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SECTION 3. General issues in management

Hanne Stokvik (Norway), Daniel J. Adriaenssen (Denmark), Jon-Arild Johannessen (Norway)

Strategic entrepreneurship and intrapreneurial intensity
Abstract

Problem: the concept of strategic entrepreneurship remains underdeveloped. Research gowstan: arious
aspects of strategic entrepreneurship jgl@wus with more insight into intrapreneurial intensity? Purpose: to shed some
light on the concept of strategic entrepreneurship. The aim is to discuss tlerets aptrategic entrepreneurship: risk,
knowledge processes and value creation. Methodology: conceptual generalization. Findings: 1-th&onyinis
developed on the basis of the insights reached. 2. A development of Kirzner's concept of hidden knovitesige as
foundation for entrepreneurship and innovation in organizations.

Keywords. entrepreneurship, strategic entrepreneurship, intrapreneurial intensity, knowledge processes.
JEL Classification: M50.

Introduction First, we introduce the knowledge foundation of the

er.
The importance of entrepreneurship in establishgc?p
organizations has grown significantly in the last.- Knowledge foundation

decades (Hgglund, 2015), and is highlighted in th:cording to Schumpeter, entrepreneur can operate
special issue of Strategic Entrepreneurship Joumginer inside an enterprise or independently
(Demil et al, 2015 pp. 1-11). Strategiqandersen, 2009, 2011). He writes: “The carrying
entrepreneurship is distinct from small businessyt of new combinations, the individuals whose
management (Wickham, 2006). It is a new concegfnction is to carry them out we call entrepreneurs”
which fuses the notions of entrepreneurship and9a4, pp. 74-75), and they are: “all who actually
strategic management (Hitt et al., 2002). The nefil the function by which we define the concept,

concept may be thought of as a new way of thinkingven if they are, as is becoming the rule, dependent
about entrepreneurship in established organizatioggmployees of a company” (op. cit.).

(Hitt, Camp & Ireland, 2002), for instance, like .
knowledge spillover theory. In the knowledgf‘;rhe early Schumpeter (1934) was concerned with

spillover theory, one may think of organizations as |gdependent entrepreneurs, i.e., entrepreneurs who

system of different types of knowledge (Ferreira stablish an enterprise outside established
y yp 9 rganizations, referred to as “Schumpeter Mark 1.

al., 2.016)' Thus, _the question arises as o WhRhe |ater Schumpeter (1942) was more concerned
constitutes strategic entrepreneurship (Luke, 2008), i1, organizational entrepreneurship and the
We will, in this article, use aspects of riskjnnovative entrepreneur, also known as
valuecreation and knowledge processes to showchumpeter Mark 1" (see Utterback, 1994,

points of strategic entrepreneurship. We will alsg- 193). Consequently, in this context, it appears that
show the distinction between strategic managemehe link between innovation and entrepreneurship
and strategic entrepreneurship. Our investigatidis an early theoretical foundation.

will - focus on how the latter can increasqn practice, both innovation and entrepreneurship
intrapreneurial intensity. It is not the case that agre related to creative processes and value creation.
organization is either intrapreneurial or not, bufhdependent entrepreneurs may work in teams; they
rather that there is a degree of intrapreneurigday be novices or people with a lot of experience;
intensity in any organization (Luke, 2008). Even imnd they may start up a business without having any
the most bureaucratic and  conservativeonnection to an existing business (see Sharma &
organizations, there will always be a certain level athrisma, 1999, p. 17; Westhead et al., 2003). While
intrapreneurial intensity, although it may be difficulthese innovative entrepreneurs drive the market out
for an outsider to see the visible results of thesg# equilibrium (Schumpeter, 1934), “classical”
activities and processes (Ferreira et al., 2016). entrepreneurs restore the market back to equilibrium

(see Kirzner, 1973).
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research is concerned with how entrepreneurshipdsganization, in order to promote value creation
fostered in established organizations (Andersen, 2000¥,enkataraman & Sarasvath001: Ireland et al.,
this is often described as intrapreneurship, angp03). It may be understood as the link between
amongst others, finds its theoretical foundation ientrepreneurship and stegic thinking (Hitt et
Burgelman (1983a, 1983b). Intrapreneurship ardl., 2001).

strategic entrepreneurship are closely related, but .

distinct concepts. Strategic entrepreneurship may BeResearch question

considered as a process of influence, where e article asks the following question: How can

purpose is to reveal, discover create opportunities, yarious aspects of strategic entrepreneurship provide
and, then, evaluate and esipthem (see Finkelstein & ;s with more insight intintrapreneurial intensity?

Hambrick, 1996; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000).
. . . . There are three aspects of the research question we
Value creation, in this context, is closely related t\%ill investigate further:

Schumpeter's concept of creative destruction,
because even if something is destroyed in the How is risk related to strategic entrepreneurship
innovation process, value is created in other places, and intrapreneurial intensity?

i.e., where something new and creative i3, How are knowledge processeelated to strategic
flourishing. “Value” refers to the system of the  entrepreneurship and intrapreneurial intensity?
activities and processes that meet human needs. HleHow is value creation related to strategic
concept of strategic entrepreneurship relates 10 entrepreneurship andtiapreneurial intensity?
entrepreneurship’s strategic position. Strategic

entrepreneurship is coarned with discovering and Figure 1 shows a conceptual model that illustrates
exploiting opportunitieswithin and beyond an aspects of strategic entrepreneurship.

Risk

gives indications
about

reinforces is an aspect of

Strategic
entrepreneurship

is an aspect of )
are an aspect ot

influence

Knowledge

Value creation - processes

Fig. 1. Aspectsof strategic entrepreneurship

3. Organizing of the paper Research falls into two maioategories: conceptual

L _ , _ ._generalization and empirical generalization (Bunge,
The article is structured in relation to Figure 1. Firsgggg pp. 350, 51-107, 403-411). Conceptual

strateg?c entrepreneurship_ is _ discussed. Seco_@‘éneralization is an investigation, whereby the
strategic entrepreneurship is discussed from a rigksearcher uses other researchers’ empirical findings in
perspective. Third, kndedge processes are discussegonjunction with his or her own process of
in relation to strategic entrepreneurship. Finalljgonceptualization in order to generalize and identify a
strategic entrepreneurship is discussed from a valgsttern. This contrasts with empirical generalization,
creation perspective. In conclusion, policy implicationghere the researcher investigates a phenomenon or
for strategic entrepreneurship are examined on tpeoblem that is apparent in the empirical data, and only
basis of the concept of intrapreneurial intensity. thereafter generalizes in the light of his or her own
findings (Bunge, 1998, pp. 403-411). The starting
point for the researcher in case of both empirical and

We will here very shortly present the methodologgonceptual generalization will be a phenomenon or
used. For further investigation into the methodologhroPlem in the social world.

named conceptual generalization, we recommei@bnceptual generalization and empirical

the paper by Adriaenssen & Johannessen (2018gneralization are strategies that are available for
and Bunge (1998, 1999). answering scientific questions. Which of these
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strategies one chooses to use will be determinetbwever, we also make the distinction here between
largely by the nature of éhproblem and “the subjectinnovative intrapreneurship and classical
matter, and the state of our knowledge regardingtrapreneurship. This classiéition is consistent with
that subject matter” (Bunge, 1998, p. 16). Zahra (1995) who uses the term incubation activities,
c\)/\(here we use the term innoivat intrapreneurship (for

Conceptual generalization, which is the subject .
Bedagoglcal reasons).

our investigation here, is “a procedure applying t
the whole cycle of investigation into every problenEntrepreneurs  and  intrapreneurs  transform
of knowledge” (Bunge, 1998, p. 9). knowledge into new opportunities. Recent research

Assumptions, the system of propositions and the?rhows that it 'S the human resources thaf[ the
repreneur and intrapreneur possess and which are

iggie(igzg():.es are here regarded as a theory (Bunzgéential for success, rather than their financial

resources, although the latter are, obviously,
5.1. Strategic entrepreneurship and intrapreneurial  important (see Heneman at, 2000; Brush et al.,
intensity. Entrepreneurship may be understood as tl01). Their human resources are linked to
processes in which “opportiies to create future knowledge processes and leadership.

goods and services are discovered, evaluated 15

o rﬂrepreneurial leadership, or what we term here
exploited” (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000, p. 218 tlrl;iltegic entrepreneurship, is described by McGrath &

Some of the enterprises the entrepreneur engageﬁgl . : .
are innovative, while others are not. Some enterpris chlllan (2000) as the main resource in an

are started up independently of other organizatiorfarﬁgt?ézna“oni'nThlsa;ype 8]; I;;ig;i)hr:gl hashrig a?g;‘ual
while others occur withirestablished organizations. trepreneurial leadershi g be practiced b many.
While established organizations may be adept Ego Ig in an or anizationrpaﬁd coﬁsists of e):sons)\:vho
creating competitive advantag they are less skilled glon%, or togethger with otr’na create the “h otps pots” in

?Ztogg\)/el?_'polr\;vgevrgiw itoﬁgoztfllj ema s(’j eflz{opl)ﬁlear?td :ft r?; V)(Inrganizations (Gratton, 2007) referred to above. A

opportunities that is crucial to the idea of strategié:ggzsgtenme"’:y brf'ggsb%gegfr:)rﬁga?% :lhev:r?enrtéencgv;[/he
entrepreneurship. ay g ,

ideas are developed and put into practice in order to
Strategic entrepreneurship concerns discovering apgmote economic growth. The result of these creative
exploiting opportunities, while strategicenergy fields is a high degree of intrapreneurial
management is related to creating sustainatdetivity (Morris, 1998), which may be used to measure
competitive advantages (see Venkataraman e extent of strategic entrepreneurship. The level of
Sarasvathy, 2001; Hitt et al., 2005). The former igtrapreneurial intensity may be understood in relation

important for both entrepreneurs and intrapreneut, the number of “hot spots” in an organization.
Entrepreneurship is divided here into classic

entrepreneurship and innovative entrepreneurshipl® Mmanagement of creative fields may be
Intrapreneurship is divided into “corporate”cons'dered as the dominant logic that must exist in

entrepreneurship and  “corporate  venturing’@n organization, if i_t is to prpmpte intrapreneurial
“Corporate” entrepreneurship may be understood K¥ensity. The dominant logic is the system of
the system of company’s innovative processes, #§€vailing mental models or maps, which guide the
willingness to take risks, as well as its proactiviay of thinking in an aanization (see Prahalad &
behavior (Miller, 1983). We see a clear connectioRettis, 1986, p. 485). Without this dominant logic in
between “corporate” entrepreneurship and Gratton®) organization, there will be a movement towards
term (2007) of “hot spots” in companies.bureaucratization and rigidity, which may result in
“Corporate” entrepreneurship has proven to be vetje organization’s becoming prey to the destructive
important for both finarial and non-financial element of Schumpeter’s “creative destruction”.
performance (Zahra et al., 1999). “Corporat
venturing” concerns the process by which
company enters new markets (Venkataraman et
1992). This process may be internal or external.
External processes herecaelated to alliances andConsequenceQrganizations that intend to develop
acquisitions. Internal “corporate venturing” isstrategic entrepreneurship must be based on the
synonymous here with “corporate” entrepreneurshigevelopment and distributiaf highly creative teams.
(intrapreneurship) (Scholthammer, 1982).

%ssumption 1:If organizations aim to promote
trategic entrepreneurship and intrapreneurial
tensity, they must develop “hot spots”.

Strategic entrepreneurship and strategic management
Pinchot (1985) coined the g@se intrapreneur in order are related, but distinct concepts; they are related in the
to focus on internal entrepreneurship in organizatiorsense that top management must retain control.
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However, they are distinat their outcomes. Strategic Assumption 2:If an organization aims to develop
management focuses, largely, on long-terstrategic entrepreneurship and increase intrapreneurial
competitive advantages (Hitt et al., 2002, 2005ntensity, it should develogn intrapreneurial culture.
e el e - insequence 10rganizatons need to disingush

) ) . Detween strategic management and strategic
et al., 2003; Gratton, 209 Morris, 1998). The main entrepreneurshi
focus of strategic entrepreneurship is to identify an(J1 P P-
exploit new opportuties for value creation Consequence 2QOrganizations need to scale up
(Venkataraman & Sarasvathy, 2001). Strategiirategic entrepreneurship so that it is on the same
management and strategic entrepreneurship differ fimctional level as strategic management.
focus, and, partly, in relation to results. For instance,é't2
is not a condition of strategic management that it must_

develop an entrepreneurship culture in an Organizatiquportunities create both uncertainty and risk.

However, it is an absolute condition of strategig; ertainty can, to a certain extent, be clarified by

entr_epreneurshlp _th'at management encourages. rE')aining additional information. Risk presupposes
participates in driving forward an entrepreneuri nowledge. This distinction between risk and

culture in the organizatiophlvanez & Barney, 2002). uncertainty related to entrepreneurship activities

An entrepreneurial culture is “one in which new idea‘ﬁaS first highlighted by Knight in 1931
and creativity are expected, risk taking is encouraged,

failure is tolerated, learning is promoted, producRisk is the trigger effect that encourages the
process and administraéi innovativeness are entrepreneur to act. Where others retreat, the
championed, and continuous change is viewed asrirepreneur goes forth and puts all his/her heart into
conveyor of opportunit® (Ireland et al., 2003, it, because he/she is challenged by taking risks and the
p. 975). To develop this kind of entrepreneurial cultureotential rewards that lie at the end of the road.

is not a necessary conditifor strategic management; . .
ry 9 9 Entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs are experts in

a situation may occur in strat_eglc manager_ne_nt V_Vhecﬁgaling with risks and interpreting risk maps, which
entrepreneurship and innovation must be limited; th scribe the uncertainty thakists in the external

will - never —occur in entreprengurshlp-relate orld (Foester, 1986). Skilled entrepreneurs and
developmer_1t. In other words, strategic manag_emqﬂ{rapreneurs are able to discern patterns in
and strategic entrepreneurship represent two d'ﬁer‘?.mcertainty and place themselves where the
ways of thinking. potential reward is the greatest. It is reasonable to
Although there is no great similarity between th@ssume that it is not chance or luck that cause one
two ways of thinking, Venkataraman & Sarasvathperson to succeed where many others fail. In other
(2001) attempt to integrate them by using aWords, those who succeed are able to see patterns
analogy to Shakespeare’®omeo and Juliet others cannot to see. A pattern, in this context, is not
Strategic entrepreneurship, they say, is like Rom@vays something that is visible on the surface, but
without Juliet on the balcony; and strategiéather something “beneath the surface’, which
management is like Juliet on the balcony withodiilled entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs are able to
Romeo. Although the comparison is interesting, INterpret. They are able to see opportunities where
lacks a significant element, namely, an analogy fghers see only h!nd_rances. This is whgre strategic
the final scene of the play. They argue that tHgltrepreneurship is important — employing pattern
integration of strategic management and stratedigcodnition and mental risk maps.

entrepreneurship is analogous to Romeo meetinge inexperienced entrepreneur and intrapreneur are
Juliet in the sense thatote” will flower. However, unable to discern these patterns_ They deve|0p
if we follow the analogy tdhe final scene, then thepysiness plans, create strategies, and take the
meeting (or integration) will end in the death Ohecessary time to apply for funding through public

both. It seems that Venkataraman & Sarasvatiyhd other channels (funding agencies require the
(2001) have chosen to igndiee final scene in order sypmission of such plans). Time passes, of course,
to fit the analogy to their way of thinking. Howeverand the scope of opportunities may change in the
if we follow Shakespeare’S)tEmore faltth”y, the meantime. A|th0ugh the business p|ans and

result of the meeting of the two will result in thestrategies may be well drafted, they are less

worst  situation imaginable. In other words, Wepplicable once the scope of opportunities has

believe that strategic entrepreneurship and strategic

management should be allowed to existRisk is an epistemological cdnsct, while uncertainty is an

independently of each other in an organization ar%ﬂtological construct. One obtaiirformation about uncertainty from
" ““the external world. Risk, howeveis related to decision making and

not be integrated. must be conceptually clarified.

How is risk related to strategic
trepreneurship and intrapreneurial intensity?
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changed or disappeared. In other words, when thesimplification of Knight's (1921) understanding
rate of change is great, business plans and strategiégisk may be described as a function of three
rarely coincide with emerging opportunities. Thusdimensions: exposure, remds and time. If we take
when the plans and strategies are finallinto consideration Kahneman & Lovallo’s (1993)
implemented, the scope of opportunities is ofteimsights concerning the underestimation of risk,
changed: the plans and strategies, thus, becotpgether with Knight's concept of risk, and relate

historical documents of only peripheral interest.  this to the entrepreneur as a constant factor
regarding the search for new opportunities, then,

Entrepreneurial activities volve the use of mental sk may be theoretically understood as a potential
maps of risk and insight into patterns to varyingownside and corresponding lack of upside in
degrees. The approaches chosen will also differentiai®ation to rewards and time. The point here is that
the accomplished entrepreneur and intrapreneur frQfila.  tend to overestimate the upsides and
those less skilled and experienced. The use of menjayerestimate the downsides of risk in relation to
risk maps and skills in pattern recognition is closelyntrepreneurial activities (Kahneman & Lovallo,

related to strategic entrepreneurship. 1993). When this happens, the scope of

essential at a time when the rate of change aHf Perspective of risk assessment. In practice, this
turbulence is great; when this is not the case, it m&j£ans that our mental risk maps have a tendency to

be appropriate to apply business plans and strategf@8Plify risk simply due to the way they are
toagfeatper extent.ppy P gEtf:‘)‘gnstituted, which may be understood when we

consider Kahneman & Lovallo’s (1993) insights.

When the rate of changediturbulence is great, and . .
g urod 'S 9 xposure can be reduced by making adjustments to

there is, consequently, considerable uncertaintl k models when the rate of change increases. This
accumulated experience will become less usefu? 9 :

when adanting to a new and unknown situatio'nVOIVeS a procedure, whereby one, first, tests the
pting rPﬁodel, then, operates the model in practice, and,

T e S L e e
) _ e project. This may be understood as the scientific
ideas and perceptions (but not accumulatefoge| TOTE (test, operate, test, execute). This
experience). model may be used by the entrepreneur and
When acting on the basis of ideas and perceptiofidrapreneur to reduce risk when the rate of change
reality will be “constructed”, because thelS great, thus, minimizing the tendency to
entrepreneur and intrapreneur have chosen to sel@¥grestimate the upsides and underestimate the
some elements, while discarding others. Thereford®Wnsides. In this way, strategic entrepreneurship is
the mental risk map that is developed will bé€lated to the scientific TOTE model.

simultaneously both dynamic and flexible; dynamitn Figure 2, we have constructed what we choose to
in relation to one’s adapting to what has beet@rm risk maps.

selected, and flexible in that certain aspects of idee~

and perceptions have been discarded. uategi Busingss Insight into
This dynamic flexibility involves shutting out parts strategies patterns
of the scope of opportunities, thus, establishing . .,

“studio” in which the entrepreneur and intrapreneul .

are able to develop their ideas in the limited scop _ Business Mental

of opportunities they have created by selecting som P plans risk maps
elements from the external world, while discarding

others. It is in this limited scope of opportunities Small Large

that strategic entrepreneurship emerges, which, 1
some extent, is influenced by Schoemaker (2002),
Courtney (2001) and DeMeyer et al. (2002). Fig. 2. Risk maps

When mental risk maps are developed, it igroposition 1:If the rate of change in the external

important to be aware thate tend to underestimateWorld is great, then, risks are high, and business
risk, although we may be aware of it (Kahneman &ans —and  business  strategies  will  be
Lovallo, 1993). Scenario thinking, training andcounterproductive.

planning may be one way to deal with risk, bConsequenceif the rate of change is great, the
taking into account the possible underestimation ehtrepreneur and intraprameought to be evaluated
risk (Van der Heijde, 1996; Sterman, 2000). on the basis of their fundamental ideas, and their

352

Rate of change



Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 14, Issue 2, 2016

personal qualities, i.e., their mental risk maps arehtrepreneurship may be reduced to “bureaucracy”,
their insight into patterns. If this happens, thergnd reduce creative processes as well. Routinization
intrapreneurial intensity will emerge. and bureaucratization are the innovative and

entrepreneurial paradox. It is an offspring of the

il?ios mztrt]eerr;}fwawreeghe\t’;’];trr?gﬁg'gr:?gsgr:eirr:eour:jS:r'%hilosopher Zapfe’s paradox that seems to occur: in
' g Y, ag er words, that which one is good at, becomes

gain advantages. This is an extension of North e's downfall. This B L
: : emepreneurial assassination
action theory (1968, 1981, 1990, 1993, 1994, 199 as, in recent times, beatescribed by Chandler

1997) and Asplund’s (2010) motivation theory - :
North’s action theory is, in short, that one acts o 1962, p. 12) and Greiner (1972), amongst others, in

the basis of the system of rewards in the institutionafjldltIon to Schumpeter (1942).

framework which one is a part of. Asplund’sinnovation and entrepreneurship become integrated
motivation theory is, in short, that one is motivatethrough the creative process. This process may
by social responses. easily be dampened and disrupted through routine,

Proposition 2: If an organization aims to fosterprOC.EdureS’ bureaucracy, rigid .structures an_d
strategic entrepreneurship and increas%red'dable processes. The reason is that the creative

intrapreneurial intensity, the system of rewards jRrocess always operates along the boundaries of
e ; established knowledge (see Kanter, 1985, p. 138;
the organization’s culture must reflect this. Kanter, 2006); this knowledge here called hidden
Consequence: People are motivated by theknowledge. This is an area where “you do not know
relationship between social responses and rewagghat you do not know”. Kirzner expresses this as:
systems, which, in turn, relates to the norms angntrepreneurial profit opportunities exist where
values of a culture. people do not know what they do not know, and do

Strat@ic entrq)reneurg']ip and intraprmwria] p 273) H|dden knOWIedge ma.y pe underStOQ(':i as
intensity? According to Schumpeter, entrepreneurfie theoretical knowledge foundation for creativity,
are not the ones that create new inventions; the®girepreneurship and innovation.

people he calls “inveots”. Schumpeters tpat which one does not know what one knows is
entrepreneur is an innovator in the sense that he/$esiaq to tacit knowledge (Polanyi, 2009). That
‘is carrying out new combinations” (1934, p. 75)yhich one knows is often referred to as explicit

The creative knowledge process that leads to ﬁﬂowledge (Collins, 2010)That which one knows

i[rr:ventiont_belongs to th%g\ﬁmdm innO\‘/‘ation,_ Wh"et what one does not know is defined as the domain of
e creative process o edge as “carrying out ..o, (Collins & Evans, 2009).

new combinations” belongto the entrepreneurial
domain. Both knowledge processes are integratdd,Figure 3, we have constructed what we choose to
however, in the value creation process. term the knowledge window.

What we don't know
we know

! |

Tacit knowledge

Schumpeter (1934, pp. 88-89) says of th{ Whatwe know
entrepreneur: “Although entrepreneurs may b
inventors..., they are inventors not by nature of the 1
function...”. The entrepreneur is more like an
“implementer” who seizes an opportunity,
combining and utilizing various areas of knowledg
in order to create value. The entrepreneur is alwa] Whatwe know
looking for new opportunities to create value; he/shf we don't know
“carries out new combinations” (Schumpeter, 1934
p. 78). The result of the entrepreneur’s activities an

Explicit
knowledge

Whatwe don’t know
we don’t know

. g

. Hi destruction: “Thi The domain
processes is creative destruction: “This process of research Hidden knowledge
creative destructions is the essential fact abol
capitalism”, Schumpeter argues (1942, p. 83). Fig. 3. The knowledge window

Innovation and entrepren_eurship are integra_ted throughis in this knowledge window that strategic

value creation. The creatipeocess is the basis of bothgprepreneurship takes place. In all four domains of
entrepreneurship and innovation, and value Creat'onkﬁowledge there are opportunities which strategic
the end resuit for lib of these processes. entrepreneurship is able to use. However, it is mainly
In the same way that Schumpeter says (194, the domain of hidden knowledge that

p. 133) that innovation can easily be reduced toeatrepreneurial opportunities occur; this is where
routine, and, thereby, inhibit creative processesirategic entrepreneurship should concentrate its focus.
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There are many indications that the development bé important for understanding value creation in the
simple risk maps based on risk strategies hagtobal knowledge economy.
positive  consequences for  the entreprene /ithin the academic literature on strategy in the 1980s
Increased revenues that exceed expectations by d, to some extent, thedl®s, there is a strong focus

0, - 0 ) i) )
:1e5 /grt:gd (ngugeac:tecr:o(setts a?f 1394653/0 Or;]aeveofbiz%rﬁ the_value chainn particular, this was reflected in

P . N ' , jchael Porter's books (1980, 1985, 1990, 1996,
e_xplanatlons may be _that th_e entrepreneurs’ men 04). Value chain thinkinhas focused on a linear
risk maps are harmonized with the uncertainty of thend sequential understanding of value creation. This
external world, and the tendency to underestima .

. Lehool of thought defines k@ creation as consisting
rlsk.s.documented by Kahneman & Lovallo (1993) '3 inbound logistics, operations, outbound logistics,
clarified to a greater extent.

marketing/sales and service. On the business level,
Proposition 3: Strategic entrepreneurship andralue chain thinking hasebn linked to a linear

intrapreneurial intensity develop in the domain ofinderstanding related to supplier — customer activities.
hidden knowledge. From this perspective, value chain thinking is closely

Consequence:lf organizations aim to establishre"'ﬂeOI o strategic management.

strategic entrepreneurship, then, it is the ara#alue chain thinking haselen increasingly criticized
defined as “you do not know what you do noin recent years (e.g., Stabé&l Fjellstad, 1998). The
know” that must be developed. first wave of criticism argued that value chain thinking
was only suitable for describing and understanding
entrepreneurship and intrapreneurial intensity? tradlij[i%nal rﬂanufacturing cor?]panies, a'nc_j COI:IId nlotdbe
Entrepreneurship and innovation create two separﬁ%pd'e ot Esahme st exgmlnlnrg] nO\?_/e ge
processes in the economy. Entrepreneurship fil'fgc:j UCt'Ond. ur'ic er criticism %ow:te Ioufttst a linear
gaps in the market and pushes the economy towargs erstanding, for instanaen the level of a business,

o . . . IS rarely valid. We, therefore, now see a stronger
equilibrium. Innovation often results in creative y ' ' 9

destruction that leads to disequilibrium. Botheml:)h"’ls‘IZ on “prosumer stgms” (Toffler, 1980),

processes, however, foster value creation (s8fSfy LRI, e TCRERE B BT B Seer
Bruyat & Julien, 2000). Value creation, thought es of comyanies' will howe)\l/er have g'different
leads to value destruction for some through theP P ' :

destructive processes which are a practic??tpﬁ'phaSiZ on the different types of value creation

’ : . “processes, as well as all the processes which are
consequence of Schumpeter's creative destructlonfound (or should be found) in most businesses. This

Value creation is centralo the understanding of means that the value chawstill relevant; however,
both entrepreneurship armehovation, because it is one must also simultaneously focus on other value
the goal of both processes. But what is meanteation processes.

exactly by the term value creation?

5.4. How is value creation related to strategic

Within traditional manufacturing companies, the
One meaning of value creation may be understoedlue chain has focused on the transformation of
from different perspectives. On the most generahaterials into some product, whereas the focus for
level, one may consider it to be the value of all themost businesses in the knowledge economy is
activities and processes that meet human needs. @ltated to the transformation of information into
the system level, one may see value creation ksowledge. In other words, the transformation of
those results that benefit, financially and nommaterials is not the cealrfocus in the knowledge
financially, the members of the system in questioeconomy, although it is often systemically linked to
and the environment (see Habbershon et al., 200Bhowledge processes.

On the individual level, one can say that Valan a world that
creation is any outcome that
individual's wellbeing.

. increasingly emphasizes the
Increases 8ﬁqexibility of a modular logic (Garud et al., 2002)
information, knowledge and communication are key
The activities and processes that are thelements in relation to the value chain (Brynjolfsson
prerequisites for economic growth are referred to & McAfee, 2014). The value chain transforms
Porter (1980, 1985) as the value chain. Stabell &awmaterials, data, farmation and knowledge,
Fjellstad (1998) term the processes value netwodimongst other things, into output consisting of
and value shop. Johannessen et al. (1997, 19@®mponents that can be assembled into solutions to
term the processes value community and valwatisfy customer demands. This type of economy
dialogue. All these five types of processes ean be compared to one composed of Lego parts;
valuechain, valuenetwork, valueshopthese Lego parts are assembiedrelation to cost,
valuecommunity and valuedialogue are assumed doality, skills and innovation logic in the global
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knowledge economy (Baird & Henderson, 200lefficiency is understood here as a focus on
Brynjolfsson & McAfee, 2014Haag et al., 2012) productivity.

Within the value network the focus is on The value communitys based on the organization’s
communication and externalelations (Stabell & needs regarding communiicen with the external
Fjellstad, 1998). Primarily, this communication isvorld, and the organization’s external legitimacy and
targeted at customers, but it is also aimed at suppliersputation. This implies aamphasiz on value creation
competitors, etc. While the value chain focuses grocesses related to the &8y norms and attitudes
information, the value network focuses orwhich are communicated exrbally; these may include
communication. But, both e creation processes —social responsibility, the thdrbottom line, ethics, etc.
the value chain and the value network — operaReputation and reputation management are critical
mainly in relation to an industrial logic (Porter, 1980processes in the value community. The value
1985, 1990, 1996; Stabell & Fjellstad, 1998). Oneommunity may be undersibas strategic corporate
can say that, while value chain thinking is closelgocial responsibility (Wéhner & Chandler, 2010).

_r;:latrﬁgr;o iﬁgg?lc g;r;gger?:ms’tigfeViluﬁonestx\?me value dialogudocuses primarily on creativity,
! y gl gisti ?nnovation, new ideas, etspccess, in this instance,

(Dittman, 2012). In order to create value fo;?quires a focus on both information and

customers through communication, an Imloor'[arl:(]lommunication. The value dialogue is the area of

feature of the value network is the coordination and h h ; unt o
integration of information. Roughly speaking, one > e>s WNEre the scope of opportunity untolds.

can say that the value network receives informatic}? als]? her((aj that menltai;kfmaps are deyelo_ped 6?”0'
about the solution elements from the value chaif2nSformed into value for an organization, i.e.,
This information is coordinated and integrated b trategic entrepreneurship is linked to the value
the value network to provide value to customerd'@logue.

through customer solutions. The implications for strategic entrepreneurship of the

The value shopperates within a knowledgelogic, and!V€ Valué creation processes are to be found in any
is committed to facilitating efficient performance orPrdanization in the knowledge economy. Some
the operational level. This means first and foremogfganizations, however, will have a greater emphasiz
ensuring that the opeianal level has access to©n One or several of thevé value creation processes.

resources, and an orgariea of operations that However, it is our view it all five value creation
contributes to an effient utilization of these Processes must be fostered, if an organization is to be
resources. The value shop is closely related to strategf@Ple in the global knowledge economy. The course
competence development (@d2012). This means of action that forms the basif this analysis is that
skils related to both material and immateriaPrganizations in the knowledge economy must have a
resources, but with a strorgmphasiz on immaterial greater degree of variation internally than externally,
resources. Immaterial resources are primarily relatedwich is a simplified rewriting of “the law of requisite
the knowledge, skills and attitudes required forariety” (Ashby, 1956). Consequently, it is reasonable
efficient operation. Someéhat simplified, one can to assume that the fivealue creation processes must
argue that the value shapceives information from exist in every organization in the global knowledge
the operational level, value chain and value networgonomy, if the organization is to be a viable one. We
and ensures that thdyave access to the necessaripave illustrated the five value creation processes and
expertise resources for efficit operation. Operational their focus on strategy in Figure 4.

Value shop The value community
Knowledge ﬂ ﬂ
logic "
Strategic /[ b Vi 0 Strategic
competence g foais social
LIl guc i it
Mode development L responsibility
A \ Strategic The value
1€ Valle '\ entrepreneurship / network
chain
Industry j;L
logic .
Strategic Strategic
management logistics
Information Communication

Main focus
Fig. 4. Thefive value creation processes
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Proposition 4:1t is primarily within the value dialogue activity in the value dialogue and the level of strategic

that strategic entrepreneurship unfolds. entrepreneurship within an organization.
Consequencdt is within the véue dialogue that the . .
scope of opportunities for the creative and ne: Many gﬁg:?:ﬁeurship ﬁ;:“'g‘ﬁ:ﬁ?hi
emerges, and it is here at the potential fc_ , P P
. .- . Creative energy fields
intrapreneurial intensity is to be found. (*hot spots”)

-, . . X in an organization
Proposition 5: If an organization finds a balance Sporadic Radical
between the five value creation processes, it wi Few intrapreneurship | intrapreneurship

develop strategic entrepreneurship  within  th
organization and increase intrapreneurial intensity.

Small Large
Consequencetn the knowledge economy, the focus

should be on promoting the productivity of knowledge. Regres ol nbapraeuehig
workers, because they will develop strategi€ig. 5. Strategic entrepreneurship and intrapreneurial intensity

entrepreneurship and increase intrapreneurial intenSiBrganizations with a flatter structure have a greater

Conclusion degree of intrapreneurial intensity than those with a
The research question was: How can various aspeb re_aucratic and hi_e ra_rchical structure (.Z ahr_a &
of strategic entrepreneurship provide us with mor, in, 1995) Orgamzau_ons that balance individual
insight into intrapreneurial intensity? gnd team pe_n‘o_rmarjce will e_llso have a larger degree of
' intrapreneurial intesity (Morris et al., 1994). Research
The answer is linked to the assumptions aralso supports the idea theaicertain degree of flexible
propositions developed in the paper. The theory th@sources promotes intrapreneurial intensity (Morris &
emerges through the systerfhpropositions set out in Jones, 1993). It is also suggested by Miles (2005, p.
this paper is the outline of a theory for th@®3) that when the organizational assessment
development of strategic entrepreneurship arnphasizes innovation and risk, intrapreneurial
intrapreneurial intensity in organizations. intensity increases. We also know that when job
escriptions are relatively broad, this may also
(gromote intrapreneurial intensity (Miles, 2005). A
good deal of research supfmothe hypothsis that the
As mentioned above, Gratton (2007) has shown thasttonger the degree of market orientation an
is possible to identify zoeof creative energy fields organization has, the greater the intrapreneurial
(hot spots) in all types of organizations. intensity (see Miles & Arnold, 1991).

Policy implications for strategic entrepreneurship an
intrapreneurial intensity.

We call the degree of intrapreneurship herAn obvious question in this discussion is: Do
“intrapreneurial intensity”. We have constructedrganizations with greater intrapreneurial intensity
intrapreneurial intensity on the basis of two maiperform better than organizations with lower levels
dimensions. One is connected to the frequency @f intrapreneurial intensity? Morris, who has done a
creative energy fields (haipots) in an organization. great deal of research in this area, says: “The answer
The second is the degree of innovation in relation { @n unequivocal yes” (Morris & Kuratko, 2002, p.
products, services and procesdé® idea of using the 93). However, further research is required to
degree of innovation to establish the type df<amine empirically the propositions that are
intrapreneurship in an organization may also be foumiesented here.

in Krieser et al. (2002). Otrehave used both risk andSome management examples which support Morris &
productivity to evaluate the degree of intrapreneurshiguratkoss’ statement are found:

(Covin & Slevin, 1989). We incorporate risk an
productivity in the concept of ‘degree of innovation’;”
because a higher degreeimfiovation will mean that
an organization takes greater risks. Similarly, a low
level of innovation involves a low degree of risk. 2

Acordia’s corporate entrepreneurship strategy
shows how firm performance can be improved by
entrepreneurial actions (Kuratko et al., 2001,
pp. 60-71).

Sterkoder’s intrapreneurial strategy shows how
Intrapreneurial intensity in an organization may be productivity and innovation increase by
described as a function ofeative energy fields and entrepreneurial action (Johannessen et al., 1993,
the degree of innovation. Both of these dimensions pp. 23-38).

(constructs) can be operationalized. We describe fa8ir In large, knowledge intensive firm shows how
types of intrapreneurial intensity, as illustrated in various factors promote intrapreneurship
Figure 5. Intrapreneurial intensity indicates the level of (Christensen, 2005).
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