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Abstract. This study explores the various tactics sustainable entrepreneurs use to meet the 

challenges associated with creating social and environmental solutions. Although often theorized 

as market imperfections, in this study, opportunities are considered as situations that allow things 

to be done differently within social settings. This approach opens up for research into the 

everyday practice of sustainable entrepreneurship and how sustainable entrepreneurs strive to 

find new solutions to counteract ecological degradation. To develop this view, I analyze the 

different entrepreneurial tactics actors employ to advance green architecture in the Danish 

construction industry. Rather than place an analytic emphasis on the end result of sustainable 

entrepreneurship, I suggest that the processes of developing solutions aimed at generating 

simultaneous economic, social and environmental value might warrant greater attention. 

 

Introduction 

With ecological degradation moving up the global political agenda, many have proposed that 

sustainable entrepreneurship can drive the transition to a greener economy, as sustainable 

entrepreneurs can offer market-based solutions that are profitable as well as socially and 



 

environmentally friendly (Anand et al., 2021; Terán-Yépez et al., 2020; Brendell et al., 2020; 

Hoogendoorn et al., 2019; Muñoz & Cohen, 2018). Thus, sustainable entrepreneurs have the 

ability to inject the economy with innovative products, services and production methods that 

‘preserve ecosystems, counteract climate change, reduce environmental degradation and 

deforestation, improve agricultural practices and freshwater supply, and maintain biodiversity’ 

(Patzelt & Shepherd 2011, p. 631).  

Analysed from a sustainable entrepreneurship perspective, ecological degradation not 

only challenges established market players but also opens up opportunities for creating new 

ventures. While research on sustainable entrepreneurship has predominantly focused on 

exploiting market opportunities, scholars have increasingly stressed the importance of 

broadening the perspective on entrepreneurship by finding inspiration in alternative theoretical 

sources and exploring entrepreneurship in new contexts (Welter et al., 2017; Daskalaki et al., 

2015; Clarke & Holt, 2009). Muñoz and Dimov encourage scholars to ‘develop a substantive 

understanding of sustainable entrepreneurship that goes beyond an “opportunity pursuit” 

metaphor and accounts for what it is that sustainable entrepreneurs are trying to do’ (2015, p. 

632). Terán-Yépez et al. also call for ‘new ideas’ (2020, p. 16) to help capture the practice of 

sustainable entrepreneurship. 

Inspired by this call to capture the everyday aspects of entrepreneurship (Welter et al., 

2017), in this article I use de Certeau’s (1984) distinction between tactics and strategy to explore 

sustainable entrepreneurship. De Certeau offers an analytic approach for situating opportunities 

as the ability to contrive possibilities for new practices in everyday settings. On this basis, I 

explore the ‘messy realities’ (O’Neill & Gibbs, 2016, p. 1732) that sustainable entrepreneurs 

encounter in their everyday efforts to achieve sustainability. To navigate these realities, 



 

sustainable entrepreneurs must often employ various tactics to resolve their struggle with 

contextual constraints, ambiguities and contradictions, such as the tensions between competing 

demands (Hoogendoorn et al., 2019; O’Neill & Gibbs, 2016; Johnsen et al., 2017; Allen et al., 

2015; Outsios & Kittler, 2017). Thus, this article draws on de Certeau’s (1984) distinction 

between tactics and strategy to offer a perspective that encapsulates the challenges confronting 

sustainable entrepreneurs, but also explores the multiple tactics available to them. These tactics 

allow them to see opportunities for creating social and environmentally friendly solutions. 

The contribution of this articles lies in broadening the concept of opportunity to include 

its social dimension, more specifically, how entrepreneurs are able to do things differently within 

ordered social settings. To this end, I view opportunities as the possibility of developing new 

practices – what I call ‘ways of operating’, following de Certeau (1984). To explore this 

perspective empirically, I present the case of green architecture, stressing the everyday aspects of 

sustainable entrepreneurship. I then analyse three entrepreneurial tactics: first, creating change 

within current constraints by aligning the contextual interests of the actors involved in the 

construction process with a focus on sustainability initiatives; second, striving to develop new 

perceptions for what constitutes sustainability in relation to dominant construction practices; and 

finally, engendering practices that transcend conventional construction procedures in order to 

develop sustainability initiatives.  

The article proceeds as follows. The first part briefly reviews the literature on sustainable 

entrepreneurship, then shows how the opportunity view has been a target of critique. In response 

to this critique, I argue that the concept of entrepreneurial tactics enables us to develop an 

alternative perspective on sustainable entrepreneurship. The second part introduces the case of 

green architecture and outlines the methodological approach used for the case study. The third 



 

part presents the analysis, drawing attention to three types of entrepreneurial tactics available to 

actors. The fourth and final part discusses the concept of sustainable entrepreneurship, focusing 

on the theoretical and practical implications of the study presented here as well as indicating 

directions for future research. Here, I argue, we scholars could benefit from shifting our 

perspective from the results to the process of sustainable entrepreneurship. 

 

Everyday sustainable entrepreneurship 

Muñoz and Cohen (2018) show that sustainable entrepreneurship is typically understood as the 

exploitation of market imperfections that reveal opportunities for introducing new products, 

services and processes that create economic, social and environmental value (e.g. York & 

Venkataraman, 2010; Dean & McMullen, 2007; Cohen & Winn, 2007). In this way, sustainable 

entrepreneurship differs from social entrepreneurship, which tends to focus on ‘mission-driven’ 

endeavours, such as NGOs (Dean & McMullen, 2007, p. 51). However, sustainable 

entrepreneurship equally differs from ecopreneurship, which tends to focus on environmental 

values (Anand et al., 2021; Terán-Yépez et al., 2020). Sustainable entrepreneurship is about 

profit-driven entrepreneurial ventures operating with a ‘triple bottom line approach of economic, 

social and ecological goals’ (Belz & Binder, 2017, p. 1). 

The opportunity view on sustainable entrepreneurship is premised on the assumption that 

ecological degradation and social issues can be depicted as an inability of markets to work 

efficiently (Cohen & Winn, 2007; York & Venkataraman, 2010). However, despite attracting 

considerable attention, this view also builds on a series of assumptions that there is no ‘inherent 

trade-off between environmental and economic goods’, which many scholars have found 

problematic (York & Venkataraman, 2010, p. 449; see also Cohen & Winn, 2007, p. 34). Yet, 



 

scholars have increasingly drawn attention to the conflicting sets of values that sustainable 

entrepreneurs must navigate (O’Neill & Gibbs, 2016). For example, Hoogendoorn et al. (2019) 

identify a discrepancy between the private values held by sustainable entrepreneurs and the 

social values they encounter. Phillips explores how entrepreneurs motivated by environmental 

and social values confront incompatible discourses that, in turn, create ‘contradictory self-

representations’ (2013, p. 810). Moreover, Shepherd et al. (2013) show that many entrepreneurs 

compromise their commitment to environmental and social values when assessing economic 

opportunities. 

Some have also criticized this opportunity view for putting economic values first and 

thereby failing to sufficiently account for social and environmental values. Thus, Korsgaard et al. 

suggest that ‘the objective of entrepreneurial action is economic profit, and the function is to 

discover opportunities – in the form of suboptimal allocation of resources – in the market’ (2016, 

p. 189). However, by portraying entrepreneurship within this economic framework, they 

continue, ‘current theories fail to explain what entrepreneurs actually do and how 

entrepreneurship has moved beyond creating solely economic value to driving social innovation 

and human development as a general phenomenon’ (2016, p. 187).  

As mentioned, opportunities are typically considered market imperfections that provide 

the basis for introducing new products, services and processes (York & Venkataraman, 2010; 

Cohen & Winn, 2007). However, the opportunity view has been criticized as portraying such 

market imperfections in hindsight, since the objective existence of an opportunity can only be 

inferred after the new products, services and processes have been successfully introduced 

(Dimov, 2020). For this reason, the opportunity view fails to capture the process of 

entrepreneurship. Indeed, Dimov (2020) suggests that scholars should shift their focus from 



 

abstract market imperfections to how entrepreneurs actually use the term ‘opportunity’ to convey 

new visions of the future. Muñoz and Cohen look at opportunities in relation to sustainable 

entrepreneurship as situations that enable ‘the pursuit of new combinations in order to 

simultaneously address economic, environmental and social outcomes’ (2018, p. 312).  

However, Muñoz and Cohen call for new approaches that can help scholars ‘understand 

how sustainable entrepreneurs make sense of the perceived opportunities for sustainable 

development’ (2018, p. 313). To develop an account of sustainable entrepreneurship that 

captures the practical dimensions of opportunities, I turn to de Certeau’s (1984) distinction 

between strategy and tactics. 

 

Conceptual framework: Tactics of sustainable entrepreneurship 

As I will show, de Certeau (1984) makes a distinction between strategy and practice useful in 

elucidating the everyday practice of sustainable entrepreneurship. For de Certeau (1984, p. 36), 

strategy concerns the creation of a demarcated place wherein actors can be isolated and 

managed. For example, he draws attention to how management turns businesses into distinct 

sites consisting of formal structures clearly separated from an external environment. In this 

‘protected zone’ (Buchanan 2000, p. 89), the actions of individuals can be calculated, 

manipulated and anticipated. De Certeau conversely views tactics as ‘a calculated action 

determined by the absence of a proper locus’ (1984, p. 37). While strategy creates ordered 

places, tactics occur in the absence of such arrangements, and in this absence lies the possibility 

of using social imagination for the purpose of actively transforming a given situation 

(Houtbeckers, 2016). Hence, de Certeau emphasizes that tactics relate to everyday practices that 



 

consist of having the ability to ‘constantly manipulate events in order to turn them into 

“opportunities”’ (1984, p. xix).  

For de Certeau, tactics are not created by agents, but rather by the capacities of agents 

gained from relations within a social setting. For example, de Certeau explains that consumption 

is not simply a passive reception of goods and services, but rather often involves a creative 

exchange in which products are used for new and unexpected purposes. Here, the tactic emerges 

in the relation between the consumer and the product consumed. Hence, in the words of de 

Certeau, ‘between the person (who uses them) and these products (indexes of the “order” which 

is imposed on him), there is a gap of varying proportions opened by the use that he makes of 

them’ (1984, p. xx). It is within this gap that opportunities present themselves and new practices 

can develop.  

For de Certeau, opportunity is not measured in an economic logic of exploiting market 

imperfections, but rather relates to social practices, to the ability to do things differently. With de 

Certeau, one can therefore broaden the concept of opportunity in order to consider its social 

dimension: how certain situations allow people to create new practices within ordered social 

settings. Such opportunities, de Certeau (1984) stresses, can be revealed in mundane habits like 

walking or cooking, which might assume a tactical character insofar as they allow for new 

practices to transpire. Hjorth (2004, 2005) suggests that the use of tactics allows entrepreneurial 

activities to emerge within a social domain (see also Spinosa, Flores & Dreyfus 1999; Johnsen et 

al., 2017). Thus, sustainable entrepreneurship comprises the everyday activities involved in 

finding solutions to social and environmental problems, fostering social change and creating new 

ways of living (Daskalaki et al., 2015). An example is the creative use of resources, such as the 



 

recycling of local materials for new purposes (Korsgaard et al., 2016). Such creative processes 

can be located both within and outside of established organizational settings. 

In contrast, for Dean and McMullen sustainable entrepreneurship is circumscribed to 

finding opportunities that generate ‘profitability while simultaneously reducing environmentally 

degrading economic behavior’ (2007, p. 50). Opportunity, then, is conceptualized within an 

economic framework that focuses on the end results of sustainable entrepreneurship – that is, the 

ability to launch financially profitable products and production methods, institutions and services 

that also have a positive social and environmental impact. What gets lost in this view, however, 

is the forms of opportunities that escape the logic of market exchange. Dimov suggests that 

entrepreneurship research should retain the everyday understanding of opportunity as ‘a situation 

in which it is possible to do something’ (2020, p. 343). For example, an opportunity presents a 

situation in which new solutions to a social or environmental problem can be developed. 

Understood in this way, opportunity cannot simply be equated with the discovery or creation of 

profitable ventures that address social and environmental problems, but rather relates to the 

possibility of developing new practices within ordered social settings. Next, I use the concept of 

entrepreneurial tactics to explore the case of green architecture. 

 

Methodology 

Case selection 

There are two reasons for exploring sustainable entrepreneurship by focusing on green 

architecture. Sustainability in the construction industry undoubtedly faces substantial challenges. 

In Europe, it is estimated that buildings are responsible for 42% of all energy consumption, 50% 

of all material extraction and 30% of total water supply consumption (Energistyrelsen, 2015). 



 

The construction industry also generates massive amounts of waste. An estimated 20-35% of all 

environmental degradation is caused by construction (Energistyrelsen, 2015). Taken together, 

these impacts pose serious challenges that developers, architects, building engineers, contractors 

and others working with sustainable design and construction methods need to address. Seeking to 

meet these challenges, a ‘green building movement’ (Kibert, 2012) has emerged through which 

these actors have turned a progressively stronger spotlight on environmental issues.  

In the past decades, various entrepreneurial initiatives have been launched to solve the 

environmental challenges confronting the construction industry. For example, York and 

Venkataraman (2010) argue that the green building industry in the USA has been driven by the 

introduction of certification standards that represent institutional entrepreneurship as well as by 

the founding of new ventures that cultivate the construction of energy-efficient buildings. 

Against this backdrop, I will explore how actors working with green architecture offer varying 

solutions to the environmental challenges within the construction industry.  

 

Data collection 

The analysis is primarily based on formal interviews with 19 respondents working with 

architecture and sustainability in Denmark. Each interview lasted between 45 and 90 minutes. 

On two separate occasions, two people were interviewed simultaneously. All remaining 

interviews were done individually. Among the respondents, twelve are formally educated 

architects, five are business developers, and two are building engineers. They were associated 

with 13 different organizations. Some of the respondents have their own architectural ventures, 

while others work at well-established architectural organizations. Common for all the 



 

respondents was that they worked with developing and prompting sustainable architecture within 

the construction industry. Thus, all the firms have an explicit sustainability profile.  

In addition to the interviews, the analysis is informed by various architecture and 

sustainability documents available on the webpages of the organizations with which the 

interviewees are associated. The interviews serve as the primary data source, while the 

documents constitute the background material. The data were gathered in the period between 

spring 2016 and autumn 2018. Each interviewee was selected because he or she worked with 

green architectural solutions, although their specific approaches varied. All the interviews were 

semi-structured and focused on the challenges and opportunities related to developing green 

solutions aimed at overcoming environmental problems within the construction industry. 

Interviews offer the advantage of providing access to the ‘narratives’ (Gartner, 2007) and 

‘lived experiences’ (Parkinson & Howorth 2008) of the actors. Narratives can be important 

heuristic devices for entrepreneurs as they seek to make sense of their own activities and 

surroundings (Popp & Holt, 2013). While narratives do not necessarily reflect practice, and 

alternative versions always surface (Steyaert, 2007), narratives reveal how actors reflect on their 

own practices, expressing their self-awareness of the social, economic and cultural contexts in 

which they operate (Suddaby, Bruton & Si, 2015). To capture how actors reflect on their own 

practices, I have focused on ‘the stories people tell’ (Gartner, 2007, p. 613) about their 

experiences with the process of working with green architecture. In presenting the findings, I 

have strived to ‘convey the richness of the data’ (Lindgreen et al., 2020, p. 3). 

According to Bendell et al., entrepreneurship is neither restricted to ‘individuals who are 

self-employed’ nor to the ‘founding of new businesses’ (2020, p. 588), but rather refers to the 

process of developing new services, products and processes. Such entrepreneurial activities also 



 

take place in existing organizations. In the context of this study, the respondents are considered 

sustainable entrepreneurs because they are striving to find opportunities to introduce new forms 

of green architecture – that is, architecture that generates social, economic, and environmental 

value. For example, the architects attempt to develop new offerings for clients, such as 

sustainable designs that make buildings more energy-efficient. In this sense, the respondents are 

sustainable entrepreneurs, understood as ‘the individual who participates in the development of 

the sustainable venture’ (Muñoz & Cohen, 2018, p. 305). However, the ways they seek to do so 

differ, and the entrepreneurial tactics they use to make construction more sustainable are the 

analytic focus. 

 

Data analysis 

A ‘denaturalized’ (Nascimento & Steinbruch, 2019) technique was used to transcribe the 

interviews, as the material was interpreted through content analysis focused on ‘the explanation, 

systematization and expression of speech content so that logical deductions can be made 

according to the context of these speeches, and to who issued them and what effects are 

intended’ (Nascimento & Steinbruch, 2019, p. 422). Hence, the focus was on the meaning of 

what was said, and how it related to sustainable entrepreneurship. While the respondents 

presented various narratives during the interviews, I used a coding approach to arrange the 

material and identify common themes across them. Thus, after being recorded and transcribed, 

the interviews were analysed in a two-stage process. The first stage was partly inspired by an 

open coding approach (Corbin & Strauss, 1990). I began by carefully reading all the transcripts 

in order to gain an overview of the reoccurring themes. This gave me an impression of the 

predominant narratives, as they resurfaced across the interviews. I then assigned labels to central 



 

quotes and grouped the responses under various categories. I ended up constructing five 

categories: conception of sustainability; design of sustainable building and construction; 

organization of construction projects; sustainable construction certifications; and the economics 

of sustainability. After I had rearranged the materials in different categories, I could compare the 

various responses from the interviewees by looking at how they related to similar issues. While 

the respondents touched upon similar themes, they presented multiple narratives and, often, 

opposing views (O’Neill & Gibbs, 2016).  

In the second phase of the analytic process, I tried to identify the main challenges the 

respondents experienced and the different tactics they used to meet them. Across the five 

categories, I identified a common set of challenges experienced in relation to the creation of 

green architecture, especially the economic constraints of construction projects. Then I looked at 

the tactics respondents employed to deal with these challenges. Here I used de Certeau’s 

distinction between strategy and tactics as an analytical approach for interpreting the material. I 

ended up identifying three tactics used to address various challenges. In analysing the data, I 

followed Tracy’s suggestion to go beyond applying existing theories and instead use the data to 

provide ‘new conceptual understandings’ (2010, p. 846) of theoretical significance.  

To arrive at my analysis, I did not follow a rigid analytic procedure, but rather – informed 

by the concept of entrepreneurial tactics – attempted to make sense of the material. As such, I 

employed the concept of tactics as an analytic lens through which I could explore the different 

‘ways of operating’ used by respondents. As such, it should be stressed that other analytic 

approaches would lead to different interpretations of the material. That said, my analytic 

approach proved to be a useful means of capturing the opportunities respondents used to make 

change. In presenting the analysis, I should also emphasize that neither the list of challenges nor 



 

the responses are exhaustive. Rather, I have focused on three types of entrepreneurial tactics 

employed by the respondents. 

 

Findings: Three entrepreneurial tactics 

Typically, the process of constructing a building involves the building developer, the architects, 

the building engineers and other consultants helping to complete the design, as well as the 

contractor who carries out the construction. Within this constellation, architects usually offer the 

professional service of planning and producing the construction project designs. These might 

include new building layouts, existing building renovations or conversions, landscaping or urban 

planning. As many of the respondents pointed out, a construction project usually has several 

phases, beginning with the design process and culminating in the completion of construction. 

Conventionally, architects are involved in the initial design-drawing phase, whereas building 

engineers help complete the contract documents specifying all the project details. The contractor 

enters a project at the construction stage.  

Viewed from a strategic perspective, architects are assigned what de Certeau calls a 

‘proper locus’ (1984, p. 37) within the place of the construction process – that is, they occupy a 

specific position associated with certain tasks and responsibilities. More precisely, architects are 

to do the work of designing buildings according to the developer’s specifications. As one 

architect explained, the starting point for every project is ‘the developer’s demands and the 

outlined building program’, which specifies the project’s budget and organization. In a design 

competition, for instance, architects have to submit a proposal that reflects the building 

programme. In addition to governmental regulations, building programmes normally include 

various aesthetic, functional, environmental, social, and economic requirements, all of which 



 

must be satisfied. According to one architect, for instance, a sustainable building should ‘be 

beautiful, functional and economical – it should accomplish many different things’. With the 

complex setup of modern construction processes, working with sustainability and architecture 

poses many challenges because so many aspects have to be taken into account.  

To make the construction industry more sustainable, many believed that the linear 

manner of organizing the construction process should be reconfigured. Since all the parties 

involved in construction projects had each their own expertise and responsibilities, the industry 

was, according to one architect, dominated by ‘box-mind thinking’ that prevented green 

architecture from developing. For example, the industry tended to have a short-term horizon, 

failing to consider the entire life-cycle of the building in the design phase. As the projects went 

through several isolated stages with different people responsible for each phase, initial 

sustainability ambitions easily got lost in the course of changing hands. Moreover, construction 

and maintenance are typically divorced, one architect noted, although the design phase would 

have a major impact on the amount of resources required to operate and renovate the buildings. 

Many respondents stressed that the achievement of green architecture necessitated the creation of 

new practices that could ensure better collaboration between the parties involved. For example, 

many suggested that partnerships to address social and environmental problems should be 

established throughout the construction industry’s value chain, thus enabling the use of new 

materials, methods, and approaches. 

Against this backdrop, we can consider entrepreneurial tactics as ‘ways of operating’ (de 

Certeau 1984) within the construction industry. For de Certeau, these ways ‘constitute the 

innumerable practices by means of which users reappropriate the space organized by techniques 

of sociocultural production’ (1984, p. xiv). Tactics relate to space, and space is what de Certeau 



 

calls ‘practiced place’ (1984, p. 117). Thus, although from a strategy perspective the construction 

process is organized as a place, it contains opportunities for actors to make changes by 

employing different ‘ways of operating’ – what I term entrepreneurial tactics. Such ways, in 

other words, can create transformation within the strategized place of the construction process 

and thereby alter how things are done. This is how tactics create ‘movements that change the 

organization of a space’ (de Certeau 1984, p. 38). As I will also show, these entrepreneurial 

tactics concern how actors try to create a space for green architecture.  

 

--- Insert Table 1 here --- 

 

First tactic: Aligning contextual interests with sustainability in construction projects 

A first type of entrepreneurial tactic used by the respondents consists of affirming the place of 

the architect within the construction process, but remaining sensitive to opportunities for making 

sustainability a key feature of the design and thereby integrated in the construction process. One 

challenge that faced many of the respondents was to convince actors that they should commit to 

using sustainable solutions in construction projects. In this setting, the use of sustainable 

solutions encompassed not only the application of technological devices, such as solar cells, that 

could reduce energy consumption, but also a readiness to experiment with using recycled 

materials or new construction techniques that allow, in their view, for more durable buildings. 

Thus, some of the respondents emphasized their sense that construction industry stakeholders 

were rarely prepared to risk experimenting with new materials or construction techniques, 

sticking instead to familiar practice. One business developer explained: 

 



 

We often confront people who say, ‘Since no one else does it this way, we don’t 

want to either.’ Or they say, ‘We don’t dare to take the first step, because it’s too 

expensive.’ Some say that it’s too expensive to choose certain materials, even 

though the operational cost is lower over time. These materials are advantageous 

for the users, since the building won’t have to be renovated every five years. 

 

Some respondents frequently experienced that projects planned to incorporate sustainable 

solutions, such as durable materials or energy efficient technologies, in the initial phase of the 

project, but often ended up discarding them at a later stage to reduce expenses. One 

entrepreneurial tactic used by some respondents to deal with this challenge was to ensure that 

sustainability in the construction process was not limited to the use of isolated components (e.g., 

solar cells, geothermal heating or green roofs) that could not be exchanged with less sustainable 

alternatives without affecting the entire project. Instead, they tried to make sure that 

sustainability was integral to the design of the building, thus making it impossible to remove this 

dimension. For example, rather than using technological devices like solar cells to reduce energy 

consumption, many of the architects emphasized the need to create designs that would enable, 

for example, a high intake of daylight while also reducing the need for air-conditioning. Such an 

approach would prevent sustainable solutions from being discarded during the construction 

process.  

One architect said that ‘it’s the synergy between the functions that ensures that buildings 

perform better’. Once the sustainable solutions had been integrated in the building design, he 

emphasized, they could not be discarded later down the line. Thus, an opportunity in this context 

was a situation that allowed the architect to make sustainability an inherent feature of the 



 

building design rather than an additional component easily discarded later in the process. 

However, many explained that the level of sustainability in a project was determined by ‘how 

ambitious the developer is’. If a developer aims for a specific certification standard, for example, 

then this standard provides the basis for creating a design that incorporates environmentally 

friendly solutions capable of meeting the requirements. While governmental legislation and 

voluntary standards outline performance criteria that buildings should satisfy, they do not specify 

the solutions adopted for this purpose. This creates a space for creativity and freedom. As an 

architect put it: 

 

The requirements [we have to satisfy] are getting better, because they are becoming more 

holistic. Previously, for example, they related to the type of glass and insulation used, but 

now they focus on the balance between various factors. This gives us the freedom to say 

that the accumulated effect should be such and such, but how we actually achieve it is up 

to us. There is a higher degree of methodological freedom, because the focus is on the 

wholeness of the project and the end-result rather than on the way to get there. 

 

One building engineer said that his company often hosted workshops for all the parties involved 

in a construction process. At these workshops, he explained, they tried to find solutions that were 

not singular in purpose, but could help them achieve several objectives. He stressed that ‘we’re 

very aware that sustainable solutions should not just be a green roof for the sake of a green roof 

or solar cells for the sake of solar cells’. Instead, each design feature should create social and 

environmental value for the building. These workshops serve strategic functions insofar as they 

render the construction process predictable by ensuring that initial plans are implemented. At the 



 

same time, such workshops can also become an entrepreneurial tactic for creating a space in 

which all the parties involved in the construction process, including architects, building 

engineers and developers, can formulate solutions and agree upon mutual goals. In this space, 

they can seek creative ways of overcoming the barriers to sustainability by finding integrated 

solutions that can meet multiple challenges.  

The tactic used here to promote green architecture assumes that the construction process 

is a strategized placed in which different actors have specific tasks and responsibility. Within this 

space, however, opportunities occur for aligning actors’ interests with the attainment of synergy 

effects. Viewed from this perspective, sustainable entrepreneurship involves being aware of the 

specific social context in which actors remain embedded, but also being attuned to opportunities 

for integrating sustainability in the construction process. As such, sustainability is not equated 

with the use of technological devices that are more energy efficient, but rather with the creation 

of architecture that takes into account every aspect of a building, including window angles and 

the choice of materials. This enables a space for sustainability to be reappropriated within the 

construction industry. However, this tactic for promoting green architecture not only consists of 

aligning existing interests, but also has ‘an influence on the process, so that you change people’s 

perception of sustainability while you’re doing a project’. For many, the point has been to make 

the other actors aware that sustainability could not be considered an isolated component of the 

project, but must rather be seen as relating to every aspect of the construction process. 

The use of this entrepreneurial tactic was intended not only to make ‘new combinations’ 

of green technologies and architecture that would result in energy-efficient buildings, but also to 

create combinations of design components that were mutually reinforcing and thus all 

indispensable. Seeking such synergy effects might result in what one building engineer referred 



 

to as ‘win-win solutions’ – that is, solutions that have multiple benefits, including environmental, 

social and economic ones. The creation of synergy effect here becomes a temporary alliance 

between different set of values, such as the concern for energy consumption and construction 

cost. However, another architect stated that such solutions might also turn into ‘compromises’, 

because conflicting demands proved impossible to reconcile. Thus, many of the respondents 

described having to engage in a constant balancing act that meant making compromises between 

competing demands. Examples of such compromises could be the user’s wish to have a high 

influx of sunlight, which would conflict with the environmental concern for low energy 

consumption, since the building would then have to be equipped with an air-conditioning system 

to achieve a good indoor climate. In this instance the dilemma between opposing demands had to 

be resolved. Another example could be the need to balance the use of quality materials that 

prolong building lifetimes against the extra cost of such materials, which consumers might be 

unwilling to pay for. 

 

Second tactic: Changing the perception of green architecture 

A second type of entrepreneurial tactic used by the respondents consisted of challenging the 

dominant perception of sustainability and thus creating a space for new understandings of green 

architecture. This tactic assumes that the meaning of sustainability cannot be taken for granted, 

attempting instead to experiment with new understandings of sustainability in the construction 

industry. Opportunities are therefore considered possibilities for developing alternative 

perceptions of green architecture.  

Many of the respondents experienced a tension between the need to reduce sustainability 

to measurable figures and the complexity of architecture. On the one hand, they felt 



 

sustainability had to be quantifiable for the purpose of documenting the effect of 

environmentally and socially friendly architectural solutions, but they also emphasized that 

measurable figures cannot necessarily account for the complexity of green architecture and 

guarantee a building’s sustainability. Because the term sustainability is so elusive, many 

respondents underlined the need to operationalize the concept into quantifiable figures. One 

architect stated the need to ‘accept that sustainability is measurable’, going on to say that 

working with green architecture is essentially about ‘talking the language that everyone uses, 

namely kilowatt hours per square metres per year’. In this instance sustainability is equated with 

energy consumption.  

However, one architect said that the focus had shifted from energy consumption to 

construction materials and building lifetimes. While environmental awareness in the construction 

industry had initially led to improvements in insulation techniques, in recent years this focus has 

spread to the ecological footprint of construction materials and the need for creating longer-

lasting buildings. Because energy consumption had been a key focus for so many years, one 

architect was convinced that the maintenance, permanence and lifetime of buildings would 

become central parameters in the future. However, he also believed many of the factors 

influencing building lifetimes were social in addition to technical. Many explained that buildings 

are often demolished not only because of corrosion, but also because their social function is 

outdated. Therefore, creating a durable building requires architecture that is, in the words of one 

building engineer, ‘flexible for the user’.  

As many of the respondents emphasized, developing green architectural solutions is a 

complex undertaking posing a series of challenges. In this instance complexity refers to the 

multiplicity of aesthetic, social, functional, operational, economic and environmental 



 

considerations that any design must incorporate. However, rather than affirming the conventional 

requirements for green architecture, including governmental regulations and voluntary 

certification standards, the entrepreneurial tactic used here involved an attempt to change the 

‘mind-set’, as one of the architects said, that prevails in the construction industry. For example, 

one architect had been involved in a project aimed at converting discarded shipping containers 

into student accommodation. The project was not only intended to solve the social problem of 

student housing but also to change our expectations about living space, thus striving to show us 

how we can dwell in a fewer number of square metres than we are currently accustomed to. 

While the entrepreneurial tactics discussed above aimed at infusing change within the 

established organizational framework of the construction process, this entrepreneurial tactic 

seeks to alter the framework itself. This tactic assumes that, although equating sustainability with 

energy efficiency characterizes the strategized place of the construction industry, there are 

opportunities for challenging this dominant understanding. For example, instead of accepting 

that sustainability could be narrowly associated with energy efficiency, these actors sought a 

broader understanding of sustainability that took into account the social aspects of buildings as 

well as their environmental aspects. To this end, they tried to influence governmental 

regulations, voluntary standards, clients’ expectations and the general conception of 

sustainability within the industry.  

For example, in Denmark, the DGNB certification standard is often used to certify 

buildings. But one architect had actively attempted to influence the standard by drawing attention 

to what he felt was one of its limitations, namely the failure to account for ‘architectural value’. 

This work ultimately led the DGBN to create an additional award, the DGBN Diamond, given 

exclusively for architectural quality. As he explains it, this ‘is something that I worked really 



 

hard to see happen, because it lets us sneak a certain respect for architectural quality into a 

universe dominated by quantities and measurable figures’. 

For one architect, the relationship between architecture and sustainability remained 

contested, because they could, in her words, ‘always be discussed and called into question’. In 

her view, the DGNB standard is an attempt to make sustainability a measurable quality. 

However, she associated sustainability with more than what is quantitatively measurable in terms 

of economic costs and energy consumption, also tying it to that which is experienced, such as the 

subjective impressions of the users that would eventually inhabit the building. However, 

although she stressed the limitations of measurability, she did not abandon the terminology. On 

the contrary, to highlight the importance of qualities that elude strict quantification, she felt it 

necessary to ‘measure that which can only be experienced’. Another building engineer working 

for an architect firm said that it was important to measure architectural quality in order to ensure 

the architect’s influence on the construction process. He said that ‘if there is nothing measurable 

supporting the architecture, then everyone can question the architecture’. He was afraid that 

architects received ‘less and less responsibility’ in the construction processes organized as 

turnkey contracts, thus making it vital to ‘put some measurable values on the architecture early 

on [in the construction process], so that the engineer has a hard time cutting it off’. If this 

happens, he stressed, ‘we get poorer and poorer construction with less and less quality’.  

While many of the respondents explained that they actively tried to change institutional 

conditions within the construction industry, many of them contested the relationship between 

sustainability and political influence. For example, one architect said that actors at a major 

insulation manufacturer had enjoyed great success ‘pushing the building legislation, because they 

have political power’. Their efforts led to stricter energy-efficiency requirements that favoured 



 

their company. At the same time, this respondent felt that it was ‘not a particularly sustainable 

product in the end’. She argued that densely insulated buildings could lead to ‘very high air 

tightness, which is actually not healthy at all [for the building users]’. In addition, another 

architect complained that energy legislation had ‘gone so far that we’re now getting paradoxical 

reactions that are driving up [construction] costs and impacting the environment overall. You 

have to insulate so tightly that the extra margin of insulation creates more environmental impact 

by being produced than by the energy it saves’. Again, we can see that sustainability in relation 

to architecture is contested, shrouded in disagreement and diverging views. 

 

Third tactic: Reimagining the construction process 

A third type of entrepreneurial tactic used by some respondents consists of creating a space 

parallel to the architect’s place in the construction process. This tactic therefore assumes that one 

can change the construction industry by developing alternative practices that depart from the 

conventional setup. It is thus an attempt to circumvent the barriers that have traditionally 

hindered green architecture. For example, many of the respondents stressed that working with 

green architecture required actors to adopt a long-term perspective focused on the whole 

building’s life cycle, but that the greatest attention was actually focused on short-term costs and 

immediate construction expenses. As a result, the respondents felt that a tension existed between 

the long-term investment required to attain sustainability and a prevailing short-sightedness 

within the construction industry. A business developer noted that ‘there is a constant focus on the 

bottom line. The building should be as cheap as possible’.  

She elaborated that shifting to a longer-term perspective spanning the whole value chain 

and life cycle of the given building would change the financial results. While a building without 



 

sustainable solutions might be cheaper to construct, the actual costs of operating, maintaining, 

renovating and demolishing cheaply built constructions can prove costly over time. According to 

the respondents, many of these sustainability challenges emerged because of a lack of 

cooperation. The problem arises, the business developer explained, because the building sector 

has predominantly been subjugated to ‘tunnel vision – the various actors are not good at talking 

to each other and collaborating’. One architect described this in the following way: 

 

People understand people like themselves, but not others. The developer wants to make 

money, the architect wants to make a monument that is there after he is gone and the 

engineer thinks the technique is interesting. 

 

For many, the construction industry’s social configuration is what tends to complicate the work 

with sustainability. In their view, the current ‘tunnel vision’ challenge gave them an opportunity 

to develop new practices that could ensure closer integration between design and construction as 

well as better cooperation between the actors involved in the projects. As such, the respondents 

had a variety of ideas for how the conventional linear construction process could be reconfigured 

by merging, for example, design and production or by creating a closer connection between the 

design and the sourcing of materials.   

While the previous two types of tactics entailed either accepting or attempting to change 

the social order of the construction process, the third entrepreneurial tactic involves an attempt to 

create a space outside this strategized place. To use such a tactic involves looking for 

opportunities to develop practices that constitute a break with normal procedures. Actors that use 

the tactic reject the conventional manner of organizing the construction process, but are also 



 

striving to envision another way of organizing that process. For example, conventionally, 

designing and producing buildings are separated into two distinct phases of the construction 

process, carried out by architects and contractors respectively. An architect reflected on the 

limitations of the conventional, linear organization of the construction process, describing how 

he had worked for architect firms that engaged him in the design phase, but that many key 

decisions were ultimately made by contractors at a later point in the process. These contractors, 

he said, ‘actually have the last word, responsibility and economic authority’. Being ‘fed up with 

that’, he established his own company to realize the vision of making it ‘simpler to build a 

house’. 

To simplify the construction process, the architect has developed a technology that 

combines the designing and construction phases by using digital software that can 3D print the 

construction materials needed to assemble a house. This 3D technology thus merges design and 

construction, thereby disrupting the ordinary organization of the construction process. Instead of 

subscribing to the identity of being an ‘architect’, he takes his inspiration from the renaissance 

figure of the ‘master builder’, who was responsible for both the design and construction 

processes. Accordingly, he has sought to disassociate himself from the conventional 

understanding of an architect and instead create a parallel space where houses can be built 

another way. However, although he has managed to establish a company involved in several 

projects, he acknowledged that this was demanding: 

 

It has been difficult to develop our business concept, because we not only offer a new 

component that can be used in the same way that we normally do. We also disrupt 

the work of the architect and other consultants, and try to work with construction in a 



 

completely different way. So it’s a huge change of mentality to absorb, and that is 

difficult to sell. Because we don’t simply make a small alteration in our normal way 

of building, but rather want to fundamentally change the construction industry. 

 

The purpose of enacting this entrepreneurial tactic consists of offering an alternative to the 

predominant order, one that can have impact by showing different ways of organizing, thereby 

changing the strategic ordering of the conventional construction process. Yet, since this 

entrepreneurial tactic entails an attempt to carve out a separate space outside the established 

strategized place, it risks losing the possibility of ensuring influence, as the strategized place 

neither recognizes nor registers the disruption taking place. Put differently, by being 

disassociated with the ‘proper place’ assigned to architects within the construction process, 

architects in this case face the challenge of influencing the construction industry. Without a 

social setting capable of adopting the new practices, they will remain marginal and therefore 

without much effect (Johnsen et al. 2017). However, the entrepreneurial tactic used here consists 

of showing how new architectural techniques can be used. Some explained that once something 

proved possible to be done, then others in the industry might be inspired to follow suit and 

thereby create an example to replicate. Still, one business developer voiced concern that, 

although many were experimenting with demonstration projects, the industry as a whole was 

hesitant to go all the way.  

 

Concluding discussion 

Exploring the case of green architecture, in this article I have highlighted the different tactics 

sustainable entrepreneurs deploy to find opportunities for developing solutions to social and 



 

environmental challenges. This case further contributes insights into how sustainable 

entrepreneurship takes place within a strategized place where actors are conditioned by social 

structures, such as organizational project setups and the professional identities assigned to 

various actors. Similarly, I have shown that opportunities for creating change allow actors to 

work with sustainability in new ways. Here, we as researchers can explore opportunities as 

possibilities for developing new practices, understandings and identities that open up for 

alternative ways of promoting sustainability in the construction industry. As such, the article 

contributes to a better understanding of how sustainable entrepreneurs attempt to develop 

solutions that simultaneously generate economic, social and environmental value (Muñoz and 

Dimov, 2015). 

 

Theoretical implications 

De Certeau’s conceptual distinction between strategy and tactics offers a productive analytic lens 

for studying the social and contextual nature of sustainable entrepreneurship. On one level, the 

concept of strategy allows us as researchers to understand how a social setting is arranged in an 

ordered way where each element is assigned a ‘proper locus’. Hence, work with green 

architecture takes place in a construction process where actors have assigned roles, identities and 

responsibilities. We cannot abstract from such contextual constraints if we want to understand 

how actors work with green architecture. Beyond this strategized place, the concept of 

entrepreneurial tactics helps us to capture the fact that social structures do not determine the 

actions of individuals. There is always room to manoeuvre; actors can take advantage of the 

‘opportunities’ for making change that present themselves at any given moment. As such, 

sustainable entrepreneurs can create a space for working with sustainability within the 



 

strategized place of the construction process. As Hjorth (2004, p. 419) emphasizes, tactics 

generally appear in the plural, because there is always more than one tactic available in a 

strategized place. The point here is neither to consider any one tactic as superior to the others, 

nor to see the three as contradictory, different though they might be. Rather, any strategized 

place contains the opportunity to employ various tactics, for which reason the three tactic types 

considered here do not exhaust the possibilities of sustainable entrepreneurship.  

As the study of green architecture shows, considerable challenges arise for anyone 

looking to make a positive environmental impact in the current economic climate. The need for 

short-term economic success inevitably conflicts with the need for long-term commitment to 

environmental causes. However, instead of circumventing this paradox, entrepreneurs can learn 

to live with this tension by finding ways of navigating the tensions that surround it. Spinosa et al. 

(1999) argue that what is unique about entrepreneurship is not simply that entrepreneurs face 

anomalies and experience disharmonies, but also that they continue to live with them. Hence, 

entrepreneurship does not necessarily involve a challenge to be resolved with the launch of a 

new product, institution, service or production method. Instead, entrepreneurship is processual 

(Hjorth et al., 2015; Verduijn, 2015), entailing a continuous effort to engage with the problems 

one faces. Taking inspiration from Spinosa et al. (1999), researchers should not assume that 

sustainable entrepreneurs necessarily manage to resolve the environmental, social and economic 

challenges they strive to address, but should rather acknowledge that such efforts often entail 

constant struggle (Allen et al., 2015; Phillips, 2013; O’Neill & Gibbs, 2016). Climate change and 

environmental degradation are formidable challenges that no single entrepreneurial initiative can 

meet. This is why we as researchers should look at how entrepreneurs constantly dwell with the 

issues they face, struggle with finding new practices that can help them create sustainability. 



 

The understanding of opportunities in sustainable entrepreneurship should be broadened 

to encompass opportunities as the possibility of developing new practices in everyday settings. If 

we look at opportunities within a social logic, then we can see that the processes of discovery 

and creation are intertwined (Nascimento and Salazar, 2020). Nascimento and Salazar (2020) 

overcome the dualism between the creation and discovery of opportunities in a social 

entrepreneurship context, but research on sustainable entrepreneurship can also benefit from 

overcoming this dichotomy. The fact that creation and discovery intersect is also reflected in the 

case of green architecture. For example, one business developer was involved in a firm that 

specialized in upscaling building materials. In her view, they had to discover materials that could 

be recycled, but at the same time create the possibility of using them. Here we can appreciate, as 

many narrative approaches to entrepreneurship have stressed, that ‘opportunities are neither 

discovered nor are they entirely constructed but exist as a co-creation of material and 

technological possibility coupled to an often collectively configured experience of discovery and 

bricolage’ (Popp & Holt, 2013, p. 54). Many of the respondents’ construction projects were 

aimed at demonstrating to industry actors that reusing building materials normally considered 

waste, such as concrete or mortar-laid bricks, was actually feasible. In one project, she explained, 

they had carved out materials from abandoned brick houses in a rural district and upcycled them 

in the construction of apartments and attached houses in an urban area. The project depended on 

their discovering these houses while simultaneously showing that bricks laid with concrete 

mortar could be reused.  

 

Practical implications 



 

At the policy level, Bendell et al. (2020) recommend that one should not encourage 

entrepreneurial activities designed to address social and environmental issues by appealing to 

fears of looming catastrophes, as such motivations can be met with denial and rejection. Instead, 

policy should proactively focus on providing a basis for ‘creating new models for dealing with 

twenty-first-century disruptive events’ (Bendell et al., 2020, p. 596), such as climate change. In 

the context of green architecture, policies supporting collaboration between the parties involved 

in the construction process are needed to ensure that buildings are preserved throughout their 

lifespans. Building regulations ensure the quality of construction, making buildings both safe and 

energy efficient. Yet, such regulations should not prevent experimentation, for example, with 

new forms of organizing the construction process. As the study shows, governmental regulations 

dictate not specific construction techniques, but rather standards that must be met, thus creating 

some leeway for experimentation. At the same time, however, rigid standards can also create 

situations that prevent the development of new sustainable solutions, so policy must strike a 

balance between such standards and room for creativity.  

 With the aim of promoting sustainability at the policy level, a call has been made for a 

shared framework that clarifies the measurable indicators of sustainability. At first glance, one is 

tempted to consider disagreement around sustainability as an obstacle to be overcome via a 

common standard for measuring environmental, social, and economic performance. Some have 

advocated the establishment of a ‘common language’ (Dammann & Elle, 2006) for green 

architecture, to be embodied in a set of environmental, social and economic performance 

indicators. While such standards help prevent greenwashing and document the effect of specific 

solutions, the tensions surrounding sustainability might also prove productive because they can 

drive transformation. In other words, disagreement might be an important creative force in 



 

entrepreneurial processes that wrestle with ecological degradation. In practice, sustainable 

entrepreneurs have to somehow strike a balance between commenting on certain ways of 

addressing social and environmental challenges and being able to renew their practice. Research 

on sustainable entrepreneurship should acknowledge that the notion of sustainability is not a 

disinterested concept that enjoys consensus and is devoid of political controversy (Guy & 

Farmer, 2001). On the contrary, the concept is, in fact, a target of disputes, disagreement and 

debate. Consequently, sustainable entrepreneurs must be aware that they are entering a 

‘contested terrain’ (Starkey & Crane, 2003) when they adopt a green profile. 

Current debates within entrepreneurship studies have revolved around whether 

opportunities are ‘discovered’ or ‘created’ (Alvarez & Barney, 2007). While the discovery view 

assumes that opportunities exist in the market prior to an entrepreneurial intervention, the 

creation account assumes that entrepreneurs construct opportunities. For Alvarez and Barney 

(2007), the main difference between these theories lies not in their empirical application, but 

rather in the way they gain ‘empirical content when entrepreneurs act based on one theory or the 

other’ (2007, p. 12). In other words, the discovery view and the creation view prescribe two 

different approaches to exploiting opportunities. Yet, some researchers find this dualism flawed 

because entrepreneurship presupposes the presence of both a context and the use of imagination 

(Crawford et al., 2016). Nascimento and Salazar (2020) overcome the dualism between the 

creation and discovery views by suggesting that the processes of discovery and creation are 

intertwined. Thus, according to Nascimento and Salazar (2020), entrepreneurial creation and 

discovery are thus mutually reinforcing processes that together help create new social ventures.  

With de Certeau, the relational aspect of opportunities can be further explored. 

Opportunities are neither ‘out there’ in the world nor ‘in here’ in the entrepreneur’s mind, but 



 

rather occur in situations where entrepreneurs can deploy different tactics to create change. 

Different situations call for different tactics, and sustainable entrepreneurs must take advantage 

of the opportunities available to them in order to create socially and environmentally friendly 

responses. In practice this means that entrepreneurs must be attuned to the opportunities 

available to them and therefore simultaneously create and discover opportunities.   

 

Future research and limitations 

Future research should remain sensitive to the specific contexts in which sustainable 

entrepreneurs operate. Thus, we should refrain from positioning sustainable entrepreneurship as 

a universal phenomenon, but rather understand how it unfolds differently depending on the given 

contexts and circumstances (McKeever et al., 2015; Korsgaard et al., 2016). This allows us to see 

sustainable entrepreneurship as a contextually embedded practice that can yield a wide array of 

tactical responses partially determined by the circumstances (de Certeau, 1984; Hjorth, 2004, 

2005). Entrepreneurial tactics are here understood as ‘ways of operating’ that can help address 

social and environmental concerns, and these ways constitute ‘styles of action’ (de Certeau 1984, 

p. 30) through which actors can create a space for change within an ordered social setting.  

To pave the way for a new understanding, future research must be alert to what the 

predominant conceptions of sustainable entrepreneurship overlook. Much of the established 

literature depicts sustainable entrepreneurship as an economic achievement that occurs when 

market imperfections reveal opportunities that entrepreneurs can exploit. As the case of green 

architecture shows, this perspective is not simply a theoretical framework that remains divorced 

from practice, but also an important heuristic device with which actors can make sense of their 

own practice. The case of green architecture can certainly be conceptualized from this 



 

perspective, showing how the construction industry offers opportunities for launching 

commercial solutions, such as energy-maximizing building technologies that entrepreneurs can 

identify. At the same time, the analysis has also shown the shortcomings of this framework. By 

considering entrepreneurship within an economic framework, we as researchers risk abstracting 

from the everyday challenges and tensions that entrepreneurs struggle with, but also from the 

various tactics they use to create new practices. We therefore need new ways of understanding 

sustainable entrepreneurship. Exploring new theoretical sources and the study of embedded 

practices might be one way to achieve this. 

Generalizations cannot be made on the basis of the case study presented in this article, 

which is a limitation. However, if we want to take the fact that entrepreneurship unfolds within 

concrete social settings seriously, then we need to acknowledge that any entrepreneurial 

initiative is contextual, taking place in a specific setting wherein actors are conditioned by their 

surroundings, but also able to exert influence on them. The current case offers a glimpse into the 

struggle within sustainable entrepreneurship to create change and thus turn unsustainable 

architectural practices into sustainable ones. This study has focused on three different tactics 

available to sustainable entrepreneurs, but future research should consider any additional tactics 

available to sustainable entrepreneurs. 

An important consequence of this argument is the need to avoid assuming that we have 

arrived at a conception of what sustainable entrepreneurship is and instead stay open to the shape 

it may take (O’Neill & Gibbs, 2016). We should see the effort to create sustainable solutions as a 

process yet to reach its ultimate state (Hjorth et al., 2015). Arguably, we can locate trends 

towards creating solutions to environmental challenges, but this hardly means the concerns 

sustainable entrepreneurs grapple with have been successfully resolved. Instead of situating 



 

sustainable entrepreneurship as an outcome that entails arriving at solutions with conflicting 

economic, social and environmental dimensions, we should pay attention to the processes 

involved in attempts at achieving such outcomes. This requires that we shift the perspective from 

the results to the process of sustainable entrepreneurship. So, far from arguing against 

sustainable entrepreneurship, I see a need to reimagine entrepreneurship in the light of ecological 

degradation. As such, future research should consider what alternative conceptualizations of 

sustainable entrepreneurship are possible to create. 
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