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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

There is a re-positioning of entrepreneurship towards the sustaining, the
frugal, the local, and the everyday. This poses challenges for peripheral
policy work, especially around growth, at sectoral and regional levels.
Through collaborative workshops with engaged craft brewing stake
holders, this study generated deep new insights into how diverse forms
of value can come to be created, shared, stewarded, invested in, grown,
given away, and held as a collective resource, in order to both sustain
community, and build sectoral growth. As such, we highlight novel entre
preneurial practices and capitals which, taken together, can respond both
to critical chorus demands for an urgent repositioning towards frugal
sustaining folk enterprise, and yet also retain a strong sense of peripheral
socio-economic progress implied by the growth agenda, and its policies.
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Introduction
In the face of multiple recent crises, entrepreneurship’s radical ‘critical chorus’ has converged in
a direction of travel towards the local, the collaborative, the communitarian, the sustaining, and the
replenishing of depleted peripheral places (Tedmanson et al. 2012; see also Drakopoulou Dodd,
Anderson, and Jack 2021; Ramoglou, Gartner, and Tsang 2020; Fayolle et al. 2018; Welter and Baker
2020). It asks us to explore other ways of doing entrepreneurship – of being entrepreneurial – at the
edges, to ‘replace the heroism of high consumption for high growth with a folk hero of frugal
production’ (Drakopoulou Dodd, Anderson, and Jack 2021, 12).
Entrepreneurship has also recently been challenged to take a much wider view of the value
enacted by the socio-economic change-makers whom we study (Drakopoulou Dodd, Anderson, and
Jack 2021). Particular challenges have been laid against the extreme dangers of considering only the
economic, innovation, and jobs creation value created by high-growth firms. Audretsch and Moog
(2020) argue that entrepreneurship, in the aggregate – at a regional level, say – is essentially a tool by
which society solves specific pressing contemporary problems.
What is entrepreneurship for, in today’s context of multi-faceted crisis? Especially, what is
entrepreneurship’s role in sustainable and sustaining regional development? Can growth ever be
sustaining, and embrace wider understandings of value? Is sustaining growth achievable or must we
choose to address one problem over the other, at regional, sectoral and local policy planning levels?
Our study aims to address the interlinked research questions that underlie the crafting of sustainable
growth, namely: If we are to pursue ‘sustainable and sustaining growth’ – if this is what entrepreneur
ship is for at a regional level – what might that look like, how might it evolve, what kinds of value
does it create, and which practices does it enact in their pursuit?
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To address this aim, we selected the artisanal brewing sector for a number of reasons, but
dominant amongst these was their combination of presenting internationally as a high-growth
sector, with an artisanal folk ethos that is almost archetypal, showing a very strong focus on
community, knowledge and resource sharing, and sustaining local place, whilst building thriving
global networks (Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018). There are additional structural rationales which
make this sector such a promising natural laboratory for solving our puzzle. Our empirical setting, the
European craft beer sector, had experienced very high growth levels in recent years, and a constant
influx of new, small, specialist entrepreneurial ventures seeking to serve customers wishing to
disassociate from the mass-produced, undifferentiated beer offerings of the large, generalist brew
eries (Elzinga, Tremblay, and Tremblay 2015; Argent 2017; Cabras and Bamforth 2016; Carroll and
Swaminathan 2000).
Craft brewing also offers diverse and complex affordances as a place-based regional policy tool.
The sector has become the focus of significant recent policy consideration, and appears to offer
complex, and perhaps not directly economic, benefits to regional development (Ellis and Bosworth
2015). As with other food and drink and craft sectors, batch production of higher quality goods –
with their branding grounded in locality, heritage and place – offers opportunities for smaller
communities to capture some of these potential benefits, through local production. Building and
embedding supply chains into regional economies, cluster policies and other ways to retain more
value added within the area by raising the local content in manufactured goods, and so local
multiplier effects, contrasts with traditional export-based assembly branch plants. These arguments
and promises have been illustrated in policies and strategies (e.g., Scottish Government 2019; Welsh
Government 2014) and in previous research (Argent 2017; Barth et al. 2015; Burnett and Danson
2004; Muñoz and Kimmitt 2019; Snihur 2016; Leitch and Harrison 2016; Whittam and Danson 2001).
Our paper thus explores how an innovative, high-growth, and collaborative food and drink
sector – craft beer – organizes and establishes its growth, whilst maintaining and building its
‘everyday entrepreneurship’ ethos. We focused on uncovering the values the sector seeks to create
and curate, as well as the practices, problems and potentialities it encounters and enacts in so doing.
To achieve this, the paper embraces a distinctive integrated approach. First, we draw from Bourdieu’s
(1986) capital theory to examine how diverse entrepreneurial capitals intertwine in order to allow the
sector to organize itself and its resources, legitimize its presence, and create a future for itself.
Bourdieu’s (1977, 1984, 1986) theory of practice, has increasingly been adopted in management and
organization theory scholarship (Gomez and Bouty 2011), and has been proposed as potentially
valuable for examining symbolic struggles for legitimization of emergent craft (and creative) indus
tries (Jones et al. 2016; Pret, Shaw, and Drakopoulou Dodd 2016).
Next, we approach the investigation empirically via a participatory research study with
a participant pool of multiple stakeholders from the contemporary European craft beer sector.
The study explicitly adopts what might be termed an epistemology of everyday entrepreneur
ship, striving to enact, reflexively, the communitarian and inclusive practices we seek to study.
Our methodologies were developed to manifest these principles, and, we hope, make a novel
contribution in their own right to emerging issues around emerging and sustaining locally
embedded cultural assets, wisdoms, competences and perspectives. More than this, previous
research has shown craft brewers to be highly skilled in innovation, collaboration, creativity,
meaning making, craft entrepreneurship, and the co-creation of cultural capital (see, for example,
Wilson et al. 2018). They are our peers, if not our betters, in enacting such practices, and we can
learn much by engaging fully with craft practitioners throughout a study’s journey. Including
participants in all our own processes was thus not only a more democratic and embedded
approach, it also, in this case especially, significantly added to the knowledge and skills brought
to the research.
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The European craft beer sector
The European craft brewing sector presents an ideal context to explore sustainable growth models,
as it makes such a valuable potential archetype of a growing, sustaining artisanal community, and,
thus a highly promising regional pivot organization, for various reasons.
Europe is the world’s second-largest producer of beer, after China, and a recent report highlighted
widespread growth in the opening of new craft breweries, with ‘particularly striking increases in
numbers in the Czech Republic, France, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and Switzerland’ (Europe
Economics 2016, 13). Embodying characteristics of craft and localness and both drawing on and
precipitating social, cultural and economic changes, their approach has been argued to revolutionize
the beer market (Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018; Garavaglia 2020). Within the sector there has been
a lack of focus on growth per se, rather as a supporter of small-scale, locally owned businesses (Reid
2018) and the emergence of hybrid business models balancing commerce and craft (Drakopoulou
Dodd et al. 2018). This focus on authenticity and small-scale craft specialists is in stark contrast to
mainstream beer production (Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018; Clemons, Gao, and Hitt 2006; Elzinga,
Tremblay, and Tremblay 2015; Carroll and Swaminathan 2000; Carroll 1985; Argent 2017; Cabras and
Bamforth 2016).
Crafting is a combination of production skills of the brewers with the materiality of ingredients,
and local identity, ‘a bringing-together of skills, knowledge and both embodied and emotive
connections to place and practice’ (Thurnell-Read 2014, 48). Craft brewers represent a form of neolocalism invoking branded embeddedness and provenance (Argent 2017; Danson et al. 2015Feeney
2017), creating connections to local places and their distinctiveness and uniqueness (Feeney 2017;
Garavaglia 2020).
Their success has also been attributed to their distinctiveness and clear differentiation from the
homogenized products offered by the established industrialized breweries, where geographical
distinctiveness has been lost (Sennett 2008). It has been argued that the absence of linkages to
any tradition helped brewers to express their identity and creativity in production, shaping a hyperdifferentiated product (Clemons, Gao, and Hitt 2006; Garavaglia 2020). This hyper-differentiation
strategy of continual innovation and experimentation, producing novel beers, to meet passionate
consumer demand for diversity, authenticity and quality is a defining characteristic of the sector
(Clemons, Gao, and Hitt 2006; Danson et al. 2015; Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018; Woolverton and
Parcell 2008).
Craft breweries are commonly seen as anchors of local economic development and agents of
neighbourhood revitalization and change (Barajas, Boeing, and Wartell 2017; Feeney 2017; Reid and
Gatrell 2017). Acknowledged as pioneers, they commonly are first movers into economically
depressed neighbourhoods (Barajas, Boeing, and Wartell 2017; Garavaglia 2020), exploiting resourcescarce spaces, using capitals overlooked by large-scale generalists (Argent 2017; Carroll 1985; Carroll
and Swaminathan 2000; Clemons, Gao, and Hitt 2006; Cabras and Bamforth 2016; Elzinga, Tremblay,
and Tremblay 2015). These pioneers are followed by other craft brewers collaborating, co-operating
and clustering in space (Cabras and Bamforth 2016; Danson et al. 2015). This clustering facilitates the
exchange and sharing of knowledge, contacts and advice, production facilities and loaning of brewery
equipment and ‘cuckoo brewing’ (Dennet and Page 2017; Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018, Nilsson et al.
2018). This clustering also facilitates brewery hopping with consumers moving from brewery to
brewery and the emergence of craft beer districts (Reid 2018).
Overall, there is a growing realization that ‘local, independent breweries strengthen local econo
mies, promote sustainable development, and strengthen social history’ (Feeney 2017, 1). However,
further and more detailed research is required into the potential role of craft brewing as an anchor
sector for marginal areas, since: ‘at the very local level, especially in more rural areas, the findings are
mixed. Some interventions have led to spin-off benefits for tourism businesses and other local food
and beverage producers while others have simply offered a competitive edge to independent
businesses’ (Ellis and Bosworth 2015, 2734).
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This, then, is a challenger sector, which is shaking up organizational norms, structures and
products, as it comes into being and grows in diverse national and institutional settings. Appendix
A, adapted and extended from Drakopoulou Dodd et al.’s (2018) study of the emergent Irish craft
beer field, presents an exemplar overview of this sector, and also overviews studies into the global
craft beer context. Appendix A is structured using Bourdieu’s forms of capital, to which we now turn.

Bourdieu’s theory of practice
Entrepreneurship has deployed Bourdieu’s wider work to study a diverse range of related entrepre
neurial phenomena. In fact, as Tatli et al. (2014) have so cogently argued, Bourdieu’s (relational)
theory proffers a comprehensive conceptual toolbox for exploring entrepreneurship in context, as
well as for overcoming the traditional, and often vexing, qualitative-quantitative, and structureagency dichotomies. Bourdieu’s theory of practice Bourdieu (1977, 1984, 1986) is especially suited to
research which aims to explain ‘the nature, processes, and structures of embedded, contextualised,
patterned interactions’ within craft sectors (Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018).
Bourdieu’s work has inspired much entrepreneurship scholarship, from diverse perspectives.
Detailed insights include, for example, Spigel (2013) on the significance of Bourdieu for regional
approaches to entrepreneurship, and his comparison of local and global sectoral norms, or habitus
(2017; see also Tatli et al. 2014, especially the summary table on p. 623). Other leading entrepreneur
ship scholars have applied Bourdieusian theory to study, inter alia, the impact of behavioural norms
on strategic power plays (Karataş-Özkan and Chell 2015); the challenges and strategies of transna
tional entrepreneurship (Drori, Honig, and Ginsberg 2006, 2009; Patel and Conklin 2009; Tersejen and
Elam 2009); and winning legitimacy in the wine sector (De Clercq and Voronov 2009a, 2009b, 2009c).
Recent work has also explored the embedded community structure and dynamics of contextualized
entrepreneurship (McKeever, Anderson, and Jack 2014; Gaddefors and Anderson 2017); and, even,
the discipline of entrepreneurship itself Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2014, then, is an approach with
a long, strong and growing pedigree in entrepreneurship studies. A brief re–presentation of
Bourdieu’s main concepts follows.
Bourdieu sees a field as agonic social topologies: ‘bounded spaces comprising individual agents,
who are linked together through relationships’ (Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2016; see also Bourdieu and
Wacquant 1992, 97–101; Friedland 2009, 888; Golsorkhi et al. 2009, 782; De Clercq and Voronov
2009a, 801, 2009c, 399–400; Levy and Scully 2007). Each field has different combinations of very
specific forms of capital that are needed to play this game. In this landscape, actors are positioned
relative to each other according to the overall amounts and relative combinations of capital they
possess (Bourdieu 1989; Anheier, Gerhards, and Romo 1995). The practices and norms of a field –
such as the craft beer sector – make up the rules of each specific game, the generative grammar of its
practice, its habitus, or its ‘socially constituted system of cognitive and motivating structures’
(Bourdieu 1977, 76).
Our major focus in this study is on Bourdieu’s forms of capital, presented in his classic 1989 essay
of the same name. Here, Bourdieu sets out detailed depictions of three forms of capital – cultural,
social and economic – and the nature of conversions between these. To these, Bourdieu then adds
symbolic capital, ‘the form that the various species of capital assume when they are perceived and
recognized as legitimate’ (1989, 17). Economic capital, perhaps the most obvious, encompasses
material, financial, and spatial assets. More complex are: ‘social capital (the latent resources
embedded within networked relationships with others), cultural capital (knowledge, skills, education,
and field-specific dispositions), and symbolic capital (legitimation and respect awarded by the field,
typically in recognition of successful and appropriate attainment of other capital resources)’,
(Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018, 643; our emphasis).
Cultural capital is particularly important in creative and craft worlds, being the encapsulation of
the aesthetic in product, disposition and expertise (Bourdieu 1986), which facilitate reputation
building (Pret, Shaw, and Drakopoulou Dodd 2016). Social capital represents the actual and potential
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value held by, and embodied in, relational networks, and the processes by which entrepreneurs build
and maintain networks to leverage critical resources (Anderson and Jack 2002; Anderson,
Drakopoulou Dodd, and Jack 2010, 2012; Batjargal and Liu 2004; Cope, Jack, and Rose 2007;
Davidsson and Honig 2003; Drakopoulou Dodd and Anderson 2007; McKeever, Anderson, and Jack
2014). Symbolic capital is the reputation effects that then provide resources through legitimation of
businesses and business practices. Crucial in a sector with new products, cognitive legitimation
through labelling, symbols and other media of branding promotes the spread of knowledge about
a new venture, particularly where new enterprises are likely to copy earlier entrants (Aldrich and Fiol
1994, 646; Zhao et al. 2017).
Recent studies have unanimously emphasized the heightened significance of non-economic
capitals for entrepreneurship, and the interweaving of social, symbolic and cultural capital thus
have special implications for socio-economic development, in the craft, cultural and creative sectors
(see, for example, Dodd and Hynes 2012; Lee and Shaw 2016; Pret, Shaw, and Drakopoulou Dodd
2016; Shaw, Wilson, and Pret 2016). The multi-faceted nature of these entrepreneurial capitals allows
us some purchase on the analysis of diverse forms of value, by moving us away from a focus on the
purely economic.
Drakopoulou Dodd et al. (2018) deploy Bourdieu’s concept of habitus, to study how global and
local field norms emerge, within the craft beer sector. Their study identifies and compares the
specific capitals which are valued and traded within both the emerging local (Irish), and the
established global craft beer habitus. Appendix A presents a tabularized overview of their capitals
analysis, for these two overlapping fields. We follow them in applying Bourdieusian analysis to
the craft beer sector, but we extend this promising line of inquiry to explore how the four
capitals, both in isolation and in combination, are deployed to organize the emergent craft beer
field, and to facilitate creativity and innovation. We hope our focused explorations of growth,
development and innovation capitals will contribute to deeper understanding of this policyrelevant sector, and the values which it creates, converts and curates. We hope, too, our findings
may have wider theoretical implications for studies of rural craft sectors, and their regional
impact.
As explained in the next section, we aimed to design a study which matched the sector, in both its
innovative creativity, and its collaborative, democratic approach to knowledge. This decision was
made:
(i) for policy-support reasons – bringing multiple engaged stakeholders together to articulate
their capitals strategies;
(ii) for epistemological reasons – bringing us close to the socially constructed world of the craft
brewer, and giving them voice throughout the research process; and
(iii) for the obvious ethical rationales, around research openness and democracy.

Methods
The research ‘team’
Data were gathered through two whole-day participatory research events. These were shaped and
attended by a multi-disciplinary, international team of academics, craft beer practitioners, and
industry bodies from Scotland, the rest of the UK, and eight other European countries (see
Appendix B). These events were organized by the academic team from the UK and drew on their
own social networks. All participating practitioners were prominent members of their respective craft
beer clusters, and several brewers held an official title of ‘prominence’, for example as head of the
local brewers’ association. For others, prominence was inferred in terms of the symbolic capital they
exhibited in their sectors (De Clercq and Voronov 2009b), objectified in the form of awards and
public recognition (Pret et al. 2016). Brewer representatives were a mix of business owner or
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manager, head brewer, or key employee of the brewery. In the vast majority of situations, the
manager was also the head brewer. The majority were thus central actors, with in-depth knowledge
of existing practices in their clusters, and the efficiency, effectiveness and reach of these. The
academic experts involved were from a variety of disciplines, from nine leading international
universities. All were involved in research with artisanal food and drink businesses, and most had
specifically explored the start-up and growth of craft beer firms. There were also representatives
from key support bodies in the UK and Europe, including brewers’ associations and business support
bodies from the food and drink sector.
Recruitment of participants was through a form of snowball sampling. Each academic was asked
to bring one brewer from each of the countries that participated. In addition, representatives from
key support bodies were recruited via personal contacts and announcements on support agencies
email newsletters. All participants gave full consent to participation at the outset of the study and
were free to withdraw at any time they wanted. All data have been anonymized and analysed at the
aggregate level, ensuring that individuals and their craft firms were not identifiable, in accordance
with ethical guidelines (Wiles et al. 2008; Guillemin et al. 2004).

Participatory research
Participatory research methods involve those people whose ‘life-world and meaningful actions are
under study’ in all stages of the research process (Bergold and Thomas 2012, 192). They encompass
methods of data collection that build on participants’ everyday experiences (Cook 2012), and focus
on the perceived needs of a community, ‘defined in their own terms’ (Park 1999, 143). They are
a particularly apposite method of research when researching communities such as the European
craft beer sector as they allow the key actors of the community to collectively reflect on issues of
importance to them, and with which they have experience (Elden and Chisholm 1993; Hense and
McFerran 2016; Robertson et al. 2017).
This approach foregrounds participants and their understandings of context and culture in
meaning-making (Elden and Chisholm 1993; Reason and Bradbury 2001) and solution-building
(Robertson et al. 2017). Their increased use is a response to calls for a need for re-framing of the
processes around data collection, analysis and understanding within qualitative social research
(Hjorth, Jones, and Gartner 2008; Watson 2013; Zahra and Wright 2011). A key aspect of these
types of methods is the notion of ‘safe spaces’, which encourage open discussion between partici
pants and co-created solutions and resolutions to the subjects under study. These solutions are
focused on a greater whole rather than individual goals, through a focus on community-level
problems and outcomes (Hense and McFerran 2016).

Data co-creation
Both of the two whole day events were structured in conjunction with a sample of our target
population of interest. Thus, the participatory design was an outcome of democratic collaboration
with participants (Hense and Skewes Mcferran 2016). A key part of this process was in the design of
sections of the workshops to ensure a ‘common language’ among all participants.
The frameworks used were introduced and discussed with participants at the beginning of each
event. Participants then worked in multi-stakeholder teams engaged in a structured set of tasks.
Industry representatives partnered with academics and experts to work on business growth chal
lenges and solutions. The initial focus of discussion was at an individual-firm level. Then, participants
worked in larger groups to identify commonalities in terms of growth challenges and solutions and
reflect and debate on their impact for the sector as a whole. The frameworks thus enabled brewers
and their partners to generate their own findings, to present, and to debate these, as well as to codify
them in structured artefacts (Herr and Anderson 2005). This approach emphasized ‘withness’, in line
with emerging principles of multimodal, multi-stakeholder, participatory (visual) fieldwork (Hassard
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et al. 2017), considering the problems and solutions for the craft beer sector as a whole through
democratic collaboration (Reason and Bradbury 2006). In line with participatory research practices,
participants were thus actively involved throughout the whole research process, from defining the
problem focus to co-creating solutions. The role of the authors was as active participants in this
process (Cassell and Johnson 2006).
The data from the two events comprised: transcripts and video footage of conversations, debates and
presentations from the workshops; filmed vox-pops with brewers, academics and support/policy agen
cies; co-created coding frames; posters constructed by participants and presented to and discussed with
the group as a whole; and observational reflections from the four authors. The final dataset comprised
approximately 36,000 words of transcript, 4 hours of video material, and 38 artefacts, including 17 maps
of entrepreneurial capitals produced directly by participants themselves (see Appendices C and D).

Data analysis
Our role as authors in the next stage was identifying and articulating the subthemes and patterns
which emerged from these workshops. Our broad analytic frame was taken directly from Bourdieu’s
theory of capitals; this theory had been an integral part of our interactions with participants, who
were trained in its meaning and application. Thus, a significant part of our initial coding was in fact
carried out by participants themselves (see Appendices C and D).
Within our forms of capital analysis, however, greater analytic demands were placed on the
authorial team, as we sought to identify the key subthemes and aggregate dimensions therein
(Gioia, Corley, and Hamilton 2013). Initially, two teams of two researchers each undertook
iterative analysis of one event each, working through two rounds of data coding, first inde
pendently, and then in pairs. In this phase, data was classified as (mainly) providing evidence in
relation to economic, social, cultural, and symbolic capital (second-order themes). Next, three
further rounds of analysis took place with all authors, for both events, iteratively comparing
and discussing our findings. We thus together identified emergent (first order) subthemes for
each of the four forms of capital (Corbin and Strauss 2008; Easterby-Smith, Araujo, and
Burgoyne 1999). The resulting data structure is illustrated in Figure 1. For each such subtheme,

Figure 1. Data structure.
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extensive examples, vignettes and quotations from the dataset were collated into tables, to
further enrich and explore our findings. Although space restrictions prevent their presentation
here Appendix E provides an illustration of our analytical codes. Findings, by each form of
capital, and their emergent second-order themes, are presented below.

Findings
Economic capital
Cash flow
When asked to identify the greatest challenges facing their breweries multiple respondents high
lighted ‘cash flow, of getting cash moving through the business to drive other activities’ (Group1, E1,
round-robin presentations). The need to pay duty on sales immediately, often prior to revenue
receipt, was a specific challenge, for example. Export sales were identified as a promising solution to
the cash flow issue, since ‘they can . . . pay upfront which is quite good for business that you get the
money before you ship the product, so it’s quite a good arrangement’ (Group3, E1, round-robin
presentations). Another way to generate strong steady cash flow to sustain and drive the business
is by having a ‘cash cow’, that is, ‘a mass market beer in the portfolio that can be used to finance the
other special products’ (Group1, E1, round-robin presentations). This was presented as a financing
alternative to grants, or exploring crowd-funding, as a steady revenue generator. It demands,
though, consistency and single-product volume, which is somewhat countercultural for the craft
field.

Investment and growth
The dramatic growth in craft brewery establishment and sales prefaced many conversations, and
was discussed with enthusiasm and passion, as a continued sectoral objective. Economic sectoral
growth is also seen as a measure of the cultural developments with which craft beer is entangled:
‘In Ireland, the craft brewing sector is gaining 1% of the market share per year, so it’s not just like
a cultural revolution, but it’s starting to become, as well, a business and an industry revolution’ (P2, E1,
interviews).
For individual breweries, by contrast, economic growth per se was rarely mentioned as an
objective. Brewery growth targets were routinely expressed in terms of volume of beer brewed,
rather than as a sales figure. Indeed, there is, for some, a reticence to grow beyond small-scale craft
brewing, as inimical with an artisanal identity and ethos. The longstanding CEO of ‘our’ largest
brewery, who grew its capacity tenfold, explained the challenges of greater management demands,
as well as the public’s perceptions of (now) the region’s largest independent brewer:
At that point, it sort of becomes a serious business. I wouldn’t say it’s never stopped being fun, but the
management things of running a business come into it, rather than being more of a hobby or craft. I mean,
we love what we do, we craft what we do, but we’ve grown. (P22, E1, intro presentations).

Growth potential was framed around local assets and infrastructure, as were growth barriers.
Landscape, provenance, the lack of another local craft brewer, the demands of sourcing ingredients
(typically from outwith the locality, for hops, especially), and the logistical demands of distributing
widely from, say, a remote island, were all highlighted within our workshops as relevant. Spatial
economic capital shapes craft brewery growth.
For many smaller breweries, though, the most significant problems are caused by ‘just not
having the physical production capacity to ramp up to that next stage’ not least since ‘that would
have required investment’ (Group1, E1, round-robin presentations). Brewing is capital intensive, and
the scale of production and sales heavily dependent upon the capacity of physical brewing plant,
which also sets the upper limit to a brewer’s goals: ‘we’re a four-barrel brewery; we’ve always been
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a four-barrel brewery, we don’t think we’re going to get bigger any time soon’ (P24, E1, intro
presentations).
The other key high capital investment strategy is vertical integration, for example when breweries
seek to enter the retail market, to ‘actually get our own outlet, either a brewery tap or a pub’ (P32, E2,
interviews). Again, sectoral growth is high on the agenda, since ‘through that, we can not only serve
our own beer, but we can support other independent breweries by getting their beer in as well’ (P32, E2,
interviews).

Economic capital and context
To achieve sectoral, and brewery-level, growth, institutional support, especially tax and employment
incentives are sought more widely. In Ireland, for example, smaller breweries pay much less duty
than larger establishments, which is seen to have greatly facilitated the ‘immense growth in the past
number of years’ (P3, E1, interviews). Such staged duty, as well as the capacity increase issues
discussed above, lead to staggered and sticky growth trajectories.
Coming together in buying groups is discussed, too, following a Spanish example: ‘so we can go
together to buy hops . . . and decrease the prices’ (Group1, E2, presentations). Again, the support of
‘the authorities’ is desirable for the establishment of such co-operatives, ‘by giving some funding’
(Group1, E2, presentations), and a wider need for additional economic capital to fund these is
recognized.
The rationales for such state support often centre around ‘how craft breweries create new jobs in
the rural regions’ (Group1, E2, presentations), with ‘very, very, very positive economic effects . . . the
employment effects and regional and local development’ (P3, E1, interviews). Employment, the provi
sion of novel tourist experiences, the creation of locally embedded beverages, the enactment of
place and heritage through brewing, and collaborations with other local crafters – in all of these ways
and more, craft brewers explained how they impact positively upon their socio-economic context
(Table 1).
However, this is a mutual dependency, since spatial economic capital was particularly valued, in
return, for the development of provenance and reputation. Embedding the beer itself within place
matters a great deal: ‘it’s about organic, place, heritage, the sort of things that resonate with an awful
lot of tourists . . . . it’s also giving them products that say, “this is very much about where you are at the
moment, it’s about this place”’ (Group5, E2, presentations).

Cultural capital
Institutionalized cultural capital
Knowledge was a dominant theme: its creation, acquisition and sharing throughout the craft beer
ecosystem. Both brewing expertise, and managerial, or entrepreneurial, competencies were much
prized and pursued.
Crafting beer was seen as an expert art, and brewers continually innovate artisanal beers, in
pursuit of the highest possible standards of aesthetic taste, and novel diversity. Some had engaged
Table 1. Economic capital problems and potentialities.
Cash Flow
Investment and Growth
Economic Capital and Context
Cash flow problems, e.g.: duty
The dilemma of whether to grow or not Craft breweries positive impact on the local
before income
economic context
Exporting as a cash flow driver (up- The grounded nature of growth, in
Spatial economic capital: provenance,
front payment)
spatial economic capital
constraints, and possibilities
Mass-selling beers (versus
The desire and need to invest in
Institutional impact on capital investment
innovative diversity)
productive capacity
opportunities
Collective action/buying to reduce
costs
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in formal training to achieve this knowledge, whilst others ‘turned my hobby of home brewing into
a career’ (P32, E2, interviews). This transition from consumer, to domestic hobby producer, to
commercial producer strongly influences the hands-on, artisanal, small-batch and experimental
qualities through which craft brewers enact their skills and knowledge (see Drakopoulou Dodd
et al. 2018, for further discussion of routes to market entry for craft brewers). However, a need for
formal systems was articulated in terms of an opportunity to tackle the problems of recruiting,
training and retaining skilled staff, ideally through a national system providing
that ability to have a passport as it were with an agreeing sector to say, I know this person is appropriately
qualified, I can recruit them, or I can give this person a qualification, therefore I can reward them and retain them
(Group1, E1, round-robin presentations).

Equally, the need to sustain and communicate craft beer standards and quality through accreditation
and within-sector regulation for production and packaging was seen to be a vehicle for ensuring
only high-standard craft beer reaches the customer, thereby protecting market growth. Some
workshop groups proposed ‘an EU craft brew institute’ (Group1, E2, presentations), or a ‘nongovernmental regulatory body that is set up by a group of peers within the craft beer industry’
(Group2, E2, presentations), whereas others sought something like ISO9000, which could be ‘either
industry-led or government-led’ (Group2, E2, presentations). Note the apparent paradox between the
relational, informal and experiential exchange of knowledge which currently is seen to uphold
quality standards within the craft beer sector, and the desire, as the sector matures, for these
standards – and the skills which achieve them – to be formally codified and systematized.
Furthermore, brewers also desired to acquire what they perceive as non-core skills, around the
business side of managing their breweries. Developing the skills needed to enter export markets was
seen as a particular area of need, around the demands of rules, regulation, and labelling, and in terms
of having the right contacts within international networks, since ‘a strategic way of entering them
without contacts . . . is the biggest challenge’ (Group3, E1, round-robin presentations). Here, institu
tionalized cultural capital, in the form of formally taught export marketing skills, is sought, and seen
as a replacement for a lack of international social capital. Brewers ‘know about markets like India and
China and Saudi Arabia being potentially really good markets to enter, but because they don’t know
anyone there, doesn’t make sense for them’ (Group3, E1, round-robin presentations). Others of these
stated non-core skills were linked to the shared objective of educating customers about craft beer,
and thus included marketing skills: ‘we also of course need to get some human capital. We need more
marketing capabilities in order to promote craft beer as a product category’ (Group1, E2, presentations).
There was much direct discussion around the need to facilitate the customer journey of learning
about craft beer, and to share knowledge with other members of the supply and distribution chain.
The development of cultural capital within the customer base was seen as an end in itself, but also as
a crucial marketing necessity. A key objective here was explaining to customers the complexity of
even sourcing appropriate hops and grains, and, especially, the complicated knowledge ‘behind the
different flavour of beer and . . . why mass-produced beer cannot reach that’ (P8, E1, interviews). This
emerged as one of the core problems (and, indeed, potentialities) repeatedly identified by our
participants, since ‘the key challenge would be to make would-be customers become aware, know what
is real craft beer and distinguish it clearly from imitators’ (P8, E1, interviews). In part, such knowledge
was felt to be required to validate craft beer’s premium price. This process was likened to the similar
taste and production learning journeys which consumers and professionals alike undertake for wine
and whisky. For one Scottish brewer, located on a famous whisky island, distillery tours also prime
brewery visitors to experience beer education:
So, when they come in the brewery, they’re in that frame of mind. So, we have a rather unique situation where
people have got time, and they’re learning, they’re learning loads. So, we can stand there with six or seven
different types of beer in front of them and say okay, so you like that one (P24, E1, intro presentations).
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When considering institutionalized cultural capital, participants also identified a clear need for formal
and informal knowledge development with restaurant and pub staff. Beer sommelier education,
food and beer pairings, more beer rankings, and tasting events with bars and bottle shops were all
proposed. The need for knowledge development is still more pressing in (wine drinking) countries
like Spain and Italy, where
often the craft beer is actually sold together with the rest, there is no presentation of the product, there is no
education to the product. In those countries it’s quite important to educate the public and to educate the
waiters in restaurants and pubs and pizzerias to present that (Group1, E1, round-robin presentations).

Indeed, some national differences were evident in the nature of the cultural capital which brewers
aimed to share. In the British context, for example, considerable attention was given to encouraging
wider cultural moves away from binge drinking of low-quality pints, and towards the sipping of
fewer premium beers. What linked these national variations, though, was a shared focus on ‘the
“winification” of beer’, and helping diverse people ‘enjoy the experiences tasting new beers creates’
(Group3, E1, round-robin presentations).
How is this institutionalized cultural capital shared? Both the established and more democratic
online media are key vehicles for enhancing customer education – ‘opinion leaders, reviewers,
“Untapped” blog writers, video loggers, or reviewers and writers of newspaper reviews’.
Knowledgeable consumers themselves act as ‘your advocates, your ambassadors’ through ‘social
media in particular, perhaps developing video channels’ (Group1, E1, round-robin presentations).
Finally, brewers also talked about the need to educate policymakers as to the benefits of the craft
beer sector, and to lobby collectively to see that new knowledge codified in legislation and support.

Objectified cultural capital
What of the beer itself, as a craft production? Much passionate attention and discussion was given to
the endless creation of new beers, of novel objectified cultural capital. Creating new beers can also
be a collaborative act between two or more craft brewery peers. Co-lab brewing emerged as quite an
organic process, a spontaneous reinforcement of a growing friendship, as illustrated by an interna
tional co-lab dreamt up between brewers during socialization around our workshops. Since co-labs
typically involve visits to one of the partnering breweries, the co-creation of new beer is a strongly
social act of innovative interaction – an inherently relational process for the sharing of skills and
knowledge through product innovation.1
Diversity and innovation are constantly sought, whilst brewers simultaneously (if paradoxically)
pursue embeddedness in the locality, through provenance-giving local ingredients, and by drawing
on local brewing tradition and heritage. Craft beer customers’ desire for diversity was seen to be
a key driver of this paradox, as well as of constant recipe innovation, because ‘consumers now
appreciate choice, want to buy into choice. So, the old days was about loyalty – people had just one
drink’ (P22, E1, intro presentations). However, ‘the consumer wants to stay more local than ever
before – although they do want to find discovery brands . . . what I think we see now is a lot wider
portfolio of drinks, or repertoire drinking’ (P22, E1, interviews). This, exacerbated by extensive pub
closures, results in brand dilution, because ‘more pubs are selling more choice, therefore there is less
volume’ (P22, E1, interviews) (Table 2).
Table 2. Cultural capital problems and potentialities.
Institutional Cultural Capital
Objectified Cultural Capital
Knowledge of crafting beer, as aesthetic excellence The constant, passionate pursuit of diversity and innovation, sometimes
in collaboration
The need for business skills (especially exporting and Customers’ simultaneous desire for discovery/choice, and local
marketing)
provenance
Institutionalizing craft beer quality and skills
Innovation embedded in place
Educating customers, the supply and distribution
chain
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Social capital
Local social capital and collaboration
In local terms, rich relationships and engagement with the craft beer community are especially valued,
as well as links with incoming tourists (E2, presentations; Groups 1, 2, 4), ‘it’s not seeing your competitors
as competitors, you see them as an opportunity to network and build upon your own brand essentially’
(P43, presentations). One of our participants, from the national tourism organization noted,
we’ve done a paper based on how we build the trends that we see on a consumer basis within tourism, how we
can match it with the craft beer industry, and the three that came out were authenticity, provenance, and
targeting a millennial market . . . so if you can build around your brand story of telling about what’s authentic
about your product, what makes you stand out from everyone else, what’s the provenance aspect, so do you use
water or barley from your areas, things like that. (P43, interviews).

Links and co-operation with other local food and drink players were highlighted as of significance,
including restaurants (E2, presentations; Groups 1, 4), food and drink festivals (Groups 2, 5), and
tourism (Group 1). Pre-embeddedness in localities, and within the craft beer (and other) networks
provides latent social capital, which brewers then draw upon, or invest in, as they reach out to
customers, distributors, peers, and institutional agencies2:
A lot of what we talked about has been done very locally, so the local brewer, for them to make local
relationships with other local partners, to grow their market, to penetrate new bits in the local market, and so
on (Group5, E2, presentations).

Horizontal peer links with other brewers were highlighted, and, at the sectoral level, there was
a strong perception that ‘we have social capital because breweries already have a lot of different
collaborations going on’ (Group1, E2, presentations). As noted by a participant from a support
organization, ‘collaboration has the potential to be a game changer for the craft beer industry’ (P40,
interviews). The sociality and conviviality between craft brewers is inherent in the norms of shared
beer drinking, so that the product itself is an integral element in the building and sustaining of social
capital .3
Strong ties with other local independent brewers were also a key resource for collaborating on
festivals and related events, since ‘all craft brewers are good friends . . . we then go out and reach out to
small independent breweries like ourselves, rather than going to the big breweries; and we’re getting
reciprocal arrangements’ (P32, E2, interviews). Reciprocity of interactions is perceived to be crucial,
throughout the dataset, and is a matter of considerable pride and pleasure, as crafters work together
to build agency and institutions, as in this Spanish example:
They are sharing costs, for example, for the materials, all the machinery that they need, and also, they are
organizing events together, so they go to the fairs together, and also they are . . . sharing knowledge with each
other (P8, E1, interviews).

Horizontal relationships with other local makers, including artisanal food producers, were perceived
to be especially promising, and were welcomed as a way of enhancing local provenance within the
beer itself. P24 collaborates with a community garden: ‘he’s actually got four hop plants going, and
last year . . . we green hopped a beer’ (E1, interviews). P32, likewise, have been working with a local
craft baker, as part of a national initiative on the circular economy, to make ‘a beer out of their spare
bread, left over bread rolls’ (E2, interviews). Similarly, building relationships with tourist businesses
offers ‘new possibilities for craft breweries . . . for example, craft brewery visits for tour groups and tour
operators’ (Group4, E2, presentations). Brewery tourism itself was seen to have major social capital
opportunities, by personalizing the face of craft brewers: ‘people come to your brewery and know who
makes this product, and what the product represents’ (Group4, E2, presentations). Thus, fellow
brewing, crafting and tourist businesses in the locality were all uniformly seen as key relational
resources, not least as facilitators in the development of further, wider social capital within the value
chain, to which we now turn.
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Building social capital with customers and distributors
Vertical relationships are essential for reaching and educating the markets, and form a vital social
capital resource comprising pubs, bars, the local tourist industry, exporters, and distributors.
Building strong relationships with such partners was seen to be crucial to achieving these aims
(E2, presentations). Digitally mediated relationships are also a significant reservoir of social capital
for craft breweries, and the use of social media to develop and enact such relationships was
singled out for special attention, ‘because that is the way that most people seem to engage with new
ideas, new thoughts’ (P32, E2, interviews). Events, festivals and tastings also lend themselves to
social media engagement, which has the additional benefit that ‘you know that’s going to be
educating the market’ (Group2, E2, presentations). Social media thus emerged as a crucial innova
tion diffusion and communication channel, simultaneously building community, and educating
customers. Customers’ own engagement with social media, presenting and celebrating specific
beers, and reviewing and rating them on specialist beer fora, adds still further credibility and
prestige to breweries.

Building national and international social capital and collaboration
Formal associations were also extensively mentioned as important social capital resources for craft
brewers. Greater use could be made of these in the future, most especially in terms of quite formal
peer craft brewery networks, which have already been identified as a potential agent in the
establishment and accreditation of standards. The importance of peer learning networks was
explicitly articulated, with clear recognition of the benefits of learning from ‘one of your peers who
you respect from within the industry, who has a brewery, who knows how to make beer, coming in’
(Group2, E2, presentations). Also of note were links with formal business networks and public-sector
associations, such as the sector’s UK independent brewing association, SIBA (the Society of
Independent Brewers).
We are here as XXX to help businesses to collaborate, so whether it’s looking at the model or looking at the legals
and the structure or the members’ agreement of how to work together. We’re here to help. It’s a free service and
we’ve helped other businesses in sectors across the food and drink industry, for example, the craft distillers’ cooperative, doing very similar things. (P40, interview)

Rich personal ties to export contacts were perceived as a key social capital endowment: ‘yes, it’s that
social capital that you need to develop, like really strong relationships with people who will bring your
beer into their country . . . you have a relationship there already’ (Group2, E2, presentations). One
idiosyncratic but highly interesting relational approach to growing international sales is that devel
oped by some dark metal brewers, whose branding links strongly to this specific rock tradition, its
language and symbols. This brewery ‘export’, in part, through attendance and sales at international
dark metal festivals: ‘the festivals are basically every year, so next year you go back to the country and
consumers get more and more used to your beer and maybe then they ask at the local shop to drink the
beer during the year’ (WS1, group feedback, peer comment). Again, building face-to-face ties with
Table 3. Social capital problems and potentialities.
Building social capital with custo
Local social Capital and Collaboration
mers and distributors
Collaborating with local craft brewer Developing personal relationships
peers
with distributors
Brewer-led groups and associations; Social media as a vehicle for building
strong ties with other brewers
and enacting social capital
Working with other local craft and
artisanal producers
Engaging with other local small firms,
especially tourist ventures

Building national and international social
capital
Building new national brewers’ associations
through relationships/strong ties
Engaging with formal business networks and
the public sector, at national level
Building on relational links to international
brewers (and others) to drive exporting
Benefits of weaker ties in bridging to new
export markets
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consumers, building on shared interest and a strong narrative, is the key to exporting, even in this
unusual format. (Table 3)
Curiously, and against the grain of open collaboration, there was considerable resistance
expressed to the notion of joint international selling and marketing activities. Brewers had anxieties
of the extent to which their own brand would be able to stand out in, for example, a mixed pallet of
Scottish beers sent to a specific export destination. By contrast, some expansion networks, particu
larly export connections, were seen to be weaker ties (in social terms), but of great benefit in
supporting internationalization. Such connections included existing brewery and export associa
tions, and some public-sector export support bodies. However, the number of these agencies was
also questioned: ‘too many associations – not enough time’ (E2, Group3 poster). Nevertheless, desire
for a pan-European craft brewery association was consistently expressed by several groups.

Symbolic capital
Craft beer narratives
Symbolic capital that resonates with consumers requires clear narratives. It demands consistent,
authentic stories, often rooted within the heritage of locality, where the attributes of a specific place
add weight to the narrative and branding of breweries. For example, some places have a lengthy
tradition of beer making, as in the example of the East Midlands, ‘a traditional real ale base area with
a lot of tradition – centuries tradition of brewing’ (AB, WS1, video interview). Other locales are strong
tourist destinations, with related craft producers sharing in the creation of a food and drink
experience for visitors. One island based Scottish brewery illustrates this aspect of spatial symbolic
capital, drawing on the legacy and heritage of the closely related whisky distilling. As well as
legitimacy, such place-based heritage also creates a pull effect, drawing customers into the area,
and shaping their expectations of premium quality and provenance.
Beyond locality, the craft beer sector as a whole is seen as engaged in earning and defending
symbolic capital. First and foremost, there is the conscious myth making of the small-scale crafter as
against the macro brewers: ‘already now we have high quality and special taste associations connected
to the craft beer, and we have this David versus Goliath kind of myth going on’ (WS2, group feedback).

Institutionalized symbolic capital
Symbolic capital’s authenticity can be embodied in awards, particularly at national and international
level. Brewers felt that awards for their beers articulate value mainly to their peer group within the
brewing community, facilitating market entry, as do the online reviews and ratings of informed
consumers, for beers and breweries. This quite formal and institutionalized systematization of social
capital is at the heart of reputation building, and legitimation, within the craft beer sector:
if you’re talking to somebody in Europe . . . the first thing those people will do when you mention your beer is
clackety, clackety, clackety, clack on the keyboard, look you up on Untapped, on RateBeer, on all that. They check
your beers. So, if your beer comes up saying ‘oh, it’s won this award, it’s won that award’, you are far more likely
to be successful in developing that market. So symbolic capital is very important there (Group3, E2,
presentations).

Risks to symbolic capital
These positive reputational effects are jeopardized by the sale of substandard ‘craft’ beer. Protection
against this risk to the sectors’ collective capital – which is taken very seriously, and much discussed,
is a major motivator of the desire for formal accreditation systems. As we have seen, all workshop
groups independently proposed sectoral mechanisms to ensure and accredit the quality of craft
beer, articulating and underwriting the meaning of craft in the brewing context. (Table 4)
Inauthenticity is also a reputational risk, and the temptations of succumbing to mainstream
marketing norms was wryly discussed. This was rare, and appeared tongue in cheek, but stood out
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Table 4. Symbolic capital problems and potentialities.
Craft beer narratives
Clear, consistent stories
Locality is crucial- spatial symbolic
capital
Social Media as locus for enacting
symbolic capital
Myth making: David and Goliath

Institutionalized symbolic capital
Risks to symbolic capital
Awards and rankings crucial
Poor quality breweries and brews affect the whole
within beer sector
sector’s reputation.
Especially important for
Temptations and risks of inauthenticity, especially
international growth
in export marketing
Negative perceptions of craft beer and its drinkers

within the dataset for its instrumentality, and parody of attempted manipulations of symbolic
capital. One (non-UK) academic participant reported back for his workshop group that ‘for
a brewer exporting to the US, you might have to ham up. So, you might put a picture of the Union
Jack on your bottle of beer . . . to say put a picture of baby Charlotte on the; Theresa May on the label,
send it over. The Trump lovers would love it, wouldn’t they?’ (WS2, CMB, group feedback). Thus, craft
beer not only carries positive reputational effects, but also recognizes more negative associations –
the lack of symbolic capital – which some of its products and devotees both provoke.

Discussion
In our opening argument, we suggested that entrepreneurship might now be called upon as a tool
to solve the problems and potentialities of pursuing ‘sustainable and sustaining growth’. We
wondered what this kind of entrepreneurship might look like, at sectoral and regional economy
levels, and sought to identify its form, its practices, its values created, converted and curated, as
enacted in the natural laboratory of craft brewing. Our aim was to find ways in which we might solve
the puzzle of supporting regional socio-economic growth, yet staying true to the principles of
‘Everyday Entrepreneurship’, and the ecosystem. We also sought to frame this road-mapping
through a widening appreciation of capitals-as-value.
In line with our intuition and past research (see Appendix A), this (high-growth but pro-social)
sector is characterized by very strong network ties, especially within the local places where craft
brewers are embedded. Strong relational ties, characterized by mutuality of support and interests,
extend throughout the value chain, embracing consumers, distributors, retailers, and, especially,
other brewers. The richness of human interactions is celebrated for its own sake in this very relational
value, which is often deliberately furthered and deepened through the sharing of knowledge.
The social capital inherent in these strong tie networks is, then, enhanced through intense focus
on the creation and sharing of cultural capital within the sector, and on the importance of high-level
knowledge for all, as to the variety, ingredients, recipes, traditions and innovations of craft beer. Not
captured by superficial economic measures of growth, there are very significant value gains here,
through the sharing of both localized heritage knowledge and highly skilled professional and
commercial competences (marketing, exporting, production). Moreover, the community consistently
works to co-create new knowledge, using very creative and innovative collaborative practices, which
are perhaps resonant with other high-growth knowledge sectors, such as technology, or haute
cuisine. Yet, again, these are tempered by a focus on sustaining and developing the wider craft
brewing community, rather than growing the individual firm, including the depleted communities
and overlooked places within which it embeds itself. We find competition between brewers articu
lated as a matter of craft excellence, and the just rewards for this, with individual financial and
commercial growth downplayed, denied and distrusted. Especially important is to note that knowl
edge is seen as a shared asset, and that its value is shown to increase through collective extensions of
that knowledge, and widening understanding throughout supply and distribution channels.
Aesthetic excellence matters enormously, as objectified cultural capital – knowledge enacted in
great beers. Excellence in taste and skill is also celebrated through a plethora of awards, through
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online rankings sites, festivals, and associations. Being seen to be creative, performing crafting
innovative excellence, is as crucial as enacting these practices, and such attributions are as vital
here as in the world of haute cuisine (Koch et al. 2018). Comparisons to the world of wine highlight
an appreciation for established institutional growth practices and paths which is, perhaps, a little
surprising.
We found a firm desire for this craft excellence to be upheld through the introduction of
accredited quality standards, again a perhaps surprisingly formal mode of legitimation through
institutionalized symbolic capital. Although hardly novel, this usefully confirms a sectoral apprecia
tion of wider mainstream recognition – un-othering – so needed when ‘firms initially lack external
legitimacy due to their small number’ (Aldrich and Fiol 1994, 646). Here, the sector itself is seeking
what might be considered quite conventional sectoral growth policy tools. Note, though, the reshaping of these through a widened understanding of value, a deeper sense of the local, of
environment, and of communal holding of assets. Note too, and highly democratically, that the
acquisition of this rare and complex cultural capital is shared widely through the craft beer field in
a variety of means, at every possible opportunity, and novel knowledge is often co-created.
The aim is not cultural domination, but rather the democratization of knowledge. Knowledge and
social interaction combine to build ever wider communities of knowledge, with legitimation accru
ing as much from community building through knowledge sharing, as through the creation of
novelty. This ensemble, through their embedded conversations, both co-creates the craft beer sector
and negotiates its artisanal identity. It is a wide-ranging community of multiple stakeholders (Austin,
Hjorth, and Hessel 2017). As argued by Zhao et al. (2017), however, there is a conflict within such
a sector between the drive to gain legitimation (conformity) and the individual (brewers’) pursuit and
need to protect the distinctiveness of their product.
We note, too, the role of social media in democratizing knowledge – and of festivals, tastings, beer
tourism in bringing people together for this purpose, which is interestingly resonant with scholarship
exploring (folk) music (Van Eijck 2001; Peterson and Kern 1996; Peterson and Simkus 1992). The
festival is a liminal, fluid social space where creativity emerges from chaos, and the boundaries of
production and consumption are significantly blurred (Toraldo and Islam 2019). This is a sector
characterized by passion and camaraderie, which drive the shared growth path, and must be
appreciated as of value in their own right in supporting the field.
What emerges is an inclusive distributed model of sectoral growth, which stretches itself up,
down, and along all its channels. Motivated by the passionate need to create, celebrate and share
cultural capital, these assets are highly prized, whether expressed as new knowledge, embedded in
traditional skills, or objectified in aesthetically excellent beers. Yet there is also a shrewd and practical
recognition of the opportunities and barriers which regional and national institutions comprise, and
of their role in sectoral growth. Beyond the romance, we also found a well-articulated and wellinformed vision of a sector helped to grow into more formality, efficiency and professionalism.

Theoretical implications
Bourdieu’s language of capitals has provided a highly tractable lexicon here for extending our
consideration of resources beyond the economic. We, amongst many others, have borrowed and
bought into Bourdieu’s sociological lexicon to make sense of the world around us, often focusing on
marginal contexts through this lens. Along with his forms of capitals, our main focus here, we
showed above how Bourdieu’s theories of legitimation, social violence, fields, habitus, and power
have also entered our collective work. Yet, as we noted at the beginning of this article, we now face
contemporary environmental and socio-economic crises of an unprecedented scale. We ask here if it
is time to move beyond Bourdieu, as we seek to reposition entrepreneurship scholarship in and at
the edges.
Our study has revealed a field which is emblematically ‘folk’ and artisanal – yet simultaneously,
professionally and intentionally focused on high growth through innovation – and characterized far
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more by internal collaboration than agonic strategic positioning. Does this different, emerging, craftbased form of agile distributed entrepreneurship, set against a context of ecosystem crises, demand
a re-working, or at least a re-wording, of Bourdieusian approaches? We think perhaps it does.
To think of diverse ‘capitals’ has proved useful and enormously helpful in as much as it highlights
social, symbolic and cultural resources contributing (at least as much) to the emergence of new
ventures (new projects, new ideas) with the economic. With its Marxist overtones, ‘capitals’ speaks to
power structures, as Bourdieu intended. However, its language can also imply that relationships,
public standing, and knowledge (as well as money) are little more than individually held assets to be
traded for better field position, and, importantly, that these are the only resources to be considered.
This narrow understanding of phenomena can no longer be defended, on cosmological, ontological,
axiological, or teleological grounds. It does, arguably, symbolic violence to Bourdieu’s own ethos, in
facilitating the co-option of his work by an overly economic spirit. This study raises a clear empirical
challenge also to this position; assets, values and capitals are created, curated and converted as
community goods, in a very natural, routine and authentic fashion. If this is an agonic field, internally,
then the game is mainly played for fun, for passion, for learning: winning might legitimate cult
products and brewers, but excessive commercial success is presented as a by-product; growing the
movement, and sharing the knowledge, are the key shared mantra here, the generative grammar of
this habitus.
Here, too, we recognize the need to move to a post-Bourdieusian lexicon, which allows us to speak
of the natural environment at all, and, in particular to speak of it as something other than a cost-less
resource for our endless entrepreneurial consumption. Rather than capitals, we could write of
endowments, for example. Not owned, nor bought, nor sold – unlike capitals– endowments are
inherited, entrusted, stewarded.4 Or we could follow Korsgaard, Ferguson, and Gaddefors (2015) and
think about re-sources. Our verbs of processes around capitals are similarly infected with a very
specific market metaphor: convert, exchange, trade, barter, invest, expend, build up stocks of. Where
are our words for renewing, rebuilding, reusing, upscaling, improving, enhancing, rethinking, and
donating to the common weal? We have been myopic in the lexical constraints we have imposed
upon ourselves; we have stayed within the fixed boundaries of incumbent fields, instead of creating
a vocabulary of entrepreneurship, of the in-between.

Conclusion
Informed commentary and analysis from representatives of European craft beer producers have
confirmed a generation of innovative and growing enterprises that are both challenging the
dominant oligopolists as a competitive fringe, but also cooperating and applying wider resources
to generate space for dynamic growth at individual and sectoral level. The success of the craft beer
sector in applying this capitals model can be seen in its achievements, both commercially and in
terms of taste. As theorized by Bourdieu (1986), this balance between competition and cooperation
is being pursued through constant endeavours to secure economic, cultural, social, and symbolic
capitals, many of which are perceived as a collective resource.
Across the sector craft brewers put an incredibly strong emphasis on the sharing of cultural
capital, stressing a high-level knowledge as to the ingredients, recipes, traditions and innovations of
craft beer. Integral to the craft beer movement, aesthetic excellence matters.
Traditional capitalism, and its models of entrepreneurship, assume profit maximization through
striving for monopoly power, by cultural domination, specifically separating elites from the masses.
Craft entrepreneurship, rather, strives for maximization of multiple forms of value, or capital, using
knowledge and social interaction to build ever wider communities of knowledge, engagement and
enactment. Cultural and social capitals interact here, with the craft beer communities and producers
emphasizing the role of social media in democratizing knowledge and disseminating information,
enthusiasm, and other intelligence about the beers. Our detailed empirical findings highlight a field
which holds in balance both an innovative high growth ambition, held collectively, and a firm
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enactment of frugal, circular, local, foundational, pro-social and everyday entrepreneurship. This
sustaining entrepreneurship calls into question some of the underlying assumptions and language of
Bourdieusian theory, most especially around individual capital ownership and enactment, and the
range of processes practised upon capitals (we do not only produce, trade and consume, but also
steward, replenish, sustain and sacrifice for).
As engaged scholars, an integral part of the project design, our outputs included a policy white
paper, on facilitating sustainable development and growth in the craft beer sector (Wilson et al.
2018). Six main policy and development priority areas emerged from the study: resourcing growth,
marketing communications, market expansion, building skills, working with the value chain, and,
crucially, legislation and support structures. Yet whilst these may appear entirely predictable
requirements for sectoral and regional development, nevertheless in each case, as outlined in this
paper, these areas were articulated within the context of innovative, distributed, knowledge-driven
communities of practice, holding many resources in common. It is this additional way of being, this
habitus of crafting growth together, which gives sustaining and sustainable value to the sector’s
growth. These ways of being resonate with wider arguments for the ‘foundational economy’, and the
rediscovery under Covid19 lockdowns of the need to rebuild resilience back into local economies.

Notes
1. It struck us that this bonding through collaboration process is very similar to that of academics striking up
a friendship at a conference, and dreaming up joint research projects over pints of beer, which also then involves
the conversion of budding social capital into the sharing of cultural capital (knowledge), and the creation of
a novel cultural good (journal articles).
2. Unlike Cruz, Beck and Wezel’s study of Franconia Cruz, Beck and Wezel (2017), our participants had not faced the
problem of launching their ventures in locales with incumbent, centuries-old, craft breweries. Rather, they were
pre-embedded in local communities prior to their launch of their new breweries.
3. However, note that brewing new beers together is not intended to be a means to sustained financial success: ‘I
mean I don’t really see collaborating on a recipe and bringing out a beer together as a very profitable undertaking.
It’s nice to do, but collaboration really is more about what you’re doing in the background.’ (P30, E1, intro
presentations).
4. This is a prime example of the knowledge of the elite few, driving out the knowledge of the entrepreneurial
many. The most long running conceptual debate in the family business literature is that of stewardship versus
agency. Yet stewardship of resources, rather than ownership, is never, ever transferred into the language of the
entrepreneurial mainstream.
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Appendix A. Global and National Entrepreneurial Capitals in Craft Beer Fields
The Global Craft Beer Field
Economic Fiscal regimes can aid or abet small scale brewers, and
Capital
have done so since antiquity.
Cabras and Bamforth 2016, 631; Danson et al. 2015

The Emerging Irish Craft Beer Field
Recession (2008–2011) as catalyst for new brewery
openings; retailer effort/interest; and consumer re–
focus on value as quality.
(Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018)
Licencing laws and alcohol regulations have framed craft Legislative challenges prohibiting on-site tasting.
brewing opportunities, from Hammurabi, to the
(The law was then changed, after organized lobbying
present day.
to parliament, on a regional development and beer
Argent 2017; Danson et al. 2015; Tremblay et al. 2005,
tourism agenda). (Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018)
321; Cabras and Bamforth 2016, 634; 628; Woolverton
and Parcell 2008, 52–53
Exploitation of resource–scarce spaces, using capitals
Structural economics saw craft breweries being crowded
overlooked by large scale generalists.
out of mainstream national distribution systems,
Clemons, Gao, and Hitt 2006, 152; Elzinga, Tremblay,
dominated by major players. Craft beer pubs are an
and Tremblay 2015, 724; Carroll and Swaminathan
already over-supplied local niche.
2000; Carroll 1985; Argent 2017, 3; Cabras and
(Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018)
Bamforth 2016, 626–628
Access to Economic Capital: Risk aversion from banks;
a need for patient capital; and the importance of
regional support and development funding for some
breweries in marginal areas.
(Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018)
Traditional funding sources are complemented by
(dearer) alternative sources, like crowd funding. This
tended to be very localized, and sought to build
customer commitment, rather than sourcing
operational input.
(Mac an Bhaird et al. 2019).
Combining strengths to achieve competitive strategic
scale
Emergence of small–scale specialists.
From macro-brewers, back to authentic craft basics;
Clemons, Gao, and Hitt 2006, 152; Elzinga, Tremblay,
more commercial business models, drawn from
and Tremblay 2015, 724; Carroll and Swaminathan
previous business experience; emergence of a hybrid
2000; Carroll 1985; Argent 2017, 3; Cabras and
business model balancing commerce and craft.
Bamforth 2016, 626–628
(Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018)
Authentic small-scale crafting – contrast to
mainstream (Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018)
Cultural
Home brewing as a route to craft brewery start-up.
From home brewers to beer entrepreneurs.
Capital
Elzinga, Tremblay, and Tremblay 2015; Danson et al.
(Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018)
2015
Hyperdifferentiation, and continual experimental NPD of Hyperdifferentiation – norms of innovating and
novel beers, to meet passionate consumer demand.
experimenting. Market demands for diversity,
Clemons, Gao, and Hitt 2006, Woolverton and Parcell
authenticity, quality and passion.
2008, 59, 60; Danson et al. 2015
(Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018)
Humanization of brands through local folklore, myths
Brand humanization through personalization – social
and heroes, time and place; historical identity.
media. (Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018)
Hede and Watne 2013; Argent 2017; Lamertz et al.
2016)
Social
Collaboration and co-operations between craft brewers. Shared communal ethos of collaboration, e.g., “cuckoo
Capital
Danson et al. 2015; Cabras and Bamforth 2016, 634
brewing”/sharing production facilities; loaning
brewery equipment; sharing start–up knowledge,
contacts and advice. (Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018)
Dense networked community of brewers, home brewers, Engaging with customers as home brewers and
consumers.
bloggers; collaborative brews; (Drakopoulou Dodd
Elzinga, Tremblay, and Tremblay 2015, 731–2
et al. 2018)
Symbolic Neo-localism, branded embeddedness and provenance. Embedded craft – coming home to Ireland; local place
Capital
Argent 2017; Danson et al. 2015
names; local recipes and ingredients; place and local
myths; history and tradition revisited (Drakopoulou
Dodd et al. 2018)
Great quality is essential for the entire sector
Table adapted and extended from Drakopoulou Dodd et al. 2018, p 642, Table 1 (with permission, and thanks).
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Appendix B. Participants’ profile
Participant identification code
P1
P2
P3
P4
P5
P6
P7
P8
P9
P10
P11
P12
P13
P14
P15
P16
P17
P18
P19
P20
P21
P22
P23
P24
P25
P26
P27
P28
P29
P30
P31
P32
P33
P34
P35
P36
P37
P38
P39
P40
P41
P42
P43
P44

Type
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Brewer
Support/policy/industry body representative
Support/policy/industry body representative
Support/policy/industry body representative
Support/policy/industry body representative
Support/policy/industry body representative
Support/policy/industry body representative

Country
Slovenia
UK
Ireland
Slovenia
Italy
Spain
Germany
Spain
Finland
UK
Germany
UK
UK
UK
UK
Norway
UK
France
Italy
Slovenia
UK
UK
Slovenia
UK
Italy
UK
Finland
UK
UK
Ireland
Germany
UK
Finland
UK
Spain
Italy
UK
Germany
UK
UK
UK
UK
UK
UK
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Appendix C. Data table
Participation Mode
Workshop One
Introduction: presentations and Q&A session with 3 brewers of
varying size
12 teams of 2–3 participants

Artefact/Data

45 minutes video
7187–word transcript
12 x Present and Future Business Model Canvas
(Individual Brewery Level)
4 teams of 6–7 participants
4 x Challenges and Opportunities Grids (Sectoral Level)
Round-robin presentations of challenges and opportunities grid – 45 minutes video
all participants
6273-word transcript
Vox-Pop Interviews: 3 academics, 1 support professional, 2 brewers 40 minutes video
6360-word transcript
Workshop Two
Introduction: Summative report on Workshop 1, authorial team
41 minutes video
5928–word transcript
17 teams of 2–3 participants
17 x Entrepreneurial Capitals Map
(Individual Brewery Level)
See Appendix 4 for samples
5 teams of 6–7 participants
5 x Collaborative Action Plan Matrices
Plenary presentation of Action Plan Matrices – all participants (in 48 minutes audio
the same teams of 5)
7766-word transcript
Vox-Pop Interviews: 3 brewers
12 minutes video
2148-word transcript
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Appendix D. Individual Brewery – Entrepreneurial Capitals Grid
In their first activity of WS2, brewers were teamed with an academic and/or support sector expert. Working in these
teams of two or three, participants mapped a current (and future vision) entrepreneurial capitals landscape for their
brewery. Two of the authors also acted as roving facilitators, supporting the process, which had been introduced to
participants in a short lecture session too. These individual level models provided an important input for later group
activities and analysis. The two anonymized posters shown below illustrate the output of this activity (2/17 grids).
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Appendix E. Exemplar Data Representing Analytical Codes
Overarching Dimension: Craft Beer Sector: Problems and Potentialities

Examples from raw data
‘they can . . . pay upfront which is quite good for business that you get the
money before you ship the product, so it’s quite a good arrangement’
(Group3, E1, round-robin presentations).
‘we’re a four-barrel brewery; we’ve always been a four-barrel brewery, we
don’t think we’re going to get bigger any time soon’ (P24, E1, intro
presentations).
‘how craft breweries create new jobs in the rural regions’ (Group1, E2,
presentations)
‘that ability to have a passport as it were with an agreeing sector to say,
I know this person is appropriately qualified, I can recruit them, or I can give
this person a qualification, therefore I can reward them and retain them’
(Group1, E1, round-robin presentations).
‘the consumer wants to stay more local than ever before – although they do
want to find discovery brands . . . what I think we see now is a lot wider
portfolio of drinks, or repertoire drinking’ (P22, E1, interviews)
‘it’s not seeing your competitors as competitors, you see them as an
opportunity to network and build upon your own brand essentially’ (P43,
presentations).
‘because that is the way that most people seem to engage with new ideas,
new thoughts’ (P32, E2, interviews).
‘We are here as XXX to help businesses to collaborate, so whether it’s looking
at the model or looking at the legals and the structure or the members’
agreement of how to work together. We’re here to help. It’s a free service
and we’ve helped other businesses in sectors across the food and drink
industry, for example, the craft distillers’ co-operative, doing very similar
things.’ (P40, interview)
‘already now we have high quality and special taste associations connected to
the craft beer, and we have this David versus Goliath kind of myth going on’
(WS2, group feedback).
‘if you’re talking to somebody in Europe . . . the first thing those people will do
when you mention your beer is clackety, clackety, clackety, clack on the
keyboard, look you up on Untapped, on RateBeer, on all that. They check
your beers. So, if your beer comes up saying “oh, it’s won this award, it’s
won that award”, you are far more likely to be successful in developing that
market. So symbolic capital is very important there’ (Group3, E2,
presentations).
‘for a brewer exporting to the US, you might have to ham up. So, you might
put a picture of the Union Jack on your bottle of beer . . . to say put
a picture of baby Charlotte on the; Theresa May on the label, send it over.
The Trump lovers would love it, wouldn’t they?’ (WS2, CMB, group
feedback).

First-order codes
Cash flow

Secondorder
themes
Economic
capital

Investment and growth
Economic capital and context
Institutional cultural capital

Cultural
capital

Objectified cultural capital
Local social capital and
collaboration

Social capital

Building social capital with
customers and distributors
Building national and
institutional social capital

Craft beer narratives
Institutional symbolic capital

Risks to symbolic capital

Symbolic
capital

