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Abstract

Entrepreneurship is a forward looking activity that embodies implicit imaginaries. If we remove the notion of a future from the field of entrepreneurship, field would cease to exist as its whole rationale is prospective.
Entrepreneurship creates future value (Schumpeter 1934) through creative destruction; in uncertain contexts (Knight 1923) and with ‘alertness’
to opportunity (Kirzner 1982). Entrepreneurial opportunity embraces anticipation as imaginative reason, strategically employed and motivated by
aspiration. Entrepreneurial effectuation is concerned with the controllable aspects of an unpredictable future. Entrepreneuring is a process
(Steyaert 2007) producing ontological emergence. Entrepreneurship is
expressed in action and produces change. Nadin observes that anticipation relates to the perception of change (Nadin 2010) and is always expressed in action (Nadin 2015). Entrepreneurial identity is significant and
the models embodied in an anticipatory system are what comprise its individuality; what distinguish it uniquely from other systems. A change in
these models is a change of identity (Rosen et al. 2012, p370). Entrepreneurship is relational and is coupled with other actors in the environment,
generating a sense of shared anticipation, or anticipatory coupling. Anticipatory coupling as a social phenomenon seems ripe for further research.
Being emplaced, entrepreneuring practice involve sensing and anticipa-
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tion (Antonacopoulou and Fuller 2019). Although anticipation is a natural
activity, the effectiveness of anticipation can be improved through greater awareness in each of these sets of processes, amongst others. We
suggest that the dynamics of emergence require anticipations of multiple
forms of value. Seeing entrepreneurship from an anticipatory standpoint
brings more to the fore the nature of values in practice. Further research
can help reveal the anticipatory work is done in entrepreneurship to
maintain the anticipatory capacity of the enterprise and of the interdependent relationships that maintain the enterprise?
Keywords:
Entrepreneurship; Anticipation, Foresight, Emplacement, Anticipatory
Work, Emergence

Introduction
This chapter considers the nature of anticipation as represented in the
disciplinary field of entrepreneurship. Dominant theories are described in
terms of their relationship to anticipation. The chapter then reflects on
the research of the author and colleagues with respect to foresight and
entrepreneurship, and more recently the nature of anticipation is entrepreneurial practice.
Overall, entrepreneurship is portrayed as a forward looking activity that
embodies implicit imaginaries. These are powerful in explaining the character of entrepreneurship. The main grounding theories considered are
the Schumpeterian (1934) conception of entrepreneurship as creating
value for the economy through creative destruction; the role of entrepreneurship in uncertainty as portrayed by Frank Knight (1923); and the
‘alertness’ to opportunity identified by Israel Kirzner (1985). More modern conceptions are then described, being mainly Shane and Venkataraman (2000) definitional focus on opportunities discovery, evaluation
and exploitation and Sara Sarasvathy’s (2001) effectuation theory. Both
of these theories explain entrepreneurship through models that link the
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future with the present, albeit in quite different ways. They are both oriented towards process, and so further work that has expanded process
theories of entrepreneurship, with an orientation to identity and becoming is then described, (e.g. (Steyaert 2007). These approaches have also
considered temporality as contextually significant and recognise the
emergent nature of new venture generation, which involves ongoing
learning and adaptation.
Research on entrepreneurial foresight is reported that illustrates ways in
which the emergence of new ventures is more of an act of social foresight
than relying on cognitive foresight for its direction. However, within the
processes involved, there is evidence of probing the environment through
experimental activities to improve the effectiveness of the enterprise; in
anticipation of future value. It is also the case that in the creation of ventures, anticipatory narratives are used to stabilise the dynamic shaping of
the enterprise in uncertain environments.
The centrality of anticipation to the everyday practices of entrepreneurship is further described by reference to recent work on emplacement,
which is conceptualised as a relational space wherein the entrepreneur
engages with the environment through practice, sensation and anticipation.
Finally some suggestions are made as to the contribution that anticipation
may make to understanding entrepreneurship and also how studies of entrepreneurship might enhance our understanding of anticipation.

The implicit nature of anticipation in mainstream
entrepreneurship theories

Creative destruction
Entrepreneurship as a scholarly field offers many theories with regard to
the observed practices of establishing and developing innovative enter-
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prises. It is not necessary to catalogue all in order to demonstrate that in
general the field has an anticipatory stance, even if, in the main, anticipation is not recognised explicitly in these theories. In particular, the relationship between entrepreneurship and emergence seems significant,
and hence the role of anticipation in explanations of ontological emergence. Entrepreneurship is associated with the creation of ‘new’ (new
products, new services, new enterprises, new institutions) and therefore
the practice of entrepreneurship involves changing the status quo. The
question is in what ways is anticipation apparent or manifest in such
changes and in the emergence of new patterns of behaviour related to
such change.
It is common for entrepreneurship as a field of study to turn to the theories of Joseph Schumpeter on creative destruction. Entrepreneurial action results in novelty, where old patterns are broken, and new combinations initiated that change dominant patterns of behaviour over time.
Schumpeter’s perspective was broadly economic, although highly aware
of social consequences. Schumpeter argued that economic development
occurred when ‘new combinations’ appear discontinuously (such as new
products, processes, services, markets, industry structures). No doubt
‘business model’ would have been included if it existed in the lexicon of
the day. As Bull and Willard (1993) report, Schumpeter asserted that the
carrying out of new combinations is called ‘enterprise’, and the person
whose function it is to carry these out is the ‘entrepreneur’. He saw this
person (i.e. an individualistic view) as a leader and contributor to the process of creative destruction. The question of profit making was less
strong in Schumpeter’s view than other theorists (such as Kirzner), but
the idea of ‘value creation’ was at the heart of the Schumpeterian view of
entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurial profit was “an expression of the value
of what the entrepreneur contributes to production. [ …] it attaches to
the creation of new things, to the realization of the future value system…”. (Schumpeter 1934 p153-154). Such profits could not be calculated, as they would take place at some point in the future. And with respect to ‘the future’ Schumpeter offers an insight into the entrepreneur’s
capacity to reconceptualise present day orders of things (or structures, or
norms) which is “the capacity of seeing things in a way which afterwards
proves to be true, even if it cannot be established at the moment”
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(Schumpeter 1934, p85). As Lawrence White put it, the entrepreneur’s
plans must be based on expectations, and these must be created by him
(sic): an image of future markets is available not through sight but
through insight” (White 1990, p93). I would put that as foresight as much
as insight, but it is in the reconceptualising or reframing of ‘combinations’
in the present that give rise to future imaginaries.
This theory has resonance with Knight’s explanation for entrepreneurial
profit. In delineating risk from uncertainty, Knight observed that risk is
measurable, based on prior evidence and thus insurable and that perfect
competition leads to no profit beyond normal costs. In situations of risk
therefore, where outcomes are predictable (albeit in a probabilistic
sense) “no losses and no chance to make profits will arise out of [these
circumstance]” (Knight 1923, s. I. II.26). Entrepreneurial profits arise in
conditions that are unforeseen (and hence do not facilitate perfect competition). In such conditions [entrepreneurs] act upon estimates rather
than [calculated] inferences, upon […] intuition not reasoning, for the
most part” (III.VII.36). From Knights perspective, prediction is not part of
the explanation for entrepreneurial success.
A second aspect of Schumpeter’s characterising observed entrepreneurship was that it created value as a result of the creative destruction.
Through creative destruction entrepreneurship constituted economic development and greater wealth or value. This position may appear asymmetric because many entrepreneurial endeavours fail to create value and
some destroy value through expending resources to expropriate wealth
(Baumol 1996). However, it does characterise the overall macro effect of
entrepreneurship on the economy when he was observing it. As Bull and
Willard (1993, p190) observe , KIrzner (1985) was more specific in theorising ‘value’ in terms of perceiving profit opportunities and initiating actions to create this, mainly by fulfilling unsatisfied needs or improving efficiencies. The entrepreneur was (is) “alert” (p7) to such opportunities,
and presumably motivated by them. This alertness is a “speculative ability to see into the future” (p7) seeking gains and “acting in the light of the
future as [the entrepreneur] envisages it…” (p55). Later research shows
‘alertness’ (scanning, search and evaluation) to be a mediator in small
business success (Amato et al. 2017). We will return to notions of ‘value’
later.
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Opportunity
Opportunity (to create value or profit) has become a trope in entrepreneurship literature, forming the basis of simple forms of process theory.
The most cited article in entrepreneurship in the ten years following its
publication was by Shane and Venkataraman (2000) which ‘defined’ the
field of entrepreneurship as “the scholarly examination of how, by whom,
and with what effects opportunities to create future goods and services
are discovered, evaluated, and exploited”. This definition identified a
‘nexus’ between the entrepreneurial individual and the ‘opportunity’ that
was external to the individual, i.e. contextual, and in much the forms described by Schumpeter. To study entrepreneurship (and therefore to understand what it is) should, they said, be to study “sources of opportunity
and processes of discovery, evaluation and exploitation”. Thus at a simple level, one could reasonably argue that opportunity seeking and evaluation are forward looking or anticipatory processes. Also, that acting upon perceived opportunity is synonymous with effecting action in an
anticipatory system.
A 2010 reflection on the literature citing this work illustrates numerous
authors offering their particular interpretation of ‘opportunity’ and related processes. Some 40 conceptual and 28 empirical efforts were analysed. The authors (Short et al. 2009) conclude that this literature “calls
attention to three main issues: the discovery versus the creation of opportunities, temporal dynamics surrounding opportunities, and the evolution of ideas and dreams into opportunities.” (p55). From an anticipatory
studies perspective, these topics relate to i) modelling relations between
the anticipatory system and its environment, and hence what is recognised as a need to act; ii) the way in which the future is manifest in the
temporality (although in the main temporal dynamics speaks more to the
evolutionary development process than the relationship with the future
and iii) ontological expansion (Tuomi 2018) as a result of creative and
learning activities.
Also raised in this literature is the question of what constitutes an entrepreneurial entity, i.e. who or what is it that has agency in making an opportunity. Historically the identity of the entrepreneur was essentially individualistic. While this remains largely so, recognition is given to social
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relational processes in which entrepreneurship is embedded (sometimes
said to mediate the nature of opportunity and opportunity taking), e.g.
(Dimov 2007) and also more simply to entrepreneurial partnerships and
teams of people. Davidson (Davidsson 2015) uses the term ‘Actor’ as a
covering term for the entrepreneurial entity.
It is interesting that in the Short et al. 2009 study the term “anticipation”
does not appear. However, their analysis offers some sense of anticipatory activity reflected in the literature. For example, Gaglio (2004) on the
use of counterfactuals, Chiles et al (2007) on creative imagination, Fiet
(Fiet 2007; Fiet et al. 2013) on the use of systematic search, Baron (2008)
on the recognition of the power of affect (which is anticipatory), Jennings
(1990) on the use of prospector strategies, Wiklund and Shepherd (2003)
noting that aspiration is important to grow and Mullins and Forlani (2005)
showing that opportunity taking is related to the (perceived) likelihood of
loss/gain, i.e. is anticipatory. The term anticipation also does not appear
in the paper published five years later by Davidsson (2015) seeking to ‘reconceptualise’ entrepreneurial opportunities. Davidsson uses the term
“prospective” and relates this to favourable outcomes for a new venture
in the making. He suggests that ‘opportunities’ be given firmer constructs,
citing as candidates: specific changes in the environment, “imagined future ventures” and the actors subjective evaluation of the stimulus for activity. In other words, anticipatory scanning and evaluation. In short the
flavour of the literature on opportunity embraces anticipation as imaginative reason, strategically employed and motivated by aspiration.

Effectuation
A further now well-established concept in entrepreneurship literature is
“effectuation”. The term may resonate with those familiar with Rosen’s
Anticipatory Systems as his model contained an ‘effector’ which is the
power of the system to alter its state or the state of inputs to the system.
Within entrepreneurship, the term was coined by Sara Sarasvathy on the
basis of her empirical research with entrepreneurs. She deduced that in
related to simple models of cause and effect, entrepreneurs did not explicitly apply theories of causation in their reasoning and practice. What
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they did, she said, was to use effectual reasoning rather than causal reasoning. Effectual was thus coined as an inversion of ‘causal’. By causal,
she was referring to ‘predictive reasoning’ (she was critical of MBA approaches to teaching entrepreneurship). Predictive reasoning starts from
end-point goals which strategy is then designed to achieve. She did not
find evidence of such approaches amongst successful entrepreneurs. Effectual reasoning she suggested started with given means from which
possible new ‘ends’ were imagined. She published the work in 2001
(Sarasvathy 2001) and has built a strong follow-up practitioner literature
since then. The futures orientation of this concept is clear. One of the
principles of Sarasvathy’s effectuation is that the future cannot be predicted but entrepreneurs can control some of the factors which determine the future, in other words, they have agency, but the ‘ends’ are unanticipated (Sarasvathy 2008, p38). Effectuation reflects dynamic nonlinear and ecological environments and on the controllable aspects of an
unpredictable future. What is done depends on the individual actor, their
levels of acceptable risk and resources, including alliances and networks
of cooperation (Sarasvathy 2001 p251).

Process theories - entrepreneuring
Over the last twenty years the literature in entrepreneurship has been
considerably enriched by a greater focus on process and practice which
perhaps illuminate some of Saravathy’s observations further, and give insights into ways in which ‘opportunities’ are constructed and enacted.
Such research is concerned less with the economic or psychological dimensions of entrepreneurship and more with the social and anthropological aspects. The research is wide ranging, but tends to encompass greater relationality than the earlier individualistic research arising from
Schumpeter and economic rational theories. A good starting point for
exploring entrepreneurship process and its relationship to anticipation is
Chris Steyaert’s notion of ‘entrepreneuring’. Entrepreneuring is
Steyaert’s “process theory of entrepreneurship” (Steyaert 2007) incorporating ontological emergence (or ‘becoming’). In his review of entrepreneurship process literature, Steyaert notes that “the creative process
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view to which all [the approaches reviewed] subscribe engenders a fundamental rupture with mainstream approaches that conceive of entrepreneurship as being located in a stable world, that work with a logic of
causation and that, consequently, emphasize entrepreneurial activities as
a kind of allocation or discovery” (2007, p470). Instead, entrepreneuring
can be considered as ways that uncertainty, risk and opportunity are experienced in daily life. In such an experiential space possibilities are
formed moment by moment (Fletcher and Selden 2016), a point drawn
from Emirbayer and Mische notion of agency as “a temporally embedded
process of social engagement, informed by the past but also oriented towards the future as a ‘projective capacity’ […] within the contingencies of
the moment” (Emirbayer and Mische 1998, p962). Time, they argue is
constituted through emergent events, which require the [human consciousness] to have the capacity to be both temporally and relationally in
a variety of systems at once (p968). Entrepreneurship, with its sense of
freedom to act within contexts, between contexts and (as shown later) its
generation of emergence, offers a strong example of agency.
With (entrepreneurial) agency comes reflexive entrepreneurial identity.
Identity is shaped and reshaped through time and via identity work. Identity is an important aspect of a “natural system that contains an internal
predictive model of itself and of its environment” (Rosen 1985, p13).
Whether identity is a ‘predictive’ model in itself is an open question, but
from a human perspective, self-identity is clearly part of the model of
oneself and, as such, frames the interpretation of the meaning of events
or ‘inputs’ from the environment and the actions arising from these experiences. Rosen commented that “[We] might even say that the models
embodied in an anticipatory system are what comprise its individuality;
what distinguish it uniquely from other systems. As we have seen, a
change in these models is a change of identity…” (Rosen et al. 2012,
p370). In as much as (business) strategy is anticipatory (and it should be,
otherwise how can it be a strategy?), Stacy (2003) argues that the evolving patterns of an organisation’s identity (the entrepreneurial firm in this
case) is [its] strategy. The literature on entrepreneurial identity relates
more to identity work in the doing of entrepreneurship. For example,
Lounsbury and Glynn (2001) describe the story telling associated with the
crafting of new ventures by entrepreneurs as they gather capital re-
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sources, Downing (2005) identifies narrative and dramatic, emotional,
processes in the co-production of entrepreneurial organisation identity,
Bruni et al (2004) illustrate processes of symbolic construction of gender
and entrepreneurship and Down (2006) illustrates ways in which entrepreneurial self-identity is formed. These examples and many more reflect
the dynamism of entrepreneurial identity, as a living, evolving and performative power with respect to what the entrepreneur does and how
the venture is formed. It is thus in the sense of a ‘living entity’ that I assert the relationship between anticipatory systems and entrepreneurship.
The narratives and discourses with various stakeholders in doing identity
work are examples of the ways that these particular anticipatory systems
link to their environment. The dynamics of these links or coupling is to
generate a sense of shared anticipation, or anticipatory coupling. Anticipatory coupling as a social phenomenon seems ripe for further research.
The nature of entrepreneurial work and identity is explicitly futureorientated. An example of this is in the writing of Flores and Gray (2000,
p32)
“The entrepreneur assumes a defining commitment to develop an ignored practice that
will resolve a disharmony on a small or large scale. [and] in declaration of responsibility
for a certain resolution of communal disharmony, they become authors of a continuous
life story”.

In other words, in this account, the entrepreneur has clear intent and a
core identity or purpose and hence will evaluate dynamic situations
through that perspective.
Such a clear intent and identity is not unchangeable – the process is reflexive and learning is manifest (e.g. learning what works and doesn’t
work; how the environment is changing, how other agents are behaving,
and etc.) Some theories of entrepreneurship take a ‘learning’ as central
to understanding what distinguishes entrepreneurship. Apart from opportunity’, possibly the most recognisable trope in entrepreneurship literature is failure, and learning from failure. As Cope identified in an empirical study of failed ventures, “’knowing what can go wrong’ is an
invaluable asset that can enable more considered, anticipatory and affirmative future actions” (Cope 2011, p612). From his evidence, Cope
proposed that ‘restoration-oriented dynamics’ (Shepherd 2009) was important in fostering emancipatory learning outcomes. The resulting addi-
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tions to the entrepreneur's ‘stock of experience’ (Reuber and Fischer
1999) that Cope proposes is, in effect, an adaptation of the anticipatory
system’s modelling relations. Although Cope accepts that failure can be a
set-back, “far from constraining future actions […] learning outcomes (p
616) can substantially improve levels of entrepreneurial preparedness for
subsequent entrepreneurial activity” (p 618). As one of his interviewees
(whose venture had failed) reportedly said (p617):
“I know a lot more about the things that you don't do. A lot more about the warning
flags to see when the communications break down and all of us I think have learned how
to handle intense daily pressure better…how to work out what the warning signs are,
how to communicate the warning signs so you can correct them before you go too far
down the road is a very valuable lesson I think for all of us”.

This specific example can be generalised in terms of being more able to
identify opportunities as a result of learning from failure, building a clearer set of rules or protocols (or models) from which to evaluate future possibilities. Mueller and Shepherd (2016) illustrate this through the use of
so called expert protocols as an analytical frame in assessing entrepreneurs evaluation of particular scenarios. They found a positive relationship between the experience of previous business failure and the range of
protocols used by the entrepreneurs – in simple terms, the greater the
experience of failure the wider the range of evaluation protocols used.
The ability to learn from negative outcomes in more corporate entrepreneurial settings was identified by Bingham and Kahl (2014) who offer a
typology of anticipatory learning, and position it as a primary type of organizational learning. Anticipatory learning (from an anticipation of negative outcomes), they say, can be informed by user concerns, outside reactions or self-detection.
It would appear from the above that anticipation is inherent in entrepreneurship. Not least by its definitional properties of creating value and
creative destruction, entrepreneurship is expressed in action and produces change. Nadin observes that anticipation relates to the perception of
change (Nadin 2010) and is always expressed in action (Nadin 2015).
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Anticipation in entrepreneurial processes
For many years colleagues and I have investigated the relationships that
entrepreneurs have with the futures, i.e. what the nature of their foresight is, if any. The quest was driven by experience of working with entrepreneurs in training courses and with empirical qualitative studies of
small groups and single case studies. Working in the 1990’s with small
business owners and professional advisers, we attempted to teach the
skills of scenario planning to assist the ‘strategic awareness’ (Gibb and
Scott 1985) of the business leaders. Perhaps we were bad trainers, but
we found it difficult if not impossible to generate the motivation among
the group for such activity. They were keen to learn how to manage the
growth of their enterprises, but didn’t see the value in scenario planning.
To them the environment was too uncertain for the comfortable frameworks of ‘intuitive’ logics (van de Heijden et al. 2002; Schwartz 1991). The
idea of anything ‘long term’ was just not part of their mental model. This
is not to say they didn’t have ambitions or dreams, but ‘planning’ in uncertain times was not done in the rational way of scenarios. One insight
from considering further their relationship with the future, in the context
of agents in complex systems, led me to understand that entrepreneurs
act as probes into the future for society and the economy. Each agent is
undertaking their business creation with the hope and belief of success.
Many fail. Those who succeed, in a small way or on a large scale, are creating the future for many other people. Those who fail have temporarily
created a future that is not sustainable. This led us to suggesting that in
some economic and social contexts entrepreneurship is foresight, it has a
role of social foresight (Fuller and Warren 2006).
This position begged the question of how entrepreneurs enacted this
foresight role as an integral part of being entrepreneurial. Given the significance of uncertainty of entrepreneurship, we investigated this question in an empirically grounded approach dealing with the particularities
of specific cases, but from a general methodological stance of ontological
emergence. We took an empirically grounded approach, i.e. the foresight
involved (or anticipation involved) was situation dependent. We were
concerned with processes and structures that linked the entrepreneur,
their enterprise and the wider environment. Given the definitional nature
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of innovation within entrepreneurship theory (creative destruction), we
theorised that the creation of the ‘new’, such as new ventures or new
practices involved the emergence of those practices from some preexisting state but as ‘new combinations’ as Schumpeter put it.
With respect to anticipation, we theorised from our studies a model that
categorised four integrated sets of processes detectable in the practices
of entrepreneurship. These gave rise to emergent (new) entities, some of
which persisted. The four broad sets of processes we called Experiments,
Reflexive identity formation, Organising domains and Sensitivity to conditions.
Experimental behaviour, which includes trial and error, improvisation and
adaptation, seems to be essential for entrepreneurship practice. Baum
(2003) suggests that experimentation is important where rapid change is
needed and information is poor (i.e. uncertainty). Baum found that empirically the greater the use of experimentation, the greater the incidence
of promising venture start-up, quoting, amongst others, Stevenson on the
value of experiments. Stevenson (1983) identified the value of experiments for conserving entrepreneurs’ limited resources: “The entrepreneur’s revolutionary manner of commitment allows for the management
of risk, since the ability to decommit quickly must accompany the ability
to commit quickly […] with the capacity to decommit, an entrepreneur is
able to engage in experiments” (p41). We found entrepreneurial experimentation of the form ‘let’s try it to see what works’ which provided experiential situated learning. Experiments in the form of new projects also
involved collaborations with external but close stakeholders or partners,
which helped the entrepreneur to anticipate the needs of these stakeholders, or even create demand through the developmental collaboration
(Fuller et al. 2008, p9).
The significance of reflexive identity formation is discussed above. What
we observe in empirical studies is a duality of identity work. The identity
of the founders of the venture can change over time with regards to that
venture, and the identity of the venture can change with respect to its
environment. Strong core identity (e.g. of being entrepreneurial, or being
a leader in a particular industry for example) maintains a direction and a
framework from which to evaluate changes in the environment or in the

14

entity, or the self. Modifying the identity dynamically is how the enterprise remains meaningful, relevant and connected to its clients, stakeholders and markets. Such modifications may require changes to the
‘business model’, the narratives, and the everyday practices. These are
the signs of the enterprise as being a living anticipatory entity.
In our research we further note that dynamic changes to the ‘organising
domain’ of the enterprise are evident in the processes by which novelty
emerges. We use ‘organising domain’ as a label for the actual set of practices, normal procedure, expectations etc. that constitute the institutional
or structural aspects of the enterprise, i.e. what it does and how it does it.
Lichtenstein (2000) shows how in each of four high technology business
start-ups the business model had to be changed several times before becoming stable, not because a particular pattern was unstable per se, but
because it was designed relative to an unstable and unpredictable environment. The reshaped behaviour pattern of the enterprise is, according
to Lichtenstein, an “emergence from a process of self-organizing” that
created repeating and amplified behaviours around the dominant logic.
We equate this process with the effector and action aspects of anticipatory systems, and indeed of anticipation. The entity acts in a way that is
consistent with its model of itself in its environment and amends that action through experience, anticipating what ‘will work’ in the iterative
generation of a more stable and effective way of acting.
The fourth set of processes in the creation of emergent properties from
entrepreneurial activity relate to what we termed ‘sensitivity to conditions’ – the agent’s propensity to reshape their relationship with the salient actors (Fuller et al. 2008, p12). This can be seen as the effectiveness
of the anticipatory systems coupling with the environment. We noted two
aspects, (a) the threshold of unplanned change (internal or external to
the firm) that triggers a reorganisation of activities (b) the timing of the
instigation of changes. The first of these is the capability to detect difference. The second aspect concerns the relative imperative (motivation or
incentive) to change, which we suggest may account for the threshold at
which change is triggered and the rate at which it takes place.
Our conclusion was that each of the above four sets of processes is discernible to the actor, is manageable and is an area in which competence
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can be developed. In other words, although anticipation is a natural activity, the effectiveness of anticipation can be improved through greater
awareness in each of these sets of processes, amongst others.

Value
As explained above, value creation is a central part of understanding the
role of entrepreneurship. It is reasonable to assume that the expectation
of future value creation is an important source of energy or motivation
for the processes and practices of entrepreneurship. In a study of emerging projects in the creative industries we (Fuller et al. 2011) identified that
the anticipation of value was inherent in the observed practices of the
project teams. However, what was taken as ‘value’, and what motivated
some of the actors involved went well beyond the pursuit of economic
wealth.
As we reported, a range of areas of anticipated value sustained the dynamics of the venture creation. These included technical solutions to
problems, artistic experiences, reputations, fun and public credibility.
That is, a mix of human, social and cultural capitals that were as powerful
as the anticipation of economic rents in sustaining the dynamics of the
cases we observed. We suggested that the dynamics of emergence in creative industries require anticipations of multiple forms of value, which
have meaning at multiple levels, e.g. individual, organizational and sector.
“The nature of the values anticipated guides sensitivity to environment,
organizing domains, reflexive identity and the emergent evaluation and
purpose of experimental practice” (Fuller et al. 2011, p92). As explained
elsewhere in this Handbook (Fuller 2018), from a critical realist perspective, anticipation is a causal mechanism, and that (the entrepreneur’s)
disposition to act on anticipation is causal – it motivates action towards
the creation of future value.
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Emplacement: practice, sensing, and anticipation
To investigate in greater depth the role of anticipation in entrepreneurship, Antonacopoulou and Fuller (2019) have considered its role in everyday practice and lived experience. The work contributes to both anticipation studies and Entrepreneurship as Practice, which is drawn from social
practice theory. Social practice theory asserts that our knowledge is mediated through our understanding of events and interactions with people.
(Schatzki et al. 2001) In the case of entrepreneurship the cause of the
emergent venture is within the practices themselves, and not that practices are simply an output of some other cause. Johannisson (2011) conceptualised entrepreneurship practice taking place in an ‘organising context’ which frames ‘enactive space’. The enactive space involves
emotional energy and embodied practices. We have suggested that practice theory concepts such as enacting and embodiment can be extended
by considering how entrepreneurship is emplaced. Emplacement brings a
greater sense of relationality and temporality than enacting and embodiment, accounting for duration and the seizing of moments which define
entrepreneurial action as part of everyday connectedness.
Emplacement recognises the competing/performing body as part of an ecology of things
in progress offers a series of analytical advantages. It locates the performing/competing
body within a wider ecology, allowing us to see it as an organism in relation to other
organisms and its representations in relation to other representations. (Pink 2011, p354)

Pink’s description of emplacement appears to show similarities to an anticipatory system, having a sense of living dynamics and of coupling with
its environment. The temporality of emplacement; “knowing as we go,
not before we go” (Ingold 2000, p229), reflects entrepreneurship s taking
place in a space where possibilities are formed moment by moment as
Fletcher and Selden (2016) put it, after Emirbayer and Mische (1998),
while investigating connections between a relational conceptualisation of
context and real time emergence. They assert, that “entrepreneurs adjust
their relationships with multiple contexts in real-time under conditions of
genuine uncertainty”.
Antonacopoulou and Fuller (2019, Table 1) suggest that emplacement is
“the dynamic placement reflecting the choices that guide actions to realise what matters to social actors as they navigate the [volatile, uncertain,
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complex, ambiguous] ecosystems they contribute in co-creating. […] It
draws on practising, sensing and anticipating to drive the position of actions such that their impact is realised.”
How then are inferential entailments formed to link anticipation with actions in highly uncertain environments? Pink suggests Wacquant’s (2004,
p467) idea that “all agents are embodied and all social life rests on a bedrock of visceral know-how, or pre-discursive knowledges and skills that
are both acquired and deployed in practical entailment with a definite social cosmos”.
How are such knowledges and skills (and hence anticipatory inferences)
embodied? Downey (2007, p223) asks “what kinds of biological changes
might occur when learning a skill?” This question seems consistent with
Rosen’s theory that it is the (predictive) modelling relations that change
the organism’s [practical] entailments, which may be at the biological level, and hence effect changes in practices.
As Antonacopoulou and Fuller (2019) point out, emplacement in practising entrepreneurship draws attention to the modes of anticipatory
coupling of the actors. “Such couplings are central organising features of
perception, cognition, affect, memory, motivation and action which may
be conscious prospection occurring spontaneously and continuously
(Seligman et al. 2013). These points reinforce why practising entrepreneuring fuels anticipation, creating possibilities, reflexively appraising
them at the same time, providing a form of foresight.”

How does anticipation change our understanding of
entrepreneurship?
Entrepreneurship is conceptually formulated as a forward looking activity
and is an activity that creates new patterns and processes. Entrepreneurship is agential activity that can change social structures. The dominant
explanation of entrepreneurship is its placement in the present, being enacted moment by moment, with narrative histories as evidence of identity work. The question of whether entrepreneurship is goal directed or
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more effectually emergent remains open and likely to be situation dependent. Entrepreneurship is associated with risk, or more properly with
acting in uncertain situations. The entrepreneurship literature is silent on
the nature of salient imaginaries, which says something of the disciplinary
paradigm used in entrepreneurship research. Reducing imaginaries to a
flat notion of value creation or opportunity seems to remove the explanatory insights that might be revealed by a greater understanding of the
power of anticipation as a guiding and motivating process that mediates
resources and practices.
What if we remove the notion of a future from the field of entrepreneurship? Arguably the field would cease to exist as its whole rationale is prospective. As with many disciplinary areas, if we change the conception of
causal knowledge and related action as being anticipatory, then we start
to ask different research question. We also need to look at the practices
and narratives of entrepreneurs from that perspective. Central to this,
from the perspective of anticipatory systems theory, is the nature of inferential models in use (whether cognitive or embodied) and the ways in
which these are modified.
Seeing entrepreneurship from an anticipatory standpoint also brings
more to the fore the nature of values in practice. If entrepreneurial actions are based on anticipatory inferences, what role do values play in the
inferential process, and what values are they? As individuality and related
entrepreneurship is such a powerful force in modern society, values as
practiced make big differences to the future. The key point here is that
from an anticipatory perspective, inferential evaluation makes a real difference to the way entrepreneurs construct their relationship with their
world of stakeholders , and hence to what they do.

How does entrepreneurship change our understanding of
anticipation?
As an example of effective agency, entrepreneurship – with its use of (unlabelled) imaginaries, such as opportunity, value creation or creative destruction, confirms the power of anticipation in everyday entrepreneurial
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practices. Future empirical research in this particular field will yield further insights into the nature of anticipatory social systems. Entrepreneurship is constructed at multiple levels and requires legitimisation at those
levels. Individuals exert agency; institutions (financial systems regulations) facilitate entrepreneurship; entrepreneurship is central to competition and dynamic markets (as is anticipation); social structures are needed
for entrepreneurship to exist. Entrepreneurship is at once individual and
relational. To simplify the entrepreneur or entrepreneurial enterprise
(whether for profit or with some other purpose) as an anticipatory system, fails to accommodate the multiplicity of anticipatory systems necessary for entrepreneurship to occur. Anticipatory social systems, as a class
of social systems appear to be multiplex. Perhaps all social systems are
anticipatory, and it is the anticipation that adds complexity through feedforward as well as feedback.
If entrepreneurship is an example of a socio-economic activity riven with
anticipation, imagination and aspiration as cultural facts (Appadurai
2013), then what are the everyday anticipatory activities? Further research can help reveal the anticipatory work is done in entrepreneurship
to maintain the anticipatory capacity of the enterprise and of the interdependent relationships that maintain the enterprise? This is not simple
cognitive scenario analysis. It seems from the above that anticipatory capacity is insinuated in the very nature of entrepreneurial practice.
The nature of entrepreneurship may not change our understanding of the
basic premise of anticipation, but it does offer empirical settings and contexts for the study and enrichment of anticipation in its many forms.
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