
 

 

   

General Rights 

Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright owners 

and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognize and abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights. 

 • Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study or research. 

 • You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain  

• You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal 

If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately and 

investigate your claim. 

 

If the document is published under a Creative Commons license, this applies instead of the general rights. 

This cover sheet template is made available by AU Library 

Version 2.1, September 2020 

 

Cover	sheet	

 

This is the accepted manuscript (post-print version) of the article. 

The content in the accepted manuscript version is identical to the final published version, although 

typography and layout may differ. 
 

How to cite this publication 

Please cite the final published version: 

 
Ramsgaard, M. B., Lindahl Thomassen, M., Williams-Middleton, K., & Neergaard, H. (2021). Mapping and 
navigating context for opportunity development: The Context Hive – a research-based framework. Industry and 
Higher Education. https://doi.org/10.1177/09504222211021311 

Publication metadata 

 

Title: Mapping and navigating context for opportunity development: The 

Context Hive – a research-based framework 
Author(s): Ramsgaard, M. B., Lindahl Thomassen, M., Williams-Middleton, K., & 

Neergaard, H. 
Journal: Industry and Higher Education 
DOI/Link: https://doi.org/10.1177/09504222211021311 

Document version: 
Document license: 

Accepted manuscript (post-print) 
CC BY-NC-ND 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 1

Title page 

 

 

 

 

Mapping and navigating context for opportunity development  

- The Context Hive; a research-based framework" 

 

 

 

 

Authors: 

 

Michael Breum Ramsgaard, 

Mette Lindahl Thomassen,  

Karen Williams Middleton and 

Helle Neergaard. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Corresponding author: 

Michael Breum Ramsgaard,  

VIA University College & Aarhus University,  

Ceres Byen 24,  

DK-8000 Aarhus C, 

Denmark.  

E-mail: mibj@via.dk. 

Phone: +45 87 55 26 25.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

This is a pre-print version of the following article: 

Ramsgaard, M. B., Thomassen, M. L., Williams-Middleton, K., & Neergaard, H. (2021). 

Mapping and navigating context for opportunity development: The Context Hive–a research-

based framework. Industry and Higher Education, 

https://doi.org/10.1177/09504222211021311 

 

 

  



 2

Abstract 

Contextual elements play an important role in entrepreneurial activities and learning processes. 

However, context is often taken for granted rather than being viewed as an asset, which may 

lead to missed opportunities, missed potential solutions and missed learning. Entrepreneurship 

education should therefore prepare and empower students to act entrepreneurially in their 

individual, unique context. A student-centric pedagogical approach is required to build this 

metacognitive understanding and enable students to ultimately self-manage their own process, 

embedded in and influenced by context.  

This paper presents a framework, the Context Hive, which enables students to 

understand and work with the impact of context on their entrepreneurial activity. The Context 

Hive translates entrepreneurship and context theories into educational (and entrepreneurial) 

practice by structuring complexity and uncertainty in ways that help students better grasp, 

adapt, or adjust to contextual elements. Using the research-based framework facilitates 

dialogue, builds awareness and enables prioritization of actions based on contextual analysis. 

In doing so, the classroom is no longer limited to one perspective and the educator and the 

student share responsibility for how learning is designed. This provides a way for educators 

and students to raise awareness of how context influences entrepreneurial activity, making it 

navigable. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Context does not necessarily mean the same thing to everyone. So, when it comes to defining 

context, most of us will readily agree that it can be understood in a variety of ways (Welter, 

2011). This is in part because, as individuals, we are both inseparable from our context and 

also active agents in constructing our own context (Baker and Welter, 2020:4). Archer (1995) 
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suggests that individuals and structures co-evolve and that it is therefore necessary to articulate 

the dynamic relationship between actors and their context over time. According to Archer 

(1995), structure enables or constrains agents, whilst the individual, via agency, reproduces or 

transforms structure. The relationship between structure and agency resonates in 

entrepreneurship (Morris et al., 2012; Venkataraman and Sarasvathy, 2001). Entrepreneurship 

can therefore be seen as a recursive process, as a nexus of the individual and the social system.  

 Baker and Welter (2020:3) argue that “we need to continue progress on building a 

contextualized perspective of entrepreneurship research”. According to Welter (2011), in 

entrepreneurship, context was previously conceptualized as something given in the 

environment or situation, a position echoed by Zahra et al. (2014). Welter (2011) points to 

‘where’ and ‘when’ as important elements of contextual analysis, but she also recognizes the 

agentic perspective and urges the need for further theorizing. In this vein, context can be seen 

not only as ‘out there’ but also as ‘within’, as a part of entrepreneurial agency. In more recent 

work, Welter et al. (2019) describe context theorizing within entrepreneurship as developing 

through three waves: i)  moving from establishing context as a field of research through 

questioning the why, the what and the how, ii) over considering more subjective elements and 

enactment of contexts, iii) to an understanding that considers contexts (plural) when 

investigating entrepreneurship. Welter et al. (2019:319) further argue that “entrepreneurship 

demands contextualization more than any other field” (accentuation added), probably because 

“entrepreneurship will be enacted in different ways in different contexts” (Leitch et al., 

2012:734).  

In this paper, we argue that a contextual perspective needs to extend to entrepreneurship 

education. Given the situated and agentic nature of entrepreneurship, individuals learning to 

become entrepreneurial need to develop contextual understanding. The transition between 

entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship education is not easy, but Leitch et al. (2012: 735) 
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suggest that “...context-specific approaches to the promotion and education of 

entrepreneurship are appropriate”. According to Thomassen et al. (2020), this accentuates the 

need to adapt and reposition context theory to the field of entrepreneurship education in order 

to encompass the relevant dimensions for addressing context.  

 Our definition of context is grounded in a morphogenetic understanding (Archer, 1995). 

This understanding provides a perspective where context is malleable and infused by the 

individual (Baker and Welter, 2020). Bringing this perspective into entrepreneurship 

education, the premise is that agency is anchored in individuals (Archer 1995) and that they 

can influence not only their immediate context by their action but also context more generally 

through conjoint action. It is important that students learn how to recognize and work with 

context because they are immersed in context in all its various dimensions as they engage in 

entrepreneurial practice. While they may understand the importance of context, students do not 

necessarily have an immediate understanding of the waves of implications context shapes and 

informs. Context impacts the questions we ask and from whom we ask them; thus, one needs 

to learn to ask the right questions from the right individuals (Brännback and Carsrud, 2017: 

125). Within a given context, for example, it is often necessary to identify who are the pertinent 

stakeholders. There will undoubtedly be multiple stakeholders to consider, and the actions 

necessary to engage with each of these stakeholders may be diverse. Students need to become 

confident in dealing and experimenting with context as this impacts their entrepreneurial self-

efficacy through learning by doing (Günzel-Jensen et al., 2017). By designing entrepreneurship 

education that addresses context from the individual’s own perspective, students can obtain 

and internalize the capacity and skills to describe, consider, reflect upon and discuss context in 

order to qualify their entrepreneurial action (Leitch et al., 2012; Thomassen et al., 2020).  

In the following, we first present Archer’s (1995) morphogenetic approach as the 

theoretical backdrop for the framework presented in the paper. We proceed to discuss how and 
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why context may be operationalized in an educational setting. We then introduce the 

educational framework, elucidating its elements and method. We suggest how such a 

framework may unveil the inherent complexities of context so that it can be discussed, reflected 

and acted upon from a pedagogical standpoint. Finally, we discuss the initial insights from 

having applied the framework, as well as practical implications. 

 

THEORETICAL BACKDROP 

We argue that Archer’s (1995) morphogenetic approach, addressing the interaction between 

agency and context, is crucial to entrepreneurship because entrepreneurship concerns the agent 

driving the inception of opportunities (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000), often situated in an 

emergent organizational form, which simultaneously acts to define and legitimize the agent 

(entrepreneur) (Gartner, 1988; Morris et al., 2012). We suggest that the individual-opportunity 

nexus should perhaps be extended to an individual-opportunity-context nexus aligned with a 

morphogenetic approach. To support this, we describe the essence of Archer’s idea and its 

relevance for addressing context-based entrepreneurial learning in the following section. We 

then move on to key learning theories important to consider when operationalizing context in 

entrepreneurship education.  

  

The morphogenetic approach and context in entrepreneurial learning 

We interpret the ‘structure dimension’ of the morphogenetic approach as consisting of a variety 

of contextual elements that the individual-opportunity encounters on the way to fruition. Whilst 

Giddens’ (1984) structuration theory separates agency and structure, the morphogenetic 

approach recognizes that they are inseparable, mutually constitutive, as two sides of the same 

coin (Archer, 2007); however, they can be analytically isolated because they operate at 

different timescales. 
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Entrepreneurship research is slowly realizing that specific attention needs to be paid to 

context-specific aspects when studying entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurs shape context, whilst 

context reshapes entrepreneurship as they go about changing it or maintaining it, individually 

and/or collectively. As individuals, we are constantly confronted with the context that we 

occupy as we try to find a place for ourselves in society (Archer, 2007). Archer (2007:42) 

further argues that “personal reflexivity mediates the effects of social forms upon us”. It is this 

reflexivity that we suggest that educators promote when supporting students’ learning in 

deliberating context. Classroom activities involving frameworks for self-directed learning can 

help students become “active agents ... who can exercise some governance in the own lives as 

opposed to passive agents, to whom things merely happen” (Archer, 2007:47). Indeed, “a 

decontextualized learning activity is a contradiction in terms,” (Lave, 2009:231), which 

stressing the importance of applying situated learning theory to understanding social activity, 

including entrepreneurship. Contextualizing relies on “enactment of contexts, through talking, 

conversations, narratives, interactions, pictures and images” (Welter et al., 2019: 323). This 

speaks for teaching methods that allow for such agency and are more experimental and 

experiential. So, how might educators then facilitate learning that addresses context? 

 Consensus is emerging that earlier approaches to designing and delivering courses on 

entrepreneurship have been insufficient in preparing students for the practice of 

entrepreneurship (Fayolle and Gailly, 2008; Kyrö, 2008). The “through approach” has been 

advocated as an impactful way of illustrating the connection between entrepreneurship theory 

and practice (Higgins et al., 2013; Lackéus et al., 2016). Learning ‘through’ involves ‘doing’ 

entrepreneurship, real life experiences and learning through doing (Kyrö, 2008). According to 

Günzel-Jensen et al. (2017:327), learning ‘through’ extensively emphasizes the principles of 

andragogy (adult learning), placing the student as central to the direction of the learning relative 

to the students’ purpose and intended practice. The instructor is positioned as a facilitator or 
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enabler of learning rather than as an educator merely delivering contents (Merriam et al., 2007). 

Students are empowered to develop their learning capability and decision-making skills 

through practical experience rather than just by acquiring knowledge and skills about or for 

entrepreneurship. The ‘through’ approach also has many commonalities with heutagogy, self-

determinism, which emphasizes self-directed learning and the provision of resources rather 

than contents (Kenyon and Hase, 2001:6). Indeed, as Kenyon and Hase (2001:7) put it, the 

‘real challenge to designers of learning experiences ... is to be creative enough to have learners 

ask questions about the universe they inhabit.’ Learning ‘through’ thus involves granting 

students autonomy and responsibility for their own learning, and gradually making learning 

increasingly independent of guidance (Gabrielsson et al., 2020; Van de Poll, 2010). The 

facilitator only intervenes if students get lost, endangered, or disconnected from the learning 

objective in order to ‘nudge’ them back on track, thus ensuring that their own desired learning 

is achieved (Neergaard et al., 2020).  

 A learning ‘through’ approach is ideal for learning how to deal with context, because it 

intersperses andragogy and heutagogy, allowing students to build personalized competences 

and to iteratively map, reflect on and act in context. A first central aspect of such application 

of context in a classroom is therefore the lens it requires for entrepreneurial agency (McMullen 

et al., 2020; Van Gelderen, 2010). The morphogenetic approach helps to develop a contextual 

understanding of one’s current and intended situation and how it is possible for students to be 

agents in and of their own context (Jones, 2007, 2019). In this interpretation, the student not 

only brings in context but at the same time is charged with articulating, relating and expanding 

how context is understood relative to the educational situation – again the premise of the 

morphogenetic approach. This is an important step in prioritizing a contextualized perspective 

in entrepreneurship education. 
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 Having argued for the importance and centrality of context, embedded both within and 

surrounding the student aiming to become entrepreneurial, as well as the underlying 

educational designs necessary to consider when the student is central to their own, self-

determined learning, we now need to consider how such learning could be facilitated.  

Entrepreneurship education needs practice-oriented design that can manifest context and 

support contextualization as a skill more distinctly in the classroom, thus moving from 

something omnipresent to something articulated, visualized and actionable (Hägg and 

Kurczewska, 2016). The proposed framework encourages students to ask pertinent questions 

about the context that they inhabit based on prompts developed for this particular purpose. 

Such prompts constitute what may be called pedagogical scaffolding. This scaffolding 

“involves the kinds of acts that can help students (and educator) navigate and re-frame their 

own understanding”, for example by setting up continuously repeated ritual markers 

(Neergaard and Christensen, 2017:87). While some parameters may be given or be outside the 

scope for the student, increased awareness of these parameters can help the student navigate in 

relation to them. Other parameters are under the student’s control, and so by employing a 

morphogenetic approach, while also building upon principles of andragogy and heutagogy, 

learning can be designed to enable students to create and choose how they want to navigate 

contextual elements. Embedding the learning design in the practice to be learned, a learning 

‘through’ approach then incorporates iterative cycles of learning (Kolb, 1984) to reinforce 

personalized learning towards self-efficacy of practice. 

  

THE CONTEXT HIVE 

Achieving a balance between educator guidance and student autonomy is a key consideration 

when designing and implementing a framework for working with context in entrepreneurship. 

‘The Context Hive’ consists of i) a hexagonal learning structure (see Figure 1); ii) Buzz cards 
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(see Figure 2); and iii) an action chart (see Appendix 1). These are presented in detail in the 

following sections. 

The framework, although theoretically conceived, has evolved through practical 

application. Direct testing involved a facilitator exposing groups of non-business students to 

the Context Hive four times in the extracurricular context of a university-based student 

incubator. The student groups were representative of education using a learning-through-

entrepreneurship approach, specifically in the early phases of developing (their own) new 

venture ideas. The facilitator was experienced in working with student start-ups and a learning 

“through” approach.  The facilitator was introduced to the framework prior to the first session 

with the student groups by one of the framework designers. The sessions were observed and 

visually documented, and feedback was collected through interviews with both the student 

groups and the facilitator after the sessions. The following presentation includes examples and 

reflections from this empirical testing. 

 

Hexagonal learning structure 

The hexagonal learning structure enables explorative mapping of context elements applied in 

an entrepreneurial project with students as active entrepreneurial agents. The hexagonal design 

allows for lateral thinking across the context elements (see Figure 1). Using connectable, 

repositionable hexagons incorporates context parameters addressed in terms of the macro-, 

meso-, and micro-sociological phenomena levels (Thomassen et al., 2020). Context elements 

include actors (who), location (where), activities (what), and temporal setting (when), argued 

as important for entrepreneurship (Welter et al., 2019). These elements are further evaluated 

and adopted for entrepreneurship education (Thomassen et al., 2020). The structure serves a 

mapping function, allowing students to identify relevant contextual elements related to their 
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entrepreneurial project, thus raising their awareness of contextual influence as advocated by 

Leitch et al. (2012).  

------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 1 about here: 

Hexagonal learning structure for context mapping  

-------------------------------------------- 

  

The student’s idea for an entrepreneurial project is at the centre of the learning structure 

(called the ‘buzz zone’ in Figure 1). This is the anchor point of the contextual mapping and 

symbolic of the andragogic premise of the framework, placing the student central to the 

learning. Connected to the rim of the central hexagon are additional hexagons that address 

contextual elements related to the realization of the student’s idea, i.e. resources, process, who 

(actors and stakeholders), where, and when. Connected to the outer rim of each of these 

hexagons are three additional, interchangeable hexagons designed to stimulate mapping of 

context parameters at multiple levels: micro-, meso-, and macro-level.  

Empirical observations of the structure in use revealed that students took micro-level 

elements for granted and thus did not explicitly explore how to work with or react to contextual 

elements at this level. For example, when investigating the resource element, students did not 

always consider their own immediate social network or their unique skillset gained through 

interests and education. As students explored the meso-level, the facilitator, who was aware of 

potential resources such as contacts to relevant stakeholders, ongoing related activities, or 

places for professional guidance (i.e. legal and financial advice),  directed students towards or 

provided access to these resources. The facilitator thus paved a specific road for them. While 

such action may ease the students’ entrepreneurial endeavours, it may also marginalize the 

students’ focus to the facilitator’s known resources, hence shifting authority and autonomy 
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from the students to the facilitator, even if unintentional. This is contrary to using the Context 

Hive framework, which is designed to position the students as responsible for identifying and 

approaching resources; indeed, the Context Hive supports andragogy, which requires a balance 

between facilitator guidance and student autonomy. Finally, students were less likely to address 

the macro-level when left on their own, testifying to the need for students to build awareness 

of impact of contextual elements at this level.  

It was evident that all the groups needed guidance to initially navigate the hexagonal 

learning structure and incorporate the Buzz cards. At first, the facilitator directed the students 

through the framework. However, once the students and the facilitator had gained sufficient 

experience, the facilitator refrained from directing them, allowing them to interact with the 

framework independently, and only supported them when they got lost or sought guidance, in 

line with Neergaard et al. (2020). This suggests that not only students need to gain mastery of 

the framework (Van de Poll, 2010) but that facilitators also need to unlearn directive practice 

and gain confidence in using the framework. Furthermore, observing the framework in practice 

illustrated that students often prioritized certain levels of investigation. The multiple levels 

were therefore facilitated students’ discovery of opportunities that would otherwise remain 

unexplored. This raises awareness through revealing potential blind spots (connecting to 

context ‘out there’) as well as increasing agency and self-efficacy by making explicit students’ 

own agency and connectivity to potential assets and resources (context ‘within’) (Kenyon and 

Hase, 2001).  

 Working with the when-hexagon and the where-hexagon seemed particularly abstract, 

and students initially found it difficult to grasp these concepts, which required that they took a 

meta-perspective on their situation. One could argue that this testifies to these elements in 

particular presenting taken-for-granted blind spots for both students and educators.    
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The form of the learning structure challenges linear assumptions of entrepreneurial 

process since a hexagonal form visualizes interconnectedness and allows for multifaceted 

connection. Each edge fits with many possible other edges, creating the potential for multiple 

paths and allowing for expansive associations without linearity. The hexagonal form also 

promotes lateral and generative thinking processes (Hodgson, 1992). The learning structure’s 

hexagonal design is specifically derived to facilitate various types of thinking, leading to 

recognition of the complex morphogenic interconnectivity of contextual elements and agents. 

Indeed, hexagonal structures are shown to temporarily suspend linear judgement and promote 

lateral thinking by associating previously unconnected notions and allowing for multiple 

juxtapositions that can interconnect or distinguish thought trajectories (Hodgson, 1992). It also 

provides the name of the framework – the Context Hive – as in nature, hives (ex. beehives) are 

hexagon-based constructions. To scaffold the learning process, Buzz cards (see Figure 2) and 

an action chart (Appendix 1) are used to enable the interactive design approach, as presented 

in the following section.  

 

Interactive design approach: Mapping-reflection-action (and repeat) 

The framework uses an interactive design approach in order to: 1) explore and gain awareness 

through mapping of contextual elements, 2) prioritize next steps for action based on reflective 

analysis of contextual mapping, 3) execute identified actions, and 4) connect and substantiate 

decisions made under uncertainty through iteration and reflection, continually revisiting and 

remapping contextual elements. The fourth step in particular incorporates principles of 

heutagogy, where students build confidence and self-determination in how they learn in and 

through their entrepreneurial process. 

The Buzz cards (Figure 2) and the action chart (Appendix 1) facilitate the interactive 

design approach. Due to the qualities of the hexagon structure, no set starting trajectory is 
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envisioned when using the framework. However, observations revealed that students tended to 

work clockwise through the hexagonal learning structure from the right-hand upper corner after 

starting in the centre, perhaps based on the ordering of the Buzz cards. While the Buzz cards 

are not numbered or considered to be presented in any particular order (except for the reflection 

and Action cards, which should be introduced after the context cards), it could be important for 

facilitators to consider ways of randomizing the cards or guiding students to choose a point 

from which to start.  

This first round of practical application inspired a number of developments. (i) The 

framework was translated into the students’ native language, as a language barrier became 

evident in the first session. (ii) An iteration of the Buzz cards including the elaboration of the 

economic aspects on the resource card. (iii) The development of the reflection card. The cards 

contain questions to inspire deeper reflection, building on both theory and experience (Schön, 

1987). At the process level, the framework is intended to help identify knowledge gaps and 

action opportunities, and to prioritize the best next steps through the action chart.  

The first six cards presented in Figure 2 help the user to explore the contextual elements 

of the associated central and inner circle hexagons through guiding questions. Questions on the 

cards stimulate a cycle of theorizing, acting/experiencing, analysing, and reflecting inspired by 

Kolb (1984). 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

 The Buzz cards  

---------------------------------------------------- 
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After working with the hexagon and associated contextual element Buzz card, 

opportunities and challenges are noted on a separate sheet called the action chart (see Appendix 

1). The action chart is a ‘collection bank’ of potential actions to be taken.  

The reflection card asks students to consider how context impacts their idea or project 

and how they impact their context through their idea/project, building upon the morphogenetic 

approach (Archer, 1995). The card intends to stimulate reflections on how the student decides 

and self-directs to learn and navigate under uncertainty, connecting to the principles of 

heutagogy (Jones et al., 2019). The next-best-step card guides students through their action 

chart to identify three self-defined actions that they will take in a self-defined timeframe. The 

action chart and associated next-best-step card are designed to support competence 

development, because actions can be broadly categorized relative to gaining knowledge, 

stakeholder communication and interaction, or generating and participating in an activity. 

While working with the Buzz cards, students add action items to the action chart. The next-

best-step card guides students to prioritize the collected action items in order to make their 

entrepreneurial process navigable and promote concrete action, connecting to the ‘doing the 

doable’ principle of effectuation (Cope, 2005; Sarasvathy, 2001).  

 The students expressed feeling successful in using the framework in all the cases 

except one. The student groups felt able to expose opportunities and capable of associating 

their own context and working through the framework resulting in the groups developing an 

action plan. The exception was a single student who entered the class without an idea. She just 

did not want to follow the professional career path associated with her specific education and 

was only interested in identifying opportunities disconnected to her area of competence, 

resources, etc. In this case, it was not meaningful to proceed working with the framework. 

Thus, it is important to make explicit that in order to benefit from the framework, students must 

have an idea for an entrepreneurial endeavour and be open to their own central role in the 
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framework. All other student groups who worked with the framework provided positive 

feedback.  

Students found the Context Hive to be “...useful in exploring the frames, need of 

resources and to distil concrete action options”. However, one group stated they would have 

liked the framework to be more prescriptive, for example providing ‘if-then’ scenario cards. 

However, the underlying premise of the framework is to promote learner agency (Kenyon and 

Hase, 2001; Morris et al., 2012) and not to prescribe what action learners should take in an 

unpredictable world (Leitch et al., 2012; Thomassen et al., 2020).  

 The feedback from the facilitator was that the framework aided in the exploration and 

building of awareness of opportunities and resources at the micro- and meso-levels, including 

explication of tacit knowledge.  This suggests that the framework facilitates students to ‘…ask 

questions about the universe they inhibit’, as Kenyon and Hase (2001:7) call for. Moreover, 

the creation of action points is useful in a process perspective to create commitment. It was 

observed that the micro- and meso-level were the primary focus and also where action was 

prioritised in the first iteration. The macro-level was addressed, but students mostly felt a 

knowledge gap in this area. It would be interesting to see if further framework iterations would 

induce action at the macro-level, which would suggest that entrepreneurial agency and action 

can be built from proximate to more distant contextual levels.        

Multiple iterations constitute an integral part of the framework. As students start to 

settle on a particular path or trajectory, the framework can be reintroduced (by a facilitator) or 

independently utilized (by the student, which is the long-term intention) to revise the level of 

awareness of contextual influence given developments, setbacks, changes, and other impacts 

on the entrepreneurial activity, thus allowing for mindful deviation from potential path 

dependency (Garud and Karnøe, 2001). The learning cycles reinforce the relationship between 
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theory and practice, emphasizing the value of experience-based rather than explanation-based 

learning (Austin and Hjorth, 2012; McMullen et al., 2020). 

 

DISCUSSION  

The Context Hive is generic and independent of discipline and geographical location. It is 

designed for higher education students participating in educational processes that apply a 

learning “through” entrepreneurship pedagogy or didactics. This could include both curricular 

and extracurricular activities (i.e., venture creation programs in entrepreneurship education, 

start-up camps at accelerator programs, student co-curricular activity supported through 

faculty, etc.). Students need to be working with a concrete idea or project, given that the main 

value of the framework is to distil the contextual complexity in which the students and their 

idea or project are embedded in order to guide future action based on a raised awareness of 

contextual impacts. Students do not need to meet specific professional requirements. The 

terminology and elements of the framework are not specific to any discipline and unfold with 

supporting Buzz cards that prompt questions. The framework can be used in any phase of an 

entrepreneurial process, as the stage of maturity of an idea or project will generate various 

knowledge gaps and associated actions, in part due to students’ interpretation of abstraction 

levels around the idea or project. In any case, opportunities and challenges can be identified 

and prioritized into an action plan. However, the target group should be students with an idea 

or project ready to be reflected upon. 

When preparing to use the Context Hive as part of educational design, the educator 

should consider the following: 

1. Students should be engaged in some form of action-based entrepreneurial process, in 

the sense that they are conducting ideation, developing a new project or service, 
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creating a solution to a defined problem, or engaging in a new venture or start-up 

activity.  

2. Before applying the framework, educators should read the guidelines, familiarize 

themselves with the framework, and reflect upon their contextual setting. 

3. Determine given or specific contextual elements relevant to the student group (e.g., key 

actors in a university-based innovation system when working with students engaged in 

a venture creation program). 

4. Determine the purpose of using the framework and then iterate this purpose in the 

introduction of the framework to the students, and refine as necessary.  

5. Reflect upon the maturity and experience of the students using the framework: When 

should I push the students onwards in the process, and when should I leave them to 

work through problems? 

6. Determine when the framework should be introduced, how often, and with whom the 

framework can be revisited (either through external feedback; peer-to-peer feedback; 

educator feedback; all of these). 

7. Reflect upon students’ access to additional information and the time allocated for 

investigating leads generated from the framework (e.g., through online web searches, 

during class time, or over days or weeks through interaction with users, potential 

customers, clients, etc.). 

8. Identify relevant reference material that should be made available to students to help 

guide/scope the use of the framework, as needed.  

9. Determine the degree and timing of educator or external involvement, peer-to-peer 

sessions, etc. This should include a discussion of how to filter feedback (i.e., awareness 

of the underlying perspectives or bias of any particular feedback relative to the 

contextual element). 
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Wrapping up the intervention should include two questions to help operationalize the 

next steps: What are the critical next steps to take in developing your project? How are you 

prioritizing your engagement in these actions? 

We know from the entrepreneurship education literature that entrepreneurs often act on 

the basis of both personalized understandings of their context and inner emotions (Karp, 2006; 

Williams Middleton and Donnellon, 2014). From this follows that they need support to drive 

change within their context in pursuit of their objectives (Hägg and Kurczewska, 2016). In this 

respect, using the Context Hive helps students identify where potential for change may exist.  

By mapping their context in relation to a specific entrepreneurial project, students can 

identify and prioritize opportunities and challenges. Aided by the Buzz cards, students identify 

actionable items in their context and generate a prioritized action plan. The facilitated process 

enables students to identify which contextual elements to design with, and which contextual 

elements to react to when working actively with new ideas. Using the framework helps students 

organize context across multiple levels and sociological phenomena, thereby raising their 

awareness of relevant contextual elements while also prompting them to (independently) work 

and interact with context during the learning process. As students move through the iterative 

process, certain contextual elements will become prominent and others unimportant, allowing 

them to prioritize their own agency. As such, the process framework is a generic learning-

centric framework; the discipline comes with the student, and the outcomes associated with the 

framework are driven by the student’s needs.  

In describing the development of entrepreneurial competence, Mets et al. (2017) argue 

that competence must include awareness of and applicability to the contextual situation. This 

calls for attention to the question of how to teach context. By identifying, filtering, and 

operationalizing contextual elements in entrepreneurial activity, the Context Hive aids 

uncovering the taken-for-granted elements of context that students and educators bring with 
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them into the classroom. Students become empowered to navigate through entrepreneurial 

processes, and this very empowerment is the cornerstone of their experiential learning. 

Students thereby develop heuristics for independently acting entrepreneurially. The Context 

Hive maps the micro, meso and macro context levels to show students how these levels 

interrelate; it also helps them choose whether to adapt, adopt, or adhere to contextual elements 

influencing their entrepreneurial activity. Students then access new networks, resources, roles, 

and norms of various likely stakeholders. This relieves educators of the constraining role of 

being domain experts and allows them to be facilitators of learning instead (Thomassen, 2017). 

This activity therefore expands the learning process beyond the classroom boundaries. This is 

recognized by Naia et al. (2014) as important in entrepreneurship education, not least as it 

highlights diversity, contingency, and constructivist approaches, as well as adaptation to 

cultural context, while at the same time providing learning scaffolding based on the learner’s 

engagement.   

 The educator plays an important role in anchoring established knowledge for it to be 

fruitful for the next steps in the process. The educator challenges students when they are unable 

to investigate or reluctant to investigate contextual elements. However, the educator also stands 

to gain new insight into the contextual elements and levels of awareness that students bring 

into the classroom (and entrepreneurial process). This can have positive effects on other 

teaching aspects; e.g. , insights gained from iteration with the Context Hive could highlight the 

need for industry-specific knowledge, for skill development, or discussion about socialized 

stereotypes specific to a geographical location.  

Based on contemporary developments in the understanding of student-centric learning 

in entrepreneurship education (Robinson et al., 2016), we have emphasized the students’ role 

in designing their own learning journey (Jones, 2007, 2019). The consequences for 

contextualization of learning are manifold because of the complexities inherent in the concept 
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of context. The educator’s role changes into being a facilitator of learning processes (Austin 

and Hjorth, 2012; Cope, 2005; Thomassen, 2017). Furthermore, the educator needs to 

pedagogically manoeuver between categories of learning contexts. Subsequently, student-

centric learning implies greater importance of the concepts of mapping, reflection, and action 

in a learning journey (Blenker et al., 2012; Cooper et al., 2004; Cope and Watts, 2000).  

 

CONCLUSION 

In this paper, we present arguments for opening the black box inside the classroom and for 

extending the learning space to incorporate context. For entrepreneurship education, context 

enters the classroom by introducing each actor (student, educator, guest) and object (empirical 

example, case, metaphor, etc.). Because each entrepreneurial journey is unique, we need 

educational frameworks that allow students to adapt the framework to their specific situation. 

Thus, we need to have methods of teaching that place students at the centre of their own 

learning (Nabi et al., 2017; Williams Middleton and Donnellon, 2014), including contextual 

elements. 

We advocate making context explicit in the classroom setting, not simply by adding 

another process tool or canvassing device, but through adoption of an iterative framework. This 

is an explicit and important step away from de-contextualized learning in entrepreneurship 

education towards making learning an essentially purposeful, meaning-making activity 

amongst students. In doing so, the framework recognizes contextual elements as part of what 

needs to be learned and situates students at the centre as engaged learners, actively moving 

back and forth between conceptual understanding and practical application. 

With this suggestion, we propose to aid students in making sense of their individual 

context through iterations of mapping, reflection, and action scaffolded by the framework, the 

Context Hive. The framework and associated design approach stimulate students’ reflections, 
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promote action, and scaffold their dialogue by incorporating reflections at the micro-, meso-, 

and macro-levels of context. Both educators, while planning, and students, during the learning 

process, become sensitized to the context in which they are embedded. Shedding light on 

contextual blind spots and revising what is taken-for-granted enable students to work with 

context.  

 In conclusion, the value of this framework lies not in prescribing what to do. Rather, it 

distils contextual elements that are otherwise obfuscated in the development of an idea or 

project. The framework reduces the inherent complexity of context by exposing what is taken 

for granted, magnifying opportunities, and removing obstructing elements within a specific 

contextual setting. Thus, the framework offers educators a new way for raising students’ 

awareness of how context shapes entrepreneurial activity, making it navigable. This, in turn, 

allows a student to progress, with key decision processes and prioritization of steps in tune with 

the student’s own interpretation and intent. Hence, the main value of the framework is that it 

makes the complexity of context in entrepreneurial action transparent and operational, ipso 

facto following the research discussions and evidence by Welter et al. (2019) and Thomassen 

et al. (2019).  
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Figure 1: Hexagonal learning structure for context mapping 
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Figure 2: The Buzz cards: Purpose, questions and theoretical grounding 
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Appendix 1: The Action Chart 
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