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Entrepreneurship in the Swedish municipal polis: the case
of Mer [*] Östersund
Evangelia Petridou

Department of Social Sciences, Mid Sweden University, Östersund, Sweden

ABSTRACT
Scholars in political science and policy studies have been paying
increasing attention to a specific kind of actor, the policy
entrepreneur, as an agent of change. Less attention has been paid
to the contextual factors that may shape entrepreneurial action as
most of the extant research is performed in pluralistic systems
and in high complexity policy sectors. This is a study of a routine
planning process in the municipality of Östersund in Northern
Sweden with the purpose of studying the kind of actors that
may act entrepreneurially (the who); the kind of strategies they
use; and what contextual powers facilitate these strategies (the
how). This two-and-a-half-year routine, low-complexity process
was analyzed with in-depth interviews and a survey, participant
observation, document analysis, and formal social network
analysis. Findings suggest that professional administrators acted
entrepreneurially by employing a set of six strategies while
the members of civil society were central – though not
entrepreneurial – participants.
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Introduction

The complexity of the public policy process is evidenced in the multitude of institutions
and actors it involves and the nature of societal problems public policies seek to solve.
In order to understand public policies, scholars employ not an insignificant number of fra-
meworks, theories, and models, which tend to be complementary rather than competing
in terms of explanatory value; while they all offer some explanation of policy outcomes,
they also have weaknesses (Peters 2015; Peters and Pierre 2006). Recent developments
in policy process theories evince a synthesizing trend; what is more, older theories
become the springboard for new ones (Petridou 2014). Peters (2015) notes that most
theoretical approaches downplay the role of agency and a way to address this shortfall
is to further theorize the role of the policy entrepreneur.

Policy entrepreneurs are ‘political actors who seek policy changes that shift the status
quo in given areas of public policy’ (Mintrom 2015, 103); they are people who ‘seek to
realize a particular vision of how society should work’ (Windrum 2008, 236). The
concept of policy entrepreneurship has gained traction over the past three decades
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(Ackrill and Kay 2011; Kingdon 1984/2003; Mintrom 2000, 2013, 2015; Mintrom and
Norman 2009; Mintrom and Vergari 1996; Petridou, Narbutaité Aflaki, and Miles 2015;
Schneider, Teske, and Mintrom 1995; Sheingate 2003). In a recent review, Petridou
(2014) shows the evolution of the policy entrepreneur(ship) (PE) toward a meso-level fra-
mework to understand public policies. A broad interpretation of the definition of public
policy – and one adopted in this paper – includes not only formal laws and regulations,
but also the output produced by the interaction of governmental and non-governmental
actors, as well as the output of groups and associations charged with the provision and
production of public goods (Theodoulou and Cahn 1995; Weible 2014).

The policy entrepreneurship framework has been used to explore complex policy con-
texts involving many levels of governance and divergent interests (see, for example, Carter
and Scott 2009; Christopoulos and Ingold 2011; David 2015; Ingold and Christopoulos
2015; Kingdon 1984/2003; Meydani 2009; Mintrom 2000); environmental policies
(Huitema and Meijerink 2010; Meijerink and Huitema 2010; Verduijn 2015); urban
growth and economic development (Mintrom, Salisbury, and Luetjens 2014; Schneider,
Teske, and Mintrom 1995); and recently ‘morally’ controversial issues such as stem cell
research (Mintrom 2013, 2015). Thus, policy entrepreneurship has been examined by-
and-large in pluralistic systems conducive to competition, conflict, and in controversial,
high visibility policy sectors with more-or-less delineated winners and losers.

By contrast, this study analyzes the routine planning process that resulted in the draft-
ing of the community development vision plan at a Swedish municipality. Change in this
paper is defined as the drafting of the community vision plan for the municipality of
Östersund in terms of output as well as process. In line with Mackenzie (2004), the theor-
etical objective of this paper is to investigate how the theoretical constructs of policy entre-
preneurship and the policy entrepreneur, designed and developed elsewhere, might travel
in other contexts. This has theoretical and practical implications. Exploring and possibly
reformulating the concept of the policy entrepreneur and the theoretical relationships in
the policy entrepreneurship framework by examining it in an under-researched context
contributes to the theorization of agency, which, by reducing the degree of randomness,
can add leverage to a theoretical framework (Peters 2015). What is more, Mintrom and
Norman (2009) call for the application of the policy entrepreneurship framework in
diverse contexts in order to conceptually enhance its constituent parts and the relation-
ships among them. At the same time and from a practitioner’s perspective, understanding
agency can broaden the toolbox of policy-makers; at the local level in routine planning
processes, the application of the policy entrepreneurship framework in Sweden can
have an impact on the provision of public goods and services.

More specifically then, this study focuses on the contingencies of entrepreneurial
capacity in relation to the formal position and the institutional context of the actors –
that is, the who of the policy entrepreneur – as well as the strategies they use – that is,
the how (Petridou, Narbutaité Aflaki, and Miles 2015). Policy entrepreneurs, as part of
the Multiple Streams Approach (MSA), emerged in conditions of ambiguity, crisis, and
conflict (Kingdon 1984/2003; Zahariadis 2007, 2014). Following Mintrom and Norman
(2009), who called for the research of policy entrepreneurship in diverse contexts, and
in dialogue, for example, with work such as the recent piece by Zahariadis and Exadaktylos
(2016), who examined policy entrepreneurs in conditions of ambiguity, crisis, and conflict,
this research seeks to understand how might policy entrepreneurs use strategies during
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unambiguous, routine planning processes, in a low-conflict, consensual, collective
decision-making system. As Zahariadis and Exadaktylos (2016) state, ‘[w]hile entrepre-
neurs have the capacity to choose behavior, explanations of policy outcomes cannot be
devoid of the context (institutions, roles, and resources) that regulates social interaction.
Agency and context, therefore, should not be viewed in isolation but as linked through
strategy’ (62). If policy entrepreneurs do emerge in the Swedish, routine planning
context, what kind of political actors are they and what kind of strategies do they use in
their effort to affect change?

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: first, I outline the background of
the case study and elaborate on the theoretical tenets underpinning this research. I con-
tinue with an explanation of the methodology and data, followed by an analysis of the
results and a section discussing the main findings. The article is wrapped up with short
concluding remarks.

Planning in the Swedish context and the strategies of policy entrepreneurs

The rational paradigm prominent in planning in the 1960s was challenged by advocacy
planning and a pluralistic approach (Davidoff 1965/2012; Ioannides 2015), which was fol-
lowed by what is termed collaborative or communicative planning (Forester 1989, 2008/
2012; Smedby and Neij 2013). Citizen participation in the planning process views the
planner as a facilitator, while the output is a set of strategies defined by goals set by the
participation group. The eternal challenge these processes face is to actually get citizens
to participate (Alterman, Harris, and Hill 1984; Forester 2008/2012).

In general terms, public administration in Sweden is characterized by strong state gov-
erning combined with considerable independence of local governments and national
agencies. These have had for some time extensive decision-making powers and public offi-
cials generally enjoy high levels of autonomy, while major disagreement among the pol-
itical parties as well as the major interest groups is uncommon (Hall 2013; Olsson and
Hysing 2012; Wollman and Thurmaier 2012). The Scandinavian corporatist system, in
general, implies that while the state is the central actor, the decision-making process
involves a number of actors and stakeholders (Pierre and Peters 2005). In contrast to plur-
alist concepts, which stress the breadth of actors and the ensuing competition among
them, corporatist concepts emphasize the cooperation among few and central actors
(Adam and Kriesi 2007). At the local level, corporatist governance features the consider-
able involvement of civil society organizations in politics and public service delivery
(Pierre 2011).

In planning matters, in particular, the local level (municipality) has competence – the
‘planning monopoly’ – according to the 1987 Plan and Bygglag, PBL (Planning and Build-
ing Law) (Montin 2016). PBL also stipulates that every municipality have a general vision
plan (Granberg 2004). The municipality as an administrative unit became as important, as
the central government in matters relating to economic development especially after the
ascension of Sweden to the EU in 1995 (Pierre 2009). The law aimed at replacing
control by the central government with increased citizen input on municipal matters.
PBL was flexible as to what the planning process would look like, especially in terms of
citizen participation, but the results were mixed (Granberg 2004). Even though citizen par-
ticipation got attention in the PBL, an interactive form of planning is not the dominant
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paradigm in Sweden. The municipality has to notify the public about a planned action by a
posting on the municipal notice board and/or by an announcement in the press, but no
other input is formally required. Many municipalities use their websites as a means of
communication as well (Nyström and Tonell 2012). Conversely, there is an intense inter-
action between professional administrators and politicians during planning processes.
Very few planners would propose anything that has not been accepted by leading
elected officials: ‘politicians influence professional administrators who in turn influence
politicians’ (Bengtsson quoted in Montin 2016).

In comparison with the quote above and the frontloaded interactive process between
professional administrators and politicians, citizen participation in the planning process
translates to collecting comments from different (organized) interests after the municipal-
ity has decided on the contents of a vision plan. Though the final decision to initiate and
approve a vision plan rests with the city council – thus ensuring citizen input through
representative democracy – it is most often public officials with specialized knowledge
who are tasked to implement the planning process. In some small municipalities, the
task may be assigned to a consultant (Nyström and Tonell 2012). A notable exception
to this practice was Det Goda Samtalet (The Constructive Dialogue). This was a collabora-
tive planning experiment, part of a larger program between 2004 and 2009, aimed at a
more sustainable built environment by 2025 (Smedby and Neij 2013). In this context, citi-
zens were co-producers of policy, formulated in a series of dialogues among various sta-
keholders for a sustainable urban development (Montin 2016; Smedby and Neij 2013).
This is an example of a networked governance arrangement, where even though govern-
ments are still in the business of governing, they do so within non-hierarchical forms of
governance structures, including networks consisting of public, private, and quasi-
public actors (Bogason 2000; Capano, Rayner, and Zito 2012; Pierre 2000; Pike, Rodrí-
guez- Pose, and Tomaney 2006; Rhodes 1997, 2000).

Hysing and Olsson (2012) outline five ways in which Swedish professional administra-
tors have power. First, they have the power of initiative. They are usually experts in the area
in which they work, with intimate knowledge of the policy sector and the political land-
scape surrounding it, allowing them to seize opportunities for change. Second, they have
the power of the pen because they write and formulate the text which is sent to the elected
officials for consideration. Third, they have the power of prioritization in the sense that
they can push issues horizontally or upwards to the attention of elected officials.
Fourth, professional administrators have the power of implementation, which is a compli-
cated process that can significantly transform the original policy decision (Hysing and
Olsson 2012; Lipsky 1980/2010; Pressman and Wildavsky 1984). Finally, professional
administrators have the power of evaluation. By developing criteria for the evaluation of
policies and programs, they steer, to a certain extent, the attention of future political
actions (Hysing and Olsson 2012; see also Hysing and Olsson 2011; Olsson and Hysing
2012).

The agentic salience of professional administrators and other actors has also been docu-
mented elsewhere in the literature in the context of local and regional planning processes.
At the same time, entrepreneurial actors may be professional administrators, elected offi-
cials, interested citizens, or members of interest groups (Petridou, Narbutaité Aflaki, and
Miles 2015). As defined earlier in this paper, an entrepreneur in the polis is essentially an
actor,
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embedded in the sociopolitical fabric, who is alert to the emergence of opportunities and acts
upon them; he or she amasses coalitions for the purpose of effecting change in a substantive
policy sector, political rules, or in the provision of public goods. (Petridou, Narbutaité Aflaki,
and Miles 2015, 1)

Policy entrepreneurs invest their personal resources for political gain, which is understood
to be the corollary of change. Though considerable attention has been paid to the entre-
preneurs’ success in affecting change (though see Mintrom 2015 on failure) and thus
focusing on the output of the process, of considerable theoretical interest is the process
itself that is, the strategies entrepreneurs in the polis use to in their attempt to affect
change. Despite the attention scholars have paid to the issue of strategies, Zahariadis
and Exadaktylos (2016) contend that not much of that attention has been paid to the
examinations of the conditions under which these strategies may be successful – in
other words, the context. Furthermore, using the same strategy in a different context
changes the outcome (Ackrill, Kay, and Zahariadis 2013; Zahariadis and Exadaktylos
2016).

I argue that a different context may alter not only the outcome of a given strategy, but
also the way a strategy plays out, whether it is used at all, as well as affect the very emer-
gence of actors that would use the strategy in the first place. Such entrepreneurial strategies
have been theorized extensively by scholars (such as Böcher 2015; Brouwer and Biermann
2011; Huitema and Meijerink 2010; Klein Woolthuis et al. 2013; Meijerink and Huitema
2010; Schneider, Teske, andMintrom 1995; Verduijn 2015) in the context of complex local
planning, urban governance processes involving resistance, articulated conflict, wicked
problems, and diverse interests vying for scarce resources.

These strategies can be synthesized in the following categories: First, entrepreneurs
create and frame a vision and provide leadership. They are actors who actively promote
a well-articulated idea. Second, entrepreneurs are innovating in the sense that they
create new ideas, even if these are a synthesis of existing concepts. Third, they have to
be able to sell these ideas, perhaps through different forms of lobbying. Fourth, entrepre-
neurial actors are able to collaborate and merge divergent interests, engaging in arbitrage.
Fifth, entrepreneurs are able to build coalitions and may tap on their own resources, such
as political expertise, to do this. Sixth, they are able to develop trust in relationships and
must be able to engage in relational management. Seventh, entrepreneurs may engage in

Table 1. Entrepreneurial strategies and actors’ powers at the local level: a synthesis of the literature.
Contextual powers informing how entrepreneurial strategies play out and
may be activated to inform these strategies in the Swedish (local) context

Strategies of potential entrepreneurs in the
polis

Professional
administrators Interest groups Politicians

Creating and framing a vision
Providing leadership
Being innovative: creating new ideas
Collaborating: merging diverse interests
Building coalitions
Developing trust in relationships and
engaging in relational management
Selling ideas: lobbying
Venue management
Mobilization of resources
Working in teams

Power of initiative
Power of the pen
Power of
prioritization
Power of
implementation
Power of evaluation

A seat at the table
Co-producers of policy
Ability to give input to
proposed policies

Formal role as
policy-makers
Decision-making
resources
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venue manipulation. Eighth, they form and operate in, entrepreneurial teams, and finally,
they mobilize resources: monetary, social, or information (Böcher 2015; Brouwer and
Biermann 2011; Huitema and Meijerink 2010; Klein Woolthuis et al. 2013; Mintrom
2000; Mintrom, Salisbury, and Luetjens 2014; Schneider, Teske, and Mintrom 1995; Ver-
duijn 2015). A synthesis of the literature regarding these strategies and the contextual
power of actors informing them is presented in Table 1.

I seek to leverage the theoretical framework of policy entrepreneurship in terms of the
who and the how by applying these strategies in the hitherto under-researched context of
routine planning processes.

Method and data

The Östersund case study is treated here as an influential case (Eckstein 1992; Gerring
2008). This single case design logic casts doubt upon a theory and provides the rationale
for a closer inspection. Thus, the interrogation of one Swedish municipality becomes
theoretically relevant as it may provide the impetus for a further reconceptualization of
the theory or framework (Gerring 2008), which has been a theoretical ambition of this
paper.

The community vision plan drafting process spanned from the summer of 2013 until
December 2015. A brief timeline is as follows: In the summer of 2013, a set of 19 possible
development factors are devised and designed. In October 2013, a large plenary meeting
ranked these and seven factors were decided upon to be the ones on which the vision plan
would center. The city council voted on these in March 2014. A reference group meeting
was called in June 2014 to kick-start the seven workshops (one for each factor) that fol-
lowed. The last one was held in March 2015.

At the onset, the municipal unit responsible for community development (henceforth
called Tillxväxt Östersund) assigned a group of international design students to devise and
design a set of possible community development factors; two-and-a-half years later, the
process ended with the launching of a detailed action program titled More [*] Östersund:
Strategic investments for increased development1 after being voted by the city council
(Östersunds Kommun n.d. a). The unit consisted of four professional administrators,
one of which was the director. The data collected during these two-and-a-half years
included: interviews, informal communication and meetings with the professional admin-
istrators and several participants; document analysis (reports, web pages, emails, Prezi,
and PowerPoint presentations); participant observations in meetings and workshops; an
internet survey to all the participants, and finally a relational survey for the participants
of one workshop.

I attended all nine meetings and workshops that this participatory process entailed.
These meetings also provided the forum for informal, unstructured interviews with par-
ticipants, for the purpose of ‘ … [capturing] the perceptions of respondents “from the insi-
de”’(Idler, Hudson, and Leventhal 1999, 458; Miles and Huberman 1994). Four formal
interviews with the professional administrators were recorded and transcribed. They
were semi-structured interviews lasting an average of 60 minutes at their place of work.
I took notes during all the informal meetings and workshops; one workshop was recorded
in its entirety. All the material was thematically analyzed to tease out possible entrepre-
neurial strategies and the contextual powers informing them.
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In an effort to pluralize the method(s) used in this research (Peters, Pierre, and Stoker
2010) and in order to shore up the analytical salience of the interviews and participant
observations, I also sent an internet survey to 109 of the 127 workshop participants,2

first in June 2015, with a second mailing in September 2015. Additionally and more to
the point, early observations pointed to the importance of the personal and professional
relationships among the participant actors who became co-producers of policy through
their input in this networked process. The flat(ter) architecture of such structures notwith-
standing, (policy) networks imply an uneven distribution of power among actors based on
their structural position; recent researched has focused on networks for the theorization of
policy entrepreneurs (Adam and Kriesi 2007; Borgatti, Everett, and Johnson 2013; Chris-
topoulos 2006, 2008; Ingold and Christopoulos 2015; Scott 2013). Formal social network
analysis (SNA) is the most fruitful way to lift networks from a heuristic to an analytical
tool, linking, inter alia, actors’ structural positions with their effectiveness in the policy-
making process (Adam and Kriesi 2007; Christopoulos 2008).

Networks are analytical constructs; that is, they are constructed and delineated by the
researcher (Borgatti, Everett, and Johnson 2013; Scott 2013). In order to maximize the
potential of observing structural power differentials, I defined my network as the partici-
pants who were tasked to provide input for the one workshop in this series of workshop
meetings that would most likely engage a member of civil society; this was the group
tasked to produce guidelines to increase enterprise in the municipality. I elaborate on
this issue and others in the following section.

Analysis

This section sets the stage by discussing briefly the community vision plan. I then show
how the professional administrators behaved entrepreneurially by fleshing out the strat-
egies they used and connecting them with their contextual powers. Finally, I turn my
attention to the remaining participants and show that though some actors were central,
they did not behave entrepreneurially.

The vision plan

The former vision plan for the years 2009–2013 was outsourced to a consultant. The plan
itself was inconsequential with a prominent focus on the town hall and the public sector in
general. The goals listed in the document consist mostly of numerical objectives regarding
housing, businesses, and infrastructure. Conversely, the brochure of the latest plan has a
‘softer’ and more personal focus (for a similar discussion on vision plan discourse, see
Granberg 2004). The main message of the planning strategy focuses on the seven
factors the municipality needs more of in order to grow. The title and logo are Mer [*]
Östersund (More [*] Östersund) with the wild card asterisk representing each of these
factors: welcomeness; creativity; enterprise; knowledge; solicitude, culture,3 and attractive
housing. The narrative includes vignettes by the municipality’s residents, including non-
ethnic Swedes with a strong message on inclusiveness.

A total of 127 people participated the workshops, 72 women and 55 men. The overall
response rate just over 54%. The vast majority of respondents (almost 84%) reported
representing an organization, ranging from municipal departments, the county
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administration, the regional administrative body, the local destination management
organization, as well as local businesses and associations. This was not unintentional,
but rather a direct consequence of the format of the workshops, the time of day in
which they were held, as well as a feature of Swedish corporatism.

All these meetings opened with an introduction by the Tillväxt4 Östersund director, fol-
lowed by a presentation relevant to the factor discussed that day. Subsequently, the par-
ticipants broke off in groups to discuss concrete proposals based on three or four
questions posed a priori by Tillväxt Östersund, documented by designated secretaries.
Each workshop concluded with a discussion among all participants and the minutes
were posted on the website. The workshops were held during business hours.

The who: Tillväxt Östersund, (bureaucratic) entrepreneurs in the polis

In line with Mintrom, Salisbury and Luetjens (2014) and employing counterfactual logic,
the question that emerges here is whether the municipality of Östersund would have
driven a two-and-a-half-year in-house focus group process if it were not for the initiative
of Tillväxt Östersund. The argument outlined in this paper is that in drafting the develop-
ment plan of the city, the Tillväxt Östersund team acted entrepreneurially in their concep-
tualization of the process and in the way they went about carrying it out. Moreover, had it
not been for them, the vision plan would not have been drafted in this long, participatory
fashion. This is in line with Hysing and Olsson (2012, 12), who call for more attention to
bureaucrats as ‘creative and capable actors who become influential through cooperation
and interaction with networks, organizations, individual politicians, etc.’ (author’s trans-
lation). I will now demonstrate the how – the strategies entrepreneurial actors used and
how some of these were facilitated by their contextual power while others were leveraged
on their investing personal resources.

Being innovative: creating new ideas
Tillväxt Östersund was originally tasked in 2013 to evaluate and only revise the previous
plan by tweaking objectives for the new timeframe. The evaluation of the 2009–2013 vision
plan showed that its contents were very poorly communicated to the citizenry (Respon-
dent 2) and that ‘[t]his was something that should have been done in-house. People did
not see themselves in it’ (Respondent 4). The unit seized the opportunity to undertake
the drafting process in-house and in a manner that deviated from the past thus aiming
at change both in procedural and in output terms; they used the power of evaluation
and the power of initiative to do so.

Their goal was to reach as many different people and groups as possible (Respondent 1)
in comparison to the external consultant who had drafted the previous document. Con-
cluding that the previous plan had not reached the citizens as intended (Respondent 2)
and after a presentation for the city manager (Respondent 3), Tillväxt Östersund got the
green light to run an in-house participatory process.

An early process innovation was the fact that Tillväxt Östersund assigned a group of
exchange students, in town for the summer of 2013, to devise and design a number of
factors that could be deemed as community development factors. The students also
designed the logo. The result was a set of 19 factors, presented as a deck of playing
cards, with the logo of the new vision plan (Mer [*] Östersund). The participants of the
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initial plenary meeting in October 2013 were asked to rank these factors. The top seven
factors (as outlined elsewhere in this paper) became the community development
factors on which the vision plan centers. In 2016, both the team of students and the muni-
cipality of Östersund won prizes: the former nationally for the sustainability of the design
and the latter for the best community development plan in the county of Jämtland (Öster-
sunds Kommun 2016a; Östersunds Kommun 2016b; SYNA 2016)

The innovation here lay with the process and not necessarily with the content of the
vision plan. The adoption of soft economic development factors aiming at quality of life
issues by city planners in Europe, US, and beyond is by no means new and an issue
well documented in the literature after Florida’s (2002) (see Petridou and Ioannides
2012) work on the rise of the creative class and its contribution to urban economic devel-
opment. That having said, both the process and the content were new and innovative for
the municipality of Östersund.

Creating and framing a vision
The public officials used the newly established logo to convey a significantly more inclus-
ive notion of what ‘growth’ means. ‘More [*] Östersund’ opens the door to a multitude of
factors beyond jobs or residents. Not only had a logo not been employed before to convey
a vision plan, but also this logo is now used extensively by the municipality – on the
website, in documents, and more recently in building sites. Though the latter is
common practice in most cities and municipalities worldwide, the use of the vision
plan logo in a sign marking a building site is not a common practice in Östersund and
speaks for the continued effort to mainstream the vision plan narrative.

The entrepreneurs used the power of the pen in order to articulate their vision. The four
professional administrators were responsible for putting the input that workshop partici-
pants provided to paper and impartial though they may have been, this process involves a
certain amount of translation. These concrete ideas fleshing out the general vision plan
comprise the action program which constituted the conclusion and final output of the
process (Lundberg 2017; Östersunds Kommun 2016a)

Mobilizing resources
Unlike political entrepreneurs who are politicians or member of civil society and can
engage in a diverse range of fund-raising activities ranging from concerts (Meydani
2015) and the courting of political donors (Mintrom 2015), these bureaucratic entrepre-
neurs’ toolkit was rather limited. They applied for, and received, project funds in order to
run a series of workshops reaching as many diverse interest groups as possible for a six-
month period (Respondents 1, 2, 3, and 4). As with any grant writing exercise, it was
optional and demanded time out of the professional administrators’ work schedule.

Building coalitions, building consensus
The team engaged in a continuous dialogue with other municipal departments as well as
the politicians who will eventually vote on the document (Respondents 1 and 2). The goal
of the unit was to reach all 5000 municipality employees in a focused attempt to raise
awareness regarding community development and to mainstream the development
factors outlined in the initial vision plan.
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If one looks at the overarching goal [of community development], then it is hard for a kin-
dergarten teacher, for example, to see how they can have any influence towards achieving it.
But we need to have a discussion and maybe we come to the conclusion that through having a
great school or by offering great services we actually create desirability. Something that
perhaps people talk about around town and maybe people will move here – or stay here if
they already live here – because things work so well. That’s how we create development.
(Respondent 1)

Additionally, the unit had an open communication channel with the citizenry at large.
Documentation from each workshop, as well as a short video (Östersunds Kommun
n.d. b) of the general vision plan and other information was on their website and commu-
nicated regularly through email to an address list that included members of interest
groups, the university, and individual members of civil society. In line with the consensual
sensibilities of the Swedish policy-making process, Tillväxt Östersund made a conscious
effort to reach as many people as possible, beyond just a coalition and more toward con-
sensus, also continuously striving to generate trust and support. For example, only one
vote was cast against the general vision plan in March 2014 (Respondent 3).

Relational management
The Tillväxt Östersund unit acted not only as an idea maker through the framing of the
growth issue within the municipal organization, but also as a network maker. Entrepre-
neurs in the polis are networked by definition, but a further strategy to achieve their
goals centers on creating networks for other actors. The professional administrators of
Tillväxt Östersund worked purposefully toward bringing together a wide network of
diverse actors. The four professional administrators used the personal contacts in the com-
munity at large, the immigrant community, young people, the art community, as well as
the business sector to actively involve people in the workshops. Continuous feedback
through email was also encouraged. Tillväxt Östersund also provided logistical support
to the spin-off group that was created in conjunction with the More [Enterprise]
workshop.

Collective entrepreneurship: entrepreneurial team leadership
Finally, the four members of Tillväxt Östersund operated as an entrepreneurial team.
Because of the dominant image of the lone entrepreneurs in the market, research has
tended to focus on individual political entrepreneurs. However, Mintrom has long recog-
nized that entrepreneurs in the polis operate in teams (see, for example, Mintrom 2000)
and he and colleagues offered insights on team arrangements in the way policy entrepre-
neurs build knowledge economies in Queensland and Victoria (Mintrom, Salisbury, and
Luetjens 2014; see also Petridou 2014).

The head of the unit was a buoyant person fronting the process and working closely
with the business community, something that was facilitated by his previous work experi-
ence in the private sector. He supported the members of his team by giving them space,
allowing them to take initiatives, even on ‘crazy ideas’ (R2). They felt they were given
the space to try new things and fail and that if they did, the head of the unit would
assume responsibility (Respondent 3). Each member was allocated tasks according to
their individual competences, though they were very clear about the benefits of working
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together and learning from each other. Because of this, they were able to reach groups not
normally active in participatory planning arrangements, such as young people.

What is more, there was a common vision inculcated to the team by its entrepreneurial
leader. Using his interpersonal skills, he motivated the team, binding it with ‘organic soli-
darity’ (Schneider, Teske, and Mintrom 1995, 151). All four professional administrators
spoke with passion about their job, about community development and about the
future of Östersund. There was a shared narrative about development (see also
Mintrom, Salisbury, and Luetjens 2014) and the importance of the seven factors outlined
on the vision plan for the municipality, resulting in shirking avoidance (Schneider, Teske,
and Mintrom 1995). Figure 1 summarizes this section and shows the strategies employed
by the professional administrators as bureaucratic entrepreneurs and their situational
powers and resources that facilitated them. The strategies involving the production of
an output ideational or otherwise are facilitated by the actors’ situational powers,
while it becomes apparent it takes the investment of resources in order to mobilize
resources.

Networking practices of the members of civil society

I took a network approach with a focus on the interactions among the group members for
the purpose of determining the function of certain actors based on their structural position

Figure 1. Strategies of the bureaucratic entrepreneurs and their contextual powers/resources that
facilitate them.
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(Borgatti, Everett, and Johnson 2013; Henning et al. 2012; Wasserman and Faust 1994).
Network boundaries depend on the research question and in this study a combination
of a realist and event-based strategies are used to define the network boundaries on sub-
stantive and practical grounds (Borgatti, Everett, and Johnson 2013). This network is
limited to the participants to the More [Enterprise] workshop for two reasons: first, the
entire group of participants, though interested in community development in some
way, was a large, incoherent group. The participants to the More [Enterprise] workshop
were the only ones who formed a spin-off group that met on a couple of later occasions
and asked the municipality to provide them with a report inventorying clusters, which it
did. What is more, in the literature, business, and economic (in the strict sense) develop-
ment issues have been often been used as case studies for political entrepreneurship
(Schneider and Teske 1992; Schneider, Teske, and Mintrom 1995; Verduijn 2015).

Most respondents felt that they had a say in the process; only about 2% reported per-
ceiving that they had no influence at all. Just over half of the respondents (about 51%)
reported that the issue of development in general (though not the vision plan in particular)
was most urgent in their minds. The perception of conflict was not as a straightforward
question, however. I did not observe any conflict whatsoever during the workshops;
neither did the officials of the municipality. When I talked to respondents informally
during the workshops, they also said that they experienced the process as quite orderly
and without strife and indeed almost 68% of those who answered this question reported
no or very little conflict. However, 44% of respondents did not answer this question at all,
the highest instance of non-response. Though this might be interpreted in any number of
ways, an unwillingness to answer this question could, in fact, speak to latent conflicts
belying the Swedish consensual decision-making model, especially in workshops which
by design and necessity do not allow for extended debates and resolution of conflicting
interests. Nevertheless, there was no articulated conflict in the process. At the same
time, workshop participants seem to have a shared image of what ‘development’ means.
Their answers included ‘more of something’; ‘change for the better’; ‘more inhabitants’;
‘developing our city together’; and ‘being sustainable’.

I added an extra question in the online survey geared toward the 34 participants of the
More [Enterprise] workshop. Each actor was asked if and how they know each of the
remaining 33 participants in the workshop. I did not include the strength of tie and
instead constructed a binary network: 0 for the absence of a tie, 1 for the presence of
one. The result was an undirected, whole network, analyzed with UCINET (Borgatti,
Everett, and Freeman 2002). The response rate was just over 54% and because the
network was dichotomous and non-directional, I imputed the missing data with the
REPLACENA command within matrix algebra (Borgatti, Everett, and Freeman 2002).

The first step was to calculate the centrality of each actor, as well as each actor type. I
used the betweenness centrality measure, typically understood in terms of the capacity for
control of information flows through the network, a sort of gatekeeping role implying
power (Borgatti, Everett, and Johnson 2013). I made the assumption, based on Christo-
poulos and Ingold (2011) and Ingold and Christopoulos (2015) that entrepreneurs can
be detected through positive Bonacich power. This measure qualifies the number of ties
of each actor with the relational power of their alters. A positive power means that an
actor’s power increases if they are connected to well-connected actors (Ingold and Chris-
topoulos 2015). The centrality of alters of the focal actors increases the power of the focal
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actor; so betweenness centrality was also calculated for each actor as well as each actor type
(Bonacich 1987; Christopoulos and Ingold 2011; Ingold and Christopoulos 2015).

Table 2 shows that organizations supporting businesses (both state-controlled and
member-owed) have the highest average betweenness score, as well as the highest
average Bonacich power, followed by the politicians, making these two groups most
central. Members of the regional authority and the county have the third highest scores
in both the centrality measures in the network dedicated to come up with policy proposals
regarding enterprise and commerce in the municipality. Figure 2 is a visualization of the
network reflecting the data above.

Figure 3 shows only the actors who scored above the mean in positive Bonacich power
confirming the prevalence of actors from business support organizations, politicians, and
officials from the region/county.

These central actors have the potential of being entrepreneurs; whether they can be
identified as such, however, is determined through triangulation with interview and
survey data. To the survey question asking respondents to identify actors with influence,
18 answers were recorded. The local politicians are named as influential by two

Table 2. Betweenness and Bonacich power per actor type.
Betweenness Bonacich power

Education n = 4 0.88 0.68
Private businesses n = 17 0.79 0.78
Business support organizations n = 3 7.39 1.13
Public sector-municipal n = 4 1.27 0.91
Public sector-region/county n = 4 2.46 1.22
Politicians n = 2 5.53 1.54
Private citizens n = 1 2.32 1.03

Figure 2. Betweenness centrality. Shape by sex. Circle: female actors, square: male actors. Color by
organizational affiliation: Pink: education; light blue: private businesses; black: business support organ-
izations; white: municipal workers (public sector); green: region/county officials (public sector); olive
green: politicians; dark blue: private persons. Shape: Bigger: higher betweenness score; smaller:
smaller betweenness score.
Colored version of this figure can be found in the journal website.
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respondents, business support organizations are named by one person while (unsurpris-
ingly and supporting my own judgement) the Tillväxt Östersund team is named by five
respondents. What is more, I asked all members of Tillväxt Östersund whether one
group or actor had been noticeably vocal in an attempt to get their proposal on the
vision plan; all four reported that no group had lobbied them. What they did report,
however, is that a spin-off group was created after the More [Enterprise] workshop, a
group that met a few times to discuss the business environment in Östersund, asking
among other things, for the municipality to inventory the business clusters in the area.
Three of the most central actors in the network (one from a business support organization,
one from the region and one from the municipality) and with Bonacich power scores
above the mean were part of that group. The question that emerges, however, is
whether the members of civil society behaved entrepreneurially in this situation.
Indeed, they were more central than other workshop participants but other than
forming a coalition, no other behavior typical of policy entrepreneurs was observed.

Discussion

The four professional administrators of Tillväxt Östersund acted as policy entrepreneurs
employing six strategies: first, facilitated by the power of evaluation and the power of
initiative, they were innovative and created a new idea. Second, facilitated by the power
of the pen, they used framing strategies to shift to an inclusive vision of ‘growth’
beyond the traditional idea of more jobs or more residents. Third, they mobilized resources
and persevered through a long and tedious process with a view to see it through andmake a
transformative change for the municipality. Fourth, they worked continuously to achieve
consensus. Fifth, they worked to create informal networks in which to anchor the new
vision plan. Finally, they did this as a team. Their drive stemmed from their perception

Figure 3. Actors scoring above the mean on positive Bonacich Power. Shape by sex. Circle: female actors,
square: male actors. Color by organizational affiliation: Pink: education; light blue: private businesses;
black: business support organizations; white: municipal workers (public sector); green: region/county
officials (public sector); olive green: politicians; dark blue: private persons. Shape: Bigger: higher Bona-
cich power score; smaller: smaller Bonacich power score.
Colored version of this figure can be found in the journal website.
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of urgency regarding community development issues and on the fact that it was their job as
public officials to be creative and ‘do a good job’ (Respondent 2). The latter four strategies
required the investment of personal and situational resources: contacts, information, time,
social, and political capital.

These strategies are in line with entrepreneurial strategies used by actors in pluralistic
environments and in more complex policy sectors. However, there exist nuances. More
specifically, the professional administrators were trying to achieve consensus, not
merely a coalition. This may be explained by the consensual sensibilities of the Swedish
corporatist system as well as by the low complexity of the process. Additionally, it was
very clear that these entrepreneurs worked in a team and that no one actor could have
achieved the same results. This is a function of the position of the entrepreneur as a pro-
fessional administrator in a bureaucratic organization which does not lend itself to one
person ‘going it alone’. This participatory process was too multifaceted to have been
run by one person.

Members of civil society also reported a sense of urgency regarding the issue of devel-
opment. Indeed, even though everyday planning processes such as this one may appear
routine in comparison to high politics, there are actors who are more central and more
active than others. Notably, the actors that were most central were the most ‘inside’
ones as well – politicians and representatives from business support organizations.
Having said this, the finding suggests that the members of civil society did not act entre-
preneurially. This is perhaps not surprising when we pause to consider what ‘opportunity’,
‘gain’, and ‘change’ mean for the agentic capacity of different groups of actors. This par-
ticipatory planning process had no clear winners and losers. Furthermore, there were
neither clear ‘gains’ involved nor any funds tied to a specific policy outcome. Lastly,
even in practice, the process was quite inclusive when it came to attracting as many
local interest organizations as possible.

Conversely, the concepts of ‘opportunity’, ‘gains’, and ‘change’ were of sharper focus
from the viewpoint of the bureaucrats. The Tillväxt Östersund team considered the
issue of development very urgent for the prosperity of the municipality and it was their
job to do something about it. All four spoke of their jobs in terms pointing to a very
strong commitment to, and even passion for, their profession. They partly owned the
decision-making resources and the path to change, if not straightforward, at least only
had one stop: the approval of the plan by the politicians.

Additionally, we must not lose sight that this process took place in the larger back-
ground of the Swedish corporatist system with its specific consensual sensibilities. On
the one hand, public sector officials have considerable leeway in their everyday workflow;
on the other hand, political interests are organized and at times seen as co-opted in the
decision-making arrangements. The fact that interest organizations have a guaranteed
seat at the table may result in them becoming too complacent to be willing to spend
the energy in being creative when pursuing an issue or even shy away from innovative sol-
utions in general. Additionally, a system built around organized interest organizations
may make it hard for an interested but unorganized citizen to pursue a single issue.
This is in line with the results of this research suggesting that the public officials were
entrepreneurial, the members of civil society were active and there were not any single-
issue policy entrepreneurs among interested, unorganized citizens.
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Finally, the causal mechanism between contextual factors and entrepreneurship cannot
be determined from the research conducted in this paper alone. It is unclear whether the
lack of policy entrepreneurship among members of civil society was due to the low com-
plexity of the policy process or the consensual nature of the Swedish political system in
general. The possibility emerges that different groups of actors (public officials vs.
members of civil society vs. single citizens) have different thresholds when it comes to
engaging a process in an entrepreneurial way based on the level of competition engendered
by a given policy problem in a given policy context. Furthermore, comparative research in
routine participatory planning processes is required to further flesh out contextual factors
such as policy complexity and political system that may foster or hinder entrepreneurship
among bureaucrats and members of civil society, respectively.

Conclusion

This research aimed at contributing to the scholarship on the theories of policy process by
leveraging entrepreneurial agency in a context hitherto under-researched, that of routine
planning processes at the local level. The change effected in this case was the drafting of
the community vision plan in procedural as well as output terms.

The main findings of this paper suggest that the strategies of the entrepreneurial
bureaucratic actors in the routine planning process in the Swedish consensual system
are generally in line with strategies employed by entrepreneurs elsewhere in more
complex and conflictual planning processes. However, there are differences: more than
assembling a coalition, the professional administrators aimed at achieving consensus;
what is more, the element of working in a team was of great salience for the success of
the process. The strategies that aimed at producing an output, such as a vision or an
idea, were facilitated by situational powers of these professional administrators, whereas
the strategies that involved mobilizing resources required the investment of personal
and situational resources of these entrepreneurs.

Civil society members were found to be central, but not entrepreneurial. More research
is required to further investigate the conditions under which entrepreneurs may emerge in
contexts without articulated conflict involving low-complexity processes.

Notes

1. Mer [*] Östersund: Strategiska satsningar för ökad tillväxt.
2. It was not possible to contact six of the participants because they had not provided a valid

email address.
3. ‘Culture’ here means ‘art’.
4. This is the team of four municipal workers working on issues of economic development and

the vision plan.
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