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Abstract

Circular-born firms face resource constraints first, as they emphasize the use and

reuse of materials as an opposite to the linear production system of taking, mak-

ing, and disposing of resources, and second, due to systemic challenges like lack of

scale and information on resources. Given these challenges, entrepreneurs need to

find novel solutions for resource mobilization in the circular economy (CE). This study

aims to identify howentrepreneursmobilize resources to accomplish these challenges.

With qualitative, multiple-case study research in circular-born firms developing a CE

business model (CEBM), we identify four patterns of resource mobilization serving

different purposes in the development of a CEBM. While three patterns—resource

seeking, material bricolage, and ideational bricolage—are established concepts in

entrepreneurship, we identify and conceptualize a fourth unique pattern in the CE:

value-based bricolage. By conceptualizing the activity domains of value-based brico-

lage and examining the motivation and outcomes of each pattern in designing CEBMs,

we provide new insights into how solutions to challenges concerning the use of

resources in the CE enable circularity.

KEYWORDS
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1 INTRODUCTION

The circular economy (CE) describes a cyclic system of closed loops in industrial ecosystems, turning goods at the end of their lifecycles into

resources for other products or services, aiming to minimize waste with system-level change. However, most companies stick to the linear pro-

duction system of taking, making, and disposing of resources (Lüdeke-Freund et al., 2018). While established firms struggle with implementing

truly circular products for various reasons like supply limitations or inferior quality of secondary resources (Corvellec et al., 2022), entrepreneurs

increasingly found new ventures to address circularity (Suchek et al., 2022), resulting in the development of CE business models (CEBMs). How-

ever, entrepreneurs in the CE face distinct challenges regarding resource constraints stemming from two separate but interacting mechanisms:

First, material constraints are emphasized by the self-imposed circularity values and principles that guide the use and interpretation of materi-

als (Kolpinski et al., 2022). Second, entrepreneurs lack resource information on residuals that stem from other industries and also face a lack of

scale (Patala et al., 2022; Suchek et al., 2022), that is, there is a lack of established and continuous supply chains that meet the entrepreneur’s

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided

the original work is properly cited.

© 2023 The Authors. Journal of Industrial Ecology published byWiley Periodicals LLC on behalf of International Society for Industrial Ecology.

1476 wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/jiec Journal of Industrial Ecology 2023;27:1476–1487.

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4408-1768
mailto:spieth@uni-kassel.de
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/jiec
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Fjiec.13431&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-08-11


KLEIN ET AL. 1477

requirements (Johansson & Krook, 2021). While the first challenge arises from internal circularity values, the latter stems from external environ-

mental contingencies, representing a systemic challenge (Patala et al., 2022). Hence, CE represents a distinct entrepreneurial setting of designing a

viable business that hampers traditional ways of resourcemobilization (i.e., acquisition of standard resources).

Mobilization of resources, that is, the processes of resource assembly for opportunity execution (Clough et al., 2019), represents a decisive

strategic activity to design viable, innovative CEBMs (Susur & Engwall, 2022). Prior research largely neglected how to deal with challenges in

circular-born firms (Corvellec et al., 2022), mainly focusing on established firms (Suchek et al., 2022). Therefore, exploring how entrepreneurs in

circular-born firms approach resourcemobilization represents a blind spot in past research but is essential for understanding howdifferent CEBMs

evolve andhowentrepreneurs implement circularity (Lüdeke-Freund et al., 2018; Susur&Engwall, 2022). Given these challenges in this special con-

text of resource mobilization, we seek to answer the following research question: How do CE entrepreneurs mobilize resources for encountering

self-imposed and systemic resource challenges?

With the findings from themultiple-case study in 25 circular-born firms, we contribute substantially to understanding how entrepreneursmobi-

lize resources in theCE. The analysis resulted in a novel conceptualization of bricolage thatwe introduce as value-based bricolage that entrepreneurs

mainly use by reinterpreting resources and giving new meaning to secondary resources (i.e., residuals) to overcome systemic and self-imposed

resource constraints. Value-basedbricolageenablesworkable solutions for designing aCEBM.Wedirectly contribute to the statementbySusur and

Engwall (2022) that resourcemobilization represents amechanism for circular businessmodel innovation by specifying concrete activities of value-

based bricolage.We also identified other patterns of resourcemobilization: material bricolage, resource seeking, and ideational bricolage resulting

in a framework of resource mobilization in the CE, which offers explanations for how circular-born firms find solutions to self-imposed resource

constraints, shifting attention to trade-offs and constraints in CE, as requested by Corvellec et al. (2022). The findings regarding entrepreneurial

resourcemobilization in theCE complement research regarding enabling factors of circularity from an ecosystemor incumbent perspective (Patala

et al., 2022; Salmi & Kaipia, 2022). Consequently, we contribute to understanding how CE can be an “actual solution to actual problems” Corvellec

et al. (2022, p. 429).

2 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Resource mobilization in the circular economy

To exploit opportunities through entrepreneurial activities, entrepreneurs need to mobilize resources—“the processes by which entrepreneurs

assemble the resources used to execute on an opportunity” (Clough et al., 2019, p. 240), while Susur and Engwall (2022) suggest resource mobi-

lization as an important mechanism for circular innovation. Patala et al. (2022) identified several specific challenges associated with resources

in the CE: mutual lack of resource information, lack of scale, and disconnected governance of residuals. These challenges are more prevalent in

entrepreneurial settings, as incumbents possess information on the resources and residuals they use and are also the owners of residuals, resulting

in control over resources (Patala et al., 2022; Salmi & Kaipia, 2022). Incumbents striving for circularity also possess the human, financial, andmate-

rial resources needed, whereas circular-born firms often lack the time and experience for external investments from governments and investors

(Kolpinski et al., 2022). Furthermore, most studies concentrate on established firms transforming their business for CE, while there is still much

research needed to understand circular-born firms (Suchek et al., 2022) and how circular-born firmsmobilize resources.

Our literature review reveals that entrepreneurial resource mobilization can be achieved through different resource mobilization behaviors. At

the same time, the concept of bricolage is useful in resource-scarce settings, as indicated by prior research (Reypens et al., 2021). Bricolage is an

experiential, not predictive approach leading to new uses for and novel combinations of existing resources (Busch & Barkema, 2021). Bricolage can

be defined as “making do by applying combinations of the resources at hand” (Baker &Nelson, 2005, p. 333), and involves using resources in a novel

way, enabling new sources of valuewith novel combinations for problem solving (Welter et al., 2016). Another feature of bricoleurs represents their

refusal to be constrained by resource limitations and rules on how to use these resources (Reypens et al., 2021). Thus, bricolage is directly related to

the reuseof resources that have little or novalue toothers (Senyardet al., 2014),which is inherently intertwinedwith the core values in theCE. From

its initial definition of bricolage, Lévi-Strauss (1967) describes two types: ideational andmaterial. While ideational bricolage describes a process of

recombining “elements of oldermyths to create newmyths serving new functions” (Baker, 2007, p. 697), ideational bricolageoften serves to develop

innovative strategies in munificent entrepreneurial settings (Senyard et al., 2014). Conversely, material bricolage emphasizes the recombination of

resources at hand for opportunity exploitation (Baker & Nelson, 2005). Bricolage is often applied in the early stages of ventures, but difficult to

scale, as it might constrain the growth of ventures (Busch & Barkema, 2021). It has been studied in diverse contexts like social businesses (Desa

& Basu, 2013), family businesses, and high-tech ventures, which “hints at the potential for broader application of this concept in future research”

(Clough et al., 2019, p. 256).

However, although being a practical approach to overcoming resource constraints, bricolage may not be helpful in some situations as it may

result in second-best solutions (Shepherd et al., 2020). Entrepreneurs might also seek to “acquire standard resources” (Baker & Nelson, 2005,
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p. 353), which is known as resource-seeking behavior (Reypens et al., 2021). Thus, resource-seeking behavior describes a “traditional” approach

tomobilizing resources and aims at finding standard resources for its intended purpose, contrasting the focus of bricolage (Baker &Nelson, 2005).

Our literature review highlights that CE entrepreneurs face several distinct challenges associated with resource flows that stem from both—

values and principles in the CE and systemic challenges (Patala et al., 2022; Vermunt et al., 2019), requiring entrepreneurs to engage in resource

mobilization beyond the goal-directed acquisition of standard resources. For the practical implementation of circularity values and principles,

entrepreneurs need to design viable CEBMs, representing how firms create, capture, and deliver value in the CE (Lüdeke-Freund et al., 2018).

Although researchers lately engaged in identifying barriers and enablers of CEBMs, ranging from internal capabilities (Kolpinski et al., 2022), to

administrative and governmental barriers (Suchek et al., 2022), studies regarding how entrepreneurs mobilize resources remain scarce (for an

overview, see Appendix Table A.1).

3 METHOD

3.1 Research design and sample

For exploring the research question, we used a qualitative research approach with a multiple-case study analysis, investigating entrepreneurs (in

Schumpeter’s senseofdestroying theold structure [linearproduction] to create anewone) and their venturesdeveloping theirCEBMs fromscratch.

We chose circular-born firms that aim to deliver circular value propositions by exploring CE opportunities from their foundation (Suchek et al.,

2022), as circular-born ventures face unique challenges associated with the lack of resource information, lack of scale, and self-imposed idealistic

restrictions (Suchek et al., 2022). This is less of a challenge for incumbentswith broader access to andownership of resources (Salmi&Kaipia, 2022).

For instance, incumbents like H&Mpossess information on their resources and do not restrict their use for ideological reasons. Therefore, we use a

theoretical sample servingmulti-case theory building (Eisenhardt, 1989; Glaser, 2017).

Consequently, identifying the phenomenon of interest, that is, resource mobilization approaches in the CE, guided the sampling approach. We

screened several websites to build an initial list of German CE firms, resulting in a total of 180. We checked the list for specific criteria to identify

the phenomenon of interest (Patton, 1990): entrepreneurs needed to operate in the CE from the beginning of foundation, provide evidence for

lack of established resource flows (identified in secondary data), and have a viable CEBM indicating successful resource mobilization. This strategy

resulted in a final sample of 25 firms, described in Table C.1 (Appendix).

3.2 Data collection

We collected 32 semi-structured interviewswith entrepreneurs and executives in the CE. All interviewswere recorded and transcribed and lasted,

on average, 45 min. We used a semi-structured interview guide consisting of open questions related to specific events, decisions, and actions to

gather open-ended narratives on the role resource play in their CEBM (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). Theoretical saturation occurred when we

identified how entrepreneurs approach trade-off decisions concerning resource constraints. For analyzing the CEBMs, we collected rich archival

data comprising BM descriptions, news media articles, social media channels, blogs, and website documents in 148 pages. We used this data to

verify CEBMs and the possibility of established supply chains.

3.3 Analysis

The process of analyzing consisted of several iterations between data sources, prior research, and emerging concepts (Eisenhardt & Graebner,

2007). Triangulating data enabled writing detailed case descriptions to familiarize ourselves with each case (Eisenhardt, 1989) and further under-

stand theCEBMsand resource flowsof the firms.Webeganwith inductive coding, using in vivo codes that build first-order codes (Miles et al., 2014).

Based on these inductively derived codes, similarly to Reypens et al. (2021), we developed a coding scheme for values, bricolage, and resource seek-

ing, as described in Tables 1 and 2. For the further cross-case analysis (Eisenhardt, 1989), we compared patterns of valuesweaving into strategy and

patterns of resource mobilization by comparing firms with different extents of values (low, moderate, and high) based on the number of codes for

each value category (for a detailed explanation please see Table A.2) with associated resourcemobilization approaches.

4 FINDINGS

The interview and secondary data analysis reveal that all firms engaged in resource mobilization behavior, while circularity values weave into

these processes to different degrees. We found circularity values to weave into decisions at the operational level, whereas in some cases, values
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TABLE 1 Coding scheme for resourcemobilization behaviors.

Construct Textual indicators Representative quote

A text segment is coded as evidential for bricolage when at least one of the following conditions is met:

Bricolage Entrepreneursmaking do.

The entrepreneurs use their own or already existing

resources to be able to act or find a way to deal with

a problem (Baker &Nelson, 2005; Ott et al., 2017).

“Especially the university and the institute don’t have any, just don’t have

the need to be involved any further. They really only do it because they

want to support us.We can just use all that.We can use their materials.

They also buy us chemicals and they don’t want anything in return.”

(Firm B)

Entrepreneurs useminimal resources (Ott et al., 2017). “because of the situation right now financially and so on, um, of course,

because of what’s going on right now. So everything that is possible

right now, I try to do. For example, I even tore down thewarehouse

where the T-shirts were [. . . ] in order to lower just first my fixed costs as

far as possible. To go into hibernation, so to speak.” (FirmN)

Entrepreneurs use resources previously undervalued

or underused but readily available resources (Busch

& Barkema, 2021; Lévi-Strauss, 1967) and use the

resources in a waywhich was not originally intended

for.

“But we also see, for example, that this has alsomet us, that this topic of

ghost nets is somehow a big one for us and nowwe are in the process of

doing a project together with NGOA on the topic of ghost nets, where

we actually collect ghost nets on the high seas, so that also exists.”

(Firm R)

Entrepreneurs disregard the limitations of commonly

accepted definitions of practices, material inputs,

and standards (Lévi-Strauss, 1967) andmake plans

and do something to overcome those limitations

(Di Domenico et al., 2010).

“. . . and then try it first. Okay, what is the result if we simply transfer the

process that we are currently using to this, to this rawmaterial? And

thenwewill see accordingly: Okay, how is that?What is the result?”

(Firm B)

A text segment is coded as evidential for resource seeking when at least one of the following conditions is met:

Resource seeking Entrepreneurs focus on goal-directed acquisitions of

resources to planned applications which fit the

requirements (Busch & Barkema, 2021; Desa & Basu,

2013).

“So in our case it was just that wewanted to acquire these recycling

systems ourselves, and then to really go specifically to companies and

ask, ’Hey, okay, look, howmuch do you actually pay for your garbage

collection? I’ll make it five percent, ten percent cheaper for you.’

Accordingly, I would even get money for the actual rawmaterial.”

(FirmN)

Entrepreneurs take opportunities without regard to

the resources they currently control they acquire

new resources (Baker &Nelson, 2005).

“Rawmaterials play amajor role. That’s whywe also plan to invest part of

our profits in land or in areas, so that we can sustainably generate our

own supply of rawmaterials and become independent” (FirmA)

Coding approach:

Inspired by Reypens et al. (2021), we developed a coding scheme for bricolage and resource-seeking behavior for analyzing the use of different resource

mobilization behaviors.We aggregated the codes from the initial in vivo coding to codes for bricolage and resource seeking, which we developed

based on prior categorizations (Baker &Nelson, 2005; Reypens et al., 2021) and the initial coding categories. The codes have been discussed in the

research team (between two authors) and negotiated.

weave into more strategic decisions. The cross-case analysis allows us to derive patterns of resource mobilization behavior and circularity values

(Eisenhardt, 2021). We synthesized each pattern’s distinct motivation and outcome. We found four patterns of resource mobilization behavior,

which we term in line with prior research resource seeking (Busch & Barkema, 2021), material bricolage (Welter et al., 2016), and ideational

bricolage (Lévi-Strauss, 1967) and outline these patterns, motivation, and outcomes in the context of CE. Proof quotes for the coding schemes

are presented in Table 1 regarding resource mobilization, Table 2 regarding circularity values, and Table 3 regarding the purposes of the resource

mobilization patterns. However, we also found a novel pattern outlined below, which we conceptualize as value-based bricolage. The patterns do

not occur in isolation but can be combined, although our coding scheme and the categorization into low and high levels of value-embedding and

resourcemobilization behavior allowed us to subdivide four patterns (Figure 1).

Wewill outline thepatterns in the following.Wewill briefly present the concepts of resource seeking,material bricolage, and ideational bricolage

while presenting value-based bricolage and its implications in more depth.

4.1 Resource-seeking, material bricolage, and ideational bricolage patterns

The first patternof resource seekingwe identified emphasizes the goal-directed acquisitionof standard resources for their intendedpurpose inwhich

resources are not used in novel ways. It is motivated by a lack of necessary resources for running the business, characteristic of entrepreneurial
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TABLE 2 Coding scheme for value categories.

Value category Textual indicators Representative quote

V3: Defined ideas of what is desirable
(ideology) (high influence on CEBM
design (81mentions)

Sustainable values are formulated as core

conceptions of the desirable way of doing

business following sustainable or circular

thoughts (Rindova &Martins, 2018).

“Ourmainmission is that wewant to sell sustainable

products to reducewaste. And this idea that

you&that this is important, that you do something

like this, that you do something for the environment

or at all about&dealing with the fact that there is the

problem: climate change.” (FirmD)

V2: Values influence selection of modes
of action, means and goals (medium
influence on CEBM design)
(83mentions)

Sustainable values influence strategic choices of

modes of action, means, and goals (Ott et al.,

2017; Rindova &Martins, 2018).

“The special thing about the concept is that I work

exclusively with sustainable and ecological materials

and recyclates that come exclusively from Europe,

although the cotton does not grow in Europe, but of

course in the warmer regions”.

“But there I just also pay attention to ecologically

produced goods. Thewhole thing is produced in

Germany.” (Firm F)

V1: Criticism of linear economy and
politics (low influence on CEBM)
(67mentions)

Sustainable values are deeply held and have

powerful impacts on cognition. Sustainable

values constitute cognitive resources with

pervasive effects on attention and

interpretation (Rindova &Martins, 2018).

“Of course, you can now also shred textiles, so to speak,

and thenmake new fibers out of them somehow. The

big companies are also advertising this.With their

great, sustainable campaigns, that youmake

something out of old things again and so. But it’s also

kind of questionable when you hear that H&M is

burning their collections because there’s somuch

overproduction or something. So that’s more

greenwashing than anything else, I think.” (FirmQ)

Coding approach:

We developed a coding scheme similar to the approach of coding resourcemobilization behaviors. The evolved coding scheme captures how values

concern specific strategic decisions in the strategy formation and CEBMdesign of the firm. As presented above, the codes comprise text segments

criticizing politics, customer behavior, and society in general regarding consumption and linear production with no reference to business practices or

activities, values influencing specific single firm activities like product development, and text segments reflecting the overall mission of each firm

affecting the whole CEBMdesign.

settings. Intended purposes are, for example, for growing the business, mainly considering financial resource acquisition approaches

(e.g., crowdfunding).

“Of course, I am still looking for investors. (. . . ) Accordingly, (. . . ) I can also say quite clearly that the financial resources are simply lacking for

further expansion”. (FirmN)

In this pattern, circularity values did not influence resource mobilization beyond providing financial prerequisites for entrepreneurial activities

and producing circular products.

Most cases that mentioned material bricolage engaged in upcycling resources and used them for product design and development. Thus,

discarded resources representing waste for other companies are used at no or low costs. Material bricolage in our study focuses on product devel-

opment by using and recombining resources (personal skills, knowledge, and network) at hand for designing and producing circular products, as the

example from firm F shows:

“I am an apparel engineer. I also worked in the apparel industry for a long time and did all the product development, etc. myself.” (Firm F)

Material bricolage ismainlymotivatedbya lackofhuman (knowledge, skill) resources required forproductdevelopment.Both—resource seeking

andmaterial bricolage—help to overcome resource constraints, but their outcomes are instead targeted at the operational level.

Conversely, we found the pattern of ideational bricolage in the form of questioning activities in the linear economy to develop a mission empha-

sizing circularity in all strategic activities (driven by idealistic values, see categoryV3 in Table 2). In this pattern, entrepreneurs did not use ideational

bricolage to solve resource challenges but to create newmyths about the firm’s mission, creating an organizational identity.

“Sustainability is important tome personally. (. . . ) And for me, that doesn’t stop with food but also transfers to clothing and tomy own lifestyle,

and that’s why it was always important to me personally that the business model is also like that.” (Firm P)

In our examples, ideational bricolage ismotivated by the failure of the linear economy and creates themission andmindsetwithin the firm,which

subsequently can triple down to other strategic and operational activities. Thus, instead of focusing on using specific resources, ideational bricolage
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TABLE 3 Proof quotes for resourcemobilization patterns.

Pattern Purpose of resourcemobilization Representative quotes

Resource seeking Acquisition of standard resources for

improving products/services

“So, with semiconductors, I’m looking at it a bit right now, because there are organic

semiconductors. And that would actually enable us, through this electronic support

that youwould actually have or could (. . . ) support themovement, for people who

have amuscle weakness, genetic or disease-related and so on. So it also goes a bit

into themedical field, but there is still a lot of research to be done.” (Startup N)

Acquisition of standard resources for

enhancing production

“Of course, I am still looking for investors. (. . . ) Accordingly, I’m keeping the company

going for the time being because, as I said, I can also say quite clearly that the

financial resources are simply lacking for further expansion.” (Startup N)

Acquisition of standard resources for

initiating production

“The crowdfunding campaign was then finally about getting a first small production on

its feet or is it still about getting the first small production on its feet, which is now

also going very well.” (Startup F)

Material bricolage Use of existing networks for product

development

“My research for manufacturing plants (. . . ) I have to be honest and say that I don’t yet

know exactly how best to research this. But one point was that I’m now just reviving

my old contacts from the textile world via social media. And from this, perhaps

something else will arise again. And that is now the point of how I proceed.”

(Startup H)

Use of resources at hand for product

development

“Andwe also have the bow ties&Well, these are the kind you knowwhen you’re

wearing a suit, for example. One of the seamstresses from [Startup D] came upwith

the idea at a Christmas party, who just wanted tomake something chic for the

Christmas party and took cuttings from the airbags and sewed bow ties from them.”

(Startup D)

Adaption of skills and knowledge from

other industries (use of resources at

hand) for product development

“I am an apparel engineer. I also worked in the apparel industry for a long time and did

all the product development, etc. myself. Basically, I do everything in this company

myself.” (Startup F)

Ideational

bricolage

Establishing a collective sustainability

mindset

“We’ll have to see whether [. . . ] investors will also join in, or whether they will perhaps

only catch up at some point. But we are completely driven by our sustainable

mindset.We are problem solvers, do-gooders, whatever youwant to call it.”

“We are very, very idealistically driven and absolutely not economically.”(Startup B)

Building beliefs on the CE business model

design

“Sustainability is important tome personally. I’ve been vegan for, God, seven years or

so in themeantime or six years and for me that goes hand in hand. (. . . ) And for me

that doesn’t stop with food, but also transfers to clothing and tomy own lifestyle,

and that’s why it was always important tome personally that the business model is

also like that.” (Startup P)

Circularity principles guiding

organizational identity

“The second core principle of ours: Huge quantities, high quality, low prices. And of

course, many people in the industry don’t like that. So we’re totally disruptive,

because we say that only when prices are low can farmers afford our substrate, or

plastics processors, and so on. If you talk to the industrial companies, they all say: “Of

course wewant to savemankind. But it must not cost more than before.” (Startup A)

supports the creation of “organizational uniqueness stories” (Baker, 2007), which is supported by the data in our cases. Table 3 displays proof quotes

for the patterns.

4.2 Value-based bricolage

Value-basedbricolagebuilds on a strategic level and is associatedwith findingworkable solutions to self-imposedand systemic resource constraints

(driven by a combination of value categories V2 andV3, Table 2). In contrast, ideational bricolage emphasizes building an overall mission. In contrast

to material bricolage, value-based bricolage is motivated by overcoming the challenges of resource constraints created by self-imposed ideational

values and systemic challenges. Value-based bricolage aims at finding novel solutions with resources at hand. It leads to solutions in trade-offs

between linear and CE thinking and is directly associated with value creation for circularity. Furthermore, shared (circularity) values represent a

resource being recombined with principles from other logics (commercial) to construct new meanings for resources. We found value-based brico-

lage to span around four activity domains, presented in the following. These activity domains are likely to occur in parallel but can also occur in

isolation.
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F IGURE 1 Patterns of resourcemobilization behavior.

4.2.1 Making do with the right resources and using resources at hand

First, value-based bricolage is goal directed. Although prior conceptualizations describe the goal-directed use or acquisition of resources as a cor-

nerstone of resource-seeking behavior (Busch & Barkema, 2021), value-based bricolage differs from both.Whereas resource seeking is directed at

using standard resources for their intended purpose, value-based bricolage concerns making do with resources at hand that are “right” consider-

ing circularity values. In this sense, resources must align with circular values and fulfill specific criteria. This aspect is vital to distinguish between

material and value-based bricolage, as the former does not restrict the “making do” of resources. Therefore, value-based bricolage emphasizes

goal-directed resource use—that is, serving the goal of circular value creation—without acquiring or using standard primary resources. FirmA offers

an example on its website (“Our solidarity-based approach means openness to all comrades-in-arms in the fight against climate escalation. To this

end, we use old knowledge, combine it with our own experience and bring it into a new, industrial context”). Thus, bricolage activities are guided

by ideational values and requirements for resource use that can result in novelty. Firm D (emphasizing on their website fair production in Europe

and upcycling of waste) which incorporates circularity values into their strategy, the founder explains how the circularity principles enabled them

to create further value despite the initial product (i.e., backpacksmade fromwaste) by relying on resources at hand (from customers):

“And we have also introduced a recycling system within our products, so that we take back backpacks that are no longer covered by the

warranty and that are no longer appealing. (. . . ) So we have also introduced a new circular economy.” (FirmD)

This statement meaningfully exemplifies the outcome of value-based bricolage, as it encounters the systemic challenges in the CE (established

supply chains, scalability, and lackof informationon secondary resources) under considerationof circularity values.Ultimately, the interplay enables

an innovative solution to solve systemic challenges in the CE. Furthermore, value-based bricoleurs also acknowledge the advantages of making do

with resources at hand determined by circularity values:

“That is perhaps the great advantage of upcycling and locally made, because . . . well I have none, almost no investment. The material is

practically free. So I don’t have to buy it.” (Firm J)

Moreover, despite material input provided at low or no costs, value-based bricolage emphasizes using existing networks and partners to create

solutions. Consequently, value-based bricolage also spans the activity domain of using resources at hand. However, as for the resources, network
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partnersmust also fulfill certain criteria, share values, and/or jointly contribute to value creation. Despite circularity values being a source of oppor-

tunities and being vital for collaboration with network partners, the circularity values can be an approach to overcoming systemic challenges of

scale, as the founder of firm Jmentions:

“I keep getting new calls and new requests. And I have so many ties. So (. . . ), I don’t know if I’ll ever be able to handle all the resources that I

have” (Firm J)

Also, other cases report receiving resources from customers for free, while this aspect also underlines the lack of a continuous supply chain.

Another example of value-based bricolage can be found in the case of firm A, which struggled to finance the cost-intensive manufacturing plants

for their pyrolytic carbonization technology to produce biocarbon. After relying on resource-seeking behavior at the beginning, that is, the search

for investors (“Wewanted to have investors in”—Co-founder firm A), firm A did not find new investors for further production plants. However, firm

A developed a novel approach to overcome the resource constraints that center around giving a resource newmeaning by relying on sustainability

values. In detail, despite producing biocarbon that can be used as a raw material for other products, firm A came up with a recombination of circu-

larity values and economic logic to finance new production plants by certifying CO2 sinks in the future and selling CO2 certificates to firms. In this

approach, values of circularity and sustainability became a resource to recombine with elements from commercial logic to create solutions.

Hence, value-based bricolage emphasizes making do with resources that might not result in economically optimal solutions. In contrast, value-

based bricolage supports finding solutions that need to be aligned with circularity values. Consequently, circular values shared with stakeholders

like suppliers, networks, and customers represent an essential activity domain of value-based bricolage, as like-minded stakeholders actively

support value creation with resources at no cost. This alsomakes resource-seeking behavior at some point obsolete.

4.2.2 Giving new meaning to undervalued resources

Another important activity domain of value-based bricolage is to give new meaning to resources, which comes along with using undervalued or

discarded resources and results from entrepreneurs’ interpretation of resources. This approach mostly spans another activity domain of value-

based bricolage: using resources at hand to give new meaning. However, giving new meaning to resources rests on the values and assumptions of

circularity shared by various stakeholders, as the value offered by the firms is partially enabled by the fact that these resources are discarded by

others:

“So the added value is, of course, that we use, let’s say, product that actually can no longer be used. These car tire soles.” (Firm K)

In consequence, the benefit of using discarded resources needs to be transparently communicated. It especially needs to be perceived as a ben-

efit by stakeholders, that is, values and interpretations of resources need to be shared across various stakeholders to represent a comparison to

the competition by the linear economy. Hence, values determine a prerequisite for value-based bricolage, as discarded resources have no or low

value in the linear economy per definition. Consequently, an important difference between material and value-based bricolage is that value-based

bricolage enables solving systemic resource challenges by relying on circularity values. Beyond giving discarded resources a new meaning, the

example of cases in our sample shows that the value proposition centers around the broader contribution to society. Specifically, “giving a new

meaning” to resources needs to be appreciated by customers, meaning that customers need to share circularity values and resource interpretation

to understand the value contribution.

4.2.3 Refusal to be constrained by limitations of the linear economy

The quotes above also indicate a fourth aspect of value-based bricolage: the refusal to be constrained by the limitations of the linear economy.

However, in contrast tomaterial bricolage, value-based bricolage is used not only to overcome systemic restrictions of resource scarcity but also to

overcome restrictions by norms. Refusing to be constrained by the assumptions and principles of the linear economy is intertwined with the other

activity domains based on the entrepreneurs’ interpretation of resources.Moreover, refusing to be limited by assumptions of the value of resources

in the linear economy can be described as a vital asset for value creation (“revolution”):

“To fight the climate crisis, it is necessary to fuse nature, technology and science. [Firm Z] is the result of this sum. Together, we are starting a

sustainable revolution in the textile industry.” (Firm Z, corporate document)

In sum, value-based bricolage spans four activity domains associated with circularity values (Table 4). However, value-based bricolage differs

frommaterial and ideational bricolage regarding the underlyingmotivation and outcomes. Consequently, value-based bricolage results inworkable
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TABLE 4 Concepts of bricolage and value-based bricolage.

Bricolage Value-based bricolage

Motivation Resource scarcity Interplay between values of sustainable/social value

creation and systemic resource challenges

Activity domains 1. Making dowith what is available (Baker, 2007) 1. Making dowith “right” resources that are alignedwith

values, fulfilling criteria based on circularity principles

2. Use of undervalued resources and recombination of

resources in novel ways (Baker &Nelson, 2005)

2. Use of resources “at hand”

3. Use of resources “at hand” (Baker &Nelson, 2005) 3. Giving newmeaning to undervalued resources

4. Refusal to be constrained by limitations of resource

scarcity (Di Domenico et al., 2010)

4. Refusal to be constrained by limitations of linear

economy and conventional resource use

Outcomes Finding workable, but imperfect approaches to

opportunities and problems (Baker, 2007)

Finding workable approaches that are alignedwith values

for social value creation

solutions that can fulfill the requirements based on circularity and not economic criteria. In contrast to material bricolage, value-based bricolage

does not favor second-best solutions regarding value alignment. Moreover, value-based bricolage relies on networks, customers, and other stake-

holders that share values, meaning that value-based bricolage emphasizes an ecosystem (systemic) perspective within the CE. Table 4 contrasts

bricolage and value-based bricolage to highlight its conceptualization and difference from the bricolage concept in the linear economy.

Figure 1 presents the resulting framework of entrepreneurial resource mobilization in the CE based on two dimensions: the use of bricolage

for resource mobilization and the extent (circularity) of values weaved into these patterns. This allows us to distinguish between the behav-

iors regarding the motivation and intended outcomes affecting operational and strategic levels. While material bricolage mainly affects product

development and improvements, ideational bricolage builds the firm’smission. The framework also offers the assignment of the circular-born firms

to the predominant use of these patterns. In sum, the analysis indicates that value-based bricolage ismotivated by and helps to overcome the inter-

play between systemic resource challenges (e.g., lack of scale) and self-imposed restrictions (based on circularity principles), resulting in approaches

that influence the CEBMdesign.

5 DISCUSSION

In our analysis of how circular-born firms mobilize resources in a self-imposed resource-constrained context, we find that entrepreneurs may

employ four different patterns of resource mobilization behavior. We identified three of these patterns—resource seeking, material bricolage,

and ideational bricolage—that have been conceptualized and investigated in prior research in conventional commercial organizations in the lin-

ear economy (Reypens et al., 2021). We confirm prior literature that identified different purposes of these resource mobilization behaviors in

resource-scarce environments (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Di Domenico et al., 2010; Reypens et al., 2021). However, we contextualized the motiva-

tion and outcomes of these behaviors andmapped them to the challenges in the CE. Furthermore, we identified a fourth pattern, which does not fit

established concepts. This pattern stems from entrepreneurial reinterpretations of resources based on circularity values to encounter (systemic)

resource challenges in the CE, whichwe conceptualize as value-based bricolage.We used the original definition and elements of bricolage (Baker &

Nelson, 2005; Di Domenico et al., 2010) and adapted these according to the analysis of the empirical findings in the CE context. Finally, we define

value-based bricolage as the process through which entrepreneurs and/or executives use shared values of various stakeholders to recombine resources at

hand as a means for finding solutions to opportunities and organizational problems to create social and/or sustainable value. It spans four specific activity

domains derived from the empirical findings: the “making do” of entrepreneurs and executives with the “right” resources (1) that need to comply

with circularity values to find solutions for social value creation by giving new meaning to discarded resources according to linear economy prin-

ciples (2). Thereby, value-based bricoleurs use resources at hand that comply with circularity values (3), refusing to accept limitations that arise

from norms and principles in the linear economy (4). For these activity domains, we used the terms andwording from the original bricolage concept

(Baker &Nelson, 2005), but conceptualized these within the context of CE based on our empirical findings.

By employing a BM perspective (Lüdeke-Freund et al., 2018), we found that the behaviors are differently motivated (i.e., what is the problem

addressed) and result in different outcomes regarding the CEBM. Material bricolage and resource-seeking behavior are predominantly used for

operational activities like product development, supporting the effective operational execution of the CEBM’s activities. Ideational bricolage and

value-based bricolage address strategic challenges (creating amission, lack of scale resources, and self-imposed restrictions) in the CE (Patala et al.,

2022; Vermunt et al., 2019). Value-based bricolage enables entrepreneurs to find solutions for exploiting opportunities, supporting the design and

development of a CEBM. Moreover, the findings indicate that ideational bricolage builds the venture’s identity and mission, while value-based

bricolage addresses the interplay of self-imposed resource constraints and systemic resource challenges that influence thedevelopment of aCEBM.
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5.1 Theoretical implications

The findings offer novel insights and contribute to extant research in two major realms: solutions for systemic challenges in entrepreneurial

resourcemobilization in the CE and bricolage in entrepreneurial settings.

First, we extend research regarding CE by showing positive approaches that help to accomplish possible trade-offs between resource avail-

ability and circularity values instead of making one-sided assumptions of a win–win–win solution in the CE (Corvellec et al., 2022). However,

the CE faces several systemic challenges (Patala et al., 2022), causing incumbent firms to struggle to transform their BMs into CEBMs. There-

fore, much prior research investigated systemic approaches and strategies for incumbents to promote a transformation to a CE, advocating an

ecosystem perspective (Kanda et al., 2021; Patala et al., 2022). As circular-born firms represent an essential part of CE ecosystems contribut-

ing with innovative CEBMs (Kolpinski et al., 2022), we complement this research stream first with an individual, entrepreneurial perspective

of solving resource challenges. Second, we directly respond to recent calls from Suchek et al. (2022) to investigate how circular-born firms

overcome challenges in the CE. With our research focus, we also complement recent suggestions of resource mobilization as a mechanism

for circular business model innovation (Susur & Engwall, 2022). Thus, we support and extend this assumption with concrete activities for the

transition to CEBMs that also offer practical implications for established firms seeking to transform their business model (Susur & Engwall,

2022).

From the analysis, we can confirm prior research that identified financial (Vermunt et al., 2019) and technological barriers (Kolpinski et al., 2022)

in the implementationofCE.Weextend researchon thebarriers todesigningCEBMsby suggesting concrete approaches actually toovercome these

barriers (Vermunt et al., 2019). Specifically, we extend research that identified internal enablers of developing CEBMs. For instance, the resource

mobilization patterns can act as internal capabilities supporting CEBM designs identified by Kolpinski et al. (2022) like mission alignment, culture

(i.e., through ideational bricolage), and competencies (i.e., though value-based bricolage). Furthermore, we complement the findings by Kolpinski

et al. (2022), who found that “inner drive, mission, vision and motivation” of entrepreneurs help to overcome challenges in the CE by specifying

concrete approaches and activities stemming from the interplay of the “inner drive” and systemic challenges. We also found the firms in our sam-

ple to rely on shared values with stakeholders to recombine resources when using value-based bricolage. This is in line with prior research in the

CE context, highlighting the role of network building (Susur & Engwall, 2022) in enabling CEBMs and stakeholder coordination for implement-

ing CE ecosystems (Kanda et al., 2021; Patala et al., 2022). We add to this ecosystem perspective with the notion that circular-born firms rely on

stakeholder relationships to overcome resource constraints like lack of scale. Thus, firms that developed their CEBM with value-based bricolage

will likely emphasize network building in a CE ecosystem. Therefore, value-based bricolage supports the notion of Perey et al. (2018), who found

that revaluing waste requires joint actions between actors. We contribute to the recent findings of Patala et al. (2022) by suggesting an approach

that might support polycentric governance of resources, as value-based bricolage emphasizes leveraging shared values between stakeholders and

diverse actors.

Despite the contribution toCE research,we extend research concerning bricolage (Baker, 2007; Reypens et al., 2021) and offer a new theoretical

perspective on bricolage by conceptualizing value-based bricolage. In detail, by defining the concept and determining the activity domains spanned

by value-based bricolage, we extend established concepts like material bricolage (Baker & Nelson, 2005) and ideational bricolage (Lévi-Strauss,

1967) and explain the conceptual differences between these concepts (Table 4).With the approach of value-based bricolage, we complement prior

research that seeks to understand how hybrid organizations develop viable BMs (Smith & Besharov, 2017) by explaining how ideational and value-

based bricolage support the development of the CEBM. As prior researchmainly considers bricolage to be helpful in resource-scarce environments

(Ciambotti & Pedrini, 2021), we challenge assumptions about the use of bricolage as none of our cases operated in a resource-scarce environment

in terms of resource availability for general entrepreneurial activities, low quality, or high costs (Ciambotti & Pedrini, 2021; Di Domenico et al.,

2010). However, firms in the CE restrict their use of resources for ideational reasons, which is reinforced by systemic resource challenges (Patala

et al., 2022). Thus, we show that bricolage is also typical in the CE. Value-based bricolage can also contribute to understanding BM development in

other entrepreneurial settings characterized by heterogeneous value logics (Laasch & Pinkse, 2019), including governmental, religious, and family

logics (Thornton &Ocasio, 1999). In sum, with the concept of value-based bricolage and identifying the purpose of different resource mobilization

patterns, we answer calls to shed light on how resource mobilization in circular-born firms helps to design CEBMs (Kolpinski et al., 2022; Susur &

Engwall, 2022).

5.2 Managerial implications

We provide evidence for how entrepreneurs overcome systemic and self-imposed resource challenges with resource mobilization patterns and

show how value-based bricolage enables entrepreneurs to design CEBMs. Thus, we give entrepreneurs a better understanding of managing con-

straints and creating value. By defining the activity domains of value-based bricolage with concrete examples from our data, we offer managers

guidelines on how circularity or social values can be leveraged to develop creative solutions, adding to the strategies suggested by Ciambotti



1486 KLEIN ET AL.

and Pedrini (2021). This might also help established firms to transform their BM into a CEBM. We also offer insights for entrepreneurs in both

resource-constrained environments and self-imposed resource-constrained contexts by explaining how different forms of bricolage and resource

seeking can serve different functions in strategy formation in entrepreneurial settings, which helps entrepreneurs to use patterns for specific

purposes.

5.3 Limitations and future research

Although we sought to increase the generalizability of our findings with an appropriate sampling strategy to rule out other explanations for our

findings, this study is not without limitations. As case-based research with small sample sizes is context-specific, future research should investigate

the concept of value-based bricolage in other contexts to test the generalizability of the concept. For instance, how does value-based bricolage

occur in different contexts of hybrid logics, in which commercial logic is combined with family or religious logic (Laasch, 2017)? Furthermore, as

the usefulness of bricolage for scaling has been questioned bymany researchers, being a temporary approach, we encourage future researchers to

investigate the consequences of value-based bricolage. For doing so, the development of ameasurement scale to test relationships between value-

based bricolage and venture performance or other outcomes can increase the generalizability of the concept and create novel insights regarding

the outcomes of value-based bricolage.

Furthermore, we conducted interviews at one point, relying on narratives from past events. Although we sought to mitigate this issue by con-

stantly checkingnarrativeswith secondarymaterial likemedia reports andwebsite documents,we cannot fully eliminate retrospectivebiases. Thus,

we encourage future research using longitudinal qualitative data to investigate and verify the use of the patterns we found over time.
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