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Introduction

Amajor strand within entrepreneurship education (EE) focuses on new venture creation
(Hägg & Gabrielsson, 2019; Lackéus &WilliamsMiddleton, 2015). The complexity of
the venture creation process requires contingency approaches based on re-evaluation
and iterative feedback (Honig, 2004). Dispelling the premise of a known, codifiable
process, EE scholars have advocated developing discovery, reasoning, and im-
plementation skills to excel in highly uncertain environments (Neck & Greene, 2011),
and focusing on ‘entrepreneurial thinking’ (Fayolle, 2013). Obscured in this view is the
sense that through their actions, entrepreneurs impose a form or shape onto the world
(d�e signo in Latin; design today): each action is both (1) a reflection of what they have in
mind and (2) an instigator of events and entities that appear in the world.

New ventures are socio-economic structures for production and exchange in the
same sense that buildings are physical structures for habitation and interaction. This
ushers an analogy between entrepreneurs and architects as designers of ventures and
buildings respectively, which enables us to learn from architecture as one of the oldest
design disciplines. The emergence of design as professional activity signifies a sep-
aration between the representation of what is to be made and the actual act of making
(Habraken, 1985). Just as we can conceptually separate the design and construction of
buildings, so we can also separate the design and construction of new ventures.

In both cases, design is spurred by imagination of future possibilities (Kier &
McMullen, 2018): an entrepreneur sees currently empty premises as a thriving future
shop; an architect sees an empty plot of land as a vibrant future building. In both cases,
design entails a symbolic connection between present and future. This enables us to see
the digging of a hole as (part of) the construction of a new building and individual
conversations as (part of) the creation of a new venture. The ultimate outcomes of these
activities are rendered feasible by the physics of materials, the engineering of buildings,
the forces of the market, and the evolving logics of business and management.
Therefore, both entrepreneurs and architects operate in a space defined by the interplay
between imagined possibilities and external constraints. However, while theory,
practice, and education in architecture are well geared to develop an architect as a
future-focused thinker and designer, the separation between entrepreneurship theory
and practice (Dimov et al., 2020) creates challenges for EE in developing entrepreneurs
as future-focused venture designers.1

In this paper, we aim to develop design principles that can be deployed in EE settings
to enable entrepreneurship students (i.e., prospective entrepreneurs) to operate as new
venture designers. We consider the nature of instructions as the smallest coherent
directive or advice that enables a prospective entrepreneur to work ‘by design’; that is to
formulate their intentions and guide their actions systematically (see Wright, 1981).
Because entrepreneurs are unconstrained in what they can imagine and pursue, the
instructions that can be provided will be in large part necessarily general and context
independent. Their effectiveness will depend on the grounding of general methods and
processes in system-level principles and on their instantiation through relevant
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examples (Eiriksdottir & Catrambone, 2011). We recognize that teaching entrepre-
neurship via guidance that is often unstructured and oscillates between different levels
of analysis, thought, and action hinders the effectiveness of educational interventions
(Mansoori & Lackéus, 2019). In this sense, we aim to unpack the invisible micro-
scaffolding (as opposed to macro-scaffolding of Janson et al., 2020) of EE by focusing
on the role of entrepreneurial instructions in assisting entrepreneurial action at the
interface of inner and outer environment (cf., Simon, 1996).

This work makes several contributions to entrepreneurship education and entre-
preneurship research more broadly. First, we advance an epistemology of entrepre-
neurial practice that goes beyond narrow notions of technical rationality (Schön, 1992).
Amidst the uncertainty and open-endedness of an entrepreneurial journey, what the
journey is about – i.e., what gives meaning to what entrepreneurs do – is defined and
redefined as part of that journey (McMullen & Dimov, 2013). Through the intertwined,
recursive activities of framing, modeling, and performing, what entrepreneurs do now
is about imagined, desired future end states that are given form (i.e., blueprint) in the
process. Second, our work helps make discussions about future – as a distinct marker of
entrepreneurship and a newly attended focus in the entrepreneurship field – more
tangible and tractable. Through the activities of framing, modeling, and performing, the
future is ‘tamed’ as something concrete that can be pursued and enacted in concrete
artifacts. Finally, we offer a set of concepts and principles that will assist entrepre-
neurship educators in teaching entrepreneurship as a systematic, design activity,
structuring their educational interventions accordingly. Educating entrepreneurs as
designers helps differentiate the distinct place of universities as a place of learning
entrepreneurial capabilities from more hands-on, practical workshops that can take
place in other settings. In addition, our framework can enable entrepreneurs and
entrepreneurship researchers to translate their practical and theoretical knowledge into
systematic instructions for entrepreneurial action (Baggen et al., 2021) by paying closer
attention to the conceptual hierarchy of entrepreneurial action as a meaningful design
activity.

Theoretical Background

A Design-Oriented Approach to Entrepreneurship Education

The question “can entrepreneurship be taught?” arises from a desire to replicate the
achievements of accomplished entrepreneurs, namely the creation of impactful ven-
tures as new vectors of economic activity. In this regard, the emergence of entre-
preneurship education is based on the premise that (certain aspects of) entrepreneurship
can be taught (Kuratko, 2005). Indeed, Drucker (1985) prominently saw entrepre-
neurship as a disciplined endeavor to create new wealth-producing resources. Such
endeavor implicates both what is created and who creates it. This two-sided view of
entrepreneurship – as venture creation and entrepreneurial action – has been prominent
in entrepreneurship education, with a startup perspective focused on venture creation
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and an enterprising perspective focused on the development of entrepreneurial mindset
and skills (Hägg & Gabrielsson, 2019).

In the focus on venture creation, there has been persistent ambiguity about the nature
of what is being created, particularly in the lack of distinction between venture in the
sense of operating business that has been created according to some design and venture
in the sense of design as an intermediary representation of what is to be created.
Indeed, in Neck and Corbett’s (2018) definition of EE as “developing the mindset, skill
set, and practice necessary for starting new ventures” (p. 29), there is no distinction
between designing what is to be made and making what has been designed. In treating
entrepreneurship as a method for operating in highly uncertain environments, Neck and
Greene (2011) emphasize skills of discovery, reasoning, and implementation, which
imply that there is something discovered and reasoned about in the process, which is
then implemented.

Furthermore, the focus on practical entrepreneurial knowledge, such as know-
what, know-how, and know-who (Johannisson, 1991), also overlooks the distinction
between making and designing. Instructing students to use tools such as business
model canvas, lean startup, or design thinking, without emphasizing their em-
beddedness in a broader design process, can lead students to create new venture
designs without awareness and reflection of having undertaken a process of de-
signing. In other words, by using a methodology such as lean startup, entrepreneurs
simultaneously engage in venture design and venture creation. However, without
awareness of the former, there is a risk that, in extending the learning to other
contexts, one can see their task simply as ‘doing lean startup’ or ‘using the business
model canvas’. This idea is illustrated in Figure 1 below. Through what they do and
say, entrepreneurs give form to their amorphous ideas, which they then seek to impose
on the world. The tools of entrepreneurial practice are thus akin to both stencils and
action manuals.

In light of the above, a design-oriented approach to entrepreneurship education –

where the distinction between designing and creating is clearly made – becomes
relevant. This approach is informed by a process which centers around artifacts and
advances the idea of tool-mediated entrepreneurship as an alternative to rational
planning based (Mwasalwiba, 2010) and experience based (Souitaris et al., 2007)
models of entrepreneurship education (Lahn & Erikson, 2016). Key to the design
approach is the idea that in between the visions of futures with which entrepreneurs set
off and the futures of visions that transpire, entrepreneurs create artifacts as the tangible
markers of their journeys (Berglund & Glaser, 2022), providing tangible expressions of
their visions and creating conditions for further possibilities and development
(Berglund & Dimov, 2023).

In this regard, the development of entrepreneurial skills, capabilities, and expertise
can be seen as a set of artifact-mediated activities. The artifacts act as scaffolds in
students’ learning and reflection and take different forms. They can be ‘what-artifacts’
that facilitate interactions with factual information; ‘how-artifacts’ that support en-
gaging with processes and procedures; ‘why-artifacts’ that assist with diagnosing and
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generating explanations; and ‘where-to-artifacts’ that enable co-creation by projecting
future scenarios (Engeström et al., 1999).

Overall, this approach aims to provide students with a different set of tools and
perspectives for understanding and engaging in entrepreneurial activities. It comple-
ments and integrates planning- and experience-based approaches to education. While
planning is essential to any deliberate, systematic activity, a design-oriented approach
recognizes that what planning is about is endogenous to the entrepreneurial process
(i.e., it is to be (re-)defined and not given). Similarly, while experience is essential to
learning, there needs to be conceptual, reflective structures to what one experiences
(Dimov & Pistrui, 2023; Hägg & Kurczewska, 2021). A design-oriented approach
recognizes that entrepreneurs share a defining feature, namely an orientation towards
the future, expressed as individual visions and aspirations for it. In this sense, to educate
an entrepreneur is to enable them to give form to their aspirations and engage sys-
tematically in their materialization. This prompts consideration of the instructional
communication between entrepreneurship educators and learners.

Instructions and Learning

Instructions are methods of communicating to someone how tasks unfamiliar to them
are to be performed, acting as pieces of practical guidance that enable one to perform
such tasks in more efficient ways and with less hesitation (Eiriksdottir & Catrambone,
2011). More broadly, instructions can facilitate action (Spector, 2001) and help in-
dividuals become reflective practitioners (Schön, 1984), enabling learners to deal with
pragmatic and practical contingencies (Amerine & Bilmes, 1988). As such, they
function as practical dialogues between instructors and learners.

At the heart of this dialogue lies understanding as the mastery of certain language
and rules in a particular practice and recognizing them as applicable in a particular
situation (Wittgenstein, 1953). Given the need to translate the message of the

Figure 1. New venture design and new venture creation.
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instruction into practical action steps, an instruction will fail to lead to desired outcomes
when the steps and activities it espouses are unattainable in their own right; or it
includes entities that are absent from the situation in which the instruction ought to be
plausible (Chapman, 1990).2 Developing instructions is a matter of deliberate design,
considering underlying assumptions and prerequisites, as well as their desired out-
comes (Dijkstra, 1988). Instructions, therefore, must be designed with adequate
content, presentation, and structure (cf., Wright, 1981). Three considerations are
relevant in this regard.

First, based on the information they convey, instructions can be grouped into
different types, namely procedures, principles, or examples (Eiriksdottir &
Catrambone, 2011). Procedures are instructions oriented towards tasks, specifying
how they are to be completed, in terms of requisite conditions, desired actions, and
expected outcomes. The most common way to organize these instructions is as suc-
cessive steps (Eiriksdottir & Catrambone, 2011; cf., Stanovich, 2009). Steps as part of
procedural instructions are often only described with limited justification about re-
lationships between the subsequent steps (Van der Meij et al., 2003). For example, the
‘customer development’ process model (Blank & Dorf, 2012) outlines the process with
which product-market fit can be achieved and instructs entrepreneurs to follow certain
steps. Notably, in the open-ended context of entrepreneurship, this process cannot be
codified in specific detail (as customers and contexts vary). This type of instructions,
therefore, can be described as method, in a more generic sense of procedure.

Principles are instructions oriented towards the task domain or system, focusing on
the primary concepts, rules, and regularities that govern the task and its domain
(i.e., how the system works). Such instructions are often necessary for understanding
procedures (Catrambone, 1995), making the two types interdependent. They are un-
derstood as higher-order pointers for orienting action – often framed as general
heuristics – rather than solid and grounded pieces of actionable guidance to be fol-
lowed. Therefore, they are not always actionable for novices (see Dreyfus, 2004). For
instance, the ‘affordable loss’ principle of effectuation (Sarasvathy, 2001) can be used
to structure many entrepreneurial decisions (Dew et al., 2009), but requires a certain
level of expertise.

Examples showcase specific instances of how an activity is carried out, illustrating how
it can be completed, without an accompanying explanation of its rationale. As instantiations
of a more general process, examples can help to deal with ambiguities in procedural
description and provide information that may be difficult to verbalize otherwise
(Catrambone, 1995). They help individuals to better understand the problem-space and
make the necessary inferences to apply them in other contexts (Eiriksdottir & Catrambone,
2011). However, they are not directly transferable to other activities and contexts. For
example, Dropbox and Airbnb provide case studies in lean startup and design thinking
training to advocate testing an idea before committing resources. They illustrate specific
instantiations of a certain class of ideas that can serve as signposts for action.

Second, instructions can serve different objectives – initial performance, learning,
and transfer – which invite considerations of different tradeoffs for the learner
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(Eiriksdottir & Catrambone, 2011). Focus of initial performance is on completing a task
quickly and correctly, communicating requisite steps in the simplest, most specific and
accessible manner. This minimizes the need for reflection and inference on the part of
the learner. When the focus shifts to learning or skill acquisition, the objective is for the
learner to be able to complete the task in the future without instruction. With transfer,
the objective is for the learner to apply their skill to the completion of different tasks in
similar situations.3

Third, instructions can be understood on a spectrum from specific to general
(Catrambone, 1995). Specific or algorithmic instructions are those that aim to supply
most, if not all, relevant steps and activities to follow in order to complete a given task.
Making a ‘reverse income statement’ in discovery-driven planning (McGrath &
MacMillan, 1995) is an example of algorithmic entrepreneurial instructions. Spe-
cific instructions are easier to comprehend and can often be followed as written
(Catrambone, 1995). While their specificity provides an advantage for initial use, they
may not lead to desired outcomes when the task conditions change. This happens as
learners trained with specific instructions only rely on “a series of low-level details”
that, while helpful, cannot be translated into new and novel situations (Catrambone,
1990, p. 52).

General or heuristics-based instructions are those that provide a holistic set of high-
level (procedural) activities applicable to other situations within a problem-space.
Collecting feedback from potential customers in the lean startup approach (Felin et al.,
2020) is an example of heuristics-based entrepreneurial instructions. General in-
structions, by design, do not provide all necessary details and force learners to infer
from limited information. They have an apparent advantage over specific instructions in
helping learners apply the general gist of instructions to new situations. These in-
structions provide high-level (implicit or explicit) concepts that aid the learners in
situating themselves in new problem-spaces and finding solutions more effectively
(Eiriksdottir, 2011). This magnifies the trade-off between initial performance and later
transfer of learned instructions, especially in relation to the entrepreneurial methods
(Mansoori, 2017b) – a recent addition to the entrepreneurship education – as they vary
in the generality or specificity of their instructions (Mansoori & Lackéus, 2019).

In summary, the literature on instructions provides useful conceptual language for
educational design, enabling us to approach instructions more systematically, by
considering (1) the information they ought to convey, (2) the objectives for the learner,
and (3) the specificity of the procedural language. Much of this literature has focused on
what can be described as structured problems (i.e., ones that have optimum solutions
that can be codified procedurally). As we shift to the domain of entrepreneurship, we
deal with ill-structured or wicked problems (Rittel & Webber, 1973): their context is
dynamic, there is no clear delineation between problem and context, and thus such
problems have no definite, stable a priori formulation. It is, therefore, necessary to
consider entrepreneurial action in its dynamic context. The main implication of this is
that procedural instruction can be expressed as a generic method rather than codified
action steps. In addition, we can aggregate the three learner goals discussed earlier
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(initial performance, learning, and transfer) into two main categories, namely ac-
quisition and application.

The Recursive Patterns of Entrepreneurial Action

To speak of architectural action is to implicate a not yet existing building towards
which the action is oriented. By the same token, to speak of entrepreneurial action is to
implicate a not yet existing venture towards which the action is oriented. In this regard,
a new venture (as an abstract idea) need not be acted upon and thus can be a standalone
object of discourse, just as we can talk about Santa Claus or the “next big thing”. In
contrast, an action – as an intentional move – requires something that is intended, an
end state, the materialization of which can be deemed to fulfill the intention and thus
complete the entrepreneurial action. In this light, entrepreneurial action can be de-
scribed and discussed in two ways.

First, entrepreneurial action is a movement in a material space continuum that is
bookended at one end (left) by an idea of an end state (image or concept) and at the
other end (right) by the existence of an operating venture (final object), as shown in
Figure 1 earlier. Each discrete movement in this space can be said to have originated in
the image of an end and be oriented towards bringing about the final object – this is
what makes each such movement part of the same entrepreneurial action. Thus, in the
original image, we can see the final object; in the final object we can see the original
image; and at any point in between we can see both the original image and the final
object. Each movement along the way is in effect an appearance of the original image,
which gradually draws closer to the final object as the resting point of the material-
ization of the original image in the world.

The space of entrepreneurial action, just as the space of designing (more broadly), is
“the art of making those appearances that help us cross the treacherous currents
separating the image from the object; the dream from reality” (Habraken, 1985, p. 73).
Moving towards the right is a process of materialization, of instructing what is to be
done, while moving towards the left is about returning to initial intentions and
evaluating progress in light of them (Habraken, 1985). Throughout the path from image
to object, a form is present, first as an idea and last as a settled artifact (the materialized
final object), with a sequence of intermediate artifact appearances in between, through
which the form moves in physical space from image to object, from something abstract
to something concrete.

Second, entrepreneurial action consists of every discrete movement in the above
space, from the production of one appearance to the production of the next. In this
regard, when an entrepreneur is said to act, we can see this as a rightward move
(i.e., towards a more concrete appearance of their idea), producing the next appearance.
For example, identifying a particular customer is a more concrete appearance of the
more abstract notion of “having a customer” and producing a prototype of a product or
service is a more concrete appearance of the abstract notion of “a product that does X”.
In this sense, an aggregate entrepreneurial purpose such as “create value” can make a
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series of ever-more-concrete appearances along different pathways, from “identify a
problem” to “the problem is X” and “the market is Y” or from “identify a solution” to
“the solution is V” and “the product is W”. All these pathways ultimately converge into
the operating venture.

The production of each intermediary form is subject to multiple constraints. Coming
from the left are constraints that represent boundaries to what can be done, based on
original intentions and earlier choices. Coming from the right are constraints that arise
from the fact that everything needs to be ultimately assembled into a working system.
That is, a final venture needs to offer a product or service that is desirable in the market,
technically and operationally feasible, and financially viable (Dimov, 2016). This is in
addition to the constraints that one imposes – by choosing one pathway rather than
another – in the very process of trying to find a workable intermediary form.

To the extent that entrepreneurial action is a series of movements in the space of
thought and action, each movement can be seen as following the same logic, namely
setting out from one appearance to produce the next, reflecting the original image and
aiming closer to the final object. This is an elementary template for action that is
repeated recursively throughout the entrepreneurial process, with each repetition
representing a back-and-forth interaction between entrepreneur and environment that
results in a next intermediary appearance (Dimov & Pistrui, 2020).

There is, therefore, a loop structure to entrepreneurial action, whereby the output of
one movement becomes the input or starting point of the next. Such loop structure
reflects the principles of self-regulation and feedback control as primary manifestations
of agency (Bernstein, 1967; Tomasello, 2022). The loop has three distinct parts – input,
processing, and output – that mediate the movement from one appearance to the next,
marking how entrepreneurs continuously iterate to evaluate their progress and make
their way forward. In other words, even though we simply say, “an entrepreneur acts”,
in effect such Actionn entails evaluation of the outcomes of Actionn�1 – in the light of
the original image and aspiration and in consideration of the working requirements of
the desired end state – and reasoning about what to do next, before making the move we
describe as Actionn. As manifestation of reflective learning (Lindh & Thorgren, 2016),
these mechanisms are not particular to entrepreneurship, but their training is more
crucial in situations of uncertainty.

Entrepreneurial Action as Design

The construction of a building begins with digging a hole in the ground. In effect, when
one digs the hole, one is also laying foundations as well as constructing a building.
These are not three different activities, but a single activity described in three different
ways, at three hierarchical levels of abstraction. What makes such alternative de-
scriptions possible is a building blueprint and a construction plan that describe (1) a
certain end result of the construction process and (2) a sequence of intermediary stages
to be completed, each broken down further into more concrete steps.
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In this sense, the action of digging the hole is a first of many, with the very last action
in the planned sequence involving the finishing touch of the newly constructed
building. The role of the architect is to produce the representations (i.e., design) that
hold the entirety of this complex activity together. The building blueprint itself is an end
point of a process of creativity, experimentation, and validation that considers the
location and structural soundness of building as well as the role it will play in the
community and ensures buy-in from all stakeholders. In turn, the construction plan is a
translation of the blueprint into a time sequence of steps and activities, whose execution
can be coordinated and monitored.

Framing, Modeling, and Performing

Just as the architect (or designer) can be separated from the building contractor (maker),
so we can separate the entrepreneur-as-designer from the entrepreneur-as-maker in a
new venture creation process. A building is a system of materials (concrete, wood,
glass, metal, etc.) organized in particular ways as to perform a certain function.
Similarly, a venture is a system of activities (production, communication, exchange,
etc.) organized in particular ways as to create value and economic impact. Just as the
activity of the architect enables us to see standalone activities as part of constructing a
building, so the activity of an entrepreneur-as-designer would enable us to see
standalone actions as part of creating a new venture. Indeed, as we highlighted earlier,
to call a certain action entrepreneurial is to see it as part of a new venture creation effort,
within which it represents a logical step (i.e., it is a performance of or adherence to a
certain blueprint).

In this way, in operating as designers, both entrepreneurs and architects give form to
a given action, a meta description that makes the action part of a broader whole and thus
gives it meaning. An action thus needs to be seen as an enactment of a certain blueprint,
the blueprint needs to be related to a desired end state to be attained, and the end state
needs to be something that the entrepreneur or architect ‘see’ in their minds. This entails
three links as shown in Figure 2. We draw on Dimov (2021) to label three core activities
of entrepreneurship as a design activity: framing, modeling, and performing.4

Framing5 is about articulating what the entrepreneurial effort is about, namely a
venture concept as a coherent description of the end state (e.g., a chain of high-quality
coffee shops) (Vogel, 2017). Framing creates the gateway or a sense of direction for the
entrepreneurial effort to be advanced. Through framing, entrepreneurs give form to the
future they aspire to bring about and thus give meaning to what they do. It therefore
indicates what they pursue or move towards.

Modeling is about formulating the critical milestones for the materialization of the
venture concept as a final, end-state object. This provides a sense of how various
elements need to fit together into a coherent system, in other words into a blueprint. The
chain of coffee shops needs to have individual shops and each individual shop should
have premises, infrastructure, and personnel for making and serving coffee, suppliers
for its materials, and customers to buy the coffee who would have compelling reasons

Mansoori and Dimov 461



to visit the shop. These generic elements provide a systemic description of the future
venture and, thus, a certain blueprint for its materialization, to be gradually refined and
made more concrete. Modeling is thus about developing a description of the end state as
a system of interrelated elements and charting the paths behind the gateway through
which the various elements would converge into a unified whole. By modeling, the
entrepreneur articulates the various elements and the sequence of such piecing together
that need to come together in producing a working venture.

Performing is about actioning the model in the sense of translating the blueprint into
separate yet interdependent action steps, each focused on producing a new intermediary
artifact (milestone). The blueprint effectively instructs what is to be done as an outcome
of each action step. For each such task, there is a background of practice against which
it takes place, whereby one has a practical sense of what needs to be done considering
certain aims and in the context of certain social norms (Schatzki, 2002). A simple
entrepreneurial instruction such as “find a customer” would require one to carry out
several tasks, each requiring a certain practical understanding of the whole.

To appreciate this dual nature of performing, we invoke the distinction between task
and achievement verbs, which operate with different logical forces (Ryle, 2009). Search
is a task verb that refers to some activity as an ongoing process, while find is an
achievement verb that does not refer to an activity that is distinct from search but simply
reports the success of that activity. In using an achievement rather than a task verb, we

Figure 2. Entrepreneurial action as framing, modeling, and performing.
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assert that “some state of affairs obtain over and above that which consists in the
performance, if any, of the subservient task activity” (Ryle, 2009, p. 132).

It should be clear then that the instruction contained in a blueprint is formulated in
achievement terms, while its ongoing performance is described in task terms. In this
way, the blueprint contains the ‘success’ points of the activities it contains, while its
performance is about the practical understanding and ability to get to those points. In
other words, in order to find, one needs to search. To the extent that the task is not fully
automated – with fully prescribed, minute action steps – there is always a discretionary
aspect to performance in that one’s practical understanding takes over where the formal
instruction ends.

We suggest that entrepreneurs design new ventures through an iterative process that
involves the activities of framing, modeling, and performing, which define the in-
tentional space of entrepreneurship (Dimov, 2021) and give entrepreneurial action its
distinct form of being about some uncertain future. We can thus describe the entre-
preneurial action as being part of a broader whole, namely (1) a future state to which it is
directed (framing); (2) a blueprint for that future state, connected to the present
(modeling); and (3) the attaining of certain outcomes that the blueprint instructs at the
moment (performing).

In this way, when an entrepreneur talks to someone, we can describe this act as
‘finding a customer’ (blueprint instruction), ‘validating a business model’ (focal part of
the blueprint) and ‘creating a venture’ (the future state mapped by the blueprint).
Framing, modeling, and performing provide a conceptual hierarchy of entrepreneurial
activity, whereby we can describe any action as the performance of a model, the model
as the systematization of a frame, and the frame as the articulation of future aspirations.
This is similar to the idea of entrepreneurial methods as comprising of three hierarchical
levels of logic, model, and tactics (Mansoori & Lackéus, 2019). Figure 2 highlights
that, while we only observe actions and their outcomes, to see such actions as en-
trepreneurial performances requires awareness of the conceptual hierarchy that makes
such actions about the future. In other words, acting entrepreneurially is more than just
observable movements.

Navigating the Hierarchy of Entrepreneurial Activity

While entrepreneurs are free to imagine future worlds, they are constrained by what the
world renders possible when they act (Ramoglou & McMullen, 2022). Entrepreneurs
are constrained (from the left) by the boundaries set by their aspiration and (from the
right) by the systemic requirements, practicalities, and social acceptance of a working
solution (see Figure 1). As a design activity, entrepreneurship sits in between two
different world stances, one taking the world as indeterminate and malleable and the
other taking the world as determinate and given (Berglund et al., 2020). Depending on
their stance, and thus based on howmuch they take for granted, entrepreneurs engage in
a venturing space with more or less structured aspects, with lack of structure giving rise
to uncertainty about what to do and how to proceed. Therefore, educating entrepreneurs
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requires instructional sensitivity to the continuum of structuredness and un-
structuredness.6 There are diverse rationalities embedded in the design of entrepre-
neurship education (Bhatia & Levina, 2020) that reflect the nature of the entrepreneurial
action space.

Building on the activities of framing, modeling, and performing as a conceptual
hierarchy for understanding entrepreneurial action, we can understand structuredness
and unstructuredness in terms of where in this hierarchy one focuses their thinking.
Moving towards framing, there is less structure to work with; moving towards per-
forming, there is more structure. For instance, when facing structured tasks, entre-
preneurs operate within designated frames and blueprints for action, where the inputs
and outputs for their behavior can be more clearly delineated. In contrast, when tasks
are unstructured, entrepreneurs focus on their framing or specification. This suggests
that different entrepreneurial tasks require different types of instructions. In cases where
we largely know what needs to be done, we can codify methods to be followed. In
contexts of high uncertainty, such codification is less attainable. For instance, for-
mulating a venture idea is not codifiable since it can be about anything, whereas
creating a sales pipeline can be codified in the light of clarity about what is to be sold
and where.

In their venturing processes, entrepreneurs aim to attain some imaginary future end
states and need to procure the means for doing so. By engaging in framing, modeling,
and performing, they shape the venturing spaces within which they operate and thus
give meaning to their actions in their engagement with the external environment. In the
spirit of “a seamless unfolding of perception, action and experience: a golden braid in
which each element twines intimately with the rest” (Clark, 2015, p. 51), these activities
are closely intertwined. In this sense, modeling comprises a conceptual regulatory
structure that mediates framing and performing, within which entrepreneurs exercise
their reasoning and reflective abilities as they think about what they do (see Figure 2).

At the start, there is only the desired future end state and so the venturing space is
largely open, with no commitment to any particular element or working mechanism,
only a sense of what one desires the future to be like. In the absence of solid or given
premises, neither deductive nor inductive reasoning can be deployed. Schön (1987)
clearly articulates that “in contrast to analysts or critics, designers put things to-
gether and bring new things into being, dealing in the process with many variables
and constraints, some initially known, and some discovered through designing”
(p. 42). The ability to frame venturing spaces is a core skill of entrepreneurs (and
designers) (Schön, 1987) and more generally a fundamental premise or postulate of
inquiry (Dewey, 1938). Dewey (1938) remarked “to engage in an inquiry is like
entering into a contract. It commits the inquirer to observance of certain conditions. A
stipulation is a statement of conditions that are agreed to in the conduct of some
affair” (p. 24).

In constructing a frame, in addition to the desired outcome, one needs to posit certain
working principles as a particular way of looking at the problem-space and acting
within it (Dorst, 2011), thereby enabling the processes of modeling (blueprint creation)
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and performing. In the next section, we aim to synthesize the perspectives developed so
far into design principles for entrepreneurship education.

Vectors of Entrepreneurship Education

Let’s imagine for a moment two people side by side – one a trained architect and the
other a complete novice – doing things that are indistinguishable in a bodily sense (e.g.,
doing sketches on a piece of paper). When looking at the novice, we are unlikely to
equate sketches with doing architect-like things. In other words, simply imitating fully
what the architect does would not make one an architect, nor the activity architectural.
What the trained architect has, in addition to the physical ability to do the specific
things, is a broader, holistic understanding and embeddedness of their activity, blending
aspirations with knowledge of the structural properties of buildings, properties of
materials, and construction processes.

By the same token, we can imagine a trained entrepreneur and a complete novice
also doing identical things. Indeed, an aspiring entrepreneur can simply imitate what
accomplished entrepreneurs have done, repeating their actions, and using the same
tools. Clearly – as Figure 2 illustrates – simply doing entrepreneur-like things, for
instance pitching or working with a business model canvas, without requisite holistic
understanding of what one does is not sufficient. Yet, one can seemingly do these things
and thereby declare themselves a ‘founder’; but one cannot declare themselves an
‘architect’.

Doing Something and Understanding What One is Doing

For exploring the deeper educational implications of this, we separate doing from
understanding what one is doing. To understand what one is doing, one needs to have a
concept of the activity (e.g., selling). In training or instructing someone to do X, there is
a sense of bodily or verbal performance, but there is also the sense in which one
understands that one is doing X (i.e., this is about the concept of X). This is beyond
simply saying, “I am doing X”. It requires mastery of the concept of X. Concepts are
embedded in a network of other concepts, enabling the distinction and conscious
selection of a given activity in context. Because one does not have just one concept but
rather many concepts (Sellars, 1963), to know or understand the concept of X is to pick
it out from a whole range of interrelated concepts.

The broader idea here is that of classificatory consciousness. In other words, the
description of what one sees or is doing involves learning and concept formation: “we
recognize that instead of coming to have the concept of something because we have
noticed that sort of thing, to have the ability to notice a sort of thing is already to have the
concept of that sort of thing, and cannot account for it” (Sellars, 1963, p. 176). Concepts
or categories enable us to make sense of the world and deal with new situations by
treating them as familiar. We create and invoke concepts by making analogies and this
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represents the core of our thinking. For “without concepts there can be no thought, and
without analogies there can be no concepts” (Hofstadter & Sander, 2013, p. 3).

With concepts on the scene, a complication arises in the form of category mistake,
whereby one may conflate something with the type of the thing it is. In an illustration of
this mistake, Ryle (2009) offered the example of a university: it consists of buildings
and departments but is not itself a building or a department. It is a different logical type.
Similarly, Bateson (1972) would recognize that entrepreneurship is not an item of
behavior but a category of behavior (i.e., it is of a different logical type). This reflects a
broader distinction between a class and its members (Russell, 1908).

The implication is that what is true of members or items of behavior is not always true
of the class or category of that behavior. Bateson (1972) uses the example of exploration
as a category of behavior and the task of approaching or avoiding certain strange objects
as an item of behavior. Because the purpose of exploration (as a category of behavior) is
to get information about objects (to know which are to be approached or avoided),
discovering that a particular object is dangerous in fact represents success for exploration.
Therefore, in interacting with the object, one is both approaching the object and engaging
in exploration. These are not two different activities, but the same activity, described in
two different ways and thus requiring different levels of conceptual understanding.
Accordingly, teaching someone to approach a particular object is different from teaching
them to engage in exploration. Although they may involve the same bodily activity, they
require different understanding.

Bateson (1972) formalizes this distinction by discussing levels of learning. Zero
learning pertains to developing a reliable response to some repeated prompt. This is
about having the correct response, whereby one is said to be able to do X (e.g., closing a
sale) in a bodily or verbal sense. In this sense, zero learning is not subject to trial and
error. It is about mastering the required steps to do X.

Learning I is about the context in which X is to be completed and thus about
understanding when and where X is to be performed. It implies a choice from a set of
alternatives (e.g., closing a sale vs. building further features vs. spending on marketing
activities). In the case of ‘do X’, this relates to learning to evaluate the context, within
which to differentiate task X from other alternatives. This is about sensitivity to
contextual cues, which becomes subject to corrective responses. Therefore, in Learning
I, an individual moves from doing X to recognizing the context in which X should be
done. In short, Learning I is about the context of zero learning. Entrepreneurs learn
when it is appropriate to proceed with ‘making a sale’.

Learning II in turn is about the context of Learning I (i.e., understanding when and
where the context of X is present). This implies different ways of categorizing contexts,
whereby one looks for markers to help differentiate the context of X from other
contexts. For instance, one can distinguish a sales context from a research context, in
which one would seek to understand needs.

Lastly, Learning III is about the context of Learning II (i.e., the context of the context
of the context of X). In this way, one would recognize a customer context (within which
sales and research could be differentiated) from a product context (within which
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production and quality control could be differentiated). These levels highlight the
importance of accounting for the interaction of context and learning, as part of in-
structions and in educational settings.

Therefore, entrepreneurship can be represented as a hierarchical set of capabilities to
be learned: (1) doing certain things, (2) knowing what these things are, and (3) knowing
when and where to do these things by knowing different contexts and cues that
differentiate them. In an early seminal work, Johannisson (1991) distinguished en-
trepreneurial competences in terms of attitudes (KNOW-WHY), knowledge (KNOW–

WHAT), and skills (KNOW-HOW). However, this does not clearly separate doing from
understanding doing as different levels of learning. Therefore, we propose to draw the
distinction in terms of framing (WHY), modeling (WHAT), and performing (HOW). In
this sense, one needs to learn not only how to do something, but also what that is, and
why it is being done. In fact, the WHY↔WHAT↔HOW interplay represents a design
process (Dorst & Dijkhuis, 1995). The rightward direction (from why to how) can be
seen as one of materialization, which benefits from instructing. The leftward direction
(from how to why) can be seen as one of abstraction, which entails returning to
intentions.

In entrepreneurial education, particularly with its focus on thinking (cf., Fayolle,
2013), one masters normative statements of the type ‘in situation X, do Y’, which are
essential for dealing with the contingencies of everyday life inundated with radical
uncertainty (King & Kay, 2020). In learning HOW to do Y, one also learns WHAT Y is
(i.e., something done in situation X), and WHY it is done (i.e., because the situation is
recognized as X). Thus, one frames the situation as X, models the response to X as
requiring Y, and performs Y. With this in mind, we can think of the higher-order skills
(cf., Miri et al., 2007) of entrepreneurship as a systematic hierarchy of activities,
whereby activity at one level sets the context for activity at the level below. In the next
sections, we will discuss how framing, modeling, and performing can be developed as
distinct capabilities through entrepreneurial instructions.

Developing Framing Capabilities

The process of framing begins with meaning creation, either active and conscious or
passive and unconscious. How a particular situation is framed depends largely on an
individual’s past experiences in identical or similar situations (or situations that bear
recognizable similarities to the one being framed) as well as on the individual’s social
context (Edmondson, 2003). In some contexts, framing relates to one’s mental models
for the effective interpretation of a situation (Greca & Moreira, 2000).

What leads up to framing is the observation of certain context and problem to
understand interactions and processes and grasp the mechanisms within it. This be-
comes the basis from which one ‘jumps’ to imagine a new meaning towards con-
structing new realities. In this sense, framing represents a juxtaposition of the present
and an imaginary future, whereby one problematizes the present and offers the
imagined future as its solution (Liubertė & Dimov, 2021). This is an open-ended stage
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where it helps to immerse oneself and ‘linger’ in a yet-to-be-defined venturing space.
Therefore, examples, as a type of instruction, can be effective conduits for guiding framing
moves. Examples can illustrate the structures necessary to deal with the open-ended
venturing space, showing what is possible and thereby loosening what entrepreneurs may
implicitly take for granted (e.g., the story of the IMVU success in Eric Ries’s narrative of
lean startup methodology). Ultimately, framing is constrained by the boundaries of
imagination and has the power to contract or expand the fields of possibilities.

Framing requires the development of perception or observational and imagination ca-
pabilities, aswell as the linguistic categorieswithwhich to describewhat one sees (i.e., seeing
things as). This in essence means training one’s attention. As Wittgenstein (1953) argues in
his discussion of the duck-rabbit picture – now seen as duck, now as rabbit – ‘seeing as’ is not
just part of perception but involves thinking, imagination, and interpretation. However,
seeing does not always change perception if acting is absent (Tversky, 2019). Thus, de-
veloping more penetrating perception requires entrepreneurs to relinquish certain (linguistic)
habits and develop the meta-cognitive awareness by making perceptual input into discrete
units of experience (Dimov & Pistrui, 2023; Haynie et al., 2010).

As a general mechanism, perceptual learning (Gibson, 1969) can help to adapt what
we see and attend to as relevant characteristics of the entrepreneurial task. It is a
mechanism that is useful in improving the acumen and selectivity to extract regularities
in the environment (Kellman &Massey, 2013). This mechanism is contingent on one’s
existing knowledge corridors (Gruber et al., 2013) and can be linked to entrepreneurial
alertness (Tang et al., 2012).

When observing the purchase of a cup of coffee in a coffee shop, some people see the
simple handling and passing of an object from one person to another. Others see gross
margin, operational process, part of a supply chain that stretches to the coffee farmer, an
element of the business model or the exercise of interpersonal skills. This illustrates that
how one perceives the situation plays an important role in effective subsequent framing
of an entrepreneurial task. The specific characteristics of perceptual experiences make
principles another suitable type of instruction because the breadth and irregularity of
experiences cannot be codified into algorithmic instructions in that what is to be seen or
how cannot be pre-defined. It is not practical to develop standardized training for
entrepreneurs’ perceptual readiness to environmental stimuli; rather, we can outline
principles to be used as scaffolding for thinking (Janson et al., 2020) about the en-
trepreneurial task and in the venturing space. An example of using principles as in-
struction is ‘proactively search for a consideration set that matches your prior
knowledge’ (Mansoori & Lackéus, 2019) as part of the prescriptive entrepreneurship
approach (Fiet, 2007).

Developing Modeling Capabilities

Modeling consists of a series of mental and cognitive activities that help to identify the
critical elements of a venturing space and choose the most fitting model in line with a
set of rules (Halloun, 1996). As a process, it is directly implicated in the way mental and
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conceptual blueprints are constructed. Like framing, modeling constructs a skeleton or
a set of postulates for the entrepreneurial inquiry. Modeling is ubiquitous. It happens all
the time; wemodel every aspect of our lives and every interaction we partake (Hawkins,
2021). Even novices who may not possess the necessary domain knowledge to interpret
a given situation (Dreyfus, 2004) can produce general models by making analogies,
mental simulations, and general abstractions (Greca & Moreira, 2000).

Starting with a new frame, entrepreneurs move to model the interactions that need to
take place if the venture were to emerge ultimately as a working system. Modeling
serves to make the new frame tangible, something with which one can engage, interact,
and experiment. This requires understanding of the mechanisms that can lead up to a
working system, for instance in regard to what makes a business financially viable or a
value proposition which is compelling and operationally feasible. To this effect,
principles fare better at directing modeling capabilities as the mechanisms in question
are grounded in certain theoretical knowledge. Just as architects need to consider
principles from material and engineering sciences, entrepreneurs, too, need to deploy
core business and management principles.

Furthermore, modeling entails the development of the capability to move in a space
of concepts, building connections, and making leaps from one concept to another. This
happens in a convergent sense when various concepts are brought together as well as in
a divergent sense when one branches out from a single concept to other concepts. In the
first case, one refines and contracts the conceptual space. In the second case, one
explores and expands it. Deduction and induction represent core convergent reasoning
processes, while abduction represents a core divergent reasoning process. Moreover,
analogical abduction (Sergeeva et al., 2021) – by matching a particular venturing space
to similar familiar situations, experienced directly or vicariously – helps to make the
first steps in reasoning about the perceptual experiences (Restrepo, 2021).

As learning mechanisms, single, double, and triple loop learning processes facilitate
reasoning within and at the level of given premises or at the level of analogy fromwhich one
derives certain premises (Romme&VanWitteloostuijn, 1999; Yuthas et al., 2004). Related to
this, methods as a particular type of instruction, can motivate both experiential and vicarious
learning episodes (Mansoori, 2017a). It is useful to think about modeling as a capability that
should be guided within a framework where concepts and principles delimit the space in
which deduction, induction, or abduction processes can take place. As modeling is a process,
the instructions should also make use of principles that can facilitate entrepreneurs’ con-
sideration of possibilities. An example of a mix of principles and methods is ‘observe people,
use insights gained to build prototypes, and test them on real users’ (Mansoori & Lackéus,
2019) as an instruction related to design thinking (Brown, 2008). This instruction com-
municates both necessary principles and the method containing the steps of the process.

Developing Performing Capabilities

In performing, entrepreneurs seek to translate their blueprints into concrete actions.
They need to conceive and create social interactions within which to enact their visions
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and achieve deeper understanding of the venturing space, or to implement already
validated solutions. In the first case, they require the ability to formulate certain ex-
pectations and devise procedures for collecting data, the analysis of which would
enable them to evaluate the relevance of their vision and performance of their model.
Eventually, the outcome feeds back into modeling and framing, and a subsequent loop
of learning and iteration can take place. In the second case, they require the ability to
organize to execute certain blueprints such as building a team, launching a product, or
raising necessary funding.

To perform, one needs to act, to make a move in the space of objects and engage
with the external world (Tversky, 2019). This elicits responses from the world, to be
evaluated as input for framing and modeling. Guiding action is about aligning and
orienting to do something, to interact with others, and to provoke the world to re-
spond. In Lewin’s (1935) words, “if you want truly to understand something, try to
change it”. It is through engaging with the world that entrepreneurs can sharpen their
abilities to act in a venturing space. At the same time, actions do not happen in a
vacuum. They generate unanticipated consequences that can prompt us to update our
cognitive models by manipulating our reference frames (Hawkins, 2021), to be
reflected in further actions. In the spirit of disciplined entrepreneurship (Drucker,
1985), action is a means for both aligning the world with one’s blueprint (execution)
and aligning the blueprint (and frame) with the world (experimentation and re-
evaluation).

Therefore, both principles and methods are suitable types of instruction to guide the
development of capabilities to perform. That is because of the nature of the cognitive
work that is involved in action planning, linking goals and action strategies. These
instructions facilitate deliberation by setting out principles that define the nature of the
action to be considered (e.g., the principle of formulating testable hypotheses). Methods
can help codify the steps to facilitate the carrying out of the specific type of action.
Based on certain principles, a method that outlines the necessary steps to formulating
hypotheses enables the design and testing of numerous hypotheses. An example of a
principle is ‘in face of uncertainty, focus on the controllable aspects of the venturing
space instead of predicting the unpredictable future states’ as part of the effectuation
logic (Sarasvathy, 2001). An example of a method is the five steps of the ‘customer
development framework’ (Blank & Dorf, 2012).

Discussion and Implications for Entrepreneurship Education

In their journeys, entrepreneurs represent what they aim to make – when they pitch,
plan, and seek feedback – and make what they represent –when they hire, produce, and
sell. In a small or micro business, representation or form is not separate from what one
can make, a process well described with the notions of bricolage (Baker & Nelson,
2005) and effectuation (Sarasvathy, 2001). With grander ambitions, however, come
more complex ventures in which design as the giving of form is separate from making.
To the extent that such ventures need external support (e.g., funding or customer
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buy-in), such support is based on the design or representation of what is to be made
(e.g., a pitch, plan, or prototype). In other words, making requires resources and
commitments, and resources and commitments require designing as giving tangible to
what they are about. Designing in this sense requires skills that are different from
making. As such, the nature of design in entrepreneurship and how it can be embedded
in entrepreneurship education has been the focus of this paper.

To educate entrepreneurs as designers is to instruct them in certain ways. We
integrate insights from the literature on instructions with a perspective of entre-
preneurial action as design, whereby through the activities of framing, modeling, and
performing what one does now can be said to be about a future venture. We discuss
how framing, modeling, and performing capabilities can be developed in educational
settings, using principles, methods, and examples as distinct types of instructions
that can be deployed in different combinations and for different purposes. Our work
can be summarized in a set of design principles for entrepreneurship education
outlined next.

Design Principles for Entrepreneurship Education

Throughout the paper, we have drawn on the analogy between entrepreneurs and
architects as designers of structures or forms of what is to be ultimately made. Writing
about the education of architects, Rittel (1971) outlines four categories of teachable
abilities: skills and dexterities, judgmental capabilities (as about harmony and ap-
propriateness), factual knowledge, and knowledge of problems and of ways to go about
them. Architects’ abilities rest on core disciplines of physics and chemistry such as
material science and mechanics, understanding of value and aesthetics, understanding
of building regulations and construction processes, and the activities that constitute the
practice of architecture. These become essential elements of a curriculum of archi-
tectural education because they are what someone qualified as an ‘architect’ is expected
to have acquired. In this sense, architectural education starts with broader foundations,
before it becomes distinctly architectural.

Practice in architectural education comes to reality in several different forms. These
forms include ‘the practice of design’, ‘teaching through design’, ‘professional ar-
chitecture practice’, and ‘the practice of architectural research by design’ (cf., Position
Paper of the European Association of Architectural Education, 2021). By the same
token, as part of a broader curriculum, practice in entrepreneurship education must lay
out foundations in business, management, economics, and society before it becomes
distinctly entrepreneurial. Relevant forms of entrepreneurship education include but are
not limited to the practice of venture idea development, teaching through simulation and
creation, professionalization of entrepreneurial work, and researching entrepreneurship
by designing a venture. They denote a needed recalibration from simply learning-by-
doing to teaching-by-creating, which requires different types of instruction. Depending
on the nature and objectives of what is to be taught, principles, methods, and examples
can be deployed in creative ways to train and educate entrepreneurs. They must provide
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adequate content, adequate structure, and adequate presentation (cf., Wright, 1981),
which requires articulation of certain design principles.

Design principles enable one to develop instructional strategies that follow a distinct
context-action-mechanism-outcome (CAMO) format, whereby in a certain context (C),
to achieve outcome (O), one needs to do action (A) in order to activate mechanism (M)
(Romme & Dimov, 2021). In our setting, context relates to the types of learners at hand
and thus about the objectives for them (e.g., acquisition or application). Outcome
pertains to whether we wish to develop framing, modeling, or performing capabilities,
each associated with the creation of distinct artifacts, from purely conceptual (e.g., a
vision for the venture) to material or transactional (e.g., customer commitment or
making a product). Mechanisms pertain to the different types of instructions we have at
our disposal (principles, methods, or examples). Action is about the specific mix of
instructions that define our educational intervention and the specific content to be
developed for each instruction. In Table 1 below, we present a set of design principles,
focused on the intersections of outcomes and mechanisms, (i.e., on how principles,
methods, and examples can be deployed for the development of framing, modeling, and
performing capabilities). For each outcome, we outline the relevant artifacts to be
created and the considerations for different learner objectives. Within each intersection,
we consider broader aims and sample content.

For each artifact that a learner can create – whether associated with the framing,
modeling, or performing aspects of new venture design – there can be associated
methods that capture its creation in some procedural sense. However, as we highlighted
earlier, because the venturing space within which instructions take place varies from
unstructured to structured, methods are less relevant in unstructured spaces and thus
tend to be reduced to generic guidelines and heuristics. For instance, there is no set
method for communicating a ‘compelling vision’ other than specifying what clear
visions entail and what make them compelling. Beyond considering such parameters,
one can exercise judgment on how to communicate – this is an open space for creativity
and imagination. Because methods require instructional language in which they can be
expressed, such language is enabled by the use of principles that establish a set of
relevant concepts and their relationships. Thus, for instance, to articulate a venture
concept or a vision, one needs to master the language of value, systemic understanding
of the market, and current societal priorities. Principles also provide interpretative
frames for understanding examples as being specific instantiations of something.

Any instruction presupposes certain understanding or capabilities on behalf of those
who would carry it out. Such premises come to the fore when we consider the objectives
for the learner, namely whether we seek to facilitate the initial acquisition of certain
knowledge or skills, or their subsequent application in novel contexts. Specific, detailed
instructions may fare better for novices and in educational contexts where individuals
are not yet trained to reliably exercise their judgment (Shotter & Tsoukas, 2014) to its
fullest. It may be counter-productive to offer novice entrepreneurs too general in-
structions since this presents a broad scope of authority on their underdeveloped
judgmental skills (Catrambone, 1990).
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Specific instructions are in this sense more immediately actionable. However, when
accompanied by higher-level principles, they can enable the learners to pattern-match
new problems to ones they have seen and dealt with. For learners with broader
knowledge and portfolio of skills, and thus more developed judgment capabilities,
instructions can become more general, enabling wider extension to different contexts.
In this way, instructions can be seen as providing a meta description of the task at hand
that delimits the part within the venturing space in which the learner is left to exercise
judgment.

As anything designed, instructions can be evaluated for effectiveness in terms of
whether learners can enact them and achieve their learning objectives. Such evaluation
provides a basis for iteration in an instruction design process as outlined in Figure 3
below. The figure highlights the different levers that educational designers have at their
disposal to respond to learner feedback. They can (1) reconsider the objectives, re-
balancing acquisition and application considerations; (2) they can reconsider the ac-
tivity, moving to different points in the conceptual hierarchy of framing, modeling, or
performing; (3) they can reconsider the instructional archetypes, re-combining ex-
amples, principles, and methods; and (4) they can think holistically about whether the
learner experiences a requisite degree of structuredness.

Contributions

This work makes several contributions to entrepreneurship education and entrepre-
neurship research more broadly. First, we advance an epistemology of entrepreneurial
practice that goes beyond narrow notions of technical rationality (Schön, 1987).
Educating entrepreneurs rests on a conception of entrepreneurial practice (i.e., of what
it is that entrepreneurs do). The development of the field of EE over time has em-
phasized the need for sensitivity to contingencies (Honig, 2004), dispelled the notion of
a predetermined, known process (Neck & Greene, 2011), and shifted emphasis to the
entrepreneur as thinker in a dynamic, uncertain environments (Fayolle, 2013). Nev-
ertheless, to call a process entrepreneurial and to refer to people as entrepreneurs

Figure 3. Process model for the design of entrepreneurial instructions.
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requires systematic engagement with what the associated agency is about (i.e., the
meaning of what entrepreneurs do).

As focused on the future, this is imaginary. Through its emphasis on design as the
representation of what is to be made, our framework makes the source of meaning
endogenous to the process. It is a form that makes multiple appearances throughout the
journey as artifacts produced by the intertwined, recursive activities of framing,
modeling, and performing. In this way, in doing seemingly trivial things, entrepreneurs
can be said to be pursuing an imagined, desired future end state and enacting its
blueprint for a working venture. In this sense, entrepreneurship is not just doing but also
the framing, modeling, and performing activities that give such movement its distinct
meaning as entrepreneurial action. Doing entrepreneurship is not only about bodily or
verbal performance, but also about understanding what one is doing as well as how it is
done and why.

Second, our work helps make the future – as a distinct marker of
entrepreneurship – tangible and tractable. While the field of entrepreneurship found
its distinct domain in the question of how future goods and services come into
existence (Venkataraman, 1997), such views developed into an unproductive notion
of a nexus of enterprising individuals and lucrative opportunities that ignored the
intermediate artifacts that mark the path between the visions of futures and the
futures of visions (Berglund & Dimov, 2023). By bringing attention to new ventures
as not only created but also designed (Berglund et al., 2020), we open up the
conceptual space of design to EE and thus move from a behavioral conception of
entrepreneurship to one of future-oriented agency. It is only conceptually that we can
turn the future – as something unbounded and purely imaginary – into an intentional
object (i.e., something about which we can make assertions, express desires, and
formulate plans). Through the activities of framing, modeling, and performing, the
future is ‘tamed’ as something concrete that can be pursued and enacted in concrete
artifacts.

Finally, we offer a set of concepts and principles that will enable entrepreneurship
educators to teach entrepreneurship as a systematic design activity, structuring their
educational interventions accordingly. Educating entrepreneurs as designers helps
differentiate the distinct place of universities as a place of learning frommore hands-on,
practical workshops that can take place in other settings. In this regard, to a substantive
degree, entrepreneurship education is about the meaning of entrepreneurship and how
such meaning can infuse human aspirations to make them entrepreneurial endeavors.
In addition, our framework can enable entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship researchers
to translate their practical and theoretical knowledge into systematic instructions for
entrepreneurial action (Baggen et al., 2021) by paying closer attention to the conceptual
hierarchy through which one can describe entrepreneurial action as meaningful and
consequently seek instructions to structure action. In this way, for instance, we can
instruct aspiring entrepreneurs not to come up with ideas but to formulate visions, with
the latter implying a holistic way of framing the future that needs to be modeled into a
blueprint and enacted in certain ways.
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Conclusion

Professionalization of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship education depends on
sharpening the ability to exercise judgment (Romme, 2016). As judgment is always
exercised from the first-person point of view of an agent, third-person explanations of
entrepreneurship lose sight of the first-person perspective of an entrepreneur’s action
space (Dimov et al., 2020), and thus remain silent on the question of what one should
do. This extra mile from epistemic to practical utility requires reformulation of theories
and methods (cf., Daalhuizen & Cash, 2021) to facilitate practical reasoning (Salter,
2013) and thus prepare aspiring entrepreneurs for engaging in ‘conversations’ with the
worlds they face (Dimov & Pistrui, 2022). Through explicit focus on designing and
matching entrepreneurial instructions, we will both align educators with the future-
oriented stance of the entrepreneurs in a way that can help close the gap between
practices of entrepreneurs and our teaching content (Edelman et al., 2008) and help
advance entrepreneurial practices through the edifying role of education.
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Notes

1. Following Habraken’s (1985) distinction between designing and making, we emphasize that
these activities require distinct sets of skills. Thus, short training workshops or early school
education that focus on practicalities of venture creation do not cover the symbolic activity of
designing, which rests on more fundamental understanding of business, management, and
economics as well as systems thinking. Focus on designing thus might be more suitable – but
not exclusively – in higher education settings.

2. In the case of machines and instructions, the machine registers the situation and its features to
project new possibilities and directions, especially in novel situations. The series of registrations
lead to engagement with a set of new activities. This in effect contributes to reorientation of
attention. It both delineates what steps to take and what to look for. This is not dissimilar to how
humans interact with instructions, where the primary concern of instructions is to recommend a
course of action. An instruction may recommend more abstract activities that engage the
decision-making circuitry that can act as an organizing mold for other activities.
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3. Relatedly, we can draw a meta-level distinction of entrepreneurial instructions: ‘probing
instructions’ cater to aspects that deal with gathering information and help shine a light on
concrete aspects, whereas ‘generative instructions’ would serve as vehicles for opening
branches and paths for subsequent action. A similar idea in relation to strategies for de-
veloping ventures is characterized as experimentation and transformation respectively
(Berglund et al., 2020).

4. We refer to them as activities when discussed as something being done and as capabilities
when we discuss the underpinning abilities to carry them out. For example, playing chess is an
activity. When one is able to do it, one has the capability of playing chess. In chess training,
one is helped to develop the capability to play chess.

5. Not to be mixed with ‘entrepreneurial framing’ (cf., Snihur et al., 2021).
6. For structured aspects of the entrepreneurial problem-space – in an extreme case of

analogy – educating entrepreneurs can be analogized to programming a computer.
Computers falter when the boundaries of the problem-space become fluid, especially in
cases when uncertainty and ambiguity abound. Such problem-spaces require explicit
formulation of the context within which observations and decisions are to be made
(King & Kay, 2020). In many situations in the entrepreneurial problem-space, the
activities of framing, modeling, and performing are more fluid and the fields of pos-
sibilities larger.
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