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Preface  

Business organizations around the world are facing transformation demands on multiple fronts. 
The challenges are both technical, market oriented and social and take many faces such as 
digitalization, information ubiquity, demands for sustainability, demands 
diversity/equity/inclusion, shifts in energy production and distribution and more. Changes also 
happen rapidly and asymmetrically. They demand of  organizations that they are fast in their 
responses and that they are able to test their own assumptions.  

 

Industrial history does not speak in favor of  industry incumbents. They many times become 
caught in their own success formula and are left standing as fast-growing companies or entrants 
from other industries change market rules and take first place. The life expectancy of  large 
organizations continues to fall – an indication of  their inability to change. This is not 
acceptable. We need to learn how to do better. The Entrepreneurial Leadership Lab – the 
collaboration platform between companies, students, and researchers – is dedicated to finding 
out how companies can become better at corporate entrepreneurship and thereby learn to adapt 
faster and more effectively. 

 

For the seventh year, the students of  the Corporate Entrepreneurship track at the Chalmers 
School of  Entrepreneurship have driven entrepreneurial initiatives in large company settings. 
While doing so, they have also studied what it is that supports and stops such initiatives in 
established structures. This report synthesizes their results across the six companies that were 
part of  the Entrepreneurial Leadership Lab – our collaboration platform – during the study 
year 2020-2021. 

 

This has been a special year to be a corporate entrepreneur. The restrictions following the covid-
19 pandemic put obstacles in the way for typical entrepreneurial activity – such as close 
interactions with customers, employees, and other important stakeholder or such as testing 
activities, services, or products. On the other hand,  a true corporate entrepreneur work with 
the circumstances at hand – and simply make it work. The students of  this year have proven 
that they are true corporate entrepreneurs.  
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Apart from driving entrepreneurial projects in six organizations under these difficult 
circumstances they have also collected data to collectively learn about entrepreneurial ability. 
Their research builds on what their predecessors in the program have done. We started the 
corporate entrepreneurship track – a collaboration between companies, students, and researchers 
- in 2014 to increase the entrepreneurial capability of  organizations, educate students to become 
entrepreneurial change agents, and create a basis for collective learning. Rather than only doing 
classroom education, the corporate entrepreneurship track is based on the experiences from real 
entrepreneurial initiatives in six different privately owned companies.  

 

The students have studied the organizations through five different perspectives:  

• Entrepreneurial Sales 

• Leadership  

• Organizational Change  

•  Finance 

•  Strategy and structure 

 

This research report describes each of  the five areas with a research question, a corresponding 
theoretical framework of  references and a proposed method. The authors have then collected 
the findings in the five areas and cross analyzed them through the six different projects. The 
findings have been collected longitudinally for ten months in the six companies, mainly with the 
help of  a digital research application, LoopMe, which has been used as a logbook to register 
important events and to reflect upon them as they happened. This enabled the students to see 
development in their respective initiatives, alleviating some of  the post-rationalization that is a 
general tendency in many studies. Also, their roles as insider action researchers helped them 
gain in depth findings that are hard for any outside researcher to achieve. Findings and 
conclusions from each perspective are presented in the report. As a general note, regardless of  
perspective, the teams of  this year picked up the need for duality to succeed in their 
entrepreneurial efforts - to focus long term and short term, on efficiency and innovation, on 
organizational purpose and economics. 

 

We believe that this year’s students, as well as their predecessors create knowledge that can serve 
many companies and see this report as an important step forward in the collective learning 
journey.  

 

Johanna Pregmark  

Tobias Fredberg
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1 Entrepreneurial Sales 
Tamara Adzic and Sara Riad 

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 Background 

Entrepreneurial sales and selling techniques within a corporate context are vital in achieving 
successful outcomes both with internal and external stakeholders. It is especially important as 
it differs from the traditional sales dynamic where both parties typically know what to expect 
as a corporate entrepreneur works as an agent for change in sometimes stifled environments. 
One needs to consider how the psychological aspects of selling a new and unvalidated process, 
product, idea, or innovation affects the degree of the uptake.  
 
Since selling is all about building relationships and convincing someone of a certain belief, 
emotional intelligence can play a vital part in whether or not you are able to get your message 
across and be successful in your sale. The emotional intelligence of the “seller” is therefore an 
interesting benchmark as it is a measurable psychological theory that is relevant to the corporate 
entrepreneurship projects. It is a trait that could work in our favor as students selling our out-
of-the box strategies and product ideas to internal departments and senior management but also 
to external customers and clients.  
 
The driving factor that ties emotional intelligence with corporate entrepreneurship in a sales 
context is people and connections; there would be no need to be emotionally intelligent if one 
could do everything on their own and if the logically best solution would always be chosen. But 
as we know, this is not the case and relationships, and psychology plays a big part in sales. 
Therefore, emotional intelligence could be a vital part of whether or not the project (“sale”) is 
successful. As Schutte et al (1997) points out in their research, in identifying at-risk individuals 
who could perform poorly based on their emotional intelligence scores, these individuals could 
in turn benefit from special guidance, training or support.  
 
Tool sets for corporate entrepreneurs will be explored and a recommendation as to whether or 
not emotional intelligence tools are useful will be made based on our theoretical and research 
findings. 

1.1.2 Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to deep dive into and gain an understanding around the ways in 
which the emotional intelligence of intrapreneurs affects their ability to communicate and sell 
their disruptive ideas to both internal. This study will also look into how and whether or not 
being cognizant of one’s emotional intelligence can alter pre-existing behaviors and ultimately 
affect sales outcomes. 

1.1.3 Research Question 

Primary Research Question 
How is emotional intelligence useful to corporate entrepreneurs in their relationship building 
with internal stakeholders? 
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Sub Research Questions 

1. How does the emotional intelligence of the entrepreneurial salesperson work to drive 
relationship building within an organization? What psychological tools could be best 
utilized to achieve the wider adoption of a new and disruptive idea? 

 
2. What can a corporate entrepreneur do to leverage emotional intelligence thinking when 

selling an idea to internal stakeholders? 

1.2 Theoretical Framework 
The purpose of the theoretical framework is to have a basis of knowledge to build on while 
conducting the research. It will also be used in the analysis to help explain and connect our 
findings to what is already known. The theory will consist of books and articles within the area 
of emotional intelligence and primarily with a focus on what emotional intelligence is, how it 
can be actively practiced and how it can affect situations. The link between corporate 
entrepreneurship, sales and emotional intelligence is in one’s ability to “successfully discover, 
create and exploit opportunities” according to K. Rhee and R. White (2007). They also go on 
to say, “we believe the activities related to these processes may require demonstration of 
competencies such as self-management or social management skills that are included in the 
emotional intelligence inventory”.  

1.2.1 What is Emotional Intelligence 

Salovey and Mayer (1990) defines emotional intelligence as: 
 
“The ability to perceive accurately, appraise, and express emotion; the ability to access and/or 
generate feelings when they facilitate thought; the ability to understand emotion and emotional 
knowledge; and the ability to regulate emotions to promote emotional and intellectual growth.” 
 
According to Salovey and Mayer (1990) all of us have emotional skills, to varying degrees, and 
we can all increase our emotional intelligence. Brackett (2019) writes that even though this is a 
fine textbook definition it is still hard to understand how emotional intelligence is actually used 
and what it looks like in practice. Goleman’s model (2005) builds upon Salovey and Mayer 
(1990) and he describes five main components to emotional intelligence: self-awareness, self-
regulation, internal motivation, empathy, and social skills. 

How can Emotional Intelligence be Actively Practiced? 

The five main components as mentioned above according to Goleman (1997) are self-
awareness, self-regulation, internal motivation, empathy, and social skills. Self-awareness 
means having a clear picture of what your weaknesses and strengths are and can be practiced 
by writing down your thoughts and examining your emotions in situations where you react 
strongly. Self-regulation is about having control and not making rushed decisions based on 
emotions, and can be practiced by identifying values, staying calm and holding yourself 
accountable. When it comes to internal motivation it’s about staying motivated and finding 
things in situations where you can motivate yourself, even when it’s not apparent. Empathy is 
the tool of being able to put yourself into other people's situations and understanding them and 
finally social skills is the ability to communicate well with others and for example resolving 
conflicts and supporting their team (Goleman, 1997). 



            3 

1.2.2 Emotional Intelligence in a Corporate Context 

It is argued that emotional intelligence in a corporate context directly affects employee 
performance as argued by Altındağ & Kösedağı (2015). They state that there is a connection 
between emotional intelligence, innovative institution culture and the performance of 
employees in corporate contexts. They continue to state that in order to have an innovative 
institutional culture, managers need to have a high level of emotional intelligence so that they 
in turn increase the performance of their employees. This study hypothesized that the emotional 
intelligence level of managers in organizations directly affects employee performance because 
a manager with a sense of empathy, for example, can assess the behavior of employees 
analytically ultimately minimizing problems within the organization. 

Relationship Building 

George (1995) states that on an everyday level, empirical evidence shows that leaders’ and 
managers’ positive work moods is inherently linked to employees’ work performance where 
Friedman, Riggio and Casella (1988) state that “people are attracted to emotionally expressive 
others”. Furthermore, Barsade (2002) delves deeper into the emotional contagion concept 
where he states that is a process in which an individual or group influences the emotions or 
behaviors of another individual or group that conscious or unconscious states of emotion and 
behavioral attitudes. Barsade’s (2002) research confirms that emotional contagion directly or 
indirectly can lead to subtle yet important ripple effects in groups and corporate organizations.  

1.3 Methodology 
In this section the chosen method of how the study was conducted will be presented. Research 
design, data collection and data analysis will be described as well as critique on the chosen 
method. 

1.3.1 Research Design 

Due to the nature of the study and its focus on the emotional intelligence experiences and 
reflections of corporate entrepreneurs, a qualitative data collection method has been employed. 
A qualitative study allows the data to be captured in a broad and deep manner (Shani et al., 
2009). 
 
Furthermore, an inductive reasoning approach has been utilized, starting at the observations 
where theories have then been proposed towards the end of the research process as a direct 
result of the initial observations. At the crux of inductive reasoning is the notion of learning 
from experience where meanings are generated from the dataset in order to identify patterns 
and relationships to either build a theory or use existing theory to either confirm or deny the 
findings (Dudovskiy, 2016). 
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Figure 1: Using an inductive reasoning approach 
 
The data collection has been done through a set of observations documented in a research 
platform called LoopMe. The main purpose of this data documentation tool is to facilitate 
action-based learning where leaders are able to design tasks that either influence actions by the 
user or initiate reflections. 
 
The research was conducted by participation from individuals over a span of approximately six 
months. An empirical study was conducted at six different companies where the findings were 
cross analyzed across the 12 participants to ultimately draw upon and hone in on the research 
question. 

1.3.2 Data Collection 

The data was collected by observations consisting of reflections from the individuals on how 
emotional intelligence is present in different situations they come across and how they can use 
emotional intelligence to affect certain situations. The data was collected through the LoopMe 
research platform. 
 
In addition to the collection of observations through LoopMe, leaders may also assign certain 
‘tags’ they deem applicable to better understand observational outcomes. Upon writing the 
observation, the respondents are asked to choose which, if any, tags are relevant to their 
observation and also to their current state of emotional feeling ranging across 5 stages of sadness 
to happiness.  
 
The tasks consisted of questions where the individuals by themselves reflected upon a situation 
where they thought emotional intelligence mattered or could have mattered. They reflected on 
situations where they had not used emotional intelligence actively to see if there had been 
situations where they would have gained by using it or if they think it would have affected the 
outcome. 
 
Six different reflection topics were posted where the participants will also have to utilize the 
custom tags to enable a deeper analysis of the findings.  
 
In responding to the above 6 tasks, the respondents were also asked to choose applicable tags. 
The tags are as follows: becoming more aware of others’ emotions, becoming more empathetic, 
becoming more resilient to resistance, becoming more self-aware, experienced negative 
emotions, experienced positive emotions, and used my emotions to my advantage.  
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1.3.3 Data Analysis 

The purpose of the data analysis is to understand the data and find patterns and explanations to 
the situations analyzed. The analysis will be done by organizing the data through LoopMe. The 
data will then be coded so it can be compared in order for the researchers to identify patterns 
and similarities in the answers. 
 
When the data has been organized and structured, it will be compared to literature in order to 
find alignments and differences between the two. The analysis will be based on if the 
participants have observed that emotional intelligence has been present in the situations 
observed. It will then be analyzed how emotional intelligence has been leveraged and how it 
can be utilized to gain support for a disruptive idea. 

Cross Analysis 

After the initial data analysis, a cross analysis will be conducted where the aim is to compare 
the data between the different companies to find potential similarities and differences. It will 
also be compared to literature as in the data analysis. 

1.3.4 Method Critique 

The choice of qualitative research was based on the fact that the participants were involved in 
the companies and in projects and keeping a distance and conducting a quantitative study would 
have been difficult. Furthermore, the qualitative approach is also a more flexible method that 
gives a holistic perspective and is more focused on words and meaning rather than numbers, 
which was considered suitable when studying emotional intelligence (Bryman & Bell, 2011; 
Yilmaz, 2013). 
 
Considering observations as a data collection method, a disadvantage is that the observations 
are based on a few situations and are done by a limited number of participants. A situation can 
also be interpreted differently by participants which might lead to biased results (Kawulich, 
2005). 

1.4 Result 
The following Chapter will explore the different themes that were found during a cross-analysis 
of the 6 host companies. Each theme is supported by real-life situations and reflections. These 
themes will then be connected in the Discussions Chapter.  

1.4.1 Differing degrees of  empathy  

In the reflections, it has been expressed by all people that they have used empathy as an 
emotional intelligence tool to some extent. The advantages of using empathy in order to better 
understand other people at the corporations in both negative and positive situations has been 
lifted by several people. It was mentioned by one person that “The positive scenarios have 
mostly been covered in empathy. Not only have we gained lost trust by listening and seeing 
other people’s views, but also ended up in positive situations that we couldn’t foresee.” It was 
further elaborated by several other people that in positive situations it is also easier to apply 
empathy to a higher degree since you are not in an emotionally charged situation and you 
genuinely want to understand the other person. Regarding negative situations one person 
reflected on the use of empathy in negative scenarios in the following way “Negative emotions 
in terms that our project seemed to be interpreted as a threat. We handled the situation with 
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empathy, trying to understand why they feel the way they do and ensure them that we are not 
in any way intending to do just that, and listened to their experience.” Several others have also 
expressed that even though it might be more difficult to apply empathy in negative situations it 
is even more useful to use empathy to a high degree in these situations. 
 
A couple of people reflected that in using empathy as an emotional intelligence tool that this 
was a way of getting people to like you more. By listening to others and making people talk 
and showing that you are interested in what they have to say was according to several people a 
way of becoming more likeable. 
 
Overall, using empathy has turned out to be beneficial in many of the projects according to the 
reflections. However, a couple people have reflected on that maybe they used empathy to a too 
high degree. “Empathy has been a big theme in the project and trying to look at things from 
other people’s perspectives. Maybe we have used empathy too much and been too considerate 
of others’ emotions, which has potentially become a disadvantage. It has helped build 
relationships but maybe made the idea less radical.” It was discussed that showing empathy is 
not the same as implementing everything others say, and that if you are too considerate it will 
be impossible to get anything radical through. At the same time however, if you push too much 
for something and do not show enough empathy this could turn people against you and make it 
more difficult to implement new ideas.�

1.4.2 Impacting internal motivation 

Internal motivation has been a key factor in the overall development of certain company 
projects. As one person pointed out, “The need to do a good job is difficult but at the same time 
very rewarding”. This is then tied into the notion of how one’s motivation is contagious in the 
context of the corporate environment; both in relation to the individual and also to the emotional 
contagiousness of facilitating the internal motivation of others that are outside one’s immediate 
team.  
 
In trying to locate the people in the companies who work to inspire, it was found that this aided 
internal motivation to “...keep the energy up and be motivated to continue working”. One 
person said that it was “...important to check-in with yourself and your expectations of the 
project during the difficult times, and to try to motivate yourself when things were not working 
your way or during remote working”.  
 
Through the process of conveying emotion and passion to other employees who are not directly 
involved in the intrapreneurial projects worked to further build internal motivation. In one 
scenario, internal motivation was used when a meeting was conducted with the web 
development team in order to obtain more resources for a minimum viable product. In trying to 
convey drive and motivation for the project when communicating with the said team, the 
individuals were able to influence how the other team valued the project and ultimately were 
able to obtain the resources they needed.  

1.4.3 Proving oneself 

By working on proving oneself, the projects were able to gain the momentum that they needed. 
Emotional intelligence was used to understand that rather than proving others wrong to gain 
traction for the intrapreneurial ideas, it was more beneficial to prove one’s skills and abilities 
in being able to achieve and reach set outcomes. This then in turn worked to gain support for 
the projects where one person stated that “Applying emotional intelligence tools more 
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consciously has had positive effects on successfully building quality relationships which have 
supported the progress of our project”.  

1.4.4 Building trust during uncertain times 

Within the context of covid-19 and through the processes of having to work remotely in a new 
corporate environment, it can be said that building trust took more time and more work than 
what would have been the case otherwise.  
 
Building trust has been an important notion in the context of selling a new idea as this has relied 
on building connections with people who can champion and support the projects. On this note 
one person said that “...it’s challenging to build such relationships in situations where one 
could be interpreted as external to the remaining organization and working with a task which 
is not aligned with current operations as this creates a need for alignment and understanding”. 
 
However, in order to get to this point, many interactions and the building of rapport is arguably 
necessary to form the relationships required. It can be said that building trust is connected to 
being considered legitimate where one person said that legitimacy is created once “...you show 
that you have taken their opinions and emotions into account for example when discussing how 
to present something or what to include where it is important to not just nod and agree or 
disagree. Include the other person’s suggestions and see where it takes you”.  
 
Furthermore, when trust is built then the following is probable, “Having people that care about 
the project increases the chances that it will continue living after we have left. Also, having 
many people throughout the organization understanding and agreeing has a cascade effect 
where information and engagement is spread. It is more difficult for a manager to say no if an 
idea has momentum throughout the organization. Allowing more participation or giving people 
a sense of ownership has helped progress to a great extent.”  
 
This is then connected to increasing levels of trust in positive scenarios where one person stated 
that in order to earn even more trust, using one’s social skills and empathy has aided this, 
“...using empathy as a tool is also something that creates trust which in the long-run puts less 
pressure on both parties and can hopefully contribute to a more efficient and proactive 
environment.” 
 
It is also argued that when one is able to reach a high level of trust where there is a mutual 
feeling of support is felt then, “it feels like emotional intelligence is not as needed because you 
are in a safe space and when you experience comfort and some level of trust it is easier to speak 
your mind. So, I would say that I rarely reflect over any emotional intelligence tools when in a 
positive situation.” 

1.4.5 Reflection and emotional intelligence development 

It was found that through the process of reflection and retrospection when collecting the data 
for the study, emotional intelligence levels were seen to develop. In one scenario, one project 
was receiving a lot of input from different team members which not only confused the project 
team but it also caused distraction by way of shifting away from the original plan. At the time 
this was seen as a negative experience but in retrospect it was looked upon in a positive light, 
“this is because the feelings of stress and powerlessness in terms of knowledge capacity has 
meant that now when I have grasped the business and considering the project is moving forward 
in an interesting direction, I have been able to look back and see that I truly have come far.” It 
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was stated that if those initial feelings were not there then quite possibly the person would not 
feel that they have come as far as they have. Furthermore, this person stated that, “I have come 
to understand the importance of not knowing and feeling confused and going forward I will 
embrace this further as opposed to feeling too angsty or frustrated.” This had impacted the 
project in the way that this person became better at sorting through information and picking out 
what was most relevant for the project at a given time.  
 
This is then connected to the notion of how negative emotions play important roles in triggering 
energy input into a process where one tends to work harder until the situation has been turned 
around. If this was not the case then it is possible the same amount of energy invested needed 
to succeed or reach a good outcome would not be expended in the same way by way of quantity 
and veracity.  
 
As per the above one person stated, “Looking back over our 9 months at the company, I’ve 
learnt myself to keep my cool in a better way, historically I´m one to react to situations rather 
than reflect and during our time at the company we faced some obstacles, not many, but some, 
the largest one being our first steering meeting. When facing pressured situations instead of a 
very satisfying one, it feels like the consequences might be bigger depending on what you say 
and how you react, because the state of mind is influenced in another way when pressured and 
uncomfortable, both for yourself but also for the others in the situation.” This reflection 
demonstrates that through emotional intelligence, particularly when faced with push-back, the 
impact of one’s behavior and reactions is highly important as this ultimately affects how others 
perceive you as a person which then works to affect the degree of the uptake of the change 
project.  

1.4.6 Resilience and self-regulation 

The notion of resilience is highly connected to being able to self-regulate where this has played 
a large part throughout the projects as it has made the corporate entrepreneurs, “...consciously 
aware that there are so many things out of my control and that there are many moving parts”. 
In understanding this and how one reacts as an individual to push-back or negativity has been 
vital in keeping levels of internal motivation high. Being resilient is often connected to how one 
is able to handle a negative scenario and it is argued that it is in these scenarios that emotional 
intelligence is truly tested.  
 
In considering emotional intelligence in negative situations one person stated that, “I believe I 
am less conscious about my emotions and that I act more reactively. I do not think that this is 
to my advantage as I believe in these situations it is important to maybe self-regulate more. I 
do however think that empathizing comes quite naturally to me even in negative scenarios. 
However, I think that it would be beneficial for me to use more emotional intelligence in the 
negative scenarios.” This is then confirmed to a great extent by another person where it was 
stated that, “When meeting resistance, self-awareness and self-regulation might be the most 
important”.  
 
Considering the above, it can therefore be said that in positive scenarios the approach is 
different, “In positive scenarios I believe it is much easier to apply emotional intelligence 
consciously as I am not overwhelmed with emotions. I think when being in this headspace I 
apply empathy and social skills in order to strengthen what we say.” Another interesting 
reflection was where one person stated that empathy is necessary to recognize when there is 
resistance and self-regulation is used to know when to stop arguing when pushback is faced.  
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1.4.7 Differences: outsiders vs well met at the company 

One distinction that has become apparent in the reflections is that there is a varying degree of 
how included people have been at the companies and this has greatly affected the experiences 
and emotions of people. Two people at one company expressed that they have not been able to 
get in contact with key people in the organization and that this has affected the motivation. They 
also reflected on that perhaps a better use of social skills and empathy could have changed the 
outcome. “I think in retrospect we were not necessarily bad at empathy/social skills - but had 
we been better at understanding the key people we wanted to reach out to, perhaps we could 
have framed out questions in a way which made them get back to us sooner. We could have 
used our social skills in a different way earlier on to get the contact we sought.”  
 
In comparison another company team lifted in the reflections that they have been very 
welcomed at the company and everyone they have reached out to has answered and had a 
meeting with them. Therefore, as one of the persons from this team reflected “Overall, we have 
not had to apply emotional intelligence tools to get to people and most situations we have 
encountered have been positive, it has more been about making people feel needed by using 
social skills.”  
 
Moving on, one company team has expressed that using emotional intelligence tools is 
important to make people more involved in the project in order to ensure that the project will 
continue to be pursued after they leave. “Allowing more participation or giving people a sense 
of ownership has helped progress to a great extent.” This has been reflected upon by several 
other people as well and there seems to be a consensus that involving people is key for the 
results of the project, and that emotional intelligence tools play a big role in making people 
involved.�

1.4.8 Standing your ground vs going along to get support 

The balance of choosing to go along with opinions voiced by others or standing your ground is 
something that many people have reflected on as a challenge. On the one hand one of the 
company teams reflected on that “Emotional intelligence application has entailed having to 
adapt behavior in a way which ultimately has resulted in the implementation of a less disruptive 
idea.” But on the other hand, they also expressed that the use of emotional intelligence has 
crested better prerequisites to having the results rooted well into the organization. Going along 
with other people’s opinions requires self-regulation but may be worth it in the end according 
to several of the reflections. 
 
Another reflection on when to stand your ground and when to go along with other people’s 
opinions is that the timing is very important. “In hindsight it’s easy to say that you should’ve 
questioned more early on, but on the other hand you need to build legitimacy before questioning 
too much. It’s easier to ask harder questions later on in the project and challenging and 
confronting people now. It would’ve been hard to do at day one and would’ve maybe just landed 
badly in the beginning.” 
 
In one of the reflections however, one person lifted the importance of speaking your mind. 
“...over the past year I've really learned that you should speak your mind. Obviously not in a 
rude way but speak your mind in a respectable manner. In our position as students or interns 
as some actually see us, people are not used to us asking questions or having opinions on 
whether we think they are doing things right or wrong. Those kinds of opinions upset people, 
or at least triggers something.” 
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1.4.9 Handling conflict/disagreements 

As touched upon earlier, being able to handle conflict and disagreements particularly when 
trying to sell an idea, project or solution is not an easy task particularly as a lot of energy is 
placed upon being disruptive already. It is in these moments that individuals are able to really 
understand their emotional intelligence levels.  
 
In handling frustrations, one person said the following: “I think my personal emotional 
intelligence skills start lacking when I become frustrated. When I consider myself right in an 
argument, especially when backed up by facts/research, I can sometimes fail to see the other 
side of the argument. This was a challenge with our supervisor early in the process, as he acted 
like a gatekeeper between us and other relevant stakeholders initially. This was of course a 
source of frustration, and I realize that from my part I tune out the empathy needed to face this 
issue and resolve the problem. Instead of trying to understand WHY the other person holds 
their belief, I just consider that belief as an obstacle to my personal progress. This lack of 
insight I think also comes from a lack of Self-Awareness; I’d argue.” 
 
This was then further backed up by another person who stated that emotional intelligence might 
be the most important in a situation of negativity, when one is feeling pressured and insecure 
where the person stated that, “...if you can apply emotional intelligence in negative moments, it 
can be truly valuable.” In some instances, these negative scenarios have resulted in certain 
subjects being avoided, “Obviously there are situations where you will come further by 
avoiding a subject of some kind, but I think that's mainly because we are scared. I can be scared 
of upsetting someone and therefore that person feels lesser about me or the person in question 
wants me to avoid the subject since that may cause more work/trouble for them. Most of the 
time I however feel that you should speak for mind as long as it is in a respectable way the other 
person shouldn't be offended, if they are then we probably have a bigger issue.” This is 
ultimately connected to the notion of being able to pick one’s battles where another person had 
stated that it is important to keep the long-term gain in mind and that the timing of bringing up 
a subject can be quite important.  
 
This idea of timing is then linked to what one person stated about push-back with new ideas, 
“Usually the pushback is instant which means they have probably not had enough time to listen 
and consider our idea. In these scenarios I’ve backed down from arguing etc. because arguing 
with a person who is instantly skeptic won’t lead to anything constructive. Instead, I’ve taken 
an approach where we discuss general concepts around the idea and the situation they 
experience and continue the “argument” later on when they have had time to process. Sensing 
when people are against something because it is “new and scary” has been important in order 
to have those discussions in a manner where we can create a sense of security and work with 
fear and skepticism. It is easy to fall into the trap of “we’re in a hurry we must be fast and don’t 
have time for a long discussion”. However, that approach tends to take longer in reality 
anyways.” Thus, in keeping the long-term gain in mind and thus also through the use of the 
emotional intelligence tools of self-regulation and self-awareness, one is able to arguably 
achieve long-term gains by winning the battle and not necessarily the war.  
 
Another interesting insight in connection to handling conflicts and disagreements is the idea 
that being too emotionally involved can be taxing and that possibly too much of one tool can 
affect another tool negatively. “You may worry about what others think and regulate yourself 
to meet others’ expectations. That could be harder if you are trying to challenge expectations 
or want to produce your own ideas/develop a new idea. Maybe you change too much of your 
idea in order to fit others. So, it's good to also know when to tune it out when you need to - sort 
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of be comfortable not pleasing everyone or perhaps understanding people's points of view but 
not always acting on it.” It can also therefore be said that in having high degrees of empathy, 
internal motivation could potentially be affected if one does not feel that they are pleasing 
everyone.  

1.5 Discussion 
The following Chapter will analyze and find connections between the Results, the Theoretical 
Framework, and the research questions.  

1.5.1 Emotional intelligence tools in relationship building 

There is no doubt that emotional intelligence plays a big part in relationship building. Whether 
it is actively practiced or not, it affects how the relationships turn out. In turn these relationships 
affect if a new and disruptive idea is adopted within an organization or not. It was found in the 
results that by consciously reflecting back on how emotional intelligence affected different 
situations, one could learn how to apply emotional intelligence tools more effectively to 
influence the outcomes of these situations. In general, it was found that emotional intelligence 
comes more naturally to the intrapreneurs in positive scenarios rather than in negative, but that 
leveraging emotional intelligence has a bigger effect in negative situations than in positive.  
 
All the emotional intelligence tools analyzed were found to be useful in different ways and can 
be used to build better relationships with internal stakeholders. Empathy, in the sense of being 
able to understand other people and putting yourself into their situations (Goleman, 1997), was 
the tool that was found to be most frequently used in both positive and negative situations and 
the reflections showed that most of the time empathy was experienced to create a more positive 
outcome from situations. 
 
It could be argued that since there was a consensus that empathy had a big impact on situations 
and that everyone applied it in several situations the emotional intelligence level is high within 
this group of intrapreneurs. Since a high emotional intelligence level is connected to innovation 
culture and performance (Altındağ & Kösedağı, 2015) the influence of the emotional 
intelligence of these intrapreneurs can therefore be argued to affect the relationship building 
with internal stakeholders to a high degree and thereby also the adoption of new ideas. 
 
However, an interesting aspect was that it was found that too much empathy might harm the 
project. An even higher level of emotional intelligence could therefore be argued to be to not 
only apply emotional intelligence tools, but also have the insight of when applying these tools 
could actually harm the project. It could therefore be argued that sometimes self-awareness and 
self-regulation, in the sense of being aware of one’s feelings and not acting on impulses 
(Goleman, 1997), is needed to not dive too deeply into empathy but that it could also in the long 
run create prerequisites for the project to succeed better. 
 
Some reflections also showed that too much of one tool could potentially affect another tool in 
a negative way “We came to the conclusion that too much empathy affected our own internal 
motivation.” An interesting aspect is if there is a potential of using too much of one emotional 
intelligence tool and therefore affecting the use of another tool. 
 
Internal motivation, defined as being able to find ways of motivating oneself even in situations 
where the motivation is not apparent (Goleman, 1997), has also been found to be a key tool in 
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order to build good relationships within the companies. One aspect that was found is that 
internal motivation can be contagious and create motivation for other people. As Barsade (2002) 
states, emotions and behaviors can influence others and in the end emotional contagion can lead 
to important effects in organizations and within groups. One can therefore argue that the 
emotional contagion of internal motivation has a significant effect on relationship building 
within a corporate context. Internal motivation has also been found to play a significant role 
together with self-regulation in order to stay motivated when facing push-back or negative 
situations. Self-regulation has been found to be a very important aspect of emotional 
intelligence in negative situations in order to pick your battles. In some scenarios, applying self-
regulation to stop arguing was lifted as a key to gain long term support for an idea, while in 
other scenarios standing your ground was more important. One could argue that picking your 
battles is key in relationship building seeing as disruptive ideas are dependent on the support 
from internal stakeholders and creating enemies could affect not only one person at a company 
but others within that person’s range. 
 
Finally, social skills were found to be used by all intrapreneurs at their companies, and that the 
effect it had on relationship building was high. Social skills, in terms of the ability to 
communicate well with others (Goleman, 1997) can be argued to be a very broad tool and 
therefore that it has been applied in many situations is not surprising.  

1.5.2 Corporate entrepreneurship and leveraging emotional intelligence  

Corporate entrepreneurs are unequivocally dependent upon other people due to the internal 
nature of corporate entrepreneurship projects in industrial contexts. To achieve the wider 
adoption of an idea, project, or solution, it can be said that the corporate entrepreneur has to be 
able to leverage their emotional intelligence toolset.  
 
One key factor in being able to leverage emotional intelligence to build momentum for a new 
and sometimes disruptive project, is in one’s ability to actively listen and communicate. In 
understanding that one cannot communicate in the same way with all internal stakeholders due 
to different motivations and opinions, the corporate entrepreneur is able to speak the language 
of the person that they are trying to persuade or convince. In being able to create “talk tracks” 
to stakeholders by way of understanding what they expect, need, or can gain from a project 
were based on that, it is presented to them in a way that meets these needs or speaks to their 
interests, ultimately facilitates the support and the adoption of new ideas. However, in order to 
be able to achieve this, social skills in the sense of the ability to communicate well with others 
along with being able to resolve conflicts and support one’s team (Goleman, 1997) is deemed 
to be important and is an underlying factor among the Results described above. 
 
Additionally, it can be said that challenging people in a corporate context requires a high degree 
of emotional intelligence. This is also then connected to knowing when not to address certain 
concerns or ideas whether positive or negative. Challenging others can pave the way for 
creating opportunities for them to see things in a different light but it can be argued that in order 
for others to be willing to take on the challenge, the “challenger” must prove themselves first. 
The “challenger” or rather, the corporate entrepreneur, is tasked with coming up with innovative 
ideas which typically push boundaries and/or work to change people’s perspectives and in this 
sense the corporate entrepreneur has to have a degree of confidence. It is therefore suggested in 
order to open this proverbial door, the corporate entrepreneur must prove that they have the 
skills and attitude to facilitate great outcomes before beginning to suggest that what everyone 
else is doing is incorrect or could be done better. 
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Furthermore, being emotionally intelligent in relation to the potential adoption of a new idea 
could also infer that it is equally good to know who will not agree with the suggested ideas and 
in many ways try to predict what the best path forward would be. In some instances, this may 
result in circumventing the more pessimistic individuals. Similarly, emotional intelligence is 
not always about using the emotional intelligence tools to change peoples’ ideas as it can also 
be useful in the sense that many people will need to be involved in terms of eventual wider 
company traction but also in terms of implementation down the line. By involving others early 
in the process and in being able to synthesize their opinions, a sense of ownership is created 
that will aid in the long-term progress of a corporate entrepreneurship project.  
�

This is then connected to the degree to which a corporate entrepreneur is open-minded and is 
able to deal with uncertainties and feel comfortable in talking about their feelings. Here, the 
emotional intelligence tool of self-regulation has been shown to be particularly important. One 
perspective is that in being open with one’s emotions both positive and negative, others are 
oftentimes emotionally attracted to emotionally expressive individuals (Freidman, Riggio and 
Casella, 1988). It can be said that the use of emotional intelligence in a corporate context can 
be perceived by some as a manipulative measure that seeks to unfairly obtain certain gains and 
outcomes. This of course depends on how calculating one is although the authors do agree that 
if a corporate entrepreneur is comfortable in expressing their opinions and are aware of their 
behaviors and actions through reflection, they not only attract others to the cause but they also 
are able to develop professionally and personally.  
 
Another common theme in the study has been the notion of building trust. When obtaining 
support for a corporate entrepreneurship project, locating champions or advocates for the idea 
is presumed vital in the gaining of wider momentum. Once others begin to trust the corporate 
entrepreneur, these others are able to champion and advocate for the project to the rest of the 
organization. This, in many ways, is connected to Barsade’s (2002) theory on emotional 
contagion. The notion of building trust with others is largely connected to one’s ability to 
empathize with them but is also highly connected to social skills and being able to communicate 
with a variety of people across all levels of an organization. �

1.6 Conclusion 
Emotional intelligence is used both consciously and unconsciously in working life but also in 
everyday scenarios. It is through the process of reflection that one is able to begin to understand 
how their behaviors and attitudes affect relationship building and the wider adoption of new 
and challenging ideas in corporate contexts.  
 
When it comes to relationship building the use of emotional intelligence tools has a big effect. 
Using social skills and empathy in both negative and positive situations is beneficial as this 
creates trust and legitimacy, while when facing push-back the use of self-regulation in order to 
pick your battles is found to be key to gain support and create good relationships with the 
stakeholders. 
 
In leveraging emotional intelligence thinking when selling an idea to internal stakeholders, the 
corporate entrepreneur needs to be able to build trust and legitimacy. For this to occur, one must 
be self-aware, socially adept and be able to empathize with other individuals within the 
company. This is strongly connected to the ability to communicate with determination and 
cause along with an open mindset where one is unafraid of push-back and differing opinions 
and approaches. 
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The study has demonstrated that emotional intelligence is particularly useful to corporate 
entrepreneurs in their relationship building with stakeholders when the process of reflection is 
actively practiced. By consciously reflecting back on how emotional intelligence has affected 
different situations, the corporate entrepreneur is able to learn how to apply emotional 
intelligence tools more effectively to influence the outcomes of these situations. The use of the 
emotional intelligence tools of self-regulation, self-awareness, internal motivation, empathy, 
and social skills to varying degrees aids in both relationship building and the wider adoption of 
ideas; one is more consciously able to synthesize the information provided by, and the feelings 
of, individuals who have a potential stake in the implementation of a new idea, project, or 
solution.  
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2.1 Appendices 

2.1.1 Appendix 1 -Tasks on LoopMe 

A few examples of the types of reflections that will be asked of the participants are as follows: 
 
A corporate entrepreneur works as an agent for change in sometimes stifled environments. 
Since selling a new and unvalidated process, product, idea, or innovation is all about building 
relationships and convincing someone of a certain belief, emotional intelligence can play a vital 
part in whether or not you are able to get your message across and be successful in your sale.  
 

1. In the face of a push-back relating to the adoption of one of your new ideas, try to feel 
and see the situation from the other person’s perspective. How do you think this person 
perceives what you are saying? Reflect upon if thinking about the other person's 
emotions affected your approach and the outcome. What could you have done instead 
and what do you expect this outcome to have been? 

 
2. Emotional intelligence is the ability to perceive accurately, appraise, and express 

emotion. Look back on the last month and reflect upon a situation where you think 
emotional intelligence mattered. Did you automatically apply any particular emotional 
intelligence skills such as self-awareness, self-regulation, internal motivation and/or 
empathy? If so, did you find that this affected the result? If not, why and would you do 
it differently if faced with the same situation again? 

 
3. As a corporate entrepreneur it is important to pick your battles. Think of a time when 

you have faced an argument or a disagreement at your partner company; would you say 
that you confronted the situation or avoided it? Why do you believe that your approach 
was better than the contrary? 

 
4. When being met with a positive reaction from someone you’ve talked to about your 

project, did you do anything in particular in that instance to gain their support? E.g., did 
you consciously leverage any emotions, prior knowledge etc.? How did the positive 
reaction affect the team, the project, and other people at the company? 

 
5. Give an example of a positive relationship that you have created with a senior person at 

the company who has official authority to make decisions that will affect the outcome 
of the project. How did you form this relationship, e.g., how did you gain their trust and 
support for the project and how have you maintained it? What have been the outcomes 
of it? Follow up: During the course of building this relationship, can you identify that 
you’ve utilized any emotional intelligence tools (i.e., self-awareness, self-regulation, 
internal motivation and/or empathy? 

 
6. When you have had a really emotional and critical event related to your venture project, 

document the event, and reflect upon it. It can be a very positive or a very negative 
event. What did you learn from the critical event in terms of knowledge, skills, and 
attitudes? How is it affecting your venture going forward? Follow up: During the event 
you described above, did you use any of the following emotional intelligence tools - 
self-awareness, self-regulation, internal motivation and/or empathy? If so, how did you 
use them?  
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3 Leadership 
Sara Grichat, Madeleine Kosmela, and Leon Hermansson Larsson 

3.1 Introduction  
Intrapreneurial initiatives from employees within the organization is something that many 
organizations strive for. Change is rarely without friction and resistance may occur at different 
levels of the organization. Having change originate from within and being driven bottom up is 
a way to reduce resistance and maximize understanding and motivation when aiming to achieve 
change. In order to enable employees to contribute with intrapreneurial initiatives the leader(s) 
must create an atmosphere and culture where this behavior is encouraged and not suppressed. 
There are many ways to view leadership and many different kinds of perspectives. We will 
mainly look at leadership styles, effect on employees when it comes to creativity and agency 
and what is required in order to build a good team where people actively contribute.  

3.1.1 Aim and Research Question  

The aim of this study is to get a better understanding of how leaders in established structures 
can act in order to enable their employees to improve the organization by taking initiatives and 
enabling bottom up change within the organization. The research question is therefore: 

 
What leadership behaviors enable or hinder intrapreneurial initiatives in established 

structures? 
 
Specifically, the study aims to examine what activities and behaviors are defined as supportive 
and hindering, and in what way they affect opportunities to drive intrapreneurial initiatives. In 
order to have a solid basis for our analysis we use a theoretical foundation to divide leadership 
behavior into three main categories, task-based, change-based, and relation-based and use 
concepts from these theories to define certain actions that might be considered supportive 
and/or hindering when it comes to entrepreneurial initiatives from employees within 
established structures.  

3.1.2 Methodology 

Data will be collected through insider action research, meaning that the researcher will be 
conducting a study within an environment in which they work. Hence, in addition to the 
insider’s functional role they will be undertaking an explicit research role when collecting 
observational data (Teusner, 2016). The main purpose of action research is to produce practical 
knowing which is embodied in daily actions within the organization. Rather than having 
participants removed from the environment, action research focuses on their experience of the 
situation, and therefore let’s human activity draw on different types of knowing (Coghlan, 
2007).  
 
For this study the insider researchers will be conducting action-based research within six 
different established organizations during a timeframe of nine months. In parallel to the data 
collection, the researchers will be working in intrapreneurial projects while driving innovative 
efforts within the organization. 
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For the data collection each team of researchers (six teams total and one team per company) 
will conduct 6 observational studies and 3 semi-structured interviews. The combination of 
observational studies and interviews is designed to help verify the results.  
 
This means the cross-analysis and findings of this report will be based upon 6 teams which each 
interview 3 leaders and make 6 observations. Resulting in interview data from 18 leaders, and 
36 total observations. Each team will also produce company specific findings which will be 
centered around their 3 company specific interviews and 6 company specific observations.  
 
The interviews will be based on a semi-structured interview guide with predetermined key 
questions, while still allowing for follow up questions to open up discussion. In order for the 
researcher to capture data more effectively and focus on the interview content as well as verbal 
prompts, the interview will, with the respondent’s consent, be recorded and transcribed. This 
methodology will eliminate the risk of unreliable handwritten notes, seeing as the researcher 
might miss key points (Jamshed, 2014).  
 
The data (all interviews and observations) will be collected through a digital platform called 
LoopMe, where the six research teams will receive tasks (see appendix 2 for interview guide) 
on how to conduct the study at the respective organizations. The platform is used by the 
Chalmer’s School of Entrepreneurship and allows for tasks to be structured and collected 
according to research design needs. In addition, a workshop will be held by the researchers at 
each company along with the authors of this paper. In this workshop the LoopMe data will be 
collectively discussed and analyzed and presented as findings. 
 
This is a study of the qualitative nature, utilizing ethnographic fieldwork in order to get a holistic 
view of the different leadership behaviors, while adopting an organizational anthropological 
methodology (Garsten and Nyqvist, 2013).  

3.1.3 Limitations 

The main limitation of this study is the relatively small sample size of six companies and the 
relatively low number of observations and interviews performed in each company. The 
interviews and observations have been spread out in different departments and different times 
of the year to mitigate this fact. However, the six companies used cannot be considered to be a 
perfect representation of all companies in Sweden, so general conclusions of leadership are 
difficult to draw. This study instead focuses on using the knowledge within the field to draw 
conclusions about the companies and these specific companies in unison. Furthermore, this 
study was performed in the midst of the covid-19 pandemic which means that the majority of 
the researchers were working from home for the majority of their time at the company. Informal 
leadership behaviors are therefore more difficult to observe and it is possible that leadership 
behavior is influenced by this new way of working. 

3.2 Theoretical Framework  
In the last several decades, many scholars have attempted to define the concept of leadership. 
Some of the early research on leadership emphasized a traits-based approach which claims that 
good leaders inherently possess qualities that are innately linked to leadership (Silva, 2016). In 
the 1950s Stogdill, quoted by Silva, defined leadership as “the process (act) of influencing the 
activities of an organized group in its efforts toward goal setting and goal achievement” (2016). 
This definition opened up the conceptualization of leadership as a process of social influence 
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(Silva, 2016). Bass (1990) offers an expanded view of Stogdill's definition by arguing that the 
influence process is not one-directional from leader to follower, but an interaction process 
whereby the followers also influence leadership (Silva, 2016). For the purpose of this research, 
leadership is defined as “a process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals 
towards a common goal.” (Northouse, 2018). 
 
How this influence process occurs, or in other words what behaviors leaders have, and to what 
effect is still an active topic of research today. In particular, the study of what types of 
leadership styles and behaviors create environments which stimulate innovation is of interest 
because today’s organizations exist in a complex and competitive environment and the ability 
to adapt and respond to changes with new value creation can determine the survival and success 
of the organization (Ekvall, 1991; Eriksson-Zetterquist, Mullern and Styhre, 2011; 
Gumusluoglu, 2009; Villaluz, 2019). Innovation can be broadly understood as new value 
creation (Eriksson-Zetterquist, Mullern and Styhre, 2011).  
 
In a meta-analysis examining which types of leadership behaviors were the most functional for 
team performance, Burke categorized leadership behaviors under two broad meta-categories: 
Task-based and Relation-based (2006). Further research into leadership dimensions have led to 
the inclusion of a third dimension: change-based leadership (Ekvall 1991; Yukl, 2012). Task-
based behaviors are actions that primarily focus on task accomplishment which can include 
task-setting, information seeking, clarifying efforts and process setting. In contrast, relation-
based behaviors focus on the interpersonal relationships within the group, the development of 
the team and individual (Burke, 2006; Yukl, 2010). The third dimension, change-based 
leadership, involves behaviors which encourage a greater understanding of the organizational 
environment where leaders are “active in creating and supporting renewal within organizational 
systems” (Ekvall, 1991, p.18). Under the task-based category, Burke identified three types of 
leadership behaviors: Transactional, Initiating structure and Boundary spanning. Under the 
relation-based category, Burke identified Transformational, Consideration, Empowerment and 
Motivational behaviors.  
 
Of these leadership behaviors identified by Burke, transactional and transformational leadership 
have been widely explored as two separate leadership styles with their own unique set of 
behaviors. To some extent, the behaviors ascribed to transformational leadership may 
incorporate consideration, empowerment and motivational behaviors, and transactional 
leadership styles may incorporate some behavioral elements of initiating structure and boundary 
spanning (Bass 1990, Northouse, 2018; Yukl, 2012). Ekvall on the other hand writes that 
behaviors which may be seen as more transactional or transformational are not mutually 
exclusive and successful change-based leadership can incorporate elements of both. Yukl 
similarly argues that a mix of behaviors are present in leadership styles and identifies 
transformational leadership as belonging in both the relation-based and change-based 
dimension (2012).  
 
In 1978 Burns identified what became known as “transformational leadership” which was later 
expanded by Bass who argues that transformational leaders have the ability to “broaden and 
elevate the interests of their employees…generate awareness and acceptance of the purposes 
and mission of the group, and….stir their employees to look beyond their own self-interest for 
the good of the group” (1990). Initially, the charismatic and moral qualities associated with 
transformational leaders were seen as responsible for this effect on employees (Burns 1978). In 
his continuation of Burn’s research, Bass broke down transformational leadership into four 
actionable components: idealized influence, intellectual stimulation, individualized 
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consideration, and inspirational motivation (Bass, 1990; Gumusluoglu, 2009). Leaders who are 
transformational utilize specific behaviors which fall under these components.  
 
Bass positioned transformational leadership as a contrasting style to transactional leadership. 
Transactional leadership works on the assumption that employees have a transactional 
relationship to the organization whereby effort is contingent on material reward (1990). Bass 
and Avolio identified three components of transactional leadership: contingent reward, active 
or passive management by exception and Laissez-Faire (Bass; 1990, 1999). Key 
responsibilities of the transactional leader then become monitoring performance, actively 
intervening before problems arise or passively correcting problems, and designing and 
upholding a reward and punishment system and even responsibility avoidance and delegation 
(Bass, 1990). Looking at theory of motivation, Gagné and Forest (2008) argue that motivational 
factors that are extrinsic in character, such as rewards/punishment systems, tend to negatively 
impact employee motivation and general mental health. The authors further argue that creating 
motivation through involvement and working with the employee’s inner motivation instead has 
a positive effect. Examples of intrinsic motivational factors could be a common goal, sense of 
ownership, understanding of their own personal development etc.  
 
Some research has demonstrated through studies of organizational teams that transformational 
leadership has a greater effect on team performance than transactional leadership (Bass, 1990; 
Burke, 2006; DeGroot, Kiker and Cross, 2000). According to scholars Bass and Tanase this is 
because of the compelling ability of the transformational leader to get the employee to go 
beyond self-interest and internalize the organizational goals as personal goals, provide a clear 
vision and purpose, build trust and coach the individuals to develop (1990; 2020). This 
coincides with Gagné’s and Forest’s (2008) argumentation about intrinsic motivational factors 
being positive for employee motivation and involvement. Similarly, Amabile and Kramer 
(2011) argues that a central driver of creative and productive performance is the quality of a 
person’s inner work life, which includes motivations over the course of a workday. The authors 
further argue how making progress in meaningful work is central to boost inner motivation and 
that managers tend to have more influence than they are aware of over employees’ motivation 
and creative output. Amabile and Kramer (2011) identified catalyzers and nourishers as two 
types of inner work life triggers, which further coincides with Gagné and Forest (2008) view of 
intrinsic motivational factors. Catalyzers are actions that support the employee in his or her 
work, clear goals, allowing autonomy, providing sufficient resources and time, helping with the 
work, openly learning from problems and successes, and allowing a free exchange of ideas are 
all examples of catalyzers (Amabile and Kramer, 2011). Whereas nourishers are described as 
interpersonal support, including recognition, encouragement, and emotional comfort. These 
different types of inner work life triggers can hence be seen to further categorize the intrinsic 
motivational factors described by Gagné and Forest (2008).  
 
Furthermore, research suggests that the components of transformational leadership such as 
intellectual stimulation is more likely to create an environment that is conducive for creativity 
and new knowledge creation which is a key component of innovation (Kolb et al., 2012; 92; 
Shalley, 2004, 37-28; Villaluz, 2019; 85). 
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Figure 1. Overview of  how different leadership behaviors connect to a certain leadership style. 

One dimension that has not been properly explored above by literature in transformational and 
transactional leadership so far is leadership styles at different levels of the organization. The 
abilities required of a leader may be different depending on what kind of leader one is and at 
what level in the organization said leader is positioned. Ancona, Beckman, and Isaacs (2019) 
discuss entrepreneurial, enabling, and architecting leaders. This theory is based on research 
done in organizations with a high degree of freedom, decentralized decision-making, and high 
levels of initiative from employees; and instead focuses on different leadership styles or types 
of leaders at different levels of hierarchies. The entrepreneurial leader is typically at lower 
levels of the organization and is often connected with the attributes of self-confidence, 
willingness to act, strategic mindset, and ability to inspire others. Their role is to “sense and 
seize” growth opportunities, acquire resources for early-stage projects and inspire colleagues to 
join in on ideas/projects. Another type of leader identified by Ancona, Beckman and Isaacs, the 
enabling leader, is allocated in the middle of the organization. These leaders are connected with 
coaching, connecting and communication. Their role is to help project leaders with personal 
development, deal with hurdles within the organization and connect with others. The role as a 
whole is focused on enabling other employees to do a good job. Finally, the architect leader is 
located at the top of the organization with the role to oversee the big picture and see changes 
required in the organizational culture, structure, and resources.  
 
Combining the view of Ancona, Beckman, and Isaacs (2019) with that of the view described 
by Burke could add an extra dimension to the analysis. The behavior described by Ancona, 
Beckman and Isaacs is more in line with transformational leadership but incorporates a 
dimension that considers the different levels a leader may be positioned within an organization. 
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3.3 Findings 
The findings are focused around supportive and hindering leadership behaviors observed, or 
noted in interviews performed, at the companies involved in this study. This study focuses on 
finding general themes and differences between the companies involved to get a broad view of 
leadership in different settings. Therefore, data from each company is taken into account. The 
companies are of different sizes and focus, which might provide contextual reasoning around 
certain behavior. The companies were structured into “typologies” when it comes to size and 
business area because these two factors seemed to have an influence on the circumstances 
around the leadership observed. The typologies of the companies can be found below in Table 
1. 

Table 1. Typologies of  the companies involved in this study. 

Company 
number 

Number of 
employees 

Area Comment 

1 > 10 000 Energy, operations, 
and research 

 International 

2 100-300 Technology 
development 

 Sweden focused 

3 > 10 000 MedTech, research  International 

4 500-1000 Energy, operations Local 

5 40-100 Energy, research & 
development 

International  

6  10-40 Technology 
development 

Sweden focused  

 

3.3.1 Supportive behaviors  

Findings indicate that formal leaders who demonstrated leadership behaviors which 
emphasized trust, recognition, inclusiveness, and the ability to challenge employees in their 
innovative thinking were considered by both leaders and followers as significantly supportive 
behaviors of entrepreneurial initiatives. Additionally, leadership behaviors that focused on 
employee development, team identity and the leaders’ ability to listen and understand individual 
needs were also identified as supportive behaviors.  
 
In the vast majority of the observed organizations, mutual trust was mentioned as an important 
dimension of supportive leadership behavior. One of the interviewed leaders at company 1 for 
instance stated, “I believe in having employees that are strong and independent, and able to 
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make decisions when I am not available”. From an employee perspective, many of the insider 
action researchers correspondingly experienced managers’ trust in their performance as 
independence and freedom under responsibility. On this notion, one of the interviewed 
managers at company 4 stated “Enhancing trust is very important for the other party to maybe 
pursue entrepreneurial initiatives. It gives the "regular" employee more confidence when it 
comes to speaking their minds and in the long run, hopefully, enhance the chance of employees 
pursuing their own initiatives and ideas.”.  Another leader at company 4 highlighted the 
negative aspects of micromanagement and further discussed the importance of letting the 
employees work towards the company objectives in their own way, while enhancing freedom 
under responsibility. In contrast to supervising leadership behavior, findings seemingly indicate 
that when team members felt empowered and experienced a certain level of autonomy to 
perform in their roles, the opportunity was based on a fundamental level of trust from their 
manager. Findings further indicate that such trust tends to be developed through time while the 
leader in question got to know the employee better. This was partly based on the employee’s 
ability to prove themselves and build a certain level of legitimacy, for which one of the 
researchers at company 3 stated in an observation “We felt able to be independent and set our 
own pace once they got to know us better”.  
 
In relation to leaders' ability to demonstrate inclusiveness and team identity, findings indicate 
that most of the interviewed leaders at the observed organizations found these dimensions as 
central in regard to leadership behaviors that support entrepreneurial initiatives. In regard to 
inclusiveness as a level of participation and involvement, one of the interviewed leaders at 
company 5 specifically stated, “I engage them in making the plans and budgets so they feel that 
they have contributed and made the plan together with me and by doing that they are indirectly 
committed to it and to make it a success”. Reflecting back on the feeling of empowerment 
amongst employees, the study further identified the reason as to why participation and 
involvement are considered supportive factors, as connected to confidence in performance and 
knowledge from an employee perspective. On this notion one of the researchers for company 1 
stated in an observation “The leader wasn't questioning the team members work, but rather 
formulated her questions in a way so that the team felt empowered when providing knowledge 
and insight into a specific topic which they were "specialized" in or felt responsible for”. 
Leaders who exhibited these behaviors additionally put a lot of focus on listening to the 
opinions of the team members. The researchers at company 6 for instance observed how the 
CEO of the organization on a regular basis checked-in on different departments and individuals 
to listen to and understand what they were working with, not with the purpose of supervision 
but rather dedicating his time to engage with employees. On this notion the researchers stated, 
“It makes you feel listened to and included”. The majority of the insider researchers observed 
that when a leader actively and regularly demonstrates an interest in listening to ideas and 
opinions of employees, they felt more confident in sharing insights and ideas that could help 
foster entrepreneurial initiatives. One of the interviewed managers at company 4 actively tried 
to create a supportive and safe environment for employees to feel comfortable and confident in 
sharing ideas by not allowing for criticizing a proposal in meetings, for which he stated, “Either 
you're allowed to support the idea or if you don't believe in it you can come with suggestions 
on how it can be improved/adjusted, but you're not allowed to only criticize”. Additionally, 
some of the researchers observed leadership behaviors that actively strengthened team identity 
which consequently created a team spirit and collaboration amongst employees that was seen 
as supportive in the fostering of entrepreneurial activities. For instance, the researchers at 
company 5 took part in an activity called “walk and talk” which was initiated by one of the 
formal managers at the organization. The idea is to meet outside of the corporate settings and 
take a 5-7 km walk to discuss business and everyday life. The researchers seemingly 
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experienced this initiative as a supportive leadership behavior due to the opportunity of 
discussing ideas in a more relaxed setting, for which one of the researchers stated in an 
observation “It encourages entrepreneurial initiatives as it is quite entrepreneurial in nature in 
itself. It creates a space without the suits and offices where everyone has their workout clothes 
on and we believe the employees become more comfortable with each other in that setting. 
Which of course makes room for creative talks and maybe also new initiatives”.  
 
Furthermore, many of the interviewed leaders described their leadership style as adaptive to 
different needs of their team members. This was identified as a fundamental leadership behavior 
in the way leaders foster and support entrepreneurial initiatives. Both leaders and employees 
highlighted the importance of getting to know each team member on an individual level in order 
to understand differences in needs and the way they work. Additionally, some leaders 
highlighted the importance in finding balance between showing guidance and support and 
making sure that everyone in the team is following to later run forward again, which one of the 
interviewed leaders at company one described as a “dynamic leadership style”.  
 
Finally, leadership behaviors that supported individual development amongst team members 
were further identified as supportive of entrepreneurial initiatives. The majority of the observed 
leaders demonstrated an ability to challenge employees and encourage new ideas and innovative 
thinking. On this notion one of the interviewed leaders at company 5 stated in regard to her 
employees “They are the heroes and my job is to give them the superpowers to help them do 
their job. I try to encourage them to prepare the decision and I just support them if I agree with 
them and I try not to make all the decisions for them. Otherwise, they don’t challenge themselves 
or grow”. Other leaders highlighted the importance of developing employees who in turn 
develops the organization while allowing for mistakes to occur, for which one of the leaders at 
company 1 stated “If one creates a culture where committing mistakes is allowed and where it 
is allowed to try something new - one engages employees to be innovative”.  

3.3.2 Hindering behaviors  

The results from company interviews and observations demonstrated that leadership behaviors 
which emphasized high expectations on results and emphasis on operational activities were 
perceived as hindering entrepreneurship.  
  
Leaders who exhibited these behaviors could hinder innovative activities in the way that they 
communicated expectations of project outcomes to their employees, and how they chose to 
prioritize specific activities. At company 6 it was expressed that employees were “told not to 
waste time on non-profit making activities”. This limited the scope of entrepreneurial projects 
and discouraged employees from exploring ideas which were less likely to match the 
communicated expectations of the leaders to be profitable or exploit current activities. One 
observation from company 1 noted a manager’s emphasis on the importance of the “internal 
alignment” of new projects “to make sure that what we do works for management and the 
remaining organization." Another person in company 3 identified an organization-wide 
imbalance between promoting “explorative” behaviors and “exploitative” activities, saying “I 
can understand that we need to make sure that whatever we do is profitable in the long run. It's 
just that it's hard to really get into these new areas, unless you dare to, actually.”. 
  
In contrast, the employees at company 5 expressed a need for leadership to provide more 
guidance and communication on day-to-day tasks saying “It’s more common to get stuck on the 
small things than on the big things because those are normally very well thought through and 
run very smoothly. But when the pressure gets high, that is where the small things start to 
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crack”. As employees had a difficult time understanding how they would achieve the 
company’s vision. 
 
Furthermore, leaders were seen as influential on the way innovation was conceptualized in their 
respective companies through the prioritization of certain projects, granting of resources and 
communication. This at times was associated with hindering the type of innovation that is 
achieved by the Company. In one company there was a “Common or shared view of innovation 
as existing within a project scope – rather than allowing innovations to occur at a general or 
wider level.”. One interviewee from company 3  described frustration at how innovation was 
designated to specific functions “I think we kind of put people in a group and decide that this 
is going to be the “innovation team”…and I’m a little bit like “But how can you do that”? 
Because innovation is everywhere, should be everywhere. And if you try to guard it by saying 
that these are the people that are supposed to be working with innovation, and they are sitting 
in a specific organization, I think we will lack from it”.  
  
Other leadership behaviors which were also viewed as hindering were lack of openness, 
inaccessibility and behaviors which did not build a team identity. Company 2 pointed to the 
difficulty in knowing who to talk to due to the company’s relatively flat hierarchy – making the 
leadership sometimes hard to identify and leaving employees with a lack of guidance. Two 
groups from companies 1 and 3 described high initial barriers in place to get access to leadership 
and other employees in their respective companies. In both companies this was attributed to a 
lack of legitimacy or trust in the people or the project’s outcome: “I worried that introducing 
us as guests, when we will be working for the company for nine months in total, may have 
implications for our legitimacy in the department." (1) And  “It was hard to initially feel a 
common shared identity I didn’t feel like I fully understood why there was a divide between 
“us” and “you”…I thought that they would be a bit more receptive to us asking to be more 
involved in their meetings about the project (that we are also working on).”(3).  
  
Behaviors that limited employee autonomy and promoted centralized decision-making were 
described as “hindering new employees” in an entrepreneurial context, as employees “don’t feel 
like their ideas are listened to” and found it hard to stay motivated when they were removed 
from the decision-making process as expressed by interviews from company 6. In contrast, one 
individual at company 2 expressed that the high degree of autonomy given to employees to run 
projects resulted in feeling that they lacked support from management.  
 
Multiple leaders shared the difficulty in balancing the level of support and autonomy they gave 
to employees, a leader in company 4 expressed that “it is important to find a balance in support 
but also to have a reasonable staff. One cannot expect a high degree of autonomy but at the 
same time (have) a manager who solves all their problems.” and in company 5 it was expressed 
that “I try to encourage them to prepare the decision and I just support them if I agree with 
them and I try not to make all the decisions for them. Otherwise, they don’t challenge themselves 
or grow and honestly that was my challenge when I was leading the development team”. To 
some extent, the diverse needs of the team and different leadership styles preferred by team 
members contributed to the difficulty of balancing the support and autonomy given to 
employees, one leader from company 1 expressed ”But my leadership style is probably about 
me letting go and trusting my employees. There are probably those that need more clear 
directives but I'm probably not a good leader for them”. 
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3.4 Discussion 
This study has drawn upon theories of leadership behaviors and styles in order to answer the 
research question: What leadership behaviors that enable or hinder intrapreneurial initiatives 
in established structures? Three categories of leadership behaviors emerged from the 
exploration of leadership research, these were task-, relation- and change-based behaviors. 
Frequently, leadership researchers attributed specific behaviors as fitting to specific leadership 
styles: transformational or transactional; as well as identified a propensity for certain behaviors 
and styles to hinder or aid entrepreneurial initiatives. The extent to which the findings of this 
study support or contradict the theoretical framework, as well as other insights and findings this 
study contributes to in the area of leadership research will be discussed in the following section. 

3.4.1 Task-based leadership behaviors  

According to the literature explored in this study, task- based behaviors are those which 
encourage and emphasize task accomplishment. A leader who uses task-based behaviors may 
clarify expectations to their employees, set and rely upon clear processes and have a monitoring 
role in their employee’s activities in order to assure that outcomes are met (Burke, 2006; Yukl, 
2010). The findings of this study suggest a correlation between leaders who exhibit task-based 
behaviors and reports of feeling “hindered” in an entrepreneurial project setting. 
 
For instance, when participants joined a team with the purpose of driving an innovation-project 
and their closest manager communicated expectations of outcomes which diminished the 
possibilities of what could be achieved by that project, or stated outcomes needed to fit within 
the existing organizational framework, participants reported feeling hindered. The importance 
of aligning their work with existing organizational structures was sometimes attributed to 
employees reporting feeling discouraged and unmotivated. Why leaders stressed the importance 
of alignment with existing processes would be interesting to explore further and whether 
leadership is aware that some employees feel hindered by this behavior. Perhaps leaders, 
through experience, believe that initiatives which align with organizational activities are more 
likely to achieve success and be anchored within the organization, or perhaps leaders have a 
personal interest in producing specific outcomes and therefore set boundaries which are more 
likely to align with these outcomes. 
 
Several participants reported feeling like a lack of openness and accessibility to their managers 
negatively impacted their sense of belonging to their companies. Here, task-based behaviors 
can be discussed for its potential shortcomings. Task-based leadership is not associated with 
behaviors which encourage and foster relationships between leadership and teams (Burke, 
2006; Yukl, 2010). Participants who struggled to feel a part of the team felt like their projects 
were less prioritized, at times struggled to establish themselves and gain access to important 
resources, as well as reported feeling discouraged. Suggesting that leadership which mainly 
exhibits task-based behaviors may suffer from the lack of important elements of team identity 
building. 
 
A high degree of supervision and guidance was also understood as negatively impacting 
employees’ ability to be entrepreneurial when this behavior was associated with a lack of trust 
or disbelief in the employee’s ability to produce specific outcomes. On the other hand, it does 
not seem that all supervision or guidance from leadership is viewed as having a hindering effect 
on entrepreneurship, as employees in one company did express the wish for more guidance and 
task-based behaviors from leaders. At this company the lack of guidance left employees sensing 
a high degree of personal responsibility if the project failed or succeeded; Furthermore, the lack 
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of guidance contributed to employees perceived high barriers to understand project approval 
processes, leading to the feeling that successes with entrepreneurial invitees suffered from a 
lack of guidance. The contrast between participants perception of guidance and supervision can 
be linked to Ekvall, (1991) and Yukl’s (2010) reflection that the effects of leadership styles on 
followers may not be attributed exclusively to a specific type of behavior (Task-, relation-, 
change-based), but a combination and balance of multiple behaviors. 
 
The findings imply that task-based behaviors like guidance and supervision are important to 
entrepreneurship when employees feel that leaders act this way to support them in their 
activities and that they have the trust of leaders. In the absence of trust or support, these same 
behaviors may be viewed as hindering. This was sometimes discussed as a “legitimacy” hurdle 
by participants, whereby employees initially felt that they had to prove themselves to their 
managers through successful deliveries in order to build trust. With time, trust and legitimacy 
was built and leadership behaviors were viewed in a different context. Over time, a transaction 
of value, delivered by the employees was given in exchange for trust from the leadership. 

3.4.2 Relationship-based leadership behaviors   

Based on the findings in relation to leadership behaviors that were considered as supportive of 
entrepreneurial initiatives, most leaders demonstrated behaviors of relationship-based 
character. Scholars Burk (2006) and Yukl (2010) define relationship-based leadership behavior 
as focused on interpersonal relationships within the group, the development of the team and 
individual. Leaders who exhibited these behaviors further emphasized the importance of 
individual motivation, consideration, and empowerment. The findings of this study seemingly 
suggest a correlation between relationship-based leadership behavior and reports of feeling 
supported by such a leader in an entrepreneurial project setting.  
 
For instance, the development of trusted relationships was mentioned as an important 
dimension by both leaders and followers. As specified in Appendix 1, the ability by a leader to 
build trust and commitment towards employees can be categorized under idealized influence, 
which emphasize behaviors that are focused on providing guidance and a vision (Bass, 1990).  
Trust consequently becomes important when the leader works towards developing commitment 
from team members to collectively work to pursue organizational objectives. Additionally, 
findings imply that it is important from a leaders’ perspective to develop interpersonal 
relationships where team members are able to trust their own judgement while also finding 
support from the leader in question. However, although trust can be seen as one of the most 
central building blocks of successful interpersonal relationships, findings indicate that trusted 
relationships are developed through time and the dimension of trust as a foundation in a leader-
follower relationship can consequently not be counted on from start. From an employee 
perspective, findings imply that trust was evaluated as a performance dimension where 
employees seemed to experience high levels of trust when they felt freedom and independence 
to engage in entrepreneurial projects without being constantly supervised by a leader. One could 
consequently argue that empowering employees to trust their own judgement and ways of 
working towards company objectives results in a feeling of autonomy and confidence, which 
in turn develops trusted interpersonal relationships between leaders and followers.  
 
In relation to leaders’ ability to demonstrate inclusiveness and team identity, findings imply 
that leaders' ability to develop commitment becomes important in order to further make team 
members feel involved in the way the team works to achieve organizational objectives. Burk 
and Yukl (2006, 2010) identifies the development of the team as just as important as the 
development of interpersonal relationships within the team, when describing relationship-based 
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leadership behavior. From a leaders’ perspective, allowing employees to take part in strategy 
setting and hearing their opinions on how to work towards certain objectives becomes central 
when developing commitment amongst team members. The study consequently suggests that 
when employees engage in work together with their leader and experience a feeling of 
contribution to a project that could be of high value to the company, they indirectly feel 
commitment and want to ensure success when continuing the work of such a project. Following 
Gagné and Forest (2008) theory on motivational factors, this suggestion aligns well with what 
has been identified as intrinsic motivational factors. The scholars argue that when employees 
feel a sense of ownership to a project or a specific contribution it has a positive effect on 
employee motivation and the general health of employees, which consequently has a positive 
effect on employee performance and commitment.  
 
Additionally, committing and contributing to a common goal  helps them understand their own 
personal development, which again can be linked back to intrinsic motivation. While findings 
highlight the importance for leaders to understand employee’s inner motivation and encourage 
employees to voice their opinions and ideas, the study additionally suggests a need for leaders 
to create an environment that enables these dimensions. Some leaders actively tried to develop 
an environment where team members felt safe and confident when sharing ideas around 
entrepreneurial initiatives. For instance, by limiting criticism and rather focusing on improving 
ideas, or getting out of the office building and having conversations with employees in a more 
relaxed setting. Following Ancona, Beckman, and Isaac’s (2019) theory on different types of 
leaders, the managers at company 5 who initiated the “walk and talk” initiative can be argued 
to obtain attributes from an entrepreneurial leader as findings indicate that they seem to have a 
willingness to act and develop a creative atmosphere. The researchers who observed the 
initiative further expressed how the initiative created room for inspiration in a more relaxed 
setting. Anacona, Beckman and Isaac partly focus their definition of the entrepreneurial leader 
on the leader’s ability to inspire others which consequently aligns with the leadership behaviors 
observed at company 5 amongst others.  
 
Burke (2006) identified consideration as another category within relationship-based leadership 
behaviors, which highlights behaviors relating to a leaders’ ability to understand different needs 
and aspirations of the team. These leadership behaviors have been identified as important by 
both leaders and followers in this study, when evaluating supportive leadership behaviors of 
entrepreneurial initiatives. Findings of this study specifically indicate that a leader’s ability to 
be flexible and adaptive in their leadership styles can be seen as fundamental when evaluating 
behaviors that support entrepreneurial initiatives. Both leaders and team members highlighted 
the importance of getting to know each individual and the way they work in order for the leader 
to thereafter adapt the way they lead and manage the team, as well as each individual within 
the team.  
 
Finally, under the relationship-based leadership behavior Burke (2006) additionally identified 
categories involving empowerment and motivational behaviors. Such behaviors were 
correspondingly identified as central supportive behaviors in this study. The majority of the 
observed leaders demonstrated an ability to challenge employees and encourage new ideas and 
innovative thinking. To actively try and seek out new knowledge and encourage and support 
employees in their personal development and growth, was identified as supportive behaviors, 
which consequently aligns with what has been defined as relationship-based leadership 
behaviors (Burk, 2006). For instance, one of the interviewees at company 5 indicated that their 
role as a leader is dedicated to supporting employees in their work roles as well as their personal 
development by encouraging empowerment and challenging them in their role. This type of 
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leadership behavior can further be connected to the enabling leader presented by Ancona, 
Beckman, and Isaac (2019) in the way they tend to focus on coaching and helping employees 
in their individual development. In a similar fashion as for when some leaders actively worked 
towards developing a supportive environment for employees to share ideas, findings 
highlighted the importance of developing an environment where committing mistakes is 
allowed in order to try something new.  
 
One could seemingly argue that the findings of this study suggest that relationship-based 
leadership behaviors relating to leaders’ abilities to allow autonomy and encourage 
empowerment amongst employees, can be identified as supportive leadership behaviors of 
entrepreneurial initiatives. Additionally, once these behaviors are put into practice trusted 
interpersonal relationships will start to form, which further will create the foundation for such 
relationships to sustain and grow.  

3.4.3 Change-based leadership behaviors  

While there are limited instances of change-based behaviors throughout the findings, two 
companies currently undergoing change, through the introduction of new leadership, are 
interesting to compare. Both companies have recently appointed new CEOs, and participants 
have identified that the new appointments aim to breathe new life into the organizations, or help 
the organizations manage a shift into new markets. According to Ekvall (1991) the very act of 
attempting to change and invigorate the organizations can be pointed to as leader’s displaying 
change-based behaviors. However, in both instances, interviewees have identified a tension 
between the old power structures of the respective organizations and the new changes the CEOs 
attempt to implement.  
  
Yet, when participants were asked about the specific behaviors attributed or not attributed to 
these leaders, relation-based or task-based behaviors were more commonly seen. To some 
extent, the literature on change-based leadership acknowledges that elements of relation-based 
and task-based behaviors may be subsumed under change-based behaviors (Ekvall, 1991). 
Additionally, findings imply that there, in particular, is a close connection between the 
relationship-based behaviors and behaviors that lean more towards change-based dimensions. 
It’s consequently difficult to distinguish between the two seeing as most relationship-based 
behaviors tend to overlap with change-based dimensions and vice versa. For instance, many of 
the leaders who exhibited behaviors that encouraged exploration and innovative thinking 
amongst team members, were found to demonstrate relationship-based behaviors due to their 
ability of challenging and empowering employees for the purpose of supporting them in their 
individual development and growth. However, such behaviors can additionally be identified as 
highlighting renewal within the organization as leaders tend to encourage new ideas while 
simultaneously aligning individual development and objectives of employees with the company 
objectives. Whether such behaviors lean more towards relationship- or change-based 
dimensions is seemingly difficult to identify, and one could further argue that more data in 
relation to the intentions of the leader when demonstrating such behaviors would be beneficial 
in order to distinguish between the two. 

3.4.4 Transactional & Transformational leadership styles  

The findings identified supportive behavior to often revolve around leaders emphasizing trust, 
inclusiveness, ability to challenge and focus on the development of employees while hindering 
behavior often revolved around high expectations on results and emphasis on operational 
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activities. Looking at the supportive behaviors, these seem to be more connected to 
transformational leadership and the hindering to transactional leadership.  
 
Transformational leadership can be broken down into the four dimensions identified by Burke 
(1990): Idealized influence, intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, and 
inspirational motivation. Given that trust, team identity and employee development are 
recurring themes among the observations of supportive behavior this aligns well with 
transformational leadership. Idealized influence refers to having charismatic leaders that act as 
role models for employees. Company 6 has observed that their new CEO is trying to lead in a 
different way compared to old management by for example taking “walks” to learn what 
employees are doing in a manner that is not controlling. Observations from company 2 imply 
that having executives being friendly and open enable employees to challenge and think in new 
ways, which was interpreted as supportive behavior. Observations from companies 1, 3 & 4 
suggest that behaviors that show a lack of these dimensions tend to be hindering entrepreneurial 
initiatives. For example, having a high number of systems to ensure people work on the correct 
things, having very defined work tasks that leave little room for creative thinking and a 
leadership style that focuses on supervising and correcting. Company 6 also identified a 
behavior as hindering where leaders emphasized not spending time on activities that do not 
generate profits. This behavior is interesting as what generates profit today may not be what 
generates profit tomorrow and simply telling someone this is not stimulating or proving 
inspiration for the employees. 
 
Transactional leadership can be broken down in a similar fashion as transformational leadership 
using Burkes (1990) definition: contingent reward and active or passive management by 
exception. This refers to a leadership style where you see employees as more or less 
interchangeable resources that provide a service in exchange for monetary or similar reward. 
Leading with instructions without providing inspiration or the whole picture to employees are 
an example of this. The observation from a company 6 where an executive told people to not 
spend time on activities that are not focusing on profit is a good example of this behavior. To 
some extent the leader feels (s)he owns the time of their employees and does not have to 
convince or motivate in other ways. It is easy to draw a conclusion from the observations that 
this behavior is hindering and that is true to some extent. However, some companies have 
observed 2 that a lack of clear goals and having too much transformational leadership can lead 
to people not knowing what to do and being inefficient. To some extent it seems that 
transactional leadership is needed to create clear goals and keep people on track working 
towards the same goal. The companies that are larger tend to have more influence from 
transactional leadership. In larger companies 1, 3 & 4 the distance between regular employees 
and management is larger which could mean that the long-term goals, whole picture, and 
inspiration is more difficult to communicate to everyone, which makes the upsides of 
transactional leadership more prominent. This issue is apparent in the observations from the 
company 2 where it has grown to a size where it is no longer small but not large enough to be 
considered as “big”. When it comes to contingent reward there are companies with bonus 
programs but the influence of extrinsic reward systems is not apparent from the observations. 
 
It would be feasible to draw the conclusion that transformational leadership is good and 
transactional is bad based on some of the observations. However, it is not as binary and simple 
as that. Comparing observations from companies 5 & 6 with that of company 2 suggests that 
there is a balance to be found. These companies are relatively small, Company 2 suggests that 
more transactional leadership could be a benefit in order to create more clarity while Company 
5 & 6 observe transactional behavior as mostly hindering. In companies such as 1, 3 & 4 it is 
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reasonable that it is more understandable for employees when decisions are taken without much 
involvement while at companies 5 & 6 this can be experienced as inconsiderate since most 
people are involved in most activities due to the difference in size.  
 
The upside of transactional leadership is that it can be very clear when it comes to 
communicating expectations and what employees are supposed to do. When companies grow 
large, clarity becomes very important since it is a lot more difficult to inspire a large number of 
people to be on the same page and have a common intrinsic goal compared to achieving this as 
a small company. However, there is research that delves into organizational and leadership 
structure to achieve concepts similar to transformational leadership in larger organizations. 
Ancona, Beckman, and Isaacs (2019) discusses the significance of having different types of 
leaders at different levels of the organization. Focusing architectural leaders at the top, enabling 
leaders at the middle and entrepreneurial leaders at the bottom of the leadership hierarchy. This 
theory would solve some of the problems raised in the observations in this study. This puts 
leaders that are heavily involved as close as possible to the employees in order to achieve the 
idealized influence and inspirational motivation close to the employees and focus the structure 
and process development at high levels of the organization. To some extent the necessary 
transactional aspects get translated by transformational leaders to the organization. This could 
enable a larger company to create the clarity that is experienced by company 2 to sometimes be 
lacking without communicating in a way that hinders employees to freely explore and come up 
with new solutions to problems or new innovative ideas as was observed by companies 1, 3, 4 
& 6. 

3.5 Conclusion  
This study has identified a number of behaviors and discussed how they fit different leadership 
styles. What can be identified is that generally task based and transactional leadership  can 
provide clarity but risks making employees feel controlled, hindering entrepreneurial 
initiatives. The larger organizations in this study describe themselves as relationship based and 
transformational but the observations do not align well with this. It could be that when 
organizations grow large the need for clear structure becomes apparent and it is more difficult 
to lead through inspiration because of the increased distance between managers and employees 
compared to smaller organizations. It is interesting that one of the smaller organizations seems 
to describe a need for some aspects that task based / transactional leadership provides, while 
also appreciating the relationship and transformational leadership. It is clear that no style is the 
perfect solution. So, aspects from each style are needed. The freedom granted through 
transformational leadership style, relationship and change based leadership seems to enable 
entrepreneurial initiatives. When employees care about the organization and have the time and 
encouragement to explore they tend to do so. The bigger organizations seem to have an issue 
of communicating these aspects in a way that resonates with the employees, so transactional 
and task based leadership is a simpler way to communicate expectations and tasks to employees 
so that the organization works as intended. It would be interesting for future research to look 
into how to achieve the positive aspects of transformational, change based and relationship 
based leadership while also incorporating the clarity and structure that task based and 
transactional leadership provides.  
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3.9 Appendices  

3.9.1 Appendix 1 - Detailed description of  leadership styles 

 
 
 
 
 

  Leadership Behaviour  Task‐based  Relation‐based 

Transformation
al Leadership 

Idealised 
Influence       

 
Provide a clear vision and 
purpose  X  X 

 
Provides a sense of 
belonging (collective)    X 

 
Guides team towards 
long‐term goals  X   

 
Builds trust, commitment 
and pride    X 

 

Act as Role Models (team 
seeks to emulate, may 
personify org. Mission or 
appeal to moral values)    X 

 

Goes above and beyond 
"self‐interest" for the 
group    X 

Intellectual 
Stimulation       

 

Pushes boundaries 
themselves/encourages 
this    X 

 
Encourages a diverse 
environment    X 

 
Challenges beliefs, norms 
and values    X 

  Seeks out new knowledge     

  Reflective     

 

Encourages non‐
traditional and creative 
thinking     
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Individualised 
Consideration       

 
Communicates 
expectations to individual  X  X 

  Encourages autonomy  X   

 

Understands different 
needs, abilities and 
aspirations of team    X 

 
Flexibility for team 
members needs    X 

 
Acts as a mentor and 
coach    X 

 
Creates a supportive 
environment    X 

Inspirational 
Motivation       

 
Optimistic about the 
future    X 

 

Encourages employee 
development and 
empowerment    X 

 

Helps employee 
internalize high 
achievement aspirations    X 

  Compelling    X 

 
Communication 
expectations positively    X 

 

Makes employees see 
organizational goals as 
personal goals    X 

Transactional 
Leadership 

       

General 
Explain rules, policies, 
procedures and standards  X   

 

High degree of 
management and 
supervision of work  X   
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Clear directives or 
boundary setting (limited 
autonomy)  X   

 
Gives corrective feedback 
and criticism  X   

 

Works within the existing 
organizational work 
structure  X   

 
Communicates 
expectations in goals  X   

 
Works within the existing 
organizational Hierarchy  X   

       

Contingent 
Reward       

 
Reward and Punishment 
System  X   

 
Designs performance 
based rewards  X   

 

The process of doing work 
is not considered an 
inherent reward  X   

Management 
by  Exception 
(Active)       

 

Monitors and observe 
team for mistakes and 
corrects  X   

Management 
by  Exception 
(Passive)       

 
Corrects only after 
problem arises  X   

       

Other         

   
Conflict 
Resolution/Mediator    X 
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    Networker    X 

   
Consults with 
stakeholders    X 

   

Keeps people informed 
about decisions impacting 
them    X 

   

Use symbols, rituals, 
stories to build team 
identity    X 

   

Monitors external 
environment for threats & 
opportunities    X 

   
Encourage or facilitate 
collective learning    X 

   
Highlight symbolic 
changes    X 
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3.9.2 Appendix 2 - Interview guide  

 
Below interview guide has been used when the insider action researchers have conducted semi-
structured interviews with formal leaders within each of the studied organizations.  
 
How would you describe your leadership style?  
(How do you want to be perceived?....How do you think your team or employees view your 
leadership style?....How would you describe an ideal leader?....Do you have any formal leaders 
you look up to/take inspiration from?....Who?....Is trust important?) 
 
What can you as a leader do to encourage people to put in extra efforts, above what is 
expected? 
(Why do people go along with this?) 
 
What are the 5-6 most common tasks in your leadership role? 
(How much of this is continuous improvement? How much is innovation related?) 
 
Can you describe a time in the past or currently where you have worked on an idea that 
was really new to the company? How was it brought up? 
(How did you react?....Is it something you still work with?....What were the challenges?....Was 
it beneficial?) 
 
Are there many ideas coming from within the organization that are innovative?  
(Are there people who work close to you that are entrepreneurial? Daring and wanting to drive 
new things? How is it to lead people like this?) 
 
Is this company innovative?  
(If yes, how is innovation understood? More or less so than competitors?) 
 
Are you involved a lot in what your employees do day-to-day? 
(If an employee is struggling what do you do?)  
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4 Organizational Change 
Ingrid Ulla Nyquist, Prarthana and Martin Vik 

4.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this introductory chapter is to set the background for this particular study, by 
highlighting the relevance of the study for organizations and describing the research aim, which 
relates to influence of organizational culture and the core purposes of organizations in fostering 
or suppressing their entrepreneurial ability.  

4.1.1 Background 

In these times of unprecedented changes, the ability of organizations to adapt determines their 
ability to survive competition. The competitive landscape is characterized by a high degree of 
competition, a reduced average lifetime for large organizations and rapid technological 
development (Beer, 2009; Garelli, 2016). In order to stay relevant organizations therefore have 
to cater to changing demands. Consequently, organizations face the challenge of having to be 
innovative and taking up entrepreneurial initiatives. This is something organizations approach 
in different ways, occasionally focusing on either incremental or radical innovation (Shilling, 
2013). In either case, the way organizations gear up for change largely depends on their ability 
to renew themselves, which Coget and Shani (2015) describe as vital for the development of 
sustainable organizations. 
  
The way in which organizations approach change can be assumed likely to be influenced by 
organizations’ basic assumptions on how to handle different challenges. These assumptions 
constitute the organizational culture by Schein’s (1983) definition. When it comes to addressing 
challenges and approaching change, scholars disagree on whether there is a definitive answer 
to what type of organizational cultures are more likely to ensure sustainable firm 
competitiveness. Beer (2005) for instance argues that organizational cultures characterized by 
participation and the self-interest of employees have not been proven to be more successful than 
cultures characterized by strict top-down efforts to enforce successful change implementation. 
Ultimately making the research subject ‘influence of organizational culture on an organization’s 
entrepreneurial ability’ a relevant field of study. 

4.1.2 Purpose/Aim 

This study will therefore be dedicated to exploring how a company’s purpose and 
organizational culture relates to its entrepreneurial ability. In order to limit the study topic, this 
will be done by exploring how the core purpose of an organization impacts change in 
organizations under different settings.  

4.1.3 Research question 

To fulfil the presented study purpose, the research executed will aim to answer the following 
main research question: How does the manifestation of the organization’s core purpose and 
culture relate to its entrepreneurial ability?  
  
Furthermore, to support the process of doing so, the following sub-research questions are posed 
to break down the research topic:  
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1. Is there a difference between the company’s communicated and underlying core 
purpose?  

2. In which way is the company’s core purpose and organizational culture manifested?  
3. How does this relate to the company’s entrepreneurial ability? 

4.2 Theoretical Framework 
The purpose of this particular chapter is to provide a theoretical frame that could be applied to 
the main- and sub-research questions of this study. Consequently, it incorporates relevant 
perspectives from the field of Organizational Change on the themes of organizational culture 
and purpose, as well as transforming organizations and entrepreneurial ability. 

4.2.1 Organizational culture and purpose 

According to Schein (1983) organizational culture can be defined as a pattern of basic 
assumptions either invented, developed or discovered by a given group in its attempt of learning 
to handle problems of external adaptation and internal integration, which has functioned 
sufficiently well to transfer it to new members of the given group as the correct way of feeling, 
perceiving and thinking in relation to such problems. While being difficult to change, 
organizational cultures can influence a firm’s long-term economic performance significantly 
(Shani & Coget, 2015). Consequently, it is not uncommon that organizations attempt to alter 
their organizational culture, regardless of its entailed difficulty, for instance with the help of 
consultants (Beer, 2008). According to Pregmark (2016), a tool that can be used for this 
particular purpose is an organization’s communicated purpose, being a tool suitable to set the 
direction for organizational transformation, guiding the alignment of activities and direction of 
resources and change efforts (ibid). However, following the reasoning of French and Bell 
(1990) that organizational culture can be visualized as an iceberg with visible aspects of the 
culture executing only the tip of the iceberg, one could assume that different interpretations of 
an organization’s purpose could be uncovered below the surface. Indicating that there are 
underlying aspects both to an organization’s culture and an organization’s core purpose.  

4.2.2 Manifestation of  culture and purpose 

To investigate a company's culture and core purpose, using Beer’s (2008) research on 
transforming organizations as a theoretical lens is suggested by the authors of this study. This 
can be done by looking at actions, or key features that relate to different orientations to change 
and what they convey about the assumptions an organization is built on. According to Beer & 
Nohria (2000), there are substantial differences in how organizations perceive their purpose, 
what drives their employees’ motivation, and by which means one best manages organizational 
transformation. To provide an understanding of these differences, Beer (2000; 2001; 2008) 
presents two orientations of organizational transformation referred to as “theory E” and “theory 
O”. Theory E is built on the assumption that the best way of managing organizational change 
is doing so with economic value creation as the aim of the transformation itself. Consequently, 
emphasizing the importance of attributes such as financial performance, formal structure, 
strategy and management systems. In contrast, theory O is concerned with enhancing an 
organization’s effectiveness by putting people and organizational culture at the center of its 
attention, requiring a high degree of engagement in the change process itself (Beer, 2000; 2001; 
2008). Key features relating to the different orientations are presented by Beer (2008) as 
follows. 
  



            41 

Table 1. Characteristics of  Theory E and Theory O. 

Purpose and Means Theory E Theory O 

Purpose Maximize economic value Develop organization capabilities 

Leadership Top down Participative 

Focus Strategy, structure and systems Culture 

Process Plan and establish programs Experiment and evolve 

Motivation Motivate through financial incentives Motivate through commitment. Use pay as fair exchange. 

Consultants Large, knowledge driven Small, process driven 

  
Advocates of theory O change efforts emphasize how cultures and work systems characterized 
by a high degree of participation and involvement are essential to a company’s performance as 
they generate a high degree of employee commitment which in turn brings with it financial 
results (e.g. Gittel, 2003; Heskett, Sassr, & Schelisinger, 2003; O’Reilly & Pfeffer, 2000). 
However, advocates of theory E would argue that the consequence of this could be the failure 
to face business realities, accusing theory O supporters of defending people, participation, 
process and purpose without considering the economic reality. Nevertheless, Beer (2008) 
encourages embracing the paradox the opposing orientations bring with them by integrating 
both theory E and theory O in organizational transformation, claiming this to be the way in 
which organizations achieve sustained development in terms of organizational capabilities and 
economic performance.  

4.2.3 Entrepreneurial Ability 

The authors of this study additionally suggest taking theory E and theory O into consideration 
when investigating how the manifestation of an organization’s core purpose and culture relates 
to entrepreneurial ability. Hisrich, Peters and Shepherd (2017) describe being entrepreneurial 
as something which requires the ability to take entrepreneurial action, which in turn is described 
by the authors as the ability to create new products/processes and/or the entry into new markets, 
which may occur through a newly created or within an established organization. When new 
products or processes, or new value, is created within the frames of an established company, 
this is referred to as Corporate Entrepreneurship (Fredberg, 2020), which according to Shani & 
Coget (2015), requires a particular extent of freedom, support and participation from 
employees. That being said, leaving too much freedom for new value creation may leave a 
company burdened by the costs of exploration without prospering all its benefits (March, 1991). 
Explaining why organizations are also faced with the challenge of becoming increasingly good 
at what they are already doing, and why innovative and operating organizations are exposed to 
different demands and requirements (Galbraith, 1982).  

4.3 Method 
The research data to be analyzed will primarily be qualitative data collected by the students 
doing master thesis work at a number of different companies, as this is a suitable method for 
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answering research questions relating to organizational culture (Gordon, 2011). This is also in 
line with Edmondson and McManus (2007) reasoning, stating that the method of collecting data 
should suit the research aim.  

4.3.1 Literature Study 

Initially, the research will be conducted through a literature study to build a sound academic 
foundation for further research.  

4.3.2 Action-based research 

Action-based data collection will be performed by a class of 12 corporate entrepreneurship 
students working at six different companies for 9 months, using the scientific social media 
(Lackéus, 2019) research tool LoopMe. According to Weltevrede (2016), the nature of the data 
collected using this method generates both big and thick data. The students will be asked to 
reflect on the research topics at regular intervals throughout the project duration, generating 
multiple data points of firsthand qualitative data. This will be executed by asking the students 
to conduct tasks in LoopMe, thereafter reflecting on cause and effects. According to Lackéus 
(2019), the main benefit of using this research method is the opportunity to collect longitudinal 
and to some extent comparable data. 

4.3.3 Semi-structured interviews  

Interviews will also be held with employees at their significant companies on their relationship 
with the company’s core purpose, how connected they feel to it, and how it affects their 
professional behavior. Semi-structured interviews have been chosen as it allows the 
interviewees to answer questions in an open way that allows for extended understanding 
(Collins and Hussey, 2014), which is suitable for the topic. The interviews will be performed 
by the students at the companies, and the interviewers will be tasked with interpreting the results 
from the interviewees. 

4.3.4 Analysis & Discussion 

In the first instance, if there is a difference between the company’s communicated and 
underlying core purpose will be analyzed based on how and if employees and students in the 
organizations related to the core purposes of their companies on a daily basis. Further, to create 
an understanding for how the organization’s purpose and culture is manifested, features 
described as belonging to either theory E or theory O (Beer, 2000) will be taken into 
consideration. Given the prior analytical findings, the impact of the manifestation of the 
company’s core purpose and culture on the internal entrepreneurial ability of the companies 
will be discussed. 

4.4 Results 
This cross-analysis relating to Organizational Change aims to present the shared findings of 
twelve students engaged in six different companies, driving entrepreneurial initiatives as well 
as conducting research on organizational change at said companies. All students have applied 
the same method for data collection throughout two semesters in accordance with the stated 
research questions and theoretical framework presented. The findings were compiled and 
discussed at a full-day workshop, where the digital tool Miro was used, allowing for 
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comparisons to be made between the companies, facilitating the following presentation of 
findings and cross-analysis. 

4.4.1 Communicated and underlying purpose  

The findings from the workshop and supportive data collection indicated that all companies 
have challenges related to the core purpose, although the specific challenge often varies. 
Furthermore, some companies had several outspoken core purposes or mottos, while one of the 
companies did not seem to have one at all, with student researchers stating: “There is no official 
tagline, but different variants are used. The purpose is essentially to create state of the art 
stabilization systems for the marine industry. Usually when discussing with the company, they 
are very sales focused and proud about their bottom line.” 
 
In relation to underlying purposes, some experienced there to be purposes in the organizations 
which overtly impacts daily work, while others found such purposes challenging to identify. 
The underlying purposes seemed in most company cases to be more applicable in the short-
term day to day work of the organization, in relation to the more visionary core purpose, 
although this was not the case for all. This is illustrated in the following quotes from LoopMe 
observations and comments made in the conducted workshop. 
 
“The company's core purpose is typically depicted as the Big Problem. When they're presenting 
things for instance, it's always the first slide. However, besides this there tends to be a lot more 
of a product focus in discussions. This demonstrates more of a short-sighted kind of outlook.” 
  
“While it is difficult to argue that anything goes beyond the core purpose, in the sense that one 
would not be able to do anything which goes directly against it, underlying purposes such as 
reaching certain profitability levels may limit the possibility to engage in activities which 
although aligned with the company purpose interferes with other goals.” 
  
“I have heard that we should not "get it wrong" (not direct quote but sums up the gist) that the 
company does this for charity and that the company has a bottom line and wants to be 
profitable.” 
 
In contrast, one of the companies, a subsidiary of a larger organization tasked with being their 
innovation driver, had an outspoken core purpose of “Delivering innovative products” while 
the underlying purpose was more closely tied to being reactive and innovative towards the 
mother company. In this case, while the core and underlying purpose were not aligned, they 
seemed to facilitate a similar outcome. 
 
“The underlying purpose that we see is that their main purpose was to sort of be this rebel to 
their Mother Company, that's how they started in the first place… ...the purpose that's 
communicated is more along the lines to create customer value and innovation, but the 
customer is 90% the Mother Company and subsidiaries. So creating value for the Mother 
Company is to some extent a part of the purpose.”.  
  
As shown by these quotes, several of the companies had different challenges implementing the 
core purpose, which is often long-term, in the day-to-day tasks of the organization, which often 
are more short-term. Having daily tasks and operations that seem unrelated to the purpose in 
many cases created a disconnect from the communicated core purpose for the employees.  
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In some cases, this resulted in the development of underlying purposes that became the real 
day-to-day focus of the organization, reflected in both company culture and work routines. In 
other cases, the result was instead that the employees developed a personal connection to the 
purpose, creating a situation where one employee’s interpretation of the purpose could vary 
significantly from another’s. 
 
“Sometimes we'll see that employees will personalize the “saving lives” (core purpose) because 
they don't feel exactly like they are directly saving lives. Rather, they're working with creating 
innovative technologies that can save lives, or they're helping physicians save lives, but they 
don't feel like they are directly saving lives.” 
 
In yet other cases, the disconnection between the core purpose and the daily tasks could lead to 
employees feeling an overall disconnection from their work and its real-life impact, leading to 
many of them “just doing their jobs”. 
  
An interesting discussion point that arose during the workshop was that in some cases, the 
disconnect from the core purpose and the employers could to some extent be traced to the core 
purpose itself. High-minded but abstract purposes such as “Saving lives”, or “Saving the planet” 
were, while facilitating intrinsic motivation, quite often seen as hard to incorporate in daily 
work. However, some have also argued this to entail a risk of making the company less 
trustworthy, as the purpose is too broad to require accountability from the company. It could 
thereby generate a disconnect between organizational tasks and the communicated purpose.  

4.4.2 Culture and purpose manifestation  

When asked to explain how the company culture and purpose is manifested in the different 
companies, most of the participating students and action researchers in this study found it 
relevant to draw connections to Beer’s (2008) theory E and theory O framework. While having 
a culture influenced by themes such as collaboration, knowledge sharing, encouragement of 
exploration, intrinsic motivation, voluntary use of processes and participation from the bottom 
up was explained as having a culture that to a significant degree manifests itself in theory O, 
having a culture which is influenced by little room for making mistakes and challenging the 
status quo, lacking time for exploration for most employees, a short-sighted mentality, and 
differences in status depending on hierarchical position was explained as having a culture which 
to a large degree manifests itself in theory E.  
  
The majority of the action researchers in this study however explained the company culture in 
their companies to be influenced by a combination of both theory E and theory O parameters, 
with a slight incline towards theory E. This with the exception of one company, in which action 
researchers described a culture similar to the one of a startup, where collaboration is high, 
processes are voluntary, questioning the status quo is expected and skunk work is even 
encouraged for the purpose of experimentation and learning. Consequently, the action 
researchers studying the company in question described the company culture as defined by 
theory O more than theory E in all parameters. Worth noting for this company is additionally 
that the action researchers found it to have a highly unified culture. In contrast, action 
researchers from the remaining companies describe cultures that vary to a great extent 
depending on where in the company you are located. For example, it was stated by an action 
researcher in LoopMe that “there are multiple cultures within the company depending on 
business area, region and even the part of the company that was previously another company 
acquired through an acquisition”. For another company, it was described that different business 
areas almost appeared as different companies, with different room for exploration and risk-
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taking. Further, for one of the companies in the study which finds itself in a scaling and 
expansion phase, it was described that an increase in employees and the creation of different 
departments appears to have resulted in fewer employees talking to each other across functions, 
and a consequently less unified culture.  
  
On this notion, one group of action researchers brought attention to how their studied company 
appeared to use the company’s core purpose to unify the company culture to a greater extent, 
as well as to encourage change. More particularly, these researchers described a company 
whose culture, to a great extent, is influenced by theory E parameters, but whose purpose 
manifested itself in theory O and appeared to work as a conversation starter and reason to 
collaborate and share information within the company. In an interview with an employee 
working actively with innovation the core purpose was for instance described to have a clear 
connection to the company culture “as everyone can talk about it, making it something that 
creates a daily discussion in all coffee meetings, perhaps not now during covid-19, but in 
general it is mentioned every now and then and is a conversation starter - something that unites 
us.”  
  
Strengthening the notion that a communicated core purpose may be helpful in unifying culture, 
another group of action researchers highlighted how the lack of an official catchphrase has 
hindered unification at their company, which currently finds itself in an expansion phase. This 
being said, other action researchers have, as previously touched upon, identified that some 
employees tend to question their companies’ communicated core purpose, particularly on an 
operational level where work tends to be less visionary.  
  
In the companies identified with underlying purposes, a common theme is a high focus on short-
term goals and profitability. This is particularly noticeable in times of stress, which brings tough 
prioritizations of both financial resources and limited time to work on exploratory efforts. 
 
While the communicated core purposes of these companies appear to direct behavior in the 
sense that one would not be able to do something which directly goes against them, underlying 
purposes may also manifest themselves in the company culture and influence the ability to take 
entrepreneurial initiatives. This even goes for entrepreneurial initiatives which may ultimately 
contribute to the company core purpose, explaining why some perceive there to be a difference 
in what is said and what can be done. As emphasized in an interview: “Occasionally we get 
stuck in internal processes anyhow so there is a difference in what people want to do and can 
do”.  

4.4.3 Connection to entrepreneurial ability 

All the companies in this study have been perceived by their action researchers to be good at 
innovating, since they all excel in the way they have been working with incremental 
innovations. However, action researchers also emphasise that being innovative doesn’t 
necessarily mean being entrepreneurial. The corporate entrepreneurship projects started in these 
companies are all examples of entrepreneurial initiatives, and the learnings from running these 
serve as good examples of how entrepreneurial initiatives are supported or hindered in the 
companies.  
  
A broad core purpose such as ‘saving lives’ or ‘saving the planet’ may inspire a wide range of 
innovations that may or may not be realistic for the company. An added layer of requirements 
coming from underlying purposes such as profitability, short term goals or the need to align 
with stakeholder demands, has however been described to hinder the extent to which radical 
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innovation can be undertaken. Action researchers in one of the companies with a broad core 
purpose for instance noticed how profit maximization was clearly prioritized over the core 
purpose. As a consequence, new technologies that fit the core purpose were not necessarily 
pursued if they did not generate a strong business case.  
  
In contrast, the company perceived to have a relatable core purpose paired with a mainly theory 
O manifested culture was identified to be proficient in both innovating and implementing 
entrepreneurial initiatives. What stands out here is that incremental innovations were argued to 
be fostered in the company because of its strong theory O manifestation, reflected in its startup-
like culture. However, even for this company it was considered necessary to create space for 
more radical innovation, by separating them from current activities for instance by creating new 
departments which can venture into new business areas. New structures cannot be created 
without a certain level of anchoring. Implementation also needs processes set in place. These 
tasks are relevant to top leadership as employees at the bottom of the hierarchy cannot establish 
them themselves. Consequently, even theory E assumptions have been argued by the 
researchers to be necessary to increase the entrepreneurial ability of said company.  
 
One company provided an interesting finding in relation to entrepreneurial ability, as they were 
considered fairly innovative by the student researchers despite lacking a visionary purpose and 
being mainly oriented towards theory E. The reason for this was that while little innovation was 
happening at the lower levels of the organisation, the board of the company had innovative 
individuals, directing innovation in a top-down fashion. It was however determined by the 
researchers that this approach to innovation was likely unsustainable, especially as the company 
was continuously growing.  
  
Action researchers in one of the companies run by the municipality express that despite having 
a relatable core purpose, sometimes innovative capacity is hindered because of the regulations 
imposed. The company culture, which has been described as predominantly manifested theory 
E has consequently been argued to hinder entrepreneurial ability to some extent. The 
researchers found the core purpose of this company to open up for entrepreneurial ability since 
it demands innovative solutions, but since employees need to work by other values, the risk of 
them not being aligned with core purpose can affect the entrepreneurial ability.  
  
Parameters that are a part of both theory O and theory E are seen to contribute positively to 
enabling innovations. In companies with predominant theory O parameters, innovation is 
enabled by the people in different levels of hierarchy and in companies with predominant theory 
E parameters it's seen to be managed by people in top management positions. One common 
observation across many companies is that the companies with predominant theory E 
manifestation are trying to move towards being more theory O as a way to encourage 
entrepreneurial initiatives and innovativeness in the company as a whole. 

4.5 Analysis  

4.5.1 Common cultural themes  

A common cultural theme identified in the results of this study is the impression that in most 
companies there does not appear to exist one single unified culture. Thus, there appears to exist 
multiple patterns of assumptions regarding the right way of feeling, perceiving and thinking in 
relation to problems of external adaptation and internal integration in accordance with Schein’s 
(1983) reasoning. Further, these types of assumptions seem to vary depending on where one is 
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positioned in the company and what type of tasks one works with. For most companies in this 
study, a common tendency is finding the overarching company culture to manifest itself in both 
theory E and theory O assumptions, with a slight incline towards theory E. Consequently, 
building on assumptions that both economic value creation and organizational capabilities 
should execute the aim of organizational change (Beer, 2008), with a slightly higher emphasis 
on economic value creation. This being said, this tendency is seemingly not representative for 
one of the study’s participating companies, which could be argued to be this study’s outlier. For 
this company, the culture was rather described to manifest itself in theory O, putting 
organizational capabilities to the center of transformation. 
  
Another common cultural theme identified in this study could be argued to strengthen the 
assumption that, while organizational cultures are difficult to change (Shani & Coget, 2015), 
companies attempt to alter their cultures with the ambition of improving their performance 
levels (Beer, 2008). This can be argued since the communicated core purpose has been 
described as something which is utilized to encourage change as well as to unify the company 
culture. Using a broad and ambitious communicated purpose centered around the development 
of organizational capabilities does for instance appear to be a common factor for many of the 
companies with a higher emphasis on theory E in their organizational culture. This way of 
utilizing the core purpose seemingly attempts to balance out the theory E and theory O 
assumptions on which the culture is built. Nevertheless, underlying purposes appear to be just 
as, if not more, influential on how the organizational culture is perceived by employees. This 
indicates the difficulty of changing an organizational culture, as a consequence of dimensions 
which can only be found below the surface (French and Bell, 1990). Thus, leaders need to be 
aware also of how employees really perceive the company, looking beyond what is officially 
communicated if they want to be able to implement sustainable change. 

4.5.2 Common purpose themes  

The main purpose theme identified is that in different ways and for different reasons the 
companies studied experience challenges in relation to the core purpose. As Pregmark (2016) 
discusses on the role of the organizational purpose as a tool for forming culture, what is clear 
from the findings is that if the core purpose for any reason is hard to apply in daily work 
routines, it can become a less effective tool for forming and fostering a desired culture within 
the organization. 
 
Having a visionary and ambitious overall purpose, oriented towards Theory O, can potentially 
assist in unifying the employees and in finding intrinsic motivation. However, as most 
companies studied have an inclination towards Theory E-based metrics, having underlying 
purposes affecting more of the day-to-day work, it is questionable how much the core purpose 
affects the long-term results as discussed by Shani and Coget (2015) as the core purpose is not 
synergizing with daily operations. It could, however, instead be the case that the core purpose 
allows the organization to pursue more innovative or value-based initiatives despite the Theory 
E-based operational metrics, helping the organization strike the balance between Theory E and 
Theory O that Beer (2008) argues for. However, to determine the long-term impact that a 
disconnected yet ambitious core purpose can have on culture and financial results, further 
research is needed.  
 
Lastly on this topic, it was discussed amongst the action researchers that having a visionary 
purpose that is hard to apply in daily work appears to generate a disconnect in several of the 
studied cases. This is not something that was expected as an outcome, and it was not identified 
as a risk in the chosen theoretical framework. Doing further exploration in relation to how to 
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construct a purpose that is aligned externally and internally while also being effective as a tool 
for shaping culture could therefore be a topic suitable for further research. 

4.5.3 Implications for entrepreneurial ability  

While the companies in this study have been considered to be good at innovating as they all 
excel in the way they are working with incremental innovations, indicating that having a culture 
which manifests itself in both theory E and theory O with a slight incline towards theory E, 
does allow for successful incremental innovation. innovation.  However, being innovative does 
not necessarily mean being entrepreneurial, which beyond innovating requires capabilities for 
implementation of new products/processes and/or entry into new markets (Hisrich et al., 2017). 
In contrast to previous research, where theory E and theory O has mainly been used to 
understand organizations and how they pursue change for the purpose sustained performance, 
this suggests that a company’s orientation towards either theory O or theory E may have 
implications for individual employees’ freedom to take entrepreneurial action within the frames 
of an established firm, and thus their overall entrepreneurial ability.  
  
Hindrances in working towards the core purpose due to short term goals such as profitability or 
requirements of other stakeholders is seen to cause a misalignment for employees in working 
towards achieving goals aligned with the core purpose. One may argue in such cases on the 
prioritization of delivering upwards towards management and other stakeholders over 
delivering outwards which is towards the purpose of the company as one of the reasons for this 
misalignment. An implication of this to the leadership of the companies is to ensure that 
delivering outwards and upwards is not contradictory. Even when delivering upwards is short 
term, if aligned well with long term goals it can foster entrepreneurial ability.  
 
Most companies’ tendency to be theory E in the manifestation of their underlying purpose and 
culture to an extent can modulate innovation in a top-down fashion, but nevertheless is seen as 
a limiting factor when it comes to entrepreneurial ability. What stands out however is how most 
of the theory E manifestation is in the culture and underlying purpose and not in the 
communicated core purpose. However, this could be argued reasonable since a theory O 
manifestation of culture and purpose is seen as an encouraging factor for employees to innovate 
and is in line with the argument that a theory O manifestation fosters high degree of employee 
commitment (Gittel, 2003; Heskett, Sassr, & Schelisinger, 2003; O’Reilly & Pfeffer, 2000). 
Employees that are closer to the problem, try to solve the problem and more often than not these 
come from the lower levels in the company (Galbraith, J., 1982). While this is good enough to 
generate ideas, this is however not necessarily sufficient for the successful implementation of 
the ideas, since it requires involvement from roles higher up in the hierarchy with authority, 
resources and credibility to take ideas to further stages (Galbraith, 1982). Consequently, leaders 
are needed for the further implementation of innovative ideas in order for a company to become 
truly entrepreneurial. 
 
Most companies are seen to have a combination of theory E and theory O factors and we see 
that this has in some cases been a successful approach at least to an extent. Nevertheless, the 
misalignment caused by the opposing logics have seemingly also caused hindrances to 
entrepreneurial ability. Beer (2008) warns of not getting successful outcomes unless the 
balancing of theory O and theory E is done carefully. Although theory O is argued to be 
indispensable for sustained performance, theory O parameters, when disconnected from theory 
E parameters, can seem idealistic but are also impractical (Beer 2008). The parameters from 
both the theories need to be carefully picked to take advantage of both theories, and managers 
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that can embrace the paradox of these two opposing theories can achieve the required 
organizational capabilities for sustained economic performance (Beer 2008). 

4.6  Conclusions  
It has been found that the overarching culture of most companies in this study could be 
described to manifest itself in a combination of theory E and theory O assumptions, with a slight 
incline towards theory E. This with the exception of one company, which has been described 
to have an incline towards theory O in all parameters. For the companies studied, it has further 
been concluded to be common to utilize broad, ambitious theory O manifested core purposes 
as a means for encouraging change and unifying the company culture. Nevertheless, the 
company cultures have also been identified to be influenced by underlying purposes of the 
organization, over which companies have limited control. While ambitious theory O-aligned 
core purposes seem to have positive effects for intrinsic motivation and seems to increase the 
room for entrepreneurial initiatives, this also appears to generate a disconnect between what is 
promised and what is actually done. Overall, the most common manifestation that has been 
observed of the companies’ core purposes and culture appears to be enabling incremental 
innovation. This being said, a somewhat different balance of theory E and theory O values seem 
to be needed to allow for successful implementation of more radical entrepreneurial initiatives, 
and consequently increase the entrepreneurial ability of the company.  
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4.8 Appendices  

4.8.1 Appendix 1 – Interview Guide 

Instructions: 
The interviews will be conducted with 3 individuals at the partner company: 

1. A person working actively with innovation/business development/r&d 
2. A leader/decision making stakeholder 
3. A person working in the operative part of the organization  

 
The interview is intended to be performed as a brief conversation on how the interviewees 
interpret the company’s culture and purpose relating to entrepreneurial ability.  
 *You may adapt the questions if needed, but do so with caution. 
 
Transcribing is not necessary for the purpose of this particular RQ Study. However, the 
interviewers should take notes relating to the different questions/themes. These will be 
requested to be uploaded in LoopMe. 
 
Strive to get answers on the following: 
 

● How do you interpret the company’s core purpose? 
● Do you experience any inherent purpose within the company, differing from the 

communicated purpose?  
● Does the company's core purpose affect your daily work? 
● How is the communicated core purpose in the company used by others? 
● How do you interpret the company’s culture?  
● How does the company’s core purpose and culture relate to or affect each other? 
● Do you experience the company to have an innovative culture? 

 
Show table: 
 

Purpose and Means Theory E Theory O 

Purpose Maximize economic value Develop organization capabilities 

Leadership Top down Participative 

Focus Strategy, structure and systems Culture 

Process Plan and establish programs Experiment and evolve 

Motivation Motivate through financial incentives Motivate through commitment. Use pay as 
fair exchange. 

Consultants Large, knowledge driven Small, process driven 

 
 

● What parameters/values seem to be the most prevalent in your daily work? 
● Are these parameters/values suitable to describe your company’s culture and core 

purpose? If so, do you find them to facilitate or hinder entrepreneurial initiatives? 
● How do you experience the company’s culture and core purpose relating to 

entrepreneurial capabilities? 
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4.8.2 Appendix 2 – LoopMe Tasks for observations & reflections 

● What core purpose is communicated by your organization? (Deadline Dec 4th) 

○ Follow up question: Does this purpose leave room for being entrepreneurial?  

● Do you experience any underlying purpose within the company? Is there a gap 
between the communicated and the informal purpose? And if so, what is the gap and is 
there anything done to close that gap? (Deadline Dec 11th) 
 

● Does the company's core purpose affect your daily work? If so, please provide an 
example of a task or assignment to which you felt the connection to the company core 
purpose. (Deadline Dec 18th) 
 

● See attached file (Michael Beer’s Theory E and Theory O table) (Deadline Jan 15th) 
 

1. What parameters/values seem to be the most prevalent in your daily work? 
2. Reflect on the following: 

- How do these parameters/values manifest the company’s culture and purpose? 
- Are the parameters/values you’ve chosen suitable to describe your company’s 
culture and core purpose? 
 

● How do you experience the company culture relating to entrepreneurial 
capabilities/innovation? Give an example of at least one situation where the 
organizational culture has supported and hindered entrepreneurial efforts. What 
parameters or values were present in this situation? (See attached table- Michael 
Beer’s Theory E and Theory O table.) (Deadline Jan 22th) 
 

● Conduct interviews with 3 people in the company (per company team) on whether 
they experience the company to have a culture and purpose that encourages 
entrepreneurial ability (See attached interview guide). Take notes for each question 
and attach the document where this is done for each interview. (Deadline March 26th) 

 
Tags:  
 
Alignment 
Closed Climate 
Collaborative 
Conflicts 
Disalignment 
Disconnected from core purpose 
Disengaged employees 
Engaged employees 
Exploitative 
Explorative 
High risk taking 
Low risk taking 
Impacted by core purpose 
Knowledge driven 
Lack of resources 
Non-Collaborative 
Non-Supportive 
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Not Transparent 
Open Climate 
Planning 
Process Driven 
Related to the core purpose 
Related to the underlying purpose 
Supportive 
Top down  
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5 Finance 
Karl Börjesson and Gabriel Wallin 

5.1 Introduction 

 
As corporate entrepreneurship often includes change management and transformation of 
organizations (Morris, Kuratko, Covin, 2010), there is a need to look beyond the short term 
financial KPIs in order to establish the success rate of the initiatives. As mentioned by Zahara 
and Covin in their study “Contextual influences on the corporate entrepreneurship performance 
relationship: a longitudinal analysis” (1995), evidence that corporate entrepreneurship 
initiatives pay off are often “anecdotal” or performed with a short-term mindset. This implies 
that we lack knowledge about the financial consequences of corporate entrepreneurship. 
 
This report answers the research questions proposed for the Finance module, in conjunction 
with the Corporate Entrepreneurship cross-analysis performed at the Chalmers School of 
Entrepreneurship and business design program. 

5.1.1 Aim and purpose 

The aim of this study is to find out how 6 different companies’ value, pursue and review 
innovation in terms of their own strategy and KPI’s.  
 
The purpose of the study is to find out how companies of varying sizes estimate their innovative 
capacities, and anchor that to their financial results or other metrics. The purpose is also to find 
connections in how a firm's innovative capacity is communicated in relation to how it is 
performing. 
 
We also want to find how firms’ reason at different levels of hierarchy regarding measuring 
innovation. For example, we want to explore whether soft or hard measures are used, if they 
are using any stage gating methodology, or simply whether leadership can be a reason to why 
innovation isn’t quite working out. 

5.1.2 Problem definition 

KPIs are the most common way to measure if a company is reaching their goal, this is often 
connected to measurements that are easily quantifiable, but what about those that aren't as easy 
to interpret? Measuring knowledge-based activities isn’t always clear, and sometimes requires 
sophisticated frameworks in order to make sense. What’s clear however is that there are 
theoretical implications highlighting how knowledge management can enhance sustainable 
competitiveness (Lee et al, 2005).  
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What KPI’s that measure a firm's innovative capacity exist beyond the basic KPI’s most often 
used to measure profitability and success? How can these different ways of measuring be used 
in a way that serves as an advocate for increased innovative capacity through understanding 
what success means in an entrepreneurial context?  
 
More importantly, how can one measure a company’s innovative capacity through 
unconventional KPI’s, in order to truly see if they live up to their claims? 

5.1.3 Research Question 

RQ1: How do 6 firms within different industries and sizes view their innovative capacity? 
 
RQ2: How do these 6 companies measure their innovative capacity alongside regular KPIs? 

5.2 Theoretical Framework  
This chapter will conclude the report's theoretical foundation, including definitions, a 
theoretical framework and different alternatives of both soft and hard measurements, 
commonly used in today's landscape.  
 
Muller, Välikangas and Merlyn state in their paper “Metrics for Innovation” that the 
development of innovative capabilities is the only means by which companies can sustain a 
competitive advantage (2005). Therefore, they find it strange that most companies don't even 
measure their innovativeness in a quantifiable way which can motivate further investments. The 
companies that do measure their innovation use metrics mostly linked to R&D and product-
development such as number of filed patents or assigned budget as part of annual sales. 
According to Muller, Välikangas and Merlyn, these kinds of metrics do not measure the 
company's overall performance when it comes to innovation (2005). It only covers a small 
portion of it and can therefore give an unjust perspective of the business.  
 
Brown and Svenson described a way of measuring R&D productivity in 1988, which is still 
surprisingly relevant. In their framework, they propose dividing the R&D process into a system 
with different parts. For example, making a distinction between inputs, processes, outputs, and 
outcomes (1988), something that is also utilized by Muller, Välikangas and Merlyn in their 
innovation framework. From these systems, Brown and Svenson argue that it is easy to measure 
specific quantifiable outputs, such as patents received, or papers published (especially under 
the pressure of management that often demand demonstrations of return on investment from 
R&D). Like Muller, Välikangas and Merlyn propositions, Brown and Svenson deem these 
measures counterproductive when used without assessments of quality or soft measures. 
 
Cordero (1989) also finds importance for managers to engage in a systematic way of 
measurement regarding innovation performance. What differs from the previously mentioned 
studies, however, is the time aspect, as Cordero introduces a concept of measuring dynamically 
based on what stage the project is in (1989). For example, he makes distinctions on what firms 
could be looking for in comparison between the planning stage of a project, during a control 
stage of a project, or even for evaluating overall performance.  

5.2.1 Definition 

Gault argues that for innovation to be measured, it must be defined (2018). Gault said that since 
innovation can mitigate the most important questions of tomorrow, such as climate change and 
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sustainability, there are great benefits of being able to measure innovation in a consistent way 
across sectors and industries (2018). The first thing that comes to people's minds when it comes 
to innovation is often new technology. However, Gault defines innovation as the following: 
“An innovation is the implementation of a new or significantly changed product or process. A 
product is a good or a service. Processes include production or delivery, organization and 
marketing processes” (2018). 
 
This is aligned with Muller, Välikangas and Merlyn's statement, saying that only operational 
metrics does not involve “business-concept innovation” (2005). Therefore, their framework for 
developing and accessing a company's overall innovative potential will be presented below. 

5.2.2 Innovation Framework 

The framework presented below gives three different views on innovation, it gives a perspective 
of how a company should assess their innovative capacity and therefore also which KPIs to use. 

Resources 

The resource-based view is about leveling the allocation of capital, labor and time as input. 
Output in this view is typically a return on investment in the form of several new products, 
services or percentage of revenue for example.  

Capabilities 

This view considers how well the company is prepared for the different processes of innovation. 
For example, the different input from this view is the preconditions of running innovation such 
as competencies, tools, company culture and values. The output is represented by the new skills, 
knowledge and new business opportunities that are developed during an innovation process. 

Leadership 

How well do the leaders of the organization support innovation? This is meant to evaluate how 
well the leader´s is involved or engaged in different innovative activities and how well they 
follow up on finished projects. Example of measurements is the amount of time spent on 
innovation activities rather than daily operations and percentage of managers who have training 
in relevant concepts and tools. 
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Figure 1. Muller, Välikangas and Merlyn (2005) 

Processes 

The innovation processes placed in the middle of table 1 acts as the interlink between 
capabilities and resources. They conclude by measuring for example how far it takes for an idea 
to go from ideation stage to launch or number of ideas that comes from the organization. 

Selection of  metrics 

Muller, Välikangas and Merlyn argue that the optimal way of measuring innovation can be very 
different among companies and dependent on the situation (2015). However, the most important 
thing is to be mindful about not focusing too much on one single metric. For example, to only 
focus on the output from a resource or capability perspective will give a twisted view of the 
organization’s innovative capacity. In contrast, Brown and Svensson (1988) argues for 
simplicity through a “less is more” approach, as they observed either observed cases of 
“systems no one could administer” due to complexity, or just a lack of affection for systems 
that tracked too many variables (Brown and Svensson 1988). 
 
If certain metrics reward individual or group performances, there is also a risk of changing 
attitudes and behavior within the organization. Muller, Välikangas and Merlyn have because of 
this constructed the following guidelines to create an optimal selection of metrics for each 
organization 2005).  
  

1. Build a comprehensive set of metrics - Include at least one metric for each one of the 
six elements mentioned above. Output/Input for both resources and capabilities, 
leadership and processes. By doing this it will be easier, not only in terms of only 
measuring how well the organization is performing in terms of innovation but also to 
identify bottlenecks or general issues. 

2. Assessing existing metrics - Dependent on the structure of the firm there might be 
other managers that are already using different metrics. Before creating your own you 
should, in the interest of standardization, have a discussion and assess how they use 
their metrics. 
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3. Avoid complex metrics - Ensure simplicity. The chosen metrics will have the most 
success if they become the common currency throughout the whole company, all the 
way from production to the board room. 

4. Resist the temptation to track every conceivable parameter - Try to avoid 
micromanagement and focus on those metrics which gives the best overall assessment 
for your specific industry. 8-10 should be the maximum number of metrics used.  

5. Include at least one or two customer-driven metrics - Focus on sales-oriented 
metrics in order to complement the more internally focused ones.  

6. Reconcile metrics with existing methodologies - In the case of usage of other 
methodologies such as a balanced scorecard, make sure to reconcile this with your 
own selected metrics. It's important to ensure that your metrics still encourage 
individual behaviors that are aligned with the strategic goals of the organization. 

 
For those companies that are in the beginning of developing their innovative capability, Muller, 
Välikangas and Merlyn recommends focusing on inputs in terms of recruitment and training, 
processes in terms of an innovation pipeline that attracts a lot of ideas while shortening the time 
of development in order to lower the costs and outputs in terms of defining quantitative 
innovation targets (2005). For the more experienced company´s, Muller, Välikangas and 
Merlyn recommend focusing on inputs in terms of incentives, team formation and sustaining 
what is already working, processes in terms of increasing the pace of the innovation pipeline 
and lastly output in terms of meeting innovation goals (2005).  

5.2.3 Innovation 

Soft measures, Hard measures  

Voise et al (2006) describes “hard” measures as purely objective in nature, clearly definable 
and quantifiable. In regard to outputs measured; they can easily show progress have been made. 
The progress however doesn’t indicate a subjective sense without “soft” aspects. Furthermore, 
they describe soft measures as intangible and often hard to quantify, such as business 
knowledge, skills or business awareness. 

Outcomes vs outputs 

An output is often a tangible service (Voise et al 2006), or a quantifiable unit that results from 
a system of input and processing (Brown and Svenson 1988). In comparison, outcomes are 
rather derived from the consequences of said output, which are often behavioral or “soft”. 
 
Cordero (1989) concludes in his study, understanding the limitations of the different measures 
is highly important when evaluating innovation performance. Furthermore, managers need to 
understand which types of outputs and assets that are valuable or important to them, and if these 
types can be quantified (Cordero, 1989). 
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6.1 Method 
This chapter will aim to provide a thorough understanding of the chosen methodology. The 
chapter will also cover ethical consideration and overall trustworthiness.  

6.1.1 Research Design 

This study aims to reach its purpose by collecting observations and semi-structured interviews 
through an inductive approach. The reason for this is that the six different companies may use 
vastly different ways of measuring their innovation, Björklund & Paulsson argues that an 
inductive approach is recommended when comparable theory is added after the empirical 
results have been analyzed (2014). 
 
The primary data of the study will be collected by semi-structured interviews and later be 
supported by secondary data in the form of observations. Since the study aims to discover how 
and the reasons for why the six companies are/are not measuring their innovation in a structured 
manner, a deeper understanding of their view is needed and according to Björklund & Paulsson, 
a qualitative method is preferred in situations with specific issues (2014).  

6.1.2 Data Collection 

Through the tool Loop Me (https://www.loopme.io/), every student is expected to conduct and 
upload the results from both observations and interviews. The observations have been collected 
regarding the company’s overall innovativeness, both through an internal and external lens. 
Later, the students have also been asked to conduct three interviews with people on three 
different levels, a project leader, a member of the management team and the CFO/finance 
officer. The levels were chosen because they are all affected by how the company´s evaluate 
and follow up projects, both in terms of financial figures but also in terms of innovativeness. 

Primary Data 

Primary data is defined as the source of information that concludes the primary foundation of 
the empirical results, according to Björklund & Paulsson (2014). The study also aims to 
interview people on different levels of the company in questions as well as within different 
areas to increase the chance of generalization and to make the data as trustworthy as possible. 
This is according to Grey an important aspect to raise the credibility of the study (2017).  

Secondary Data 

Björklund & Paulsson states that even if observations can be a very time-consuming method, it 
can also, in some situations, be a very relevant source of unbiased and relevant information 
(2014). Observations can both be done by informing the objective in advance or do it secretly. 
For this study, secret observations will be conducted in order to get an unbiased sense of how 
innovative each company is.  

6.1.3 Ethical considerations 

The interviews that will be conducted for this study aims to follow the ethical guidelines of the 
council for scientific research in Sweden. They include asking for permission to record the 
interview, thoroughly explain the purpose of the study, ask if the information disclosed can be 
shared openly or if they want to remain anonymous and that the collected material will only be 
used for the purpose of this study and nothing else.  
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6.2 Results 
This chapter will present the findings from the 6 companies. Presented in the order of the main 
themes that the interview questions were derived from. The findings will be presented as an 
assessment of the combined findings and not presented for each company, as the company´s 
will remain anonymous 

6.2.1 Innovative Capacity 

There is no doubt that the 6 companies involved in the study have an innovative capacity that 
really can make a difference. Indications regarding how and what kind of projects they pursue 
confirm that all firms are to a certain extent innovative, however there were also discussions 
regarding how innovation is defined and how it could create confusion regarding how great 
their innovative capacity was.  
 
Both the interviews and the complementary observations indicate discrepancies regarding how 
each of the company’s externally communicates their innovative efforts and how they are 
perceived internally. However, the discrepancies are indicated to be greater at the larger 
companies compared to the smaller ones.  
 
Looking at the findings we can also see that the smaller companies have overall flatter 
organizations, for obvious reasons, compared to the larger ones. The observations indicate that 
the employees at the smaller companies are clearly more positive towards their work within 
innovation and their overall innovative capacity. The findings also indicate a clear lack of 
measuring of the company’s overall innovative capacity, a similarity that isn’t specific to either 
size or industry. The discussion regarding the company’s overall innovative capacity was in 
many cases tied back to how we choose to define innovation and that the discrepancies 
regarding how innovative they are might be traced back to the fact that they are not measuring 
it.  
 
The interviews show that how the companies pursue innovation is quite different, some focuses 
on internal product-development, some on setting aside time for exploration of new ideas and 
some through acquisitions and partnerships. Overall, innovation seems, to a larger extent, to be 
supervised in the larger companies while in the smaller it’s part of everyone's daily operations 
and way of thinking instead of having dedicated functions working with it full time.  

6.2.2 Measurements 

There doesn’t seem to be any common denominator based on industry, but the company size 
does indicate some sort of “establishment” in measurement practices. Furthermore, none of the 
studied companies proposed a formalized way of tracking how innovative their projects are. 
Overall, there is a lack of “purpose” to align the measurements with. None of the companies 
seemed to track customer success or satisfaction in soft ways. 
 
The bigger companies tend to track hard measurements that relate to expenditure, P/L, or ROI, 
but often without an accompanying outcome that can generate a broader understanding of how 
positive that hard measure is. The smaller companies showed some examples of measures that 
were more unconventional, such as logging time spent among employees on “non-deliverable 
projects” as a source of innovative work or measuring the level of maturity on the technology 
from certain projects to help with decision making. These examples were the closest to what 
could be viewed as somewhat “measuring the innovative capacity” of projects. 
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While few formal measuring methods were found, there seemed to be a heavy reliance on 
management and leadership (mostly in the bigger companies), where the “experiences drawn 
from previous projects” subjectively played in and was used for example in evaluation of future 
projects. This could indicate that knowledge gets “trapped” in a tacit form amongst key 
personnel, knowledge that might get lost along with these people if they decide to leave the 
company.  

6.2.3 Evaluation 

One common factor that we found among the studied companies regarding decision making, 
which can be seen as obvious, is that the bigger the company, the longer the process for decision 
making. This simple factor made it visibly hard for the bigger companies to capitalize on 
potentially innovative projects, as they risked getting stuck in the pipeline.  
 
At all companies, there was a certain amount of “gut feeling” involved in decision making. This 
means that in any scenario when a project lands on a managers table, they often decide based 
on their subjective approach, or “gut feeling”. One example from the larger companies showed 
how this can impair innovation, as the board got too sensitive to invest in risky projects after a 
series of failed projects. Getting a manager or leader that is responsible on board was important 
among all companies, which meant that the smaller companies where it is easier to get a hold 
on a manager had a greater chance of having projects progress through decision making. 
 
Another similarity between all companies was to evaluate each project as a business case, what 
separated them was the importance of different factors. All companies evaluate profitability, 
but some more than others. The owner-situation is indicated to be one factor that affects which 
factors are considered, since the interest of the stakeholders is what decides the direction for 
the company the authors can see connections between what factors are highlighted. The results 
can however confirm that most of the companies didn't have different evaluation methods for 
projects in different stages, in general they all frame ideas as business cases where innovation 
as a stand-alone metric barely is used at all. 

6.3 Discussion 
The findings state a clear message, to measure and therefore also a prioritization of innovation 
is not something the 6 companies included in the study have done during recent years. We can 
see a clear pattern that most of the companies communicate one thing regarding their 
innovativeness, while the internal observations made by the authors and co-authors is more 
divided. One can ask, why? No one can deny the importance of developing your company's 
offer, employees and organization, yet none of the 6 companies can say if they are good or bad 
at the process of innovation, regardless of if we’re talking about incremental or radical 
innovation.  
 
Gault (2018) means that since innovation can provide a competitive advantage, why shouldn’t 
we show how good we are/can be at that very thing? The findings indicated that the term of 
innovation can itself create confusion, and if there is uncertainty regarding what innovation 
means it can obviously make the work off measuring or just keeping track of it very difficult. 
As stated in the theoretical framework, Gault (2018) means that innovation can be defined as 
“An innovation is the implementation of a new or significantly changed product or process. A 
product is a good or a service. Processes include production or delivery, organization and 
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marketing processes”. A internally communicated definition in line with Gaults (2018) might 
simplify the way people view innovation, it might even result in more ideas and projects since 
it both includes but mostly doesn’t exclude any ideas in particular, as long as it is connected to 
the company’s capabilities.  
 
The most measurements found related to some sort of hard output or assessment. Making 
business decisions or relying in any case to heavily on hard data can be problematic, as the hard 
measurements are purely objective (Voise et al 2006). Without subjective and soft data, as a 
frame of reference, the hard data can easily mislead managers. One example found in the 
dataset, was one of the companies who measured “number of products shipped in time” without 
any other soft measurements. If the company doesn’t measure the customer satisfaction rate, 
the number of faulty products, or other “softer” outcomes that are subjective, the primary hard 
data about products shipped in time doesn’t say anything about how well the company is 
performing. The same goes for measuring innovative capacity: If a company is satisfied with 
measuring the level of innovative height in their projects but lack the business model to properly 
fully monetize all customer segments, they might regard themselves as innovative, which isn’t 
accurate if you consider the innovation sectors described by Gault (2018), or how it can give 
an unjust perspective of the business, as described by Muller, Välikangas and Merilyn (2005).  
 
Innovation is complicated, and often very coupled with risk-taking. The findings indicate that 
the risk assessment made by the different companies can be tied to their form of ownership. 
One of the companies is for example owned by the municipality, meaning that risk is a very 
important factor in decision making, as their owners have a responsibility to the city. In contrast, 
another company in the dataset which historically was privately owned, and still today has a 
very high profitability, has a much easier time prioritizing risky investments. Measuring the 
projects could potentially help these companies, especially in making decision-makers more 
aware of what the risk means and how it potentially can improve the company.  
 
Using the innovation framework proposed by Muller Välikangas and Merlyn (2005), a 
company can in practice achieve a controlled way of assessing their decision making, which 
justifies risk taking and removes uncertainty that potentially gets introduced by operating in an 
innovative way. Although this seems like a rigorous operation requiring knowledge overarching 
the company, along with a great understanding of the end customer, there still is an element of 
simplicity needed in order to ensure that the framework gets traction in the organization (Brown 
and Svensson 1988). 
 
Dividing the organization into systems and processes for the sake of measuring is also 
something the companies in the observed dataset could have benefitted from doing. As Brown 
and Svensson (1988) suggests, it can be easier to form smaller clusters of data points to measure 
that in a simple way can track how well they are doing and at the same time managing to anchor 
that to the overall organizational alignment. 
 
A possible way to start using the innovation framework would be to assemble key people from 
each sector of the company, and start examining the company through the perspectives given 
by Muller, Välkangas and Merlyn (2005): 

- How do our resources look? What inputs and outputs are we currently working with 
and where? 

- What capabilities do we have? What do we know? How is our culture? What do we 
learn through running our business today? Have we encountered business 
opportunities that we haven’t explored? 
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- Does leadership impair or foster innovation? Do we have instances where leaders 
potentially could be restricting processes that would otherwise result in valuable 
opportunities emerging? Do the leaders ensure employee learning? 

- How does an idea go from ideation to launch today? 
 
Once these questions have been answered, selecting what metrics matter at what stage is 
simpler. Important to note however (and very prominent in our data set), is that every company 
has a unique way of measuring innovation (Muller, Välikangas and Merlyn 2005). The 
companies have different sorts of ownership, and different sorts of demands on their presence 
in their value chain, which makes them need personalized frameworks. Following the proposed 
selection of metrics will allow this uniqueness to take place, but in a formal and controlled way, 
as the suggested points does not bring up any details.  
 
Summarizing the metrics that matter, together with existing metrics, ensuring that these stay 
simple and few, with some clear measure that involves customers (as proposed by Muller, 
Välikangas and Merlyn (2005)) will ultimately create a framework that is fit to use regardless 
of the company. 
 
To push for innovation is a choice, even if innovation might be a factor for long-term survival, 
it's up to each company to decide if and how they want to pursue it. Lastly, one can argue that 
it is a question of ambidexterity because each of the companies included in the study insinuates 
that they aim to grow by developing sustainable solutions which can be assumed to be 
innovative. Performing two very different things at once is difficult. A few of the smaller 
companies in the study are by nature quite innovative while the larger has core businesses that 
necessarily don’t need internal innovation to survive, since there are other ways to pursue it 
than to make it a part of the core business. However, with the discussion above the authors want 
to highlight the importance of measuring a company’s innovative capacity IF they want to use 
it to create a sustainable competitive advantage. One way to start constructing a way of doing 
that is by using a framework such as the one mentioned above and in the theoretical framework.  

6.4 Conclusion 
By investigating how 6 companies of different sizes and industries in the Gothenburg area view 
and assess their innovative capacity we can confirm that none of them are measuring it to a 
large extent. A few of the companies, the smaller ones, do use more non-traditional metrics that 
for example are more related to outcomes rather than output. The authors can however state 
that innovation as an aspect of a project is being viewed and valued when it comes to pursuing 
new projects, but no indications have been found of a company who thereafter assess their 
innovative capacity.  
 
Since the 6 companies are of very different sizes and industries, the authors have gotten 
indications that measurements of innovation aren't widely used by companies in today's 
competitive landscape. As suggested in the discussion, the authors feel that there is a need to 
look over how they assess their innovative capacity in order to formalize and construct their 
own framework of KPIs, regardless of if they have the ambition of being a radical innovator or 
follower. 
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6.4.1 Future Research  

An interesting continuation of the conducted study is to increase the sample size even more, 
with companies from differing industries and diverse attributes. In this way, the study gets more 
width and can better imply whether there exists any ways of measuring innovation or attempts 
made to do so. Furthermore, to follow the companies in a more focused way, for a longer period 
of time (perhaps through a longitudinal study) will give the study more depth in regards to the 
problems in measuring innovation (seeing as it seems rare for a company to engage in a 
structured way of measuring in line with the framework suggested by Muller, Välikangas and 
Merlyn). 
 
Another interesting continuation would be to fully engage in an implementation (or perhaps 
many) of the suggested framework, where documentation of the transformation is made, as well 
as comparisons prior to, and after the transformation. This will possibly generate interesting 
findings on where measuring innovation is halted by for example bureaucracy or structure, and 
how overcoming those haltings can make companies benefit from the framework. 
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7 Strategy & Structure 
Jacob Hellke and Johan Högman 

7.1 Introduction 
A widespread idea in today's business world is that large corporations are synonymous with 
hierarchies, inertia and a size incapable of innovation. Parallel to this, Startups are seen as 
innovative key players leading the technological frontier and giving a modern day meaning to 
David and Goliath. Many companies fail, and often their response is “We couldn’t see it 
coming”.  
 
It is a fact that this does happen, but it is not a fact that it has to be this way. Countless cases of 
successful large scale entrepreneurial companies are out there like Tesla that revolutionized the 
way the world views a car, Apple that made people understand why they need an iPad or Google 
that expanded from the search bar to our pockets, homes, workplaces and cars. The ever-
growing numbers of articles written on how to be able to handle large organizations whilst still 
being able to simultaneously maintain innovative capabilities starts to grow under the name of 
ambidextrous organizations. 
 
There are many proposed ways of organizing ambidexterity, such as skunk works, spin-offs, 
acquiring startups, etc. These methods focus on isolating innovation and protecting it from the 
Organizations. Having its perks does not by definition give the organization ambidextrous 
capabilities, it is simply giving it both capabilities independently. Dynamic ambidexterity is a 
form proposed by Chen (2017) where a company tries to change the structure of the company 
to house both aspects inside the main organization. This is the form of structure in a company 
the research will be based on.  
 
A challenge in coordinating a company in a dynamic way is to maintain direction when working 
in scattered ways depending on objective. This puts stress on clear strategies (Chen, 2017; 
Pisano, 2015). A successful business strategy can be the link to provide the direction for a 
company and balance between maintaining momentum whilst paving the road for the future.  
 
Having the ambition to be ambidextrous does not mean that the company will actually manage 
being it. Our aim in this research paper is to study different companies and find best practices 
on strategy and structure that foster or hinder innovative initiatives. A lot of studies are done 
on past events and failures of companies. But shifting the gaze towards ongoing innovative 
projects can give a unique chance to study a shifting mindset in a company and being reactive 
in what hinders and foster innovation. 

7.1.1 Purpose 

In a world of rapid change, large and mature businesses need to learn how to become more 
entrepreneurial. There are countless examples of companies that didn’t keep up with this change 
into the new age of technology and thereby eventually went bankrupt.  
Therefore, it is crucial that the result of this study is not just viewed as ‘nice to know’ for the 
organizations taking part in this project. The companies also need to understand how it actually 
matters.  
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The aim of this report is to focus on what parts, initiatives, people, or solutions foster, both 
ongoing, but also new initiatives for the people in the organization to have innovation as a part 
of their work. By investigating this, more time and finances can be put into the parts and systems 
within the company that will keep the company going in the future. Not just the parts that will 
provide the best possible results in the books by the end of the year. By only focusing on year 
to year, or even worse, month to month, boards and leaders in organizations will probably see 
their numbers go down yearly until there is nothing left.  

7.1.2 Research question 

What parts, initiatives, people, or solutions foster, both ongoing, but also new initiatives for the 
people in the organization to have innovation as a part of their work? 

7.1.3 Delimitations 

This study focuses solely on six different companies, hereon referred to as the Host Companies. 
The study will provide empirical results from their industry. Specifically, the study focuses on 
the strategies and structures of each company and does not consider other areas of the 
organization.  
 
Each Host Company has two students conducting corporate entrepreneurship projects for their 
own Host Company during a total time period of nine months. Because of time constraints, the 
data collection used in this report ranges over a time period of approximately six months. The 
study does not include data from any other companies than the aforementioned six companies.  

7.1.4 Limitations 

The authors of this report have been situated at their respective Host company, and because of 
various experiences, it could lead to an overall very positive or negative view of the company 
and what their respective Host Company is doing. Subjective judgments are required from each 
contributor to maintain a professional, and as comprehensive, collection of data as possible, 
along with the stated methodology.  
 
The size of each Host Company varies by different variables such as for example number of 
employees, hierarchical structures, revenue, and international presence. Therefore, a cross 
analysis of all companies should not be seen as a high-level cross-analysis.  
 
Furthermore, because of the ongoing pandemic, observations and creative discussions have 
been hard and sometimes impossible to conduct. Since the beginning of November 2020, almost 
all type communication has been done remotely which could lead to overall fewer 
comprehensive observations. Specifically, when focusing on understanding company culture 
and innovativeness within the firm, but also when it comes to being a part of ‘creative talks’ in 
various situations at the Host Company. 
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8.1 Theoretical framework 
The following theoretical frameworks are used to support the data collected, and the analysis 
made by the students in the corporate entrepreneurship track. Our findings in the area of strategy 
and structure will later be presented as one part of the total report combined with the other 
research questions. The theoretical framework will help the students analyze what parts of the 
organization facilitates innovation in the organization.  

8.1.1 Star Model 

Since there are many components of an organization, the management needs one or several 
frameworks that enable them to control and influence employee behavior and company culture. 
This model connects five different areas of the organization that are all held together by the 
center of gravity of each company - the business model. Strategy, People, Structure, Rewards 
and Processes should all be connected and aligned to view the organization and to shape the 
decisions and behavior within. In this model, all the components fall into these five categories 
(Galbraith, 2011).  

Strategy 

The strategy of the company is the formula for winning. Galbraith (2011) means that it specifies 
objectives such as goals to be achieved, values and missions to be pursued. It determines what 
products or services the company will provide and in what markets, followed by a description 
of their competitive advantage. Thereby it sets the direction of the company. 

Structure 

Structure determines the placement of power and authority. We’ve all seen a hierarchical 
company structure where the board or the CEO is on top, followed by a number of managers, 
officers and lastly, workers. Depending on the organization these could look very different. 
According to (Galbraith, 1982), organizations that strive towards radical innovations need to 
have a different structure compared to the hierarchical way of working.  

Process 

The processes of an organization are either informative or regarding decision making such as 
business planning, allocation of resources, customer management, product development and 
budgeting. It serves to be the functioning part of the structure which is more of a description 
(Galbraith, 2011).  

Rewards 

Rewards align the goals of the organization with the goals of the employee. Incentives provide 
motivation for the employee to strive in the same direction and work towards fulfillment of the 
organization's set goals and missions. Rewards could come in different shapes and sizes. 
Typical examples of rewards are salaries, bonuses, promotions, stock options and profit sharing 
(Galbraith, 2011).  

People 

The people section governs the human resource policies of procuring the required talent and 
skill sets for said strategy and structure of the organization. The policies are recruitment, 
selection, training, rotation, and development of the people to implement the chosen direction. 
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The main function of human resource policies is to develop both people and organizational 
capabilities. For example, flexible organizations need flexible people, cross-functional 
organizations require generalists and team-players, matrix-organizations require who can 
manage conflict and influence without authority and so forth (Galbraith, 2011).   
 

 
Figure 1. The Star Model™. © Jay R. Galbraith 

8.1.2 Entrepreneurial Intensity 

In order to understand the researched corporation’s entrepreneurial ability, an objective 
measurement is needed for a proper analysis. By introducing a supplementary framework 
whose task is to provide a foundation to compare the companies, a better understanding of the 
success factors can be researched. The task to create the perfect framework for measuring a 
corporation's entrepreneurial ability is hard, and the effects of it are seldom measurable and 
better yet available. A good candidate is the concept of Entrepreneurial Intensity.  
 
The aim with Entrepreneurial Intensity is to try and solve the question “... what factors define 
how entrepreneurial a firm is at a given point in time?” (Morris, Sexton, 1996). Getting a 
measure on how entrepreneurial a firm is, and comparing it to the Star Model, opens the 
possibility for conclusions on successful aspects of the Star Model in relation to how 
entrepreneurial a corporation is.  
 
Morris and Sexton (1996) finds that for a firm to be entrepreneurial it is about the frequency of 
entrepreneurial activities and to the degree to which each entrepreneurial activity is in fact 
changing, creating new value, or improving the organization. Put easily “how often” and “how 
much” creates a foundation for the concept of Entrepreneurial Intensity. This provides further 
contrast in the way the word entrepreneurial is used. As quoted by Morris and Sexton (1996) 
“no firm is entrepreneurial all the time, and no firm can ever be only entrepreneurial”. The two 
aspects can be attempted to quantify, thus creating an opportunity to create a matrix to which 
you could place corporations. The matrix can be seen in figure 2, below.  
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Figure 2. Entrepreneurial Intensity. © Michael H. Morris & Donald L. Sexton. 

Entrepreneurial Frequency 

This metric is essentially about to what extent new entrepreneurial endeavors are started. Some 
corporations might have started out as an entrepreneurial venture but overtime the actual 
number of innovative actions have been replaced with other business critical activities. That 
corporation might be seen as entrepreneurial, but the current outcome might tell us something 
else. A great example of high entrepreneurial frequency from Morris and Sexton (1996) is 
whether the corporations frequently adapt to change in demand and trends in society.  

Entrepreneurial Degree 

The entrepreneurial degree is in a way a follow-up metric on the results of frequency, namely 
how much effect the entrepreneurial activities have. Effect means impact on results, costs, 
markets, culture, or company organization. Some activities can be purely of the incremental 
kind such as developing a product, adjusting offerings, or expanding into new segments. The 
higher degree activities can be introducing a revolutionary product within the industry or 
creating an ambidextrously explorative company. 

8.2 Method 
The following section presents how data will be collected for this research paper. Starting with 
the research methodology which describes how the aforementioned theoretical frameworks will 
be utilized to later be able to conduct the cross-analysis.   
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8.2.1 Research Methodology 

Data will be gathered from the six different host companies and their organizations from each 
individual company team, during the course of their corporate entrepreneurship projects. Each 
contributor is conducting their corporate entrepreneurship project at their Host Company along 
with conducting this research in parallel, which is considered by Teusner (2016) as insider 
action research. Considering the fact that the students were not a part of their organization 
before their corporate entrepreneurship projects and are now situated at their company 
temporarily, Coghlan (2007) argues that the research conducted does not fall under ‘complete 
insidership’. Instead, the research becomes a mixture of temporary insider action research and 
complete insidership.  
 
The researchers will direct the efforts to what enables innovation and ambidexterity along with 
where these initiatives come from, how frequent they are, and how much impact they’ve had.  

8.2.2 Data Collection - LoopMe 

Through the tool LoopMe (https://www.loopme.io/), each student will observe and reflect upon 
events relating to the research questions. Observations can take place either through meetings, 
‘creative talks by the coffee machines’ or in semi-structured interviews. The quality of the study 
is dependent on the breadth of company functions being reflected upon, but it is only 
encouraged to interact with functions relevant to the scope of the respective projects. 
 
The first six reflections will be collected during two-week intervals starting in December 2020 
with the goal of being done in March 2021. These reflections are tagged with what part of the 
Star Model the reflection relates two as well as what part of the organization that the reflection 
is about, e.g., board of directors, production, or R&D department.  
 
The 7th, and last reflection aims to investigate the Entrepreneurial Intensity of each company 
during the past 12-month period. Because of the previous six reflections in regard to the Star 
Model, the final reflection can be affiliated with one or two of the previous reflections, if the 
reflection concerns corporate parts, initiatives, or solutions. 

8.2.3 Star Model 

For aiding each student in structuring their collection of data in this area, the elements of the 
Star Model framework are defined as described in sections 2.1.1 to 2.1.5, above. The following 
additional description of the research question is included in Loop Me for the students to get a 
proper understanding of what is being asked: 
 
“Describe one event from your company that showed how innovation was fostered or hindered 
within your organization. First focus on explaining what happened, then reflect on the actual 
situation. Use the tags to explain what department and area of the five Star Model that was 
involved in this event.  
 
Tip: Target people in the organization that does not have a leading role. Leaders tend to just 
say what the company policy regarding innovation is. We want to know what is actually being 
communicated all the way down in the company and whether these employees find the company 
policy to work or if it is done in a different way?  
We recommend you start reflecting on the 11th of December 2020 and keep reflecting in two-
week intervals.” 
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This explanation is then followed by the research question stated in section 1.3, above. 
Followed by a follow up question which states: 
 
“Why did this happen, and how can it serve as an example for further development?“ 
 
The available tags when reflecting on this research question can be viewed in table 1, below. 

 

Table 1. Star Model tags for reflection. 

 
Star tags 

People Processes Structure 

Rewards Strategy  

 
 

Department 
tags 

Business development Finance Marketing 

HR IT Production 

Purchasing Sales R&D 

Top Management Other  

8.2.4 Entrepreneurial Intensity  

The plotting of Entrepreneurial Intensity will be conducted by two thorough reflection 
questions. The experience to base the answer on comes from conducting a corporate 
entrepreneurship project at the company for nine months, which would have provided an 
adequate amount of knowledge about the company's past endeavors the last year.  
 
The first reflective question would be about stating the company's entrepreneurial frequency. 
The task is to write how many endeavors that can be counted as entrepreneurial that have been 
initiated in the last 12 months and provide a reflection on what type of initiatives they were. At 
least two needs to be mentioned, amounting to at least 12 events of data to compare (two per 
company). 
 
The second reflection would try to assess the degree to which said events have been 
entrepreneurial. Here a scale from 1-5 will be provided which will help plot the average degree 
for the company. An example of the scaling is provided below, but the responder is encouraged 
to reflect and extrapolate on their own about their rating of entrepreneurial degree. 
 

1. Idea didn’t leave the ideation stage 
2. Incremental change in product/service offering 
3. Expand into new segment / new product 
4. Created a spin-off company/ internal venture for explorative activities 
5. Completely changed their way of doing business 
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8.2.5 Workshop 

To compile the reflections from LoopMe and fill any areas with lack of data, a workshop will 
be held with the students of each company. The workshop will be used interactively where the 
students will use their reflections to answer questions about their company. The agenda is split 
in three parts, Entrepreneurial Intensity, the Star Model, and a summarizing discussion on the 
results. Collaboration will be achieved through an online tool called Miro, which allows every 
attendee to remotely use a digital whiteboard to add notes, drawings and answer the questions 
interactively and collaboratively with all other attendees. The workshop will be prepared with 
areas for every company to fill in information, add notes and plot their results. This will create 
a living document that throughout the workshop will inspire attendees, much like being in a 
physical place with whiteboards and post-it notes.  
 
The Entrepreneurial Intensity part will be used to plot the Entrepreneurial Intensity for each 
company, and then jointly plot them in the same graph to get an overview for the analysis and 
comparison of results. The entrepreneurial frequency is on a scale from 1 to 10. Companies that 
can’t measure their frequency will state that. The entrepreneurial degree is plotted on the same 
scale presented in section 3.4 for each project where the average is used as the benchmark. 
 
The Star Model part is for every company team to use their reflections to describe and grade 
their respective Star Model categories. The grading is done based on the feedback of their 
reflections, the higher grade the higher that category is aligned towards promoting 
entrepreneurial abilities. The grading is made on a scale from 1 to 5. 
 
The discussion will be a forum for collaboratively drawing conclusions on the relationship 
between Entrepreneurial Intensity and the Star Model, where the company team can contribute 
with their experience and reflections for the discussion of this report.  

8.3 Results 
The following section represents a cross-analysis between the six Host Companies on what 
parts, initiatives, people, or solutions foster, both ongoing, but also new initiatives for the people 
in the organization to have innovation as a part of their work. Combining the Star Model 
(Galbraith, 2011) with the concept of Entrepreneurial Intensity (Morris, Sexton, 1996), gives 
the authors an opportunity to see if any conclusions can be drawn from this mixed method 
framework on what foster corporate innovation. The collected data from each company will be 
anonymized along with all the key takeaways from this study are presented in appendix 1.  
 
The Host Companies are hereon referred to as Company A-F. Each company will be presented 
with a brief description of their size and in what sector they operate. A summary on 
Entrepreneurial Intensity and the Star Model is also presented.  

8.3.1 Company A 

Company A is a large multinational company in the energy industry. The company has over 
10000 employees, leading to the entrepreneurial frequency being extremely hard to measure. 
In the projects surrounding the corporate entrepreneurship project the entrepreneurial degree 
was stated to be 2,6.  
 
The strategy of this company is balanced between exploitation with a growth and profitability 
strategy for departments, at the same time housing innovation departments to enable 
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exploration. There is however a dilemma between expansion versus short term results. The 
structure is very hierarchical and managers are often too busy to take decisions, structure has 
therefore seen as the most hindering category of the Star Model at this company. Processes for 
company A is the most promoting category, given a 4 out of 5. The company has shown great 
examples of cross-department communication and development, this goes for some 
departments and not all. Rewards are given as pay programs based on performance but 
recognition is used to some degree within the innovation parts of the organization. The people 
category is not seen as hindering nor promoting, skills and talents are mostly specialists. It is 
stated as a challenge to obtain the right individuals however the ambition is to find collaborative 
and engaged individuals.  

8.3.2 Company B 

Company B is a small-sized development company in the manufacturing industry with around 
150 employees. A total of 10 entrepreneurial endeavors were observed during the corporate 
projects, resulting in a score of 10 on the entrepreneurial frequency. The entrepreneurial degree 
was averaged amongst the project at 3,2.  
 
The strategy of this company has historically been to provide productivity solutions to its parent 
company, in recent years however a new strategy has been implemented to leverage internal 
knowledge and technology in new fields. The structure is very flat in the organization, providing 
distributed power but also efficient processes for promoting new ideas and entrepreneurial 
ability. Company B excels in both processes and people giving them both a score of 4. Rewards 
are the least promoting of entrepreneurial ability with the lowest score of 1 since innovative 
work is expected and not rewarded in any significant way. 

8.3.3 Company C 

Company C is a medium sized company in the energy industry. This company is the third largest 
in the study, being around 900 employees. It makes it significantly smaller than the two biggest 
companies (A & F) but also significantly bigger than the three smaller companies. As with the 
larger organizations entrepreneurial frequency wasn’t possible to measure. Entrepreneurial 
degree in proximity of the corporate entrepreneurship project was averaged around 3,2.  
 
The company is governmentally owned which affects strategy to focus on delivering value and 
sustainable products rather than reaping profits. The strategy is also stated to be a fast follower, 
and not work with radical innovation. Structure is the most promoting entrepreneurship of any 
of the companies and given a rating of 4. The reason for this great score is a new matrix structure 
implemented at the company which also brings a clear hierarchy. Processes were however 
lacking from this as the structure hasn’t settled yet. Rewards of the organization are not 
promoting yet hindering initiatives. Monetary rewards are not allowed so individual salaries 
and an increased focus in leadership and motivation is used as reward systems. The people 
category is not aligned towards entrepreneurial ability as the company is solely focused on 
recruiting mostly engineers, even though there is a need for more business development-
oriented individuals.  

8.3.4 Company D 

Company D is a small-sized development company in the manufacturing industry.. The 
company has about 40 employees and operates in Gothenburg, Sweden. The key elements of 
the Star Model for Company D is strategy and people. Currently, the company is in a growth 
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phase demanding new scale-up strategies and also changes to many other elements of the Star 
Model. New processes, structures and recruitment processes are being implemented. 
Furthermore, there has been an increased level of hierarchy within the company with a new set 
of both top managers and middle managers. Furthermore, there are new recruitment plans in 
line with the scale-up strategy where Company D aims to recruit new talent for every 
department. One of the main talents that are being searched for is people with entrepreneurial 
abilities and ambition to create a corporate culture that foster an innovative environment. 
 
Rewards come in the form of a company-wide bonus program based on financial results. 
According to the data collected, this does not necessarily promote entrepreneurial initiatives. 
Furthermore, there is no strategic implementation of autonomy or recognition, making the 
reward element of the Star Model the least impacting element in this study.  
Company D scored an entrepreneurial frequency of 6 endeavors during the past 12-month 
period. These endeavors combined had an average entrepreneurial degree of 3 in the scale 
presented in section 3.4. 

8.3.5 Company E 

Company E is a small-sized company active in the field of clean energy and zero emission 
technology. The company has about 100 employees and operates in Gothenburg, Sweden. The 
findings of Company E indicate that strategy and people are the two main elements in the Star 
Model that foster innovation. There has recently been a big change in focus of the company 
where a transition is ongoing. Company E is now transitioning from being sole R&D and 
hardware focused company to more of a customer focused one, which demands a new business 
model, new launch strategies and new products.  
 
The people within the company are an interesting mix of technology specialists and visionaries. 
The employees are usually recruited from other companies, such as consultants specializing in 
the needed area of expertise. Permanent employment of new talent usually happens when results 
are good and company core values are shared. 
 
The least impacting element of the Star Model is rewards. According to the data, this is because 
there used to be financial incitements for coming up with ideas that generated patents, but this 
has since been removed. Instead, one of the main rewards, or reasons, people work at Company 
A is because they feel that they are a part of something “bigger than themselves” and are doing 
something for the benefit of humanity.  
 
Being one of the smaller companies in this study, Company E scored the highest entrepreneurial 
degree of an average of 3.3. The entrepreneurial frequency during the past 12-months was 
deemed to be 5 according to 3 of the managers in the company. The endeavors ranged from 
incremental improvements and new additions to their product portfolio, collaborations, and the 
launch of a new internal product brand.  

8.3.6 Company F 

Company F is a large multinational medical technology company with more than 10 000 
employees. The findings indicate that strategy and people are the two main elements in the Star 
Model connected to this study. Company F appears to innovate not only based on capabilities 
but based on strategic objectives, often connected to the current or envisioned product portfolio. 
Thereby, innovation has to be in line with strategic priorities. The present strategy has been to 
focus innovation on digital healthcare but the company team argues that it is unlikely that 
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Company F will be at the forefront of digital innovation as they prefer low-risk investments. 
Furthermore, the Company positions itself as a fast follower rather than a market leader.  
 
The structure of Company F was the hindering part of innovation according to the company 
team. One of the main reasons for this is the clear hierarchical structure that can hinder the 
business area managers and R&D teams from successfully communicating new innovations to 
the sales team. The current structure does not support selling more innovative technologies as 
it is considered by the sales representative to be a time investment. However, the CEO of 
Company F expressed that they are working on new structures to enable an innovative 
environment.  
 
Company F scored an entrepreneurial degree of 2.5 and a total entrepreneurial frequency of 13. 
However, the company team argued that because of the size of Company F and that some of 
the observations include many small innovations, the results might not be accurate. The size of 
Company F indicates that there are probably many more endeavors that would qualify in the 
Entrepreneurial Intensity study. The company team deemed it very hard to map out all of them 
and get an overview of the company.    
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8.4 Discussion 

8.4.1 Entrepreneurial Intensity 

The summarizing plot of the Entrepreneurial Intensity of the case companies can be found in 
figure 3. When plotting the companies, it became evident that size seemed to have an impact 
on the results, hence the bubble diagrams corresponding to the number of employees. The 
source is the tax records from the year 2019, except for E and D which were taken from internal 
sources due to large expansions during the year of the study. The numbers used can be found 
in table 2. 
 

Table 2. Each company's rough estimate of  employees. 

Company Employees (roughly) 

A >10000 

B 150 

C 900 

D 40 

E 100 

F >10000 

 

 
Figure 3. Entrepreneurial Intensity plotted by all the companies. 

 The first interesting insight is that most of the companies position themselves in the middle of 
the entrepreneurial degree scale (X-axis). It could be that the companies attending are 
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companies that are prone to some degree of innovation, as otherwise, they wouldn’t open up 
for corporate entrepreneurs. Neither of the companies has a high degree (between 4 to 5). This 
might just be followed by Morris and Sexton (1996) quote stating that no organization can be 
entrepreneurial all the time and no firm is only entrepreneurial. However, bear in mind that the 
difference in degree is less than it appears in figure 3 because of the visual representation of the 
graph. Companies with over 10 initiatives in frequency (Y-axis) in figure 3 are companies that 
also stated that it was hard to measure the actual number of projects since the companies are so 
large and the actual number will be much higher than what is visible in the figure.  

 
There are two interesting implications from the Entrepreneurial Intensity plot. First, the 
frequency seems to correlate with the size of the company, except for company B. Second, the 
degree seems to be higher with the smaller companies, except for company C.  
 
Company C has a high degree compared to the other large organizations. C is however much 
smaller than the larger, but remarkably larger than the other three smaller organizations. 
Comparing the results, the authors see that company C, compared to company A and F, has a 
very promoting structure. In fact, company C scored the most promoting structure of any 
company. Their matrix structure and lower-level decision making shows that the organization 
promotes to take decisions with a higher degree, something that shows to be a big hindrance in 
the other companies, which reportedly have a challenge with either hierarchies or non-
innovation promoting power balances. Note that the challenge was not to promote many 
projects, rather the degree of how the projects affect the company.  
 
The second takeaway is that Company B has a higher frequency then the other smaller 
companies. By looking at the scores from the Star Model, one can observe that processes have 
a higher score compared to the other smaller companies. Company B states that the process 
promotes organically creating projects, employees get to test ideas, which the other seems to 
lack or not have the ability to do. However, this seems to only be promoting incremental 
innovation, which very much is needed but not perhaps bringing radical change, but rather 
change within the environment where the employee is creating it. 
 
Another observation in the Star Model is that strategy has an effect that the authors cannot 
measure. However, it might serve a purpose hidden from this data, as strategy can help align 
the projects initiated towards the overarching goal of the company, or that the right project gets 
through and is supported. The companies with the least supporting strategy, A, B, C, and F, 
were also the companies with the highest frequency. This could show that a strong promoting 
strategy can lead to more aligned projects starting, and less of the unaligned. 
 
The same goes with rewards, which is strictly a score of 1 on the smaller companies and around 
2 and 3 on the larger. This tells us that it might have an effect on entrepreneurial frequency, 
namely the incentive employees have to drive projects. The data in the Star Model supports this 
for every company in this study. 
 
What can be assumed is that structure and processes are important to initiate projects, however 
as stated by the literature all components are needed for success. A project that is not 
strategically aligned does not have the right competencies or is unable to motivate its employees 
is not going to succeed. However, plotting the Entrepreneurial Intensity has shown to be an 
interesting tool to see what firms can do in order to approach a company with a higher score.  
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8.4.2 The Star Model 

In the overall conclusion, strategy and people are the two most common elements in fostering 
innovation within the Host Companies. Most company teams agree that the Host Companies 
put lesser effort on rewards in relation to the other areas, making rewards the least impacting 
element for fostering innovation, see figure 4 below.   

 
Figure 4. Sum of  each Star Model category. The minimum value is 6 and the maximum 24. 

The company teams agree that strategy plays a major part in fostering innovation, yet the 
complexity of corporate strategy differs depending on company size, areas of expertise, and the 
number of employees. The Host Companies that can be considered large, in comparison to the 
others, often have some kind of innovation hub, where employees can share their ideas, get help 
evaluating the potential of the new endeavor, and be pointed in the right direction forward. The 
data shows that this is usually where the reward element comes in. Company A and F are the 
largest companies taking part in this corporate entrepreneurship project, and they are also the 
companies that utilize the idea of having an area of the company focusing on innovation. 
Rewards are then typically provided through the innovation hub, for the purpose of innovation 
competitions and contributions to the portfolio of the Host Company in question. 
 
The observations are more towards the fostering side of innovation rather than the hindering 
side, meaning there are more positive reflections than negative. This is of course great, but the 
authors would have liked to see more negative reflections for the purpose of creating an ever 
better innovative environment at the Host Companies.  
 
Most company teams agree that even if people are an important element of fostering innovation, 
each Host Company still needs to develop their internal competencies and make better use of 
external knowledge in order to better work with innovation and grow further. 
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Figure 5. Summary of  each company's respective score on each Star Model category. 

The two most promoting categories of the Star Model for entrepreneurial initiatives were 
strategy and people according to the data from the companies, seen in both figures 4 and 5. The 
result from the research further concludes that the people section of the Star Model is stated to 
lead to a higher entrepreneurial frequency, whilst strategy is stated to foster a higher 
entrepreneurial degree. People is the category that, if entrepreneurially fostering, searches not 
only for a wide array of competencies but also an emphasis on people able to motivate 
themselves and take initiatives, for example as seen with Company D or company B. This will 
create the prerequisites for more ideas to grow organically bottom-up and a possibility for more 
projects from different fields. Strategy is stated by some to enable larger changes and innovative 
transformations, such as company B’s expanding of markets or company E’s new products and 
business model. This correlates with the criteria for a higher entrepreneurial degree, that the 
organizations completely change their way of doing business. 
 
It is very important to state what Galbraith (1982) intended with the Star Model. Each category 
needs to be aligned with the others to create a successful output, meaning that the results here 
should be interpreted as the companies generally need to focus more on rewards (see figure 5) 
to reach a more effective way of promoting entrepreneurial initiatives, rather than only 
implementing a fostering strategy and people category. 
 
Innovation, in general, is viewed as something positive within each of the attending companies, 
however there is a difference when comparing the opinions on radical and incremental 
innovation. Large companies tend to be careful when discussing radical innovations and they 
usually do not want to be the first mover, but rather the fast follower of innovation. The 
processes for radical innovation are limited in the larger companies compared to the smaller 
companies. It is assumed that the larger companies have a more incremental innovation 
orientation due to the high number of stakeholders, both externally and internally. As disruptive 
innovation transforms or creates new markets by completely demolishing and replacing existing 
standards, it is reasonable to believe that the larger companies are more careful here. The 
smaller companies are also careful when touching upon radical innovation, but not to the same 
extent as the larger ones. In smaller companies, the structures are normally of a flatter type, 
meaning it is easier to get a quicker answer from the manager in charge of the area affected by 
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the new endeavor. Decisions can be made quicker and there are fewer managers that need to be 
on board for the radical innovation to happen, making it easier to implement it in the smaller 
organizations. There are still stakeholders and, in some cases, shareholders being affected by 
the decisions in the smaller companies, but not as many as for the larger corporations.  
 
Furthermore, the study shows that it is not always so that innovation and value creation is 
communicated in a way so that the entire organization understands the purpose of it. Different 
departments require different ways of communication, giving the authors reason to believe that 
better processes for communication should be in focus for some of the Host Companies. For 
some of them, it is common that innovation happens within the research and development area 
of the company and the salespeople are the ones with the direct customer contact. Lacking 
communication between these areas creates a barrier in getting customer feedback and 
knowledge to the innovation centers of the organization. 
 
The study also shows that allocating time towards innovative endeavors is not common within 
the companies. This indicates that there might be a need for better processes and structures with 
the purpose of encouraging an innovative environment, where employees can work with ideas 
that could lead to additional value being created. Events such as creative workshops, 
brainstorming activities, or otherwise initiatives outside of the corporate structure are few and 
far between. The authors argue that the lack of creativity supporting initiatives would serve as 
a hindering part of innovation throughout most of the attending companies. However, a few of 
the attending Host Companies, that usually are of a flatter hierarchy in nature, shows that radical 
innovation is part of everyday work. These are also companies that have very flexible processes 
where ideas do not have to go through several stages before being implemented, and mistakes 
are considered part of the corporate learning process. For these types of companies, processes 
and people are the most common elements in fostering innovation. It seems as if this could 
impact company culture, as these companies allow for skunk work and encourage people to 
misbehave in a good way, to test and see if new business models are viable in old structures.  
 
Furthermore, the study shows that some of the smaller companies used to allocate time for 
employees to be innovative but stopped doing so as they grew as a company. Financial rewards 
were also used if the innovation generated a patentable application. Instead, time is now 
allocated towards ongoing projects that are guaranteed to make the company money. The 
authors argue that this structure hinders innovation in more than just not having the time for it. 
Employees might have been used to having their own time and working with something they 
believed in and when that is taken away, one could assume that it had an overall negative impact 
on some of the employees within the organization. This is, however, not confirmed in any way 
by the authors through this study.  

8.5 Conclusion 
The findings of this report adds to the research regarding what foster innovation within 
established organizations. Six organizations of different sizes and operating in different markets 
have been analyzed by the company teams.  
 
The combinations of the Star Model and the concept of Entrepreneurial Intensity proved to be 
an interesting combination. The Entrepreneurial Intensity plot shows that there seems to be a 
correlation for company sizes as large companies tend to have high frequencies and low degrees 
and vice versa. The findings further shows that Company B and C were the most interesting 
companies to further investigate. Company B is one of the smaller companies who had one of 
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the highest entrepreneurial degrees and still managed to also have twice as high entrepreneurial 
frequency as the other two smaller companies. Company C is one of the larger companies which 
had the highest degree of entrepreneurial endeavors and still managed to maintain a high 
entrepreneurial frequency. The authors argue that the reason for large companies to have a 
higher frequency is self-explanatory as they have more and larger departments innovating for 
further growth than a smaller company.  
 
In combining the results of Entrepreneurial Intensity and the Star Model, some generic 
conclusions can be drawn with respect to the critical elements. For smaller companies, 
processes that support fast decisions and agile development are what is of the highest priority 
for entrepreneurial endeavors. For larger companies, innovation enabling structures such as 
allocating time for entrepreneurial endeavors, along with supporting structures to push the 
innovation further up in the hierarchy are the most important areas of the Star Model for a high 
Entrepreneurial Intensity. This makes structures and processes the two key areas of the Star 
Model for Entrepreneurial Intensity depending on the size of the companies. With that said, all 
areas of the Star Model need to be aligned and continuously invested in to have a high 
Entrepreneurial Intensity as they are very dependent on one another.  
 
The authors would also like to emphasize that a high entrepreneurial frequency combined with 
a low entrepreneurial degree and vice versa does not necessarily imply that the company is 
highly entrepreneurial.  
 
At present day strategy and people were the most promoting categories for entrepreneurial 
initiatives. The results showed that people enabled a potential to higher entrepreneurial 
frequency and strategy enabled a potential to higher entrepreneurial degree, however the 
alignment between every category in the star model is important for a successful output. 
 
All in all, the authors must take into consideration that the companies in this study are of various 
sizes and operating in different markets which might make some areas of the Star Model more 
important for the market they operate in. Two companies are governmentally owned which 
could lead to some areas of the Star Model being heavily regulated and there might also be 
regulatory bodies determining how many, or what, entrepreneurial endeavors are approved.  
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8.7 Appendices 
Each partner company's respective summary on Entrepreneurial Intensity followed by the Star 
Model is presented in the tables below. The number shown on column two in the Star Model is 
how much the category is perceived by the company teams to foster or hinder entrepreneurial 
initiatives on a scale from 1 to 5. 

8.7.1 Company A 

A large multinational company in the energy industry. 
Entrepreneurial Intensity  

Frequency Degree (1-5) 

Very hard to know an exact number due to the 
company’s size. 

2.6 

 
Star Model 

Strategy 3 - A delicate balance between growth and profitability strategy for our 
particular business unit. 

- Dilemma in regard to the importance of expansion versus short term 
financial results 

- Strategy and internal stakeholder alignment (getting people on board) 
has been found to be a supporting factor. 

- External Partnerships - allows Company A to engage in more radical 
innovation. 

- The company has an innovation department  

Structure 2 - Supporting structures within Strategy and Product Development.  
- Strong hierarchy, yet open communication culture between different 

departments. 
- Busy decision-making stakeholders. This leaves little room for 

entrepreneurial activities and may be a sign of understaffing. 

Processes 

4 

- There appears to be a gap between R&D and the remaining 
organization when it comes to knowledge transfer.  

- Knowledge and resource sharing between international markets within 
E-mobility. 

- Innovation department supports idea generation and enables 
employees to have it as part of their work.  

- Lacking implementation and transfer processes. Hinders the ability to 
take the ideas from the innovation competition all the way to 
implementation. 

- Agile web-development. 

Rewards 3 - Variable pay programs based on performance. In most cases it is not 
directly connected to entrepreneurial activities e.g., rewards for 
staying on budget can be hindering. 

- Recognition of successful projects through intranet articles and 
Innovation department. 

- The Innovation department has its own reward for the winning project. 
- Performance management is supportive if used correctly due to the 
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ability to set own goals which should be followed up, and the 
opportunity to evaluate how leaders support innovation. 

People 3 - Many examples of engaged peoples/ teams/collaborators/idea 
providers in the organization. Hard to obtain such individuals. 

- Focus on recruiting mostly talents and specialists. 

8.7.2 Company B 

A small-size development company in the manufacturing industry. 
 
Entrepreneurial Intensity 

Frequency Degree (1-5) 

10 3.2 

 
Star Model 

Strategy 3 - Provide innovative productivity solutions to parent company. 
- Align development with needs of the customer and initiatives that 

leverage existing infrastructure to fit customer needs. Flexibility 
to be creative. 

- Leveraging internal knowledge and technology in new fields.  

Structure 3 - New segments created to align with customer and finding new 
ways to do business 

- Some segments are more exploitive and some more explorative 
- Flatter hierarchy and decision making is allowed on different 

levels 

Processes 4 - Flexible and promoting organic growth of projects. Testing ideas 
outside of processes are allowed. 

- Has a “gate” process for R&D. Standard goals and milestones 
between each of the 6 gates. 

- No process for converting ideas into the formal development 
process. 

Rewards 1 - Mostly intrinsic 
- Culture promotes working actively in innovation, but it’s 

expected rather than being rewarded. 

People 4 - Emphasis on recruiting  individuals with entrepreneurial and 
flexible competencies. 

- Mostly recruiting engineers that have to work on the business side 
of their ideas.  

8.7.3 Company C 

A medium sized company in the energy industry. 
 
Entrepreneurial Intensity 
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Frequency Degree (1-5) 

Very hard to know an exact number due to the 
company’s size. 

3.2 

 
Star Model 

Strategy 3 - Vision of sustainable cities. Governmentally owned with the goal 
of integrating and developing energy solutions and operations. 
Mission is to deliver affordable and sustainable energy. 

- Core values of responsibility, sustainability, and development 
- Business strategy is to be a fast follower and not work with radical 

innovation 

Structure 4 - Recently changed their structure and are moving into a matrix 
structure for a more natural involvement of all functions and 
cross-functionality between departments. 

- Clear hierarchy today. 
- New organization trying to push down decision making processes, 

giving middle managers more power.  

Processes 2 - Just underwent a structural change and the processes for the new 
organization are not yet set. Mandates have been pushed down in 
the new structure to make the process-owners more responsible. 
Goal to get rid of pushing the question upwards to enable a more 
cross-functional method of working. 

- Public procurement is a regulation that shapes how certain 
processes are built. It hinders fast decisions and innovation. 

- Good intentions with the new processes. It lays the foundation of 
something that can foster innovation but public procurement is a 
huge setback. 

Rewards 3 - No monetary rewards mostly due to regulations.  
- Negotiable salary based on factors such as new initiatives and 

leadership. 
- Focus on leadership and corporate environment in order for 

people to feel comfortable and explorative. However, there are 
discrepancies depending on where in the organization you are. 

- Could use more incentives and programs to make the leaders into 
role-models.  

People 2 - Need people who understand future needs, but to get these people 
they have to align their strategy better.  

- Misalignment in recruiting, as they recruit more engineers for 
technical development whilst the organization needs business 
development competencies.  

8.7.4 Company D 

A very small-size development company in the manufacturing industry. 
 
Entrepreneurial Intensity 
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Frequency Degree (1-5) 

6 3 

 
Star Model 

Strategy 4 - Scale-up strategy to expand the company in current and 
unexploited segments, involving many changes in structure, 
processes, people, etcetera. 

- Increasing efforts in building digital capabilities and customer 
development. 

Structure 3 - Introduction of new positions in the management team, the 
CFO and COO. This leads to increased influence of these 
organizations 

- Increase hierarchy in the company with a new set of middle 
managers. 

Processes 3 - Processes are less formal but in recent years, and following the 
strategy, they will be formalized. This will shorten the time to 
action; however, the company has in recent years had issues 
regarding their processes being hard to manage with the 
increased amount of people involved with them.  

- CTO is still in control of the product pipeline, and the processes 
of developing that. 

- Employees are not allowed by the organization to work with 
their own ideas however the change in what types of people 
that are sought will hopefully change this. 

Rewards 1 - Company-wide bonus program based on financial results. This 
does not directly promote entrepreneurial initiatives. 

- No strategic implementation of autonomy or recognition 

People 4 - Recruitment plan to recruit people in every department to scale 
the company. The sought individuals have entrepreneurial 
abilities and are people wanting to drive projects. The ambition 
is to create a culture that foster innovative ideas.  

- Culture is not a strong factor due to a lot of new employees and 
a hardship in connecting the story. 
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8.7.6 Company E 

A small-size company active in the field of clean energy.  
 
Entrepreneurial Intensity 

Frequency Degree (1-5) 

5 3.3 

 
Star Model 

Strategy 5 - Recent big change in focus of the company, demanding new 
strategies. They’ve realized that they need to transition from being 
a sole R&D focused company and focus more on customer 
intimacy. 

- New launch, which is strategic in nature, but maybe not 
innovative. It could foster product innovation due to stronger 
feedback loops. 

- New business model - new direction will involve a mind shift and 
potentially a cultural shift. 

- New innovative products. Company E is aiming towards new 
markets and customers.  

Structure 3 - Company E is a tech-based R&D firm at its core, which means 
that the way the technical team and R&D teams interact is 
important. 

- Innovation has been fostered in recent times through increased 
collaborations between the Sales team and the R&D team.  

- Customer value is utilized and operational efficiencies are 
increased as the company is then able to understand certain 
customer needs and desires ahead of time. 

- Innovation is hindered through the fact that there is no innovation 
hub/team or time set aside for innovation. 

Processes 2 - More time is needed to be set aside for innovative brainstorming, 
cross-functional and innovation-inducing activities. 

- In terms of customer processes, Company E has to be innovative 
since they fit each product to the demands of the customer. 

Rewards 1 - There used to be financial incitements for coming up with ideas 
that generated patents. It has since been removed.  

- One of the main reasons people work at Company A is because 
they feel that they are a part of something “bigger than 
themselves” and doing something good. 

People 4 - Interesting mix of specialists and visionaries. 
- Employees are usually recruited from other companies such as 

consultancies. 
- Permanent employment happens when results are good and 

company core values are shared. 
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8.7.7 Company F 

A large multinational medical technology company. 
 
Entrepreneurial Intensity 

Frequency Degree (1-5) 

Very hard to know an exact number due to the 
company’s size. 

2.5 

 
Star Model 

Strategy 3 - Company F appears to innovate not only based on capabilities but based on 
strategic objectives, often connected to the current or envisioned product 
portfolio.  

- Innovation has to be in line with Company F’s strategic priorities.  
- Support from the upper management level facilitates the adoption and spread 

of innovations. 
- Lack of clarity within digital innovation when it comes to overarching long 

term strategic objectives. 
- Unlikely that Company F will be at the forefront of digital innovations in 

healthcare, as they prefer low-risk investments and position themselves as a 
fast follower rather than a market leader. 

Structure 1 - Clear hierarchical structure.  
- Structure can hinder the business area managers and R&D teams from 

successfully communicating new innovations to the sales team and 
incentivizing them selling it.  

- The matrix structure creates communication silos between business areas, 
which can hinder synergies and knowledge diffusion which could enable 
innovations. 

- The CEO expressed working on new structures to enable innovations. 

Processes 2 - Stage-gate process for validating internal innovation.  
- Extensive approval process for the acquisition of new innovations.  
- Processes work well for incremental innovations and acquisitions of more 

mature technologies. 
- Established sales processes do not support the sale of digital innovations.  
- CEO states that a focus on process improvement for innovation is in the works. 

Rewards 2 - Incentive structure is built to incentive large, one-time capital sales which is 
aligned with their current product portfolio, rather than recurring sales.  

- Structures does not support selling more innovative technologies as it is 
considered by the sales rep to be a time investment. 

- Geographically diverse and cultural differences which impact the rewards 
systems and beliefs in how incentives structures and sales should be designed. 

People 4 - The general attitude expressed by individuals at Company F is that there is no 
lack of innovative ideas and people at the company, however certain innovation 
areas may need more people and competencies to scale up. 

 


