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Original abstract 
 
One important concern of the ongoing debates within entrepreneurship research is the 
tendency of operationalising entrepreneurship as enterprise start-ups. However, some 
researchers have noted that entrepreneurship and enterprise start-up are not always connected 
- entrepreneurial acts do not always result in a formal enterprise and not all enterprises are the 
result of an innovative entrepreneurial act. Moreover, the individual entrepreneur is usually 
identified from a single start-up, which means that serial entrepreneurship and/or other 
entrepreneurial acts in their life paths are neglected. If an enterprise start-up is an 
entrepreneurial act or not should be regarded as context-dependent; to start a traditional 
enterprise in an established and legitimate industry should not be regarded as 
”entrepreneurial” as starting an innovative one in a context characterised by scepticism and 
hostility.  
 
In addition, there is also a tendency in society to organise innovative processes in terms of 
projects rather than as enterprises, and there are also research results indicating that some 
individuals handle enterprise start-ups as a sequence of projects in which the entrepreneur 
goes on to new start-ups when the enterprise has been established on the market. To 
summarise, there are several reasons for analysing both entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial acts 
in terms of project-based work. The aim of the paper is thus to discuss and argue for a project-
based view of entrepreneurship, which means that the ongoing entrepreneurial acts of the 
individual is studied in terms of time-limited courses of action. 
 
Our analysis of a number of narratives from individuals working in creative projects (theatres 
and musicals, regional development and independent schools) shows that their 
entrepreneurship is most evident both in terms of idea generation and project organising, and 
that a lot of non-standardised project work is in fact entrepreneurial acts according to most 
definitions. These individuals also tended towards serial entrepreneurship, where projects, 
endeavours in private life, community work and also enterprise start-ups were mixed over 
time. In order to further our understanding of entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship, it seems 
most important to study series of entrepreneurial acts in the life path of an individual rather 
than each act as a single event. An additional conclusion from these empirical data is that 
these entrepreneurial acts cannot always be ascribed single individuals only. To realise 
innovative ideas, it is often necessary that several individuals are involved in terms of teams 
or social networks. To put forward an creative and/or innovative idea should in itself be 



regarded as an entrepreneurial act (speaking is also an act), but to transform it into successful 
action teamwork is required where issues concerning practical implementation, organising, 
marketing etc must also be subject to entrepreneurial thinking and action. 
 
From this, we conclude that entrepreneurship should be studied in terms of serial projects in 
the life course of individuals. In order to understand this process we argue that qualitative 
studies, of narrative character, are necessary. By such an approach, the concept of 
entrepreneurship is extended from enterprise start-up as an empirical phenomenon to the 
individual and collective creative and innovative acts that individuals and groups of 
individuals perform during their lives in different dimensions, forms and societal sectors.  
 
 

1. Why a project-based view of entrepreneurship? 
 
Entrepreneurship, as we know it, materialises in an entrepreneurial act. It is the act in itself – 
an act characterised by a creative and influential step outside existing practices – that makes 
the acting individual an entrepreneur (Schumpeter, 1949). In other words, acts are 
‘entrepreneurial’ because of their novelties in relation to a social context, not because they are 
performed by individuals sharing certain psychological traits (Shapero & Sokol, 1982). This 
also means that the entrepreneurial act cannot be fully explained by reference to the individual 
agent, since different social contexts constitute entirely different environments for 
entrepreneurship (cf Trulsson, 1997). 
 
From this characterisation it follows that entrepreneurial acts pervade societies, economies, 
organisations and individual lives. Innovative policies are created, new firms are started, 
organisations are re-organised and individuals change the direction of their careers and private 
lives. Behind all such entrepreneurial acts there are also entrepreneurs; creative politicians, 
innovative businesspeople, enduring managers and courageous citizens. They may not spend 
their entire lives, not even substantial parts of it, performing entrepreneurial acts, but they all 
have something to say that enhance our understanding of entrepreneurship. The tendency of 
entrepreneurship research to focus empirical inquiry on enterprise start-ups means that a lot of 
entrepreneurial acts are never considered as a basis of knowledge on entrepreneurship, 
thereby depriving even the understanding of start-ups of important input. 
 
Moreover, entrepreneurial acts are temporary by nature. While individuals persist (at least for 
a while), acts usually starts, goes on and ends. Entrepreneurial acts are not different in this 
sense, they are temporary sequences of action (Marris & Somerset, 1971), processes in which 
novelties are created (Bygrave, 1993, Steyaert, 1997). The entrepreneurial act of convincing a 
legislative body to accept a controversial legislation is a temporary effort, and so are usually 
most re-organisations in corporations and most change processes in individual lives. Even 
firm start-ups are temporary in the sense that the explorative process fades out after a while, 
giving place to repetitive standardisation where the new ideas are exploited in everyday 
operations (March, 1995). In this sense, entrepreneurial acts are similar to projects (Waddock 
& Post, 1991, Bouchiki, 1993); i.e. unique, complex undertakings subject to limitations in 
terms of resources, time and quality (cf Packendorff, 1994). 
 
Saying that entrepreneurial acts are temporary projects (Lundin, 2000) also means that people 
can perform several entrepreneurial acts during a lifetime (Dyer, 1994). In contrast to defining 
individual entrepreneurs from single firms that they have started, one should thus define 



entrepreneurial individuals from the series of entrepreneurial acts that they have performed. It 
is not unusual that entrepreneurs start several businesses during their lives (Macmillan, 1986, 
Scott & Rosa, 1996, Wright et al, 1997a, Alsos & Kolvereid, 1998), but it is unusual that they 
are acknowledged for other entrepreneurial acts that might be as well as innovative and 
creative as the start-ups. And there are of course numerous entrepreneurial individuals that are 
not acknowledged at all because they devote their creative energies to community work, 
innovation in the public sector, non-profit operations, project-based work, cultural happenings 
or just adopt a different and/or controversial lifestyle (Waddock & Post, 1991). 
Entrepreneurship is, for these individuals, experiences from a series of temporary 
entrepreneurial acts performed in social interaction with other individuals.  
 
From this it also follows that the notion of defining entrepreneurship with reference to single 
individuals must be questioned. Even though new firms are formally governed by a visible 
single CEO or chairperson, it does not mean that firms are created by these visible single 
individuals only. New firms are often created by teams or networks of individuals, where 
different persons are involved in the process. When the visible entrepreneur ends up in new 
entrepreneurial ventures, it is not unusual to find the same individuals around her/him again (a 
pattern found not only in business life but also in cultural life, regional development etc.). 
This pattern is even more noticeable in the ‘other’ forms of entrepreneurial acts mentioned 
above – in some cases it might even be totally impossible for single individuals to get 
something done by themselves. Consequently, entrepreneurship is in practice often a 
collective process, and entrepreneurial acts are thus often collective acts. It is even not 
unusual that firms as entities are ascribed entrepreneurial actions (Zahra et al, 1999). 
Entrepreneurial acts should thus be seen as constructed by a number of “co-entrepreneurs” in 
social networks rather than by single persons. 
 
For entrepreneurship research, this discussion means that a developed understanding of 
entrepreneurial action should be based on inquiry on series of entrepreneurial acts rather than 
on single specific acts (i.e. enterprise start-ups). The co-entrepreneurs live with the different 
acts as episodes of social interaction, and incorporate their subjective perceptions of these 
episodes and contexts into life stories and thus into their identities. The co-entrepreneurial life 
path is a discontinuous one, where each discontinuity – be they entrepreneurial acts or 
something else – becomes an occasion for reflexion (both subjective and intersubjective) and 
thus for construction and re-construction of identities (Lindgren & Wåhlin, 2001). We 
therefore understand entrepreneurial identities as subjective construction in social interaction. 
This means that the entrepreneurial act is collective but entrepreneurial identities are often 
developed on an individual level (but in social interaction). When individuals talk about 
entrepreneurial acts they talk about collective action but relate themselves as individuals to 
entrepreneurial identities. For us as researchers it is both interesting to study the collective 
action but also how individuals related and create identities through these collective acts over 
time.  
 
Given this characterisation of entrepreneurship, it is evident that the current theoretical 
understandings of entrepreneurial acts and the individuals who perform them are in need for 
further theoretical development. The line of development implied by the above reasoning 
means moving entrepreneurship theory in three distinct respects; (1) from a concern for 
individual traits and socio-economic contexts in new firm creation to entrepreneurial acts in a 
wide sense, (2) from studying single acts to studying series of acts in the life courses of 
individuals, and (3) from viewing entrepreneurial acts as performed by lone individuals to 
view them as collective constructions by co-entrepreneurs in networks. As indicated above, 



many of these arguments can already be found in recent literature on entrepreneurship, but as 
we see it, they need to be connected into some sort of framework. To us, the recent 
developments in the field of project management (cf Packendorff, 1994, Ekstedt et al, 1999, 
Söderlund, 2000) can be a source of inspiration with its focus on projects as events, multi-
project settings and teamwork/network organising. By applying a project metaphor to 
entrepreneurial acts, the aim of this paper is thus to discuss theoretical and practical 
movements of entrepreneurship research. The project-based view of entrepreneurship can be 
summarised in the following way: 
 

• Entrepreneurship can be studied in terms of people performing entrepreneurial acts, of 
which enterprise start-up is only one form. 

• Entrepreneurial acts occur in series over the life paths of individuals, where each act is 
a discontinuity with implications for identity construction 

• Entrepreneurial acts are temporary collective experiences (“projects”) in different 
contexts.  

 
In the rest of the paper, the elements of the project-based view will be discussed more in 
detail, highlighting implications for theory development and empirical research. Each section 
will end with some examples from recent empirical studies on innovative and creative people 
in e.g. musical theatres, business advising, independent schools and organisational consulting 
who have performed several entrepreneurial acts during their lives. The individuals (whose 
current occupations are stated below) will appear in the text under the following names: 
 

• Tony, cultural director in a medium-size Swedish municipality 
• Stephen, owner and CEO of a company in the cultural sector 
• Sheila, free-lancing consultant in regional development and project management 
• Ulrike, head of an independent school 
• Diana, regional general manager in a media company 
• Anne, free-lancing consultant in organisational communication 
• Rajiv, CEO of an advertising agency 
• Bridget, educator and owner of a private research institute 

 
 

2. Entrepreneurial acts – not only start-up of firms 
 
In order to discuss what entrepreneurial acts are all about – or can become all about – one 
must go back to the origins of entrepreneurship research, more specifically to Joseph 
Schumpeter (see Trulsson, 1997, for a discussion). In his analysis on economic development, 
Schumpeter (1947) assumed that economies developed as actors in the economy responded to 
changes and events in their environment. These responses could either be ‘adaptive’ or 
‘creative.’ Responding in an ‘adaptive’ fashion meant that the actor changed some aspects of 
his operations while all basic practices remained as they were, i.e. a response that built on 
existing practices and ensured their continuity. ‘Creative’ responses, on the other hand, meant 
that the actor came up with an entirely new way of operating and changed all existing 
practices in a way that implied long-term effects. The creative response thus implied a radical 
break with all taken-for-granted assumptions, a break that ex post could be identified as an 
important step for the development. 
 



In addition to characterising entrepreneurship by reference to the creative response, 
Schumpeter also specified what kind of role the entrepreneurial agent actually played. The 
entrepreneur could provide financial resources for his own ventures, but it was not necessary 
in order to be considered as ‘entrepreneurial.’ Likewise, the entrepreneur was the one who 
brought an idea into a commercially viable product, but it was not necessary for him to come 
up with the idea himself. All in all, the actor that produced creative responses that lasted for 
long and brought them successfully into the market, was considered to fulfil an 
‘entrepreneurial function’ in the economy. 
 
From this characterisation, it follows that entrepreneurial acts happen in all sectors of society. 
With his background in economics, it was natural that Schumpeter analysed entrepreneurship 
in terms of markets, sales and economic returns, but it is also natural to analyse 
entrepreneurship in other fields of society than business life on their own premises. Moreover, 
in most fields of society, entrepreneurship has economic consequences even though it does 
not operate in a context of a free market economy. Entrepreneurial acts may happen within 
existing organisations, in authorities, in universities, in voluntary associations, in sub-groups 
of society. They might even happen in the private life of individuals. 
 
It should thus be quite clear that enterprise start-ups is just one form of ‘creative responses’. 
Many novelties that enter the market are developed within existing organisations in the form 
of projects, often (but not always) sharing all essential characteristics of entrepreneurial acts 
(cf Kanter, 1992, Zahra et al, 1999, Kidder 2000etc). When the entrepreneurial act is over, i.e. 
when the novelty or innovation has reached its market, the project is over and its result 
transferred to the permanent organisation for further exploitation (Ekstedt et al, 1999). And in 
some cases, non-entrepreneurial projects are used as ‘windows of opportunity’ for radical 
individuals in the organisation to bring about some ‘real change’. While the result of the 
project lives on, the project itself ends and the team is scattered. In fact, this happens 
frequently also where newly created firms are concerned (March, 1995, Wright et al, 1997b). 
In a sense, this can be seen as a consequence of long-term development towards a 
‘temporarisation’ of society: 
 

“Many observers have noted the contemporary decay in production of thoroughgoing 
literary Utopias (in sharp contrast with the ferment of the 18th and 19th centuries), and 
their replacement by satirical or polemical versions of life in the mass society of the 
future (e.g., Orwell’s 1984); what has gone unremarked is the enormous proliferation of 
short-term quasi-Utopias of all sorts – conferences, meetings, “task forces,” research 
projects, experiments, training excercises. It is as if we have traded the grand visions of 
social life as it might be lived for miniature societies, to wich one can become 
committed intensively, meaningfully, satisfyingly – and impermanently.” (Miles, 1964: 
pp. 465) 

 
Looking for entrepreneurial projects rather than entrepreneurial enterprise start-ups means 
opening up the empirical basis for entrepreneurship theory significantly. Moreover, it is not 
only acts formally called ‘projects’ that is of interest; entrepreneurial acts in the form of 
temporary sequences of action occur everywhere. (examples) 
 
Besides widening the empirical basis of research on entrepreneurship by acknowledging more 
acts as entrepreneurial acts, this also means that more individuals are acknowledged as 
entrepreneurial. Entrepreneurship is essentially a masculine construction (ref), due to the 
tendency of describing entrepreneurs as daring conquerors and entrepreneurship as starting up 



new firms. Not surprisingly, women and ethnic minorities are usually seen as marginal 
phenomena in the world of entrepreneurship. To be defined as an entrepreneur, the individual 
should possess certain (masculine) characteristics and/or start a new firm (which, as we have 
seen, is not the only possible way for entrepreneurial acts to materialise). To put it in a rude 
manner: if you look for white men doing things that white men usually do, you will find white 
men doing things that they usually do (s c hegemonic masculinitiesXX). You will not find 
women, men and ethnic minorities involved in other forms of entrepreneurial acts, people 
who also bring inventions into different sorts of ‘markets’ but who do not register firms in 
order to do it. 
 
Among our interviewees, there are several examples of both traditional entrepreneurial acts 
(i.e. business start-ups) and of other, project based ones. 
 
 

3. Entrepreneurial life courses – series of entrepreneurial acts 
 
Viewing entrepreneurial acts in terms of projects also means that the relation between the 
actors (co-entrepreneurs) and the result of theirs act can be temporary by nature. 
Entrepreneurs are traditionally expected to live with the results of their entrepreneurial acts 
(i.e. their firms) for a long time, either as passive owners or active managers (Lundin, 2000). 
When acknowledging also other entrepreneurial acts than enterprise start-ups, it is clear that 
the long-term relationship between the entrepreneurs and the act is far from a necessity. And 
even if such a long-term relationship exists, it does not exclude the entrepreneur from 
performing new entrepreneurial acts. 
 
The notion of ‘habitual’ and ‘serial’ entrepreneurs has been subject to several studies on 
repeated business start-ups in the life course of the same individual. In line with the request 
from Macmillan (1986) to study individuals who repeatedly founded their own businesses, a 
typology of habitual entrepreneurs has been developed in which entrepreneurial acts can be 
performed both within existing firms and in new ventures, both implying ownership and 
employeeship (cf Donckels & Dupont, 1985,Wright et al, 1997a). Empirically, this has meant 
inquiry on e.g. venture capitalists (Wright et al, 1997b), business clusters (Rosa, 1998), and 
entrepreneurship experience (Starr & Bygrave, 1992). What we find interesting in this line of 
research is (1) that the single-firm perspective is rejected (Scott & Rosa, 1996), (2) that serial 
entrepreneurship within existing organisations is acknowledged (Wright et al, 1997b), and (3) 
that the social network surrounding the entrepreneur is seen as an important resource in the 
recurrent entrepreneurial acts (Scott & Rosa, 1996). Still, most of this research is concerned 
with firm start-ups, management buy-outs and the creation of business portfolios (Scott & 
Rosa, 1996), but the image is clear; habitual entrepreneurs work by projects – in sequence, in 
parallel, or in both. 
 
The idea that some entrepreneurs perform repeated entrepreneurial acts has also caused some 
scholars to discuss the notion of ‘entrepreneurial careers’ (cf Dyer, 1994). The point of 
studying serial entrepreneurship in terms of careers is that issues on socialisation (i.e. how the 
individual develops hers/his life path through social interaction), different entrepreneurial 
roles and different life stages are brought into the discussion. From this research, it appears 
that individual entrepreneurs perceive their entrepreneurship in entirely different ways (Derr, 
1984) and that the way private life is handled also affects the entrepreneurial career 
significantly, not least for women (Goffee & Scase, 1985). The typical entrepreneurial career 



envisaged by Dyer (1994) starts out with some years of hard work, financial strains, sacrificed 
private life, customer orientation and strategic questions concerning partnership, ownership 
etc. If it goes well (i.e. that the firm grows), the entrepreneur becomes more of a manager; a 
delegating loner occupied with problems of administration and family involvement in the 
business. In its late stage, the entrepreneurial career is characterised by wealth and 
professional security, but also by reluctant retirement and business succession problems. Like 
most others, Dyer views living with the same firm throughout one’s life path as the natural 
thing, and serial entrepreneurship and/or changes in career orientation is something that 
happens as a consequence of business failures. However, the similarities with existing notions 
on project-based careers are evident.  
 
In literature, the project-based career is described in terms of a sequence of temporary jobs, 
and career progression means going from being a hard-working underpaid outsider to become 
a well-established insider working as a mentor and strategist (Jones, 1996). In many ways, 
Jones (ibid.) claims, a project-based career is a kind of serial entrepreneurship where gained 
knowledge, reputation, social contacts and financial resources is gradually developed through 
a sequence of ventures. The drawback is of course that the individual becomes a “loner”, a 
constantly moving person without stable emotional relationships in the workplace (Garsten, 
1999, Söderlund, 2000). The project-based career is not, however, a phenomenon existing 
among free-lancing, self-employed individuals, it can also be found in the guise of formal 
employment in organisations (Arthur et al, 1999, Cadin et al, 2000). As an employee in a 
project-based organisation, you might work full-time just as everyone else, but your work 
actually consists of handling various projects, in sequence and/or in parallel. Firms can also 
be seen as frameworks allowing for human beings to develop themselves in a project-like 
manner (Freeman & Gilbert, 1988). And there is also the possibility that people perceive their 
work progress in terms of projects even though they have not been formally involved in any, 
since their retrospective career story is organised as a sequence of important episodes and 
steps (Arthur et al, 1999, Lindgren & Wåhlin, 2001). 
 
Given that many entrepreneurial individuals perform repeated temporary entrepreneurial acts 
during their life courses, it is also natural to assume that these entrepreneurial acts are 
different to each other. Behind a series of new ventures there might e.g. also be other 
entrepreneurial acts within organisations, in non-for-profit work, or in private life. A current 
Swedish example of this is the former IT billionaire Jonas Birgersson, who became one of the 
standard keynote speakers on all entrepreneurship symposia after building up the large 
internet consulting firm Framfab. That was not his only entrepreneurial act, however. It also 
appeared that he had started a national federation for ”role games” during his years as a 
student (i.e. a formal organisation but far from a firm), and he also created a new way of 
dressing in the IT circles in Stockholm by always wearing an orange fleece sweater. He has 
thus performed at least three entrepreneurial acts; starting the national federation, starting 
Framfab, and made a trademark and symbol of himself through outspoken manners (making 
him similar to ‘ordinary’ CEO’s) and outdoor clothing (making him different from them). If 
we want to understand his entrepreneurship at Framfab, we must view it in the temporal and 
spatial context of his life-path, where there are also other entrepreneurial acts. 
 
In our own empirical studies, we also find this combination of serial entrepreneurship and a 
mix of different sorts of entrepreneurial acts. (empirical examples) 
 
 



4. Entrepreneurial acts as temporary collective experiences 
 
When we look upon entrepreneurship both in theory and pratice it seems that there is a 
widespread need to see it as embodied in the lone entrepreneur, as if entrepreneurial acts 
could only be performed by single individuals1. The lone entrepreneur is represented through 
history from ancient myths like Odyssevs to the entrepreneurs of our time such as Ingvar 
Kamprad, Richard Branson or Bill Gates. He – the lone entrepreneur is usually a ‘he’ – is 
described as a daring, bold individual who challenge his environment and is challenged by it. 
He sees what others do not see, he does what others would not do, and he accomplishes far-
stretching changes in business and society. Basically, this is of course a result of the 
individualistic orientation of entrepreneurship theory and of the practical need for heroes and 
role-models in society. What is interesting here, however, is what images of entrepreneurship 
that are conveyed and how this affects scientific inquiry on the subject. 
 
The practical image of entrepreneurship is that it is embodied in human being possessing 
extraordinary strengths in terms of energy, fighting spirit, creativity, charisma, 
competitiveness and so on. It is also an individual often in conflict with parts of his context 
due to controversial ideas and manners. Such an image is problematic in several ways. One 
problem is the simplified picture of how business and society changes – the portrayed 
entrepreneur is in fact a most un-democratic leader, living on his ability to convince and 
conquer. Another problem is that the image does not suit all those that could (and should) 
engage in entrepreneurial activity; it is a most masculine ideal that many feel estranged to. 
Moreover, most entrepreneurs work repeatedly together with others in actor networks, just 
like ‘ordinary’ managers and other professionals do (Birley, 1985, Waddock & Post, 1991, 
Larson & Starr, 1993, Cornwall, 1998). 
 
In entrepreneurship research – which of course both influences and reflects popular images of 
entrepreneurs – entrepreneurs are individuals performing entrepreneurial acts. If you have a 
social constructionist view on reality it is clear that entrepreneurial acts are constructed in 
interaction between actors. Your “own” ideas do not just fall down from the sky; they are all 
the result of interaction with others in different forms (formal or informal). Basically, there 
cannot be any entrepreneurial acts that are the product of just one individual – all 
entrepreneurial acts are to some extent collective acts. The entrepreneur cannot perform 
entrepreneurial acts without co-actors (no matter how remote they may be) and an audience 
(i.e. the ones that are convinced and make change real by changing their patterns of living and 
consuming). Of course some actors are closer to the entrepreneurial act than others and 
thereby also more influential (cf the notion of ‘action sets’ in Hansen, 1995), and of course 
different sets of actors in a network is mobilised in different entrepreneurial acts. 
 
The implication of this reasoning is that entrepreneurial acts are not acts by lone individuals, 
instead they are acts performed in temporary densities in actor networks. These densities – 
may they be called projects (Ekstedt et al, 1999), arenas (Sahlin-Andersson, 1996), control 
initiatives (Blomquist & Packendorff, 1998), strategic issues (Dutton, 1993), parallel 
organisations (Kanter, 1992) or windows of opportunity (Tyre & Orlikowski, 1994) – are 
created by one or several loosely coupled actors, who become tightly coupled for some time 
in order to transform an innovative idea into reality. This is of course evident when it comes 

                                                
1 According to Schumpeter (1949: 70), however, ”the entrepreneurial function need not be embodied in a 
physical person and in particular a single physical person.”  



to entrepreneurial acts performed within organisations, but it is also an accurate description of 
non-embedded acts such as enterprise start-ups, social movements in society etc. 
 
Many entrepreneurial acts therefore take the form of temporary organising processes 
(Packendorff, 1994, Söderlund, 2000). Lundin & Söderholm (1995) suggest that such 
temporary organising involves four sub-processes that all goes on throughout the project but 
with shifting importance for understanding daily action; action-based entrepreneurship, 
fragmentation for commitment-building, planned isolation, and institutionalised termination. 
The first process is most important in the beginning, when the idea-generator(s) try to gain 
support for the new idea and start to construct a social network for its subsequent realisation. 
Thereafter, the idea is transformed into a practical ‘project’ through a process of 
‘fragmentation.’ This means that the project is mentally ‘carved out’ from the everyday flow 
of events through including and excluding tasks, time periods and people (this is necessary for 
making the idea real, but it also means a risk that actors attracted by the idea find its concrete 
‘operationalisation’ unattractive). After this, the project goes into a phase of ‘planned 
isolation’, i.e. the implementation of the identified tasks during the identified time by the 
identified participants. The project team here organises itself as a somewhat detached unit, 
working hard against deadlines and budget restrictions – with the obvious risk of becoming 
too detached and thus subject to inertia. When approaching the end of the organising process, 
it is again ‘opened up’ to the rest of the world with a hope that the results will now be found 
worthwhile. 
 
Even though all theoretical models such as the above cited share the drawback of being too 
simplified in order to capture all possible empirical examples, it still provides us with leads to 
what may be interesting to focus empirical inquiry on. (empirical examples) 
 
 

5. The project-based view: Consequences in practice and theory 
 
Enlarging the empirical basis of entrepreneurship. The conceptual discussion about 
entrepreneurship, about operationalisations, empirical focus etc must be contextualised in a 
broader sense. By this we mean that we must encourage ourselves as researchers to be critical 
to what we study. Every start-up is not important as an entrepreneurial act, some are and some 
are not. When we study start-ups we must ask ourselves ‘what is actually new about this?’ 
This also means that practical definitions of entrepreneurs and/or entrepreneurial action must 
be subject to critical analysis; we cannot only look in business newspapers and accept what 
journalists regard as entrepreneurial action. If we do so we will only find traditional 
entrepreneurship. Our studies can be inspired of our daily life, if we use our feelings to 
recognise new approaches. For instance, movies and theatres can be regarded as 
entrepreneurial collective acts. There we can find new ways of dealing with new forms of 
organising and how different creative ideas are used in the construction of “plots” (many 
independent theatres are very creative and oriented towards breaking barriers). We are not 
saying that every theatre or movie produce newness, but maybe we find new things if we 
broaden our empirical basis for studying entrepreneurship. 
 
Enlarging entrepreneurial identity. One of the most important implications of this paper is the 
importance of enlarging entrepreneurial identity for human beings and collectives in society. 
More people can refer to entrepreneurial identity if we enlarge the practical empirical cases 
we use. For instance, cultural projects like theatre plays, musicals and concerts can be 



regarded as entrepreneurial acts because they are new ideas and/or new approaches that will 
be used further on. Typical female ventures like e.g. independent schools can also be regarded 
as entrepreneurial acts even though they do not result in a new company being created. To us 
it is clear that these acts are often as entrepreneurial as the empirical cases used in traditional 
entrepreneurial research (like e.g. start-ups of high tech firms). 
 
Emancipated entrepreneurship. Enlarging entrepreneurial identity also has the practical 
consequence that individuals and collectives of individuals in society can emancipate 
themselves from being non-entrepreneurial. Entrepreneurship is one of the virtues of almost 
all modern economic systems, and through the tendency of embodying entrepreneurial acts 
into entrepreneurs, it is also a basis for identifying important individuals in society. In 
addition to these modern heroes, i.e. self-assertive “lone” men starting successful enterprises 
against all odds, we would like to see other creative, innovative and committed people 
viewing themselves – and being viewed by others – as entrepreneurs. This will also affect 
several new groups of people and also political instances. If we for instance notice theatres as 
entrepreneurial acting groups of people maybe they can have a better financial support from 
governments and companies. 
 
Entrepreneurship: From single individual action to recurring social interaction. In this paper 
we have argued that what have been regarded as individual action instead can be seen as 
social constructions or social interaction. Our tendency to focus a central individual instead of 
a collective is ideological and therefore political. In society we do things together, we produce 
and reproduce structures (Berger & Luckmann, 1966) and therefore entrepreneurship should 
be viewed as a collective act. Therefore we must look upon each individual in interaction with 
others. That can be a professional network, project or family. Every idea, innovation or 
creativity is a product of interaction with others more explicitly or more implicitly. The 
ideological and political consequences of this pointed towards that “the lone entrepreneurship 
myth” should be neglected or abandoned. This can also lead us to new empirical fields and 
that new groups of people can be studied. We can study female industries like independent 
schools and see that they do things together in theme and perform collective entrepreneurial 
action (Lindgren, 2000). Many times they do not know who actually came up with innovative 
ideas because it was not important who came up with it. If we focus on the act instead of the 
person this will become clearer. If we ask people how the idea was generated then we might 
come to the conclusion that anybody can construct this. People do it together. 
    
Narrative approaches: Entrepreneurial identity as constructed through stories about acts. By 
studying project in serial way we can discover how entrepreneurial acts are constructed. 
We cannot understand acts if we do not understand how the actors have experienced past acts 
and relationships with each other and their view of future acts and future relationships. 
Through narratives we can understand driving forces and we can also combine different parts 
of individuals life, and understand what´s behind new ideas. We can also find out where the 
problems lies, where obstacles can be found, why good new ideas dies. Since we view 
entrepreneurial acts as collective experiences, the empirical basis concerning an 
entrepreneurial act cannot be the visible entrepreneur’s narrative only. If different narratives 
from different involved actors are brought together in the analysis, our understanding of the 
event will be much richer (cf Lindgren & Packendorff, 2001). 
 
Pluralism and diversity guiding entrepreneurship research. By applying the project metaphor 
to entrepreneurship research, we hope to have made some small contributions in the moving 
of entrepreneurship. Moving entrepreneurship in the direction of other entrepreneurial acts 



than enterprise start-ups, other actors than individual ones and series of acts rather than single 
ones, should be a way towards increased understanding of all entrepreneurial activities in 
society (enterprise start-ups included). Our own opinion is, however, that moving 
entrepreneurship is not enough; entrepreneurship has also the potential to become a 
movement, an important bottom-up force in societal development. But in order to become a 
movement, entrepreneurship should be constructed as something that implies innovation in all 
sectors of society, involves all kinds of actors and results in new conditions and patterns in the 
lives of individuals.  
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