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ABSTRACT

Adopting a process perspective on entrepreneurship, captured by the notion
of “entrepreneuring”, the emerging practice-theory approach in the social
sciences is proposed as an appropriate frame of reference. Entrepreneuring
as a practice is ontologically/epistemologically qualified by presenting
“phronesis” as the relevant guiding intellectual virtue in the knowledge-cre-
ating process. A constructionist view invites different modes of coping with
an ambiguous environment, including the use of analogizing and bricolage
when enacting entrepreneuring by way of improvisation and personal net-
working. The notion of “organizing context” is introduced to grasp how
collective support for entrepreneuring may be mobilized. Enactive research
as an interactive way for doing field research is outlined and illustrated in
order to complete the paradigmatic and theoretical arguments for a practi-
ce-theory approach to entrepreneuring with an adequate methodology.

Launching the Quest

Knowledge is a restriction of possibilities

Introducing his seminal work on entrepreneurship and innovation,
Drucker (1985) states that entrepreneurship is neither art nor sci-
ence, but practice. Opposing this view we elsewhere propose that
entrepreneurship may be art as well as science (Hjorth, Johannisson
and Steyaert 2003). Imagination may be used to craft a venture and
its emergence into a mature business by way of relational and con-
crete activities. As an emergent academic field of study entrepre-
neurship aspires to its own theories. The scientific literature is also
flooded with different models which, according to their authors,
provide the ultimate image of the entrepreneurial phenomenon.
Academics are, however, not the only ones who theorize on entre-
preneurial (inter)activity, but the entrepreneurs themselves do, too.
If entrepreneurship is considered as (a field of) practice, the habits
which guide entrepreneurs may very well be seen as designed by
their cognitive maps or personal theories. As rooted in embodied
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tacit knowledge these theories are, however, untouchable not only
to outsiders but even to their originators. Keeping these obstacles in
mind I here want to take seriously Drucker’s advice, that entrepre-
neurship should rightfully be considered as (a) practice, and reflect
upon what insights into entrepreneurship such a view may produ-
ce.

As stated by Kuhn (1996), anomalies trigger change in what is
taken for granted within the academic community, that is in the
ruling paradigm. Presumably, that works for individual professional
researchers as much as for academic communities of practice. One
intriguing experience is that (successful) entrepreneurs use their
available time in a way that is in total contrast to what we associate
with proper management. For a quarter of a century we have repea-
tedly asked demonstrably successful family-business entrepreneurs
in Sweden about how they use the time they spend running their
firms. More specifically we asked them, in interview settings as well
as through surveys, how they as businesspersons allocated their time
use among (1) concrete activities which provide immediate feedback
on the outcome of the action taken, (2) planning with periodic feed-
back, and (3) visions whose outcome may appear only after several
years (Johannisson 2008). Three major findings have come out of
this field research. First, successful entrepreneurs spend more time
on both concrete action and vision than on planning. A similar be-
havior is ascribed to successful intrapreneurs (Pinchot 1985) and
leaders (Eccles and Nohria 1992). Second, over the years (1976—
2002) repeated empirical research tells us that an increasingly larger
share of the time budget is spent on concrete action, presumably
also interaction, than on planning and vision. In an increasingly
turbulent and complex world this makes sense — few dreams can be
withheld and challenges have to be dealt with concurrently, cf. Sta-

! This aphorism and the four that follow are all written by Joseph
Schumpeter and appear in Swedberg (1991, Appendix I).
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cey (1996). Third, owner-managers are able to keep their concern for
vision more viable than professional leaders. Presumably, the values
and emotional commitment that the family institution adds to eco-
nomic activity reinforces the belief that the environment after all is
enactable.

These empirical findings are clearly in contrast to the image of
entrepreneurship as an intentionally planned and dramatically sta-
ged activity that characterizes rationalistic approaches to entrepre-
neurship. They rather acknowledge the existence of irrationalities
such as passion and emotion, immediacy and improvisation (Hjorth
et al. 2003). Proposed “anomalies” like these do not arrive as Schum-
peterian disturbances vocabulary but rather as the subsequent
swarms that indicate that a fundamental change has already taken
place, obviously unnoticed. This signals the need for a framework
that acknowledges entrepreneurship as an (everyday) hands-on
practice, including routines as well as improvisation in order to cope
with coincidence (Steyaert 2004). Tacit knowledge and personal re-
lationship seem to remain relevant also in current digital times when
codified knowledge and formal partnerships dominate the public
discourse on how to create sustainable development in firms and
societies.

Taking on the Peircian notion of abduction, these “anomalies”,
which only seem to escalate and increasingly challenge the domi-
nant scientific understandings of entrepreneurship, can be taken as
a point of departure for proposing alternative ways of making sense
of entrepreneurial behavior. For reasons already indicated I have a
strong belief that practice theory offers a view that is able to deal
with such a challenge. This approach seems to have replaced the
linguistic turn in organization studies in general and the European
entrepreneurship studies tradition in particular. Practice theory has
also established itself as major framework in organization research
where “[P]ractice theorists conceive of practices as embodied, mate-
rially mediated arrays of human activity centrally organized around
shared practical understanding” (Schatzki 2001, p. 2). Thinking of
entrepreneurship as ongoing creative organizing we consider the ar-
rays of activities to include bundles of (personal) relations. Using
this approach when inquiring into entrepreneurship means on the
one hand that the idea of entrepreneurship as anything but genui-
nely social and collective is denounced, on the other hand that all
human faculties, not just the cognitive but also the emotional ones,
are recognized as instrumental in the enactment of new ventures,
whether on the market or in other settings.

Practice theory sounds like an impossible combination, since
practice is associated with coping with the local, the situated, speci-
fic, concrete and detailed, where words have to become deeds as
soon as they are spoken. Theory as representational knowledge, in
contrast, is ideally supposed to be global or universal, “above” the
specific, abstract and generic. The passage from the verbal represen-
tation of the knowledge to its concrete application then becomes
critical. Such differences between theory and practice vanish when a
practice-theory view (of entrepreneurship) is adopted with its call
for “actionable knowledge” (Jarzabkowski and Wilson 2006), that is
knowledge that is appropriate for getting things done.

Pierre Bourdieu is perhaps the most prominent scholar associated
with “practice”, its constitution and theorizing. He sees ”practical
sense” as “...a quasi-bodily involvement in the world which presup-
poses no representation either of the body or of the world, still less
of their relationship. It is an immanence of the world through which
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the world imposes its imminence, things to be done or said, which
directly govern speech and action.” (Bourdieu 1992, p. 66). This di-
rect connection between thought and action aligns well with our
understanding of entrepreneurship as associated with spontaneity
and immediacy.

Our purpose is to inquire into the understanding of entrepre-
neurship as a practice, a creative and social/collective organizing
process that materializes a venture. Instead of reflecting upon what
vocabulary is used to make sense of the emerging process, the prac-
tice approach focuses on actions and interactions, their source, pat-
tern-making and outcomes. It is about getting things done. Practice
theory must be scrutinized both with respect to its paradigmatic
pillars and with respect to what methodologies to use to guide field
research. Identified paradigmatic foundations must be aligned with
the idea that knowledge is embodied and tacit, that “...
sentation of the skills involved in performing appropriate human
activity can be adequate” (Schatzki 2001, p. 8). The field research
must apply a methodology that invites the subjects in a knowledge-

no repre-

creating process where their experientially gained insights are fully
appreciated.

Alluding to Morgan’s (1980) triptych guiding research into orga-
nizational phenomena — paradigm, metaphors and puzzle-solving
— a practice-theory approach has to proceed in three steps. In the
next section, thus, the paradigmatic foundations of a practice theory
for studying entrepreneurship are provided, while the following sec-
tion offers some theoretical fragments related to metaphors which
capture critical features of the entrepreneurial phenomenon. Sec-
tion 4 takes on the major contest to construct a methodology fea-
sible for inquiring into entrepreneurship as a practice. The conclu-
ding section offers some lessons for academics and practitioners
alike which, if adhered to, will in due course grant the proposed
practice approach the necessary legitimacy.

Paradigmatic Pillars of a Practice Theory of Entrepre-
neuring

Planning means planlessness and waste
Academics and entrepreneurs alike, we all want to dramatize our
deeds, academics by writing about radically new ways of approaching
phenomena, entrepreneurs by telling us stories about critical mo-
ments in the venturing process. However, like any social activity,
like any practice, everyday life actually is a flow of disturbances.
Scholars are desperate about hiding such mess by way of modeling,
thereby possibly demonstrating analytical brilliance but also esca-
ping the real challenges to make sense out of the organizational un-
tidiness that our co-existence creates. Even neat management is
about “muddling through”, possibly guided by some hope and then
appearing as “logical incrementalism” (Quinn 1978). Pfeffer and Sa-
lancik (1978) propose that managers are basically not in control but
out of control. Yet, these scholars were doing research in organiza-
tions when times were assumed to be stable! Since then the world
has only become more unknowable and chaos theory has been invi-
ted in the search for a vocabulary to articulate this staggering blow
against the illusion that reality can be mastered (Stacey 1996). The
only way out seems to be to make the best of the situation at hand.
In this perspective the difference between the lives of business people
and of busy housewives vanishes.

There are at least three more reasons for approaching entrepre-
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neurship as the ongoing practice of creatively organizing people and
resources according to opportunity. First, as entrepreneurship stu-
dies are now institutionalized and recognized as a discipline of its
own and as an attractive partner in subject-area alliances such as
entrepreneurial marketing and entrepreneurial strategy, it is time to

take on new challenges.” Second, more turbulent and increasingly
complex realities due to our digitalized world have triggered an aca-
demic concern for ontologies of becoming; cf. Chia (1995), Chia
and Holt (2006). In parallel, process perspectives in studies of orga-
nizations in general (Van de Ven and Poole 1995, 2005) and entre-
preneurship in particular (Steyaert 2007) have gained attention.
Summarizing an excellent (historical) review of alternative process
approaches to entrepreneurship, Chris Steyaert, inspired by Ian
Macmillan, proposes the felicitous term “entrepreneuring” for en-
trepreneurial phenomenon as generically associated with movement,
with process. Third, a practice turn is now showing up in the social
sciences, recognizing knowledge as embodied and local (Schatzki
2001), and thus incorporating emotional forces, such as affect and
intuition in a framework for inquiry into entrepreneurship. The no-
tion of entrepreneuring will be used wherever appropriate in the
text that follows.

For a number of reasons practice-oriented research approaches to
entrepreneuring have been rare so far. First, inquiries into entrepre-
neuring within the academic community (of practice), aiming at
giving the field legitimacy as a discipline, have rather been concer-
ned with presenting entrepreneurship studies as being closely asso-
ciated with established social sciences such as economics with its
rationalistic assumptions taken from the “hard” natural sciences.
Second, when acknowledging the irrational features of entrepre-
neuring, entrepreneurship research has, not the least in European
academic circles, been inspired by the linguistic turn, reducing
practice” to the use of creative vocabulary. For sure, words may
become deeds, or even be deeds (Gartner 1993), but practice goes
beyond speech. Third, parallel to the separation of decision as a
mental activity and implementation as a hands-on in management
studies, the theorizing and practicing of entrepreneuring have been
kept apart. Fourth, since entrepreneuring as a human activity at its
creative height leaves nobody untouched, its practice is kept away
from the research arenas. It becomes marginalized, mainly appea-
ring in the form of stories being told by entrepreneurs, re-appearing
as "anecdotal evidence” provided during dinner speeches at research
conferences. When personally experienced/practiced by researchers,
it is usually silenced. This separation of “science” and story-telling
and of theory and practice reflects the intellectual inability to recon-
cile the different understandings that logic-analytical and intuitive-
holistic insights provide. The moral dilemma of reconciling profes-
sional and private life practices is simply overwhelming. This
suggests that entrepreneurship affects those getting close to it,
whether they practice it or study it.

These lessons suggest that only if we go beyond the taken-for
granted understanding of what (scientific) knowledge is will our in-
tellectual scope become broad enough to invite appropriate acade-
mic approaches to the study of entrepreneuring. Flyvbjerg (2001)
has brought new life to Aristotle’s three intellectual virtues: episteme,
techne and phronesis. While episteme appears as the foundation for
science in the Kuhnian sense and techne for artisan work, phronesis
is, according to Flyvbjerg, proposed as an appropriate paradigmatic
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platform for the social sciences. Phronesis is, Flyvbjerg argues, usu-
ally associated with “practical wisdom”, adding that “[t]he person
possessing practical wisdom (phronimos) has knowledge of how to
behave in each particular circumstance that can never be equated to
knowledge of general truths. Phronesis is a sense of the ethical prac-
tical rather than a kind of science” (Flyvbjerg 2001, p. 57, italics in
original). Phronesis thus adds judgment in both an intellectual and
a moral sense to statements about reality as socially constructed,
thereby producing insights about a world which is situated and
knowledge (about that world) which, accordingly, is local in time
and space.

Making phronesis a shared concern for scientific inquiries into
entrepreneuring as well as for its practice invites the bridging bet-
ween phronesis and episteme on one hand and between phronesis
and techne on the other. This view is only reinforced if entrepre-
neuring is decoded with the help of practice theory. As regards the
linking between phronesis and episteme in the academic realm, the
case approach is already well established in narrative entrepreneur-
ship research, cf. Hjorth and Steyaert (2004), and Gartner (2007).
Trading upon the linguistic turn in organization studies these scho-
lars and their associates have provided fruitful contributions to our
understanding of entrepreneuring. With respect to the connection
between phronesis and techne the work by Sarasvathy (2001), using
pragmatism as a paradigmatic platform, provides a distinct frame-
work for an instrumental approach to entrepreneuring. Similar con-
nections to pragmatism are outlined in practice-theory views in
strategic management (Jarzabkowski and Wilson 2006, Johnson e#
al. 2007). My intention is, with the help of practice theory, to supp-
lement these two lines of research with one that makes phronesis
less dependent on partnerships with episteme and techne, respecti-
vely.

I see three major reasons for associating phronesis as an intellec-
tual virtue both with entrepreneurship itself representing concrete
venturing as a practice and with an appropriate rule-book for resear-
chers who inquire into entrepreneuring as a mundane way of life.
First, phronesis puts the searchlight on the very details which com-
bine into everyday practices, on the specifics of the concrete situa-
tion, on the fact that not only is every entrepreneurial venture as an
outcome unique. The detailed patterning of activities in the very
emergence of entrepreneurial processes is matchless as well. This
means that entrepreneuring as a spectacular phenomenon is played
down and that practicing entrepreneuring is recognized as a generic
human faculty making details matter, most clearly unveiled among
children in their everyday play. Second, phronesis helps liberating
entrepreneuring from a narrow-minded association with economic
activity alone. Connecting entrepreneuring with producing utility
in creative new ways towards new ends makes phronesis an appro-
priate paradigmatic standpoint for inquiring into entrepreneuring
as a means of creating a new way of life (Spinosa, Flores and Dreyfus
1997). In addition, entrepreneuring as existential venturing aiming
at crafting one’s own identity calls for a value base that certainly
reaches beyond instrumental action alone and for sure beyond the
market as an arena for competitive forces. Entrepreneuring is even
more about collaborative efforts in order to enact new realities, re-
flected in the importance that practitioners ascribe to personal net-

% For a recent account of the status of entrepreneurship research, see the spe-
cial issue of Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 32, Issue 2, 2008.
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working. The personal network is to the entrepreneur what the stick
is to the blind (wo)man.

The increasing concern for social and societal issues in the context
of entrepreneurship studies, cf. Steyeart and Katz (2004), is an expli-
cit confirmation of this broader scope of entrepreneuring. Phrone-
sis, as reflecting value rationality, suggests that actions are not taken
with what they produce in mind but because they themselves are
means as well as ends in the making of a better world. Accordingly,
the entrepreneurial identity appears as a hybrid between homo oeco-
nomicus, the self-focused person, and homo curans, the caring per-
son, a constellation which, by also inviting homo ludens to care for
creativity and playfulness, completes a multi-facetted personality.
Third, as entrepreneuring appears in different shapes according to
the concrete situation, no universal laws can be produced by scien-
tific inquiry. What then remains are storied examples communica-
ting local insights to others, to practitioners as well as fellow resear-
chers, to be fed into their ever-expanding repertoire of understandings
of the entrepreneurial phenomenon.

Metaphorizing Insights into Entrepreneuring

Art is but a technique to bring out our vision from a heap of rubbish
Structuring different approaches to scientific inquiry in the social
sciences as cither objectivist or subjectivist, Burrell and Morgan
(1979), besides considering different ontologies, epistemologies and
methodologies, also include contrasting views on human nature,
whether being a free agent or caught in social structures. A construc-
tionist view invites a third image of the existential conditions for us
as human beings. Confronted with an ambiguous world we can per-
ceive and treat it in two contrasting ways. One option is to appre-
hend it as messy and impossible to conceive, ever more to control,
on the edge of chaos or perhaps even beyond. Alternatively we ap-
proach such a world as mouldable, possible to craft according to our
own design. Instigating and orchestrating a venturing process under
either perceived condition means that every shortcut to save time
and resources as well as every stabilizer and enforcement of self-
confidence will be needed. Given this image of entrepreneuring as
human venturing, three contributions to a metaphorized vocabulary
come forth. The first one is “analogizing” as a generic way of coping.
Next, the use of “bricolage” as a way of balancing the need for both
change and stability is introduced. As a third contribution to a vo-
cabulary we propose the notion of an “organizing context” as a way
of building self-confidence and making (further) environments en-
actable.

Considering our indebtedness to Gareth Morgan (1980, 1986) for
suggesting the use of metaphors as guidelines for theorizing, our
contribution to a vocabulary thus begins with ”analogizing” as an
operating mode. Analogy then means similarity as regards relational
features rather than superficial resemblance reflected in properties of
objects as signaled by metaphors. The management literature has
been concerned with analogy and analogizing as a way of coping
with a risky and uncertain environment, see, e.g., Gentner and Ho-
lyoak (1997) and Nilsson (1998). However, for two major reasons it
is different to use analogies in the context of entrepreneuring than
in that of management. First, while analogizing in management fo-
cuses on cognitive and communicative aspects of organized activi-
ties, we are here concerned with (also) taking advantage of the emo-
tional energy and embodied concrete practices, which may become
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(cross-)appropriated from one context to another. Second, while the
management application of analogizing is concerned with problem-
solving, analogizing in the context of entrepreneuring has to do
with the creation and exploitation of opportunities that an ambigu-
ous/equivocal environment invites to, not primarily with reducing
risk and uncertainty.

For a number of reasons analogizing, not only as a cognitive but
also as a practical/physical feature, appears as a major enactive de-
vice in entrepreneurial processes/entrepreneuring:

1. The pressure for constant change and creative responses as time
goes by makes it impossible to analytically construct strategic and
original solutions to problems or to mobilize tactically from below.
Intuitive action triggered by emotional forces as well as by cognitive
capabilities then becomes dependent on analogizing for appropriate
execution in every specific situation. Thereby one’s own experience
and that of others are activated, expanding the available repertoire
of solutions.

2. Analogizing means creative imitation implying that something
that is of one’s own and new is added to what already exists and is
copied, transformed to a new setting. This "translation” process, in-
cluding identity-making as part of self-making (Weick 1995) dissol-
ves the paradox associated with the presumably “independent” ow-
ner-managed family businesses as a major arena for entrepreneuring:
a need to preserve their self-identity but also for (social) learning.
Practicing analogizing means recognizing (the experience of) others
but also contributing with own imaginization.

3. Analogizing provides the means for coping with change in en-
trepreneuring/ entrepreneurship as a process, both the need to keep
up with the continuous flow of time (chronos) and to take advan-
tage of the “right moment” (kairos) when it appears. Since analogi-
zing means referring to others, it creates legitimacy and helps buil-
ding instant or “swift” trust (Meyerson, Weick and Kramer 1996)
originating in fitting “personal chemistry”, which is indispensable in
an environment in constant flux.

4. Analogizing feeds ongoing improvisation and venturing as bri-
colage with a needed repertoire of discursive and concrete construc-
tion material.

5. Using analogies as part of a learning process means contribu-
ting to the creation of a community of practice, a “school” (para-
digm) in sciences, a genre in fine arts, and a spatial or professional
community in business, thereby adding to shared resources and le-
gitimacy.

The two last-mentioned features will be further elaborated upon.
— Considering on one hand the rationale for analogizing, on the
other the importance of relating in entrepreneuring, the notions of
improvisation and bricolage may be appropriated. Improvisation
appears as an indispensable principle in any creative organizing ef-
fort with a moving agenda, whether modern jazz or entrepreneuring;
cf. Barrett (1998). Considering what makes improvisation into a
practice the “matter” that is organized by way of improvisation co-
mes to the fore. This invites the notion of bricolage. Originally
brought to the social sciences by Levi-Strauss (1966), bricolage
rather concerned bringing existing artifacts to new use, instigated by
a specific need, in (artisan) business settings the demand of a custo-
mer. However, expanded to become a more generic organizational
feature (Baker and Nelson 2005), bricolage means bringing arrays of
existing social activity, or practices, to new use. The sociality of bri-
colage becomes especially obvious when entrepreneuring is called
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for in everyday life (de Certeau 1984), for example when a natural
disaster hits a community (Johannisson and Olaison 2007). This
suggests that personal networking is not just used to bring (social)
resources to an envisioned (Starr and MacMillan 1990) or emergent
(Sarasvathy 2001) venture. Networking also means linking (frag-
ments of) existing social practices into new patterns according to
what the situation calls for. This enforces the relevance of recogni-
zing entrepreneuring as creative organizing (Hjorth ez al. 2003).
Formal organization as an arena for practices is in the literature
associated with structure, standardization, routine and, ultimately,
bureaucracy. Practices as arrays of activities and bundles of relations
are well known from the literature on organizations which are as-
sumed to use standard or routinized ways — read practices — of dea-
ling with a complex world. Elaborated on by Cyert and March
(1963) and empirically extensively researched by the Aston group in
the 1970s and 1980s standard procedures were extensively studied as
a way of maintaining efficiency and reducing uncertainty for mana-
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is unthinkable without (social) relating (Granovetter 1985). Ne-
vertheless, in the dominating economic literature transactions bet-
ween agents, i.c., the building blocks of relations, are intrinsically
associated with costs (Williamson 1979). However, if episodic ex-
change across organizational boundaries is embedded in a relational
dialogue, it does not just enable the materialization of routine ope-
rations. Such interrelating also provides seedbeds for creativity and
innovative change. Repeated transactions, which sediment into
trust relations (Macneil 1980), bring a number of other benefits,
including learning opportunities, pleasure in socializing and the po-
wer to realize potentialities. Since relations are of fundamental use
to the firm, they should be associated with “benefits” and not just
with “costs”. Recognizing “transaction benefits” means acknowled-
ging that in order to make a new (social) world enactable, (social)
relating is indispensable. This becomes especially obvious in every-
day life in localized economic activity. This is absent in (economic)
academic modeling, which usually lends itself to overly functional,

Table 1 Transaction Costs and Transaction Benefits — Contrast Resourcing and Entrepreneuring
Feature Transaction costs Transaction benefits
Objective Guaranteeing the supply and efficient Feeding the entrepreneurial process with

management of (existing) resources

Identifying a transaction

partner optimal supplier

Establishing a relationship Negotiating a contract in order to

safeguard against deceit

Administering the
relationship
opportunity costs

Minimizing search costs for finding the

Controlling for opportunistic behavior
and considering exit in order to reduce

coincidences and the desire to turn these
into opportunities to become actualized
Searching for a partner as an adventure and
learning experience, guided by a belief in
serendipity

A mating process aiming at enforcing one’s
own identity while solving practical
problems

Enjoying socializing, enhancing learning and
exploring new openings in "polylogue”

Source: Johannisson (2007, Table 1, p. 11).

gement. In entrepreneuring, we propose, such standards and practi-
ces are appropriated and recycled to become building blocks in the
ongoing creative construction of ventures as patchwork quilts of
pieces from one’s own and others lived experiences. “Creative” is
thus rather associated with putting existing standards/practices/
fragments together in new relational patterns than with radical inn-
ovative activity. The need for legitimacy, as well as for resources,
makes such creative imitation especially important during the early
phase in the venturing process (Stinchcombe 1965).

A relational perspective is close at hand when approaching entre-
preneuring as an organizational phenomenon, whether the entre-
preneurial processes concerned originate in individual initiatives or
emerge as a collective social effort. The proposed relational approach
may be deeply anchored in ontological/epistemological reflections
originating in a social-constructionist view (Gergen 1999), or in a
pragmatic social-network view that recognizes the instrumentality
of human relations (Sarasvathy 2001). Elsewhere we have proposed
the notion of "personal network” as an attempt to relate networking
both to the initiating individual and to her/his emerging venture,
which means that we acknowledge both the existential and instru-
mental features of networking (Johannisson 2000).

As a genuinely (economic) human activity, entrepreneuring, thus,

rationalistic reasoning (Johannisson and Lindholm Dahlstrand
2008). Researchers seem to agree that the (economic) potential of
regions is more associated with the quality of the relationships bet-
ween their firms and institutions than with the internal characteris-
tics of the individual actors. Metaphors such as ”untraded interde-
pendencies” (Storper 1995), “learning regions” (e.g., Maskell ez /.
1998) and “loose coupling” (Weick 1976) have been used to state
that a coping capability in a turbulent and interconnected society, as
the one Castells (1996) envisions, means that the co-existence of
autonomy and interdependence, reflected in mutual relating, must
be acknowledged.

As much as transaction costs are associated with finding a partner,
negotiating a contract and controlling the agreement, transaction
benefits are gained from the arousal when searching for a partner,
the enjoyment of mating and the mutual learning by means of dia-
logue, once the relationship is established. 7able 1 juxtaposes the
main message of the transaction-costs approach, a robust theoretical
framework, indeed, and a tentative image of proposed "transaction
benefits”. As the table indicates, the transaction-costs approach is
embedded in the neo-classical view in economics where markets,
prices and needed resources are given and where performance equals
(cost) efficiency. Thus, while the awareness of transaction costs ma-




Global Award for Entrepreneurship Research

kes management administer existing resources more intelligibly, a
“transaction-benefits” approach is congruent with our understan-
ding of entrepreneuring as creative (social) organizing. If the coinci-
dences of casual encounters are going to be turned into opportuni-
ties which are subsequently enacted, relating and associated
exchange do not appear as expensive inconveniences but as attrac-
tive necessities.

While the transaction-cost view proposes that the hierarchy is the
ideal corporate and interorganizational structure, the high-density
network is the ideal within a “transaction-benefits” framework.
Imagine a set of 73 people whose actions have to be co-ordinated.
Given a span of control of eight, a three-tier hierarchical structure
containing 72 asymmetric relations will suffice to bring about a hie-
rarchical order that is capable to carry out routine operations. Ho-
wever, if self-organizing creative processes are going to be instigated,
variety is called for. 73 people may theoretically create 2,628 (73 x
(73-1)/2) symmetric (personal) relations which build a completely
networked community (of practice). Spontaneous personal relating
acknowledges other faculties than rational thought, such as emo-
tions and intuition, as means for human projecting. The mutual
commitments on which personal networking is built and the im-
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rically and culturally embedded, manifests and reforms itself by way
of personal, face-to-face exchange.

2. As the members of the OC participate in everyday local life
they gain the overview needed to trade upon the variety of opportu-
nities and resources that the OC produces as a collective.

3. In the OC the physical, social and mental spaces that the mem-
bers of the OC occupy coincide to a significant extent, cf. Hernes
(2003). This means that the OC appears as a refuge for reproduced
local values and behavioral patterns and also as a translator of exter-
nal influences into refined local knowledge and practices. The out-
come is a multiple and evolving collective identity and elaborate
community of practice (Wenger 1998).

4. The OC offers its members “ontological security ” (Giddens
1991), that is a sense of meaning. The self-confidence thus created
opens up “potential spaces ” (Winnicott 1971) that the OC member
can use to acknowledge her/his own creativity and practice playful-
ness.

5. The OC as a "heterarchy” (Grabher 2001) has a potential for
self-organizing, which means that its ability to deal with challenges
is secret, hidden in the very interaction between its members. Ca-
sual encounters and spontaneous (inter)action craft the unique ever

Figure 1

The Organizing Context — The Focal Arena for (Inter)action,
Learning and Control in Entrepreneuring

Source: Johannisson ez al. (2002, Figure 1, p. 299).

mediacy that accompanies personal relating provide people with the
courage needed to take action to try out emerging ideas on others.

A practice-theory approach puts the searchlight on sense-making
and, consequently, on identity-crafting (Weick 1995). Since entre-
preneurs and similar leaders are sense-givers (Smirchich and Mor-
gan 1982, Czarniawska-Joerges and Wolff 1991), they have to be con-
cerned with their own sense-making. Recognizing the everydayness
of entrepreneuring and its collective features, the place where for
practical reasons they spend most of their daily life becomes very
important in the sense-making process. If a local community is ap-
proached as a relational space that acknowledges the many different
sources of transaction benefits its potential as an arena for entrepre-
neurial processes becomes visible. Individual initiatives are encoura-
ged to unfold into collective endeavors that use the social embed-
dedness offered by the local setting as a take-off for global venturing.
We propose that a (local) arena with such potentialities should be
addressed as an “organizing context” (OC) (for venturing proces-
ses). Tentatively the following features are ascribed to an OC (Jo-
hannisson 2000, 2007):

1. The OC is an interactively enacted shared reality which, histo-

emerging development path of the OC.

6. In the OC the languages of public discourse and concrete ac-
tion coincide, thus rooting the context deeply in everyday local life.
Visionary ideas are paralleled with concrete measures that promote
resolute (inter)action (Eccles and Nohria 1992).

7. In the OC different forms of control, such as premise control,
action control and output control co-exist. Historically sedimented
values and norms qualify premise control, while physical, technolo-
gical and social proximities build action control and facilitate out-
put control.

8. As Figure 1 below illustrates, the environment of the OC as
identified by its members is collectively “enacted” (Weick 1995, cf.
also Smircich and Stubbart 1985) as much as the OC itself. The
boundaries between the OC and its environment are fuzzy. Accor-
ding to what issue is dealt with the boundary between the OC and
the enacted environment is reconsidered.

9. The OC makes it obvious that entreprencuring is a genuinely
collective phenomenon — it is their very social embeddedness that
grants success to both individual firms and sets of localized firms.

10. The OC offers a take-off arena for generic “glocal” strategies
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which combine global and local (inter)action and reflection.

We thus argue that the OC should not just be perceived as an
“arena’ that its members use as a casual meeting-place or where
policy makers can implement proposed measures. Using the voca-
bulary proposed by Brunsson and Sahlin-Andersson (2000), the
organizing context appears as a fully-fledged (spatial) organization
with goals, structure and identity. Its goals are, however, integrated
into shared norms rather than stated explicitly, its structure is orga-
nic and networked rather than formal and hierarchical, and its iden-
tity embedded in local stories rather than stated publicly. Local eco-
nomic development will in this perspective be enacted in places
where local knowledge is shared, acknowledged and used for generic
social creativity, i.e., not just for organizing within the market but
travelling between different spheres of society.

Introducing the OC responds to the challenge to find an image of
entrepreneuring that recognizes any human being’s need for both
stability and change. In its regulative role the organizing context
shares several characteristics with the notion of habitus, that is
“....the durably installed generative principle of regulated improvi-
sations [that] produces practices which tend to reproduce the regu-
larities immanent in the objective conditions of the production of
their generative principle, while adjusting to the demands inscribed
as objective potentialities in the situation, as defined by the cogni-
tive and motivating structures making up the habitus” (Bourdieu
1977). It is important to state that although the habitus/organizing
context is beyond the control of its individual members, it helps
these to control the boundaries of the enacted/enactable environ-
ment.

From the point of view of those involved in entrepreneurial pro-
cesses the organizing context provides both the core of the warp and
the main bulk of the weft in entrepreneuring as a weaving process.’
Here the weaving metaphor uses the emerging personal network
embedding the initiator and her/his associates in the venturing pro-
cess as a warp and contextual practices and further activities as a
weft. As indicated, the ultimate pattern of the venturing process ap-
pears as a web that includes parts that reflect contemporary practi-
ces, and its order appears both as an array of activities and as casual
fragments produced by serendipitous encounters, altogether produ-
cing a unique pattern.

There is, however, not just a spatial dimension to entrepreneuring
as practice but a temporal one as well. Bourdieu (1992, p. 81) states
that “... practice is inseparable from temporality, not only because
it is played out in time, but also because it plays strategically with
time and especially with tempo.” This is also recognized in manage-
ment (theories) as reflected in the notion of “speed management”.
These views, however, remain in an understanding of time associa-
ted with chronological time or chronos. Entrepreneuring, in cont-
rast, is also associated with timing, or with identifying the proper
time for somebody’s own initiative/action, or what is associated with
kairos. This means not only reacting to an external event once it has
appeared but also having a “feel for the game” (Bourdieu 2001, p.
66) or "sensing” the emergent course of external events, making
prospective synchronizing possible. Entrepreneuring, as much as
art/handicraft, means enacting a practice that can be taught only by
example; cf. Polanyi (1974) and Schén (1983, 1986). However, while
an artisan learns embodied skills from a master in a closed physical
space, the skills of entrepreneuring as creative organizing through
personal networking, getting a feel for "the right time” to act or in-
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teract, can only be learnt by own involvement in personal networ-
king.

Thus, serendipity is not a gift given from inside or from above but
reflects that part of a socially constructed world where alert and ex-
perienced citizens are invited to coincidences which may be turned
into opportunities. In the making of everyday business the border-
line between chronos and kairos dissolves as action in the face of
urgency becomes a necessity. “Practical evaluative use of knowledge
deals with the ability to ”get things done” within the particular con-
tingencies and demands of the here and now” (Jarzabkowski and
Wilson 2006, p. 360). Studying collective entrepreneurship on the
shopfloor Stewart (1989) experienced that spontaneous organizing
and improvisation pecked when the production team was running
hot”, calling for emergency entrepreneurship (cf. Johannisson and
Olaison 2007).

Methodology for Inquiring into Entrepreneuring as
Practice — Enactive Research

What matters to man are his illusions
In a research approach guided by phronesis interactive methodolo-
gies inviting the subjects to co-construct situated knowledge im-
mediately present themselves. In interactive research, see for ex-
ample Aagaard Nielsen and Svensson (2006), ambition goes beyond
that of action research which primarily aspires to practice demo-
cracy in research, see, e.g., Reason and Bradbury (2001). Including
those concerned in a joint venturing aiming at knowledge creation
will produce insights otherwise not available to researchers as outsi-
ders. As regards entrepreneurship research this ambition presents a
huge challenge. Since the phenomenon concerns initiating a pro-
cess, only an invitation that coincides with the very instigation of
the process will be appropriate. Making this happen is, however,
wishful thinking — only in stories two people are hit by the same
thought at the same time. Thus two options remain for the resear-
cher. One is to be content with a case study where the initial phase
is retrospectively studied and the remaining process shadowed, pos-
sibly co-created, as it unfolds in real time. The other option, which
makes the research genuinely interactive, is that the researcher her/
himself instigates an entrepreneurial process and practices auto-
ethnography or self-ethnography. Here I will outline the latter met-
hodology — addressed as “enactive research”. It originates in research
that has been more extensively reported in Johannisson (2005).

When this author presented the enactive approach at the 2007
ICSB conference in Turku, Finland, Alf Rehn, now at the Royal
Institute of Technology in Stockholm, commented that to him the
proposed methodology communicated an ethical positioning as
much as a mode of scientific inquiry. His reflection rightfully sug-
gests that enactive research is a venture into the promised land of
phronesis. To get there, close to where “no representation of the
skills involved in performing appropriate human activity can be
adequate” (Schatzki 2001, p. 8), only personal involvement on the
part of the researcher will do. The following features are associated
with enactive research as applied by Johannisson (2005):

First, the research approach means initiating a change in a context
that is well known to the initiator-researcher, preferably part of her/

3 See Bowen and Steyaert (1990) for a similar use of the metaphor.
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his own habitus (Bourdieu 1977, 1992) in order to explore an adjoi-
ning, yet unknown territory. The researcher takes charge both with
respect to the initiation itself and to the ”enactability” of the ven-
ture by experientially expanding her/his embodied knowledge.

Second, enactive research means recognizing reality as structured,
institutionalized, yet as a potential arena for human agency. A non-
dualistic view proposes that the environment is enacted by imagina-
tive and interacting individuals (Smircich and Stubbart 1985). By
dissolving the boundary between the researcher and the acting sub-
ject such meaning-creation is studied from the actor’s point of view,
merging the emic/etic views and performative/ostensive vocabula-
ries.

Third, as in the context of a planned experiment, enactive research
means recognizing the researcher’s own pre-conceptions in the do-
main being researched. In order to avoid turning case studies within
enactive research just into theory-testing (Yin 1994), this pre-under-
standing has to be explicated retrospectively only and then used for
further systematic reflection.

Fourth, adopting a (social) constructionist view an ad(venture)
emerges interactively as an outcome of both intentional actions and
unexpected external events. Since the outcome of the process is sen-
sitively dependent on its initial conditions (Stacey 1996; Fuller and
Warren 2006), including the visions of the initiator at the time, it is
crucial to track the very emergence of the event back into the
researcher’s own biography.

Fifth, enactive research is about orchestrating and making intel-
ligible the very emergence, the symbolic and material construction,
of a ventured reality. This means studying organizing closely, provi-
ding detailed accounts of one’s own actions, external events and ca-
sual encounters, successively making sense of what has been expe-
rienced and actualized accordingly (Weick 1995).

Sixth, enactive research invites the whole bandwidth of human
capabilities — our senses, feelings, capacity for thinking and action
repertoire — into the construction of a new reality. Intuitive hun-
ches, spontancous actions and reflected measures following experi-
ments are all incorporated into the making of the venture. Instead
of trying to consciously “bracket” previous experiences, the resear-
cher has to submit to unconditioned genuine involvement.

Seventh, enactive research calls for multiple writings, suggesting
that realist and impressionist tales become embedded in a confes-
sional tale (van Maanen 1988)

Recognizing entrepreneurs as co-constructors of both venture and
(the organizing) context means accepting human willpower, belief
and responsibility as input into social projecting. Ideas originating
in pragmatism, existentialism and phenomenology therefore contri-
bute to making this image of the entrepreneurial phenomenon, and
how to research it, intelligible. According to pragmatism, truth is
what can be made suitable or instrumental in practice; cf. Sarasvathy
(2001) for applying such thoughts to entrepreneuring. Pragmatism
supports the image of entrepreneuring as believing in an idea and
using that belief to guide concrete and affirmative action. Its adhe-
rents are carried by anti-skepticism and argue that "doubt” in scien-
tific inquiry requires justification just as much as belief (Putnam
1995, p. 20). Doubt is a driving force within pragmatism as well but
then as a motivator for intensifying the ongoing conversation with
the situation in order to enforce/enact original beliefs.

Existentialism brings entrepreneuring beyond trivial instrumen-
tal, let alone pecuniary, motivation and relates it instead to man’s
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generic need to constantly create and recreate his own identity by
using his freedom to take responsible action (Macquarrie 1972).
While the (inter)action orientation of pragmatists is instrumental,
existentialists socialize as authentic beings in order to cope with the
generic anxiety that accompanies human existence. The intrinsic
motivation of entrepreneurs, the need to position themselves as
creators, possibly establishing a dynasty, reflects such an existential
challenge. Both pragmatism and existentialism tell us that as human
beings we have a responsibility to get involved in society and that
appropriate knowledge is created by participation and not by obser-
vation.

Phenomenology supplements the constructionist view with an
elaborated concern for reality construction from the individual
actor’s point of view. (Personal) experiencing means integrating new
encounters into the social context (Erlebnisse) with our overall expe-
rience (Erfahrung). This supports the view that “entreprencuring”
means continuous learning and sense-making. The interface bet-
ween phenomenology and pragmatism, thus, provides a platform
for understanding the entrepreneurial vision as a tentative personal
theory about reality and how that image may be enacted. Phenome-
nology offers views rooted in existentialism as a methodology for
how to inquire into (others’) lived experience, a methodology that
is, however, quite challenging to non-experts; cf. Massarik 1983.
Ethnography then appears as a more accessible route to insight.

Mainstream ethnography seems to be geared towards understan-
ding the outcome of human construction in terms of cultures, rules
and institutions, that is of “normalities” in human and social life.
This concern has presumably crafted the role of the researcher in the
field as a considerate but not too close observer. Then the confi-
dence needed to uncover "local knowledge” by way of reflective ob-
servation can be built (Geertz 1983). Entrepreneuring, in contrast,
concerns enacting “abnormalities”, anomalies, in social settings.
This means that it is not enough to be closely acquainted with do-
minating, institutionalized sense-making processes. Such routines
just provide a context for and, as indicated above, building material
in entrepreneurial processes.

Self-ethnography or auto-ethnography offers a way to overcome
these limits to classic ethnography when studying entrepreneuring.
It organizes reflections about everyday life as experienced by the re-
searcher herself over a long professional or private career. That is, the
researcher reflects upon a phenomenon that s/he has lived through
and therefore is familiar with and has gained tacit knowledge about.
While self-ethnography mainly draws upon an inside but semi-de-
tached understanding of structures and processes, auto-ethnography
is concerned with what insight the interdependencies between the
phenomenon and the researcher’s self may generate (Alvesson 2003).
The boundary between the observing researcher and the acting sub-
ject that in traditional social-science research is heavily defended is
in either case boldly crossed. Space for reflection on the raw, yet
personal and genuine, experience must be created, as the course of
events is also the outcome of one’s own actions. The research objec-
tive and the empirical context decide what methodological and
ethic considerations the approach will trigger. If the auto-ethno-
graphy concerns everyday professional life, the research can be sys-
tematically planned and practiced and ethical concerns, accordingly,
carefully reflected upon (cf. Hayano 1982, Young 1991). If on the
other hand the study is triggered by an event that is not at all con-
trolled by the researcher, reflections may become too introvert and
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made into a story that remains very personal (Ellis 1995).

Whether self- or auto-ethnographic by design, the research aims
at revealing intimate details about what kind of processes existing
structures or external events produce and (possibly) vice versa. The
proposed enactive research into entrepreneuring, in contrast, is
about intentionally giving birth to a new project but accepting its
emergence as a partially uncontrolled outcome of interactive proces-
ses, incorporating existing structures as well as external events. In-
quiry into entrepreneuring has, accordingly, to adopt a different
methodology than the one offered by auto-ethnography in institu-
tionalized settings. The enactive methodology proposed here uses
the whole bandwidth of human capabilities, including feeling and
acting that are associated with an authentic being. Since the boun-
dary between business and private lives cannot be upheld, the re-
searcher/entrepreneur has to accept time involvement beyond tradi-
tional working hours. This inconvenience, possibly one of the
reasons why social researchers maintain that "going native” should
be avoided at all costs, is not negotiable if the process features of
entrepreneuring as a practice are to be caught.

The concrete venturing/research project that this author launched
concerned an attempt to stimulate regional development by brid-
ging between art and science. A networked team that organized an
art exhibition on this theme as well as 30 seminars was set up. The
venturing process lasted for nine months, attracted a huge audience
and made a small profit. Its reflected practice enforced the under-
standing of entrepreneuring as crafting identity and the ability of
the process to seduce new participants to become and stay involved
in its creative and improvised organizing procedures. Another lesson
is that the major threat to entrepreneuring is not overt resistance but
indifference, since no cues for people’s own (inter)action and sense-
making are provided. Also, accepting entrepreneuring as an experi-
mental process means that failed trials do not erode the belief in
overall success but are turned into experiences which energize the
continuation of the process. This means that the venturing, once
launched, seduces those involved to become increasingly commit-
ted.

Summarizing the case for enactive research, we argue that the uni-
queness that we associate with entrepreneuring can only be revealed
if its initiation and unique development trajectory is tracked by a
researcher who is present throughout the process. Accounts of its
cognitive and emotive as well as its material manifestations must be
captured in the very context in which they are experienced. Recon-
structions of the process from the outside in an academic language,
cf. Mintzberg and Waters (1982), or narratives carried by a language
furnished with metaphors originating in (non-) fiction literature,
run the obvious risk of rather revealing the practices of the resear-
chers’ communities of practice than the practices which constitute
entrepreneuring.

Some Lessons for Further Enactments

1t is our mind that looks for simplicity, not nature

The proposed approach to entrepreneurship, or rather entrepre-
neuring, as reflected in everyday practices — framed by an ontology
of becoming, supported by phronesis as an intellectual virtue and
realized by way of an enactive methodology - brings important mes-
sages to the research community. It plays down entrepreneuring by
associating it with everyday life and not with heroic achievements,
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only to re-establish it as a fundamental human activity, central in
man’s ongoing quest for identity and meaning of life. Phronesis as a
mode of knowledge creation associated with both subjects in entre-
preneurial processes and their students addresses fundamental
aspects of being human by calling for the ripeness of judgment; cf.
Flyvbjerg (2001, p. 57). You cannot expect a young inexperienced
researcher to respond to the call for enactive research that these chal-
lenges announce. What is more, phronesis as an intellectual virtue
also includes responsibilities for doing well, in their own commu-
nity of practice as well as in society at large. This implies that senior
researchers, not the least professors with tenure, should not only pay
more attention to bringing concrete examples into research and
education, but also examples which encompass their own involve-
ment in entrepreneuring that benefits society.

Albeit enactive research especially lends itself to studying entre-
preneurial phenomena, there seems to be a general need in the so-
cial sciences for approaches which recognize interactive methods
and (quasi-)experimental research designs. Once the long but also
fragile Chinese defense wall against other understandings of know-
ledge than the formal and codified ones worshipped in academia is
broken through in a sufficient number of places, there will be a ge-
neral call for situated knowledge originating in dialogues between
academics and reflective practitioners. Such interaction will not
only benefit further insights on the part of members of the academic
community but also make virtuoso practicing entrepreneurs and
professional experts realize that there is no limit to learning. Dreyfus
and Dreyfus (1986) seem to propose such a limit; however, let us use
a story told by the presumably most well-known and respected con-
temporary Swede, IKEA’s founder Ingvar Kamprad. Having invited
him to give a speech to the students at Vixjd University close to his
7sth birthday, this author asked him how he was going to celebrate
it. “I had in mind to give a big party in Switzerland [where Kamprad
lives] but this would only give passing pleasure. Therefore I donated
the amount such an event would cost to a children’s home in Ukrai-
ne and instead spent the day talking to employees on the shop floor
about everyday business-making at one of our outlets in Germany
close to where I live” was the answer. Ingvar Kamprad’s deep invol-
vement in the everydayness of venturing guided by a strong vision
epitomizes Polanyi’s image of connoisseurship as applied to entre-
preneuring: “the pouring of ourselves into the subsidiary awareness
of particulars, which in the performance of skills are instrumental to
a skilful achievement, and which in the exercise of connoisseurship
function as the elements of the observed comprehensive whole.”
(Polanyi 1974, p. 64). Again the message for us in academia is that
senior researchers have a special responsibility to demonstrate un-
broken curiosity throughout their career. The message for practicing
entrepreneurs is that once they stop taking on new challenges their
entrepreneuring will end. Whether this means becoming more or
less successful in the traditional sense is a different question.

A practice turn in entrepreneurship research invites other styles
for gaining an insight into the phenomenon. The parallel linguistic
turn in contemporary academic research may be incorporated as
concern for just a kind of "verbal” practice where performative defi-
nitions build bridges between speech and action and verbal state-
ments, depending on when and where uttered by whom become
actions; cf. Gergen (1999). In a world of entreprencuring and tacit
knowledge, not only are words deeds. Deeds also become words
(Gartner 1993).
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Both the linguistic turn and the practice-theory approach use me-
taphors and other tropes to catch hidden features of entrepreneuring.
However, just as we can learn from the children to set curiosity and
playfulness free, we can use them as role models for bringing action,
speech and learning as and for entrepreneuring together. Not only
are children natural born entrepreneurs (indeed, here a proposed
personality is adequate!), they also create their emerging world out
of an authentic interplay between words and deeds: “In the case of
primary learning, the child learns at the same time to speak the
language (which is only ever presented in action, in his own or oth-
er people’s speech) and to think iz (rather than with) language”
(Bourdieu 1992, p. 67, italics in original). This foundation of entre-
preneuring in the human being, while still young and inexperienced,
but also in her play liberated from the disciplining powers of explicit
socialization and institutionalization to come, signals what may be
achieved if we bring it from the margins into our managed adult
life. A similar challenge is there for entrepreneurship/entrepre-
neuring as a still young discipline to accept. While more established
academic communities of practice may have difficulties in making
phronesis into a guiding star and enactive research the road to in-
sight, entrepreneuring to its inquirers appears as both an obvious
object and an evident means for such an adventure. The magneti-
zing power of stories told about entrepreneurial events, as effective
on practitioners as on academics, reveals that entrepreneuring is
close, very close to our understanding of and thus existence in the
world.
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