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Abstract: Regional innovation ecosystems increasingly depend on experienced human capital, yet mid-career professionals
remain systematically underrepresented in entrepreneurial entry. Existing entrepreneurship theories—from Knightian
uncertainty to effectuation and lean experimentation—implicitly assume that entrepreneurial failure is reversible and that
uncertainty can be reduced through action. While these assumptions hold for early-career founders, they become
problematic for individuals embedded in dense life-course commitments. This paper argues that mid-career non-entry is not
primarily psychological but structural, driven by static uncertainty—action-independent risks such as income discontinuity,
constrained re-employment, and identity loss. We introduce the Life-Aligned Entrepreneurship Framework (LAEF),
distinguishing between dynamic uncertainty (reducible through action) and static uncertainty (irreducible without
institutional intervention). Under high commitment conditions, individuals optimize not expected value but survival viability
under a ruin constraint. Building on this framework, we propose Static Uncertainty Design (SUD), a set of institutional
mechanisms—administrative, contractual, and epistemic—that reduce irreversibility and enable entrepreneurial action.
Using a qualitative case study of a regional entrepreneurship program in Japan, we show that mid-career individuals prioritize
resolving static uncertainty before engaging in opportunity exploration. The paper contributes to entrepreneurship and
innovation policy by reframing ecosystems as systems of downside-risk allocation and by offering actionable design principles
for reducing downside risk and mobilizing experienced human capital.
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1. Introduction

Entrepreneurship is widely regarded as a key driver of innovation and regional renewal. Yet a persistent paradox
remains: mid-career professionals—those with the greatest expertise and networks—are systematically less
likely to initiate new ventures.

Conventional explanations emphasize opportunity cost or risk aversion. However, these accounts are
insufficient. Mid-career individuals are often better equipped to manage uncertainty; the issue is not capability
but feasibility.

Existing entrepreneurship theories conceptualize uncertainty as reducible through action (Knight, 1921;
Sarasvathy, 2001; Ries, 2011; Dixit & Pindyck, 1994). These frameworks implicitly assume reversibility: that failed
entrepreneurs can recover through re-entry or iteration. While plausible for early-career actors, this assumption
becomes theoretically fragile under conditions where failure entails irreversible consequences.

This limitation is not merely empirical but conceptual. By treating uncertainty as primarily action-dependent,
existing theories overlook a class of risks that persist regardless of entrepreneurial behavior. As a result, they
systematically under-explain non-entry among individuals facing high structural exposure.

Life-course theory (Elder, 1998) highlights how accumulated obligations—financial, familial, and professional—
shape decision-making. Combined with institutional rigidities such as limited labor mobility, these conditions
create risks that cannot be mitigated through entrepreneurial action.

We conceptualize these as static uncertainty: action-independent risks that introduce the possibility of
irreversible loss. This fundamentally shifts entrepreneurial decision-making from expected value maximization
to survival under a ruin constraint.

To address this, we introduce the Life-Aligned Entrepreneurship Framework (LAEF), distinguishing static and
dynamic uncertainty, and propose Static Uncertainty Design (SUD) as an institutional solution. Integrating
entrepreneurship, institutional theory, and design science, we reframe ecosystems as systems of downside-risk
allocation, illustrated through a case study in Japan.

This paper makes three contributions to the literature.

First, it introduces the concept of static uncertainty, extending existing theories that treat uncertainty as
primarily action-dependent by identifying a class of risks that are structurally embedded and irreducible through
entrepreneurial action.
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Second, it develops the Life-Aligned Entrepreneurship Framework (LAEF), which reconceptualizes
entrepreneurial decision-making under high commitment conditions as a problem of survival viability under a
ruin constraint rather than expected value maximization.

Third, it proposes Static Uncertainty Design (SUD) as an institutional approach to reducing irreversibility, offering
a set of actionable design mechanisms that enable entrepreneurial entry without requiring changes in individual
risk preferences.

Together, these contributions shift the focus of entrepreneurship research from opportunity discovery to
viability design under structural constraints.

2. Conceptual Framework: Static Uncertainty and Entrepreneurial Feasibility

2.1 Entrepreneurship Under Uncertainty

Uncertainty is a foundational concept in entrepreneurship research. Knight (1921) distinguished between
measurable risk and unquantifiable uncertainty, positioning entrepreneurs as actors who operate under
conditions where probabilities cannot be known in advance. This perspective highlights the inherently uncertain
nature of entrepreneurial activity.

Subsequent research has focused on how entrepreneurs respond to uncertainty. McMullen and Shepherd
(2006) conceptualize entrepreneurial action as a process triggered when individuals perceive both the presence
of uncertainty and the desirability of resolving it. This emphasizes the role of perception and judgment in
entrepreneurial decision-making.

Effectuation theory (Sarasvathy, 2001) further develops this perspective by proposing that entrepreneurs begin
with available means and iteratively co-create opportunities through stakeholder interaction. The principle of
affordable loss suggests that entrepreneurs limit their exposure by committing only what they can afford to lose.

Similarly, the lean startup approach (Ries, 2011) emphasizes rapid experimentation and validated learning,
allowing entrepreneurs to test hypotheses and adapt their strategies under uncertainty. Real options theory
(Dixit & Pindyck, 1994; McGrath, 1999) complements these approaches by framing entrepreneurial decisions as
staged investments that preserve flexibility.

Despite their differences, these frameworks share a common assumption: uncertainty can be managed and
reduced through action. This assumption underlies the logic of experimentation, iteration, and adaptive
learning.

2.2 Static vs. Dynamic Uncertainty

While existing frameworks emphasize action-dependent uncertainty, they do not fully account for uncertainties
that persist regardless of entrepreneurial behavior. This paper introduces a distinction between dynamic and
static uncertainty.

Dynamic uncertainty arises from the external environment of the venture, including market demand,
technological feasibility, and competitive dynamics. It is inherently reducible through experimentation and
learning.

Static uncertainty, in contrast, arises from the entrepreneur’s embeddedness in institutional and life-course
structures. It includes risks such as income discontinuity, loss of professional identity, reduced employability,
and constraints imposed by family and financial commitments.

A key characteristic of static uncertainty is its irreducibility through entrepreneurial action. A founder may
validate a business model or improve product-market fit, but this does not reduce the risk of career discontinuity
or long-term income instability.

From an institutional perspective (North, 1990; Scott, 2014), static uncertainty reflects the structure of labor
markets, social norms, and organizational practices. It is not merely an individual concern but a systemic feature
of the environment.

Static uncertainty differs from general uncontrollable risk in that it is structurally embedded in institutional and
life-course conditions and remains invariant to entrepreneurial action.
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2.3 The Ruin Constraint

Under conditions of low commitment, individuals may evaluate entrepreneurial opportunities based on
expected value. However, when potential losses threaten long-term viability, decision-making shifts toward
avoiding catastrophic outcomes.

We conceptualize this as a ruin constraint: individuals will engage in entrepreneurship only if the probability of
falling below a minimum acceptable level of life resources remains sufficiently low.

This concept aligns with real options reasoning (Dixit & Pindyck, 1994), where irreversible investments are
approached cautiously under uncertainty. However, in the context of mid-career entrepreneurship, the
irreversibility extends beyond financial capital to encompass life-course consequences.

The presence of a ruin constraint fundamentally alters decision-making behavior. Individuals prioritize stability
over potential gains, and even highly attractive opportunities may be rejected if they involve unacceptable
downside risk.

2.4 Dual-Loop Model of Entrepreneurial Action

The distinction between static and dynamic uncertainty leads to a dual-loop model of entrepreneurial action.

The Static Loop involves assessing and managing life-related constraints, including income stability, career
continuity, and family obligations. The Dynamic Loop involves opportunity exploration, experimentation, and
business model development.

For mid-career individuals, the Static Loop precedes the Dynamic Loop. Entrepreneurial action begins only after
static uncertainty has been sufficiently addressed.

This sequencing explains observed behavioral patterns in mid-career entrepreneurship, where individuals delay
business development activities while focusing on securing structural stability.

Figure 1. Dual-loop model illustrating how static and dynamic uncertainty shape entrepreneurial feasibility

Life-Course Layer (Static Loop)

Reinforce action Entry Gate Closed

Static Uncertainty
Design (SUD)
(institutional intervemiog) -
Dynamic Adapt & Iterate A - ) )
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3. Static Uncertainty Design (SUD)

3.1 From Individual Risk Management to Institutional Design

The preceding discussion established that static uncertainty represents a structural constraint that cannot be
reduced through entrepreneurial action alone. Existing entrepreneurship frameworks emphasize behavioral
responses such as experimentation, affordable loss, and staged commitment, but these approaches presuppose
that uncertainty is reducible through action. Static uncertainty, by contrast, persists independently of
entrepreneurial learning because it is rooted in employment systems, income structures, and life-course
commitments.
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This shifts the analytical focus from the entrepreneur to the institutional environment in which entrepreneurial
decisions are embedded. Rather than asking how individuals can better tolerate risk, the relevant question
becomes how institutional arrangements can reduce structural exposure.

This perspective aligns with institutional theory, which emphasizes that economic behavior is shaped by formal
rules, informal norms, and organizational practices (North, 1990; Scott, 2014). It also resonates with design
science, which treats social systems as objects of intentional design aimed at improving feasible action (Hevner
et al., 2004; Simon, 1996).

We therefore define Static Uncertainty Design (SUD) as the deliberate construction of institutional mechanisms
that reduce irreversibility in entrepreneurial entry by lowering exposure to static uncertainty. SUD does not
operate by increasing expected returns or encouraging greater risk tolerance. Rather, it changes the structure
of downside risk, transforming entrepreneurship from a high-stakes binary decision into a more reversible and
staged process.

3.2 A Typology of Static Uncertainty Design

To operationalize SUD, we propose three complementary mechanisms: administrative, contractual, and
epistemic SUD. Each addresses a distinct dimension of irreversibility.

3.2.1  Administrative SUD: Identity and Employment Continuity

Administrative SUD refers to institutional arrangements that preserve professional identity and continuity with
prior employment. In many labor markets, leaving employment entails not only income loss but also identity
disruption and reduced re-entry prospects.

Mechanisms such as leave-of-absence programs, guaranteed re-entry pathways, and dual-role arrangements
mitigate these risks by ensuring that entrepreneurial engagement does not require a complete break from
existing career trajectories.

3.2.2  Contractual SUD: Income Stabilization and Risk Sharing

Contractual SUD addresses the financial dimension of static uncertainty. For many mid-career individuals, the
central concern is not the absence of upside potential but the possibility of unacceptable downside loss through
income discontinuity.

Institutional mechanisms such as minimum income guarantees, hybrid employment contracts, and phased
commitment models help stabilize income and distribute downside risk across organizations and support
systems. These arrangements reduce the likelihood of breaching the ruin constraint during the early stages of
venture development.

3.2.3  Epistemic SUD: Redeployability of Outcomes

Epistemic SUD addresses the long-term consequences of entrepreneurial failure by increasing the future value
of entrepreneurial experience.

Mechanisms such as formal skill certification, recognition of entrepreneurial experience, and structured network
development improve the redeployability of human capital. By making entrepreneurial activity legible and
transferable beyond the venture itself, epistemic SUD lowers the perceived long-term cost of failure.

3.3 SUD as Coordinated Ecosystem Design

Although the three dimensions of SUD can be analytically distinguished, their effectiveness depends on
coordinated implementation. Static uncertainty is multidimensional, and addressing only one source of
downside exposure may be insufficient to enable entrepreneurial action.

For example, income stabilization without credible career reversibility may still leave individuals exposed to long-
term identity loss. Likewise, employment continuity without minimum financial security may not satisfy the ruin
constraint. Effective entrepreneurial feasibility therefore depends on institutional complementarity across
multiple domains.

This highlights the role of entrepreneurial ecosystems not simply as providers of resources, but as coordinators
of structural feasibility. Traditional ecosystem approaches emphasize funding, mentorship, and infrastructure.
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From the perspective of static uncertainty, however, the more fundamental issue is whether individuals can
access these resources without incurring unacceptable irreversible risk.

SUD therefore reframes entrepreneurial ecosystems as systems for configuring downside-risk allocation rather
than merely opportunity support.

3.4 Design Principles for Reducing Static Uncertainty
Three design principles follow from this framework.

First, reversibility must be structurally credible.

Entrepreneurial flexibility cannot be assumed behaviorally; it must be institutionally supported through
mechanisms that preserve employment continuity and future options.

Second, downside risk should be distributed rather than concentrated.

Without SUD, individuals bear the full burden of failure. Effective ecosystems reduce this concentration by
sharing risk across employers, governments, and support organizations.

Third, entrepreneurial commitment should be staged rather than binary.

Traditional models often assume a sharp transition from employment to venture creation. SUD enables gradual
engagement, allowing individuals to test opportunities without fully sacrificing livelihood stability.

Taken together, these principles shift entrepreneurial feasibility from an individual psychological issue to a
system-level design problem. Under high static uncertainty, entrepreneurial participation depends less on
willingness to take risks than on whether institutions make action survivable.

4. Case Study: Static Uncertainty and Mid-Career Entrepreneurial Entry in Japan

4.1 Research Context

To illustrate the role of static uncertainty in shaping entrepreneurial entry, this study examines a regional
entrepreneurship support program in Japan designed to attract mid-career professionals into venture creation.
The program targeted individuals primarily between their mid-30s and early 50s, many of whom had established
careers in corporate organizations or public institutions.

Japan provides a suitable high-static-uncertainty context due to rigid employment structures, limited labor
mobility, and strong organizational attachment, all of which increase the life-course costs of entrepreneurial
failure.

4.2 Methodological Approach

This study adopts a qualitative case study approach to examine decision-making processes among mid-career
individuals under conditions of static uncertainty. Data were collected over a four-month period from November
2025 to February 2026 through program observation and semi-structured interviews with eight participants.

The eight participants were selected from an entrepreneurship training program administered by a local
government, which had received twenty applications in total. Because the author served as a mentor for the
program, he conducted the study using these participants as the focal cases.

Using an abductive coding approach, the analysis focused on how participants sequenced life-constraint
evaluation (static uncertainty) and opportunity exploration (dynamic uncertainty). Rather than seeking
statistical generalization, the study provides process-level evidence for theory building in an underexplored
domain.

4.3 Pre-Entry Phase: The Dominance of the Static Loop

A consistent pattern across participants was that life-related constraints remained salient as they considered
potential business opportunities. In the early stages of the program, participants also spent time reflecting on
their personal and structural circumstances, including household finances, career continuity, and family
responsibilities.
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Key concerns included minimum income requirements for household stability, financial obligations such as
mortgages and education costs, the feasibility of re-entering the labor market after failure, and the impact of
entrepreneurial activity on family members. Importantly, these considerations were largely independent of the
specific opportunities under discussion. Participants often expressed interest in entrepreneurial ideas but
hesitated to engage more actively until they had a clearer sense of these constraints.

This behavior reflects the operation of the Static Loop described in the conceptual framework. Rather than
immediately engaging in opportunity evaluation or experimentation, participants first sought to understand
whether entrepreneurial entry was compatible with their broader life conditions. As one participant noted, “The
business idea is important, but I’'m worried about what happens if | fail.”

4.4 Negotiation of Constraints: Toward Bounded Risk

As participants progressed through the program, a second phase emerged characterized by active negotiation
of constraints. Rather than treating static uncertainty as fixed, participants sought ways to reduce downside
exposure through flexible work arrangements, return options with employers, household financial adjustments,
and external support.

These activities did not directly advance business development. Instead, they were aimed at transforming
unbounded risk into bounded risk by reducing the probability of catastrophic outcomes to an acceptable level.

4.5 Transition to the Dynamic Loop

A notable shift in behavior occurred once participants achieved sufficient clarity regarding their downside
exposure. At this point, attention moved from life-related constraints to business-related activities such as
market exploration, early prototyping, partner engagement, and business model iteration.

These activities are characteristic of the Dynamic Loop and were largely absent in earlier stages. This transition
suggests that engagement with dynamic uncertainty is contingent on the prior resolution of static uncertainty.

4.6 Variation in Outcomes

Not all participants moved toward venture formation during the program period. However, even among those
whose plans had not yet solidified, engagement in the program followed a similar pattern. Participants who did
not progress further at this stage often noted that unresolved static constraints made it difficult for them to
move forward. In contrast, those who advanced toward venture creation had generally identified mechanisms
that reduced their downside exposure.

This variation reinforces the paper’s central argument: entrepreneurial entry is shaped not only by opportunity
quality or individual capability, but by the structure of downside risk faced by the individual.

4.7 Interpretation Through the Lens of SUD

The observed behaviors can be interpreted as informal attempts to implement elements of Static Uncertainty
Design. Efforts to secure return options reflect administrative SUD, attempts to maintain partial income
correspond to contractual SUD, and participation in programs that enhance skills and networks aligns with
epistemic SUD.

However, these mechanisms were often incomplete or uncertain, limiting their effectiveness. Where more
structured support was available, participants were more likely to transition toward entrepreneurial action.

4.8 Implications of the Case Study

The case supports the proposed framework by showing that mid-career entrepreneurial action is sequential:
individuals first seek to reduce static uncertainty and only then engage dynamic uncertainty. The findings also
suggest that institutional mechanisms materially shape this transition.

While based on a single exploratory case, the consistency of observed patterns indicates that static uncertainty
provides a meaningful lens for understanding entrepreneurial feasibility under high-commitment conditions.
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5. Implications: Reframing Entrepreneurial Ecosystems as Systems of Downside-Risk
Design

5.1 From Resource Provision to Structural Feasibility

The findings suggest a fundamental shift in how entrepreneurial ecosystems should be understood. Existing
approaches emphasize resources such as funding, mentorship, infrastructure, and networks to support venture
creation by reducing dynamic uncertainty.

However, for mid-career professionals, these resource-based approaches are often insufficient. The main barrier
is not a lack of capability or opportunity, but structural exposure created by static uncertainty. The core
challenge is therefore not simply providing resources, but ensuring that individuals can access them without
incurring unacceptable irreversible risk.

This requires moving from a resource-based to a feasibility-based view of ecosystems. In this view, ecosystem
effectiveness depends less on the volume of support offered than on whether support can be accessed without
violating survival constraints.

Entrepreneurial ecosystems fail not only when resources are absent, but when existing resources remain
practically inaccessible under non-ruin conditions.

5.2 Implications for Ecosystem Design
Reframing ecosystems as systems of downside-risk design has several implications.

First, ecosystems must directly address static uncertainty by embedding elements of Static Uncertainty Design
(SUD) into their core architecture rather than treating them as optional add-ons. Programs that include income
support, employment flexibility, or re-entry pathways are more likely to attract and retain mid-career
participants.

Second, ecosystems should be evaluated by their ability to reduce irreversibility. Traditional metrics such as
startup counts or capital raised capture outcomes but not feasibility conditions. More relevant indicators may
include access to partial-income pathways, availability of re-entry options, and the extent to which participation
can occur without full livelihood disruption.

Third, ecosystem design must account for heterogeneity in life-course conditions. Early-career and mid-career
individuals face fundamentally different constraints, and effective support systems must reflect this variation.

5.3 Policy Implications: From Incentives to Risk Redistribution

The analysis also has important implications for public policy. Many entrepreneurship policies assume that
increasing incentives—such as grants, tax benefits, or subsidies—will increase entrepreneurial activity. While
such measures may influence behavior at the margin, they do not resolve structural exposure created by static
uncertainty.

For mid-career individuals, the key issue is not the attractiveness of potential gains, but whether potential losses
are tolerable. Policies that increase upside without reducing downside are therefore unlikely to meaningfully
change entry behavior.

Effective policy should instead focus on redistributing risk through mechanisms such as:

e Temporary leave arrangements for entrepreneurial activity
e Labor-market re-entry pathways

e Income stabilization during early venture stages

e  Portability of benefits such as healthcare and pensions

These measures do not eliminate uncertainty but reduce the likelihood that entrepreneurial entry results in
irreversible loss. In this sense, enabling entrepreneurship requires institutions to share downside risk rather than
concentrate it on individuals.
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5.4 Organizational Implications: The Role of Firms

Firms play an important but often overlooked role in entrepreneurial feasibility. For many mid-career
professionals, leaving employment is itself a major source of static uncertainty. Organizational policies can
therefore materially shape entrepreneurial entry.

Firms can contribute to SUD through:

e Sabbatical or entrepreneurial leave programs
e Hybrid internal-external work arrangements
e Recognition of entrepreneurial experience upon return

Such practices reduce the cost of entrepreneurial experimentation while preserving longer-term career viability.

From a strategic perspective, firms can view support for employee entrepreneurship not as a loss of talent, but
as an investment in human capital and ecosystem development. This shifts the employment relationship from a
zero-sum model toward a more dynamic and interconnected one.

5.5 Theoretical Implications for Entrepreneurship Research
The introduction of static uncertainty and SUD has several implications for entrepreneurship theory.

First, it challenges the dominant assumption that uncertainty is primarily dynamic and reducible through action.
Distinguishing static from dynamic uncertainty clarifies why existing frameworks under-explain non-entry in
high-commitment contexts.

Second, it extends the understanding of rationality in entrepreneurial decision-making. What is often
interpreted as risk aversion may instead reflect rational behavior under a ruin constraint. Models of
entrepreneurial entry should therefore better account for downside thresholds and survival considerations.

Third, this perspective connects entrepreneurship research with institutional theory and design science by
framing entrepreneurial feasibility as a function of institutional arrangements rather than individual disposition
alone.

5.6 Implications for Regional Development

From a regional development perspective, mobilizing mid-career professionals is critical because they possess
domain expertise, managerial experience, and professional networks.

Yet without institutional support, this potential remains underutilized. Regions that successfully implement SUD
are more likely to attract and activate experienced human capital.

This suggests that regional policy should prioritize institutional environments that enable entrepreneurial
participation across life stages. Rather than focusing only on startups as economic units, policymakers should
also focus on the conditions that make entrepreneurial entry viable for the people most capable of creating
them.

6. Conclusion: Designing for Viability in Entrepreneurial Systems

This paper examined the underrepresentation of mid-career professionals in entrepreneurship and argued that
it reflects structural constraints rather than individual risk preferences. Specifically, it identified static
uncertainty—irreducible, life-course—embedded risks—as the primary barrier to entry.

By distinguishing static from dynamic uncertainty, the paper highlights a limitation in existing theories that
assume uncertainty can be reduced through action. Under high commitment, decision-making is governed by a
ruin constraint rather than expected value maximization.

The Life-Aligned Entrepreneurship Framework (LAEF) conceptualizes entrepreneurial feasibility as a dual-loop
process in which the Static Loop precedes the Dynamic Loop. Building on this, Static Uncertainty Design (SUD)
was introduced as an institutional approach to reducing irreversibility through employment continuity, income
stabilization, and redeployability of outcomes.
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The case study demonstrated that mid-career individuals resolve static uncertainty prior to engaging in
entrepreneurial activity, supporting the proposed framework. These findings suggest that ecosystems should be
understood as systems that manage downside risk rather than simply promote opportunity.

For policymakers and organizations, the implication is clear: increasing incentives is insufficient without reducing
structural exposure. Enabling entrepreneurship requires redistributing risk across institutions rather than
concentrating it on individuals.

Future research should examine how static uncertainty varies across contexts and how institutional
configurations influence entrepreneurial feasibility. While this study is based on a single case, it provides a
foundation for rethinking entrepreneurship as a problem of viability design.

Enabling mid-career entrepreneurship ultimately requires a shift from encouraging risk-taking to designing for
viability. Ensuring that the “survival game” can be sustained is essential to unlocking experienced human capital.

Ethics Statement

This study did not require formal ethical clearance under the applicable institutional guidelines. Participants
were informed about the use of anonymized data for research purposes, and no personally identifiable
information is reported.

Al Declaration

A large language model (LLM) was used to support linguistic refinement and structural organization of the
manuscript. The author reviewed and revised all generated content, and all conceptual and analytical
contributions are the author’s own.

References

Dixit, A. K., & Pindyck, R. S. (1994). Investment under uncertainty. Princeton University Press.

Elder, G. H., Jr. (1998). The life course as developmental theory. Child Development, 69(1), 1-12.

Hevner, A. R., March, S. T., Park, J., & Ram, S. (2004). Design science in information systems research. MIS Quarterly, 28(1),
75-105.

Knight, F. H. (1921). Risk, uncertainty and profit. Houghton Mifflin.

McGrath, R. G. (1999). Falling forward: Real options reasoning and entrepreneurial failure. Academy of Management
Review, 24(1), 13-30.

McMullen, J. S., & Shepherd, D. A. (2006). Entrepreneurial action and the role of uncertainty in the theory of the
entrepreneur. Academy of Management Review, 31(1), 132—-152.

North, D. C. (1990). Institutions, institutional change and economic performance. Cambridge University Press.

Ries, E. (2011). The lean startup: How today’s entrepreneurs use continuous innovation to create radically successful
businesses. Crown Business.

Sarasvathy, S. D. (2001). Causation and effectuation: Toward a theoretical shift from economic inevitability to
entrepreneurial contingency. Academy of Management Review, 26(2), 243-263.

Scott, W. R. (2014). Institutions and organizations: Ideas, interests, and identities (4th ed.). Sage.

Simon, H. A. (1996). The sciences of the artificial (3rd ed.). MIT Press.

638
Proceedings of The 21st European Conference on Innovation and Entrepreneurship (ECIE 2026)



	Sato-IE-022
	1. Introduction
	2. Conceptual Framework: Static Uncertainty and Entrepreneurial Feasibility
	2.1 Entrepreneurship Under Uncertainty
	2.2 Static vs. Dynamic Uncertainty
	2.3 The Ruin Constraint
	2.4 Dual-Loop Model of Entrepreneurial Action

	3. Static Uncertainty Design (SUD)
	3.1 From Individual Risk Management to Institutional Design
	3.2 A Typology of Static Uncertainty Design
	3.2.1 Administrative SUD: Identity and Employment Continuity
	3.2.2 Contractual SUD: Income Stabilization and Risk Sharing
	3.2.3 Epistemic SUD: Redeployability of Outcomes

	3.3 SUD as Coordinated Ecosystem Design
	3.4 Design Principles for Reducing Static Uncertainty

	4. Case Study: Static Uncertainty and Mid-Career Entrepreneurial Entry in Japan
	4.1 Research Context
	4.2 Methodological Approach
	4.3 Pre-Entry Phase: The Dominance of the Static Loop
	4.4 Negotiation of Constraints: Toward Bounded Risk
	4.5 Transition to the Dynamic Loop
	4.6 Variation in Outcomes
	4.7 Interpretation Through the Lens of SUD
	4.8 Implications of the Case Study

	5. Implications: Reframing Entrepreneurial Ecosystems as Systems of Downside-Risk Design
	5.1 From Resource Provision to Structural Feasibility
	5.2 Implications for Ecosystem Design
	5.3 Policy Implications: From Incentives to Risk Redistribution
	5.4 Organizational Implications: The Role of Firms
	5.5 Theoretical Implications for Entrepreneurship Research
	5.6 Implications for Regional Development

	6. Conclusion: Designing for Viability in Entrepreneurial Systems
	Ethics Statement
	AI Declaration
	References




