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Abstract
This article sheds light on entrepreneurship in the public sector. The purpose is to provide
insights into internal entrepreneurship process of transferring innovative projects into a
permanent operation. The empirical material is drawn from a project realizing a new and
unproven organizational solution in human services with the aim of improving young
people’s mental health. Employees of social services and education departments jointly
conduct the project. References based on internal entrepreneurship and project manage-
ment constitute the article’s frame of references. An interactive research approach is used.
The results show that it was not enough to establish a strong horizontal organizational
support and produce exceptionally good results in order for the project to be transferred
into a permanent operation. The funding of the project was outside the management sys-
tem and thus not incorporated into routines and procedures such as budgeting and follow-
up reporting. Consequently, descriptions of the innovative project’s success and efficien-
cy gains were not linked administratively to the management system. The lack of infor-
mation to the top management led to no decision being made about permanentizing the
project. The findings highlight the hierarchical relation; the importance of make an inno-
vative project visible to the top management through the management system.

*Ulrika Westrup is an assistant Professor of Business Administration. Her research interest include
management control and leadership in the public sector, human service organizations,, inter and intra
organizational networking, and intrapreneurship/entrepreneurship. She has studied human service
organizations since 1998.

Introduction

Since the 1990s, expectations for the public sector to be more effective and in-
novatively oriented have increased (Diefenbach, 2011; Lundstrom & Sundin,
2008; Luke, Verreynne & Kearins, 2010). Innovations — new and unproven ideas
— about making daily operations more efficient often originate from employees,
on the basis of their experience and expertise (Morris, Kuratko, Schindehutte &
Spivack, 2012; Pinchot, 1987). To realize new and unproven ideas, employees
have to assume the role of change agents. One general term used to describe this
type of role and process is internal entrepreneurship; other terms include corpo-
rate entrepreneurship, organizational entrepreneurship, and intrapreneurship.
Internal entrepreneurship is often described as something that performs the role
of external entrepreneurship within the organization (Sadler, 2000). There are
similarities between external and internal entrepreneurship. For example, the
internal entrepreneur, like the external, enacts new opportunities and is depend-
ent on resources. Directly transferring knowledge of entrepreneurship in order to
better understand internal entrepreneurship, however, is problematic
(Burgelman, 1985). Internal entrepreneurship processes take place within an
established organisation with organizational structures and procedures such as
existing resource distribution routines, principles of decision making, and fixed
structures (Luchsinger & Bagby, 1987; Molina & Callahan, 2009). Moreover,
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external entrepreneurs has much more personal control over the project’s desti-
ny, while risking private capital (Morris, Davis and Allen, 1994). The risk capi-
tal of internal entrepreneurs belongs to the organization, while they risking their
Oown careers.

In several studies, it emerges that internal entrepreneurship is an important
issue for every organization (e.g. Antoncic & Hisrich, 2003; Barlett & Dibben,
2002; Wunderer, 2001). Internal entrepreneurship is an engine in the self-
renewal and efficiency gains of organizations (Diefenbach, 2011; Lowndes,
2005). Morris et al. (1994:84) express this as follows:

Teams and groups are invaluable in modern organizations, and play a
critical role accomplishing corporate entrepreneurship. However, the-
se findings suggest that individuals matter, and must be given the in-
centive and autonomy to identify opportunities and champion innova-
tive products and processes.

Research stresses also that strong organizational support is important for in-
ternal entrepreneurship, including from top management, in order to succeed
with minor innovations as well as with more radical and revolutionary changes
(Barlett & Dibben, 2002; Diefenbach, 2011; Hisrich, 1990; Sundin & Tillmar,
2008).

Entrepreneurship within the organization is usually associated with the pri-
vate sector and what occurs there (cf. Germak & Singh, 2010; Holbrook, 2010).
However, internal entrepreneurship exist in all types of organizations in the
public sector, depending on time, place, and situation (Mack, Green & Vedlitz,
2008; Sundin & Tillmar, 2008; Zerbinati & Souitaris, 2005). On the other hand,
the public sector operates in circumstances that differ fundamentally from those
of the private sector in areas such as the environment, objectives, obligations,
and financing (Morris & Jones, 1999; Sadler, 2000; Diefenbach, 2011). The
relatively limited research concerning internal entrepreneurship in the public
sector results in that the processes of realizing and transferring innovative pro-
jects into a permanent operation have not been to any great extent. There is, thus,
a need for more empirical studies from the perspective of what happens in the
process and what are the challenges of integrating innovative projects into a
regular part of the organization. Such knowledge increases our understanding of
how employees assume the role of change agents to make daily operations more
efficient and how the organizational support can be developed.

The purpose of this article is to provide an empirically-grounded analysis of
a successfully innovative project in the public sector in order to provide insights
into the internal entrepreneurship process and challenges of transferring the
project into a permanent operation. The empirical material deals with a minor
innovative project, a new and unproven organizational solution, in human ser-
vices (Hasenfeld, 1983) with the aim of improving young people’s mental
health. Employees of social services and education departments develop and
operate the innovative project jointly. There are reasons why realizing a minor
project in human services concerning young people’s mental is an adequate case
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to study. For the first, a minor project provides knowledge in which every day
processes operate, for realizing new and unproven ideas (Burgelman, 1983;
Diefenbach, 2011; Kanter, 2004). Second reason is that we still know little about
internal entrepreneurship in human service organizations, e.g. education and
social services, despite the fact that those organizations constitute a large part of
the public sector in Sweden. A growing number of discussions are based on the
fact that employees in the field of young people’s mental health have to find new
ways to be able to work preventatively and resource-efficiently (cf. Bihari Ax-
elsson & Axelsson, 2009; Hansson, @vretveit, Askerstam, Gustafsson & Brom-
mels, 2010; Johnson, Wistow, Schulz & Hardy, 2003; Persson & Westrup,
2009). While many innovative projects have been launched in human services as
a result, their success is, however, limited as they are seldom integrated into
regular organizations (e.g. Myndigheten for skolutveckling, Rikspolisstyrelsen &
Socialstyrelsen, 2007; Socialstyrelsen, 2010; Skolverket, 2010; SOU, 2010). It
is, therefore, reasonable to believe that there are challenges for successfully
innovative projects to become permanent.

In this article internal entrepreneurship is used as a general term for entre-
preneurship within an organization. The term corporate entrepreneurship is more
useful in the private sector and the term intrapreneurship has a stronger focus on
the internal entrepreneur per se (the co-worker as a self-initiated intrapreneur).
The article focuses on internal entrepreneurship as a process of change and de-
velopment and, not on internal entrepreneurship as a strategic tool used by or-
ganizations for innovation and efficiency (cf. Amo and Kolvereid, 2005; An-
toncic, 2001). Internal entrepreneurship has a lot in common with project man-
agement. When something new and unproven is put into practice in the public
sector, internal entrepreneurship is usually defined as a project (Lindberg, 2009;
Lofstrom, 2010): a temporary organization, outside regular operations and for-
mal procedures (Engwall & Westling, 2004; Jensen, Johansson & Lofstrom,
2007). Both, internal entrepreneurship and project management include imple-
menting ideas and responding to uncertainty originating from the local environ-
ment. The article’s theoretical frame of reference is thus based on internal entre-
preneurship and project management. References come from the field of internal
entrepreneurship, corporate entrepreneurship, organizational entrepreneurship,
and intrapreneurship. The reference regarding project management in public
sector focuses on the uncertainty of the environment, both horizontally and ver-
tically. This combination of references is used to analyze the process of imple-
menting an innovative project, as well as the challenges.

The article is structured as follows. First, the frame of references is present-
ed. Then, the study’s methodology is described, as well as the ways in which the
empirical material was collected. An empirical description divided into three
themes follows: (1) Selling the innovative project, (2) Implementing the innova-
tive project, and (3) Protecting the innovative project. An interpretative section
follows, in which the empirical material is analysed and discussed from the per-
spective of process and challenges. Finally, the study’s findings are discussed
and practical implications are suggested.
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Frame of references

Employees performing internal entrepreneurship have courage and the driving
force to put new and unproven ideas, innovations, into practice; “empowered”
employees (Barlett & Dibben, 2002; Morris & Jones, 1999). Any aspects con-
nected with combining resources in new ways are included in innovation; every-
thing from relatively minor improvements or innovations of services, products,
routines and procedures, or organizational design to more radical and revolution-
ary changes (Pinchot & Pellman, 1999:1; Saly, 2001:11). It is the fact that some-
thing has to be changed or developed and someone has to do it that starts the
process of internal entrepreneurship. Internal entrepreneurship is something that
becomes, and is not formal (Mack et al., 2008). Most innovations are not regard-
ed as self-evident or necessary until after the new idea has been implemented.
An innovation is carried out proactively, rather than reactively, in response to an
assignment created by the organization (Borins, 2000; Brunéker & Kurvinen,
2006). Miihlenbock, (2008:143) underlines the proactiveness, as there is no
expectation that something will be done and nobody will enquire about or blame
anyone for not taking action. Circumstances determine whether or not an em-
ployee becomes entrepreneurial (Morris et al., 2012:11). Internal entrepreneur-
ship is thus created within the existing situation.

When realizing something new and unproven, several employees will often
collaborate within a project team (e.g. Burns, 2005). The project team may, in
the long-term, be developed into an internal entrepreneurship team with a more
collective image (e.g. Larsson Segerlind, 2009; Stewart, 1989). Mack et al.
(2008) stress that it is important for the activities to be viewed as a group pro-
cess, since internal entrepreneurship is a collective action from beginning to end
and since it is less likely that one member will single-handedly abuse power and
resources. Mack et al. also point out that the key to successful innovation is a
local focus and a group decision-making process, which stress consultation and
cooperation between the participants. Pinchot and Pellman (1999:2) underscore,
however, the fact that, even within an internal entrepreneurship team, one person
is usually in charge:

Most teams are led by one intrapreneur, but all the members of the
team can be called intrapreneurs as long as each understands the
whole dream and is continually working to find better ways to make
it happen.

According to Pinchot (1985:40), the internal entrepreneur will have to trans-
gress his/her organizational boundaries in order to implement the idea by assum-
ing the overall responsibility for it and by performing tasks that other people
would normally perform. Pinchot compares this to being the “managing direc-
tor” of a non-existent operation.

Managing an innovative project while simultaneously protecting it is diffi-
cult, or almost impossible. The internal entrepreneurship team will need to find
people in the organization who support and champion the idea, as well as active-
ly engage in protecting it (Barlett & Dibben, 2002; Sundin & Tillmar, 2008).
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Proceeding with a new idea involves direct costs; money needs to be available to
allow it to proceed (Birkinshaw, 2000:125; Chisholm, 1987:39). Pinchot
(1985:208) stresses that the difficulty of assigning resources from management
systems is the primary reason why innovative projects do not survive: if the
internal entrepreneur team does not have any funds available, it will be unable to
implement measures at the right time. According to Diefenbach (2011), support
can assume many different forms, e.g. support from higher-level managers (i.e.
promoting behaviour), work discretion (the freedom to decide how to carry work
out), rewards/reinforcement systems, resource availability, and management
systems. Hisrich (1990:220) emphasizes the fact that strong organizational sup-
port is important, including support from top management, as internal entrepre-
neurship is the organization’s secondary activity. The management system thus
needs to secure continuous information concerning innovative projects.
Burgelman (1985:96) pointed out that administrative linkages have to be estab-
lished in order to report information to top management about the ways in which
strategic objectives are being set, how resource allocation is being managed, and
how relationships are being determined.

Organizational and management support is crucial for internal entrepreneur-
ship (Alpkan, Bulut, Gunday, Ulusoy & Kilic, 2010; Luchsinger & Bagby,
1987). Consequently, uncertainty originating from the local environment may
have a critical impact on the internal entrepreneurship process of transferring a
project from a temporary to a permanent operation. The project’s uncertainty of
its environment can be high or low, and can also be horizontal uncertainty and/or
vertical uncertainty (Jensen, Johansson & Lofstrom, 2007). The horizontal di-
mension includes the demands and prerequisites involved in operating the pro-
ject. It also concerns relationships such as work processes within the project and
collaboration with other organizations. The vertical dimension concerns the
demands and prerequisites of management (hierarchical relation). It addresses
the extent to which the project is managed from the top in the form of planning,
directives, resource allocation, monitoring, and evaluation.

Method and material

The empirical material is taken from a project conducted in the Limhamn-
Bunkeflo district of the City of Malmo, Sweden, a district with about 40,000
inhabitants. This district is expansive and has grown quickly during recent years
due to both new residents and new construction projects. As a result, there has
been an increase in the number of problems involving the target group young
people. The need to encourage staff in social services and education to collabo-
rate more with regard to their shared target group has thus increased. In this
district, a new organizational solution was created in the form of an operative
work team that consists of both social services and education. The operative
team is an innovative activity, which was started to enable social services and
education to work together with children aged between 12 and 16 who are expe-
riencing mental health problems.
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For two years (project period 2008-2009), I followed activities by partici-
pating in a strategic planning group within the district. The planning group in-
cluded (from the district): the manager of individual and family care, the manag-
er of education, and the manager of finances. This strategic planning group,
together with the researchers, aimed to plan, follow and create lessons concern-
ing not only the new organizational solution, but also to do with several devel-
opment projects. I attended planning group meetings on twelve occasions (every
other month); each meeting lasted about two hours.

The case study is used to follow the work of realizing the idea of an opera-
tive team. Yin (1994) describes the case study as an empirically-based inquiry
which studies a phenomenon in its natural context. Yin points out that the re-
search design is primarily suited to situations in which phenomena cannot be
separated from their context. To get close, as a researcher, to the actors involved
in the process, I have to talk to these actors (Lowndes, 2005:306). I thus actively
participated in the strategic planning group’s discussions. The discussions can be
described in terms of searching for and creating shared knowledge between the
participating practitioners and researchers. This type of systematic dialogue
between researchers and practitioners, aimed at creating shared and expanded
knowledge formation as well as making a contribution to development, is known
as the interactive research approach (Svensson, Ellstrom & Brulin, 2007; Svens-
son & Aagaard Nielsen, 2006; Johannisson, Gunnarsson & Stjernberg, 2008).
Svensson (2002:13) underlines the fact that this approach involves creating a
reflective community, and explains that: "the objective is to make discoveries, to
create new knowledge that is both practically applicable and theoretically inter-
esting". The basis for this type of approach is practitioners and researchers
providing various contributions to development based on their experience and
competence.

To broaden the picture, the two operative team workers were interviewed
twice as a group. The first occasion was in the autumn of 2008 and the second
was in the spring of 2009. The purpose of the interviews was to obtain the team
workers’ descriptions of the development process, and the results. Two supervi-
sors (the team’s most immediate managers) were also interviewed in a group
interview. The aim was to obtain their story about the development process dur-
ing planning and implementation. This interview was in the autumn of 2009. All
three interviews lasted for about one and a half hours and were structured like
open conversations during which the interviewees were given the opportunity to
speak relatively freely and independently (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe & Lowe,
1997). All planning group meetings and interviews were documented using a
voice recorder, together with minutes and notes. In addition, half-hour discus-
sions also took place at the district’s top management meetings in the autumn of
2008 and in the spring of 2009. The discussions provided an insight into the
ways in which top management handled the project, and why.

The method I used to collect empirical data was, for the most part, involve-
ment in the strategic planning group, but there were also interviews with super-
visors and team workers, and I participated in discussions during top manage-

102



Internal entrepreneurship in the public sector

ment meetings. As a researcher, in accordance with the interactive research ap-
proach, I participated actively in the discussions, conveyed knowledge, and
created theoretical frames of reference, thereby influencing the participants. 1
spent large parts of the planning group meetings discussing the idea behind the
operative team, the process of implementing it, and the challenges of securing
the team’s future. This provided an insight into the work of realizing the new
organizational solution, as well as opportunities to capture rich data for the em-
pirical description. There is, of course, an opportunity that I involved and affect-
ed the internal entrepreneurship process to a great degree. On the other hand, I
did not take part in any practical and operational work.

Empirical description

Selling the innovative project

At the end of 2006, the individual and family care manager (from now on “the
IF-Manager”) formed a management group consisting of four individuals in
order to focus on young people’s mental health problems within the district.
Besides the IF-Manager, there was also one member of staff from social services
and two from education. The management group held regular meetings once or
twice a month. Even though it acquired knowledge from the literature, confer-
ences, and courses, it also discussed what might be practically feasible and sus-
tainable within the district. The group started by cataloguing children’s mental
health problems within the district. This inventory showed that children’s mental
health problems, including truancy, externalizing behaviours, depression, eating
disorders, self-harming behaviours etcetera, constituted a growing problem. As
the number and variety of mental health problems among young people had been
growing within the district, the management group decided that social services
and education would benefit from collaborating around this target group. The
management group discussed a form of collaboration consisting of an operative
team that included one co-worker from social services and one from education.
The idea behind the operative team was that these activities would not belong
organizationally to social services or to education, but would operate between
them.

The management group started to plan and prepare the team by discussing
and clarifying the target group, which methods to use, and the way in which the
work was to be organized in broad terms. The group had set targets for the
team’s activities, targets which were formulated in rather vague or general terms.
The reason for that was described by the IF-Manager as follows: “it was impos-
sible to predict what could be achieved with something that is unproven”. To
launch the idea of a team, the management group was also forced to sell the new
idea to the district’s top management. It was important, according to the man-
agement group, to portray the operative team as an issue that top management
perceived to be essential and which might reasonably be developed within the
district. The idea was portrayed as a project between social services and educa-
tion and as a new solution that would reduce children’s mental health problems
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within the district. The inventory, which the management group had previously
compiled, constituted key data. It showed that children’s mental health problems
pose a difficulty and that collaborating around the target group was necessary.
The response from top management was positive. At the same time, however,
top management clearly indicated that no funds were available to finance the
operative team during implementation; the management group had to use exter-
nal funding.

To realize the innovative project, external funds were required for covering
the wages of the team workers; the IF-Manager promoted the issue of applying
for grants. The management group did not want to lose momentum, and started
recruiting two team members before the issue of funding had been determined in
order to be able to start as quickly as possible if funds became available. The
management group obtained a grant from the Agency for Educational Develop-
ment; a grant which was estimated to cover the wage costs of two team workers
during 2008 and 2009. The money, a lump sum, was entered into the budget for
the district as specially earmarked “external project funding”.

Implementing the innovative project
The management group continued to combine the resources and responsibilities
of social services with those of education, also being determined that both team
workers and managers would represent the two organizations. This combination
constituted an important and unshakable part of the vision. The team’s most
immediate supervisors would thus consist of one person from each of the organi-
zations. They would be supervised in turn by the IF-Manager and the manager of
education. The section manager of treatment and assessment from social services
and the manager of the resource team from education became the team’s super-
visors and were also members of the management group. This new operation,
involving shared control, entailed new ways of working for the supervisors
whose responsibilities and roles were not defined any further. The IF-Manager
frequently mentioned that the supervisors were working in the direction that she
wanted them to and she thus allowed them to shape their own roles and work.
The team started its operations in early 2008. According to the strategic
planning group (the IF-Manager, the manager of education, and the manager of
finances), the project had mostly been well prepared and carefully considered by
both the management group and the supervisors at the time of launch. Workers
from the operative team met regularly with the supervisors once a week, or every
other week. The management group also met the team regularly, once or twice a
month, for checks and discussions about the choice of working methods. The
strategic planning group had high expectations of the individuals involved in the
project, maintaining a high pace. The team workers, the supervisors, and the
management group accepted that the strategic planning group behaved particu-
larly and wanted to hurry the project along. “The pace is probably a way of car-
rying the project through as the time allotted to it is relatively short”, as one of
the supervisors said. At the same time, the planning group consistently praised
the work to realize the operative team. The IF-Manager constantly highlighted
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the work of the supervisors, and expressed it for example as follows: “It’s been
developed so enormously carefully. Both supervisors have put so much energy
into organizing and they’ve persevered. It’s so organized and there’s such a
quality about it.”

The management group encouraged the team workers to carry out a few in-
ternal presentations in order to promote their activities to headmasters etcetera,
also ensuring that the team’s work was presented at both national and Nordic
conferences. Above all, however, the management group ensured that the team
members had time to think about and work with children with mental health
problems. The IF-Manager constantly emphasized how well the work with these
children had been carried out, saying the following, for instance: “When you see
how professional it is and what they are really doing in the programmes involv-
ing children, you understand its quality and how much help these children can
get and the implications for their education.”

A follow-up of the operative team’s activities in 2008—2009 was carried out
at the request of the strategic planning group. The team workers compiled the
report in the autumn of 2009. The report revealed that the team had made signif-
icant achievements. It had worked with individual cases (32 in all, many of
which involved serious problems), group activities, and supervision, as well as
with staff consultation and parent support. The result of their efforts was positive
and had been verified using various scientifically-established methods of meas-
urement and observation, as well as statements, oral and written, from the in-
volved pupils, parents, school staff, and social services staff.

During the spring of 2009, another survey was conducted, at the request of
the strategic planning group, to find out the views of staff members who had
been in contact with the team, e.g. headmasters, educators, study counsellors and
vocational guidance officers, school nurses, social workers, psychologists, and
social welfare officers. Forty professionals were sent questionnaires, fifty per-
cent of which were returned. Ninety-five percent of the respondents believed that
the work conducted by the operative team had provided the young people and
their families with either good or very good support. One hundred percent of the
respondents felt that continued collaboration with the team would be beneficial.
The strategic planning group also asked a controller to make financial calcula-
tions, along with the team members, regarding its work with the target group.
The project was clearly cost effective when compared to traditional efforts.

Protecting the innovative project

The district’s financial situation was problematic and major savings programmes
had to be included in the budget for 2010. The team’s activities were presented
to the district’s top management, after pressure from the strategic planning
group. This presentation consisted of a short, oral presentation made by the two
team workers alongside the formal budget process. The management group, the
supervisors and team workers as well as the strategic planning group were able
to establish that, while top management had been positively inclined towards the
team, it was not interested in prioritizing its activities without external funding
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for the project. Top management did not allocate the internal funding that would
allow the team to become a permanent operation.

According to the strategic planning group, the team had not been treated
fairly during the budgeting process. A lot of the district’s time and resources had
already gone into realizing the team and getting it to work, in the form of activi-
ties such as preparing the management group (starting in 2006) and the supervi-
sors, training, organizing staff and developing working methods. While both
organizations had been involved in financing these costs, there was no combined
cost scenario in the financial accounts as the operative team did not belong either
to social services or to education.

The future of the team became more and more uncertain and there were ru-
mours that it would not be able to continue its activities. The strategic planning
group kept the innovative project going, however, by remaining in constant
touch with the team and its supervisors, urging everyone to keep working and to
carry on. The IF-Manager made some statements, for example: “the last word
hasn’t been said yet” and “it’s still not over!” The strategic planning group was
determined to find a solution even though top management was not prioritizing
the operation.

The IF-Manager and the manager of education had to start finding funding
from their own budgets. The strategy used by the two managers was based on
convincing others about how much education appreciated the work of the team.
During the autumn of 2009, the IF-Manager explained to the manager of educa-
tion that, while the department of social services was able to finance one of the
team workers, the education department would have to finance the other. The
manager of education found it difficult to finance his part due to extensive cuts
in education funding. When the three managers in the planning group discussed
strategy with each other the IF-Manager formulated out loud what they have say
to the district manager, and saying the following: “It’s actually the case that, in
times like these, it would be strategically good if education got this support.
They have a lot to put up with at present due to these savings programmes. Stra-
tegically, it’s absolutely right! Can we take a look at this one more time?” After
that, the IF-Manager said to the manager of education: “But you also need to
support this when I’m pushing it, otherwise it’ll be impossible.” The IF-Manager
got a support of the manager of education. The IF-Manger also tried to get, and
got, the support of the financial manager. The dialogue between the IF-Manager
and the financial manager sounded, for example, like this:

The IF-Manager: You have to believe in certain concepts
that you believe will save money.

Manager of finance: You won’t have problems making me see
the light with that line of thought.

The IF-Manager: I expect you to carry on seeing the light,
that’s the point right here, right now!
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The strategic planning group constantly highlighted the team’s achieve-
ments, trying to get more people to endorse the idea of making the team perma-
nent. Even though protecting it during budget discussions was impossible, the
planning group did not give up. The planning group looked for additional sup-
port, marketing and presenting the operative team externally. During one presen-
tation, which the members of the team delivered at a conference in the City of
Malmé (November 2009), the operation was praised by representatives of other
districts, and by the city centrally. While the team’s status rose as a result, it
might still not be able to continue its operations due to insufficient funding. At
the very last moment (December 2009), the district’s top management made the
decision to allow the team to continue its work. The district had been allotted
further resources centrally by the City of Malmo, because the Swedish govern-
ment had chosen to provide the municipalities with extra funding for the coming
year. As a result, the manager of education was able to finance his part. Starting
in 2010, the team would be a permanent operation.

Discussion and conclusions

In the previous section, an empirical description is presented of selling, imple-
menting and protecting the innovative project. In this section, the frame of refer-
ences it used to analyze and draw conclusions about the process of internal en-
trepreneurship and challenges of integrating the project into the regular organiza-
tion.

The internal entrepreneurship team included employees from the manage-
ment group, the supervisors, the operative team workers and the strategic plan-
ning group. They created a sense of co-ownership between two organizations,
i.e. social services and education. An important explanation for the collective
ownership lies in the management group’s approach to allowing employees of
both social services and education to be represented in the entrepreneurship
team. Other important factors for co-ownership included extensive preparation
of the management group, dedicated supervisors, operative team employees who
were specifically recruited for the task, and arrangement of external funding and
marketing of the operative team. All these have to be organized in order to work
towards the vision. Realizing the new organizational solution was a common
effort involving several employees by a group process (Burns, 2005; Mack et al.,
2008). However, the IF-Manager participated in both the management group and
the strategic planning group and was also one of the heads of the supervisors.
The IF-Manager took thus an overall responsibility and acted as the head of the
project (Morris et al., 1994; Pinchot and Pellman, 1999), or according to Pinchot
(1985) the “managing director” of a non-existent operation. An initial conclusion
is that the collective ownership and the head of the project were of such vital
importance to move from high to low horizontal, organizational, uncertainty
(Jensen et al., 2007).

The IF-Manager was able to find funding in her own budget in order to fi-
nance her part of the operative team; however, the manager of education was
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unable allocate funding from the budget. In addition, the internal entrepreneur-
ship team were unable demonstrate that they had already put significant time and
resources in the work of planning and realizing the team. While these were not
hidden costs, they were not in the financial accounts either. The entrepreneurship
team was thus unable to use them to show everything that had already been in-
vested in the project, costs which had yielded exceptionally good results during a
relative short time, in order to argue for a continuation. The fact that the entre-
preneurship team was able to show very good results which were consistent with
the goals and perceptions of the district was thus of no significance. Although
the operative team had made progress with its target group in a cost-effective
way, it did not influence top management’s allocation of resources prior to 2010.
It was impossible, regardless of how the entrepreneurship team pursued the is-
sue, and it did not matter that the strategic planning group actively act as protec-
tors. A second conclusion is that it was not enough to produce exceptionally
good results because internal entrepreneurship, as Hisrich (1990) emphasizes, is
not the primary activity of an organization.

There was no request from top management for a team concept. The man-
agement group implemented the idea from the beginning, presenting a well-
developed idea for an operative team to top management with the aim of getting
funding. In this way, the management group worked, as regards what Brunédker
& Kurvinen (2006) and Miihlenbock (2008) call proactively. The response from
top management was positive to implement the team, but no financing was pos-
sible. Instead, the project was externally funded in the form of a lump sum from
the Agency for Educational Development. This lump sum was recorded as a
specially earmarked reserve, which was positioned alongside the system appli-
cable to regular operations. As the operative team was financed with external
funding, top management never gave the project the budgetary scope extended to
all other operations. As a result, the innovative project was not an operation
within the formal management systems, and information about the project was
neither incorporated into the budget process nor into the follow-up reports. There
was no stated procedure as regards the management group, the supervisors, or
the operative team having to inform top management regularly about the project.

The report, written in the autumn of 2009, was an ad hoc product and was
outside the follow-up reporting of operational results. The team’s work was thus
considerably less visible than regular operations. Top management realized,
although it had responded positively to the idea from the beginning, that it did
not have sufficient information to make a decision. The information about the
team provided to top management, for the 2010 budget, was too sporadic to
enable top management to decide on the project’s continued operation and re-
sourcing. Burgelman (1985) underscores the importance of administrative link-
ages to management in order to make the innovative project visible. The third
conclusion regarding the process is that the absence of administrative linkages
established for reporting information about the project to top management con-
tributed strongly that the project’s vertical, hierarchical, uncertainty (Jensen et
al., 2007) moved from low to high.
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A main finding of this study is that among the change agents in the internal
entrepreneurship team, there was a head of the project, or to put it another way
an informal project manager, that had an important role in realizing the project
from start to finish. Another finding is that it is not enough to manage the chal-
lenge of creating low horizontal uncertainty to transfer the project from a tempo-
rary to a permanent operation, dealing with the challenge of maintaining or cre-
ating a low level of vertical uncertainty is also required. The study confirms
current research that internal entrepreneurship and project management in the
public sector are dependent on both horizontal organizational support and verti-
cal support from top management. Additionally, the findings also reveal a pro-
ject paradox; while external funding helped to launch the innovative project, that
same funding simultaneously made the project invisible to the top management.
Finally, on an overall level, the results of the study show that the theoretical
reference from the two fields internal entrepreneurship and project management
can be combined to increase awareness of entrepreneurship within the organiza-
tion in the public sector in Swedish and Scandinavian context.

Practical implications

This study verifies that top management has a significant impact on whether or
not promising projects can endure. The management system is an important
source enabling top management to have continuous information and control
over operations. A probably general explanation as to why innovative projects
originated by employees and aimed at making improvements to young people’s
mental health are seldom integrated into a regular part of the organization might
be the lack of information to top management regarding the project, and its pro-
gress and results. The problem is not, however, that the impact of the manage-
ment system on internal entrepreneurship is too great. Internal entrepreneurship
is, rather, disregarded or neglected when positioned outside of regular opera-
tions.

In order for successful ideas to endure, management systems must also sup-
port internal entrepreneurship processes. An innovative project has to be given
scope in the budgetary and follow-up procedures etcetera, just like all other
operations, and not dealt with like an irregular phenomenon. Otherwise, today’s
management systems may be counterproductive since employees (just like the
“empowered” IF-Manager) may refrain from thinking innovatively and realizing
new and unproven ideas. Not supporting and utilizing the employees’ new and
unproven ideas leads to unnecessary costs and unforthcoming beneficial effects,
i.e. value for money, in the public sector.

References

Alpkan, L., Bulut, C., Gunday, G., Ulusoy, G. & Kilic, K (2010) Organizational
support for intrapreneurship and its interaction with human capital to en-
hance innovative performance, Management Decision, 48 (5): 732-755.

109



Ulrika Westrup

Antoncic, B. (2001) Organizational processes in intrapreneurship: a conceptual
integration, Journal of Enterprising Culture, 9 (2): 221-235.

Antoncic, B. & Hisrich, R.D. (2003) Corporate entrepreneurship contingencies
and organizational wealth creation, Journal of Management Development,
23 (6): 518-550.

Barlett, D. & Dibben, P. (2002) Public sector innovation and Entrepreneurship:
Case studies from local government. Local Government Studies, 28(4):107-121.

Bihari Axelsson, S. & Axelsson, R. (2009) From territoriality to altruism in
interprofessional collaboration and leadership, Journal of Interprofessional
Care, 23 (4): 320-330

Birkenshaw, J. (2000) Entrepreneurship in the global firm, Sage, London.

Borins, S. (2000) Loose cannons and rule breakers, or enterprising leaders?
Some evidence about innovative public managers, Public Administration
Review, 60 (6): 498-507.

Brunéker, S. & Kurvinen, J. (2006) Intrapreneurship, local initiatives in organi-
zational change processes, Leadership & organization Development Jour-
nal, 27 (2): 118-132.

Burgelman, R. A. (1983) Corporate entrepreneurship and strategic management:
Insights from a process study, Management Science, 29 (12): 1349—1364.
Burgelman, R. A. (1985) Managing corporate entrepreneurship: New structures
for implementing technological innovation, Technology In Society, 7:91-103.
Burns, P. (2005) Corporate entrepreneurship: Building an entrepreneurial or-

ganization, Palgrave Macmillan, New York.

Chisholm, T.A. (1987) Intrapreneurship and bureaucracy, SAM Advanced Man-
agement Journal, 52 (3): 36-41.

Diefenbach, F.E. (2011) Entrepreneurship in the public sector. When middle
managers create public value, Gabler Verlag, Wiesbaden.

Engwall, M. & Westling, G. (2004) Peripety in an R&D drama: Capturing a
turnaround in projects dynamics, Organization Studies, 25 (9): 1557-1578.

Easterby-Smith, M., Thorpe, R. & Lowe, A. (1997) Management Research. An
Introduction, Sage Publications, London.

Germak, A.J. & Singh, K.K. (2010) Social Entrepreneurship: changing the way
social workers do business, Administration in Social Work, 34: 79-95.

Hansson, J., @vretveit, J., Askerstam, M., Gustafsson, C. & Brommels, M.
(2010) Coordination in networks for improved mental health service, Inter-
national Journal of Integrated Care, 10.

Hasenfeld, Y. (1983). Human service organizations. Prentice Hall, Englewood
Cliffs.

Hisrich, R.D. (1990) Entrepreneurship/intrapreneurship, American Psychologist,
45 (2): 209-222.

Holbrook, J.A. (2010) Innovating in the public sector services?, Science and
Public Policy, 37 (2): 161-164.

Jensen, C., Johansson, S. & Lofstrom, M. (2007) Projektledning i offentlig miljé,
Liber. Malmo.

110



Internal entrepreneurship in the public sector

Johannisson, B., Gunnarsson, E. & Stjernberg, T. (red.) (2008) Gemensamt kun-
skapande — den interaktiva forskningens praktik, Vaxjo universitet, Vaxjo
University Press.

Johnson, P., Wistow, G., Schulz, R. & Hardy, B. (2003) Interagency and inter-
professional collaboration in community care: the interdependence of struc-
tures and values, Journal of Interprofessional Care, 17 (1): 69—84.

Kanter, R.M. (2004) The middle manager as innovator, Harvard Business Re-
view, 82 (7-8): 150-161.

Lindberg, K. (2009) Samverkan, Liber, Malmg.

Larsson Segerlind, T. (2009) Team entrepreneurship: A process analysis of the
venture team in the venture team roles in relation to the innovation process,
School of Business, Stockholm University, Stockholm.

Lowndes, V. (2005) Something old, something new, something borrowed...
How institutions change (and stay the same) in local governance, Policy
Studies, 26 (3/4): 291-309.

Luchsinger, V. & Bagby, R.D. (1987) Entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship:
Behaviors, comparisons, and contrasts, SAM Advanced Management Jour-
nal, 52 (3): 10-14.

Luke, B., Verreynne, M-L. & Kearins, K. (2010) Innovative and entrepreneurial
activity in the public sector: the changing face of public sectors institutions,
Innovation: management, policy and practice, 12: 138—153.

Lundstréom, A. & Sundin, E. (red.) (2008) Perspektiv pa férnyelse och entrepre-
nérskap i offentlig verksamhet, Forum for smaforetagsforskning, Orebro.
Lofstrom, M. (2010) Inter-organizational collaboration projects in the public
sector: a balance between integration and demarcation, International Jour-

nal of Health Planning and Management, 25 (2): 136—155.

Mack, W.R., Green, D. & Vedlitz, A. (2008) Innovation and implementation in
the public sector: An examination of public entrepreneurship, Review of Pol-
icy Research, 25 (3): 233-252.

Molina, C. & Callahan, J.L. (2009) Fostering organizational performance. The
role of learning and intrapreneurship, Journal of European Industrial Train-
ing, 33 (5): 388—400.

Morris, M. H., Davis, D. L. & Allen, J. W. (1994) Fostering corporate entrepre-
neurship: Cross-cultural comparisons of the importance of individualism
versus collectivism, Journal of International Business Studies, 25 (1):65-89.

Morris, M. H. & Jones, F. F. (1999) Entrepreneurship in established organiza-
tions: The case of the public sector, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
24:71-91.

Morris, M. H., Kuratko, D. F., Schindehutte, M. & Spivack, A. J. (2012) Fram-
ing the entrepreneurial experience, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
36 (1): 11-40.

Miihlenbock, Y. (2008) “Skola utan granser” in A. Lundstrém and E. Sundin
(eds.), Perspektiv pa fornyelse och entreprendrskap i offentlig verksamhet,
Forum fér sméforetagsforskning, Orebro, 141-154.

111



Ulrika Westrup

Myndigheten for skolutveckling, Rikspolisstyrelsen & Socialstyrelsen. (2007)
Strategi for samverkan — kring barn och unga som far illa eller riskerar att
fara illa, Socialstyrelsen, Stockholm.

Persson, J. E. & Westrup, U. (2009) Fragmented structure and vertical control
systems: The Swedish experience of resource utilization in human services,
International Journal of Public Sector Management, 22 (5): 400—409.

Pinchot, G. (1985) Intrapreneuring: Why you don’t have to leave the corpora-
tion to become an entrepreneur, Harper & Row, New York, NY.

Pinchot, G. (1987) Innovation through Intrapreneuring, Research Management,
March-April, 14-19.

Pinchot, G. & Pellman, R. (1999) Intrapreneuring in action: A handbook for
business innovation, Berett-Koehler, San Francisco.

Saly, A.W. (2001) Corporate Entrepreneurship: Antecedents and consequences
of entrepreneurship in large established firms, Tinbergen Institute, Erasmus
Universiteit, Rotterdam.

Sadler, J. (2000) Corporate entrepreneurship in the public sector: The dance of
the Chameleon, Australian Journal of Public Administration, 59 (2): 25-43.

Skolverket. (2010). Erfarenheter av samverkan kring barn och unga som far illa
eller riskerar att fara illa, Fritzes, Stockholm.

Socialstyrelsen. (2010) Olika villkor. Om levnadsférhdllanden, risker och kom-
munala kostnader for barn och unga, Socialstyrelsen, Stockholm.

SOU. (2010). Se, tolka och agera — allas rdtt till en likvérdig utbildning, Slutbe-
tankande av utredningen om utsatta barn i skolan, Fritzes, Stockholm.

Stewart, A. (1989). Team entrepreneurship, Sage. Newbury Park, CA.

Sundin, E. & Tillmar, M. (2008). A nurse and a civil servant changing institu-
tions: Entrepreneurial processes in different public sectors organizations.
Scandinavian Journal of Management, 24. 113—124.

Svensson, L. (2002). Bakgrund och utgangspunkter in L. Svensson, G. Brulin, P-
E. Ellstrom & O. Widegren (eds.), Interaktiv forskning — for utveckling av
teori och praktik, Arbetslivsinstitutet, Stockholm, 1-22.

Svensson, L. & Aagaard Nielsen, K. (2006), Introduction and background, in L.
Svensson & Aagaard K. Nielsen (eds.), Action and interactive research. Be-
yond practice and theory, Shaker Maastricht, 1-12.

Svensson, L., Ellstrom, P.-E. & Brulin, G. (2007) Introduction — on interactive
research. International Journal of Action Research, 3 (3): 233-249.

Wunderer, R. (2001) Employees as ‘co-intrapreneurs’ — a transformation con-
cept, Leadership & organization Development Journal, 22 (5): 193-211.

Yin, R.K. (1994), Case study research: Design and methods, Sage, London.

Zerbinati, S. & Souitaris, V. (2005) Entrepreneurship in the public sector: a
framework of analysis in European local governments, Entrepreneurship &
Regional Development, 17 (1): 43—-64.

Amo, B.W. & Kolvereid, L. (2005) Organizational strategy, individual person-
ality and innovation behavior, Journal of Enterprising Culture, 13 (1): 7-19.

112



