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Abstract 
 
While the development of mainstream entrepreneurship research has been quite successful in 
academic terms, the field has adopted some taken-for-granted assumptions and views 
hampering its further development, e.g. the polarisation between individual voluntarism and 
institutional determinism, the focus on single individuals, the focus on enterprise start-ups etc. 
Contrary to that, we propose a social constructionist epistemology in entrepreneurship 
research, according to which entrepreneurship is collectively organised by individuals in 
interaction, i.e. as projects. In this paper, two issues connected to the notion of ‘interactive 
entrepreneurship’ are discussed; the meaning of innovative social processes and the empirical 
inquiry on innovative projects. It is concluded by a discussion on how recent developments in 
project management can be beneficial to entrepreneurship research. 
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Interactive Entrepreneurship: 
Studying Entrepreneurship as Projects, in Projects 

 
 
1. Why interactive entrepreneurship? 
 
As an academic field, entrepreneurship contains several different basic perspectives and 
schools. One of the founders of the field, Joseph A Schumpeter, went into disciplines such as 
history, economic history and sociology in his life-long development of entrepreneurship 
theory, and even today entrepreneurship is studied within several disciplines such as 
economics, sociology, economic history and anthropology (cf Swedberg, 2000). 
Entrepreneurship research within business studies is primarily inspired by sociological and 
psychological approaches, in which interest is focused on identifying and stimulating 
entrepreneurship (cf Aldrich, 2000, Granovetter, 1985, 2000, Saxenian, 2000 and Kanter, 
2000). 
 
Given this multitude of scientific influences, what is actually entrepreneurship, and how does 
it differ from other popular areas such as creativity, management of innovation, project 
management etc? One possible way to answer is of course to get into a debate of definitions – 
like the economic history view held by Schumpeter based on the claim that entrepreneurship 
could only be identified ex post (implying that all attempts at studying entrepreneurship 
before or during its emergence are unnecessary). Schumpeter’s definition of entrepreneurship 
developed over time, however, and 1947 he found entrepreneurship in innovative acts. 
Routinised acts were the same thing as the day-to-day management of established operations, 
while innovative acts implied change and thus entrepreneurship. Schumpeter also found two 
personalities (not necessarily two persons) needed for the entrepreneurial act, the capitalist 
providing financial resources and the entrepreneur who takes his idea successfully into the 
market. The difference between them is that the capitalist assumes the financial risk, while the 
entrepreneur combines existing resources in an innovative way. Entrepreneurship can thus 
also be described as something dynamic, while non-entrepreneurship implies being subject to 
institutional and cultural forces and driven towards routine (cf also the notion developed by 
Bourdieu [1985] of human beings as creatures of habitus). Another ‘grand definition’ is 
provided by Van Mises (2000), who describes the practice of entrepreneurship not only in 
terms of technological experimentation but also as balancing between the needs of the 
customer and the resources available for serving the customer. These definitions are different 
from each other in many ways; one example is that Schumpeter’s definition is more abstract 
and all-encompassing than Van Mises’. Of course there are also many similarities, such as 
entrepreneurial act is about establishing and developing businesses. One interesting similarity 
between these and numerous other conceptual accounts of entrepreneurship is that the 
phenomenon is usually embodied into a single person, the entrepreneur. This has been an 
extremely influential conception in most entrepreneurship research within business studies, 
and perhaps even more so in society at large.  
 
In a way, entrepreneurship in theory and practice has borrowed quite a lot from disciplines 
such as leadership and management – despite the clear differences outlined by many leading 
scholars of entrepreneurship. Like the CEOs of the large corporations, entrepreneurs are 
individually recognised as masculine super-human leaders and heroes  struggling for radical 
change in a highly competitive environment. The image conveyed is the lone, strong man who 
fights against conservative structures in order to make his ideas come true (cf Holmquist & 
Sundin, 2002). The problem of this development is that it depicts entrepreneurship as 



something for a chosen few rather than as a possibility for everyone. The public images of the 
entrepreneurial life style of Richard Branson (Virgin), Ingvar Kamprad (IKEA) or Jonas 
Birgersson (Framfab) usually involves a degree of commitment that is impossible for the 
many individuals who want to devote at least some of their energies to their families. 
Entrepreneurs are also depicted as striving for their own individual freedom and hard to work 
with unless they are in control themselves. Therefore, we need an image of entrepreneurship 
conveying a multitude of different ways of living and working. We thus also need to question 
the way entrepreneurship is operationalised in empirical inquiry (cf Schumpeter, 1947) and to 
initiate a scientific debate on the nature of entrepreneurship research (Carsrud et al, 1986). 
Quite often it seems that there are only weak links between theoretical concepts and the 
design of empirical studies – we cannot always study small businesses or enterprise start-ups 
à priori without linking the theoretical concepts to the empirical subjects. 
 
Much entrepreneurship research has also explicitly or implicitly a normative ambition, which 
can also be found in the network-based approach. Often, the network approach means an 
instrumental rationalisation of social relations – friendship and other social contacts are 
studied as tools used by entrepreneurs in order to obtain financing and succeed with their 
business plans. Basically, this implies a mechanistic view of entrepreneurship as something 
that can be organised just as the daily operations in a firm can be organised.  
 
As always, there are of course notable exceptions, e.g. Kanter (2000) who describes 
entrepreneurship in terms of intra-organisational teamwork and the entrepreneurs as corporate 
entrepreneurs (Kanter, 1992), intra-preneurs or idea generators (cf also Galbraith, 1982). The 
basic view of this literature is collectivistic by nature, i.e. that all ideas appear in social 
interaction between individuals who might not be able to tell who came up with the ideas or 
how it emerged. Ideas and innovations are usually results of discussions, meetings, arguments 
or other forms of social interaction, that is to say that entrepreneurship is always embedded in 
social structures (Granovetter, 1985). This view of entrepreneurship as a collective act that 
can be described in terms of trustful and commited relationships in networks is also developed 
by Birley (1985) and Burt (2000). Likewise, Saxenian (2000) claims that the development of 
Silicon Valley – often said to be one of the most entrepreneurial regions in the world – is a 
result of continuous networking between individuals and between companies rather than of 
the discontinuous independent acts of lone individuals. 
 
Creative organising and networking is thus far from uninteresting in the future development 
of entrepreneurship theory – on the contrary, it has been shown that social structures on 
different levels have a major impact on individual agency (cf Giddens, 1984, Granovetter, 
1985, Kanter, 1992, 2000). But entrepreneurial processes should be studied as organic 
processes, as time-limited series of events in which people create/develop things together. 
This also means a less normative character of conclusions – it is more interesting to develop 
approaches and understandings of entrepreneurial processes than it is to identify traits in 
individual personalities and/or success factors of individual organisations. Of course there is 
always the possibility to use descriptive analysis in the development of normative 
conclusions, but that should not be the guiding aim. 
 
One consequence of this reasoning is that entrepreneurship should not necessarily require that 
a formal organisation is created (which is the alternative Gartner, 1989, suggested to 
overcome the traditional individualistic approach). Several theatre plays can be just as 
innovative by generating new ways of looking at the world. One example is Swedish director 
Lars Norén, whose plays often turns our taken-for-granted ways of thinking about or lives 



upside down. Another – recently experienced – example is the Improvisation Theatre in 
Stockholm, where the play emerges throughout the evening without almost any guidelines 
other than the basic format. And besides theatres, there are many other examples of 
entrepreneurship that has very little to do with the traditional notion of starting up commercial 
businesses in the form of formal organisation. There are of course numerous entrepreneurial 
people that are rarely acknowledged 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, 
Kupferberg, 1998, Lindgren & Packendorff, 2003). Entrepreneurship is, for these individuals, 
experiences from a series of temporary entrepreneurial acts performed in social interaction 
with other individuals. 
 
To summarise, we argue that entrepreneurship is not the result of what single individuals do – 
it is rather a consequence of temporary organised social interaction processes. Moreover, 
entrepreneurship should be found also in other empirical contexts than commercial business 
start-ups. Our alternative – interactive entrepreneurship – takes these two arguments into 
account by focusing on entrepreneurship as temporary processes of innovative social 
interaction – i.e. of projects. Below, we develop these themes and outline the research 
methodologies and possible empirical studies resulting from them. 
 
 
2. Interactive entrepreneurship – a project-based ontology of innovative social processes 
 
As mentioned above, there are many different approaches in entrepreneurship research – from 
an institutional perspective (cf Aldrich, 2000) to a voluntaristic and individual one 
(Mclelland, 1961). One popular point of departure is evolutionary population ecology (cf 
Hannan & Freeman, 1986) in which a lot of interest is directed towards spontaneous changes 
in the economic environment and opportunity recognition. From such an institutional 
perspective, opportunities appear in the economic environment that some actors recognise and 
take advantage of, while other opportunities disappear and force actors to reconsider their 
operations. This is contrary to the individualistic approach, according to which 
entrepreneurship is the result of active individuals succeeding in bringing their innovations 
into the market – individuals that subjectively recognise opportunities where others only see 
problems. Between these two extremes, one finds a perspective in which entrepreneurship 
emerges in interaction between individual actors and institutional structures (cf Granovetter, 
2000, Kanter, 2000), a perspective very well suited for the inquiry on entrepreneurial 
processes in social interaction – i.e. projects. We therefore go on to develop a view of 
entrepreneurship as socially constructed (cf Berger & Luckmann, 1966, Gergen, 1985), which 
results in that single individuals become less important for empirical inquiry. It is more 
interesting to analyse how opportunities are recognised and deemed legitimate, and what it is 
that drives social processes forward. 
 
By saying that entrepreneurship is an interactive process, we thus claim that entrepreneurship 
happens in social interaction – from initial idea generation to the construction of 
entrepreneurial identity. This means that it becomes impossible to talk about a single 
entrepreneur – rather several entrepreneurs enacting an entrepreneurial process together, not 
really aware of who actually formulated ideas, took the major decisions etc. Such a social 
constructionist view can also be seen as a development of a becoming-perspective, according 
to which pluralism and emancipation from given identities are central to entrepreneurship 
(Chia & King, 1998, Lindgren & Packendorff, 2003).  



 
Contrary to the quite common view that ‘real entrepreneurs’ acquire legitimacy from living up 
to general expectations on what an entrepreneur is and how he should behave, we therefore 
claim that the entrepreneurial process is about challenging and breaking institutionalised 
patterns, to become de-socialised from society rather than socialised into it. Entrepreneurship 
in terms of emancipation from institutionalised patterns becomes the interesting subject of 
study, including the problem of deviating from taken-for-granted identities in society (cf 
Gergen, 1985). Practically, this implies empirical studies on how ideas emerge, what ideas 
that are developed, what ideas are viewed as legitimate, how the interaction between actors 
unfolds etc. 
 
A related practical implication of this reasoning is that entrepreneurial acts are not acts 
performed 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 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, 1995, 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. At this stage, the actor network de-couples itself as individuals go back to 
previous activities or to new actor network densities elsewhere (Blomquist & Packendorff, 
1998). Some of the actors might work together again in new entrepreneurial acts, while others 
remain at distance. 
 
Viewing entrepreneurial acts in terms of projects also means that the relation between the 
actors (co-entrepreneurs) and the result of their 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, i.e. serial entrepreneurship (cf Macmillan, 1986, Scott & Rosa, 
1996). 
 
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. Many 
entrepreneurial individuals have not spent any longer periods as salaried employees, and it 
often seems that they view their careers in terms of a series of temporary entrepreneurial acts 
(Lindgren & Packendorff, 2003). These acts might be projects or efforts undertaken as a part 
of a formal employment, but they also concern enterprise start-ups – establishing a firm is a 
project in itself. The start-up becomes a project mentally separated from the subsequent 
repetitive daily operations. Often, all these different forms of entrepreneurial acts are used to 
constitute or change the individual’s lifestyle and career, and they occur in series during the 
life path of the individual (Lichtenstein & Mendenhall, 2002). For these people, approaching 
new ideas and tasks as projects implies being entrepreneurial and creative. And being 
entrepreneurial and creative is to repeatedly engage in new ventures when there are 
opportunities and/or need for change in life. In a simplified manner, these differences between 
traditional entrepreneurship and interactive entrepreneurship can be summarised as follows 
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entrepreneurship 
Interactive 

entrepreneurship 
Based in Individual characteristics 

or 
institutional conditions 

Collective agency 
and 

institutional conditions 
Created by/in Individual entrepreneurs Collectives in social 

interaction 
Entrepreneur Single driving force Co-actor in network 
Manifests as Enterprise start-up processes Repeated innovative 

organising processes 
Results in Formal commercial 

organisations and economic 
development 

New and different courses of 
action 

Entrepreneurship ends Never When the innovative process 
transforms into routinised 

action 
 
Fig 1.Traditional entrepreneurship and interactive entrepreneurship: A comparison of 

perspectives 
 
 
3. Interactive entrepreneurship – studying entrepreneurship through projects 
 
Usually entrepreneurship is studied in connection to enterprise start-ups. As claimed above, 
enterprise start-ups are not the only form that entrepreneurship can take, for many changes, 
innovations and followers emerge from business-related circumstances and problems. A usual 
dilemma with studying enterprise start-ups is of course that it is impossible to say which of 
them that will actually be viewed as ‘entrepreneurial’ after they have happened. Some claim 



that it is possible to study entrepreneurship that way since the business idea or the created 
company is always new in some way, while others describe their field as small business 
management where the managerial process is just as interesting as determining whether the 
venture is successful or not.  
 
This paper started with the argument that further development of entrepreneurship theory and 
practice require an epistemological re-orientation towards social constructionism. Viewing 
entrepreneurship as socially constructed processes implies a reduced interest in individual 
actors (the entrepreneurs) and newly created organisations (start-ups), since the focus will 
instead be on the innovative social process in itself. This does not mean that the acting 
individuals or the outcome of the process is non-significant – individuality and success are 
usually important conceptions emerging in innovative processes (Lindgren et al, 2001) – but 
they can not any longer be seen as manifestations of entrepreneurship. And as guiding 
conceptions in the social interaction of innovative processes they should also be 
complemented by other conceptions such as collectivity, teamwork, equality, altruism, 
commitment, ethics, emancipation, gender, politics etc. Empirical studies must show what is 
important to the (inter-)actors of innovative processes, not preconceptions on what factors that 
are correlated to successful enterprise start-up. 
 
One evident problem of putting a view of entrepreneurship as innovative social processes into 
practical field research is to know when and where innovative processes actually happen – i.e. 
a similar problem to the mainstream difficulty of knowing entrepreneurs and successful firms 
before they are seen. Our suggestion is to focus empirical inquiry on projects intended to be 
entrepreneurial and/or innovative – such intentions are usually quote clearly spelled out at 
early stages in projects. Projects are thus seen as structured processes of social interaction 
intended to contribute something new to the environment from which they once emerged. One 
should of course be aware that the formal project period do not encapsulate the whole 
innovative process (idea generation often precedes the formal project, and diffusion into the 
environment often happens after deadline), but that is different from project to project. In the 
case of art projects, most of the creative work happens within the formal temporal boundaries 
of the project, while many other projects do not start until the whole process has been 
thoroughly planned. 
 
As objects of study, projects share the advantage that they are temporary efforts to identify 
new ideas, get things done and work in closely coupled teams. By studying innovative 
projects it will also be easier to delimit the entrepreneurial processes in a practical way. Many 
existing operations on the market were originally developed in projects within organisations, 
projects that still exhibit all requisites of entrepreneurship such as new ideas, action-
orientation, followers etc (t ex Kanter, 1992, Zahra et al, 1999, Kidder 2000). When the 
entrepreneurial act is over, i.e. when the novelty or innovation has reached its market, the 
project is over and its result diffused into its permanent context 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, 1997). 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; structured innovative processes in the 
form of temporary sequences of action occur everywhere. When the entrepreneurial act is 
over – i.e. when the project is completed, when the play has reached the audience, when the 
common sake of the network is obsolete or when the firm is established – life goes on towards 
something. New entrepreneurial acts might follow, but there might also be years of repetitive 
work – i.e. playing the play twice a week, having regular network meetings or managing the 
established firm. We do not intend, however, that all projects or all other extraordinary efforts 
should be regarded as entrepreneurial – that depends on the idea, how it is implemented and 
how the process is related to the context. Among projects, most construction projects are 
usually regarded as routine work requiring a low degree of creativity and newness, while 
many cultural projects are subject to institutionalised expectations to be different and 
provocative. 
 
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, 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 masculinities Collinson & Hearn, 1996). 
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. 
 
A suitable methodology for studying entrepreneurial processes in the form of projects could 
be participant observation, where the researcher is a present observer without interfering in 
the social process. In addition, one might use data such as interviews in order to get an 
understanding of the individual participant’s interpretation of the process. These data can then 
be subject to a narrative analysis where the story – i.e. the narratives of the participants – are 
re-written by the researcher in order to cover the relevant (empirically generated) events, 
conflicts etc that convey a straightforward understanding of the entrepreneurial process (see 
also Boje, 2001). 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 (cf Kupferberg, 1998). Through narratives we can understand driving forces and 
we can also combine different parts of individuals’ lives, and understand what is behind new 
ideas. We can also find out where the problems lie, where obstacles can be found, why good 
new ideas die. 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, 2002). 
Entrepreneurial acts are socially constructed by individuals in interaction, which means that 
these acts are also bases of identity construction for all involved. 
 
 Traditional 

entrepreneurship 
Interactive 

entrepreneurship 
Entrepreneurship? Ex-post assessment after 

start-up 
Process characteristics of 

innovative social processes 
Study focus Individual entrepreneurs 

and/or created formal 
organisations 

Innovative social processes 

Empirical operationalisation Successful entrepreneurs 
and/or established formal 

organisations 

Formal and non-formal 
projects created out of 
innovative ambitions 

Methodology Survey studies, quantitative 
analysis of data sets, ‘success 

stories’ 

Narrative interviews, 
participant observation, 

ethnography 
Results in Explanatory and predictory 

variables behind successful 
enterprise start-up 

Descriptive understanding of 
innovative processes in a 

wide sense 
 
Fig 2. Traditional entrepreneurship and interactive entrepreneurship: A comparison of 

research approaches 
 
 
4. Conclusions 
 
In this paper, we have argued that traditional entrepreneurship research is a result of a long 
historical development of definitions, concepts and methods. While this development has 
been quite successful in academic terms, one could say that entrepreneurship research is not 
really so ‘entrepreneurial’ anymore. The field has adopted some taken-for-granted 
assumptions and views hampering its further development, e.g. the polarisation between 
individual voluntarism and institutional determinism, the focus on single individuals, the 
focus on enterprise start-ups and formal organisations, the normative ambition and the search 
for economic motives. Contrary to that, we propose a social constructionist epistemology in 
entrepreneurship research, according to which entrepreneurship is collectively organised by 
individuals in temporary interaction, constructing newness through cooperation, conflict and 
co-authorship. In this paper, we have chosen to discuss two grand issues connected to the 
notion of ‘interactive entrepreneurship’; the meaning of innovative social processes and the 
empirical inquiry on innovative projects. 
 
Given that entrepreneurship research thus should benefit from thinking about 
entrepreneurship in terms of projects and use projects to learn more about entrepreneurship, 
what would then be the contribution of existing project management theories to a re-oriented 
entrepreneurship paradigm? As we see it, there are at least four such important contributions: 
 
Theoretical and methodological experiences from non-firm studies. Studying entrepreneurship 
in the way proposed here means avoiding firm-level theories and research methodologies. The 



established notion of project-level studies within project management research should be an 
important source of experiences and inspiration there. This is especially important where 
“non-sited” projects and entrepreneurial ventures are concerned, i.e. efforts that are not 
physically discernible from its context. 
 
Focus on teamwork and group processes. When abandoning the notion of the single, lone 
entrepreneur, there is a need for other views guiding researchers’ preconceptions on what to 
see and study in entrepreneurial ventures. The project management view of innovative 
projects as both structured and chaotic group processes should here be an important 
consideration. 
 
Notions of political contexts and environments. In traditional entrepreneurship research, there 
is a tendency to neglect the context of the entrepreneurial venture. Rather, it is almost 
automatically assumed that the context is ignorant or even hostile and as such useless to the 
entrepreneurial process. The understanding of project environments developed during the 
1990’s – i.e. a complex and political environment closely affecting the project throughout its 
implementation – should here be an important theoretical contribution to theory development. 
Concrete examples of such theoretical models could be the notion of drifting environments 
developed by Kreiner (1995), multi-project management difficulties (Engwall & Sjögren 
Källqvist, (2000), external renewal effects (Ekstedt et al, 1999) or the models for stakeholder 
management outlined in Pinto (1996). 
 
The idea that things come to an end. Entrepreneurship research often tends to view 
entrepreneurial processes as not limited in time; the entrepreneur and his venture is just as 
interesting when the firm is established. Then, attention is directed towards growth problems 
and the possibilities for the entrepreneur to remain at control of his creation. From a project 
management perspective, the entrepreneurial process ends when the venture is established as a 
going concern, leaving the members of the actor network free to engage in new such 
processes while still maintaining the results from the old ones. The notion that entrepreneurial 
processes actually come to an end, that they sooner or later become increasingly detached 
from their creators, is an important figure of thought to understand entrepreneurship. It is the 
temporary processes where actor networks come together to create newness that should be of 
interest to the scholars, practitioners and sponsors of entrepreneurship, not the eternal 
processes of day-to-day enterprise management. 
 
An additional question of some interest is of course how and in what ways project 
management research could benefit from closer ties to entrepreneurship research. Even 
though that is not the main subject of this paper, we can identify some such possible 
contributions: 
 
Questioning the systems approach explanations of project creation. Project management as a 
discipline is firmly rooted in the systems approach to management, which means that projects 
should be goal-directed and derived from goals formulated at higher levels of the system (e.g. 
a company). Contrary to that, entrepreneurship research often departs from the individual in 
explaining innovative processes. Sometimes the individual is viewed as a combination of 
psychological traits, sometimes as an embedded actor that can be stimulated through culture 
and legislation, but seldom as an expedient server carrying out the orders of superiors. By 
opening up to alternative ways of explaining project creation, project management research 
should be able to learn quite a lot on why people engage in projects and organise the way they 
do. 



 
Questioning the importance of planning. While project managers are supposed to plan for 
their projects, entrepreneurs are supposed to plan for their established business. A business 
plan is, primarily, a vision of an established enterprise, secondary an outline of the way there. 
Project management research and practices should benefit from also taking into account what 
projects lead to afterwards, not only focusing on what happens during project implementation. 
 
An increased interest for the ‘innovative’. Project management as a discipline originated from 
the need for handling new and unique processes in an effective manner – the management of 
exceptions was to be just as rational as the management of routines. What has gradually 
happened is that the solutions of problems emerging from managing unique ventures has been 
sought in the established solutions for managing routinised operations. Today, project 
management is a highly standardised discipline – in terms of theory, in terms of practices, in 
terms of education - and what seems to be lost is the need for creative and novel thinking that 
once gave birth to the field. In entrepreneurship, the new and the different is what is sought 
for, not standardised solutions and models. And when institutional conditions are discussed, 
they are always intended to give individuals space to work creatively together. This difference 
between the fields is perhaps most evident in societal development projects, where all the 
structured expectations of project management are applied to situations where true 
entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship is needed. 
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