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L. INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship has been the main catalyst of
innovation, economic development, and intergenerational
social mobility in the past (Lindquist & Vladasel, 2025; van
Praag, 1999). Classical theory, particularly the one
formulated under the influence of Joseph Schumpeter,
highlighted entrepreneurs as innovators and “creative
destruction™ drivers in challenging existing economic
frameworks and constructing new ones through risk-taking
and innovation (Schumpeter, 1942, quoted in Tuluce &
Yurtkur, 2015; Loucd, 2014).Classic entrepreneurial books
put the entrepreneur in the position of identifying or
uncovering opportunities, resources structured under
uncertainty, and ventures engaged in (Berglund, 2005; van
Praag, 1999). The twenty-first century has, however, seen the
entrepreneurial landscape undergo a revolutionary shift
driven by digitalization and artificial intelligence. Digital
platforms have reorganized entrepreneurial activities by
reducing barriers to entry, facilitating multi-sided market
interaction, and unlocking opportunities for new value
creation through participation in ecosystems (Zander et al.,
2025; Tian et al., 2024). Digital entrepreneurship, based on
platform-facilitated  discovery, algorithmically driven
orchestration, and predictive risk modeling, raises the
question of the adequacy of past definitions that were based
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on mere individual intuition and firm-formation discrete (Wei
et al., 2025; McMullen et al., 2024).

Correspondingly, Al technologies are revolutionizing
entrepreneurial abilities by opening up information,
enhancing competences, and reconfiguring forms of capital
(Ganuthula, 2025). Al enables entrepreneurs to execute
processes that previously required extensive organizational
infrastructure, fundamentally transforming opportunity
identification and scaling venture processes (Guerrero &
Siegel, 2024; Ganuthula, 2025). The emergence of Al-
fostered entrepreneurial events demands reconsideration of
the conventional wisdom about innovation, risk, and
opportunity within the study of entrepreneurship (Zander et
al., 2025; Tian et al., 2024). Despite these technological
developments, much of existing entrepreneurship theory
remains based on Schumpeterian theories emphasizing
human-driven innovation without properly recognizing
platform economies, network ecosystems, or algorithmic
improvements (Tulice & Yurtkur, 2015; Loucd, 2014;
Guerrero & Siegel, 2024). Both flows of digital
entrepreneurship and Al-empowered entrepreneurship have
evolved essentially independently, giving rise to research that
is often discontinuous from pre-existing theories (Wei et al.,
2025; Tian et al., 2024). Consonantly, an emerging sense
exists of the need for an encompassing, state-of-the-art
conceptualisation of entrepreneurship combining legacy
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knowledge with recent digital and Al-driven developments.
Especially, two core research questions underlie this theoretic
study:

e How has entrepreneurship changed because of
digitalization and AI?

e What are the most important characteristics to include in
a remastered definition of entrepreneurship for the age of
Al and digital?

This study seeks to provide answer to these questions by
outlining two main contributions. First, it outlines a
systematic theoretical synthesis through the integration of
established theory of entrepreneurship and new insights from
research on digital platforms, entrepreneurial ecosystems, and
Al-enabled innovation (Zander et al., 2025; Guerrero &
Siegel, 2024; Berglund, 2005). Second, it introduces a
combined, updated definition of entrepreneurship that
encompasses the main dimensions of entrepreneurial action
in today's digitally networked and Al-magnified worlds.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

» Classical Entrepreneurship (1930s—1980s)

Classical entrepreneurship theory established the
entrepreneur as a central agent of economic change through
innovation, risk-taking, and opportunity discovery.
Schumpeter (1934) described the entrepreneur as an
innovator who shakes up by creating new combinations that
revolutionize industries (Tulice & Yurtkur, 2015; Louca,
2014). Knight (1921) centered the entrepreneur as a bearer of
real uncertainty, which is different from calculable risks
(McMullen & Shepherd, 2006). Kirzner (1979) on the other
hand theorized the entrepreneur as being sensitive to arbitrage
opportunity in imperfect markets and effecting market
equilibration (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006).

Trait theories, and specifically McClelland's (1961)
theory of achievement motivation, attempted to link
entrepreneurial success with personal dispositions, although
later criticized for simplifying complicated behavior (Shane
& Venkataraman, 2000). Across these diverse classical
paradigms, uncertainty was a theoretical anchor that
connected variable entrepreneurial action thought (McMullen
& Shepherd, 2006). But early theories tended to toil in rigid
disciplinary compartments of economics, psychology,
sociology and failed to notice wider context factors such as
institutions or technology (Audretsch & Belitski, 2021; Autio
& Levie, 2017). That fragmentation spawned the creation of
more dynamic, process-based models in subsequent decades.

» Opportunity Recognition and Venture Creation (1980s—
2000s)

It was in the 1980s and 1990s that opportunity-based
and processual perspectives were increasingly highlighted in
entrepreneurship studies. Shane and Venkataraman (2000)
redefined entrepreneurship as the nexus between the
existence of profitable opportunities and individuals able to
recognize them and exploit them. Stevenson and Jarillo
(1990) extended the framework by highlighting that
entrepreneurship is opportunity-seeking regardless of current
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resource availability, with entrepreneurial activity being the
center of focus rather than static characteristics (McMullen &
Shepherd, 2006). Gartner (1988) took things further by
referring to entrepreneurship as the process involved in
forming new ventures rather than a set of individual
characteristics. It set opportunity discovery theorists, who
hold that opportunities are out there in the world waiting to
be discovered, against opportunity creation theorists, who
argue the entrepreneur's ability to construct opportunities
(Alvarez & Barney, 2007; Sarasvathy, 2001). Resource-based
theories, such as those of Amit et al. (1993), examined how
venture success depends on marshaling and managing scarce
resources innovatively. Shane and Venkataraman (2000)
stressed opportunity heterogeneity and selection, and
Sarasvathy's (2001) effectuation theory stressed iterative,
means-driven entrepreneurial behavior. These theoretical
advances notwithstanding, which helped further understand
entrepreneurial behavior and cognition, fragmentation
between conflicting paradigms continued (Gartner, 1988;
Aldrich & Wiedenmayer, 1993).

» Digital Entrepreneurship (2010s)

The digital technological innovations across the 2010s
revolutionized entrepreneurial ventures on a fundamental
level. Nambisan (2017) argued that digital infrastructure
based on cloud computing, platforms, and big data redefined
agency and entrepreneurial risk form and nature.
Entrepreneurs started to use modular digital configurations in
an effort to accelerate ideating, iterating, and scaling ventures
(Nambisan, 2016; Giones & Brem, 2017).Autio et al. (2018)
emphasized that ecosystems revolving around digital
platforms offer new systems for venture formation, which
contrast with traditional firm-based models.

Digital entrepreneurship infuses opportunity structures
with technological affordances, enabling distributed
innovation, resource orchestration, and real-time feedback
(Nambisan et al., 2019). Scholars have pointed out that
digital-native companies grow faster, pivot more frequently,
and face new kinds of risk, including cybersecurity risks
(Tang et al., 2025). Furthermore, Zander et al. (2025) argued
that platform economies erase the differences between
entrepreneurs, users, and other stakeholders, challenging
traditional theories based on stable market structures. In line
with this, scholars claim to develop entrepreneurship theory
further through the inclusion of digital innovation themes,
ecosystem orchestration, and platform governance (Giones &
Brem, 2017).

» Entrepreneurial Ecosystems and Sustainability

Later research on entrepreneurship has extended its
focus to encompass environmental and systemic spheres. The
entrepreneurial ecosystems model theorizes entrepreneurship
as situated in networks of finance, institutions, culture, and
infrastructure (Audretsch & Belitski, 2021; Autio & Levie,
2017). Effective ecosystems, where regulatory systems are
favorable, possess cognitive legitimacy and relational trust,
and enhance the provision and development of
entrepreneurial firms (Spigel, 2017). On the other hand,
institutional voids or poor supportive frameworks in
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ecosystems create the establishment of necessity
entrepreneurship (Fossen et al., 2024).

At the same time, sustainable entrepreneurship has
emerged as a necessary current, merging economic and
social/ environmental objectives (Schaltegger & Wagner,
2011). Business people increasingly establish businesses with
a vision to address the consequences of climate change,
scarcity, and inequality, and integrate business models with
the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals
(Schaltegger & Wagner, 2011; Mariani et al., 2023). This
shift defines entrepreneurship as merely a growth process to
one of transformation and creating long-term value.
Contemporary entrepreneurship theory more and more places
entrepreneurial  activity ~ within ~ dynamic  social,
environmental, and institutional systems rather than
perceiving it as a discrete economic activity.

> Artificial Intelligence and
Transformation

Artificial  intelligence  (Al) is  transforming
entrepreneurship drastically by embracing new business
models and entrepreneurial strategies that challenge
established theories. Al enhances decision-making,
functioning, and innovation of entrepreneurial firms.
Automation, machine learning, and data analysis are
processes that enhance the optimization of resource
utilization and strategic decisions (Almansour, 2023; Uriarte
et al., 2025). Breaking barriers is one of the key value
additions by Al. Small business start-up entrepreneurs are
now able to utilize high-technology tools at relatively low
costs so that they can compete on the same level as large
companies. Predictive analytics and Al-enabled automation
technologies have leveled the playing field for technology so
that there is greater incorporation in entrepreneurship
(Almansour, 2023; Uriarte et al., 2025). Al also creates digital
entrepreneurship possibilities by combining learning and
forecasting horizons through embracing them in it. It not just
converges digital ecosystems, but it also allows entrepreneurs
to forecast trends, personalize services, and innovate on the
go as well. Al's unique role compared to earlier waves of
digital transformation comes into perspective through this
innovation (Obschonka et al., 2024).

Entrepreneurship

However, researchers warn against giant pitfalls. Data-
driven methods must be reconciled urgently with traditional,
theory-driven research paradigms. Obschonka et al. (2024)
suggest the "Al PEN" (Prospecting and Establishing Nexus)
approach to cultivate academic rigor by embracing
technology disruption.This would mean experimental Al
discovery tempered by sound theory. Benefits listed in this
new research include optimization of efficiency, flexibility,
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and product/service customization abilities. Al enables
startups to automate processes, manage supply chains for
efficiencies, and develop new products at an increasing pace
(Almansour, 2023; Uriarte et al., 2025). However, there are
also existential threats reported. Scholars speak of risks of
algorithmic bias, ethical issues of intellectual property created
by machines, and lack of human oversight over
entrepreneurial choice (Uriarte et al., 2025). These risks
require good governance and the creation of principles that
reflect the balance between innovation and responsibility.
Initial empirical studies are increasing, but research on Al and
entrepreneurship is still in its early stages. Researchers are
calling for systematic, theory-driven studies to advance
knowledge and inform practice sufficiently (Obschonka et al.,
2024; Uriarte et al., 2025). Overall, Al transforms
entrepreneurship as an outsourced, tech-intensive process. It
introduces non-human agency and intelligent learning
abilities into business settings, forcing scholars and experts to
adapt to this new phenomenon.

II1. METHODOLOGY

The present study utilizes a systematic review of the
theory to examine the evolution of entrepreneurship within
the framework of digitalization and artificial intelligence
(Al). Systematic searching of major scholarly databases,
Scopus, Web of Science, and Google Scholar, was conducted
using combinations of keywords of “entrepreneurship
theory,"” "digital entrepreneurship,” "platform economy," "Al
and entrepreneurship,” and "sustainable entrepreneurship.”
Sources were filtered for scholarly merit, theoretical
contribution, and usefulness, assigning first preference to
peer-reviewed journal articles, classic theoretical
contributions, and contemporary research on digitalization,
Al innovation, and bringing sustainability together.
Practitioner accounts and empirically grounded case studies
lacking a conceptual foundation were excluded to provide
theoretical homogeneity. A thematic synthesis approach was
followed in organizing the selected literature into five
overarching themes: classical entrepreneurship, opportunity-
led entrepreneurship, digital entrepreneurship,
entrepreneurial ecosystems, and Al-enhanced
entrepreneurship. All sources were analyzed with respect to
key entrepreneurial processes, including opportunity
discovery, resource mobilization, risk control, and value
creation. This theory-driven, systematic method guarantees
openness and provides a full foundation for developing an
improved conceptual model of entrepreneurship suitable for
the Al and digital era.
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Fig 1 Conceptual Framework: Evolution of Entreprencurial Processes by Technological Eras

As Figure 1, Conceptual Framework: Evolution of
Entrepreneurial Processes by Technological Eras, the theory
of entrepreneurship has evolved via a sequence of successive
periods within history, which each has been focused on
differing combinations of innovation, uncertainty,
opportunity, technology, and systemic context. The
evolutionary process shows that entreprencurial thinking
processes and ideas have been enhanced and refined over
time because of improvements in broader socio-economic as
well as technological settings (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006;
Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Figure 1 Conceptual
Framework: Evolution of Entrepreneurial Processes by
Technological Eras is explained in detail as follows:

» Classical Entrepreneurship: Innovation, Uncertainty, and
Value Creation

In the classical school of entrepreneurship theory (mid-
20th century), the entrepreneur was largely seen as a solo
innovator and risk-taker. Schumpeter (1934) depicted the
entrepreneur as the "agent of creative destruction,” who
brings new combinations that break up old economic patterns
(Tllice & Yurtkur, 2015; Loucd, 2014). Knight (1921)
indicated uncertainty-bearing as the entrepreneurial task of
being one in which, instead of risking, entrepreneurs engage
in the situation of actual uncertainty (McMullen & Shepherd,
2006). Kirzner (1979), drawing on Austrian economics,
stressed  entrepreneurial  responsiveness to  market
disequilibria and latent opportunities (McMullen &
Shepherd, 2006). In this phase, entrepreneurs operated in
quite bounded, local markets and relied on personal judgment
considerably. Resource mobilization was building physical
inputs together, and risk management was primarily personal
and instinctive (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006; Shane &
Venkataraman, 2000). Value creation centered on producing
standalone products or services with clear economic
usefulness.
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» Opportunity-Driven  Entrepreneurship:
Creation, and Venture Formation

By the end of the 20th century, there was massive shift
towards entrepreneurship as a process driven by
opportunities. Shane and Venkataraman (2000) explained
entrepreneurship as the point of intersection between the
presence of profitable opportunities and the presence of
individuals capable of taking advantage of them. Stevenson
and Jarillo (1990) emphasized entrepreneurial action in terms
of undertaking actions to pursue opportunities without
concern for ownership of existing resources, whereas Gartner
(1988) favored studying entrepreneurship as organizing new
venture activities rather than linking it with individual
attributes. Theoretical debates followed that distinguished
opportunity creation from opportunity discovery. Alvarez and
Barney (2007) argued that while discovery occurs when
already present opportunities in the environment are
discovered, theories of creation assert that entrepreneurs
actually create opportunities through incremental behaviors.
Sarasvathy (2001) advocated the effectuation theory, wherein
entrepreneurs leveraged available means to co-create goals
and opportunities in a contingent fashion.

Discovery,

Resource  mobilization ~was  channeled into
recombination, for the entrepreneurs were now seen bringing
and combining together and building up on resources (Amit
et al., 1993). Risk management changed to emphasize
systematic opportunity screening, market research, and
strategic decision-making processes. Venture creation had
now become an intended act of searching systematically for
opportunities and getting organized for setting up new
ventures (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000).

» Digital Entrepreneurship: Platform Innovation and
Ecosystem Orchestration
The arrival of digital technologies in the 2010s
revolutionized entrepreneurial  activities  significantly.
Nambisan (2017) asserted that digital infrastructures like
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cloud computing, platforms, big data has transformed
entrepreneurial agency type to facilitate distributed
innovation and scope of opportunity exploitation.
Entrepreneurs no longer pooled physical assets but
orchestrated distributed sets of assets, partners, and users
(Giones & Brem, 2017; Nambisan et al., 2019).

Value creation had shifted away from independent
products towards platform-guided ecosystem thinking, with
the entrepreneur acting as a mediator in multi-sided
interactions between different constituents (Nambisan, 2016;
Adtio et al., 2018). Mediation using digital signals and user-
generated evidence had rendered opportunity recognition
fast-forwarded and iterative. Resource mobilization extended
to cloud-based services, open-source development, and
global digital labor pools (Giones & Brem, 2017). Risk
management grew to more often incorporate predictive
analytics and scenario modeling supported by digital tools
(Tang et al., 2025). This era witnessed a move away from
firm-centric models towards ecosystem orchestration, with
entrepreneurial ~ success depending on  navigating
interdependent, technology-enabled networks (Zander et al.,
2025).

» Al-Augmented Entrepreneurship: Predictive Analytics
and Algorithmic Decision-Making

The contemporary period of entrepreneurship reflects
the rising involvement of artificial intelligence (Al)
technologies. Entrepreneurs increasingly apply machine
learning, large-scale data analysis, and forecasting algorithms
to identify, analyze, and exploit opportunity (Ganuthula,
2025; Fossen et al., 2024). Opportunity recognition is
increasingly algorithmic rather than based on human
intuition, as Al programs pinpoint emergent patterns beyond
human sight (Obschonka et al., 2024). Resource mobilization
gets algorithmically facilitated through real-time matching
platforms that pair ventures with freelancers, cloud resources,
or investors in real-time (Ganuthula, 2025). Risk
management shifts towards computer-based forecasting
models that produce simulations and make decisions in
uncertain conditions (Fossen et al., 2024). According to
Nambisan et al., 2019, Value creation often involves creating
responsive intelligent ecosystems with the capacity for
personalization of services and changing offerings over time.

This phase of Al enlarges entrepreneurial opportunity,
facilitating anticipatory foresight, rapid growth, and venture
automation.  Rather than  substituting conventional
entrepreneurial rationalities, however, Al consolidates and
increases traditional opportunity- and resource-based
frameworks (Obschonka et al., 2024; Ganuthula, 2025).

» Conceptual Framework of Entrepreneurial Evolution

To complement these analyses, a conceptual framework
is outlined, charting entrepreneurship development in four
phases—classical, opportunity-oriented, digital, and Al-
based—over four quintessential entrepreneurial activities:
opportunity discovery, resource acquisition, risk anticipation,
and value creation. As seen from Figure 1, all processes
transform by way of these stages: intuitive discovery to
predictive discovery (opportunity discovery), physical
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building to algorithmic arrangement (resource mobilization),
personal risk-bearing to predictive modeling (risk
management), and autonomous product innovation to
adaptive ecosystem value generation (value creation). This
model shows how technological innovations broaden
entrepreneurial action, emphasizing that while technologies
transform tools and structures, entrepreneurial logics of
innovation, managing uncertainty, and capitalizing on
opportunities are ageless (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006;
Ganuthula, 2025).

This conceptual framework Figure 1: Evolution of
Entrepreneurial Processes by Technological Eras, illustrates
the development of key entrepreneurial processes:
opportunity  discovery, resource  mobilization, risk
assessment, and value creation through four general phases:
Classical Entrepreneurship, Opportunity-driven
Entrepreneurship, Digital Entrepreneurship, and Al-
Augmented Entrepreneurship.

V. DISCUSSION

» Evolution of Entrepreneurship: Classical to Al-
Augmented

Our theoretical journey reveals the evolution of
entrepreneurship across historical time. In the classical
period, entrepreneurs were portrayed as innovators who
introduce alterations into existing economic regimes through
"creative destruction” by recombining scarce resources
(Schumpeter, 1934; McMullen & Shepherd, 2006; Tillice &
Yurtkur, 2015; Loucd, 2014). Early theories portrayed
entrepreneurship as being judgmental resource allocation in a
state of uncertainty (Knight, 1921; McMullen & Shepherd,
2006). Carrying on through to the era of opportunity, authors
such as Stevenson and Jarillo (1990), Shane and
Venkataraman (2000), and Gartner (1988) highlight
increasingly the entrepreneur's role in discovering,
researching, and developing market opportunities, driving
entrepreneurship from invention to planned venture creation.

The digital age pushed entrepreneurship to the horizons
of platform-based innovation and ecosystem orchestration.
Digital infrastructures—open platforms, big data analytics,
and cloud computing—defined entrepreneurial activity by
decentralizing opportunity discovery and enabling instant
mobilization of resources (Giones & Brem, 2017; Autio et al.,
2018; Nambisan et al., 2019).Latest to join the fray have been
artificial intelligence (Al) technologies that introduced
predictive opportunity detection, intelligent resource
coordination, and algorithmic decision-making, thus
introducing Al-based entrepreneurship (Ganuthula, 2025;
Fossen et al., 2024; Obschonka et al., 2024). Side by side with
technological advancements has also come the prominence of
sustainable entrepreneurship, correlating venture creation
with environmental and social goals (Schaltegger & Wagner,
2011; George et al., 2021).
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» Proposed Integrated Definition

o Pursuing This Synthesis, We Recommend the Following
New Definition:

"Entrepreneurship is the activity of discovering and
leveraging opportunities for value creation, business model
redefinition, and innovation through deliberate management
of resources, leveraging digital platforms and Al-driven
decision-making, and fostering sustainable socio-economic
development on a global scale."

It reconciles classic factors—opportunity identification,
innovation, managing uncertainty—with contemporary
requirements like digitalization, platform economy,
predictive analytics, and sustainability. It captures the broader
focus and complexity of entrepreneurship in the connected
world of today.

» Theoretical Contributions

The reconceptualization serves entrepreneurship theory
in several ways. It, for the first time, situates classic
innovation and resource orchestration theories in digital and
Al-supported contexts (Giones & Brem, 2017; McMullen &
Shepherd, 2006). Entrepreneurs no longer make decisions
based on personal intuition; now they are more dependent on
algorithmic vision, data-driven decisions, and platform-
facilitated collaboration (Autio et al., 2018; Nambisan et al.,
2019). Second, it bridges entrepreneurship theory with
platform economy scholarship since entrepreneurial
prospects and value co-creation often emerge in changing
multi-sided systems (Nambisan, 2016; Zander et al., 2025).
Third, through having sustainability built in explicitly, the
model expands entrepreneurship from economic results to
social and environmental outcomes, in harmony with
international development agendas (Schaltegger & Wagner,
2011; George et al., 2021).

» Practical Implications

For entrepreneurs, this model focuses on digital fluency
and data-driven decision-making. Firms must integrate digital
platforms, Al tools, and sustainability practices more deeply
into business models (Ganuthula, 2025; Obschonka et al.,
2024). Entrepreneurs must employ predictive analytics for
opportunity  recognition, platform infrastructures for
mobilizing resources, and embed ecological and social
considerations into value propositions (Nambisan et al., 2019;
George et al., 2021). For educators, entrepreneurship
education curricula must shift to include fundamental digital
technology skills, platform business models, and
sustainability principles. Training courses must prepare
students not only to detect opportunities but also to manage
Al-based systems and position businesses against broader
societal purposes (Autio & Levie, 2017). For policy-makers,
the model suggests that entrepreneurship can be developed
through investments in digital infrastructure, Al literacy, and
green innovation systems. Digital access policies, sustainable
start-up policies, and Al integration policies can allow
entrepreneurs to thrive in emerging economies (Audretsch &
Belitski, 2021; George et al., 2021).
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» Limitations

This is theoretical research and combines earlier
theoretical trends in a nonempirical setting. While it includes
digitalization, Al, and sustainability within one framework of
entrepreneurship, the model remains theoretical. In light of
comments made by Obschonka et al. (2024) and Ganuthula
(2025), empirical research needs to be undertaken to measure
the capacity of these combined dimensions to explain
entrepreneurial dynamics of the day in its entirety.

» Future Research Directions

Empirical confirmation of the proposed definition
across different contexts is left to future research. As an
example, survey or Delphi surveys may measure whether
entrepreneurs recognize digitalization and sustainability as
key characteristics of entrepreneurship. Testing whether Al
implementation influences venture development compared to
traditional decision models (Fossen et al., 2024) is an area of
additional research.

Further research can also examine how platform
governance arrangements influence entrepreneurial potential
across ecosystems (Zander et al., 2025). Finally, longitudinal
case studies could examine how digital and sustainable
entrepreneurship models evolve over time across geographies
and industries (George et al., 2021).

VI. CONCLUSION

Entrepreneurship has historically been the moving force
of innovation, economic progress, and societal change
(Schumpeter, 1934; McMullen & Shepherd, 2006; Lindquist
& Vladasel, 2025). As our rigorous theoretical review
indicates, however, traditional notions based on single
innovation, chance discovery, and managing uncertainty do
not suffice to account for the advanced aspects of the digital
and Al era (Giones & Brem, 2017; Fossen et al., 2024).

Our analysis identifies an evolutionary transition from
classic models of entrepreneurial action to contemporary
paradigms including digital platform orchestration,
opportunity sensing through predictability, and value creation
within ecosystems (Nambisan et al., 2019; Zander et al.,
2025). The confluence of Al technologies remaps
entrepreneurial decision-making procedures, facilitating
algorithmic foresight and autonomous mobilization of
resources (Ganuthula, 2025; Obschonka et al., 2024), while
sustainability needs place entrepreneurship as a function of
addressing  broader  socio-environmental  challenges
(Schaltegger & Wagner, 2011; George et al., 2021).

Based on these findings, this research recommends a
revised definition:

Entrepreneurship is the practice of discovering and
seizing opportunities in value creation, altering business
processes, and creating innovation with strategic
management of resources, leveraging digital platforms, and
decision-making with Al, as well as developing sustainable
socio-economic development at a global level.
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While this syncretic definition sophisticates the theory

of entrepreneurship with the confluence of past and futurist
thought, it is one of concept. Empirical research in the future
will need to explore how entrepreneurs syncretize platform
strategy, sustainability ambitions, and Al potential by

industry and

context. With increasingly dynamic

technological and social evolution, more sophisticated
entrepreneur definition is needed to enable innovation,
human-centric advancement, and sustainable value creation.
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