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Abstract. In recent years, there has been an explosion of interest in 

entrepreneurship from both practical entrepreneurs and researchers. While 

theories are helpful for explaining business-driven activities in a startup, they are 

also valid in reasoning for the practical activities occurring in the entrepreneurial 

context. We believe that startups would benefit from the awareness of these 

entrepreneurial theories and the understanding of how they can be connected to 

decision making in both business and engineering perspectives. In particular, we 

want to focus on theories that are already used by practical entrepreneurs and 

their advisors. As an example, we have studied the Scandinavian entrepreneurial 

ecosystem. We selected six groups of theories that might be particularly relevant 

for the startup population, namely (1) core competence and resource-based view, 

(2) effectuation, (3) the fulfillment of entrepreneurial opportunities, (4) bricolage, 

(5) business model innovation, and (6) lean startup. In this chapter, we explain 

these theories including the ongoing research around them, the connections 

among these theories and how they can be applied in a real case study. 

Keywords: entrepreneurship theories, effectuation, bricolage, resource-based 

view, lean startup, business modeling, software startups, software development 

1 Introduction to the Theoretical Map 

1.1 The Need for Entrepreneurial Theories 

In the small Scandinavian country of Denmark, there are 216 different public 

organizations set up to give advice and support to entrepreneurs, managed by 110 

different branches of the government. The setup in Norway and Sweden is very similar. 

The Danish “Simplification Committee for Business Promotion" released an annual 

report [13] in April 2018, suggesting a new policy to manage the public 

entrepreneurship support. The initiative shall help to ensure that the business in the 

regions and the nation will be globally competitive in the future. Four main areas for 
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improvement in Denmark include (1) creating a coordinated entrepreneurial journey, 

(2) being able to give high-quality advice independent of the individual experience of 

each advisor, (3) using modern technology to create an effective knowledge transfer 

and (4) being able to learn from the collected data. This is the start of a process aiming 

to build a national best practice for entrepreneurship in order to give entrepreneurs 

optimal support – and to build a structure for gathering behavioral data to continuously 

improve this process. Similar initiatives are being initiated in Norway and Sweden. 

Strangely enough, the academic institutions within entrepreneurship do not seem to be 

very much involved in this development. One might argue that this separation into a 

“consultant-driven” practical and an academic branch of entrepreneurial thinking 

seems to be partially factual in all of the three Scandinavian Countries. 

Entrepreneurship research is relatively new as an academic field, but it has a long 

tradition [22]. The term ‘‘entrepreneur’’ has been used in the French language since 

the twelfth century, describing people who trade within or among European cities, 

buying goods cheap and selling them at a higher price [7]. The first economist to focus 

on the role of entrepreneurship in economic development was Joseph A. Schumpeter 

[40, 41]. In his seminal work, Schumpeter tried to develop a new economic theory 

based on change [41], arguing that ‘‘creative destruction is the essential fact about 

capitalism’’ [40]. The ‘‘twin oil crises’’ in the 1970s triggered a re-appraisal of the role 

of small firms. Many large companies were hit by severe economic difficulties. The 

increased interest in smaller firms can be attributed to (1) a fundamental change in the 

world economy, related to the intensification of global competition, the resulting 

increase in the degree of uncertainty, and greater market fragmentation, and (2) changes 

in the characteristics of technological progress giving large firms less of an advantage 

[9]. The new trends are also reflected in numerous scholarly works concerning 

entrepreneurship and the role of small business. The explosion in the number of 

entrepreneurship-oriented journals in the 1980s and 1990s reflects the similarly 

dramatic increase in entrepreneurial activity that took place at the same time [8, 15]. 

Still, the vast amount of knowledge created in this research does not seem to be fully 

utilized by practical entrepreneurs and incubators, grant providers and advisors who are 

given the task to support them. 

 

The common topics: 

✓ entrepreneurial process 

✓ the existence, discovery, and exploitation of entrepreneurial 

opportunities 

✓ new venture formation 

✓ the social and environmental context 

✓ new venture finance 

✓ macroeconomic impact of entrepreneurial activity 

✓ characteristics of entrepreneurs 

 

One reason for the chasm between the practical and the academic branch of 

entrepreneurship may be the latter’s lacking ability to translate knowledge of 

entrepreneurship into practical, normative advise for the entrepreneurs and the 
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organizations that help them. In 2012, Scott Shane wrote an article [44] reflecting on 

and summarizing the classic 2000 article “The promise of entrepreneurship as a field 

of research” [43] that he co-wrote with Venkataraman. In this article, he addressed the 

major challenge of normatively trying to find a “best-practice” of entrepreneurship:  

 

“We did not intend to say that the entrepreneurial process is rational, planned, 

strategic, or even temporarily ordered, but merely that the entrepreneurial 

process has sub-processes. There may be no optimal entrepreneurial process, 

allowing for many equally effective approaches, which is an important issue 

for the field to explore. It is also possible that one approach may be optimal 

but that many entrepreneurs do not approach the process "the best way”. This 

point has important ramifications for the fields desire to be normative.” 

 

Such a normative model would address the practical problems that must be solved to 

actually improve the success rate of entrepreneurs. Why do some startups succeed while 

others fail? What is the essence of entrepreneurship? Who is most likely to become a 

successful entrepreneur and why? How do entrepreneurs make decisions? What 

environmental factors foster the most successful entrepreneurial activities? 

Entrepreneurship research is plagued by these and other unanswered fundamental 

questions. In the early days of the field, it has been much criticized for a lack of cohesive 

explanatory, predictive or normative frameworks that are able to explain such questions 

[1, 43]. The purpose of this book-chapter is to try to use modern entrepreneurial theory 

in such a way that it can bridge the gap between entrepreneurship researchers on one 

side and practical entrepreneurs and their supporters on the other.  

1.2 Selections of the Theoretical Blocks 

Scholars have proposed several theories to explain the field of entrepreneurship. 

These theories have been separated into six different sub-domains, all drawing from 

different fields; (1) Economic entrepreneurship theory, (2) Psychological 

entrepreneurship theory (3) Sociological entrepreneurship theory, (4) Anthropological 

entrepreneurship theory (5) Opportunity-Based entrepreneurship theory, and (6) 

Resource-Based entrepreneurship theory [46]. Targeting the intersection between 

entrepreneurship and software product engineering, we look for theories that can be 

applied in technology-relevant contexts, such as explaining technical decisions under 

business constraints, like deciding on a set of product features basing on the current 

resources and visions. Therefore, we limit ourselves to theories at team or business 

levels, focusing on the managerial, process and environmental factors of 

entrepreneurship. Hence, we have excluded economic-based theories (entrepreneurship 

as an economic system), sociology-based theories (entrepreneurship as a social 

system), anthropology-based theories (culture, communities of entrepreneurs) and 

psychology-based theory (personal characteristics of entrepreneurs). Our ambition is 

not to present a complete picture of entrepreneurial theory, but rather to focus on 

theories that are usable for, and actually used by entrepreneurs and their helpers. With 

this perspective, we select six theories (as shown in Figure 1) as instrumental blocks 
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for the modern, process-based and practical approach to entrepreneurial studies. All 

fitting within the Opportunity-Based entrepreneurship theory, and the Resource-Based 

entrepreneurship theory. The six pillars seem to be closely related to each other as they 

are sharing many of the same ideas and concepts. We will try to describe these 

relationships in this first part of the article. The chosen theories also have the advantage 

that they are relatively well known to practical entrepreneurs, advisors and mentors in 

incubators and entrepreneurship support programs. This may help to increase the 

adaptation of the model.  

We are starting with the concept of the Resource-Based View (RBV) [4, 48], with a 

special focus on Core Competence as a resource [33]. We then look at entrepreneurship 

as a nexus between entrepreneur and opportunity [43] and try to build a bridge via the 

discussions around Effectuation [37, 38], Bricolage [3] and Business Model Innovation 

[25, 29, 30, 49] toward the Lean Startup Movement [5, 25, 35]. These six building 

blocks build on each other, to a varying degree. The model starts with the earliest 

contribution in the top left corner and shows the influences the pillars have had on each 

other toward the bottom right corner. The detailed relations will be explained in the 

following sections. 

 

 
Figure 1: A theoretical map of entrepreneurship literature 

We choose Shane and Venkataramans definition of entrepreneurship [43]: “the 

scholarly examination of how, by whom, and with what effects opportunities to create 

future goods and services are discovered, evaluated, and exploited”. This process-

based definition has got some great advantages for the purpose of our research. Firstly, 

it follows Gartner’s example of focusing on what the entrepreneur does rather than on 

trying to analyze what the entrepreneur is, or on the personal traits of the entrepreneur 

[16]. Trying to understand the entrepreneur based on his/her activities is the core of the 

proposed model to be developed in the course of this book chapter. Secondly, the 

definition does not put great emphasis on the establishment of companies. A significant 

share of entrepreneurial activities often takes place before an actual company is 

established. Similarly, entrepreneurial activities often take place as improvements of 

processes in well-established companies. This is sometimes referred to as 

“Intrapreneurship” [31]. Thirdly, the focus on the nexus between the entrepreneur and 

the opportunity seems to be the starting point for the incremental and effectual 

approaches utilized by the Lean Startup Movement. 
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2 The Illustrative Case – QuickNews 

In order to illustrate the practical usages of the six theoretical pillars, we have 

conducted a single case study. The case is not necessarily representative for successful 

startups, but it is a typical digital startup facing engineering and business decisions from 

which we can acquire various insights. QuickNews is a spin-off from a Norwegian 

social media company. The CEO of the company quit her job and sought for a technical 

team to develop a hyper-local news platform. The business idea came to her mind in 

the early days of 2014. She started with the business idea and hired several consultants, 

freelancers, and contractors to realize and refine the idea. The CEO explored her 

networks with local incubators, investors, a university and other startups to seek for 

technical competence, funding, and business support. A CTO who used to be an IT 

researcher joined the team and initiated a prototyping contract with a foreign 

outsourcing team. The outsourcing team worked in a Sprint-based approach adopting 

Sprint planning and retrospective meetings, burn-down chart and communication via 

social media. The first Minimum Viable Product (MVP) was created in late 2015. The 

product was launched at the end of 2015. 

 

Table 1: Case demographics 

Startup duration April 2015 

Team size 2 (early stage) – 6 (startup stage) 

Team 

competence 

CEO (journalism, marketing), CTO (Information technology), 

01 content developer, 03 software developers 

Product idea A hyper-local news platform where citizens are journalists 

Funding Seed funding from the government (2 rounds), angel investor 

(1 round) – total budget ca 500k euro 

Traffic 200+ users, 1500+ posts 

Core features Post a news article, view a news article in a list view and a map 

view, livestream video, news recommendation, award system 

for posts 

Market Norway, Singapore 

 

During the journey of QuickNews, several questions about both business and product 

development had been asked and decided by the founders. The example questions are:  

 

▪ Which feature should be built first? 

▪ Who should we involve in the development/ marketing campaign? 

▪ How do we generate benefits from the current business model? 

▪ Who should be the partner in the prototyping phase? 

▪ How can the software be created to attract target users? 

▪ How can the desired features be built within a given budget? 

▪ When should we launch the product? 

▪ Which marketing channels/ content should we focus on at the early stage? 

▪ Where do we find lead users? 

▪ What is the best way to validate the market demand for the product? 
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The study of QuickNews was planned when the second author participated in the 

case as a cofounder. The purpose was to (1) become a successful co-founder and (2) 

understand and research about startups. At that time, startups were an unfamiliar 

phenomenon for explorative investigation. The study was designed as a type of 

ethnographic studies [18] based on participant observations [20] including 

documentation of field notes, retrospective meetings and workshops. The second author 

participated at and observed various working sessions and meetings in QuickNews, 

getting insights on what, when, why and how such questions are raised and addressed. 

The study was conducted from September 2015 to May 2017. 

In the following sections of this book chapter, we use entrepreneurial theories to 

explain some of the scenarios occurring in QuickNews. As illustrated in Figure 2, we 

explain how the business idea was initiated, what technical competence was added to 

the project, how the business and product co-evolved, and what consequences the 

restricted resources in early-stage startups had for QuickNews. 

 

 
Figure 2: Mapping the case examples to Chapter sections 

3 Core Competence and the Resource Based View 

The concepts of “Core Competence” [33] and of the “Resource Based View” [4] 

have been central building blocks for the process-based entrepreneurship thinking 

developed in our millennium. J. Barney [4] challenged “The Environmental Models of 

Competitive Advantage”, which tries to understand competitive advantages by 

primarily analyzing the organization’s external opportunities and threats. This latter 

model draws heavily on Porter’s Five Force Model [32], where the company is 

understood in accordance to a competitive ecosystem containing threats from new 

entrants and substitutes, the bargaining power of suppliers and customers and finally, 

the existing competitors within the industry. As an alternative, Barney has introduced 

the “Resource Based Model”, which examines the relationship between firms’ internal 

weaknesses and strengths and its performance. These resources, according to Barney; 

consists among other things of the firms “assets, capabilities, organizational processes, 

firm attributes, information and knowledge”. Wernerfelt has defined resources as 

“anything that could be thought of as a strength and a weakness of a given firm. More 

formally, a firm’s resources at a given time could be defined as those (tangible and 

intangible) assets that are tied semi-permanently to the firm” [48]. Barney developed 

the VRIO model structured in a series of four questions to be asked about the business 

activities a firm engages in: (1) the question of Values; (2) the question of Rarity; (3) 

the question of Imitability; and (4) the question of Organization [4]. The answers to 
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these questions determine whether a particular resource or capability for the firm is a 

strength or a weakness. The VRIO model describes ways that firms can expect to be 

successful. The Resource based View is closely related to the Dynamic Capability View 

[47].  

Prahalad and Hamel extended the Resource Based View in their discussion of the 

“Competence Based View” [33]. Note that there is a key distinction between resources 

and competence. The individual resources of a startup include intellectual assets, 

patents, hardware, software infrastructures, brand names, etc. Competence is the 

capacity of a team of resources to perform some task or activity. This theory enhances 

the Resource Based Model by focusing further on the Resources that constitutes 

“Unique Knowledge” in the organization. They claim that the competitive advantage 

of a firm is better understood by researching the core competencies behind products 

than researching the products itself. While resources are the source of the firm’s 

competencies, competencies are the main source of its competitive advantage. 

 

The implications 

✓ highlights the necessity of firms to develop superior internal 

resource and competence of all their members  

✓ assesses existing resources and competences as strength or 

weaknesses 

✓ invests on better resources and consequently superior capabilities as 

a way of reaching higher levels of growth 

 

 From the project management perspective, entrepreneurs can analyze and 

manage their limited resources in the early stages of the project life-cycle. In 

QuickNews, after 6 months of recruiting the CTO, the company comes up with the 

question if they need to hire a new Artificial Intelligence (AI) scientist. The CEO would 

like to have a feature that recommends news based on personal preference but is not 

sure about the impact of the action. By using the VRIO model as a post-mortem 

analysis, she can assess the value of hiring an AI scientist for QuickNews: 

 

Table 2: Assessment of AI competence in the team 

Element Explanation Evaluation 

Value The resource enables the 

company to implement their 

strategies 

Yes: the product will be able to 

recommend news according to 

personal preference 

Rarity The resource can only be 

acquired by one or few 

companies 

Yes: the capability of 

implementing previous features 

Imitability The resource should be hard 

and costly to imitate or 

substitute 

Yes: without the 

recommendation feature, the 
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product is much less competitive 

in the market 

Organization The company is organized to 

adequately exploit these 

resources 

No: the new resource might not 

fit into the current backend 

development team 

4 Entrepreneurship as the Fulfillment of Opportunities 

The concept of an ‘entrepreneurial opportunity’ is central for the study and theory of 

entrepreneurship. Shane and Venkataraman defined entrepreneurial opportunities as 

“situations in which new goods, services, raw materials, markets and organizing 

methods can be introduced through the formation of new means, ends, or means-ends 

relationships” [43]. Entrepreneurs, individuals who pursue entrepreneurial 

opportunities, must believe that the value of resources used according to a particular 

means-ends framework would be higher than if exploited in their current form. Without 

entrepreneurial opportunities, there will be no ‘entrepreneurship’. The definition is 

extended into describing the focus of entrepreneurship research into answering three 

questions: 

 

• why, when and how opportunities for the creation of goods and services come 

into existence  

• why, when and how some people and not others discover and exploit these 

opportunities  

• why, when and how different modes of action are used to exploit 

entrepreneurial opportunities 

 

Shane later expanded on the difference between the objective opportunities and the 

subjective recognition of those opportunities [12]. He separates between 

entrepreneurial opportunities and business ideas by stating that the former are situations 

where resources can be combined to generate profit, while the latter is the 

entrepreneur’s interpretation of how these resources should best be used in pursuit of 

the opportunity. Jonathan et al. discussed three types of opportunities: 1) By the locus 

of the changes that generate the opportunity. 2) By the source of the opportunities 

themselves. 3) By the initiator of the change [14]. According to him, entrepreneurial 

opportunities can, in fact, occur because of changes in a variety of parts of the value 

chain. Certainly, the creation of a new good or service can create an opportunity for 

entrepreneurial profit, as is the case when the development of accounting software or a 

surgical device makes possible a product or service that can be sold for more than its 

cost of production. Finally, new methods of production, such as the assembly line or 

computer-aided drug discovery, have provided opportunities for entrepreneurial profit 

Opportunities can also vary as to their source. Eckhardt et al. suggested four major 

categories of opportunity sources [12]. The first type comes from asymmetries in 

existing information between market participants. Changes in technology, regulation, 

and other factors generate new information about how resources might be used 
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differently. This information changes the price for the resources, hence allowing 

companies who have early access to the new information to purchase resources at low 

prices, use the information to create products or services and sell them at an 

entrepreneurial profit.  

The second type of opportunities comes from exogenous shocks of new information. 

Several types of exogenous shifts exist, for examples government policies, social and 

demographic changes, and those generated by the creation of new knowledge. 

The third source of opportunities comes from the tradeoff between the supply and 

demand sides. Opportunities can also be classified on whether the changes that generate 

them exist on the demand or the supply side. Customer preferences influence the 

allocation of resources because producers need to respond to the preferences and 

purchasing habits of consumers. Thus, demands change from exogenous shifts in 

culture, perception, tastes, or mood can open up opportunities.  

The fourth type is from attempts to increase productivity in organizations. The 

merger or break-up of organizations can create productive opportunities as new 

customer relationships or economies of scale are generated. 

Opportunities can also be different due to their initiators of changes. Different types 

of entities initiate the changes that result in entrepreneurial opportunities, such as 

specialized knowledge creating agencies, such as universities or research laboratories 

that lie outside the industrial chain, and firms within the industrial chain, including 

suppliers and customers. 

Considering the concept of opportunities, we choose a quite wide interpretation of 

the term in one specific regard. The textbook understanding of an opportunity is a rather 

positive one. You will have the opportunity to go from a good situation to increase your 

financial and human utility. You decide to quit your job to build up a company – and 

the purpose will be to create a growing entrepreneurial organization by creating value 

for the involved stakeholders. This will be your typical “opportunity” entrepreneur. In 

many areas of the world, and in many vertical industries, however, entrepreneurship is 

motivated by the lack of other meaningful employment alternatives. In developing 

economies, traditional employment opportunities are few and far between, and we also 

see a large number of “art entrepreneurs” emerging [10]. These are “micro-

entrepreneurial” projects started by people who have no other ambition than to make 

a living for themselves from their talents. These will constitute what we call 

“entrepreneurs out of necessity”. Being self-employed is a necessity coming from the 

situation they find themselves in. Venkamaratan and Shane do not specifically separate 

between these two categories, and we will treat “necessity” as a form of opportunity. 

Treating entrepreneurship as a separate science, a clear and agreed-upon definition 

and the focus on understanding the nexus between the entrepreneur and the opportunity 

should make it easier to build the practical advice to entrepreneurs upon existing theory. 

This has created a platform for both Effectuation [37] and Bricolage [3]. In addition, it 

has created the foundation for the focus on understanding entrepreneurial projects by 

understanding their Business Models, and by The Lean Startup movement – who build 

their understanding of entrepreneurship on a set of iterative improvement in the 

recognition and exploitation of opportunities [35]. 
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Locus of the change 

✓ The creation of new products or services 

✓ Discovery of new geographical market 

✓ Discovery of new raw materials 

✓ New methods of production 

✓ New ways of organizing 

Source of Opportunities 

✓ Resource Information asymmetry 

✓ Exogenous shift in social, political and technology 

✓ Change in the balance of demand-supply 

✓ Merge activities 

✓ Initiators of changes 

✓ Specialized knowledge creating agencies 

✓ Industrial supply chain 

 

 Capturing different types of opportunities and the journey of opportunity 

identification makes entrepreneurs aware of opportunities that they might have 

neglected earlier. This can trigger entrepreneurial activities. Figure 2 illustrates the 

process of realizing an entrepreneurial opportunity in QuickNews.  

 

 
Figure 3: Entrepreneurial Opportunity Identification Process of QuickNews 

The initial entrepreneurial opportunity in QuickNews, arises from the CEO’s ability 

to accumulate her social capital and existing experience and from that reach the level 

of entrepreneurial alertness leading to forming the entrepreneurial team. Here we can 

see the close link between the focus on resources in the previous chapter, and the focus 

on finding and exploiting opportunities here. The initial entrepreneurial opportunity 

arises directly from the CEO’s knowledge and network resources – more than from a 

specific market event. The second type of entrepreneurial opportunity, which is a 

change in the industrial supply chain, is discovered later during the business 

development.   
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5 Effectuation 

Sarasvathy adds to the understanding of the opportunity-seeking entrepreneur with 

her theory of Effectuation [37]. She claims that an entrepreneurs’ journey starts up 

without clearly defined objectives. An entrepreneur typically starts with only some very 

general goals “such as the desire to make lots of money or to create a valuable legacy 

like a lasting institution, or, more common, to simply pursue an interesting idea that 

seems worth pursuing”. Because of these characteristics of entrepreneurship, 

Sarasvathy argues that an effectuation approach gives much more meaning than a 

causation approach when studying it [37]. She defines the difference between the two 

as follows: 

• Causation processes take a particular effect as given and focus on selecting 

between means to create that effect.  

• Effectuation processes take a set of means as given and focus on selecting 

between possible effects that can be created with that set of means. 

 

Sarasvathy uses an example where a chef is cooking dinner [37]. In the Causation 

scenario, he gets a menu from a client, gets the ingredients and cooks the meal 

according to the menu. The start is the menu, and the process is to select how to prepare 

the meal. In the Effectuation Scenario, the client asks the chef to cook the meal from 

the ingredients he can find in the kitchen. Here, the chef has to create the meal from a 

given set of resources – thus being in a much more creative than analytical process. 

This means that the entrepreneur starts with the resources he has at hand and tries to 

create as much value as possible from that starting point, rather than having a clear 

target destination and trying to find the necessary resources to get there. In this way, 

this theory is related to the “Resource Based Model” [4, 42, 48]. Thus, entrepreneurship 

is seen as a creative effort rather than an analytical one, and as a much more 

experimental and design-driven process than traditional strategic management. This 

also is part of the foundation for the Lean Startup Movement [35]. 

Saraswathi also introduces five principles of entrepreneurship, presented as "five 

habits of highly effective entrepreneurs". These are described as: 1) Bird in hand – you 

should start with what you have, asking questions like "What are my characteristics and 

preferences?”, “What can I do?”, and “Who do I know?”. This draws on the Resource 

Based View and we will see that it is highly linked to the concept of bricolage. 2) 

Affordable loss: You do not invest more into the entrepreneurial project than you can 

afford to lose. 3) Crazy quilt: You should seek alliances with potential actors in your 

entrepreneurial ecosystem. 4) Lemonade: If you suffer a setback, you should turn it into 

an opportunity. This is the same iterative logic you will find in the Lean Startup 

thinking. 5) Pilot in the plane: You should take charge of the situation, using the other 

four principles to make things happen. 

The logic of effectuation also builds on the “Science of the Artificial” by Simon [45], 

who clearly sees sciences like entrepreneurship from a similar design viewpoint:  

“Finally, I thought I began to see in the problem of artificiality an explanation of the 

difficulty that has been experienced in filling engineering and other professions with 

empirical and theoretical substance distinct from the substance of their supporting 
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sciences. Engineering, medicine, business, architecture, and painting are concerned 

not with the necessary but with the contingent—not with how things are but with how 

they might be—in short, with design.”  

 

Effectuation principles 

✓ Bird in hand: start with who you are, what you know 

✓ Affordable loss: invest only what you can afford to loose 

✓ Lemonade: be open to surprises and leverage them 

✓ Crazy Quilt: build stakeholder partnerships 

✓ Pilot in the plane: focus on action where you directly influence the 

outcome 

 

Effectuation is considered an effective framework to explain for various 

engineering activities occurred in early-stage digital startups [28]. It is important for 

technical co-founders that technical decisions are not only influenced by the 

technologies and engineering processes, but also effectual situations of the business. 

As a post-mortem analysis, we used Saraswathi’s five principles to explain for the 

challenges in the prototyping process in QuickNews, as shown in Table 3: 

✓ Bird in hand: QuickNews starts with a few wireframes, websites and facebook page 

done by a consultant when the CTO had not been onboard. After the CTO was 

onboard, they built a client-server mobile application and evolve from it. The CEO 

has stated “Without Mr. Z, we would not be able to have the functional MVP as we 

have today. He and his team have a competence of doing this.” 

✓ Affordable loss: the CEO started the company with her thoughts “I have always 

wanted to develop this idea. I think I can afford to take two years and invest X. NOK 

to try this out. In the worst scenario, I will lose the money and I will be back to the 

job market in two years” The CEO accepted a certain amount of risk as inevitable 

in all situations. 

✓ Lemonade: QuickNews had developed a feature of taking photos for a post. It was 

a difficult task as the customer (or early adopter) was not satisfied with the 

developed feature. The team came up with an idea that the camera was put in a 

holding situation when the post is initiated. This had led to the idea that the product 

needs a feature of capturing a short video clip (this is done by putting the camera 

into recording state instead of holding state). The feature is now one of the core 

features of the platform. 

✓ Crazy Quilt: The journey of QuickNews is the path of building partnerships rather 

than beating competitors. The CEO often takes her MVPs to the nearest potential 

customer. Some of the people she interacts with making a commitment to the 

venture, committing time and/or money and/or resources and, thus, self-select into 

the new-venture creation process. This was the way the CTO has joined QuickNews 

and became a co-founder. This was also the way that Addresseavisen (a local 

newspaper) became a partner and helped QuickNews with organizing events. This 

was also the way that Makerfaire (a local event organizer) became a partner by 

adopting the platform to make reports from the events they arranged. 
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✓ Pilot in the plane: In QuickNews, the CEO pursued the work with things within her 

control and people who want to help co-create it instead of attempting to predict the 

future, determining the perfect timing, or finding the optimal opportunity. 

6 Bricolage 

Another viewpoint on entrepreneurship is “Bricolage” [3]. Traditional economic 

theory is based on an assumption of perfect financial rationality. This means that if an 

entrepreneurial case is able to argue an acceptable return on investment, the necessary 

funding to buy all the resources needed should be available in the financial market. 

An alternative understanding of entrepreneurship is starting with the fact that for 

different reasons, most entrepreneurial projects are starting under an extreme scarcity 

of resources. They may not be able to get the necessary funding, or they may be 

unwilling to give away the control over the company that would be the consequence of 

such funding. Therefore, they manage without funding and utilize creativity and 

practical sense to reach their objectives rather than the strict rationalism of traditional 

economic theories.  

The theory of “entrepreneurial bricolage” aims at explaining what entrepreneurs do 

when facing such resource constraints. Bricolage is defined as “making do by applying 

combinations of the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities” [3]. 

Their definition builds on three concepts from Levi-Strauss [23]. The first is: 

“Making do”, where the entrepreneur “always have to make do with ‘whatever is at 

hand.” This seems to be in line with the Resource based View. If utilizing existing 

resources is vital for entrepreneurial success, having a good understanding of what 

these resources are must be vital. Furthermore, the “combination and reuse of these 

resources for new applications” is an important part of bricolage. Finally, Levi-Strauss 

described “the resources at hand”, meaning that entrepreneurs gather physical artifacts, 

skills, or ideas on the principle that “they may always come in handy,” rather than as a 

part of a pre-defined plan [29].  The idea of this “artistic improvisation” seems to be 

clearly related to the thinking behind effectuation. This is also related to the iterative 

developments in the Lean Startup theory. 

The entrepreneurs that engaged in bricolage tended to maintain a broad collection of 

tools, parts and other physical resources for which no immediate need was available. 

Over time, they found use for these resources. With respect to customer needs and the 

market, the bricoleurs tended to serve anyone they could instead of focusing on certain 

types of customers. Instead of maintaining a professional distance to their customers, 

many bricoleurs had an informal approach to customers, in which the entrepreneurs and 

relevant stakeholders often formed a community of friends. Baker and Nelsons 

proposed that applying bricolage in limited areas (“selective bricolage”) may enable 

firms to grow, whereas excessive (“parallel”) bricolage may lead to the opposite 

outcome. 
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Bricolage principles 

✓ Making do with what- ever is at hand 

✓ Combining and reusing these resources for new applications 

✓ Gathering the resources at hand, as they may always come in handy 

 

When the CEO of QuickNews started her company, she had to rely on limited 

funding from the Norwegian state and an angel investor. Therefore, she had to make do 

with the funding she had and started her project utilizing the existing people in her 

network. For validating an interest of the local community on certain types of news, the 

CEO needed a platform where people could post news and be notified. Due to the 

limited budget and technical competence, she made use of the news platform that she 

had access to in her old company. She also convinced a technical person in her old 

company to help her to operate the platform. When she was able to secure sufficient 

funding, she hired a development team to build her own platform. Such a way of 

“making do” with the available resources shows signs of Bricoleur behaviour.   

7 Business Model Innovation 

Practical entrepreneurs in Scandinavia have been using different Business Model 

Canvases (in particular the BMC) as a tool to develop their projects for quite some time, 

and these canvases are the core of the communication between the entrepreneurs and 

their different advisors. We think it is valuable to note that the concept of Business 

Model Innovation goes further than utilizing Business Model Canvases to analyze 

individual entrepreneurial projects. The whole process of analyzing different projects, 

categorizing activities from these projects into different element archetypes and then 

using these archetypes to give better advice has been a great contribution to the 

improvement of entrepreneurial projects.  

Ritter and Lettl have done an extensive review of business model literature, 

identifying five different perspectives on the term Business Modelling [36]: 1) 

business-model activities is a description of the activities necessary to fulfill the 

entrepreneur’s strategy. 2) business-model logic is a description of the value-creation 

logic created by these activities 3) business-model archetypes are examples of such 

logic, which are well-known and proven. Like the freemium-premium models or 

recurring revenue models. 4) business-model elements describe the business model 

logic as a subset of elements, like unique value proposition and customer segments. 

Finally, 5) business-model alignment describes the way the different elements interact 

with each other. 

So – Activities build value-creation Logic. These Activities can be categorized into 

different Elements that must Align with each other. Some of these combinations have 

been known as Archetypes.  

Osterwalder et al. have a similar approach [29, 30]. They start with a definition: “A 

business model is a conceptual tool containing a set of objects, concepts and their 

relationships with the objective to express the business logic of a specific firm. 
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Therefore, we must consider which concepts and relationships allow a simplified 

description and representation of what value is provided to customers, how this is done 

and with which financial consequences.” [30]. Next, they describe a set of business 

model elements in what they call a “meta-model”. They then use these elements to 

separate different taxonomies of types, which they compare to real business models of 

real companies. 

Zott et al [49] introduce four core points that describe business models as; “(1) a 

new unit of analysis that is distinct from the product, firm, industry, or network (2) a 

system-level, holistic approach to explaining how firms “do business”; (3) 

conceptualizations where activities play an important role, and (4) an explanation of 

both value creation and value capture.  

Here it might again be interesting to focus on one individual word in the term. The 

word model is defined as "a simplified description and representation of a complex 

entity or process" [30]. One could think of an architect’s cardboard and Styrofoam 

model (or computer simulation in 2019) of a building or a shipbuilder’s small-scale 

model of a ship. The purpose of this is the ability to simulate changes and improvements 

before needing to undertake the investment of building the object in full scale. This 

seems consistent with how businesses actually use the business model today. A 

business model is often used as a theoretical simulation of what the entrepreneur wants 

to do with her business [2, 34]. The results from these simulations is used to change the 

real business parameters. This means that the business model can be used both to 

describe the business to external stakeholders, and actually to change and improve it. 

Around the change of the millennia, a number of such element-based platforms was 

released, and over the next years, a set of second-generation platforms came. To provide 

some examples, we will describe the elements of three different platforms from 2005, 

2010 and 2012 respectively. As a part of this, we are going to discuss the logic of 

introducing the business idea or business mission to separate between the External 

(customer centric) and Internal (entrepreneur centric) business model.  

Morris’ Business Model setup consists of six elements [27]: How will the firm create 

value? For whom will the firm create value? What is the firm’s internal source of 

advantage? How will the firm position itself in the marketplace? How will the firm 

make money? What is the entrepreneur’s time, scope and size ambitions? 

Osterwalder and Pigneur’s’ Business Model Canvas [30] is the most widely used 

version of a Business Model structure. The canvas has nine segments or elements:  The 

first is the Customer Segment, in which you describe who your company creates value. 

Then comes the Value Proposition, in which you describe what value the solution 

brings to the customer. The Key Channels are describing how you contact customers 

and how you reach them. Customer Relations describes which type of relationship you 

have through your channels. Revenue Streams describe how you are paid.  Key 

Resources are addressing what type of resources the company needs to create value for 

the customer. Key Activities describes the activities you must yourself carry out to fulfill 

the value proposition; Key Partners are allies who help to make the value proposition 

possible: Finally, Cost Structures addresses the most significant cost drivers in order to 

operate the business model. 
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The Lean Canvas by Ash Maurya has simplified the BMC [25]. His version is 

different from Osterwalder and Pigneur’s in four ways; key partners are replaced by 

problems, key activity with solutions, customer relations is with unfair advantage and 

key resources with key metrics.  

Both models moved the general concept of strategy work in a new direction. From a 

“Lean Startup” point of view, the advantage compared to traditional strategy models, 

is the ability to absorb changes coming from the surroundings. If the customer problem 

changes, the value proposition should change. Both canvases allow you to see this, and 

immediately change all the other boxes to fit the new value proposition. 

Finally, we want to argue that there is a strong relationship between business models 

and business ideas or business missions [26]. The business mission consists of the 

answer to three questions: 

• Key Market: “Who are your customers and target group?” 

• Key Contribution: “What do you do for this customer?”  

• Distinction: “Why does the customer choose you?”  

This creates a logical separation between the internal and the external elements of 

the business model. Whereas the external business model should see the world from 

the customers’ viewpoint and describe what the entrepreneur should be doing, the 

internal business model (the traditional business model) describes how the entrepreneur 

should organize his/her activities. Using both these terms makes it easier to separate 

between the problem you should solve and the solution to this problem. 

 

Business Model Innovation 

✓ Business modelling is a process deriving normative models of 

entrepreneurship from experience  

✓ Three famous represent-actions of a business model are the Morris 

model, the Business Model Canvas and the Lean Canvas 

 

The BMC model had been selected to capture the business model at the 

beginning of QuickNews is shown as in Figure 3. We see how this is an integrated 

description of the relevant business elements of QuickNews. Each element of the 

canvas has also evolved over time, as the team has gained experience with what works 

and what does not work. 
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Figure 4: Business model canvas of QuickNews 

8 The Lean Startup Movement 

The Lean Startup Movement [35] draws heavily on Shane and Venkamataran [43]. 

But, instead of looking at one nexus between the entrepreneur and the opportunity, their 

approach is that an entrepreneurial process is a constantly changing dynamic between 

opportunity and entrepreneur. The three questions: 

 

• why, when and how opportunities for the creation of goods and services come 

into existence  

• why, when and how some people and not others discover and exploit these 

opportunities  

• why, when and how different modes of action are used to exploit entrepreneurial 

opportunities 

 

are central in the Lean Startup methodology. The only way the use differs, is that the 

three questions can be seen as a systematically iterative process where the questions are 

asked over and over again, while the answers are being constantly improved upon. The 

Lean Startup theory is that it is difficult to make long term plans and objectives given 

the extreme uncertainty in entrepreneurship.  Succeeding with entrepreneurship can be 

done by treating every entrepreneurial project as an ongoing experiment while utilizing 

as few resources as possible. This means working closely with customers [5], creating 
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small and inexpensive experiments [35] and then trying to “fail fast” by trying out the 

riskiest actions first [25].  

This iterative development builds on existing resources, in particular on the core 

competence of the business. The approach is rooted in Effectuation, as it is describing 

processes where the objectives are being developed as the projects take shape, and 

where the method is explorative and creative rather than analytical. It also seems to be 

covering all the three of Levi-Strauss concepts of Bricolage [36]. A Lean Startup 

company most often have to make do with ‘whatever is at hand.”. They constantly have 

to “recombine and reuse resources for new applications” and “gathers resources that 

may come in handy, rather than as a part of a pre-defined plan”.  The Lean Startup 

movements also draw heavily on Business Modelling, where in particular the Business 

Model Canvas is an integral part of the model. This link between Bricolage, 

Effectuation and The Lean Startup Movement is also described by Ghezzi: “With 

regards to the logic behind entrepreneurial behavior, the entrepreneurs showed how 

adopting and implementing LSAs (Lean Startup Approaches) drove them to take an 

“effectual” or “bricolage” stance on many occasions, underscoring how these logic 

are, in essence, connected to LSAs' main steps and constituting elements.” [17]. 

Another approach and toolkit that are gaining increased traction and widespread 

application is the IDEO inspired Design Thinking Method [6], as it is spreading from 

Stanford University´s d.school since the mid-2000s [11]. Founding on human-centered 

design principles, aka needs, Design Thinking tools guide the designer (business and 

technical developer) in iterative cycles through five overlapping phases [11]: 

• Empathize: Empathy is the foundation of human-centered design. The 

problems you’re trying to solve are rarely your own, they’re those of 

particular users. Build empathy for your users by learning their values. 

• Define: The define mode is when you unpack your empathy findings into 

needs and insights and scope a meaningful challenge. Based on your 

understanding of users and their environments, come up with an actionable 

problem statement: your Point Of View. 

• Ideate: Ideate is the mode in which you generate radical design alternatives. 

Ideation is a process of “going wide” in terms of concepts and outcomes a 

mode of “flaring” instead of “focus”. The goal of ideation is to explore a 

wide solution space both a large quantity and broad diversity of ideas. From 

this vast repository of ideas, you can build prototypes to test with users. 

• Prototype: Prototyping gets ideas out of your head and into the world. A 

prototype can be anything that takes a physical form a wall of post-its, a 

role-playing activity, an object. In early stages, keep prototypes 

inexpensive and low resolution to learn quickly and explore possibilities. 

• Test: Testing is your chance to gather feedback, refine solutions, and 

continue to learn about your users. The test mode is an iterative mode in 

which you place low-resolution prototypes in the appropriate context of 

your user’s life. Prototype as if you know you’re right but test as if you 

know you’re wrong. 
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Design thinking methods help ensuring that a new product but also services and 

software [19] is truly needed and wanted, and its specifications and processes fit the 

actual user demands. It thus increases the potential for market success. 

Many startups adopt the lean startup idea in their own ways. For software 

development, it is common to realize the Build-Measure-Learn loops as development 

iterations. In QuickNews, lean startup methodology is realized by a continuous process 

of testing business hypotheses based on Scrum. For each iteration, the CEO, CTO and 

relevant software developers did a Sprint planning meeting that defined a business 

hypothesis. MVP was created in the Sprint to validate the hypothesis. While it is 

straightforward to perform the Sprint, it takes time for the CEO and CTO to consolidate 

lessons learned from each Sprint. We illustrated for three Build-Measure-Learn loops 

as the result of a post-mortem analysis as shown in Table 4. 

 

Table 3: Adoption of Build measure learn loop 

Hypotheses Actions  Descriptions 

People are 

interested in 

trusted 

validated 

news 

Build MVP1: a Facebook landing page describing the 

business idea, a survey on pain points of the existing 

news platforms. The MVP was done in 2 weeks 

Measure Survey feedback on the satisfaction with the new 

features 

Learn Hypothesis validated. News and photos should not be 

uploaded but generated right in the field 

People are 

willing to 

share hyper-

local news 

around them 

Build MVP2: a single-feature: post a news and view the 

news in a map-view. The MVP was done in 3 weeks 

 

Measure Amount of posts, types of posts in the apps 

Learn Hypothesis validated. A camera-ready button helps 

user to engage in information sharing via taking 

photos 

People are 

interested in 

sharing news 

via an 

interesting 

sharing 

mechanism 

Build MVP3: an evolutionary prototype with the new 

feature of live capturing photos and simple text 

tagging 

Measure Qualitative feedbacks for test users. 

Learn The camera button works, but it should have an 

option to disable it due to energy consumption 

9 Conclusions 

Since the release of Shane and Venkamatarans famous article “the promise of 

entrepreneurship as a science” in 2001, a host of new and modern publications have 
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come out describing an entrepreneurial persona or archetype. This persona is behaving 

radically differently from the rational financial actor in classic economics:  

Firstly, the entrepreneur is most often starting with a resource view rather than a 

market view [10]. This means that the starting point of entrepreneurship is to “find and 

exploit opportunities” based on entrepreneurs’ own skills, assets and network rather 

than looking for opportunities based on imperfections in the market. Secondly, the 

entrepreneurs’ main tools seem to be the creativity of effectuation rather than causal 

analysis. The entrepreneur starts with only a broad set of overall personal values rather 

than a clear rational objective, and more often a starting point for improvisation than a 

clear plan. Instead of access to unlimited resources, the entrepreneur has to “make do” 

with what he has and find ways to reassign resources to new and creative applications. 

Finally, the entrepreneur manages with a loose and constantly changing business model 

rather than an iron-clad strategy and business plan – and that business model goes 

through a series of build-measure-learn iterations to constantly improve on the 

entrepreneurial project. This paints a picture of a creative improviser rather than a rules-

bound rational actor. We seem to be playing Jazz instead of Symphonies.   

And – these articles have often not been satisfied with quietly describing how an 

entrepreneur does behave. They are often suggesting how entrepreneurs should behave. 

The suggestion is that in many instances building business based on the company’s core 

competence is a good idea. The same goes for basing the project on a resource-based 

view. The analysis is that acting according to the models of Bricolage and Effectuation 

in many instances will increase the success rate of entrepreneurs. Business modelling 

and Lean Startup certainly suggest their models as normative structures.  

This consequently might be a part of bridging the gap between academics and 

entrepreneurs. If we viewed these different normative suggestions together, there may 

be a basis for getting closer to answering Shanes’ quest for a subset of entrepreneurial 

subprocesses. 

We do of course not claim to cover the total range of entrepreneurial theory written 

in our millennium. Over the past two decades, a number of different theoretical 

perspectives have emerged to describe the logic and behavior underlying the 

entrepreneurial process. While it would be interesting to link all recent entrepreneurial 

theories, this work focuses on six fundamental pillars of theory that are often used by 

entrepreneurs and their advisors, namely resource-based view and core competence; 

effectuation and causation; bricolage; entrepreneurial opportunities; business model 

innovation and lean startup. They are all grounded in the Opportunity-Based 

entrepreneurship theory, and the Resource-Based entrepreneurship theory. 

As mentioned by Kurt Lewin, “there is nothing more practical than a good theory” 

[24], we believe that entrepreneurs benefit from the awareness of these entrepreneurial 

theories and understanding how they can be connected not only to business decisions 

but also to engineering activities. Entrepreneurs can apply these principles and 

recommendations to appropriate circumstances during their entrepreneurial journey. 

For researchers in the entrepreneurship area, this is also among the attempts bringing 

the thick body of knowledge in the field to practical and technological domains. 
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