technology R&D, research
networks

(Gu and Wang 2022; Horisch
2018; Molderez and Elst 2015;
Mufioz and Dimov 2015; Plieth
etal. 2012)

Social Collaboration  Business collective organisations, collaboration for local (Ahmad et al. 2020; Bischoff
community partners’ resources, collaborative innovation 2021; DiVito and Ingen-Housz
of sustainability opportunities, relational capital, 2021; Juma et al. 2017,
opportunity co-evolution, poor links between research Khokhawala and lyer 2022;
and development activities and users, stakeholder Long et al. 2019; O’Shea et al.
collaboration for SE, strategic partners” resources 2021; Pankov et al. 2021b;
Soderstrom and Heinze 2021)
Networks Green business cluster branding, international networks, (Gray et al. 2014; Tiba et al.
sustainable mentors, sustainable social networks 2020; Willemsen and van der
Veen 2014)
Stakeholder Interaction with external actors, stakeholder support for  (Bischoff 2021; Fichter and
relationships  se, university support for sustainable entrepreneurship,  Tiemann 2018; Gray et al.
and support voluntary supporters 2014; Nave and Franco 2019;
Plieth et al. 2012; Wagner et al.
2021; Waris et al. 2021)
Embeddedness Social and ecological embeddedness (Gray et al. 2014; Muiioz and
Cohen 2017)
Spatial Geographical ~ Geographical terrain and weather conditions, ecological (Andersson 2021; Argade et al.

and ecological
factors

factors, environmental crises, and disasters, need for
environmental protection in emerging economies, social
and environmental problem structure, and social-
ecological systems.

2021; Belz and Binder 2017;
Gray et al. 2014; Juma et al.
2017; Khokhawala and lyer
2022; Mufioz and Cohen 2017;
Urbaniec et al. 2022)




Geographic Female founders, local mills, sustainable raw materials, (Enthoven and Brouwer 2020;
concentration  lighthouse sustainable startups, sustainability startups in  Nave and Franco 2019; Tiba et
an ecosystem, sustainable enterprise clusters, university- al. 2020, 2021)
firm proximity

Other regional Place-based green entrepreneurial branding, university’s (Cunha et al. 2020; de Lange

characteristics  environmental context, sustainable national contexts, 2017; Fichter and Tiemann
suitable site or location, sustainable entrepreneurial 2018; Gu and Wang 2022;
ecosystems, sustainable regional development Moggi et al. 2022; Plieth et al.

2012; Wagner et al. 2021;
Willemsen and van der Veen

2014)
When Temporal Contextual Entrepreneurial synchronicity (Mufioz and Cohen 2017)
synchronicity
Event period Financial crisis period (Tarnanidis et al. 2019)

Startup phases Funding acquisition phase, product development phase  (Fischer et al. 2018)

imprinting Timing of purpose formalisation (Mufoz et al. 2018)
sequences

Historical Organisational  Organisational history and competencies background of  (Fichter and Tiemann 2018)
history universities
Historical Histories of successful sustainability entrepreneurship (Tiba et al. 2020)
success

Source: Authors



