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The frequency and severity of disasters have recently increased. Disaster mitigation approaches have 

gained interest in diverse fields. This review examines entrepreneurial actions during crises from an 

entrepreneurial perspective, focusing on non-economic crises such as earthquakes, volcanoes, and 

pandemics. Using a systematic review methodology and PRISMA guidelines, 91 articles were analyzed 

through narrative synthesis. The results show that building social capital and entrepreneurial activities 

through social bricolage is crucial for community resilience. This review emphasizes a socially engaged, 

context-specific approach to disaster mitigation that promotes novel and sustainable interventions. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

When Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) became a pandemic, the world changed in just a few 

weeks. It took center stage in every aspect of our lives, whether domestic, professional, or industrial. 

Moreover, many businesses, both large and small, had to reorient themselves to the ‘new normal’ and 

continue producing goods and services, despite the challenges. This situation provided a unique scenario 

for observing and studying the entrepreneurial actions of small businesses, policymakers, and people in 

general. COVID-19, being a novel and undeclared external threat, required people to respond uniquely to 

manage the situation in different countries. This scenario also resulted in an increase in research on COVID-

19 and its related issues in different disciplines. Over the last two years, the issue of crises and their 

management has become a buzzword, prompting considerable research interest. Consequently, the number 

of articles dedicated to crises and their management has increased. 

Considering this, the current review focuses on crisis management and entrepreneurship. The objective 

of this review is to bring coherence to the study of crises and entrepreneurship. The COVID-19 pandemic 

has thrust researchers into dealing with various issues (Alvaro et al., 2022; Bressan et al., 2021; Brown & 

Rocha, 2020; Dai et al., 2021; Duarte Alonso et al., 2021; Giones et al., 2020; Haneberg, 2020; Kuckertz 

et al., 2020; Prah & Sibiri, 2021; Ratten, 2021; Stephens et al., 2021; Vazirani and Bhattacharjee, 2022). 

One aspect of research in the crisis field is the contested debate on the definition of crisis. This issue could 

stem from the fact that there are various crisis types, and each context could give rise to different issues 

related to a particular crisis context. Therefore, one of the objectives of this review is to categorize crises 
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by their source or origin. The categorization of the origin of crises will be limited to non-economic crises, 

such as disasters, earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, and pandemics. Economic factors are excluded from the 

origin of the crisis because the pre-crisis preparation and post-crisis recovery processes are well-trodden 

paths. Several studies in this area have highlighted issues related to economic crises (Bagiatis et al., 2020; 

Bishop, 2019; Bishop & Shilcof, 2017; Bougrine & Rochon, 2015; Cadil et al., 2021; Castaño et al., 2016; 

Devece et al., 2016; Giotopoulos et al., 2017; Izquierdo et al., 2008; Kapetaniou et al., 2018; Kottika et al., 

2020, 2020; Paramita et al., 2022; Peric & Vitezic, 2016; Williams et al., 2013; Williams & Vorley, 2014).  

In the case of a crisis that is non-economic in origin, due to the rarity of such incidents and the 

specificity of the context of each particular crisis, it is important to determine whether there are any 

commonalities among pre-crisis preparedness and post-recovery strategies. A crisis is unexpected and 

occurs without a pattern. Therefore, people in the vicinity of the crisis are important stakeholders in 

preparing for the crisis and during the immediate and long-term recovery processes. Additionally, studies 

have suggested that entrepreneurs with strong local ties to the community play an important role during a 

crisis (Berno, 2017; Dimitriadis, 2021; Lee et al., 2019). Therefore, this review examines the role of 

entrepreneurial actions before and after a crisis and how crises affect the process of entrepreneurship. 

Furthermore, the context of studying entrepreneurial action usually involves crises such as earthquakes, 

pandemics and riots (Dimitriadis, 2021; Kirkwood et al., 2017; Vazirani & Bhattacharjee, 2022). It is 

imperative that scholars examine each of these studies in terms of the commonalities and divergences of 

crisis planning and response strategies. Therefore, this review examined crises that are external and non-

economic in nature. 

 

WHAT IS A CRISIS? 

 

A crisis has been defined as ‘…an extreme, unexpected or unpredictable event that requires an urgent 

response from organizations and creates challenges for them’ (Doern et al., 2016). The concept of crisis 

comprises many facets, and the definition of crisis also indicates a diversity of definitions. Hermann (1963) 

describes a crisis with three main characteristics: he suggested that a crisis has the characteristics of a 

significant threat, a short decision time and an element of surprise. However, if we consider another type 

of crisis where people live under an impending threat, the continuous threat could have different 

characteristics, thus requiring different forms of response. Additionally, Hannah et al. (2009) definition of 

crisis presents a nuanced understanding of crisis. According to them, a crisis in the context of business 

consists of two types. The first is an everyday, mundane crisis, such as a computer error or logistics problem, 

which is a common occurrence. The second is a rarer and extreme event, where the outcomes are unbearable 

and overwhelm the resources of a business. The term ‘extreme context’ refers to an event that is currently 

happening or is likely to occur and depletes the physical and psychological resources of the stakeholders of 

a business. This definition of crisis is consistent with the notion that crises are occurring or likely to occur.  

A different approach to examining a crisis is to dissect it into a series of phases (Spillan & Hough, 

2003). According to Spillan & Hough (2003), a crisis consists of six sequential phases. The stages are as 

follows: i) pre-crisis or incubation, ii) event, iii) crisis response management, iv) investigation, v) 

organizational learning, and iv) implementation. Delineating crises into phases helps businesses and 

entrepreneurs examine their actions and effectiveness during crises. Most studies on crises and their 

management typically focus on pre- and post-crisis issues (Doern et al., 2016). This limitation makes it 

challenging to assess the effectiveness of crisis planning and post-crisis management. The framework of a 

crisis as a sequence of events presents a manageable picture of crises and crisis management.  

There is yet another way of looking at a crisis, which is to examine it in terms of its origin. The origin 

of a crisis can be internal or external to an organization’s boundaries. The origin of the crisis can be 

categorized as technical, human, natural, social, or organizational (Gorski, 1998; Mitroff et al., 1987). 

Studies on crises in management and entrepreneurship have largely centered on issues related to their 

economic origins, such as the financial crisis of 2008 (Williams & Vorley, 2014, 2015). These studies 

examine how firms respond after an economic crisis (Bagiatis et al., 2020; Beliaeva et al., 2020; Devece et 

al., 2016; Peric & Vitezic, 2016). Additionally, they highlighted strategies such as strategic renewal, 
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innovation, opportunity exploration, diversification of knowledge, and improvement of financial slack. One 

area of crisis management is categorizing crises based on their origin. This review distinguishes between 

the origins of crises as either economic or non-economic in nature. Non-economic triggers of crises stem 

from natural calamities, man-made disasters, pandemics, conflicts, or war situations. These non-economic 

crises are unstructured by nature. They have the potential to cause bodily harm and differentiate themselves 

from economic crises by their ability to cause damage, both physically and psychologically, either 

immediately or in the long run. Therefore, this review examines non-economic crises and how 

entrepreneurial action can mitigate their consequences. It also investigates the characteristics of non-

economic crises and identifies successful entrepreneurial actions that have helped mitigate these crises. 

Furthermore, it will analyze how non-economic crises have impacted entrepreneurial action. 

 

THE METHODOLOGY OF THE REVIEW 

 

This review examines issues related to crises and entrepreneurship. Additionally, this research aims to 

highlight two major goals: i) how crises impact entrepreneurial behavior and ii) how entrepreneurial action 

influences crises. This study adopted a process view of crisis (Buchanan & Denyer, 2013; Doern et al., 

2016), which helped us unravel the crisis components and the sequence of events. Through this lens, we 

gained a better understanding of the role of entrepreneurial action and its impact on crises. The review paper 

also limited the origin of the crisis. There are numerous sources of crises in the business context. The crisis 

can stem from internal issues within the organization or from external factors. This study was limited to 

external factors. Earlier studies have examined the role of crises in entrepreneurship, discussing both 

internal and external factors of origin. This review distinguishes between the two causes, as they could have 

different ramifications in terms of crisis planning and management. Some external causes of crises include 

economic factors, natural calamities, and pandemics. This review focuses on the non-economic factors that 

contribute to crises. Economic factors, which have been extensively studied in various disciplines, including 

entrepreneurship, were excluded from this review. Moreover, external factors that are non-economic in 

origin have received less attention in the field of entrepreneurship. By examining the non-economic causes 

of crises and their impact on entrepreneurship, this review extends the body of knowledge related to 

entrepreneurship and crises in new avenues. 

This review systematically searched for issues related to crises and entrepreneurship. We followed the 

guidelines described by Tranfield et al. (2003) for conducting a systematic review in the field of 

management. The spirit of the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses 

(PRISMA) model was adopted while conducting this review (Rojon et al., 2021). Two major databases, 

EBSCO and Scopus, were used to systematically search the literature. The two databases were chosen 

because they aggregate content from most of the prominent publishers of journals in the field of 

entrepreneurship, such as Elsevier, Springer, Emerald, and Sage. Within the EBSCO database, the search 

was limited to Academic Search Premier, Entrepreneurial Source, American Psychological Association 

(APA) Psych Articles, and Entrepreneurial Studies Source. In both databases, the field was limited to 

business, management, economics, psychology, and social sciences, considering the topic of interest. 

Overall, the search was limited to peer-reviewed journals, published papers, and English-language journals. 

Journals in press were also excluded from the study. The search was conducted by reviewing selected papers 

related to crises and entrepreneurship. Subsequently, the keywords used for the search were examined. For 

example, the keywords shown in Table 1 were used in the study, and the Boolean search term, for example, 

entrepreneur* AND disaster’, was adopted during the search. A search for titles, abstracts, and keywords 

of articles was conducted in the study, which resulted in 7,512 articles from both databases, with 4,335 

from Scopus and 3,177 from EBSCO databases. After removing duplicates, the search resulted in 3,965 

articles remained. The study also included other relevant articles (n=10) from the Google Scholar database. 

Next, the articles were screened for eligibility by examining the titles and abstracts based on the scope of 

the study. 
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TABLE 1 

DATABASE SEARCH METHOD 

 
Search Method 

 
TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND ‘natural calamity’ OR ‘natural-calamity’) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND disaster) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND crisis) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND pandemic) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND conflict OR ‘post conflict’) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND crisis OR ‘crisis management’ or ‘crisis preparedness’ or ‘post 

conflict’) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND ‘business continuity’) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND ‘organizational resilience’ OR resilience) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND crisis) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND ‘post conflict’) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND ‘natural calamities’) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND pandemic) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND disaster) 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (entrepreneur* AND ‘crisis management’ OR ‘crisis preparedness’ OR ‘emergency 

response’) 

 
 

FIGURE 1 

REVIEW PROTOCOL 

 

 
 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Articles   identified through   
EBSCO (3177)   & Scopus (4335)   

database, n=7512   

Articles identified through other  
sources, n= 10   

Articles  screened , n=355 7   

Articles included in the study,  
n=9 1   

Articles  excluded   after title and  
abstract screen ed  and  not listed  

in  AB DC   list, n=408    

Full - text article excluded,  
irrelevant to the  objective of the  

study, n=3352 

Articles after duplicates  
removed, n=3965   

Full - text articles assessed for  
eligibility, n=20 5   



70 Journal of Knowledge Management Practice Vol. 26(2) 2026 

The screening was also based on a list of journals included in the Australian Business Deans Council’s 

(ABDC) journal list. This was done to ensure the quality of the research materials collected for the review. 

This resulted in 3,557 articles being identified. The list of references to full-text articles on crises and 

entrepreneurship was further screened to exclude articles based on economic factors. The exercise resulted 

in 205 articles consisting of crises and entrepreneurship articles that were non-economic in origin. The final 

list of journal articles included in the study comprised 91 articles relevant to the objectives of the study. A 

summary of the protocols followed in the systematic review search is presented in Figure 1. The review 

examined 91 selected papers and used a narrative synthesis approach. This review concentrates on how 

entrepreneurial behavior affects crises and vice versa. The study also examined the theoretical perspectives 

adopted by the researchers and the methodologies used in their studies. This framework of analysis has 

been suggested by other researchers and adopted in their studies (Callahan, 2014; Gregory & Denniss, 

2018). 

 

FINDINGS & ANALYSIS 

 

This review covered the period from 2007 to 2022 in terms of the publication year of the selected 

research papers. The number of research papers examining crises and entrepreneurship, particularly those 

originating from non-economic factors, has increased significantly over the last two years (Table 2). The 

pandemic underscored the centrality of this issue for researchers examining entrepreneurial behavior and 

crisis-related issues.  

 

TABLE 2 

NUMBER OF CRISIS-RELATED ARTICLES OF NON-ECONOMIC IN ORIGIN 

 

Year of Journal Publication No. of Journals 

2022 4 

2021 21 

2020 26 

2019 10 

2018 4 

2017 8 

2016 6 

2015 1 

2014 4 

2013 0 

2012 1 

2011 5 

2010 1 

2009 0 

2008 0 

2007 1 
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Figure 2 provides the diversity of journals in which issues related to crises and entrepreneurship 

stemming from non-economic factors, such as pandemics, earthquakes, floods, and conflicts, were 

published. Specialized entrepreneurship journals such as Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 

International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 

Journal of Enterprising Communities, and Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging Economies have 

published substantial articles on topics relevant to the review’s scope. 

 

FIGURE 2 

MOST RELEVANT JOURNALS 

 

 
 

Figure 3 presents the most relevant authors related to crises and entrepreneurship resulting from non-

economic factors, and Figure 4 presents a keyword analysis in the field, highlighting the core issues of crisis 

and entrepreneurship and the major causes of non-economic crises. The overall bibliometric analysis 

emphasizes the key papers and most relevant authors in the field (Aria & Cuccurullo, 2017). Furthermore, 

it underscores the main types of crises that are non-economic.  
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FIGURE 3 

LIST OF THE MOST RELEVANT AUTHORS 

 

 
 

FIGURE 4 

MOST RELEVANT KEYWORDS IN THE FIELD 

 

 
 

RESULT & DISCUSSION 

 

Crisis and Entrepreneurship 

A crisis, whether big or small, potential threat or continuous threat, does not follow a discernible pattern 

(Doern et al., 2016). The best way to plan for a crisis is to prepare for the unstructured and haphazard nature 

of crises that are bound to happen in the future. In such a scenario, it is important to bring along the body 
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of knowledge from the field of entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship is known for dealing with uncertainty, 

limited resources, and time (Baker and Nelson, 2005; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000). These similarities 

hold the promise of offering crisis management and novel and effective pre-crisis planning and post-crisis 

recovery processes. Earlier studies indicate the potential of entrepreneurship to contribute to the field of 

crisis and crisis management (Beliaeva et al., 2020; Dimitriadis, 2021; Doern, 2016; Herbane, 2019; Kwong 

et al., 2019; Linnenluecke & McKnight, 2017; McMullen and Kier, 2016; Nelson and Lima, 2020; Williams 

and Shepherd, 2016). This review aims to search for and examine articles on how entrepreneurial action 

helps in dealing with crises. A variety of research on entrepreneurship and crises was found during the 

search process. To understand the nature of the crisis and its management, it has been argued that the origins 

of the crisis should be examined closely. Extensive studies have examined entrepreneurial actions during 

economic crises (Bishop, 2019; Bishop & Shilcof, 2017; Čadil et al., 2021; Deakins et al., 2015; 

Giotopoulos et al., 2017; Kapetaniou et al., 2018; Kapitsinis, 2017; Kottika et al., 2020a, 2020). It also 

emphasizes the importance of this phenomenon. However, not all crises are alike, even if the triggers are 

external in nature.  

 

The Issue of Crises and Their Sources 

Crises caused by pandemics, natural calamities, and conflicts have the potential to impact entrepreneurs 

and their stakeholders differently than economic crises. In a comparative study conducted in China to 

examine the financing of nascent firms during the COVID-19 period, a downward trend was observed in 

the financing of emerging firms compared to that of established firms (Brown and Rocha, 2020). Thus, 

Brown and Rocha (2020) explain the impact of different crisis types on funding among nascent firms. 

Additionally, non-economic crises have the potential to cause fatalities, and their impact can be acute and 

immediate (Doern, 2016; Linnenluecke & McKnight 2017). Therefore, by examining crises in this manner, 

specific crisis response and recovery strategies can be identified based on the type of crisis, as shown in 

Table 3. 

One of the common themes that has emerged during crises resulting from pandemics, natural calamities, 

and conflicts is the role of entrepreneurs in providing social value to the communities they serve (Aldrich, 

2018). Their role becomes the fulcrum around which community building revolves, especially during the 

post-crisis recovery period. The importance of social embeddedness and the establishment of local ties to 

rebuild the community is paramount (Chandra & Paras 2020; Dimitriadis, 2021). Studies conducted in the 

context of conflict and post-conflict situations show that issues such as justice and reconciliation are 

fundamental building blocks for the post-crisis recovery process (Boudreaux, 2007; Williams & Vorley, 

2017). 

 

TABLE 3 

CRISIS BY ORIGIN 

 

Source of Crisis  Representative Articles  

Pandemic  Adamus, 2020; Alvaro et al., 2022; Batat, 2021; 

Bressan et al., 2021; Brown & Rocha, 2020; Dai et 

al., 2021; Giones et al., 2020; Haneberg, 2020; 

Kuckertz et al., 2020; Prah & Sibiri, 2021; Ratten, 

2021; Ratten et al., 2021; Stephens et al., 2021; 

Vazirani & Bhattacharjee, 2022 

Natural Calamity/Disaster 

  

  

  

Aldrich, 2018; Alonso-Dos-Santos & Llanos-

Contreras, 2019; Cameron et al., 2018; Dinger et 

al., 2020; Grube & Storr, 2018; Gur et al., 2020; 

Llanos-Contreras et al., 2020; McMullen & Kier, 

2016; Morrish & Jones, 2020; Nelson & Lima, 

2020; Žebrytė et al., 2019 
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Conflict  Boudreaux, 2007; Brück et al., 2011; Cheung, 

2016; Cheung & Kwong, 2017; Chowdhury, 2011; 

Churchill et al., 2021; Djip, 2014; Krasniqi & 

Mustafa, 2016; Kwong et al., 2019a; Langevang & 

Namatovu, 2019; Rettberg et al., 2011; Thorgren & 

Williams, 2020; Tobias & Boudreaux, 2011; 

Williams & Vorley, 2017 

 

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ADOPTED IN THE STUDIES 

 

One important theoretical perspective in the field of entrepreneurship is the theory of entrepreneurial 

opportunity. Shane and Venkataraman (2000) emphasized that the study of entrepreneurship must be 

distinguished from other fields by examining the role of entrepreneurial opportunities and related issues in 

different contexts. Table 4 indicates that several studies have been conducted using the theoretical 

framework of entrepreneurial opportunities. This review provides an integrative view of entrepreneurial 

opportunities as both recognition and creation, as highlighted by Alvarez et al. (2010). Gur et al. (2020) 

examined the entrepreneurial response following the Deepwater Horizon oil spill on the Gulf Coast. The 

study suggests that entrepreneurial recognition of emerging opportunities, such as financial support, 

repartition, and new markets, will only occur once psychological healing and active engagement from 

stakeholders have taken place. Entrepreneurs must satisfy these conditions before recognizing opportunities 

in extreme situations. McMullen and Kier (2016) examined entrepreneurial action and opportunity 

recognition in disaster situations. They studied the 1996 Mount Everest avalanche tragedy to understand 

how the escalation of commitment could contribute to unfortunate incidents in extreme environments. They 

highlighted the role of self-regulation in moderating the issues of escalating entrepreneurial opportunity 

recognition, which could help avoid unfortunate events. This study further underscores the negative aspects 

of entrepreneurial action, unlike other studies that focus on the positive aspects of entrepreneurial 

endeavors. Vazirani and Bhattacharjee (2022) examined the role of entrepreneurial ventures during the 

COVID-19 pandemic and found that due to the unstructured nature of environmental uncertainty and the 

higher cost of business operations, entrepreneurial opportunity recognition was less significant. It was also 

found that entrepreneurship opportunity recognition became difficult due to the nature of unstructured 

environmental uncertainty and the cost of doing business, which is influenced by different norms and 

routines. The study also found that most entrepreneurial ventures were of the necessity type. These studies 

have examined opportunity recognition, even in extreme situations (Cheung, 2016; Gur et al., 2020; 

McMullen & Kier, 2016; Vazirani and Bhattacharjee, 2022). It was found that certain antecedents of 

psychological well-being, self-regulation, and active involvement of stakeholders were prerequisite factors 

for recognizing entrepreneurial opportunities. 

The disaster recovery experience of the 2011 Corregod’s Antas mudslide highlighted the contrasting 

theoretical perspectives of effectuation and bricolage in entrepreneurship (Nelson & Lima, 2020). 

Effectuation theory, as per Sarasvathy (2001), in the context of venturing using heuristic decision-making, 

was used by Nelson and Lima (2020) to examine volunteers’ decision-making during the disaster recovery 

process. The study describes that volunteers rely on optimizing the constraints present, such as local 

resources and social ties, in situations of extreme uncertainty and danger from an implementation 

perspective, as follows. However, when the situation warranted quick changes in the recovery process, as 

seen in Baker and Nelson’s (2005) bricolage approach to entrepreneurship, new resources were created 

using local resources and through social connections. In situations of extreme uncertainty, such as war and 

conflict, scholars have used social bricolage as a framework to understand how entrepreneurs mobilize to 

survive and thrive. The entrepreneurial action of social bricolage helps us understand the nature of 

opportunity exploration and exploitation. One commonality among the studies is the use of previous 

knowledge, skills, and connections to engage in activities congruent with local conditions. Entrepreneurs 

engage with peers, participate in various activities, and build communities using existing cultural artifacts 
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and norms to make the most of their limited resources available to them (Kwong et al., 2019; Langevang 

& Namatovu, 2019). 

Entrepreneurial resilience is a commonly adopted theoretical perspective in crisis studies. In conflict 

situations, local ties and the geographical location of business advisors far from the crisis site positively 

impact firm performance (Berno, 2017; Branzei & Abdelnour, 2010; Dai et al., 2021; Dimitriadis, 2021; 

Herbane, 2019; Kirkwood et al., 2017; Linnenluecke & McKnight, 2017; Morrison et al., 2017; Prah & 

Sibiri, 2021; Žebrytė et al., 2019). Additionally, business advisors located near the crisis site negatively 

impact firm performance (Dimitriadis, 2021). Two other studies emphasize the significance of local 

connections and building social capital to create a resilient community (Berno, 2017; Morrison et al. 2017). 

It was also indicated that the resilience of disaster response depends on the characteristics of local conditions 

and the type of disaster (Linnenluecke & McKnight, 2017). Similarly, crisis response built at the community 

level exhibited resilience when dealing with immediate post-earthquake crises related to food security 

(Berno, 2017). Likewise, Branzei et al. (2010) found that informal entrepreneurs perform better than formal 

entrepreneurs. However, as violent activities escalate, both entrepreneurs’ performances are subdued 

(Branzei et al., 2010). In another study that examined the nuanced complexity of building resilience in the 

face of a crisis, a topology of organization was highlighted in terms of crisis response characteristics 

(Herbane, 2019). The responses varied between attentive interventionists, light planners, rooted strategists, 

and reliant neighbors. The attentive interventionist was the most resilient, characterized by a high level of 

formalization in crisis response management and less reliance on neighboring firms and their proximity.  

William and Shepard (2016) highlight the importance of restorative coping in the face of a disaster. 

They emphasized the use of the conservation of resources theory framework. Investing in resources through 

venture creation during the post-disaster response period lays the foundation for future economic and non-

economic value. During the post-disaster recovery period, the authors underscored other aspects of resource 

conservation theory, which primarily focuses on protecting available resources. The authors further 

emphasized that, for a comprehensive post-disaster recovery process, investing resources in venture 

creation is essential for psychological well-being and economic transformation (Williams and Shepherd, 

2018). 

  

TABLE 4 

SUMMARY OF PUBLICATION BY ENTREPRENEURIAL THEORIES INCORPORATED IN 

THE STUDIES 

 

Theoretical Perspective  Representative Articles  

1. Theory of Effectuation  Nelson & Lima, 2020 

2. Resilience Theory 

Berno, 2017; Branzei & Abdelnour, 2010; Dai et 

al., 2021; Dimitriadis, 2021; Herbane, 2019; 

Kirkwood et al., 2017; Linnenluecke & McKnight, 

2017; Morrison et al., 2017; Prah & Sibiri, 2021; 

Žebrytė et al., 2019 

3. Theory of Entrepreneurial  

Opportunity  

Cheung, 2016; Gur et al., 2020; McMullen & Kier, 

2016; Vazirani & Bhattacharjee, 2022 

4. Entrepreneurial Bricolage Theory  

Cheung et al., 2019; Kwong et al., 2019; 

Langevang & Namatovu, 2019; Nelson & Lima, 

2020 

5. Conservation of Resources  

Theory  

 

Williams & Shepherd, 2016 

 



76 Journal of Knowledge Management Practice Vol. 26(2) 2026 

A Process Model of Entrepreneurial Crisis Management 

One way to understand a crisis is to view it as a series of phases or sequential events (Buchanan & 

Denyer, 2013; Doern, 2016). Buchanan and Denyer (2013) proposed six phases of crisis management. The 

phases include pre-crisis, events, crisis response management, investigation, organizational learning, and 

implementation. It also provides insights into which type of entrepreneurial action is suitable for specific 

phases of a crisis. In a study describing crisis management approaches, five strategies were presented: the 

escaping, solving, reactive, proactive, and interactive approaches (Sahin et al., 2015). Similarly, Spillan 

(2000) presented a process model for crisis management. The author divided crisis management into two 

models: reactive and proactive. Each model consists of pre- and post-crisis phases. This parsimonious 

model provides a clear representation of a crisis management approach without the overlapping 

characteristics observed by Sahin et al. (2015). By presenting two models of crisis management, Spillan’s 

(2000) study offers a better lens to decipher entrepreneurial actions during a crisis.  

 

Reactive Model of Crisis Management 

In the reactive model of crisis management, the emphasis is on pre-crisis planning and establishing 

procedures to ensure that sufficient resources and personnel are allocated to mitigate the situation 

(Vašíčková 2020). This model is appropriate when the crisis is an imminent and continuous threat, such as 

in a crisis management situation for people living near active volcanoes. In contrast, the reactive model of 

crisis management is mainly a crisis management approach in which the external threat is unexpected and 

unstructured. This crisis management model is suitable for crisis conditions such as pandemics and riots. 

This involves establishing a clear set of post-recovery procedures. Another important aspect of the reactive 

model is organizational learning, so that in the future, organizations can respond to crises more effectively 

(Spillan, 2000). This review of entrepreneurial action before, during, and after a crisis is based on two 

models of crisis management. This delineation provides a clearer picture of categorizing entrepreneurial 

actions related to crisis management. In addition, one objective was to better understand crisis management 

based on the type of crisis.  

Most research related to crisis and entrepreneurship focuses on issues concerning the post-crisis 

recovery process (Alonso-Dos-Santos and Llanos-Contreras, 2019; Berno, 2017; Boudreaux, 2007; 

Cameron et al., 2018; Dinger et al., 2020; Djip, 2014; Grube & Storr, 2018; Krasniqi & Mustafa, 2016; 

Llanos-Contreras et al., 2020; Morrish and Jones, 2020; Tobias and Boudreaux, 2011; Williams & Vorley, 

2017). By applying the reactive model of crisis management, this review highlights how entrepreneurial 

actions were deployed during a crisis. A group of studies examined the entrepreneurial qualities and 

characteristics that helped individuals cope with the crisis aftermath. It was found that entrepreneurs with 

self-efficacy qualities showed resilience during the recovery process (Alvaro et al., 2022). In a similar line 

of studies using the theory of planned behavior, it is posited that proactiveness, support reliance, and 

resourcefulness were antecedents to post-crisis activities (Bressan et al., 2021). Another study found that 

human capital in the form of work experience, education, and managerial capacities were reasons for 

variations in the performance of small businesses in a post-conflict situation (Krasniqi & Mustafa, 2016). 

The importance of entrepreneurial leadership qualities has been highlighted in post-conflict situations 

(Brauer, 2014). Resources such as socio-emotional wealth and emotional place attachment are crucial for 

building a resilient community post-crisis (Alonso-Dos-Santos & Llanos-Contreras, 2019; Cheung & 

Kwong, 2017).  

During a post-crisis situation, resources are an important factor; however, entrepreneurial action truly 

makes a difference and paves the way for building a new future. Vašíčková (2020) examined the different 

kinds of entrepreneurial actions taken during a post-crisis situation using a reactive model of crisis 

management framework. Furthermore, in the aftermath of a major crisis, entrepreneurial actions can play a 

crucial role in the well-being and coping process of the post-crisis situation. William and Vorley (2016) 

highlighted the role of entrepreneurs in creating social value through the establishment of new ventures as 

a post-disaster coping mechanism. Investing in the future and allocating resources contribute to positive 

functioning. In the case of the 2011 London riots, Doern (2016) applied resource conservation theory. He 
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stated that businesses protected essential resources by forming alliances with the police and other 

authorities.  

One of the key lessons of entrepreneurial action during the crisis recovery phase, regardless of the type 

of crisis, is the importance of building that social capital. This is evident from the study by Dai et al. (2021), 

who examined the spatial agglomeration of SMEs and their performance in an industry cluster. It was found 

that SMEs with strong ties to their hometown network and closer proximity to the supplier network 

exhibited better performance following a crisis. Thus, the key to resilience is building social capital 

(Dimitriadis 2021). In a crisis, it becomes even more important for entrepreneurs to become socially 

embedded. These ties to the local network become sources of resources, markets, and resilience. One study 

highlights the importance of tapping into the resources and knowledge of the local entrepreneurship 

ecosystem (Kuckertz et al., 2020). Moreover, a community’s social identity can change after a crisis. 

Therefore, it is crucial for entrepreneurs to integrate with the community to understand its social dynamics 

(Aldrich, 2018; Dinger et al., 2020). The issue of building social capital and social embeddedness was 

further critically examined by categorizing social capital into three distinct types: structural, relational, and 

cognitive (Lee et al., 2019). Structural social capital refers to the size and diversity of a network. Relational 

social capital pertains to social trust, reciprocity, and obligations. Cognitive social capital involves 

perceptual tools and actions in communication. Each of them was found to have a significant relationship 

with resource acquisition for entrepreneurs operating in deprived areas. Furthermore, some entrepreneurial 

actions adopted during the post-crisis phase include skill-building, advocacy, resource transformation, and 

digital transformation. (Dimitriadis, 2021; Langevang & Namatovu, 2019; Morrison et al., 2017; Mu~ Noz 

et al., 2020; Scheidgen et al., 2021). 

When the effects of a post-crisis are unknown, a major entrepreneurial action through effective 

decision-making is bricolage (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Sarasvathy, 2001). After a disaster, resources are 

scarce and depleted, and access is usually restricted. Under such circumstances, bricolage becomes a 

frequently enacted entrepreneurial behavior (Cheung et al., 2019; Kwong et al., 2019; Langevang & 

Namatovu, 2019; Nelson & Lima, 2020; Tsilika et al., 2020). Kwong et al. (2019) presented a case in their 

paper of displaced entrepreneurs who adopted the bricolage strategy to rebuild their lives in a post-conflict 

situation. In a new place, the challenges of being foreign and losing ties in the community, alongside 

financial concerns, were some of the most significant hindrances. To overcome the liability of foreignness 

in the host country, they leveraged their repertoire of skills, knowledge, and competencies before the crisis. 

They started a scaled-down version of the businesses they had operated before the crisis. This strategy was 

used to establish social embeddedness within the community. Later, they used this social network to 

transform their businesses. Entrepreneurs used a similar bricolage strategy to build businesses during 

wartime. When peace was restored, they exploited their learned capabilities to transform their businesses 

(Cheung, 2016). Similarly, during post-conflict periods, displaced people engage in bricolage to co-create 

social entrepreneurship initiatives that serve the displaced population (Cheung et al., 2019).  

When a threat is unexpected and affects the operation and distribution of goods and services, one of the 

classic entrepreneurial actions taken by entrepreneurs is to innovate their business models (Bivona & Cruz, 

2021). In the study by Bivona and Cruz (2021), a group of Swiss SMEs’ responses during the COVID-19 

situation were examined, and it was reported that SMEs initially responded by using readily available 

resources. Subsequently, they optimized production and responded to the short-term opportunities that 

arose because of COVID-19. Finally, they transformed readily available resources and mobilized distant 

resources. In another similar study, Alvaro et al. (2022) presented the case of lifestyle tourism 

entrepreneurs, who were among the most affected groups by the pandemic. One of the responses of these 

entrepreneurs was to implement non-pharmaceutical interventions that were integrated with local 

conditions.  

 

Proactive Model of Crisis Management 

The key aspect of the proactive model of crisis management is to assess vulnerabilities and establish an 

early warning system to systematically avert crises. In this case, emphasis is placed on pre-crisis preparation 

and management. One way to understand the enactment of resilience by entrepreneurs is highlighted in a 
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study by Herbane (2019). This study introduced a typology of four types of entrepreneurs based on the 

degree of formalization of crisis planning and management, the use of personal networks for organizational 

resilience, the proximity of the firm’s location in terms of suppliers and logistics, organizational learning 

from crisis events, and the perception of the firm’s ability to prevent crises. The four types are attentive 

interventionists, light planners, rooted strategists, and reliant neighbors. An attentive interventionist with a 

high level of formalization in pre-crisis planning and post-crisis recovery processes but less reliance on 

personal ties indicates the highest level of resiliency.  Muñoz et al. (2019), in their study, take us to the 

aftermath of a volcano eruption in Calbuco, Chile. This is one of the few studies that purposefully examines 

entrepreneurial crisis preparedness. Examining issues of crisis preparedness lays the foundation for post-

crisis recovery in the context of natural disasters. According to Muñoz et al. (2019), entrepreneurial 

preparedness consists of four distinct elements: anchored reflectiveness, situated experience, breakthrough, 

and reaching out. Anchored reflectiveness refers to the source of resourcefulness in the face of the volcano’s 

continuous threat. The source of resourcefulness is an emotional place identity. An emotional sense of 

belonging to a place triggers motivation for resourcefulness. Situated experience refers to the accumulated 

experiences and learning gained from living near a volcano and how it helps with crisis preparedness. 

Breaking through is the act of visualizing a positive future for a location. Finally, reaching out refers to 

building local ties to mitigate the crisis at hand.  

Entrepreneurial actions during crisis preparedness are characterized by building community resilience 

to future crises (Linnenluecke & McKnight, 2017; Morrison et al., 2017). Entrepreneurs are called upon to 

develop crisis preparedness and recovery strategies at the local level. Immediate and acute needs during 

and after a crisis require local communities to be resilient.  

 

AGENDA FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

After conducting an extensive review of crises and entrepreneurship, several observations and 

opportunities for future studies have emerged. This review categorized crises by their origin and focused 

only on crises originating from natural calamities, disasters, and pandemics. (Alvaro et al., 2022; Boudreaux 

et al., 2019; Giones et al., 2020; Linnenluecke & McKnight, 2017; Monllor & Murphy, 2017; Vazirani & 

Bhattacharjee, 2022). One area that researchers have generally paid less attention to is the severity of the 

crisis. Future studies should examine variations in entrepreneurial actions based on the severity of the crisis 

and the type of entrepreneurial response in terms of crisis preparedness and post-crisis recovery processes.  

Resourcefulness, or the ability to prepare for pre- or post-crisis situations, is a key factor in crisis 

mitigation (Lee et al., 2019; Williams and Shepherd, 2016). However, little is known about the factors that 

drive resourcefulness during crises. Do the demographic factors of the actors involved in the crisis play any 

role? This is one of the questions that future studies can address to better understand the factors leading to 

resourcefulness. Lee et al. (2019) examined the different types of social capital and their influence on 

resource acquisitions. Studies can be conducted to explore the role of beliefs and attitudes, such as self-

efficacy, in resource acquisition. In delicate situations such as crises, entrepreneurial action must be taken 

with compassion (Williams & Shepherd, 2018). The role of emotions in pre-crisis preparedness and post-

crisis activities presents another opportunity for future studies.  

Another related topic is bricolage in entrepreneurial action during crises. Studies have shown that 

bricolage is key to organizing, resource acquisition, and transformation (Cheung et al., 2019; Kwong et al., 

2019; Nelson & Lima, 2020). Most studies have used the theoretical framework of entrepreneurial 

recognition to identify opportunities through bricolage (Gur et al., 2020; McMullen & Kier, 2016; 

Scheidgen et al., 2021; Vazirani & Bhattacharjee, 2022). Research on the phenomenon of social bricolage 

can be further extended by utilizing the entrepreneurial theory of opportunity creation (Alvarez et al., 2010). 

The theory of entrepreneurial opportunity creation is a socially constructed concept; therefore, it can serve 

as a lens for analyzing bricolage practices in different contexts and situations.  

Organizational learning is a critical element of crisis management (Cheung, 2016; Haneberg, 2020). 

Further studies must examine the impact of organizational failure during non-economic crises to gain a 

better understanding of this issue. Studies have been conducted to understand crisis management during 
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product recalls and internal organizational crises. However, less attention has been paid to entrepreneurial 

crisis response failures during conflicts, natural calamities, and earthquakes. 

   

CONCLUSION 

 

The objective of this review paper is to examine the issues of crisis and entrepreneurship. The issue of 

the contested debate on the definition of a crisis was highlighted in the study. Although economic crises 

constitute an important topic in the study of crises and entrepreneurial action (Bougrine & Rochon, 2015; 

Castaño et al., 2016; Williams & Vorley, 2014, 2015), much has been written in various fields about 

economic crises. When COVID-19 became a pandemic, it disrupted our lives in an unexpected manner in 

terms of scale and severity. The need arose to examine crises of non-economic origin because of their 

centrality to the issue. Additionally, in recent years, studies related to crises, especially the COVID-19 

crisis, and entrepreneurship have increased in number. The aim was to categorize and analyze any 

commonalities in pre- and post-crisis management practices (Doern, 2016).  

The current review adopts a process-oriented view of crises. Examining a crisis as a series of sequential 

events helps highlight key entrepreneurial actions during pre-crisis planning and the post-crisis recovery 

process (Buchanan & Denyer, 2013; Vašíčková, 2020).  

To better illustrate entrepreneurial actions during a crisis, this study adopted the reactive and proactive 

models of crisis management (Spillan, 2000; Vašíčková, 2020). Most approaches to crisis management fall 

under the umbrella of the reactive model (Berno, 2017; Boudreaux, 2007; Grube & Storr, 2018; Llanos-

Contreras et al., 2020; Morrish & Jones, 2020; Tobias & Boudreaux, 2011; Williams & Vorley, 2017). In 

the first part of the review, the entrepreneurial characteristics, skills, and competencies that play an 

important role in engaging in post-crisis situations are examined. Entrepreneurial characteristics such as 

human capital, self-efficacy, proactiveness, resourcefulness, and reliability have been found to play 

important roles (Krasniqi & Mustafa, 2016; Lee et al., 2019; Williams and Shepherd, 2016).  

In the next series of studies, the role of social capital in building resilient communities was examined. 

Social embeddedness is a key entrepreneurial action crucial to the success of the post-crisis recovery 

process (Langevang & Namatovu, 2019; Nelson & Lima, 2020). These studies emphasize the importance 

of establishing local ties to acquire resources and rebuild lives after a crisis. Another entrepreneurial action 

during the post-crisis period is bricolage. The aftermath of a crisis often involves depleted resources and 

restricted access to them. Under such circumstances, bricolage is a commonly used entrepreneurial strategy 

across different types of crises. When combined, these entrepreneurial actions are crucial for building a 

resilient community.  

The proactive model of crisis management deals with threats that are imminent or continuous. Here, 

the focus lies in pre-crisis planning and assessing vulnerability to issuing early warnings. Studies indicate 

that a high level of formalization of procedures for pre-crisis management is crucial in mitigating crises. 

The source of resourcefulness during pre-crisis planning is related to emotional place identity (Herbane, 

2019; Muñoz et al., 2019). Finally, we listed a few prospects for future studies. Future research could 

explore entrepreneurial characteristics, such as emotion and self-efficacy, in the context of a crisis. The 

study also presented how an integrated theory of bricolage and entrepreneurship creation could provide a 

new perspective in the field of entrepreneurship during crises. Another area highlighted for future studies 

is related to entrepreneurial crisis response failure and its prospects for organisational learning. Therefore, 

by conducting this extensive review, we have successfully highlighted some key issues related to 

entrepreneurship and crises. 
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