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Abstract

The entrepreneurial ecosystem (EE) concept is widely popular, but it has recently attracted
criticism. This paper aims to critically construct this tension and build on the contributions
of complexity economics, which are currently limited in entrepreneurial studies, as well as
the absence of entrepreneurship in economic complexity. This paper contributes to under-
standing how economic transformation—entrepreneurship, growth, development—starts,
evolves, diffuses, and declines with a novel perspective and moves closer to unravelling the
mystery of economic growth. Proceeding from the divergent views of economic complexity
and entrepreneurship, this article finds the missing components to understand the role
of entrepreneurialism in economic growth. Agency, culture, and collective action are the
missing pieces to fill in the puzzle; however, the key element overarching all of them is
the transmission of entrepreneurialism, the moving force enabling interactions that shape
actors’ actions. The article finds narrative to be both the research object and approach and
concludes by setting the research agenda and pointing to novel methods of inquiry on the
what, how, and why of entrepreneurialism in entrepreneurial ecosystems. The implications
of this research are useful to policymakers who prioritise setting, planning, and achieving
economic growth.

Keywords: agency; cultural transmission; economic growth; entrepreneurial ecosystem

1. Introduction
The entrepreneurial ecosystem (EE) and economic growth are strictly intertwined,

at least apparently. The two concepts go hand in hand also because they share obscure
meanings. What they are is not fully clear yet; despite their importance, their mystery
remains unsolved. This article tries to dissociate the views on economic growth on one side
and on entrepreneurship on the other to the appreciation of the EE body of knowledge. The
concept is indeed an umbrella term to indicate entrepreneurial growth in a delimited loca-
tion populated by actors and institutions. The risk is to shield its true functioning behind
concepts and insulate key elements from observation. I propose instead to disentangle
the opposite views of economic complexity and entrepreneurship to discover their touch-
ing points and find areas of overlapping. The bridge between the two fields of research
elucidates ideas known to both separately that gain a new light under common perspective.

Critics have been severe as the concepts are not without weaknesses. However, critical
contribution is essential to the development of science. The motivation is therefore to
construct a new theoretical perspective rather than deconstruct fallacies. For such reason,
this paper inquires on what is missing in the debate around the EE. The answers derive from
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theoretical speculation and set future avenues of research. Interaction within the ecosystem
and a more comprehensive view of entrepreneurialism emerge as dominant issues.

Economic growth is elusive, yet it is “central to shaping people’s overall living con-
ditions” [1]. Sustained and inclusive growth is one of the 17 Sustainable Development
Goals of the United Nations (SDGs goal 8), linked with decent work. While we can dis-
pute the attributes of economic growth, we still know little about how it happens, how
it starts, and how to sustain it. Otherwise, everyone would have a blueprint for starting
the process of economic growth, and while most of the world is rising from poverty, rates,
time, and modes of growth differ, and most notably, the process is neither unstoppable nor
irreversible. Economic growth is still a mystery [2].

This research explores what turns people into entrepreneurial agents and transforms
poor areas into thriving regions. This study takes a step further in the search for an answer
to the biggest question in economics and economic history: the nature of growth. A
decisive action to tackle the question about the why of economic growth is to assume a
perspective that includes both the individual and the system, not as different levels, but as
mutually interacting dimensions that jointly form the reality. I am suggesting a relational
view centred on collective agency to exceed the limits of individualism and embrace
culturally transmitted narratives of entrepreneurialism. Relational agency emerges from
the emotional relatedness to others and defines the ability to engage with the world [3,4]. I
take in this perspective entrepreneurialism as a form of relational agency producing the
transformation of the economic reality.

Starting from this motivation, the central question this paper aims to address is how to
conciliate the entrepreneurial ecosystem view with complexity theory, given the different
level of analysis, approaches, and conceptual equipment these two perspectives bring to
the exploration of the sources of economic growth. This paper proposes to explore the
collective agency of EEs together with systemic approach of complexity theory, which
conversely lacks in consideration for the individual agent. This paper reviews the literature
on EE, focusing on the recent debate that supports the concept, as opposed to the critical
views on the theme; then, it builds on this tension to include the perspective of economic
complexity, which allows for defining theoretical gaps and open questions.

The contribution of this research is a framework of cultural transmission of en-
trepreneurialism defined as a model of behaviour and beliefs—how it creates social capital
and growth. This study examines how culture drives the transmission of entrepreneurial
knowledge. The mechanisms for acquiring and transforming knowledge have a great
impact on new venture formation. The transmission of this entrepreneurial activity is the
ongoing “creation of viable, profitable and scalable firms that engender the formation of
self-replicating and mutually enhancing innovation networks and knowledge clusters” [5],
p. 236. Institutions co-located with entrepreneurs in a region significantly influence the
transmission of knowledge. Recent research [6–8] considers the relationship between new
ventures, entrepreneurs’ social capital, and firms’ performance. However, relatively less
research has been devoted to examining the influence of these on the transmission and
resulting sustainability of regional entrepreneurial activities.

The remainder of the paper sets the foundations of the critical perspective on EEs in
the following section. The Section 3 finds the research gaps and sets the motivations of the
study. The Section 4 develops the emerging themes that complete the theoretical framework
of EEs. The Section 5 proposes new methods and avenues of research to solve the impasse.
The Section 6 discusses the novelty and contribution of the argument in this paper.
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2. Background: Entrepreneurial Ecosystem
2.1. The Fortune of the Concept

The entrepreneurial ecosystem (EE) concept has become a fashionable buzzword in
abundant and influential research [9–17] that sought to “to establish environments that are
conducive to increasing the success for newly established ventures” [18], p. 313.

A recent definition of EE states that “the entrepreneurial ecosystem comprises a set
of interdependent actors and factors that are governed in such a way that they enable
productive entrepreneurship” [19], p. 809. The concept is rooted in the local dimension [20],
with EE “as a popular concept to explain the persistence of high-growth entrepreneurship
within regions” [21], p. 49 and “why some places enjoy persistently higher rates of high-
growth entrepreneurship than others” [22], p. 155. The main factors of EE at the local and
regional level are actors and institutions [23]. Variances in the endowment of these factors
explain different rates of entrepreneurship in the region [24,25].

A recent edited book offered a state-of-the-art analysis of the entrepreneurial ecosystem
(EE) metaphor, “one of the most popular concepts [. . .] over the past decade” [26], p. 6.
Despite providing a comprehensive overview of the multiple themes associated with the
concepts, spanning from the emergence, the evolution, and the future of EE (see also [27]),
the editors cannot avoid admitting in their introduction to the book that “we need a better
understanding of what entrepreneurial ecosystem are—the types of actors and factors
associated with entrepreneurial activities—and of how and why ecosystem can increase
the performance and survival of entrepreneurial firms” [26], (p. 6, italics in the original).
The editors indicate as a research direction the investigation of the impacts of “history,
culture, and the local institutions” [26], p. 8, on the nature, emergence, and evolution of a
local entrepreneurial ecosystem, in line with previous research that recognised social and
cultural factors to affects attitudes towards entrepreneurship [28–30].

Moving the focus to the emergence of the EE, the book helps to identify and define the
key components of the ecosystem that need greater understanding. The second chapter
argues that human interactions influence the social infrastructure of entrepreneurial attitude
and proposes that denser places foster higher rates of entrepreneurship [31]. The next
chapter points to the historical roots of entrepreneurial culture and sees knowledge as the
key source [32]. Another chapter deals with the collective dimension of entrepreneurial
actions [33].

2.2. The Critical Perspective

Critics of the entrepreneurial ecosystem (EE) are numerous. The weakness and am-
biguity of the concept are equal only to its fortune, as it is widely present in academic
research [34]. The first controversial issue is the term ecosystem itself, not far from the
equally contended faulty analogy to natural ecosystems used in the catchphrase innovation
ecosystem [35]. The economic interpretation of regional effects is all but new when we
think of the work of Marshall [36], List [37], Von Thünen [38], and more recently Nelson
and Winter [39].

The EE framework remains primarily conceptual and descriptive for what concern the
sources of regional growth [40,41]. Conversely, a recent study showed that the persistence
of growth is negligible at the regional level [16], conflicting with the premise that drivers of
EE success are region-specific and slow-changing.

Fallacies go beyond the regional level. Most EE models fail to consider the individual
perspective of the actor/entrepreneur [42,43]. The individual level is not antithetical to in-
stitutional factors; research must develop a comprehensive view that considers the complex
interactions between the different elements of the ecosystem. However, interactions are
dynamic, context-dependent, and fast-changing, and complexity theory can provide the
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right perspective for interpreting the EE as a system. A few studies already adopted this
approach. For example, one recognises the interdependencies and feedback mechanisms of
interactions among various EE elements [44]; another one pointed to the context-dependent
configuration of the EE affecting performance outcomes [45]. Both studies reveal high
variance in entrepreneurial ecosystems over time and throughout locations. In this re-
spect, research that relies on (too much) formalised theories and test invariants to make
predictions is poorly informative, like a “broken-clock”, fundamentally flawed but correct
“twice-a-day” [16].

Critics point to the failures of the ecosystem metaphor. Ecosystems are evolutionary;
on the contrary, innovation ecosystems are so by design, not by evolution [35], p. 5.
Entrepreneurial ecosystems are neither by design nor by evolution, as they include the
agent that is emerging from the ecosystem and impacting the ecosystem at the same time.
What is missing is not the dynamic view of the system or the actors and resources that are
part of it, but the understanding of the complex relationships between actors [46].

These premises serve as a framework to limit the field of research and target the main
issues explaining the appearance and longevity of the EE. This paper argues that elements
such as the diffusion of an entrepreneurial intention [47], entrepreneurial culture [48,49],
entrepreneurial orientation [50], entrepreneurial intensity [51,52], entrepreneurial cogni-
tion [53], and entrepreneurial capabilities [54] are all intertwined and find their place in
the web of interactions that constitutes the essence of the ecosystem; the interconnections
are the most crucial and at the same time elusive components of the EE. Interactions are
the mutual action of influence between at least two actors. Interactions are sporadic or
continuous, limited or multiple, all however happening in a defined space, or field. The
complex interactions between actors in place define the emergence of culture. A culture
of entrepreneurialism or growth is the force behind the agency that starts and spurs the
EE. The table below frames the theoretical perspectives concerning the EE (Table 1). The
position of this paper is that complexity is largely underestimated in the premises (e.g.,
formation) and consequences (e.g., economic growth) of the EE.

Table 1. Framework of the theoretical perspectives.

Perspectives Streams

Supporter of entrepreneurial ecosystem
[9–18]

Local dimension of the entrepreneurial
ecosystem [19–26]
Social and cultural factors [28–30]

Critics of entrepreneurial ecosystem
[16,35]

Descriptive analysis [40,41],
Miss the individual level [42,43]

Entrepreneurial dimension [47–54]

Entrepreneurial intention [47]
Entrepreneurial culture [48,49]
Entrepreneurial orientation [50]
Entrepreneurial intensity [51,52]
Entrepreneurial cognition [53]
Entrepreneurial capabilities [54]

Source: Authors’ elaboration.

3. The Missing Pieces in the Framework
In this section, the article presents and discusses the two sources of difficulty in

combining entrepreneurial ecosystems and complexity to untangle the issue of economic
growth. First, it presents the limitations of complexity theory in defining the agent (i.e., the
entrepreneur) who activates the process of creating new combinations. Next, it discusses
the gaps in the theory and identifies collective agency and narratives as mechanisms to be
explored in order to combine complexity with entrepreneurial ecosystems.
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3.1. Economic Growth: A Mystery Between Agency and Complexity

Economic growth is a mystery for economists; a problem is its complex relationship
with entrepreneurship. A limitation is considering entrepreneurship as a rational decision-
making act and not as a dynamic process that includes uncertainties, unknowns, and the
entrepreneur’s imagination [55,56]. These studies “typically minimized the arduous nature
of entrepreneurship” and turned “into a broad set of entrepreneurial ideologies that informs
how we organize work, educate ourselves, and perceive social interactions” [57], pp. 1–3.

On the other hand, economic complexity is at the forefront of the research on growth,
and it is increasingly popular in innovation studies; yet, it does not consider the en-
trepreneur. In economic complexity, innovation results from new connections of different
domains; for example, technologies in a certain location combine into a technological
innovation. Who makes the connection is nevertheless neglected. Entrepreneurs are the
agent responsible for making new connections and therefore igniting the process of eco-
nomic growth; a serious investigation about the sources of economic growth cannot leave
entrepreneurship out of the picture, nor economic complexity. It is striking that a recent
special issue on “the new paradigm of economic complexity” in Research Policy [58] does not
mention the entrepreneur, entrepreneurship, or anything entrepreneurial at all. Economic
complexity theory and applications prescribe the reduction of the analysis to the economic
activities that explain outcome variations [59,60]. This interpretation of reality illuminates
relations but avoids the agency that configures and reconfigures the relations of space–time–
matter. The agent, the connections, the social and natural reality, and its interpretation
must hold together to comprehend the purpose—the why—of economic growth.

Economic complexity sees societies as brains. “At one level, the brain (society) is
composed of very similar neurons (humans) but its capabilities emerge from specialisation
and interconnections, making the idea of a social brain more than just a metaphor. Eco-
logical systems involve specialised species that interact through trophic, mutualistic, and
other connections. Locations differ in their diversity and species differ in their ubiquity.
Moreover, more diverse ecosystems tend to host less ubiquitous species, just as in economic
systems. No wonder many of the methods developed in ecology have been close to the
ones that have proven useful in economic complexity” [58], p. 3.

A crucial debate in current research concerns the distinction between the brain and the
mind [61]. The brain is the biological host of the mind, and philosophers understand the
mind as the process that resides in the brain. I argue that the brain metaphor of economic
complexity is missing the ‘mind’, as the intentional process that activates entrepreneurship
and innovation. All the material elements of the network are there, but there is no sight
of the process of making connections: agency is neglected. The entrepreneurial agency,
defined as the ability to act entrepreneurially, is the process of innovation as the mind is the
process of the brain [62].

A similar metaphor sees innovation as a forest: “Think of a product as a tree and
firms as monkeys. There are rich and poor parts of the forest. What you want is to have
the monkeys jump from the poor part to the rich part. But in some places, the trees are
close together, so it is easy for the monkeys [firms] to move around. In other places, the
trees are far apart—this is where the capabilities that go into making one thing don’t help
much in making the next thing” [63]. With all due respect to monkeys, the agent that
makes the connections is irrelevant in this example. All that matters is the distance of the
products/domains (trees) that is given by the shape of the network (the forest). Again, the
agency is irrelevant, only locations matter. Firms and entrepreneurs are monkeys jumping
on the nearest tree. In the above examples, firms (monkeys) administrate resources (trees)
and search for them in the environment (the forest). The forest and trees are immutable. But
if that is so, nothing is said about how and why firms search for innovation (why monkeys
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jump), how and why they innovate, and how the context (the forest) changes. In biology,
transformation refers to the transfer of genetic material between cells [64]. As it became
clear, cells do not correspond to the organism as the composition of cells [65]. Organisms
are complex and much more than the sum of their parts. However, the solution is not to
exchange reductionism and methodological individualism for a macro level of analysis but
to look at the interconnections between actors and networks [66].

Economic complexity made an essential contribution to re-thinking agents in eco-
nomics. First of all, it turned agent into a plural term. It assumes that agents differ; are
not perfectly rational; explore, react, and change actions and strategy; and form individual
behaviour that differs from the aggregate outcome of individual behaviours; in sum, the
action of agents is “making sense” [67], p. 138.

3.2. Theoretical Gaps: Entrepreneurial Agency and Narratives

The entrepreneur is rarely a genius or a hero. More often, entrepreneurship is a
complex array of human and non-human elements that creates heterogeneous and agential
configurations [68,69]. However, entrepreneurship study usually features “a single, rouge
innovator, a leader who by timing or luck finds himself orchestrating a maelstrom of
technology disruption” [70]. Hence, the field prefers methodological individualism and
Bayesian rationality, and under-investigates plural agency [71], despite scholars’ opposition
to the myth of the heroic entrepreneur [72,73] and calls for a collective-action perspective
and research on entrepreneurial teams [74,75].

A recent contribution revealed the limits of Bayesian rationality in interpreting en-
trepreneurship as a static distribution of discrete outcomes and not as a dynamic and com-
plex process [55]. The analysis computed entrepreneurship as a probabilistic assumption of
a set of discrete outcomes. Instead, the reality of entrepreneurship is risky, uncertain, and
full of unknowns. Entrepreneurship could not exist without this non-given and dynamic
reality. Thus, we need a new approach to the study of the entrepreneur that overcomes
the limitations of the Bayesian approach, not because this is incorrect, but because the
rationality behind the model does not allow for the unknown possible combinations an
entrepreneur can produce.

The way out of this gap is considering entrepreneurship as a form of collective agency
where purpose drives intentionality; purposes emerge from narratives; and narratives are
the comprehension, mediation, and transmission of the complexities of the reality that
shape practices of actions. This will clarify who is responsible for the action of creating new
connections, how and why, to overcome the current limitations [76].

Narratives, i.e., how people make sense of their experience [77], offer the collective
images of the future that guide humans’ activities [78] and are of great relevance in facing
uncertainty [79]. In the face of uncertainty, agents rely on making sense of events (or
outcomes) by selection and organising “sequence and consequence [. . .that are] connected
and evaluated as meaningful for a particular audience” [80], p. 394, therefore “having the
capacity to create meaning through a series of events and characters in a story” [81], p. 673.

Narratives require a certain level of cultural knowledge (i.e., facts, information, skills,
and familiarity with social processes) [82] about the functioning of institutions to interpret
and understand the chain of events in a meaningful sequence. Communities share and
develop cultural knowledge through group communication [83]. The use and practice of
narratives allow communities to exchange information about complex relations in simple
terms and in an appealing way and are a mechanism for the transfer of uncodified and
tacit knowledge [84]. “Narratives are a particular kind of data, profoundly distinct from
the abstracted variables that dominate most quantitative approaches to social science” [85].



Systems 2025, 13, 826 7 of 18

Yet, despite accepting the human agent for which history matters [86], how narratives
form, diffuse, translate, transmit, and shape agency and culture is unsaid in agency theory.
Equally, economic complexity acknowledged the importance of human purpose in the
creation of new technology [87], and again it remains silent about what is human purpose
and how evolves. I contend that purpose, the profound reason for which an agent acts is
the product of the individual sense of reality, which forms from the culturally transmitted
understanding of the world, i.e., narratives. The questions concerning how narratives and
purpose form each other are open and vital to the future of societies.

4. A Theory of Cultural Transmission of Entrepreneurialism
4.1. Narratives of Entrepreneurship

The two symmetrical contradictions—the limited role of complexity in entrepreneurial
studies and entrepreneurship in economic complexity—are an obstacle to understanding
how economic transformation (entrepreneurship, growth, development) happens, evolves,
diffuses, and declines. One puts focus on the agent, the other on the system, but the two
are not to be disjointed. Agency and the connections that form the system are intertwined.

The entrepreneur is the human agent responsible for creating connections between
domains with a purpose, i.e., making sense (finding meaning). Connections are possible
in a historical context—the dynamic environment that defines meaning—that influences
purpose. The purpose is the “why” of entrepreneurship. Eventually, the act of entrepreneur-
ship finds purpose in a narrative of shared and transmissible meaning that bridges the
understanding of reality with a practice of actions, i.e., intention. Therefore, one must
consider entrepreneurialism as a culturally informed and transmitted behaviour, or to put
it differently, a form of collective agency. A necessary caveat here is to not diverge the
focus from the individual to the collective as alternative levels of analysis but integrate
individuals and collectives—as well as intentions and actions—into a relational view of the
transformative act of entrepreneurship that causes economic growth.

In economic complexity, inventions result from the discovery of new combinations of
existing ideas [88,89], combined with scientific progress [90]. The more distant the ideas,
the more innovative the outcome. This explains what, how, who, where, presumably also
when, but not why. Why entrepreneurship? Innovation is more than joining the dots; it
is a thread of intertwining links, i.e., a narrative. Narratives put the links in a broader
framework of meaning and make sense of them. Entrepreneurialism is a narration with
the author(s), a hero(es), audience(s), and a story that brings emotions and meanings and
creates common ground, i.e., a universe of meaning.

The capacity to create or innovate corresponds to a capacity to relate, to make connec-
tions between domains (technologies, cultures, practices, opportunities). The entrepreneur
drives the process with meaning (purpose) and makes sense of the new connections. Mak-
ing sense is a translation practice—the circulation of innovation depends on the symbolic,
interpretive, or material transformation of the innovation [91,92].

Entrepreneurs live in a social universe that constantly embeds the past in the present in
shared ideas brought forward in language. Language orders actions and events according
to causal principles that are subject to contingencies and liable to change from multiple
directions and temporalities. Contingencies cause the emergence of institutions and human
actors, and they constantly re-create meanings that transfer to an audience who interprets
the narrations, translates meanings into understanding (for example, translates values
into ways of actions and behaviours) [93], and shares the new meaning. Narratives are
relational but cannot escape the existence of narrator(s) and listener(s) or, said otherwise,
the actions of narrative production and comprehension [94]. The foundation of intentions
is the interaction of individual and collective sense-making. Innovation scholars have
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started to look at language as a source and predictor of innovation; as ideas need words,
“when humans innovate, they often have the problem of lacking a word to describe their
invention” [95], p. 2. Language is then used to explain innovations, and the language-based
narration makes sense of the transformation and allows its transmission.

The consequence of narration is a web of meanings that gives life to a discourse with
a clearly structured trajectory and an orientation. The narration of entrepreneurial and
innovative events gives rise to the entrepreneurial discourse or entrepreneurialism.

4.2. Entrepreneurialism

If the entrepreneur is the human agent responsible for creating connections between
domains with a purpose (i.e., meaning), we must look at entrepreneurship as a cultural
process. However, the limits of methodological individualism undermine research on
entrepreneurial identities and cultures [96].

Entrepreneurial Identity (EId) refers to the definition of self [97–99]. Self-definition may
be individual, organisational, and societal [100,101]. While identity is based on this sense
of self, the feeling of uniqueness is in balance with the need to belong to a community [102].
The entrepreneurial identity is a social construct formed through interaction with others
in the community or the context. Identity development precedes behaviour [103,104], i.e.,
individuals make decisions, take action, and perceive feelings after the adoption of the new
identity [105,106].

The formation of a new identity and the diffusion of entrepreneurial cultures is a
transitional phase, a transition where individuals are “betwixt and between the positions
as assigned by and arrayed by law, custom, convention, and [are] ceremonial” [107], p. 129.
The formation of culture develops in three stages: separation, transition, and incorporation;
transition represents a phase of ambiguity, in search of stability and the adoption of new
structures and norms, and the formation of a new role [108]. Contexts are important in the
process because transitions are a form of adjustment to changes in the environment [109].

The diffusion of an entrepreneurial culture forms entrepreneurial orientation (EO),
intention (EI), intensity (EIn), and capabilities (EC). Entrepreneurial orientation determines
the inclination to favour change and innovation, take risks, and take actions to achieve
goals and objectives [110,111]. Entrepreneurial intensity (EIn) is the “degree and frequency
of entrepreneurship” [112] and captures the “innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactive-
ness” [113]. Entrepreneurial capabilities (EC) are the capacity to sense, identify, and exploit
opportunities [114] and include human, social, and technological capabilities. Human
capabilities consist of institutional knowledge, experience, skills, and attitudes [115]; social
capabilities include the sharing of knowledge [116]; technology capabilities enable indi-
viduals to identify, acquire, and apply new external knowledge to develop operational
competencies, mainly through learning.

While most research puts under scrutiny one single element of entrepreneurial culture
(intention, orientation. . .), we still need a comprehensive picture of the mechanisms that
allow for the diffusion of entrepreneurialism.

4.3. The Cultural Transmission of Entrepreneurialism

The cultural transmission of knowledge is the process of passing information, beliefs,
behavioural models, and history that inform people about societal practices and habits.
The transmission implies mechanisms that include teaching, emulation, i.e., copying the
outcome; and imitation, i.e., copying the actions [117–119]. The cultural transmission of
knowledge—tacit included—involves mental representation, combinatory complexity, and
interpretation [120].
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First, knowledge is a mental representation. The representation must be public [121];
for example, via verbal instruction, and a great deal of culture is passed verbally [119–122].
This mechanism excludes tacit knowledge [123,124] and implies that tacit knowledge may
change in the process of transferring from actor to actor [125,126].

Second, knowledge is combinatorial. It provides a set of contingently interconnected
skills [127,128]. This makes explicit instruction too difficult to produce because the intended
outcomes and their contingencies are too various and mutable for straightforward imitation
or emulation. The mutability of reality causes the inadequacy of probabilistic models
(i.e., Bayesianism).

Third, what is relevant to learn from others, i.e., culturally transmitted, is purely
observational; for example, whether an action is instrumental or not [129]. Knowledge of
what is relevant is tacit and is based on interpretation [130]. Therefore, over-imitation is
common [131,132]. It is not just about how to transmit knowledge, but knowing what part
is worth transmitting. Mental representation, combinatory complexity, and interpretation
are relevant in the transmission of entrepreneurial cultures. Tacit knowledge is embedded
in a socio-economic context, which can modulate how it is expressed [133], and factors
like emotions can mediate the transmission of tacit knowledge [134]. Individuals embody
publicly shared thought and value systems that affect the transmission of knowledge,
so learning cannot be an individual action based on linear causal effects, but a social
construction based on interactions [135].

In the cultural transmission of knowledge, sudden changes interrupt long periods
of imitation [136]. In the first stage, the transmission of knowledge forms standards. In
the second stage, alternative practices emerge to counteract contingencies or constraints
and are as good as the standard if not better. The latter is innovation. The effects of
cultural transmission become manifest over time as individuals develop new knowledge
that could not be predicted; although all the parts were following the rules, transfers lead
to unforeseeable outcomes [137].

Figure 1 (below) depicts in linear terms the mechanisms connecting the cultural trans-
mission of entrepreneurial agency to new business formation, innovation, and ultimately
economic growth.

Figure 1. Conceptual diagram of cultural transmission of entrepreneurialism.
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5. Open Questions: What, How, and Why
Developing theories is a prerequisite to deductive research that can use novel concepts

to build a model about how new theories work. In the case of the present paper, empir-
ical research can explore how collective agency and entrepreneurial action may impact
constrained contexts. While this article did not set a comprehensive toolkit of theoreti-
cal concepts for further investigation, it sets a research agenda based on the following
open questions.

5.1. What: Interaction and Transmission

Future research must focus on what is to study to understand collective entrepreneurial
agency. The essence of this conceptual paper is that entrepreneurship is a collective
phenomenon much more than it is usually conceived. Being entrepreneurial agency a
social construct, the object of study is therefore the interactions within collectives and more
precisely the transmission mechanisms that allow members to pass on entrepreneurial
agency to others.

Research must examine the mechanisms of cultural transmission of entrepreneurial
agency and how the institutional context influences the transmission of entrepreneurial
knowledge. Institutions significantly affect the transmission of knowledge. The mecha-
nisms for acquiring and transforming knowledge have the greatest impact on new venture
formation. The social context influences how individuals acquire new knowledge through
learning, as learning happens thanks to interactions in social networks [138,139]. How-
ever, how individual knowledge transfers to the collective level is problematic [140,141],
and there is relatively little research that examines the influence of institutions on the
transmission of entrepreneurial agency.

This paper proposes a new approach to understanding the multifaceted, collective,
and culturally transmitted form of agency that transforms economic reality. Entrepreneurial
scholars need to understand what activates entrepreneurial action; when it emerges; who is
responsible; what are the enabling factors; how it diffuses; and, probably the more relevant
question, why it happens.

An open research question asks what the social mechanisms of transmission of en-
trepreneurial agency within collectives are.

5.2. How: A Narrative Approach

Future research needs to find a methodological approach that fits with the object of
study. The transmission of entrepreneurial cultures—which spur entrepreneurial agencies—
is deeply entangled and continually assembled in histories. An essential question is
why these mechanisms exist, as well as what keeps them going on or might cause them
to fall apart. What we need is a “strategy for radically avoiding reification and abstrac-
tion” [142], p. 615, whether at the individual or collective level. We need to explore multiple
and overlapping entities, factors, and mechanisms at work. Interactions may take various
forms, mutually reconfiguring one another, but we need “to follow the lines and connections
among these various things, rather than highlighting one as transcendent” [142], p. 616.

The interpretative analysis of entrepreneurialism requires the empirical and con-
ceptual awareness of the relationships between intentions, practices, temporalities, and
forms of action [143]. Part of that is to understand what exactly is tacit in the transfer
of entrepreneurialism, that is, what is not possible to code but is equally passed on in a
transitional phase that shapes identities individually and collectively.

Empirical research investigates the transformation impact of entrepreneurial actions
on structure. Thus, studies must take into account the interpretation and the sense-making
of entrepreneurship in its specific context and time. The aim is to identify the transmis-
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sion mechanisms of the entrepreneurial agency, from the inception of the entrepreneurial
event to the sharing of the culture that leads to structural change, transformation, and
growth [144].

This paper suggests a narrative interpretation to grasp the dynamic, relational, and
collective form of agencies that defines the purpose at the base of economic transformation
and transmits knowledge about entrepreneurial intentions. The premise is the refusal
to make any distinction between individuals and collectives, to overcome the limits and
perils of dualism, in favour of a view of reality as the dynamic reconfiguration of rela-
tional agencies. The relational dimension of agency is mediated by emotion-regulating
and meaning-creating processes. These processes are narrative and form the understand-
ing of reality (and the self), the transmission of knowledge, the formation of memories,
and the sharing of values and purposes. The narration is the logically coherent descrip-
tion of a series of actions and events that unfold over time. We live in a social universe
that constantly embeds the past into the present in shared concepts and ideas, brought
forward in language. Therefore, the narrative approach relies on interpretive analysis
and phenomenology to understand the process of creation of meaning, sharing of values,
and translation of practices in an interconnected community [145]. Phenomenology is a
non-dualist interpretive methodology that explores the factors influencing entrepreneurial
identities [146] and the understanding of the reality that guides human actions [147]. Hence,
future studies will focus on the variation of understanding and experiences. The critical
analysis of the individuals’ experiences shared through narratives aims to capture and
define the factors influencing entrepreneurial agency.

A contribution in this regard comes from economic complexity. It turned agent into
a plural term. It assumes that agents are not perfectly rational; they explore, react, and
change actions and strategies each in their own way; and they differ from the aggregate
outcome of individual behaviours. For economic complexity, the action of agents is “mak-
ing sense” [67], p. 138. Narratives, i.e., making sense, are of great relevance in facing
uncertainty [79] because they share collective images of the future that spawn activities [78].
How narratives form, diffuse, translate, transmit, and shape agency and culture is still
unknown. Equally, economic complexity acknowledges the importance of purpose in the
creation [87] but does not provide a clear view of how purpose guides actions. This paper
contends that purpose—the profound reason causing an agent to act—is the product of the
individual sense of reality, which originates from the culturally transmitted understanding
of the world, i.e., narratives. The question concerning how narratives and purpose form
each other is open to future research.

5.3. Why: Purpose in Entrepreneurship

The last contribution of this paper tries to go beyond the what and how and find its
way to understand the why of entrepreneurial agency. Recent explorative contributions
to the theories bring evidence that entrepreneurial agency starts transformative actions
because of constrained contexts and not despite them. This line of inquiry is worth further
investigation. It highlights the reason for entrepreneurial actions instead of mechanisms
or factors. This approach is commendable as it starts with the hardest question: why
entrepreneurship? What are the reasons behind producing an entrepreneurial action?

This paper assumed the purpose as the why of entrepreneurship. The entrepreneurial
action finds purpose in a narrative of shared and transmissible meaning that bridges the
understanding of reality with agency. The agent, the connections, the social and natural
reality, and their interpretation must hold together to comprehend the purpose—the why—
of entrepreneurial agency. Individuals capable of acting know what they are doing and
why [148], but how exactly does the same refer to collectives?
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If the why derives from a narrative that forms the collective sense-making, any research
must consider that entrepreneurial agency is purpose-driven, is the object of cultural
transmission, and is inseparable from the collective and social structures.

The table below proposes a conceptual frame of the three questions that conclude the
above argument, presenting for each of them the aim of the questions and the object of
inquiry to find an answer (see Table 2).

Table 2. Key questions.

Question Aim Object of Inquiry

What The transmission
mechanisms

Collective interaction and cultural
transmission of entrepreneurial agency

How The narrative
approach Interpretative analysis

Why Purpose
A narrative of shared and transmissible
meaning that bridges the understanding of
reality with agency

Source: Author’s elaboration.

6. Concluding Remarks
This paper expanded the debate on EE, going beyond the dichotomy of crit-

ics/supporters. Instead, starting from the critical perspective on the concepts, this paper
argues about how to fill the voids. The combination of economic complexity and a critical
view of entrepreneurship provided insights useful to the search for the source of economic
growth. It proposes three answers to as many questions: What deserves attention, how to
explore it, and why.

This article develops its argument, setting new avenues of research and offering
methods of inquiry. Other methods exist and combine with similar aims. For example,
others [9,22,149,150] suggest a network theory approach to improving our understanding
of causal relationships and dynamics within EEs.

The contribution of this article is in offering a complex view on a complex object of
debate. Others have indeed questioned the limit of the natural ecosystem’s metaphor.
For example, Audretsch and colleagues (2017) contended the use of the metaphor as a
community of living organisms in conjunction with the non-living components of their
environment, where the ‘eco’ part of the word is assumed to be related to the environment
and ‘system’ implies the economic use of the concept metaphorically to consider the
environment and agents in a system that generate and share value [151–155]. However, the
metaphor is inconsistent and vague, and some scholars repute the term as old wine sold in
new skins [14,156].

Critical questions remain unanswered; for example, what are the boundaries [41],
governance [157], or nature—artificial or built from scratch [158]—of ‘ecosystems’. The EE
should bring insights into individual and collective action in entrepreneurship, “when the
outcome of the action is rather unforeseen and unpredictable and the activity itself matters,
at least for the interconnected actors” [41], p. 316.

The contributions to the theory in this paper essentially aim to stimulate the debate
about when and how the drives of growth in the EE appear and how they evolve. The
limitations reside mainly in the conceptual nature of the contribution, which aims more to
speculate about theories than to test hypotheses, in the hope of seeing in future research
that takes the courage to avoid oversimplification and catch-phrase metaphors but faces
the complexity of entrepreneurial growth.



Systems 2025, 13, 826 13 of 18

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Data Availability Statement: No new data were created or analyzed in this study. Data sharing is
not applicable to this article.

Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflicts of interest.

References
1. Roser, M.; Arriagada, P.; Hasell, J.; Ritchie, H.; Ortiz-Ospina, E. “Economic Growth”, Published Online in Our World in Data.

2023. Available online: https://ourworldindata.org/economic-growth (accessed on 15 September 2025).
2. Helpman, E. The Mystery of Economic Growth; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2009.
3. Edwards, A. Let’s get beyond community and practice: The many meanings of learning by participating. Curric. J. 2005, 16, 49–65.

[CrossRef]
4. Burkitt, I. Relational agency: Relational sociology, agency and interaction. Eur. J. Soc. Theory 2016, 19, 322–339. [CrossRef]
5. Carayannis, E.G. Firm evolution dynamics: Towards sustainable entrepreneurship and robust competitiveness in the knowledge

economy and society. Int. J. Innov. Reg. Dev. 2009, 1, 235–254. [CrossRef]
6. Donaldson, C.; Kraus, S.; Kallmuenzer, A.; Cheng, C.F. Innovativeness and start-up performance: A configurational analysis of

relational factors. Int. J. Entrep. Behav. Res. 2025, 31, 1–25. [CrossRef]
7. Shepherd, D.A.; Souitaris, V.; Gruber, M. Creating new ventures: A review and research agenda. J. Manag. 2021, 47, 11–42.
8. Vazirani, A.; Sarkar, S.; Bhattacharjee, T.; Dwivedi, Y.K.; Jack, S. Information signals and bias in investment decisions: A

meta-analytic comparison of prediction and actual performance of new ventures. J. Bus. Res. 2023, 155, 113424. [CrossRef]
9. Stam, E. Entrepreneurial Ecosystem and Regional Policy: A Sympathetic Critique. Eur. Plan. Stud. 2015, 23, 1759–1769. [CrossRef]
10. Malecki, E.J. Entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial ecosystems. Geogr. Compass 2018, 12, e12359. [CrossRef]
11. Cavallo, A.; Ghezzi, A.; Balocco, R. Entrepreneurial ecosystem research: Present debates and future directions. Int. Entrep. Manag.

J. 2019, 15, 1291–1321.
12. Content, J.; Bosma, N.; Jordaan, J.; Sanders, M. Entrepreneurial ecosystems, entrepreneurial activity and economic growth: New

evidence from European regions. Reg. Stud. 2020, 54, 1007–1019.
13. Cao, Z.; Shi, X. A systematic literature review of entrepreneurial ecosystems in advanced and emerging economies. Small Bus.

Econ. 2021, 57, 75–110. [CrossRef]
14. Leendertse, J.; Schrijvers, M.; Stam, E. Measure twice, cut once: Entrepreneurial ecosystem metrics. Res. Policy 2021, 51, 104336.

[CrossRef]
15. van Dijk, J.; Leendertse, J.; Stam, E.; van Rijnsoever, F. The entrepreneurial ecosystem clock keeps on ticking–A replication and

extension of Coad and Srhoj (2023). Res. Policy 2025, 54, 105154. [CrossRef]
16. Coad, A.; Srhoj, S. Entrepreneurial ecosystems and regional persistence of high growth firms: A ‘broken clock’ critique. Res.

Policy 2023, 52, 104762. [CrossRef]
17. Garcia-Lillo, F.; Seva-Larrosa, P.; Sanchez-Garcia, E. What is going on in entrepreneurship research? A bibliometric and SNA

analysis. J. Bus. Res. 2023, 158, 113624. [CrossRef]
18. Bosma, N.; Content, J.; Sanders, M.; Stam, E. Institutions, entrepreneurship, and economic growth in Europe. Small Bus. Econ.

2018, 51, 483–499. [CrossRef]
19. Stam, E.; van de Ven, A. Entrepreneurial ecosystem elements. Small Bus. Econ. 2021, 56, 809–832. [CrossRef]
20. Feldman, M. The entrepreneurial event revisited: Firm formation in a regional context. Ind. Corp. Change 2001, 10, 861–891.

[CrossRef]
21. Spigel, B. The relational organization of entrepreneurial ecosystems. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2017, 41, 49–72. [CrossRef]
22. Spigel, B.; Harrison, R. Toward a process theory of entrepreneurial ecosystems. Strateg. Entrep. J. 2018, 12, 151–168. [CrossRef]
23. Autio, E.; Kenney, M.; Mustar, P.; Siegel, D.; Wright, M. Entrepreneurial innovation: The importance of context. Res. Policy 2014,

43, 1097–1108. [CrossRef]
24. Fritsch, M.; Wyrwich, M. The Long Persistence of Regional Levels of Entrepreneurship: Germany, 1925–2005. Reg. Stud. 2014, 48,

955–973. [CrossRef]
25. Aparicio, S.; Martinez-Moya, D.; Muñoz-Mora, J.C.; Urbano, D. Managing destructive entrepreneurship in place: Formal and

informal institutions for the achievement of regional economic growth. Small Bus. Econ. 2025, 1–24. [CrossRef]
26. Huggins, R.; Thompson, P.; Kitagawa, F.; Theodoraki, C.; Prokop, D. (Eds.) Introduction. In Entrepreneurial Ecosystems in Cities and

Regions: Emergence, Evolution, and Future; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2024; pp. 1–30.
27. Hess, S.; Wurth, B.; Stam, E.; Giones, F.; Fini, R.; Cavallo, A.; Wahl, A.; Bosma, N.; Theodoraki, C.; Chabaud, D.; et al. The future

of entrepreneurial ecosystems research: Toward a policy-oriented research agenda. J. of Bus. Vent. Ins. 2025, 23, e00538. [CrossRef]
28. Isenberg, D. The big idea: How to start and entrepreneurial revolution. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2010, 88, 40–50.

https://ourworldindata.org/economic-growth
https://doi.org/10.1080/0958517042000336809
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368431015591426
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJIRD.2009.021845
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijebr-07-2024-0727
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.113424
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2015.1061484
https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12359
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-020-00326-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2021.104336
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2024.105154
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2023.104762
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.113624
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-018-0012-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00270-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/10.4.861
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12167
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1268
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2014.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2013.816414
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-025-01090-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2025.e00538


Systems 2025, 13, 826 14 of 18

29. Feld, B. Startup Communities: Building an Entrepreneurial Ecosystem in Your City; John Wiley and Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2012.
30. Del Monte, A.; Moccia, S.; Pennacchio, L. Regional entrepreneurship and innovation: Historical roots and the impact on the

growth of regions. Small Bus. Econ. 2022, 58, 451–473.
31. Borchhardt, G. Who Gets to Experiment with Entrepreneurship? Long-Term Earnings Consequences of Self-Employment. Not

Published. 2023. Available online: https://business.uc3m.es/seminarios/filesem_1698758381.pdf (accessed on 24 July 2025).
32. Fritsch, M.; Obschonka, M.; Wahl, F.; Wyrwich, M. On the Roman origins of entrepreneurship and innovation in Germany. Reg.

Stud. 2024, 58, 1446–1463.
33. Feldman, M.; Oh, J. Policies for creating entrepreneurial ecosystems. In Entrepreneurial Ecosystems in Cities and Regions: Emergence,

Evolution, and Future; Huggins, R., Kitagawa, F., Prokop, D., Theodoraki, C., Thompson, P., Eds.; Oxford University Press: Oxford,
UK, 2024; pp. 149–168.

34. Coad, A.; Domnick, C.; Santoleri, P.; Srhoj, S. Regional incidence and persistence of high-growth firms: Testing ideas from the
entrepreneurial ecosystems literature. Reg. Stud. 2025, 59, 2433498. [CrossRef]

35. Oh, D.S.; Phillips, F.; Park, S.; Lee, E. Innovation ecosystems: A critical examination. Technovation 2016, 54, 1–6. [CrossRef]
36. Marshall, A. Principles of Political Economy; Maxmillan: New York, NY, USA, 1890.
37. List, F. Das Nationale system der Politischen Ökonomie. In National System of Political Economy, 1856; Tübingen, S.U., Ed.; J.B.

Lipptincott & Co.: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 1841.
38. Von Thünen, H. Der isolierte Staat in Beziehung auf Landwirtschaft und Nationalökonomie: Untersuchungen über den Einfluß, den die

Getreidepreise, der Reichtum des Bodens und die Abgaben auf den Ackerbau Ausüben; Friedrich Perthes: Hamburg, Germany, 1826.
39. Nelson, R.R.; Winter, S.G. The Schumpeterian tradeoff revisited. Am. Econ. Rev. 1982, 72, 114–132.
40. Brown, R.; Mawson, S. Entrepreneurial ecosystems and public policy in action: A critique of the latest industrial policy blockbuster.

Camb. J. Reg. Econ. Soc. 2019, 12, 347–368. [CrossRef]
41. Audretsch, D.B.; Belitski, M. Entrepreneurial ecosystems in cities: Establishing the framework conditions. J. Technol. Transf. 2017,

42, 1030–1051. [CrossRef]
42. Muñoz, P.; Kibler, E.; Mandakovic, V.; Amorós, J.E. Local entrepreneurial ecosystems as configural narratives: A new way of

seeing and evaluating antecedents and outcomes. Res. Policy 2022, 51, 104065. [CrossRef]
43. Komlósi, É.; Dejardin, M.; Szerb, L.; Páger, B. Is a balanced entrepreneurial ecosystem essential for success? A configurational

analysis of European regional entrepreneurial ecosystems. J. Technol. Transf. 2024, 50, 1669–1708. [CrossRef]
44. Wurth, B.; Stam, E.; Spigel, B. Toward an Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Research Program. Entrep. Theory Pract. 2022, 46, 729–778.

[CrossRef]
45. Wurth, B.; Stam, E.; Spigel, B. Entrepreneurial ecosystem mechanisms. Found. Trends Entrep. 2023, 19, 224–339. [CrossRef]
46. Jackson, D.J. What Is an Innovation Ecosystem? National Science Foundation: Arlington, VA, USA, 2011.
47. Liñán, F.; Fayolle, A. A systematic literature review on entrepreneurial intentions: Citation, thematic analyses, and research

agenda. Int. Entrep. Manag. J. 2015, 11, 907–933. [CrossRef]
48. Hayton, J.C.; Cacciotti, G. Is there an entrepreneurial culture? A review of empirical research. Entrep. Reg. Dev. 2013, 25, 708–731.

[CrossRef]
49. Thai, Q.H.; Mai, K.N. An evolution of entrepreneurial culture studies: A systematic literature review and future research agenda.

Entrep. Bus. Econ. Rev. 2023, 11, 31–62. [CrossRef]
50. Wales, W.J. Entrepreneurial orientation: A review and synthesis of promising research directions. Int. Small Bus. J. 2016, 34, 3–15.

[CrossRef]
51. Morris, M.H. Entrepreneurial Intensity; Volume 3, Entrepreneurship; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2015. Available

online: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/9781118785317.weom030029 (accessed on 15 September 2025).
52. Gupta, V.K.; Gupta, A. Relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and firm performance in large organizations over time.

J. Int. Entrep. 2015, 13, 7–27.
53. Grégoire, D.A.; Cornelissen, J.; Dimov, D.; Van Burg, E. The mind in the middle: Taking stock of affect and cognition research in

entrepreneurship. Int. J. Manag. Rev. 2015, 17, 125–142. [CrossRef]
54. Klofsten, M.; Urbano, D.; Heaton, S. Managing intrapreneurial capabilities: An overview. Technovation 2021, 99, 102177. [CrossRef]
55. Ehrig, T.; Foss, N.J. Why we need normative theories of entrepreneurial learning that go beyond Bayesianism. J. Bus. Ventur.

Insights 2022, 18, e00335. [CrossRef]
56. Sergeeva, A.; Bhardwaj, A.; Dimov, D. Mutable reality and unknowable future: Revealing the broader potential of pragmatism.

Acad. Manag. Rev. 2022, 47, 692–696. [CrossRef]
57. Eberhart, R.N.; Aldrich, H.E.; Eisenhardt, K.M. Entrepreneurialism and Society: An Introduction. In Entrepreneurialism and Society:

New Theoretical Perspectives; Eberhart, R.N., Lounsbury, M., Aldrich, H.E., Eds.; Research in the Sociology of Organizations, 81;
Emerald: Bingley, UK, 2022; pp. 1–11.

https://business.uc3m.es/seminarios/filesem_1698758381.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2024.2433498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2016.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsz011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-016-9473-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2020.104065
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-024-10149-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258721998948
https://doi.org/10.1561/0300000089
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-015-0356-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2013.862962
https://doi.org/10.15678/EBER.2023.110202
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242615613840
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/9781118785317.weom030029
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12060
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102177
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2022.e00335
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2021.0488


Systems 2025, 13, 826 15 of 18

58. Balland, P.A.; Broekel, T.; Diodato, D.; Giuliani, E.; Hausmann, R.; O’Clery, N.; Rigby, D. The new paradigm of economic
complexity. Res. Policy 2022, 51, 104450. [CrossRef]

59. Hidalgo, C.A.; Hausmann, R. The building blocks of economic complexity. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2009, 106, 10570–10575.
[CrossRef]

60. Hidalgo, C.A. Economic complexity theory and applications. Nat. Rev. Phys. 2021, 3, 92–113. [CrossRef]
61. Bennett, M.R.; Dennett, D.; Dennett, D.C.; Hacker, P.; Searle, J. Neuroscience and Philosophy: Brain, Mind, and Language; Columbia

University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2007.
62. Searle, J.R. Minds, brains, and programs. Behav. Brain Sci. 1980, 3, 417–457. [CrossRef]
63. Shaw, J. Complexity and the Wealth of Nations. Harv. Mag. 2010, 3, 7–8.
64. Britannica. Transformation. In Encyclopedia Britannica; 2022. Available online: https://www.britannica.com/dictionary/

transformation (accessed on 15 September 2025).
65. Epstein, B. The Ant Trap: Rebuilding the Foundations of the Social Sciences; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2015.
66. Law, J. Notes on the theory of the actor-network: Ordering, strategy, and heterogeneity. Syst. Pract. 1992, 5, 379–393. [CrossRef]
67. Arthur, W.B. The Nature of Technology: What It Is and How It Evolves; Simon and Schuster: New York, NY, USA, 2009.
68. Dopson, S. The diffusion of medical innovations: Can figurational sociology contribute? Organ. Stud. 2005, 6, 1125–1144.

[CrossRef]
69. Czarniawska, B.; Hernes, T. Actor–Network Theory and Organizing; Liber: Copenhagen, Denmark, 2005.
70. Steep, M. How to Create Innovation Cultures That Keep Working. Forbes Leadership Forum, 3 September 2014 (Up-

dated 3 August 2016). Available online: https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesleadershipforum/2014/09/03/how-to-create-
innovation-cultures-that-keep-working/ (accessed on 15 September 2025).

71. Ludwig, K. From Individual to Plural Agency: Collective Action: Volume 1; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2016.
72. Drakopoulou, D.S.; Anderson, A.R. Mumpsimus and the mything of the individualistic entrepreneur. Int. Small Bus. J. 2007, 25,

341–360. [CrossRef]
73. Anderson, A.R.; Warren, L. The Entrepreneur as Hero and Jester: Enacting the Entrepreneurial Discourse. Int. Small Bus. J. 2011,

29, 589–609. [CrossRef]
74. Marwell, G.; Oliver, P. The Critical Mass in Collective Action: A Micro-Social Theory; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge,

UK, 1993.
75. Ben-Hafaïedh, C. Entrepreneurial teams research in movement. In Research Handbook on Entrepreneurial Teams: Theory and Practice;

Ben-Hafaïedh, C., Cooney, T.M., Eds.; Edward Elgar Publishing: Cheltenham, UK, 2017.
76. Coghlan, D.; Brydon-Miller, M. The SAGE Encyclopedia of Action Research; Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2014.
77. Souto-Manning, M. Critical narrative analysis: The interplay of critical discourse and narrative analyses. Int. J. Qual. Stud. Educ.

2014, 27, 159–180. [CrossRef]
78. Beckert, J. Imagined Futures: Fictional Expectations and Capitalist Dynamics; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2016.
79. Beckert, J.; Bronk, R. Uncertain Futures: Imaginaries, Narratives, and Calculation in the Economy; Oxford University Press: Oxford,

UK, 2018.
80. Riessman, C.K.; Quinney, L. Narrative in social work: A critical review. Qual. Soc. Work. 2005, 4, 391–412. [CrossRef]
81. Browning, L. Narrative and narratology. In Encyclopedia of Communication Theory; Littlejohn, S.W., Foss, K.A., Eds.; Sage: Los

Angeles, CA, USA, 2009; pp. 673–677.
82. Lareau, A. Cultural knowledge and social inequality. Am. Sociol. Rev. 2015, 80, 1–27. [CrossRef]
83. Rodriguez, M.C.G. “The stories we tell each other”: Using technology for resistance and resilience through online narrative

communities. In Emotions, Technology, and Health; Academic Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2016; pp. 125–147.
84. Dettori, G. Supporting knowledge flow in web-based environments by means of narrative. In Technology and Knowledge Flow;

Trentin, G., Ed.; Chandos Publishing: Hull, UK, 2011; pp. 51–66.
85. Stovel, K.; Koski-Karell, D. Narrative networks. In International Encyclopedia of the Social & Behavioral Sciences; Elsevier: Amsterdam,

The Netherlands, 2015; pp. 211–217.
86. Wolfram, S. A New Kind of Science; Wolfram media: Champaign, IL, USA, 2002.
87. Arthur, W.B. The structure of invention. Res. Policy 2007, 36, 274–287. [CrossRef]
88. Weitzman, M.L. Recombinant growth. Q. J. Econ. 1998, 113, 331–360. [CrossRef]
89. Fleming, L.; Sorenson, O. Technology as a complex adaptive system: Evidence from patent data. Res. Policy 2001, 30, 1019–1039.

[CrossRef]
90. Uzzi, B.; Mukherjee, S.; Stringer, M.; Jones, B. Atypical combinations and scientific impact. Science 2013, 342, 468–472. [CrossRef]
91. Nicolini, D. Medical innovation as a process of translation: A case from the field of telemedicine. Br. J. Manag. 2010, 21, 1011–1026.
92. O’Mahoney, J. Archetypes of translation: Recommendations for dialogue. Int. J. Manag. Rev. 2016, 18, 333–350. [CrossRef]
93. Sandberg, J.; Rouleau, L.; Langley, A.; Tsoukas, H. (Eds.) Skillful Performance: Enacting Capabilities, Knowledge, Competence, and

Expertise in Organizations; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2017; Volume 7.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2021.104450
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0900943106
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42254-020-00275-1
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0140525x00005756
https://www.britannica.com/dictionary/transformation
https://www.britannica.com/dictionary/transformation
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01059830
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840605053545
https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesleadershipforum/2014/09/03/how-to-create-innovation-cultures-that-keep-working/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesleadershipforum/2014/09/03/how-to-create-innovation-cultures-that-keep-working/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242607078561
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242611416417
https://doi.org/10.1080/09518398.2012.737046
https://doi.org/10.1177/1473325005058643
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122414565814
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2006.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1162/003355398555595
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(00)00135-9
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1240474
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12103


Systems 2025, 13, 826 16 of 18

94. Mar, R.A. The neuropsychology of narrative: Story comprehension, storyproduction and their interrelation. Neuropsychologia
2004, 42, 1414–1434. [PubMed]

95. Tacchella, A.; Napoletano, A.; Pietronero, L. The language of innovation. PLoS ONE 2020, 15, e0230107. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
96. Mmbaga, N.A.; Mathias, B.D.; Williams, D.W.; Cardon, M.S. A review of and future agenda for research on identity in en-

trepreneurship. J. Bus. Ventur. 2020, 35, 106049. [CrossRef]
97. Josselson, R. Identity and relatedness in the life cycle. In Identity and Development: An Interdisciplinary Approach; Bosma, T.L.G.,

Graafsma, H.A., Grotevant, H.D., de Levita, D.J., Eds.; SAGE Publications: New York, NY, USA, 1994; pp. 81–102.
98. Archer, M. Realist Social Theory: The Morphogenetic Approach; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1995.
99. Liñán, F.; Ceresia, F.; Bernal, A. Who intends to enroll in entrepreneurship education? Entrepreneurial self-identity as a precursor.

Entrep. Educ. Pedagog. 2018, 1, 222–242. [CrossRef]
100. Ashforth, B.E.; Johnson, S.A.; Hogg, M.; Terry, D. Which Hat to Wear, Social Identity Processes in Organizational Contexts; Taylor and

Francis: Milton Park, UK, 2001; pp. 32–48.
101. Ashforth, B.E.; Schinoff, B.S. Identity under construction: How individuals come to define themselves in organizations. Annu.

Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav. 2016, 3, 111–137. [CrossRef]
102. Watson, T.J. Managing identity: Identity work, personal predicaments and structural circumstances. Organization 2008, 15,

121–143.
103. Hayter, C.S.; Fischer, B.; Rasmussen, E. Becoming an academic entrepreneur: How scientists develop an entrepreneurial identity.

Small Bus. Econ. 2021, 59, 1469–1487. [CrossRef]
104. Ladge, J.J.; Clair, J.A.; Greenberg, D. Cross-domain identity transition during liminal periods: Constructing multiple selves as

professional and mother during pregnancy. Acad. Manag. J. 2012, 55, 1449–1471. [CrossRef]
105. Alsos, G.; Clausen, T.; Hytti, U.; Solvoll, S. Show me what you do and I will tell you who you are: The Relationship between

Entrepreneurial Identity and Entrepreneurial Behaviour. Entrep. Reg. Dev. 2016, 17, 345–359.
106. Radu-Lefebvre, M.; Lefebvre, V.; Crosina, E.; Hytti, U. Entrepreneurial identity: A review and research agenda. Entrep. Theory

Pract. 2021, 45, 1550–1590. [CrossRef]
107. Turner, V. Liminality and communitas, The ritual process. In Structure and Antistructure; Aldine Publishing: Chicago, IL, USA,

1969; Volume 94, pp. 125–130.
108. Czarniawska, B.; Mazza, C. Consulting as a Liminal Space. Hum. Relat. 2003, 56, 267–290. [CrossRef]
109. Söderlund, J.; Borg, E. Liminality in management and organization studies: Process, position and place. Int. J. Manag. Rev. 2018,

20, 880–902. [CrossRef]
110. Lumpkin, G.T.; Dess, G.G. Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation construct and linking it to performance. Acad. Manag. Rev.

1996, 21, 135–172. [CrossRef]
111. Covin, J.G.; Lumpkin, G.T. Entrepreneurial orientation theory and research: Reflections on a needed construct. Entrep. Theory

Pract. 2011, 35, 855–872. [CrossRef]
112. Morris, M.H.; Sexton, D.L. The concept of entrepreneurial intensity: Implications for company performance. J. Bus. Res. 1996, 36,

5–13. [CrossRef]
113. Liao, J.; Murphy, P.J.; Welsch, H. Developing and validating a construct of entrepreneurial intensity. N. Engl. J. Entrep. 2005, 8,

31–38. [CrossRef]
114. George, N.M.; Parida, V.; Lahti, T. A systematic literature review of entrepreneurial opportunity recognition: Insights on

influencing factors. Int. Entrep. Manag. J. 2016, 12, 309–350. [CrossRef]
115. Unger, J.M.; Rauch, A.; Frese, M.; Rosenbusch, N. Human capital and entrepreneurial success: A meta-analytical review. J. Bus.

Ventur. 2011, 26, 341–358. [CrossRef]
116. Zelekha, Y.; Dana, L.P. Social capital versus cultural capital determinants of entrepreneurship: An empirical study of the African

continent. J. Entrep. 2019, 28, 250–269. [CrossRef]
117. Tomasello, M.; Kruger, A.C.; Ratner, H.H. Cultural learning. Behav. Brain Sci. 1993, 16, 495–511. [CrossRef]
118. Caldwell, C.A.; Millen, A.E. Social learning mechanisms and cumulative cultural evolution: Is imitation necessary? Psychol. Sci.

2009, 20, 1478–1483. [CrossRef]
119. Morgan, T.J.; Uomini, N.T.; Rendell, L.E.; Chouinard-Thuly, L.; Street, S.E.; Lewis, H.M.; Cross, C.P.; Evans, C.; Kearney, R.; de la

Torre, I.; et al. Experimental evidence for the co-evolution of hominin tool-making teaching and language. Nat. Commun. 2015,
6, 6029. [CrossRef]

120. Miton, H.; DeDeo, S. The cultural transmission of tacit knowledge. J. R. Soc. Interface 2022, 19, 20220238. [CrossRef]
121. Sperber, D.; Hirschfeld, L. Culture and modularity. In The Innate Mind: Culture and Cognition; Carruthers, P., Stich, S., Laurence, S.,

Eds.; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2007; pp. 149–164.
122. Bietti, L.M.; Bangerter, A.; Knutsen, D.; Mayor, E. Cultural transmission in a food preparation task: The role of interactivity,

innovation and storytelling. PLoS ONE 2019, 14, e0221278. [CrossRef]

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15193948
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0230107
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32352986
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2020.106049
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515127418780491
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-041015-062322
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-021-00585-3
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0538
https://doi.org/10.1177/10422587211013795
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726703056003612
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12168
https://doi.org/10.2307/258632
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2011.00482.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0148-2963(95)00158-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/NEJE-08-02-2005-B004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-014-0347-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0971355719851900
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0003123X
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02469.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms7029
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2022.0238
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0221278


Systems 2025, 13, 826 17 of 18

123. Neuweg, G.H. Tacit knowing and implicit learning. In European Perspectives on Learning at Work: The Acquisition of Work Process
Knowledge; Fischer, M., Boreham, N., Nyhan, B., Eds.; Office for Official Publications of the European Communities: Luxembourg,
2004; pp. 130–147.

124. Collins, H. Tacit and Explicit Knowledge; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 2010.
125. Czarniawska, B.; Joerges, B. Travels of ideas. Transl. Organ. Change 1996, 56, 13–47.
126. Powell, W.W.; Oberg, A. Networks and institutions. In Sage Handbook on Organizational Institutionalism; Greenwood, R., Oliver, C.,

Lawrence, T.B., Meyer, R.E., Eds.; SAGE: London, UK, 2017; pp. 446–476.
127. Stout, D.; Bril, B.; Roux, V.; DeBeaune, S.; Gowlett, J.A.J.; Keller, C.M.; Wynn, T.; Stout, D. Skill and cognition in stone tool

production: An ethnographic case study from Irian Jaya. Curr. Anthropol. 2002, 43, 693–722. [CrossRef]
128. Seifert, L.; Button, C.; Davids, K. Key properties of expert movement systems in sport. Sports Med. 2013, 43, 167–178. [CrossRef]
129. Gergely, G.; Bekkering, H.; Király, I. Rational imitation in preverbal infants. Nature 2002, 415, 755. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
130. Sandberg, J. How do we justify knowledge produced within interpretive approaches? Organ. Res. Methods 2005, 8, 41–68.

[CrossRef]
131. Lyons, D.E.; Young, A.G.; Keil, F.C. The hidden structure of overimitation. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2007, 104, 751–756.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
132. Lyons, D.E.; Damrosch, D.H.; Lin, J.K.; Macris, D.M.; Keil, F.C. The scope and limits of overimitation in the transmission of

artefact culture. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. 2011, 366, 1158–1167. [CrossRef]
133. Hou, C.; Liu, Z. Tacit knowledge mediates the effect of family socioeconomic status on career adaptability. Soc. Behav. Personal.

Int. J. 2021, 49, 1–9. [CrossRef]
134. Malik, S. The nexus between emotional intelligence and types of knowledge sharing: Does work experience matter? J. Workplace

Learn. 2021, 33, 619–634. [CrossRef]
135. Douglas 1986 Douglas, M. How Institutions Think; Syracuse University Press: Syracuse, NY, USA, 1986.
136. Kuhn, T.; Helbing, M.D. Inheritance patterns in citation networks reveal scientific memes. Phys. Rev. 2014, 4, 041036. [CrossRef]
137. Perrow, C. Normal Accidents: Living with High-Risk Technologies; Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ, USA, 1999.
138. Nonaka, I.; Takeuchi, H. The Knowledge Creating Company; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 1995.
139. Senge, P. The Fifth Discipline: The Art & Practice of the Learning Organization; Random House: London, UK, 1990.
140. Pawlowsky, P. The Treatment of Organizational Learning in Management Science. In Handbook of Organizational Learning &

Knowledge; Dierkes, M., Berthoin Antal, A., Child, J., Nonaka, I., Eds.; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2001; pp. 61–88.
141. Weick, K. The Social Psychology of Organizing; Random House: New York, NY, USA, 1979.
142. Lipartito, K. The Ontology of Economic Things. Enterp. Soc. 2020, 21, 592–621. [CrossRef]
143. Southerton, D. Habits, routines and temporalities of consumption: From individual behaviours to the reproduction of everyday

practices. Time Soc. 2013, 22, 335–355.
144. Galambos, L. The Entrepreneurial Culture and the Mysteries of Economic Development: Winner of the James Soltow Award for

Best Paper in Essays 2018. Essays Econ. Bus. Hist. 2018, 36, 290–320.
145. Berglund, H. Between cognition and discourse: Phenomenology and the study of entrepreneurship. Int. J. Entrep. Behav. Res.

2015, 21, 472–488. [CrossRef]
146. Hayter, C.S.; Rasmussen, E.; Rooksby, J.H. Beyond formal university technology transfer: Innovative pathways for knowledge

exchange. J. Technol. Transf. 2020, 45, 1–8. [CrossRef]
147. Sandberg, J.; Targama, A. Managing Understanding in Organizations; SAGE Publications: New York, NY, USA, 2007.
148. Feeney, O.; Pierce, B. Strong structuration theory and accounting information: An empirical study. Account. Audit. Account. J.

2016, 29, 1152–1176. [CrossRef]
149. Alvedalen, J.; Boschma, R. A critical review of entrepreneurial ecosystems research: Towards a future research agenda. Eur. Plan.

Stud. 2017, 25, 887–903. [CrossRef]
150. Cunningham, J.A.; Menter, M.; Wirsching, K. Entrepreneurial ecosystem governance: A principal investigator-centered gover-

nance framework. Small Bus. Econ. 2019, 52, 545–562. [CrossRef]
151. Acs, Z.J.; Audretsch, D.B.; Lehmann, E.E.; Licht, G. National systems of entrepreneurship. Small Bus. Econ. 2016, 46, 527–535.

[CrossRef]
152. Clarysse, B.; Wright, M.; Bruneel, J.; Mahajan, A. Creating value in ecosystems: Crossing the chasm between knowledge and

business ecosystems. Res. Policy 2014, 43, 1164–1176. [CrossRef]
153. Stephen, L.; Vargo, S.L.; Akaka, M.A. Value cocreation and service systems (Re)Formation: A service ecosystems view. Serv. Sci.

2012, 4, 207–217. [CrossRef]
154. Vargo, S.L.; Lusch, R.F. From repeat patronage to value co-creation in service ecosystems: A transcending conceptualization of

relationship. J. Bus. Mark. Manag. 2010, 4, 169–179. [CrossRef]
155. Lehmann, E.E. Theorizing entrepreneurial ecosystems by taking a systems view. In Research Handbook on Entrepreneurial Ecosystems;

Cunningham, J.A., Matthias, M., O’Kane, C., Romano, M., Eds.; Edward Elgar Publishing: Cheltenham, UK, 2024; pp. 42–61.

https://doi.org/10.1086/342638
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-012-0011-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/415755a
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11845198
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428104272000
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0704452104
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18056814
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0335
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.9974
https://doi.org/10.1108/JWL-10-2020-0170
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.4.041036
https://doi.org/10.1017/eso.2020.42
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-12-2013-0210
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-018-9677-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-07-2015-2130
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2017.1299694
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9959-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-016-9705-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2014.04.014
https://doi.org/10.1287/serv.1120.0019
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12087-010-0046-0


Systems 2025, 13, 826 18 of 18

156. Rampersad, G. Entrepreneurial ecosystems: A governance perspective. J. Res. Bus. Econ. Manag. 2016, 7, 1122–1134.
157. Knox, S.; Arshed, N. Network governance and coordination of a regional entrepreneurial ecosystem. Reg. Studies. 2022, 56,

1161–1175. [CrossRef]
158. Colombo, M.G.; Dagnino, G.B.; Lehmann, E.E.; Salmador, M.P. The governance of entrepreneurial ecosystems. Small Bus. Econ.

2017, 52, 419–428. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2021.1988067
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9952-9

	Introduction 
	Background: Entrepreneurial Ecosystem 
	The Fortune of the Concept 
	The Critical Perspective 

	The Missing Pieces in the Framework 
	Economic Growth: A Mystery Between Agency and Complexity 
	Theoretical Gaps: Entrepreneurial Agency and Narratives 

	A Theory of Cultural Transmission of Entrepreneurialism 
	Narratives of Entrepreneurship 
	Entrepreneurialism 
	The Cultural Transmission of Entrepreneurialism 

	Open Questions: What, How, and Why 
	What: Interaction and Transmission 
	How: A Narrative Approach 
	Why: Purpose in Entrepreneurship 

	Concluding Remarks 
	References

