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CALL FOR PAPERS

Organizational entrepreneurship and the political

Daniel Hjortha, Robin Holta, Pablo Fernandezb and Carine Fariasa,c

aCopenhagen Business school (CBs), Copenhagen, Denmark; biaE Business school, Buenos aires, argentina; 
cistEC, paris, France

This special issue proposal encourages submissions investigating the sociopolitical nature 
of entrepreneurship processes. As the creation of new organizational form, entrepreneurship 
challenges the established, settled, institutionalized, habituated nature of what already has 
been organized. By opening up and moving in the in-between spaces of an organizational 
domain of activities, entrepreneurial action often publicly brings people to the edge of habits 
and tradition, making them aware of what Schumpeter called the ‘pale of routine’. It is in 
making this move towards the edges attractive enough that we witness entrepreneurship 
as an organizational creation process. When this takes place in the context of existing organ-
izations, there is a whole range of sociopolitical challenges that require our further study.

In this association of entrepreneurship and organization creation, we find a growing 
awareness that the entrepreneurial is not synonymous with economic enterprise, despite 
their frequent association. Indeed, we might argue this association is itself a political move 
(Hjorth 2003). Enterprise associates specific organizational structures (ventures, markets), 
human qualities (risk taking, boldness, self-reliance), norms of social and economic dereg-
ulation and certain effects (scaled innovation, profit, acquisition, mobility and wealth crea-
tion), all of which is couched in a language of material resuscitation and growth (Parker 2002; 
du Gay 2004; Sturdy and Wright 2008; McNay 2009; Anderson and Warren, 2011; Dodd, Jack, 
and Anderson 2013). Here, the locus of curiosity and inquiry so valued by enterprise is framed 
by a specific sense of the political which envisages groups of homo oeconomicus agents 
living in competition-based individuality, deciding whether, on a basis of a normative rec-
ognition of shared needs, to build relationships with one another (Massumi 2002). In contrast, 
entrepreneurship can be understood simply as a creative process in which the new is being 
brought to fruition through creation of organization (Spinosa, Flores, and Dreyfus 1997). As 
such it can run against enterprise, especially if we acknowledge that the urge towards the 
self-reliance characterizing enterprising activity is scripted through managerial direction 
and an economic logic of producing more with less. In bringing about what is new through 
a social and collective processes, entrepreneurship always challenges short-term economic 
rationality that is badly fitted to handle uncertainty without constant references to the man-
ager’s ‘gut feeling’. Moving beyond existing edges provokes the question of the political. The 
dawn of the new brings potentially destructive forces by transgressing and involving what 
is ‘out of place’ (Douglas 2002), and is thus always accompanied by the politics of finding a 
new order.
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Zahra, Newey, and Li (2014, 143) point out that this awareness of the intimacy between 
entrepreneurship and the sociopolitical stretches right back to Schumpeter for whom entre-
preneurial ventures were allocators of social wealth. Yet only recently has this been recovered. 
Arguably, enterprise discourse, sailing under the flag of entrepreneurship, has made the 
social into an epiphenomenon to economy. The result has been a managerial definition of 
entrepreneurship – more properly named enterprise – where human capital models dom-
inate. As a consequence, the political falls outside the domain of attention for the analyst 
seeking to explain what is going on using standard business models. Following Steyaert and 
Hjorth (2004), Zahra et al. (2013) and Hjorth and Holt (2016), we thus stress the importance 
of not collapsing the distinction between enterprise and entrepreneurship. Moreover, we 
find it artificial to try to understand entrepreneurship when the political and social are added. 
We seek to understand the immanently sociopolitical nature of entrepreneurship (cf. ERD 
Special Issue, 2013; Down 2013) in the context of established organizational spaces (Hjorth 
2005; Beyes and Steyaert 2012).

In this sense, we conceptualize the entrepreneurial condition as those moments, spans 
of creative, collectively woven ‘blocs of becoming’ that breach the singular pursuit of eco-
nomic returns under a compulsion that life might somehow be organized differently (Deleuze 
and Guattari 1987, 10; Massumi 2015; cf. Sloterdijk 2013). This difference is actualized through 
collective organizational action. In our attempt to better understand the nature of such 
processes of organizational entrepreneurship, creating the conditions for the new to achieve 
being, we stress the need to focus on the sociopolitical. Making newness incipient requires 
the invention of potential, intensifying our capacity to identify where ‘buds of tendency’ are 
emerging (Massumi 2015). ‘According to Schumpeter, the giant firm saps entrepreneurship 
of its vital force by trying to be entrepreneurial in a purely rational manner’. (Hjorth 2012, 
38). Schumpeter says that its element of ‘romance’ is eliminated: ‘The romance of earlier 
commercial adventure is rapidly wearing away, because so many more things can be strictly 
calculated that had of old to be visualized…’ (Schumpeter 1942, 152). Massumi calls the 
invention of potential fabulation (2015, 54) and although Massumi writes in a time more 
attuned to the importance of narrative, there are clear similarities to Schumpeter’s 
visualization.

This special issue is interested in how we should describe, analyse and study this tendency 
of established organizations to extract romance and adventure from entrepreneurship, 
reducing it to the economy of a venture. Although we do not intend to limit this special issue 
to the managerial and strategic horizon often dominating corporate entrepreneurship 
research (e.g. Burgelman 1983; Stopford and Baden-Fuller 1994; Covin and Miles 1999; 
Kuratko, Hornsby, and Goldsby 2004; Hornsby et al. 2009; Zahra, Newey, and Li 2014), it 
seems important to note that this field of research has not been particularly attentive to the 
sociopolitical problem of organizational entrepreneurship. In Schumpeter’s terms, this spe-
cial issue is thus inviting authors to an adventure, where there is still romance to be had in 
the thrill of creating knowledge.

We are interested in submissions that might address, but need not be limited to, the 
following:

•  Acts of tactical ‘making use’ of cracks in the strategic grid (cf de Certeau 1984) which 
might be anonymous (work on subterfuge, trap doors, invisible, short, small and rapid) 
and ambivalent (ironic, humourous, vague and ambiguous).
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•  Entrepreneurship, ethics and autonomy (Clarke and Holt 2010).
•  The politics of organizational entrepreneurship as exemplified in corporate entrepre-

neurship and creative, transformative acts of resistance in organizational and institu-
tional contexts (Courpasson, Dany, and Marti 2014)

•  The organizational politics of newness as examples of provocative ‘making room’, ‘cre-
ating space’ for creation and innovation in institutional and organizational contexts 
(Hjorth 2011).

•  The politics of play, humour, the vague and ambiguous as a genre of entrepreneurial 
action.

•  Historical studies in ‘entrepreneurship’ and wider political and social conditions 
(Wadhwani and Jones 2014).

•  The ‘dark side’ of entrepreneurial destruction as a condition for and consequence of 
newness.

•  The sociopolitical process of entrepreneurship in the context of societal transformation 
and change (as exemplified in social or public entrepreneurship; Daskalaki, Hjorth, and 
Mair 2015).

•  Historical perspectives on the politics of enterprise and entrepreneurship.

Notes for prospective authors

Submitted papers should not have been previously published nor be currently under con-
sideration for publication elsewhere. Papers regarded as potentially suitable for publication 
in the Special Issue will be double-blind reviewed following the ERD’s review process 
guidelines.

Full papers must be in a word-compatible format and e-mailed to Daniel Hjorth (dh.mpp@
cbs.dk) and Robin Holt (rh.mpp@cbs.dk). The first page of the manuscript must contain title, 
author(s), affiliation(s) and contact information (including email address) for the correspond-
ing author. No identity information should be found elsewhere on the manuscript. For addi-
tional guidelines on style/referencing, please see the ERD’s Instructions for Authors, in 
particular, the section on Manuscript Preparation.

Manuscripts must be received by no later than 31 March 2017. While general queries 
may be directed to any of the Special Issue editors (dh.mpp@cbs.dk, rh.mpp@cbs.dk, pfer-
nandez@iae.edu.ar, carine.m.farias@gmail.com), the final submission must be sent to Daniel 
Hjorth and Robin Holt (see email addresses above).
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