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DIALOGUE

DO ANDROIDS DREAM OF
ENTREPRENEURIAL POSSIBILITIES?
A REPLY TO RAMOGLOU ET AL.’S
“ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE FORCES
US TO RETHINK KNIGHTIAN
UNCERTAINTY”

We are grateful to Ramoglou, Schaefer, Chandra,
and McMullen (2025) for their thoughtful commen-
tary concerning our recent Academy of Management
Review (AMR) article, which explores, in part, the epi-
stemic challenges facing artificial intelligence (Al)
systems in grappling with the problems of Knightian
uncertainty. Questioning the foundational assump-
tions of a field’s core theoretical perspectives is essen-
tial for scientific progress. In this regard, Ramoglou
et al. (2025) highlight several important points that
warrant reflection. In response, we endeavor to
expand upon several of the most fundamental con-
cerns they raise to illuminate a path forward for
researchers to advance both entrepreneurship and
organizational research on Al in productive ways.

CAN WE EVER ESCAPE THE FALSE
DICHOTOMY BETWEEN AI “SCOFFERS”
& “PROMOTERS?”

One of the central goals of our original AMR paper
was to build a bridge between entrepreneurship the-
ory and the organizational literature on Al. Toward
this end, we argued that the problems of Knightian
uncertainty create fundamental boundary conditions
on the predictive capabilities of Al systems. With
these goals in mind, we have been surprised to read
and review several recent studies implying that we are
fundamentally skeptical of the utility of Al systems in
entrepreneurship. Ramoglou et al. (2025) adopt a more
accurate interpretation of our theoretical arguments.
For the sake of clarity, although they characterize our
view from an analytical perspective as rooted in philo-
sophical skepticism, we would recharacterize our
theoretical stance as pragmatic rather than skeptical
regarding the limits of Alin entrepreneurship.

Pragmatic approaches are helpful in theory build-
ing as tools for “problem-driven, iterative advance-
ment towards truth” (Zellweger & Zenger, 2023: 383)
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that help “motivate and guide action toward what
could be” (Zellweger & Zenger, 2023: 382). In effect,
pragmatic approaches help us to reframe problems
through the exploration of novel solutions that
enable us to advance toward a more in-depth and
productive understanding of the world. With this
distinction in mind, what we reject in our study is a
false dichotomy between what Haugland (1985)
describes as the “scoffer” and “promoter” views of
AL We do not find either over-optimism or intense
skepticism to be productive epistemic stances for
understanding the role of Al in entrepreneurship
and organizations. While our position emphasizes
that even the most sophisticated and intelligent Al
systems will face important epistemic limits to accu-
rately predict future events, this does not mean that
these powerful systems are not useful in the field of
entrepreneurship. Such limitations are not unique to
Al systems but are rooted in the inherent paradox of
future knowledge that all actors (humans and Al)
confront.

DO ENTREPRENEURSHIP SCHOLARS NEED TO
ESCAPE THE KNIGHTIAN STRAITJACKET?

Beyond these issues, Ramoglou et al. (2025) raise
an important theoretical question regarding the rele-
vance of Knightian theory to entrepreneurship. They
provocatively argue that entrepreneurship scholars
need to escape the “Knightian straitjacket” in future
theory development. Their primary concern relates
to the definition we offer regarding Knightian uncer-
tainty as the inability of entrepreneurs to determine
whether something will be possible or impossible in
the future (Townsend, Hunt, Rady, Manocha & Jin,
2025). Specifically, they argue that while entrepre-
neurs might not know with certainty whether it will
be possible (or impossible) to successfully build
a new technology, entrepreneurs might strongly
believe it is possible.

This is a fair critique. In our AMR article, we do
not address the important epistemological distinc-
tion between knowledge and beliefs. Instead, in a
complementary piece (i.e., Townsend, Hunt & Rady,
2024), we more directly and expansively tackle these
fundamental epistemological questions. We will not
repeat these arguments here beyond echoing Ramo-
glou and colleagues’ (2024) observation that contem-
porary philosophical approaches differentiate among
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several dimensions of uncertainty in ways that clarify
and extend Knightian theory—most prominently, the
distinction between epistemic probabilities (i.e.,
“subjective uncertainties” that “measure the extent to
which verified evidence confirms or disconfirms
hypotheses about the world”) and credences (i.e., sub-
jective uncertainties that “measure how strongly we
believe propositions”) (Mellor, 2004: 7). On this
point, we appreciate Ramoglou et al.’s (2025) useful
differentiation between “strong beliefs” and “partial
knowledge,” and would clarify our definition
slightly to note that Knightian uncertainty refers to
the inability of entrepreneurs to know accurately
and completely whether something will be possible
orimpossible in the future.

With this revision in mind, we are not arguing that
the problems of Knightian uncertainty—particularly
the problem of actor ignorance—imply that entrepre-
neurs operate without strong beliefs (Ramoglou &
McMullen, 2024). Instead, the problem of actor igno-
rance surfaces in decision environments where
entrepreneurs lack evidence to verify the accuracy of
their beliefs. Given this distinction, recent studies
have advocated entrepreneurs adopt more scientific
approaches to addressing the evidentiary gap ema-
nating from the problem of uncertainty in early-stage
business venturing processes (e.g., Zellweger &
Zenger, 2023). There are many cases where
“scientific” tools and strategies can certainly help
entrepreneurs who are acting too impulsively to
gather more evidence to ground their beliefs in a
stronger evidentiary basis (Zellweger & Zenger,
2023).

But in the face of uncertainty, entrepreneurship
still requires action (Bort, Wiklund, Crawford, Ler-
ner & Hunt, 2024; Lerner, Hunt & Dimov, 2018).
Ramoglou and colleagues (2025) remind us that
entrepreneurial beliefs play a critical role in both ini-
tiating but also in sustaining entrepreneurial action
(e.g., Kier & McMullen, 2018; Pidduck, Townsend &
Busenitz, 2024). What Knightian theory illuminates
for us is the paradox of future knowledge that all
actors encounter when facing the future. In this sense,
Knightian theory functions not as a “straitjacket” per
se but as a means of tempering our overreliance or
excessive trust in the infallibility of our tools, strate-
gies, and systems for predicting the future.

DO ANDROIDS DREAM OF
ENTREPRENEURIAL POSSIBILITIES?

With this clarifying distinction in mind, Ramoglou
and colleagues (2024) raise an intriguing question
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regarding the role of “partial knowledge” and “strong
beliefs” with regard to Al systems. Several recent stud-
ies claim that AI systems demonstrate “sophisticated
and accurate performance in reasoning tasks about
belief states, they struggle to translate this reasoning
into strategic decisions and actions” (Strachan et al.,
2024: 6). As we discuss in our AMR paper, these
struggles extend from the fact that many frontier Al
systems operate based on “probabilistic knowledge”
(i.e., contingent informational representations in
high-dimensional data structures) and not “subjective
beliefs” per se. In this sense, these systems still lack
the semantic awareness and personal subjectivity
(D’Amato, 2024)—that is, the “strong beliefs”
(D’Amato, 2024) that are essential for autonomous
agentic action (Townsend, Hunt, Rady, Manocha &
Jin, 2025).

Despite these limitations, Strachan et al. (2024: 6)
note that frontier models like GPT4 display increas-
ingly high levels of “accurate performance in reason-
ing tasks about belief states” of other actors. In other
words, although Al systems do not operate based on
subjective beliefs, they are becoming increasingly
useful in helping us creatively and productively
shape our own beliefs. In this sense, just as Knightian
theory tempers our temptation to over-rely on
machine intelligence, intelligent machines can help
moderate and channel our beliefs toward productive
and promising new possibilities. Overall, we thank
Ramoglou and colleagues (2025) for helping illumi-
nate these questions in their AMR Dialogue. We are
grateful for the opportunity to engage in a useful con-
versation to collaboratively establish a stronger foun-
dation for future research to explore the role of Al in
entrepreneurship theory.
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