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Abstract 

In a postindustrial innovation driven economy, organizations are increasingly turning to 

concepts such as entrepreneurship, creativity and play to meet their need to constantly 

create new superior value. Research on the organizational conditions for creativity and 

innovation has often highlighted strategies for controlling creativity and creation of the new. 

While process philosophy is entering organization studies, we explore the relation between 

the economy of the existing and the creativity of the becoming by putting creation at the 

core of the organization. In addressing this challenge, we turn to play, as a free movement 

and to entrepreneurship, as organization-creation. This thesis contributes to the 

understanding of play and entrepreneurship in the becoming organization, by developing 

local knowledge through 'writing stories’ about the empirical case. Applying a narrative 

approach to a case study of a temporary creative organization, operating in the cultural 

industries in Oslo, Norway, we find play to be at the core of creation processes. With 

support from the empirical case, findings show that play is part of the firming of an 

organization, not in opposition. Play is a relational, collective, and imaginative condition 

affirmatively reconciled in the organization-creation process. Embracing play as a free 

boundary transcending activity can help organizations to keep up with the fast-paced 

environment that they operate in.  
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Introduction 

 

Context 

 

In the year 1500, there were about 500 million Homo sapiens in the entire world. Today 

there are 7 billion.The total value of goods and services produced by humankind in the 

year 1500 is estimated to be $250 billion, in today’s dollars. Nowadays the value of a 

year of human production is close to $60 trillion. (Harari, 2015: 275) 

 

Ever since the Scientific Revolution, during the last 500 years, the world has been 

witnessing unprecedented development within the fields of technology, science and social 

organization. Until humans discovered their ignorance, most human cultures thought that 

progress was not possible (Harari, 2015). Most believed that the world was fixed, and 

there was little that homo sapiens could do to change it. The fundamental problems of the 

world were not for the humans to solve, but reserved for the gods. Today, the situation is 

quite different. The proposition that advancements within science can improve human 

conditions, the idea of progress, has led to groundbreaking development which has 

massively changed human culture and organization (Huizinga, 1949; Harari, 2015). 

  

As the present world is changing in a pace higher than ever before, organizations need to 

be increasingly agile. Human progress continues to excel, and technological innovations 

are transforming our environment in phenomenal speed. Yet, as our economy moves to 

being an innovation-driven postindustrial economy (Hjorth, 2012), the strategy of 

mastering stability and governing human initiative, good for a slow-paced industrial 

environment in their controlling stance, seems to limit the capacity to open up for the new 

and anticipate what is not yet actual:  

 

     The ‘left out’ is ... entrepreneuring, the importance of which grows along an  

     increasing demand for knowledge on processes of creativity and innovation in the  

     postindustrial economy” (Hjorth, 2014: 112)  
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How then, ensure that the purpose of organizations, the reason to exist, remains relevant 

to our society? Giving priority to efficiency and control has become more of an exemption 

than a rule (Hjorth et al., 2018), and the focus of organizations has shifted towards 

creativity (and innovation): “entrepreneurship is the new management, and the biggest risk 

is to not create new value” (p. 157).  Therefore, understanding the processes that brings 

creation, creativity and invention to life has become increasingly important. This is being 

reflected by a gradual coming together of entrepreneurship and organization studies 

(Steyaert, 2012).   

 

Previous Research 

  

Organization studies have long been concerned with how to manage and control the 

organization. Focus has been on stabilizing, controlling, making operations predictable, 

positioning homo economicus, the rational individual, at the essence, as someone who 

‘accepts reality’ and tries to respond and adjust to its variations (Hjorth, 2012). In this 

perspective, the problems of creativity, creation and innovation were regarded as 

something ‘out there’ to be identified (passively) and exploited (systematically).This is the 

context where entrepreneurship, as a managerial concept, has been developed, which 

allows little room for the playful human, homo ludens, in organizations. 

 

As the central problem for organizations has moved from perfecting ‘what is’ to which are 

the “conditions of the new, of creation and making space for becoming” (Hjorth, 2014a: 

46), The issue with the managerial approach is that “when creativity is crowded out from 

work through managerial practices prioritizing predictability and control, risk, play, desire, 

and adventure are lost” (Hjorth, 2005: 397). 

  

Process philosophy and its ontology of becoming (Bergson, 1907; Deleuze, 2006) has 

entered organization - (Hernes, 2014; Tsoukas & Chia, 2002) and entrepreneurship 

studies (Steyaert, 2007;  Hjorth 2013), stressing the need to overcome the established and 

fixed categorizations that dominant organizational thinking has taught us (the ontology of 

being), and seeking a conceptualization that conceive change, and becoming, as 

constitutive of reality (Hjorth et al., 2015). In the need for an approach that could support 
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the attempt to thinking in movement, to progress by inventing, we turn to the creative 

processes of entrepreneurship and to entrepreneuring as organization-creation (Hjorth, 

2014b). Melting the ice and fixity of organizations, process thinking brings creativity, play 

and entrepreneurial processes at the core of organizational research (Hjorth et al., 2018). 

  

Purpose & Research Question 

  

The purpose of this thesis is to add to the theory of play & entrepreneurship (understood 

as organization creation) and contribute to the understanding of their relation, by 

investigating the empirical case of a creative temporary organization in Oslo, Norway. 

Viewing “entrepreneurship as a tactical art of creating spaces for play” (Hjorth, 2005), we 

find homo ludens, and her ability to play, to be central to organization-creation, and find, 

instead, that mainstream approaches to entrepreneurship has so far been more occupied 

with applying practices typical of homo economicus when investigating how to create new 

value. In the perspective of being, concepts such as entrepreneurship, play and creativity, 

were thought to be external to organizations, and the emphasis was put on how to bring 

them inside. Thinking in process, with the perspective of a becoming organization, these 

concepts are instead found to be at their core (Hjorth et al., 2018). This implies a need to 

understand what kind of role play has in organization-creation. 

 

The empirical focus of this research is the tension between the creativity of the becoming 

and the economy of the existing, between play and habit, the challenge of creating a (free) 

environment which encourages creation, while also acknowledging that the firming of the 

organization, setting some habits, is of course inevitable and, to a certain extent, desirable, 

such that the investments made and the available resources are used in the best way. 

This processual relationship between play and habit as well as its significance, remains an 

area of organization studies we know little about. As play enters the organization, how can 

we still account for the firming tendencies without letting them prevail in the conversation? 

How are the two concepts essential to the becoming organization, and what does their 

relationship mean for what we currently understand the organizational conditions of 

creation processes to be? 
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This inquiry is investigated through a narrative analysis of the empirical case of 

Skippergata 22, a temporary creative organization in the cultural industries of food, music 

and events/entertainment, based in Oslo, Norway. We hereby explore the following 

research question: 

  

     How is the free movement of play at the core of creation processes at Skippergata 22,  

     in the firming of the organization? 

  

Understanding narratives to be both an approach and a method to analyze 

entrepreneurship and organization studies, we develop local knowledge through ''writing 

stories” about the empirical case. The analysis will show how play is approached with the 

ontology of becoming at Skippergata 22, and what implications this has for the creation-

processes of the organization. We find that play is at the core of creation processes, and 

that play converses with rules, to actualize newness and create value. This has important 

consequences for what we perceive the organizational conditions for creativity and 

innovation to be. We propose that play is a relational, collective, and imaginative condition 

affirmatively reconciled in the organization-creation process that helps thinking (and thus, 

organizing) to embrace an affirmative capacity to change reality. 
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Case Background 

 

The following section aims at providing context to the analysis. First, we explain the 

environment which surrounds the empirical case of Skippergata 22 and the story behind 

the founding of the organization. Second, we shed light on the composition of the 

organization and the creative products they produce. Third, we show how Skippergata 22 

is a creative temporary organization, and propose that this case is interesting to study in 

order to expand our understanding of the creative process of entrepreneurship and its 

relation to the concept of play. Finally, we include a cast list of characters that will appear 

in the analysis to provide richness and context to the stories, and recognise the reader as 

a key interpreter. 

 

The empirical case 

 

Oslo, the capital of Norway, being a relatively small capital with 681,067 inhabitants 

(Kommunefakta Oslo, 2018), does not have a long history of urban city culture, such as 

other European capitals like Paris, London or Berlin do. As recently as 15 years ago, the 

city’s cultural scene had little to offer, and it resembled more a town than a capital. Today, 

the scene is quickly changing, influenced by a frequently travelling rich population, an 

evolving hub for tech startups, and an increase in immigrants and expatriates, to name a 

few. The city is growing in size and, one might say, it is currently undergoing a process of 

creation. Oslo, the urban city, is taking shape (Flaatten, 2018; Yurkevich, 2017; Dzamarija, 

2018). The dominant social influence in Oslo, the capital of a social-democratic country, 

can be explained by something the Scandinavians call Janteloven, the Jante law. Put it 

simply, it is an expression for the strong social norms which dominates the society. One 

should not think one is anything special, and one should not differ from others (Poppe, 

2014).  

  

Oslo’s now thriving cultural scenario, as well as its (contradictory) social influence, is the 

setting that surrounds the organization under study, Skippergata 22. Thirdly, the non-

judgmental attitude and openness which is prevailing in the Berlin techno culture, born 

after the fall of the wall in 1989, is an important source of inspiration for the organization. 
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The founding group, in fact, many of whom are electronic music DJs, have a close 

connection to the German capital, which they often visit both in their free time and to 

perform. In opposition to the strong norms and conformity in Norway, the group imagined 

to create a place encouraging the unique free expression they experience in Berlin. Driven 

by a desire for newness, a space for friendship, freedom and creativity, Skippergata 22 

was created. 

 

The empirical case of this thesis, Skippergata 22, is a temporary creative organization in 

Oslo, founded by a group of friends. In 2016, Magnus Morveto asked Aspelin Ramm, a 

real estate company, whether they had a location where he could have a music studio. He 

was presented with a 700 m2 located at Skippergata 22 (hence the name) in the city 

centre. The space would be empty for another three years until the entire building was 

going to be demolished. If he was interested, he could rent the location on a temporary 

contract, with the condition that he also made a café. Magnus found their proposition to be 

compelling and assembled a diverse group of friends with different skills and backgrounds 

who could contribute to the becoming organization. Several of the friends knew the Oslo 

scene quite well, having worked in the food, hospitality and music industry for several 

years prior to the project.  

 

The group of friends operated the space on a journey to (1) create something valuable and 

new (2) make it financial sustainable (3) create value for the team (4) to have a place to 

unfold creatively (5) to move the surroundings. Without any outside investment and a 

starting capital of NOK 140,000 (€14,351), the group started building the place as a 

friendship activity, and by using mostly second hand materials. Since then, the physical 

creation of the space and the creation/imagination of its use and activities have gone hand 

in hand.  

 

Although Skippergata 22, being a café, bar and a club in a big city may not sound as the 

next groundbreaking event, yet we want to underline the way this project emerged, as it 

was the result of an imaginative activity: the founders imagined Skippergata to be an 

realization of their future dreams, where people are friends, working towards a common 

goal while doing the job that they love. They approached the project with openness and 
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aimed for creating a place that they could shape and have together, a place to feel free. A 

long-awaited free space in the city of Oslo. The uniqueness of Skippergata, could be 

argued, lies in its ability of being a temporary creative space, that over its existence was 

able to become many different things and serve different purposes.  

 

Skippergata 22 is a house of concepts 

 

After the 4-5 month-period of renovating and building the space, doors opened January 

2017, nearly one-year after the group first came across the location. Since then, 

Skippergata has become a space for music, food, art (and anything in-between), where 

people are encouraged to ‘feel free’. In the vision of the founders, the space is combining 

traits of a private house with those of a public space, in order to allow for casual, informal 

meetings, where guests can mingle and spend time together. In different forms and 

arrangements, the place is an arena for ideas and a meeting point for the people of Oslo 

who are invited to creatively explore and use the space. The organization welcomes 

diversity and playfulness as their motto, ‘feel free’, suggest.  

 

At the time of investigation, the core team at Skippergata consists of three full-time 

workers, two working around 80%, and one around 60%. In addition to a freelance artist 

booker, and a few extra night workers. A number of external actors are organising different 

events and a few friends are frequently volunteering to accomplish various tasks, 

depending on the organization’s planned activities. Since the initiation of Skippergata, 

countless people have played a part and then later stepped out. The original crew, which 

built the place, was larger than the current one and consisted of around ten people. 

 

What is the creative product of Skippergata? 

 

One of the main activities at Skippergata is running the café area, which at night turns into 

a bar. Daytime the café serves simple food, drinks and coffee which is prepared by the 

staff and sourced with sustainable produce. In the evenings the space often hosts different 

artists, mostly playing music, performing in the café or the backyard which also has an 

alcohol license. Another key activity at Skippergata is running the club, which is usually 
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open every other weekend, with changing concepts. Then, “there is the studio which is the 

brain and is full of events and seminars that intellectually makes you better" (Salinas, 

2018). Skippergata often exhibits art by local artists or hosts recreational activities such as 

yoga or meditation. The range of various events taking place in different parts of 

Skippergata, are either organised by the members internally, by external organizers or by 

a combination of the two. Organising events and creating experiences for their guests is at 

the organization’s core, and we find Skippergata to be operating in the cultural & creative 

industries. 

 

 

Case choice 

 

The following section provides background information on why the empirical case was 

chosen. The purpose is to provide case validity. 

Skippergata is a creative organization  

 

We chose to study a creative organization to shed light on how the creative process view 

of entrepreneurship studies can be furthered. To the extent that entrepreneurship regards 

creativity, it makes sense to choose a creative organization as a case study. Both 

entrepreneurship and creative organizations, in fact, deal with the process of creating new 

value by making an idea, an imagined potential, become a business. Furthermore, 

entrepreneuring, as a contextual and relational process, is moving towards a process view 

that emphasizes “creativity and contextualisation as central to any understanding of 

entrepreneurship” (Hjorth, 2013: 205), and that is why we find it natural to write about 

entrepreneuring in a context of cultural and creative industries. As a creative organisation, 

Skippergata responds to the basic economic properties of creative activities as defined by 

Caves (2000).  

 

The organization is constantly confronted with a demand that is uncertain, what Caves 

(2000) refer to as nobody knows. Skippergata often experiences difficulty with predicting 

how many people will turn up at their events. The realisation of events and workshop may 

turn out, unpredictably, as extremely successful or unsuccessful. This significantly 



14 
 

influences the organization, which ultimately has to meet long term sustainability. While 

building Skippergata and choosing what type of products and services to offer, the 

organization have to come to terms with social acceptance, while maintaining its aesthetic 

integrity. Over time, Skippergata has often changed its products and services, and this has 

been determined both by a creative effort and by the need to look for sustainable 

organizational solutions, or to attract more people in order to make money. 

 

Uncertain demand is a source of discontent, because members at Skippergata, being 

creative workers, care about their product - the art for art’s sake property (Caves, 2000). 

As a matter of fact, organizational members repeatedly express a deeper meaning behind 

what they are doing. Although Skippergata has as its core purpose that of creating value 

for the staff, this is not necessarily reflected in high wages, as most of the members 

express satisfaction with being at the space and being able to express their originality and 

creativity. Members feel empowered to contribute with ideas and feel accomplished when 

they have created nice experiences. This confirms that within Skippergata, as a creative 

organization, there is a shared strive to get something ‘more’, which goes beyond financial 

profit.  

 

Creative products require diverse skills - the motley crew (Caves, 2000). Skippergata was 

founded by and is run by a group of rather different characters, with various backgrounds, 

interests and skill sets. Diversity makes it possible for them to create new things in-house 

and also to be dynamic in their work tasks. Depending on the complexity of the event to be 

organized, teams can comprise one or more people. Members are welcome to propose 

ideas and gather the required skill sets necessary for carrying out the tasks. There is no 

formal procedure for doing so: if the proposed event is recognized to be meaningful, then, 

the only rule is to check if the calendar is free and go ahead. Such diversity is enriched by 

the fact that Skippergata is open for hosting events by external actors, and welcome 

people with ideas, such as creative freelancers, artists, visionaries, idealists and 

entrepreneurs. Cooperation and interaction between different internal and external skillsets 

have led to the creation of a variety of great experiences, many of which are referred to as 

unique in their regard.  
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To further add to the complexity of creative organizations, time is of the essence - time 

flies (Caves, 2000): “the reliance of the economic profitability of creative activities on close 

temporal coordination of production and the prompt realization of revenues” (p. 8). 

Skippergata is oftentimes producing and delivering their experiences (the product) at the 

same time. Working against short deadlines and in a fast-paced environment, requires 

complex coordination and organisation skills. The ability to embrace improvisation also 

becomes of relevance.  

 

We have shown how Skippergata responds to the properties of creative organization, 

because we are aware that such properties have an influence on its complex creation 

processes.  

 

Skippergata is a Temporary Organization 

 

Skippergata was built not to last, and on 1st of May, 2019 it will close forever: “Skippergata 

will be ever changing until we are done, we will never finish. They hope to demolish it, to 

build apartments. So Skippergata is...it won’t be here forever, it’s meant to be destroyed” 

(Salinas, 2018). 

 

Because “every legend has to die” (David), Skippergata has an urge to perform resulting in 

numerous and diverse activities, as Jonas explains: “it’s now or never”. Members are 

uninterested in agreeing on a homogeneos identity regarding what they do or how they do 

it, rather, they embrace the space as a blank state that could be filled with anything. During 

its existence, Skippergata was never in any way intended to reach a stable form. An 

uttermost becoming organization, newly founded, creative and constantly changing. The 

organization, we argue, is intuitively very close to the process understanding of 

temporality, that regards reality to be continuously changing.  

 

This research takes place during the last four months of the organization’s existence, a 

time when this sense of perishability was perceived and applied even more than usual. 

Skippergata is a place founded by a group of creative individuals who desired to feel free 

together. We intuitively find play to be of high priority within the case and in regard to how 
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they deal with creativity and innovation. Hence, we believe that the case can be interesting 

to study in order to further our understanding of play in organizations. 

 

Cast List 

Due to the narrative approach in this thesis, we will present part of the context as a cast 

list, including the main personalities who played important roles in the becoming of 

Skippergata 22. We do so to provide context to the characters who will appear later in the 

Analysis. 

The originals who founded and built Skippergata 

[Magnus] The initiator behind Skippergata. Background as a chef and founded Food 

Evolution, a movement towards more local and sustainable food. Worked together with 

Love, Per and Thea at Munnskjenk (a backyard street kitchen they operated one summer). 

Became responsible for the catering and food prepared to sell in Skippergata, which took 

place in their prep kitchen which was also in a school for immigrants. There he was 

running the kitchen while giving Norwegian lessons to immigrants and running the school 

canteen, so that Skippergata could rent the kitchen cheaply.  

[David] The formal manager, owner of the company which operates Skippergata [Luftslott]. 

The person who has been the most involved from beginning to the end, although it was 

never his intention. David has several years of experience within hospitality, and with 

organising music events [e.g Kollektiv Tirsdag] and festivals [ e.g. Sehr Schön], as well as 

being part of the electronic music duo Kamelkollektivet together with Love. He has been a 

driver of shaping the club culture in Oslo. The year before initiating Skippergata he took a 

one year school of entrepreneurship [Emergence]. 

 

[Love] Several years experience within hospitality, front of house and back of house. Left 

the group after building Skippergata, but came back to work and manage the café together 

with Per. A creator of concepts and part of the dj duo together with David, Love has also 

organised club events  [e.g Kollektiv Tirsdag] and festivals [e.g. Sehr Schön] with 

significant impact on the club culture in Oslo.   
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[Per] Came back to finish Skippergata a few months after opening, after being part of the 

original founding group. Was working daytime in the café together with Love. Has 

participated in several of the above mentioned projects. 

 

[Robin] Never formally employed at Skippergata, but a frequent visitor and helper. Have 

contributed a lot to the place without ever being “formally” involved. Works as a driver and 

has therefore also helped Skippergata with many errands involving transportation. 

All of the above are originally Swedish and have been friends for a long time. They have 

lived in Oslo for plus/minus ten years and have done several projects together, also 

including other friends [the extended founding group among others] 

Current crew 

[Jonas] First got to know Thea a few years ago. Quit his job within business development 

to “work around life rather than life around work”. Electronic music dj and part of the duo 

Luskoteket. Friends with the original crew which he especially got to know by contributing 

at the Sehr Schön Festival. He started working at Skippergata shortly after its opening, first 

as a club manager, later taking care of back office. 

 

[Thea] David’s girlfriend and founder of Treats bakery. A gluten and sugar free bakery 

catering, prepared at the prep kitchen of Skippergata. The products were sold to the café 

and to other customers. After the closing of the prep-kitchen she came to work more in the 

café and bar. She used to work at Munnskjenk as a self-taught chef together with Per, 

Love and Magnus (among others). 

 

[Kris] Comes from somewhere outside Oslo. Came in contact with the crew after meeting a 

friend of Magnus, which later led him to start working at Skippergata with little prior 

experience. He has been working at the place since shortly after the opening. 

 

[Naomi] Born in Norway, but has Jamaican roots. Lived several years in the USA. Came to 

Oslo again after running out of money traveling, and took pictures at Skippergata after 

being invited by her sister who was hosting a party there. Had previously met Marcus who 
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used to manage the bar there and heard ofthe place. She was amazed by the vibe and 

started working in the bar/café shortly after, mid May 2017.  

 

[Csaba] The bar manager at Skippergata for the last half year. Used to work at the cocktail 

bar, at the same location as Munnskjenk used to be. He comes from Hungary, and has a 

wife and two kids. Decided to take an IT-job after working at Skippergata to spend more 

time with his family. 

 

[Sola] Extra help at Skippergata. Young guy, born in ‘97. Met David at the train once and 

started talking. He had the chance to organise his own event [Raw Rythm] at Skippergata, 

did a massive job and will bring the concept onwards.  

 

[Sara] The artist booker at Skippergata for a short period of time. She was hired late 

October this year, to find out on November 1st that the closing of Skippergata had been 

anticipated from September to April 30th.  

Friends and former crew 

[Cornelia] Co-founder of Villbrygg, used to work at Munnskjenk and at the prep kitchen to 

prepare catering and food for Skippergata with Magnus. Was allowed to use the kitchen 

for free to experiment with fermented beverages for developing the start-up Villbrygg. 

Girlfriend of Kamil which is very good friends with the Swedish crew, she also knows Thea 

and Vanessa for several years.  

 

[Vanessa] Field researcher in this thesis. Have known the group for several years now, 

started with Thea which she went to high school and studied in London with, and Cornelia 

in which they shared a mutual friend. She was asked by David to be the General Manager 

of Skippergata in 2016, as she has background within restaurant management. Instead 

she chose to move to Berlin and later to Copenhagen to study. She returned to Oslo in 

2018 and co-founded Villbrygg, as well as wrote [this] master thesis.  
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Neighbourhood 

[Dinson] The owner of the tattoo studio across the street, a frequent guest at Skippergata 

22. Became friends with Naomi and Kris and have organised the shop swap together with 

them. 

 

[Tattoo crew] Dinson’s friends and colleagues working at the Tattoo studio. 
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Methodology 

 

We provide a brief account on narrative analysis, which has proved to be a credible source 

of knowledge (or, to say it with Gartner’s (2007) words: ‘an ontologically complete way of 

understanding the world’ (p. 624)) for scholars engaging in entrepreneurship studies 

(Hjorth & Steyaert, 2004). We suggest that narrative analysis work as a robust qualitative 

approach in this research. To address the multifaceted and complex social process of 

organization-creation, knowledge must be narrated in a way that respects the vividness 

and temporality of the creation process. Following an inductive approach to research, we 

present our data collection, including implications of the researchers’ role in this research. 

Third, we present the methodological framework applied to reading (interpreting) the 

collected narratives. We therefore try to bring into account not only the results generated 

of what happened during our data collection period but also their making. 

 

Narratives as a mode of knowing 

 

Applying process thinking to entrepreneurship studies, we understand entrepreneuring to 

be a creation process, which implies movement and change. To think in movement, 

implies action, and the approach to researching a process thus becomes more a following 

or going along with things, instead of trying to capture and categorize. Process thinking, 

and its “understanding of the world as continuously and relationally under construction” 

(Pallesen, 2017: 3) is not concerned with categorizing the observed reality, instead, it 

recognizes that every story is unique, and that the world consists of multiple parallel 

realities, which are neither fixed or constant, but in continuous development (Steyaert, 

1997). The aim of this research has been to capture diversity, rather than repetition, as we 

recognise that there is no such thing as neutrality (Helin et al., 2014) and that the topic 

under investigation, that of entrepreneurship, is often a complex and multifaceted topic. 

The way of researching entrepreneuring must therefore attempt to capture the becoming, 

the relational, rather than its fixed being (Hjorth et al., 2015). How can we, then, approach 

this science of imagination (Gartner, 2007: 623) and acquire knowledge that is mindful of 

the complexity and multiplicity of the phenomenon?   
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Pallesen (2017) here helps us noting that “the role of method here would not be about 

overcoming the gap between what is captured and what is there but would rather be about 

relating to this tension, playing with the gap itself” (p. 2). We are thereby encouraged to 

follow the day-to-day activities of people and the organisation under research, with an 

attempt to ‘get in touch with the real’. Working inductively, in our research we are 

interested in how things play out rather than having a predetermined goal or question to 

answer. To say it with Czarniawska (2004), we watch stories while they are being made 

(p.23). Collecting stories has proved to be a credible source of knowledge for scholars 

engaging in entrepreneurship and organization studies thanks to be ability to generate 

contextualized in-depth empirical material (Steyaert, 1997; Czarniawska,1998; Hjorth & 

Steyaert, 2004; Steyaert, 2007; Hjorth, 2013).  As a qualitative approach, narrative 

analysis allows the researcher to get closer to the phenomenon under investigation, while 

it requires “a heightened sensitivity in the face of how ‘normalities’ are reproduced, and 

thus what force anomalies carry” (Hjorth & Steyaert, 2004: 4). A narrative approach to 

organization studies is therefore resonant with a processual understanding of 

entrepreneurship and organizations.  

 

Using a case study in our research, we aim at producing narratives on the local events of 

entrepreneurship (Steyaert, 1997).  Narratives are a way to conceive entrepreneurship as 

a creative activity, that allows the acknowledgment of multiple perspectives generated in 

locally valid – rather than overall – theories (Steyaert,1997: 22).  

 

Data Collection   

 

The selected empirical case is Skippergata 22, a creative space in Oslo, Norway that the 

researchers were already involved with as entrepreneurs and friends. The data collection 

period began in January 2019, through an initial meeting with the co-founder and formal 

manager David Lindgårde. Engaged in informal conversation, over a couple of beers, in 

the space under investigation, the researchers talked about the journey that creating 

Skippergata 22 had been and, at that point, still was. Keeping an inductive approach 

informed by process thinking, the researchers intentionally did not stake out the future 

direction of the research based on the conversation but agreed that the empirical case was 
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an interesting ground to conduct the research. Intuitively, the case appeared interesting to 

study due to the creative nature of the organisation and their activities. Secondly, as we 

understand social life to be a complex document (Hjorth, 2010), the fact that one of the 

researchers already was good friends with the founders and members of the organization, 

facilitated the familiarization process with the empirical field. As the case gatekeeper, she 

could quickly gain a trustworthy position that allowed her to easily and spontaneously 

access the research field.  

 

During field research, two main ways of collecting stories have been applied 

(Czarniawska, 2004: 43): recording of spontaneous incidents of storytelling during 

prolonged field research and asking for stories. The ways were intertwined and chosen 

depending on opportunities, talent and preferences (p. 44), and created a research 

environment that allowed for more spontaneity in story-telling, bringing the researcher 

closer to an authentic representation of the daily life. In total our data collection resulted in 

eight extensive field notes, and nine interviews. Table 1 provides a chronological account 

of data collection. 

  

Interviews are a classical way of asking for stories in social science. Czarniawska (1998) 

explains narrative interviews to be “chronological relations of events that occurred under a 

specific period of time” (p. 29), she finds this method particularly fruitful, and so do we, as 

“both the structure (the plot) and the main concepts (the metaphors) are chosen by the 

interlocutor rather than the researcher” (Czarniawska,1998: 29). Through narrative 

interviews, the researcher is able to retrieve and relate actual events, rather than 

generalized or hypothetical events, which often happens during more formal interviews 

which has an interview guide and structure. 

  

Observation and observant participation are our chosen way to access spontaneous 

incidents of storytelling. These practices require “a special sensibility, …a good memory, 

or a skillful and unobtrusive use of recording devices (Czarniawska, 2004: p.43). 

Occasionally, the researcher had the chance to be actively involved in activities and 

experiencing the environment from different angles which generated multiple stories. 
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Observation/participation Interviews 

  18/1/2019 Interview #1 

Participant: David Lindgårde 

Researchers: Benedetta Baron & Vanessa 
Krogh 

Place: Skippergata 22, Oslo 

  

01/02/2019 Fieldnote #1 

Time: 10.30-14.30 

Method: Observant participation and 
narrative interviewing 

Present participants: David & Csaba 

Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

  

  

06/02/2019 Fieldnote #2 

Time: 13.30-16.00 

Method: Observation and narrative 
interviewing 

Present participants: Jonas & Thea + Chris 
comes at 16.00   
Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

  

  

12/02/2019 Fieldnote #3 

Time: 14.00-22.00 

Method: Observant participation and 
narrative interviewing 

Present participants: Employees: David, 
Thea, Jonas, Csaba, Naomi, Chris, 
Others: Love, Andreas “Gladkvist”, Sola 
and more 

Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

  

  

01/03/2019 Field Note #4 

Time: 16.30-23.30 

Method: Observant participation and 
narrative interviewing + experimental 
research 

Present participants: Employees: David, 
Naomi, Chris, 
Others: Love, Robin, Fred White, Sara  
Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 
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06/03/2019 Field Note #5 

Time: Prior to interviewing Thea 

Method: Observant participation and 
narrative interviewing + experimental 
research 

Present participants: Employees: Jonas, 
Thea 

Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

  

06/03/2019 Interview #2 

Participant: Thea Aannestad 

Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

Place: Skippergata 22, Oslo 

  07/03/2019 Interview #3 

Participant: Love 

Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

Place: Kulturhuset, Oslo 

  

Field Note #6 - 13.03.2019 

Time: Before and after interviewing Naomi 
Method: Observant participation and 
narrative interviewing 

Present participants: Employees: Jonas, 
Naomi 
Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

13/03/2019 Interview #4 

Participant: Naomi 
Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

Place: Skippergata 22, Oslo 

  

 

  

Field Note #7 - 14.03.2019 

Time: Before and after interviewing Jonas 
and Kris 

Method: Observant participation and 
narrative interviewing 

Present participants: Employees: Jonas, 
Naomi, David, Kris, 
Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

  

 14/03/2019 Interview #5 

Participant: Kristoffer Dalum 

Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

Place: Skippergata 22, Oslo 

 

 14/03/2019 Interview #6 

Participant: Jonas Teie 

Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

Place: Skippergata 22, Oslo 

  19/03/2019 Interview #7 

Participant: Per Johansson 

Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

Place: Youngstorget, Oslo 

  

  03/04/2019 Interview #8 

Participant: Magnus Morveto 

Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

Place: Schous Library, Oslo 
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Field Note #8- 22.04.19 

Time: Before and after interviewing David 

Method: Observant participation and 
narrative interviewing 

Present participants: Employees: Jonas, 
David, Thea 

Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

  

22.04.19 Interview #9 

Participant: David Lindgårde 

Researcher: Vanessa Krogh 

Place: Skippergata 22 

Table 1. Chronological account of the data collection period, January-April 2019 

   
On a first phase of data collection, the researchers’ focus was on becoming familiar with 

the place and the members of the organization. An objective was also to collect 

‘contradictory aspects’ and point at possible tensions that could further be explored. The 

field researcher would mainly be hanging out in the location and be open for whatever 

would arise, a particularly observant state of mind was naturally taken. The specific angle 

that would be pursued remained open still, following an inductive approach, though the 

topic of entrepreneurship and play was assumed to be central. 

  

The field researcher made sure to visit Skippergata frequently to keep the connection with 

the informants and also keep an eye on how the place and organisation was continuously 

changing. The time and day that the researcher visited was always varied, and she inter-

changed between being a part of staff helping out, or being a guest, mingling in the space 

and experiencing the playful effect the place has on the people inside. At first, the 

researcher came at Skippergata 22 during daytime and encouraged the staff to give her 

tasks in the café so that she could work together with the staff, rather than being a visitor 

watching them. This was a deliberate strategy so that members would feel like she was 

part of the group, and therefore possibly open up more. It seemed that the members of 

Skippergata quickly got used to the researcher being around, and all of them started to 

casually tell her stories of the place, often without other encouragement than her sole 

presence.  

 

The field researcher frequently took an active role in data creation in support of a creative 

process view which recognizes that the world is never objective (Steyaert, 1997). 

Resonant with the research topic, there was a performative attempt to be researchers as 
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well as players, trying to enter into Skippergata play area, look for occasions to play and 

enact active observation: 

  

     The more playful I am, the better data we get. Gathering from within, letting go.     

     Adapting to the surroundings. When I am here over a longer time, they forget that I am   

     also doing research and therefore naturally open up and share. Being at Skippergata,  

     the space itself triggers conversations about the space, also due to its upcoming     

     closing, people seem to want to talk about that a lot. Being actively involved, but also  

     being attentive, observant and listening. Being the playfulness that the space itself is.  

     (Field note #4) 

  

Often meeting the staff in the heat of the moment, resulted in spilling of random 

organisational stories, arising for example from the weekend or the night before, planning 

ahead for events or sicknesses, or rants about the current day situation. As Skippergata is 

both a working and a free-time space, it is possible to encounter organizational members 

informally and outside their working hours, often making the nature of encounters casual 

and spontaneous. Members would stay around for various events after work and the 

researcher could thereby socialize with them while also engaging in conversations with 

other guests and participants. The researcher’s presence triggered interesting 

conversations, and she experienced that often the stories were more easily retrieved when 

she stopped being the researcher and rather took the role of the friend. 

  

The data collection was pursued with the aim of reaching a point of saturation, and when 

the field researcher experienced that not much new material was generated by observant 

participation in the space only, then, a more active research was taken. The researchers 

decided then to start asking for stories, rather than only recording them from observation 

(although, with Czarniawska, 2004: 37 we argue that collecting stories is anything but a 

passive occupation). To get as many varied stories as possible, the researchers decided 

to talk to four full-time crew members, some of which have taken part since opening, 

others, who have joined in later; to one part-time worker; and to three previous employees 

who were also part of the founding group. In total, nine interviews were conducted, each 

lasting around thirty to fifty minutes in length. These open interviews had the purpose of 

understanding the individual whys behind entrepreneurship and gaining deeper insight into 
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the members’ narratives. The original language of seven of the interviews was Norwegian, 

while two were held in English. Narratives were not translated word for word, but rather to 

convey the same meaning. 

  

The researchers created an informal interview guide prior to the second interview, but 

soon experienced that the guide was limiting the flow of the conversation, and that much 

richer data was created if engaging in the conversation, asking questions for 

supplementary information and following the informants’ own narratives. We agree with 

Pink (2009) who states that “interview encounters should be understood as instances in 

which interviewer and interviewee together create a shared place” (p.82). Also, many of 

the conversations were often interrupted by colleagues or visitors, as the informants most 

often were at work while talking to the researcher, which made it impossible to follow a 

given script. It was nevertheless useful to have thought of a few questions ready so that 

these could be retrieved when the situation allowed for asking the relevant questions. The 

initial interview guide thereby functioned more as a tool than an instruction. 

  

Interviews were approached more like a spontaneous conversation rather than an 

interrogation as such. Every conversation had a different focus because the interviewer let 

the interviewee choose which stories to tell, while still encouraging for reflexivity and 

elaboration. Thereby it becomes possible to understand the interviewees world from their 

perspective and the conversation might explore areas which wouldn’t otherwise have been 

on the agenda. It appeared that the time for doing the investigation triggered deep 

reflection among all of the members, as the conversations were held in close proximity to 

the closing of Skippergata and people were naturally already in a state of reflection. 

Building on the reflexive approach, the researcher also took effort in using sensory 

ethnography, acknowledging that human meaning does not only arrive from language but 

is expressed and experienced also through the senses (Pink, 2009). 

 

Role of Researchers 

  

The chosen strategy to combine involvement and analytical distance during data collection 

was to divide the tasks among the researchers, so that one would physically immerse in 
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the field, becoming a case insider, and the other would focus more on theory, informing 

the research with an analytical view. One field researcher immersed herself in the case 

study, mainly guided by the informants and the empirical material. She actively took notes 

in the field which were later written up by the help of memory as detailed field notes. These 

were then shared with the second researcher. The aim of data collection was to gather rich 

narratives, focus on storytelling, and include researcher’s sensory experiences and own 

reflections. Meanwhile, the data collected empirically was discussed with the other 

researcher and compared to the existing literature. Through frequent conversations and 

discussions, the team made sure that the two perspectives merged. In other words, there 

was a continuous iteration between ‘what the empirical story was saying’ and ‘what the 

story reminded of’ (Czarniawska, 2004:124). While moving through the process, new 

queries arose, and relevant literature and theory was subsequently added to the thesis to 

complement the empirical findings. Doing so, the researchers were trying to generate 

theories that were context-dependent and locally situated, yet able to reflect the complexity 

and richness of the topic under investigation. 

  

Coding of observation and interviews 

  

The collected data was then coded in two rounds. On a first empirical interpretation, 

fieldnotes and interviews were organized both chronologically and by names. Quotes, 

paragraphs, observations and reflections significant or relating to the purpose of research 

were written down in an excel paper. Next to each section, relevant comments where 

added. These would later become organized in themes. During the second round, the 

empirical material was ordered around the individuated categories within the realm of the 

research interest. This round involved theoretical considerations in a more systematic way 

and formed the basis of the analysis. The second round of coding revealed the frequency 

of which the topics were mentioned, and thereby directed the focus to more prominent 

situations experienced by the respondents and their day to day activities in Skippergata. 

Based on the second-round coding, the empirical material was then ordered according to a 

number of narratives. Next section explains why a narrative approach to research was 

chosen, and the framework applied for reading the narratives. 
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Narratives as a mode of communication 

  

As an interpretative approach, narrative analysis helps to understand the complex 

dynamics and “relational qualities of social interaction” (Dawson and Hjorth, 2012: 339). 

Among the possible frameworks theorists have developed to analyze stories, we here 

follow Barbara Czarniawska (2004) and her suggestion to use Hernadi’s hermeneutic triad 

(explication, explanation, exploration) when reading narratives. As a classificatory device, 

the triad facilitates the reading of the narrative according to different layers. In practice, we 

recognize that this is just a theoretical attempt to divide a text, that would otherwise be 

intertwined. 

  

Explication is directed towards understanding the text (p. 60) and can be guided by the 

question ‘What does this text say?’ (Czarniawska, 2004). After having organized the 

collected stories by coding, we present narratives which we regarded as significant and 

that would shed light on the topic under study. In other words, we re-contextualize what is 

being said (by the empirical reality) in a way that makes it interesting for the research 

purpose of understanding how entrepreneurship and play is related.Explanation, then adds 

a more critical (and, we argue, complex) lens by asking “how does the text say it?” and 

“why does it say what it does?” (p. 60). This section, Czarniawska argues, try to set the 

reader above the text. 

  

In the Analysis Section that follows, explication (What does this text say?) and explanation 

(Why/how does this text sat what it says?) are combined together. This is our strategy to 

allow the reader to become a key interpreter of the empirical reality. Thinking in process, 

we regard explanation as an attempt to illuminate the crystallized experience, rather than a 

generalization attempt: “abstractions illuminate by crystallizing experience, intensifying it 

through grammatical or aesthetic organization, rather than generalizing everything in a 

common denominator light of evening out” (Helin et al., 2014: 7). Aware that 

“entrepreneurship is difficult to grasp, describe, study and analyse” (Hjorth, 2012: 9), we 

acknowledge there is no ‘objective’ analysis, able to express the intentions of the moment 

and of the characters in play, nor is there generalization processes able to reflect the 

complexity and polyphonies of the events. We are not interested in dividing what is 
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complex and intertwined in the reality, and, therefore, we find it useful to provide in a 

unique section understanding and interpretation of the data. Thus, analysis, in its attempt 

to combine explication and explanation, will not give the reader a more certain and stable 

understanding of the case under research, but it is an attempt to provide stories that are 

credible, that is, stories that provide “accurate assertions about social reality” 

(Czarniawska, 2004: 10). 

  

The analysis is written in form of stories and vignettes. Each story is built to provide setting 

(describing the context of phenomenon in spatio-temporal terms) (Czarniawska, 2004) 

using different devices and strategies of feedforward, feedback, zooming-in, and zooming-

out (p.119). This is done in order to bring the field-experience at its best for the readers, 

and, while present the character’s different personalities and points views on same/similar 

situations, make them converse with the researchers’ voice. We try to unfold the concepts 

of entrepreneurship and play through performative poetics/narration. Such narrative 

analysis promises to describe the complex and multifaceted contexts in which these 

‘playful behaviors’ occur while maintaining their capacity to multiply and to signify many 

things for different viewers. We claim all the stories to be ‘credible’ because of their ability 

of depicting multiplicity and resisting ‘becoming locked in the fixity of thingness’ (Helin et 

al., 2014: 2), just because “life never reaches the settlement we presume or hope it might” 

(Helin et al, 2014: 3). This aligns with entrepreneurship understood as ‘interaction-in-the-

making’ (Hjorth, 2012: 2), which needs to be grasped, and lived, (and invented). 

  

Back to Hernadi’s triad, the last step involves Exploration, where the reader becomes an 

author (Czarniawska, 2004: 71) and present their narrative, the Results. Exploration, which 

answers the question: ‘How does this text say what it says?´, is an attempt to make sense 

of the reported stories. We retrieve the Results from Analysis in the light of the Theory. 

The Results are then made conversant with concepts from the theory, resulting in a third 

story (Dawson & Hjorth, 2012), that will be the focus of Discussion section.   
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Analysis 

 

In the following section, we present the analysis on Skippergata 22 in the form of 

narratives. For the purpose of clarity, pure data are made explicit by the use of italics, 

whereas, normal text comprises analysis.  

 

I will sign it 

 

[David] “Skippergata came to my gang, you can say, to a bunch of friends. It must have 

been, February or March 2016, when they first started talking about this project” 

 

[Per] “How, and what I don’t know, it was partly, that it was nice to be part of something. 

Then the visions of what it was going to become was very different among everyone.” 

 

[Magnus] “Well I remember it was a warm day when I felt that I wanted to get out of the 

city and build up something cool outside the city. A place with no rules where you could go 

and hang out a couple of days, before returning to the city again. A place you could be 

yourself.” 

 

[Love] “We were keen on having a location, there could be a studio, a carpenter workshop, 

maybe some underground parties. Just a place we could gather, you know.”  

 

[Per] “It started buzzing around in our group friends, we were just keen on doing 

something together again.” 

 

[David] “At one point Magnus decided that he wanted to have a music studio I think” 

 

[Magnus] “I started calling around to different people that I have gotten to know here in the 

city and asked them if they had a location, since that was the only thing that I felt that we 

needed.” 
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[David] “Magnus called his contact in Aspelin Ramm and said “hey, do you have any 

empty location where I can have a studio?” 

 

[Love]” … and they said sure, I have two locations I want to show you. Magnus and I went 

to look at the locations, as we were hanging out then. It was something that all of us 

wanted, but it just happened to be the two of us who took that initiative.” 

 

[Magnus] “… Unfortunately I didn’t find any location that was outside the city, but one of 

the people I asked, showed me Skippergata” 

 

[David] “… part of the location was intended to be a café so they asked if he didn’t want to 

have a café as well..” 

 

[Love] “… and we were like, sure, but we didn’t plan to make a café really. But the timing 

was really good, many of us were looking for a new project and we were eager to create.” 

 

[Magnus] “I thought the location was good enough to just go, because I was really keen on 

doing something at that point. Inspire others and show that you can be a pretty chill guy 

without money, but still achieve great things.” 

 

[Love] “… we thought perhaps it wasn’t such a bad idea after all. We didn’t have much to 

lose since it was a temporary contract before demolition, and the rent was kind of cheap 

for a huge space, we thought. We thought it was a simple match, easier than it turned out 

to be.”  

 

[David] ”Magnus started gathering some friends, in that bunch it was also me. It was April 

and I had just gotten back from travelling with Thea.” 

 

[Love] “We asked a few friends we thought had the right experience and told them that we 

needed help, and asked them if they wanted to join.”  
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[Per] “The location turned up and then I don’t really know how we gathered all the people, 

but it somehow happened. At the time, right there and then, it was like we were in a 

vacuum, thinking what is happening next here in life.” 

 

[David] “In the beginning we were like five… and then at one point it was thirty and then it 

was down to ten. [...] Some of the original people had done it [running a place] before, 

others not, some people with money, others no place to live, some owed money to the 

government, some had money in their accounts, a gang with very different people which 

also created very different preconditions on how one looked at the case.”  

 

[David] “the biggest hypotheses was ‘can this big group of friends create something 

together and still be friends?’ that was the top line. Can we really do this? And that was 

outspoken, everybody was laughing like ‘yeah yeah it’s going to be so cool’ and I was like 

‘we will see’.”  

 

[Per]  “Some were dragged into the project, and some had started working already. It 

would have been weird to sit and watch when all your friends are running around, 

wondering what are they doing down there..”  

 

[David] “There was a lot of back and forth in terms of who was going to sign the contract. 

The guys said that I was the only one who could sign the contract, due to many of the 

others’ personal finance and lifestyle. I said I was not signing this myself, but then we just 

couldn’t agree. 1st of June I said, fuck it - I will sign it and use my company, otherwise it 

will not happen.” 

 

Presenting the founders’ stories about the initiation of Skippergata 22 portrays the 

contradictions and complexities involved in the collective process of organization-creation. 

Although indicative of a lack of an initial unified vision, these different expectations play out 

as varied simultaneously existing (and true) versions of the same common urge to do 

something. All the members involved wanted a place that was theirs: there was a desire 

for newness, for a space for friendship, freedom and creation. Skippergata as a physical 

space, therefore, came to the ‘gang’ in a moment when they was keen on creating 

something. Having a location under their hands, the ‘gang’ jumps on it, feeling that, within 
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there, they can turn their ideas into reality (they see opportunity for their ideas). In a rather 

unusual order, the gang ends up doing something because they have found a location, 

instead of finding a location for a project they had in mind.  

 

The focus, in fact, is on creating the conditions for the becoming, rather than crystallizing 

on the (static) being, facilitated by the shared feeling that there was not much to loose, 

being a temporary project, and, also by the idea that it wouldn’t be difficult. What prevails 

is an (impulsive) feeling of what is ‘doable’ and an idea that it will be possible to do so 

many things in one place. Taking a risk, just going for it without actually looking into it 

through plans, spreadsheets or such, the group went after a feeling. Such a free approach 

to organisation-creation creates playful conditions for creativity and newness. The location 

is good enough according to Magnus, and David in the end just signs the contract because 

otherwise the project would not happen. 

 

Once the opportunity starts to become real, forces start to gather around it.  Magnus and 

Love assembles a group who could contribute to the organization-creation in terms of 

ideas (of what it could become) and skills (on how to make it real). The different people 

involved, a group of friends, creates a certain unique environment. At this stage, there is 

no clear plan or vision for the location, rather, a strange mix of different ideas and 

impulsiveness. The location Skippergata, that white canva, could be filled with anything. 

The ‘place’ was imagined differently depending on who was seeing it, for example, 

Magnus initially looking for a place out of town, or, making a cafe even though it wasn’t the 

plan, and depending on one’s background and previous work experiences. This is 

reversed compared to how one expects an organization to form - i.e, as a coherent idea 

that takes shape, and it certainly includes a certain degree of randomness - being a pro-

rolling and risky activity.  

 

Yet, it is thanks to this diverse assemblage that the process of creating the new can start 

to become real: it’s not a one man job, it’s a collective effort. It is also important to note 

here that the group is not carefully selected, rather, it is a group of friends, some of them 

just tagging along, others being drivers of action. We find that Skippergata was 

approached as a place for the group of friends to play. There was no formal selection 
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process, nor the need for one, as one of the main drivers of the organization was exactly 

just to “have something together”. Skippergata therefore starts to be built on used 

materials and as a friendship activity, where the values of diversity, freedom and 

togetherness are in place.  

 

Not for the money 

 

[Jonas] “I quit my well paid job, what should I say, my business job, because I wanted to 

work with things that I was interested in and people I have more in common with and that 

are more than just colleagues. I wanted to focus my work around life instead of life around 

work.”  

 

[David] “If you measure value through money, this is chaos. But if you measure value in 

growth, learning, and in things that can happen afterwards, I guess this is a perfect case 

for doing that.” 

 

[Love] ”We didn’t think that we were going to make millions, and we also decided that 

pretty early, since it’s such a short project and we are so many, it’s no point to try to earn 

any money. So we rather decided that we make something really awesome that we could 

show people and maybe that would lead to more stuff.” 

 

[Naomi] “ [...]  it is good to work for something you believe in, and even though I don’t earn 

that good money here, it is really rewarding“ 

 

[Magnus]  “We have always had kind of healthy relationship to that we are not going to 

become millionaires on having a fucking café, and we always thought that if the food is 

going plus/minus/zero it is perfect, the food is awesome, made from scratch and we find 

better quality products, then we don’t need to do more, it is much cooler to see the value in 

something you do than the value in how many toast you sell. “ 

 

[Vanessa] “You mentioned earlier that the goal was not to make money. What more do 

you get from Skippergata?“ 
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[Love] “It is a purpose of life, or what one should call it, even though that sounds a bit 

pompous, but that you feel a kind of belonging, or community, part of something that you 

believe in. Identify with something that, the people you work with, or the place, or the 

values, or.. That’s at least what I feel. It is the reason for why one didn’t make a hamburger 

place with bad music. It is because you want to make something smarter, fight for 

something. [...]. I hate to say, save the world and those kind of fucking words, but in some 

way, when you are going to do something, it should be something right. [...] Someone said, 

an entrepreneur actually, have said that you should do what you believe in and burn for 

and then the money will eventually come, [...]… And money is maybe not the goal, but it is 

a way to continue doing what you believe in.“ 

 

The characters who are commenting above have been involved in Skippergata in different 

stages, and, in different contexts, their stories show that common for all the people 

involved is a desire to get something more than money back from work: a purpose of life, a 

drive that is bigger than themselves. This could be having a place together as friends, 

forming a community, creating a place to belong or a place to unfold and shape as they 

please. They all find it important to work for something they believe in, and this makes it 

worthwhile to not earn so much money, there is other value in work as well. Being driven 

by internal value rather than monetary value implies that the execution of initiatives and 

projects will be evaluated in that regard as well. What the members find important is 

naturally what will be prioritised.  

 

The organisation is not driven by profits, made clear by Magnus expressing: “as long as 

the food is plus/minus/zero it is perfect”. After all, ‘plus/minus/zero’ does make quite a big 

difference in a business which depends on generating profits, considering that the 

organisation did not receive significant investment or public funding. Instead of money 

being the goal, it is rather an enabler. Value is thereby measured in different terms at 

Skippergata, the goal is not to make millions, and the reward comes in personal growth 

and experiences.  
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[Love] “Friendship has also made it really fun working, what one has done at work has 

been good, and relaxed. You come to work and meet some happy person and that makes 

you happy.” 

 

Founding a business with friends is the purest attempt to play, because, that’s what you 

usually do with your friends, you play, spend your free time with them. Jonas, who joined 

the organization shortly after the official opening of the space, even says that they have 

been “playing shop owners” at Skippergata. 

 

[Jonas] ”We are playing shop owners. It is a lot of playfulness here (laughing), very 

informal.”  

The original expression in Norwegian would be “å leke butikk”, and it is a reference to how 

you play as a child, pretending you are selling and buying imaginary things. This sentence, 

which highlights that the creation of the organization is driven by the values of community, 

impact, purpose, is in contrast with the common understanding of the reason why people 

assemble on organizations that is, for a desire to see the financial profitability.  

[David] “And now I have seen how they are working at Økern [his new job], they are like 

‘What can we earn from doing this? Maybe we can only earn NOK3000, then it is too little, 

so we don’t do it. We need to earn NOK 300,000, then we do it’. That is the only thing it is 

about for them. At Skippergata, it has been more like, ‘Should we do it? Is he/she a good 

promoter we want to be associated with? What do we need to do? Maybe they can bring 

some people here, instead of like IT HAS TO BE BLACK NUMBERS. So maybe there are 

no numbers [profit], but maybe that just initiates a flow, and people come and perhaps, in 

the end, there will be a number. You can’t think like that if you want to drive a Tesla. But if 

you live in a mini house, then you can! 

The perspective at Skippergata is twisted and the financial profitability is conceived as a 

confirmation that the activities and products offered have an actual value (their offer meets 

a demand), but without being obliged to follow this: this is a delicate balance and survival 

stance, and in fact members are aware that because they do not follow the money they 

have to give up on something else.  
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Playing with roles, tasks and organization. 

  
 

[Magnus] “I have worked at a lot of these Michelin restaurants, and there it is super 

hierarchy, you can’t even say hello to the head chef you know, and that works, wow it 

works pretty well, but the people working there they feel like dogs.” 

 

[Naomi] “I really appreciate the flat structure, it’s not a popularity thing or ego thing here. 

Just friends trying to make a great workplace […] When I started working at Skippergata, I 

didn’t even know who the bosses were. It actually took me a while, maybe even a few 

months until I understood. It’s just like a different set up here than other places.” 

   

[Magnus] “I believe that having a flat structure has definitely been good for creativity and 

allowed people to unfold, I mean just look at Kris, he was a friend of a guy I had 

acquainted at a party once. He was pretty new in the restaurant industry, he asked me if 

he could get a job as a dishwasher... “ 

[[Kris ] “I had a catering company here once, because of Magnus, that I called “Munkegata 

katolske skolekjøkken” (“munkstreet, catholic school kitchen”). [...] I have also organised 

the Jamaican parties with Naomi, and the tattoo studio swap with the guys next doors. We 

did that twice, that was also our initiative.”   

As one of the initiators of Skippergata, Magnus wanted to change the way restaurant 

environments usually operate, and desired a different kind of organisation with a flat 

structure, where people does not feel like dogs, which he believes is the case for Michelin 

restaurants. He argues that a flat organization makes people feel better about their work, 

and therefore the guests will feel better too, and ultimately, the experience of visiting (and 

working at) Skippergata, the vibe, will be benefit from it. They can create concepts more 

freely and focus on delivering their creative products. For Naomi, who came into the 

organization in a moment when the organization was already established and comprised 

more clear activities, the flat structure gives a feeling that everyone is equal. She 

immediately felt comfortable there, for that reason she appreciates her workplace, and she 
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feels empowered to create her own events and contribute to shaping the concept. Kris 

shares this feeling: 

[Kris] “This place is also like my creative workshop. I made a lot of things around here, the 

dj booth for example. I love to get a coffee and go downstairs to see if I find something 

cool that has potential. Then perhaps I go hang the result as a decoration in the ceiling 

(laughing).” 

[Kris] “I received several job offers from other bars who liked my work here. They said that 

I could go work for them when I am done at Skippergata. [...] This place has opened up a 

lot of doors for me. I have gotten to know so many new people. Skippergata has been my 

second home and school. They understood that I am creative, and gave me the chance to 

unfold. I have gotten invaluable experience while having the time of my life.” 

  

The open and loose attitude at Skippergata has provided Kris [and other members of 

Skippergata] with an opportunity to unfold, discover and learn new skills. He has initiated 

the shop swap together with Naomi and helped organise the Jamaica Fest. The loose 

structure at Skippergata encourages employees to take responsibility and contribute 

where they find it useful. Playing with roles and organization, keeping the activities free, 

appears to be positive for the creation processes at Skippergata. Here we find support for 

the claim that keeping the free activity of play at the core of the organization allows people 

to unfold creatively. It appears that there are different opinions on what a flat organization 

means and how it can be put in place though, and also what it does to the internal 

environment.  

 

[Thea] “David has formally served as a form of leader (registered in the public system), but 

at the same time did not have a mandate to make decisions. The flat structure that 

everyone agrees is a must have, it does not work at all in practice.” 

 

[Love] “The planning phase was kind of hard, since we didn’t have that clear roles, even 

though we tried to divide the tasks, you haven’t done it before, so you don’t know really 

what to do, even though you try…” 
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[David] “I have always been a big fighter against hierarchy, I was like fuck hierarchy’, but I 

really really appreciate hierarchy now.  [...] It’s been pretty heavy with money and 

friendship, it’s never easy, but now it’s good, or I think better. It has been challenging to 

keep the free spirit, be friends and create a functioning organisation. Implementing 

routines, very hard.” 

  

[Magnus] “Of course there should be some kind of boss, but if a worker says: this way is 

much better, it goes quicker, it’s easier and it is cheaper…in our world, the boss can’t say 

no to that, just because he is the boss. Instead we just change the practice, there is no 

discussion. Often the boss says like we do it my way or the highway, and that isn’t very 

cool as an employee to hear. These things fuck up the vibe. “ 

 

Love, whom has also been part of the early planning phase, recognizes in retrospect that 

the lack of clear roles was problematic in terms of moving forward and getting things done, 

as it involved a lot of discussing and ‘politics’. Ultimately, a no hierarchy approach does not 

need to mean that there should be no division of tasks and some kind of leader, which 

David and Magnus seem to acknowledge. However, Magnus underlines the importance of 

listening to everyone in order to create a  great vibe, the unique experience at 

Skippergata. In retrospect, members acknowledge a need for a different structure as they 

have been facing the realities of business, and they acknowledge that the structure of the 

space (i.e., the system to organize activities and roles) has to evolve along with the 

evolution of its activities. According to Thea, no hierarchy does not work at all, because the 

environment that they operate in requires quick decision making. 

  

[Thea] “There were too many strong opinions, too much emotion and too little financial- 

and business experience. Everyone is very creative and wants to create concepts. […] 

When everything is to be decided in plenum, then nothing happens. Too many chefs, too 

much mess. One cannot have 10 people taking a decision, it doesn’t work. Not in a fast-

paced environment. […] This place has needed a strong woman who comes in and takes 

control and is a little boss. Lately I have taken that role when I have felt it has been 

needed, and it works well.” 
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It appears to us that in terms of a service environment, namely operating the café/bar and 

club, the lack of clear roles and no formal hierarchy can be experienced as problematic. It 

is understandably challenging to implement a flat structure in a café/club which operates in 

a low margin industry and highly depends on profits. The group also needs to earn money, 

and if being flat is not efficient in a service perspective, then, it is hard to support the 

approach regardless. The generated tensions depict an environment which is far from the 

idealistic and peaceful environment that the ‘no boss’ approach promised. Naomi and Kris 

provides a different view though, and it might be easier for them to appreciate it, as they 

were never part of the founding team. 

 

Feel free in Skippergata 

 

[Vanessa] “You use the feel free slogan, what is the thought behind that?” 

 

[Kris] “Here things are accepted, it should be a bit allowed to deviate from the norm, it is 

not weird to be naked, if you want to be naked, so take off your clothes then (laughing). 

That is really cool, that people can come here and test themselves too, do I dare, how 

much can I open my brain towards thinking that this is ok, these kinds of things. I have 

tested that myself too definitely.” 

  

[Thea] “Feel free means that here everyone can come and do what they want and be who 

they want. [...] as long as one is kind to each other [...] here we have seen what happens 

when there are few frames and room for free creative expression. To be allowed to unfold. 

At the same time, I feel that there was even more potential for it if the original group had 

been even more involved after the initiation. There were many involved at the beginning, 

but very few who actually followed on implementation afterwards.” 

  

At Skippergata, everyone is worthy, and equal in rights, but equal as individuals, in 

opposition to the conformity of the social democratic country that Norway is. Feel free 

creates a space where there is no judgement and therefore also room to play with 

anything from identity to ideas. This freedom to express oneself supports a creative 

environment. Thea further expresses that, possibly, there was more creative potential to 
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realise, had the founding group of Skippergata remained together over time. It appears 

that the drive to feel free is not enough on its own, there must be a creation, an 

organization-creation of the conditions through which the products of feeling free can be 

carried forward.  

[Vanessa] “What would you say Skippergata represents to you?” 

  

[Jonas] “Freedom. From the day David came to me and asked: what do you want to do in 

Skippergata? That is a very free approach to it, freedom to do what you want and not get 

so locked up and that is the case for people who are working here, [···] If you come with 

good suggestions and plans, and thoughts, you can do what you want, within certain limits 

of course, and [...] when external organizers have events here, we always invite them to 

feel free you know [...]” 

  

[Vanessa] “How do you think that influences the work environment?” 

  

[Jonas] “I think it opens the door for, what should I say, let’s call it innovation, with the lack 

of a better word really, it opens the doors for input from many angles and (long pause) I 

think the place is growing that way, taking shape because we can do what we want. (long 

pause) I don’t think the place had been what it is today if we didn’t have that freedom, if we 

were not allowed to play, try out things and do what we want.” 

  

[Naomi] “[we are] making just enough money for it to go around and have such a large 

venue and so informal concept, it is clear what we want, but it is still extremely unclear, 

(laughing)”  

 

We have presented how Skippergata tries to set free from imposed social conventions and 

norms, interpreting Jonas comment, we now claim that freedom then became the guiding 

force of what is produced at/by Skippergata. Skippergata enables free activities outside of 

the ordinary to be developed according to their own space and time, while absorbing the 

members intensely. Like Naomi suggests, such activities may not be guided by profit or 

material interest, but simply, by a desire of freedom and self-realization. The only applying 

rule seems to be: ‘we are different from the common world, here, you can play’.  
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[David] “There are not many other places who would let an extra help [Sola] in the bar be 

allowed to organise his own event, but I have also been there, I came with an idea and 

someone listened. That’s what is needed so that there can be another ten years of parties 

and fun (laughing) [...]  he organized a very nice event and what is cool with that is that he 

will continue it so it will not die here and that is something that I think is very nice here, that 

people have created their concepts which they will bring further. (now raising his voice, 

getting enthusiastic) Because then that means: 1. It has been stimulating to work with this, 

it has worked in some ways. 2. They are going to understand what a fucking awesome 

place they had their concepts in earlier, because this is unique in [...] the way that we are 

like ye, just go on, hang up that sure, paint the wall no worries, just don’t touch the café. 

[...], it is very nice that something is brought further because then the good stuff can keep 

on living.” 

  

This approach provides opportunities to those who might not otherwise get them. We here 

find resonance with the idea of entrepreneurship as creating opportunities, ob portus, that 

brings us towards a harbor, which is a refuge, meaning an escape (Hjorth, 2013). 

Skippergata (literary, the Ship street, as it used to be a street dedicated to trade and sail 

back in the days), as a harbor, is a safe space where to depart with ideas, and to which 

come back in moments of uncertainty. With a proper idea, or a ship, to continue on the 

metaphor, you can set sail from Skippergata, and thrive. 

  

[Kris] “Here, you do what you think is good kind of, you try and it is allowed to fail. You are 

going to fail no matter what, but here you are doing so learning from the mistakes and not 

look at that as a mistake but just a part of the process. And then it is the charm here, I 

have been very inspired about everything being so organic, and creative. If you want 

something done, you don’t go and write an application, you just go and do it. And if it is 

cool, you get a lot of compliments and if it is not cool, it disappears kind of quickly 

(laughing), so it is pretty cool here, the whole creative part, and you can do what you 

want.” 
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Finally, Kris is explaining how he experiences the environment at Skippergata to be 

encouraging playfulness and creativity. He finds that there is support for new ideas and 

initiatives if one would like to implement them, and that the space itself provides him with 

inspiration. Also, errors are regarded as part of the process.  

 

A shared playground 

[Kris] ”It has given a lot I think, Skippergata 22 (nostalgic and smiling) to the man on the 

street..[...] you need to do something very strange to not feel welcome here, that is very 

cool”. 

[Love] “I think it has been cool with the openness, and that it seems like somehow people 

have felt that this is an open space, [...] that we are accepting people, non-judgemental, 

because it has been many like, disabled people for example, or many people that are a bit 

outside the norm who has felt attracted to the place, and feel that “here I can be myself 

and relax”. That the place covers many different people, it can even be a fucking business 

woman that comes in and thinks that it’s nice to sit there and that it feels relaxing. And that 

is coming from within I think, coming from the people, the staff. That’s nice I think.” 

Over its existence, Skippergata has managed to creatively organize its resources to meet 

the demand of Oslo with new values and offers. Specifically, it has captured a desire for 

heterogeneity, freedom, diversity, and it has invented a unique common ground where 

different subcultures can co-exist and mingle. 

[Vanessa] ”Why do you think there are so many different people coming here?” 

[Thea] ”Well, maybe because it’s unpretentious and low-key and easy to get in here. You 

may not necessarily belong to a certain type of crowd or environment. Also because we 

have run so many different types of parties. Everything from hip hop to Eversome [...] and 

it is not always us who have arranged the parties ourselves, but we have had several 

external organizers who then have drawn many different crowds here, which then maybe 

make them feel welcome here outside that party. Also, the location is quite random. This is 

Kvadraturen (city centre), there is not a specific type of people who live here, so there are 
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probably some who pass by from Karl Johan (central shopping street) and fall in here. 

There are also a lot of tourists.” 

[Kris] “It is allowed for anyone to enter kind of, all sorts of people go here, not one specific 

kind. For example, if you make a rock club in Oslo, you will only get those in a leather 

jackets and look like a rocker, but here you can come as you are. Here, there will always 

be someone that is weirder than you anyway (laughing) every day, no matter.” 

[Love] ”So many different people can hang out besides each other and share a common 

ground. That’s the thing with the random interior, it appeals to everyone somehow. It’s not 

a concept so it can’t be too punk, or too hippie or whatever.” 

[Per] “A lot of people have said that they feel like home even though they come from the 

other side of the world. That is really cool.” 

The ‘feel free’ motto corresponds to a programmatic willingness to welcome diversity in 

any form and degree. Such playfulness is perceived also from the customers, who feel 

comfortable with letting their guard down when at Skippergata. Skippergata, as a space, 

becomes a blank canva where every guest can experience a feeling of belonging and 

acceptance, and feel at home. This feeling is consistent among heterogeneous and 

different types of visitors, as they are allowed to imagine their own use of the space. The 

space generates a playful behavior, and facilitates their willingness to change their existing 

surroundings, helping guests to become what they want to be. In other words, the diversity 

of events and activities integrates new possibilities of experience and lifestyles into 

customer’s lives (for example, experiencing an event you would not otherwise attend).  

[Jonas] “That was a bit of David’s initial idea, that this was supposed to be a house where 

a lot of different things were happening and that you were not supposed to be able to 

define it really, it was supposed to be club one day and then seminar another, and in many 

ways I think we have been successful with that, and in many ways also not exactly 

managed. It has happened so many different things here, we have had Carl I Hagen (right 

wing politician) debating  the reform for more liberal drug politics, and we have also had 

60, 50 year old financial elite here, we had gangster hip hop parties or hippies running 

around with no shoes, parties where there isn’t a single white person, Africa vibes to 
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techno rave, to jazz musicians in the café, [...] we have had an enormous amount of 

different things here, and if that was intentionally or if it just happened I don’t know, it was 

also a bit of our marketing strategy, since we haven’t done a lot of like, this kind of 

marketing where we talk a lot about ourselves, but by doing so many different events with 

so many different people, we have spread the word through the jungle drum, that people 

talk about us instead of we talking about ourselves, and that is more credible when people 

hear about it, I think. But if that was with intention, I am a bit unsure of (smiling).” 

The diversity and complexity of the product offered require different resources to 

constantly be reorganized in different combinations, degrees and forms. This commitment 

to continuous change can be physically observed in the space itself, which is regarded by 

the organizational members as a space for play, a stage changing shape to face the 

different events being held. This, we argue, is the ongoing invention made in Skippergata. 

[Vanessa] “They rearranged the seating groups in the smaller room [compared to the 

previous time], a nice improvement I think. ... I also notice a new street sign on the shelf 

which I haven’t seen before, a rabbit teapot that most definitely is from one of the 

Afternoon treats events, some umbrellas upside down I wonder who put them there. Other 

things I know where comes from; the underwater decorations we made at Kristiane’s 

birthday, for example. So many different things from different people and events here. The 

psychedelic paintings from the Shakti party are all over, the blue, red and white fabric in 

the ceiling in the backyard is from 17th of May, the little podium is from the live jazz 

sundays.” 

Such continuous change can also prove to be demanding: 

[Jonas] “The plan that was here from the start, was that this should be a house of 

concepts, that Skippergata should be a destination. We thought were going to have Food 

Evolution selling food in Skippergata, Treats bakery selling the cakes here, Emergence 

Projects renting a room in Skippergata...everything was supposed to be separate concepts 

under the same roof, but I think that we had to take a lot more ownership to the things 

ourselves, that it hasn’t really worked that well in that way. It has been so alive here, so 

many changes from day one, like now we do it like this, now we do it like that…” 
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[Vanessa] “Why do you think it became so many different things? What is your opinion on 

that?” 

[Naomi] “Ehm, well because we have a huge venue, that’s one. Two, need for income. 

And three, because none of us have just one interest. It’s like everyone here has interest 

in alcohol, natural wine, craft beer and all these things, good food, organic, well-made 

food, and parties, and not just techno parties, but also gatherings, like these types of 

things. And within that there are so many different categories. Because within parties there 

are small celebrations, then there are dance parties and within food there is catering and 

then there is café and actually having a kitchen, and making the food. So, I think it was 

interests, and also trying to expand the sources of income you know.” 

What is also significant is that many of the members recognize that variety is put in place 

as a need to generate income, and this has encouraged the organization to always stay 

open to external suggestions (of external promoters organizing events inside Skippergata) 

or to internal proposals (staff members proposing events and contributing to keeping the 

space alive and thriving). This encourages the sense that Skippergata is an environment 

that encourages playfulness, while enabling different people to meet.  

External organisers have the chance to organize their own event at Skippergata. Such 

events are often times created casually and benefit both the organiser (who find a 

welcoming space) and the organization (who has the chance to welcome new ideas and 

perspective). In a relational mode, members constantly build and renovate the space as if 

it was a stage for their ideas, on a constant intertwining of physical and mental space. The 

program of the closing week is a good example of how Skippergata has created a shared 

space where many different people and subcultures merge. 

[David]  “It is a super cool week. It starts sober with Morning Beat tomorrow [Tuesday 

morning] then second event with different dj’s playing all day and night, Cacao ceremony 

on Wednesday and a seminar too, and then Thursday it’s Oslow with Mattmosphere, really 

cool booking, and Friday it’s first live jazz in the café between 16 and 20.00, super good 

jazz musicians bringing the after work mood. [...] then there will be Andra Værlden rave, 

and then Saturday we have booked Ol burger beet which is a really awesome dude who 

plays vinyls [...] then there will be a beer bar and Thea is going to make bloody marys in 
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the backyard, good vibes. Then there is Jamaica Fest in the evening with dance hall, hip 

hop and booty shaking. We close Sunday and Monday and the night to 1st of May will be 

the final closing party with us resident dj’s [David, Love, Jonas]. 

The final week consisted of everything: from art exhibitions, early morning dance and 

yoga, spiritual rituals, improvised electronic music, slow house to psychedelic forest rave, 

daytime retro hip-hop and disco tunes to Caribbean vibes, and even talks. With the 

different events and music genres, Skippergata attracts various subcultures who otherwise 

might not have mingled and met. During the closing week we were amazed by how many 

people could share a common ground. Many of them expressed mixed feelings regarding 

the closing - sorrow, but also acceptance, and were there to celebrate one last time all of 

what Skippergata represented over its existence. We also know many of the events and 

workshops will have a life also after Skippergata, as they are finding space elsewhere in 

the city. The becoming of such a space has made the surrounding community heterogenic, 

which facilitates a challenging of status quo and the creation of the new.   

The Shop Swap 

The following play portrays an event-creation at Skippergata that was generated through 

casual interactions. The voice of the researcher, Vanessa, is used to provide analysis to 

the results.   

 

[Vanessa] There are some recurring guests at Skippergata, the regulars, those who are 

almost always there. The crew from the tattoo shop across the street is among them. It is 

as if they have become a part of the usual interior… and, after a while, I realised there was 

also something else cooking. 

[1st of March] 

[Vanessa] I am sitting in the bar and my eyes are gazing around the café. Something 

peculiar catches my attention. At a round table two guys with tattoos, dressed in black, are 

sitting in the couches and drinking tea from a rabbit teapot. They seem to be discussing 

something. One of the guys gets up and passes right in front of me, he smells strongly of 

perfume. 
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[Around twenty minutes later] 

[Vanessa] Now there are around four tattoo guys sipping tea from porcelain cups which 

could have been my grandma’s. What a funny sight. One of them brings the rabbit to the 

bar and asks for a tea refill. I am pretty sure he is the owner of the studio across the street, 

I have seen him several times. Kris walks in the door and sits down with the tattoo crew 

after saying hi to David and me. What is it that they are discussing so intensively? I am 

curious to dig in, as I know that here at Skippergata it often happens that new ideas are 

generated in the most unthinkable moments and casual situations. 

[David] “They might move the café from Skippergata to the tattoo shop, the tattoo guys 

really want that to happen.” 

[Vanessa] What an interesting idea, David must have noticed that I was being curious. I 

wonder how they would do that though, like who would be in charge and so on... Does he 

mean it will happen when Skippergata is closed...? For how long? Unfortunately, I was not 

quick enough to ask for more details. 

[Two weeks later] 

[Kris] “Tomorrow the tattoo guys are coming here, the tattoo shop is swapping location 

with Skippergata, they will have the tattoo studio in here.” 

  

[Vanessa] Ah, so that is what is happening…I guess that great ideas can come out of a 

rabbit teapot then. 

  

[Kris] “It is an event that Naomi and I have made, because we got friends with them and 

started talking and drank beer, and then we were like ‘let’s change houses, we have a 

party at your place and a tattoo shop here at Skippergata!’” 

  

[19th of March] 
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[Vanessa] I enter Skippergata together with Per and find Naomi behind the bar. The owner 

of the tattoo studio is sitting in the bar talking to her. I ask him how the shop swap went 

last Friday. 

  

[Dinson] “It was very successful, it wasn’t as many people as last time, but I got to earn 

some extra money.” 

  

[Vanessa] Oh, so they actually did it once before as well… 

  

[Dinson] “I tattooed more people than I would otherwise have done. On these kinds of 

events, I charge lower prices, and do smaller works, so a lot of people want to be tattooed. 

It was very fun for me.” 

  

[Vanessa] I am glad to hear that the event was successful. I could see it evolving from 

being a virtual idea only to its actualization.  Also, an example of the innovative potential of 

Skippergata, that allows member to imagine their use of the space. Dinson and I talk a bit 

about who I am because he has obviously seen me a lot lately, and when I share that I am 

writing my thesis about Skippergata, he responds by sharing: 

  

[Dinson] “Aw, so that is you, I heard about that. Skippergata is truly something special and 

it has brought what the street needed, we haven’t had a hip place like this before here. We 

have had the tattoo shop and the go-go bar and such, but we needed a cool hangout 

place for everybody. Skippergata 22 has really brought something to the street and to the 

city. The place has such an artistic vibe, not typical for Oslo. The perfect balance between 

being free without being too dirty or too serious. A place where original things are created.” 

  

[Vanessa] I am happy he feels free to share with me his passion and feeling of belonging 

to Skippergata. From his words I get the confirmation that Skippergata is influencing its city 

environment and bringing new value in place. As I remember once David telling me that 

‘here, we democratise the word ‘innovation’, it is nothing that happens in an office, it 

happens while we are working’ I cannot think of any better example of this. 
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By challenging the desire to create of both the Skippergata team and the tattoo shop 

members, together, they formed a successful assemblage, capable of affirming the value 

of their creation in a fun and unusual way.  

 

When the player forgets the rules 

  
[Vanessa] “Perhaps you have some examples on a situation where you have especially 

noticed that it would have been good to have some more rules or guidelines?” 

  

[David] Well, the Caliente story. That we were going to import Caliente (an organic chili 

drink from Sweden) to Norway, and be the distributor of that, from Magnus Morveto’s 

head... 

  

[Vanessa] (Laughing) 

  

[David] … right you get the point, we fixed a car and did it all, and, today, we still have 

Caliente down here [in the basement] for probably NOK 40,000 which has just gotten too 

old so we can’t even get rid of it. And before that, I said many times, ‘now it’s done, this is 

not going to work’, and then suddenly the guys were out selling loads of Caliente and then 

WUHU, a lot of money came in, but that is a great example of us being like… not getting 

the think big, but do it easy. You should start putting on the shoes first, then you can put 

on the jacket… The first year we were insane, Skippergata was supposed to be a catering 

company, which then was going to be a food incubator, which was going to share a lot of 

resources and have a lot of knowledge and be really cool, and then it was Skippergata 

who was going to be the meeting place for the street, and then it was going to be a studio, 

and seminars, club and lalala, and THEN we were going to start importing stuff 

  

[Vanessa] (breaks out in laughter because of the way the last sentence is performed) 

  

[David] (Laughing) And the boys were just like ‘yeee, it is organic, and alcohol free and if 

we import and sell it, we will earn a lot of money!’ And then we saw quite immediately that 

this was a lot of work, [...] But it was first when he [Jonas] arrived here that we [Jonas and 
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David] were like ‘we need to just stop that Caliente story’, but then, suddenly, there was 

three new pallets in the basement, we were like ‘UH WHAT’S GOING ON?!’ and someone 

saying (making stupid voice saying): ‘Oh but the storage was almost empty’. And we were 

NOOOO. So until we definitely ended that story... it was really hopeless, also of extra 

import taxes and fees, it’s a lot for drinks... oh my god. That whole story… what we should 

have done actually is that we said, ‘Ok, we open Skippergata. Bom. Ok, let’s open the 

café, that will have to take 5 months, then, we open the club, that will take 3 months, then, 

we open the studio, that will take 1 month, and when all of that was working, then maybe 

we could have opened something more… And that is what I have learned that fuck, take it 

easy… (laughing). 

  

We have previously shown that the “feel free” approach and the lack of clear roles has 

been positive for the creative environments, as it has empowered people, enabled them to 

grow, learn and fail, and it has created a common ground for many people to meet and 

create original things. The Caliente story, instead, is an indicative example of situations 

where lack of rules and economic thinking led to chaos, anarchy and almost to 

organization destruction. The point we want to make here is that play must not be 

confused with impulsiveness. There is, in fact, a need for routines and habits also in the 

process of organization-creation, and that does not contrast the need to be creative and 

free. There can (and must) be rules in play. In this story, we find that, in the name of a free 

approach, the lack of shared roles and economic thinking has also been problematic, 

leading to an impulsive and harmful behavior. 

 

Clearly, the process of creating an organization and seizing opportunities is a risky one 

and basing it on the enthusiasm of the moment is more a blind than a farsighted approach. 

In the Caliente story, members imagined a possible future (making money out of an 

importing activity), and they followed on the idea without considering the implications (is 

there an actual interest in the market? What are the related restrictions and implications? 

What risks are to be taken into account?). As a confirmation that this idea was not well 

thought through, we observe that when members understood that the 

opportunity/importing activity would have been time consuming and expensive, they lose 

interest in it: “And then we saw quite immediately that this was a lot of work...”. 
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Again, the risk of inventing and undergoing new initiatives must come to terms with some 

planning and resource management, to ensure an organic and sustainable growth. We are 

here using the terms of playing and economic sides in a temporal perspective, namely, 

what seems great and doable in the immediate (the playful passion), must be logic also 

after a while (the economic side). Economy, which is here represented by Jonas, controls 

the impulsiveness in order to turn it into an idea that works in its wholeness. Entering into 

initiatives too quickly in the name of a passion or a vivid (but fragmented) imagination can 

lead to an underestimation of the future and to economic loss. The role of Jonas, being a 

brake to impulsiveness, is discussed in the next story. 

 

The missing link 

  
Jonas is the business guy so to say, though a very colorful one. He left his business 

development job to start a career that could be more related to music, his true passion. 

This, in fact, was the official role he was hired for at Skippergata. 

  

[Jonas] “I am basically the only one in the house that knows this kind of [business] stuff. 

That is also why I evolved into the role that I have today. I was first hired to be responsible 

for the club and bookings, but I took more and more responsibility for other things and 

found my place as the back-office guy.” 

  

Before Jonas, the founding team of Skippergata gladly took distance and avoid dealing 

with this part of the business, horrified by the mainstream understanding of economy and 

management which put money and profit above everything. Ignorance on the matter was 

then used as an excuse. 

  

[Thea] “It wasn’t until Jonas came in that it [finance] was a part of the job. He has a 

business education and knows finance. David can’t do that either.” 
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[David] “I have never done this before, and if we look at the numbers from the first year, 

you can see that I am not really good in finance either. So, before I had a guy to take over 

the finance, this was a [financial] disaster.” 

  

Jonas had the crucial role of setting back a balance between the financial and the creative 

side of the business. As we have argued before, play and habit need to take an equally 

relevant part in the process of creating an organization, although their relationship can be 

controversial and hard, especially in a creative organization such as Skippergata. With a 

calm and smooth approach, Jonas proved to the team that it was possible to tame the 

black beast of finance without having to succumb under it. 

  

[Jonas] “For me these things are quite easy since I have a background working in 

business development, but the other guys dread these things, so it was natural that I took 

these responsibilities.” 

  

[David] “We are a bunch of artists, people get nervous when we need to talk about 

money.” 

  

[Thea] “Jonas really helped turn the financial chaos so that it actually went better.” 

  

As a ‘financial guy’, Jonas has the (uneasy) task of turning virtual ideas into actual events. 

He helps the other team members to reflect on the sustainability of their ideas, suggests 

ways to make them happen, or cuts off unachievable projects. His role is therefore helping 

the team to think through their ideas, and to think more thoroughly about what to do. This 

is not done through business plans or managerial tools that stop the creative process. 

Rather, he simply funnels ideas so that they can become real in a natural way. 

  

[David] “When Jonas came in, I finally had someone I could have a bit more sober 

conversations with, not that it was necessarily intoxication involved, but conversations that 

were a bit more realistic. Jonas is really like, when I say we need to move the couch, he is 

like ‘ok, where are we going to move it? who is going to move it? how many are we? how 

long are we going to carry until we take breaks?’ - you get what I mean, he is really... he 
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has control, really awesome, and I am on the other side, so when we talk together, what 

happens is that, he doesn’t even have to say ‘You haven’t thought through this David’, he 

makes me understand that ‘oh, I need to think more about this… And then I get him to 

think a bit more outside, and then we get somewhere.” 

  

[Jonas] “I often need to be the deal breaker here. My role in the planning of events is often 

to set the boundaries and tell the crew what they cannot do. Loads of things they all come 

up with for the final festival, but also otherwise, I simply just have to say, hey that’s actually 

not legal or that we can’t afford it or it’s beyond our budget.” 

  

Thus, the claimed control is not of an imposed or constraining nature. Jonas is the wise 

friend to whom everyone turns to as they trust his balanced vision. In this sense he is 

literally setting the rules of the house (oikos, nomos) for the sake of the group, in a 

balanced and not predominant position. 

  

[David] “Jonas helped me with taking control a bit, and now I apply for a budget to him. 

Which is super nice. I come and say ‘hey Jonas, I need 1000 euros for a booking’ and he 

is like, no, and I say please and he says no and I say ok, cool. This is super nice, really, 

really nice. I don’t have a visa card anymore, he keeps it. Not now because he is in Berlin 

so I said I would keep it (big smile).” 

  

Lastly, Jonas has the important role of recognizing the value of the activities at 

Skippergata. As the other members stress the non-financial values of the house, as the 

“Not for the money” story has shown, he took on the task of not being ashamed of setting 

the right value to things, aware that a fair price is not something that lessen the intangible 

value of what is offered. 

  

[Jonas] “I have also brought experience on pricing, the financial thinking was pretty much 

non-existing before... It was more that they put the finger in the air and pulled a price out 

from somewhere. You have no business if you are basically giving away things for free.” 

  

The space for play 
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The following story provides four acts, or vignettes, that are helpful to present fragments of 

the entrepreneurial reality of Skippergata. The aim is to further our understanding of the 

processual complexity of the relation between the economy of the existing and the 

creativity of the becoming organization. 

  

Act 1. Observe the becoming and the value 

  

[Love] “We had a vision of creating the world's best workplace. Motivate people and 

through that create a great place and create more value for the staff. But that was also 

hard, you would like to be the employer that you wish that you had, not the one that you 

had who doesn’t buy working shoes for the staff and those things...” 

  

[Per] “We have had a constant lack of money, we haven’t had any money ever really, and 

that is of course something that can quickly become a problem. But then you also become 

kind of solution oriented, you find solutions. The road there is maybe harder, but it works 

despite of that. If we had enough resources from the beginning, then we maybe could 

have done a lot of things more quickly (pause). Which then of course would have taken 

away a lot of pressure, for everyone involved, but now it wasn’t like that, and I guess we 

also knew that of course from the beginning. [...] It has been so much, at times, really 

exhausting, very tiring, and (pause) at times very, very good, and cool and fantastic, some 

things that has happened there, but it has been tough as well, for me personally at least. 

And I think that, without being able to say too much with certainty, I think that other people 

have also had hard times there. And… there are definitely things when you think back, that 

you think we could have done differently, but maybe, I don’t know… It never is… it never 

feels good to see someone not feeling good. And that people are not feeling well, and that 

doesn’t have to be only because of Skippergata, but at times it has been very chaotic 

down there and it wouldn’t have had to be so chaotic many times.” 

  

[Love] “But that’s how it is, it goes well one month and then comes a bad month and then 

all the good is gone and you are back to the same situation again. And that takes away 

much of the playfulness in it, stress about stuff and I think it would be better if we were not 

working so much in service. To be able to only focus on parties or only be creative. And 
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forget all the other things, you are not that creative when you come home from work a 

tough day.” 

  

Organization-creation regards the process of actualizing organization for the purpose of 

generating new value for a user and creator. It is moved by desire for newness, in this 

case, for a space for friendship freedom and creation. It destabilizes lives, transforms and 

affects them, creates a space for play, and as the process of destabilization it requires 

getting out of the comfort zone, it can also be hard. There is movement involved in 

entrepreneuring, and a continuous shift between laughter, joy, blood, sweat and tears. 

  

Act 2. Observe firming 

  

[Vanessa] “And how would you say it didn’t turn out that way?” 

  

[Love] “(pause).. many factors… (pause)... I think it is very hard to do something without 

capital as a foundation if you are going to try to do a concept, if it doesn’t work 

immediately, which it rarely does with places. [...] we have been forced to change a lot in 

order to try to save the place. It is hard to keep on doing the same when it’s not working. 

Like we were going to make a club, and then that doesn’t work, you do it for a few months 

and nobody comes, and then it gets really expensive because you have hired security, and 

then the conclusion is to stop doing night club because that just gets really expensive, so 

you change to having hang out in the bar for example, and then you keep on changing the 

concept a lot like that, back and forth. That might appear a bit confusing to the outside. 

And for oneself as well, and for the staff. [...] But that it would be so hard, with the costs, 

and staff and everything, all the time. That we didn’t predict. But I guess it’s also because 

of how we ran the place.” 

  

Imagining that an idea could work, does not necessarily mean it will work in reality.  Along 

with the organization-creation, there must be an awareness towards the creation of an 

organizational form that makes sense around the activity being organized. This form, may 

not be a single or a stable form, as the process involves movement and multiple forces 

which will constantly produce modifications. A lack, or a desire, in this case, a lack of 
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money, intensifies this modification process as there is an urgency to generate revenues 

so that the organization can continue to operate. 

  

Act 3. Looking at the collective nature of entrepreneurship 

  

[Vanessa] “How would you describe the internal dynamics?” 

  

[Jonas] “Long pause. We are really different, us who are running this place, in the way we 

think and the way we work. And that has been both a strength and really difficult, but what 

has been the cause of a lot of frustration is when things get decided and some other 

people start working on that and when they already have done work on that, suddenly the 

whole ship turns around, suddenly we are not doing that anymore but something 

completely different. And that is something I think many have been very unhappy with, 

including me.” 

  

[Per] “You know, we haven’t had control, we didn’t know that stuff when we started that 

thing (laughing) or maybe we knew it a bit, but we haven’t really taken advantage of our 

own experience and full potential. And when you at the same time have a lot of chefs1, it 

quickly becomes chaotic (pause) and that can also create confusion. And (pause) what 

should I say, I don’t know exactly which word I am looking for… Confusion probably 

explains it well.” 

  

[Vanessa] “Why do you think these things happen?” 

  

[Jonas] “Well, it has something to do with trying and failing to do, and it has something to 

do with management. Some people here like to throw balls in the air, but they are maybe 

not as good at catching them again. There are a lot of suggestions, and a lot of wishing of 

doing things, but then it falls threw a bit on the implementation side maybe.” 

  

                                                      
1 The members at Skippergata are not all chefs, however “too many chefs” is a reference to the Norwegian 

expression: “jo flere kokker, dess mer søl”, which translates to “more chefs, more mess”, and means that it 
can quickly get chaotic [in the kitchen] when several people are doing the same thing [cooking].  
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[Jonas] “You really really need to be a dreamer, but you also need the ability to analytical 

and critical thinking, because it is much easier to juggle three balls than it is to juggle with 

seven! Then a lot of the balls will be dropped in the ground! If that makes sense?” 

  

Juggling too many balls. A complex group may bring richness to the organization, but 

complexity as well. The joy and passion generated by the bodies (a collective, a network, a 

team, a dynamic set of relationships) encountering generate power to affect and be 

affected, however, this process may not be linear or easy. 

  

Act 4. Move 

  

[Vanessa] “Some researcher argued that entrepreneurship is about creating the society we 

want to live in, (starting) from the society we have to live in. Do you share this quote?” 

  

[Love] “Yes, in a way that is how it is. Like if you are going to an ice hockey rink, you need 

to have a pair of skates on. It would be foolish to run out there with a pair of sneakers and 

try to change the game. But I don’t like to express that, because then it is in a way that you 

give up, put down the head for the world, sell your soul, or how one should express it. In 

some way, you need to be a part of the system to be able to change it… (pause) [...] I 

have thought a lot about this... we could maybe manage to influence the world more by 

doing it better for ourselves. If we had bought an apartment and renovated it for three 

years, and put all of our working hours there, and then sold it, and then used the money to 

go on a travel together, then maybe mentally we would be better suited to change the 

world, and maybe financially as well. So, in a way it also is about thinking a bit smarter, 

than fight for having organic milk, when everyone else doesn’t care. [...] you should choose 

a smart kick if you are going to change something, you would like to do the biggest change 

possible. Maybe that is not starting an organic café in Oslo, actually…” 

  

[Thea] “Yes, I want to say that. Because it is in a way what we have done here as well. 

Everything is organic, and we've got everything for free, and it's a project started without 

big investors and shown that it is possible. It is about being able to influence and show a 

better society, also by means of workshops, talks and parties. Open Mindedness and all 
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this we do. But of course, one must adapt it to the situation that is now. One can not only 

do something completely different that no one else has gone to because then one gets no 

influence either on the people who live in the society in which we live. We also live in the 

society we live in, so one has to go on one way to start a change from what is available to 

people. It is also that, or in general, if you just do things that attract people like me, who 

are already quite open, then I may not make any significant impact. If I can make it 

available to people who otherwise think differently than me, who is part of the “A4 society”, 

then I have a greater chance of influencing things.” 

  

As an entrepreneuring space, Skippergata welcomes creativity, intuition, imagination, 

playfulness and conceive the un-thought with an open mind, hoping that their activities 

move their surroundings and contribute to moving society; a space where new concepts 

can be created and realized; where the virtual can become actual; that moves beyond 

what’s customary and opens for the new; that is alert to existing situations and is alert 

towards destabilizing them. In other words, a space that is continuously in movement, 

anticipating ‘what could become’ beyond ‘what it is yet’. 
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Theory 

 

In this section, we provide a short account on how has previous research dealt with 

researching creation processes.  First, we present what the economic models of thinking 

organizations and entrepreneurship imply for thinking the process of creation. Second, we 

briefly present the Processual turn on organization studies and focus on what it implies for 

thinking organizations as becomings and entrepreneurship as an organization – creation 

process. Third, we present how play literature has entered organization studies and ‘got 

stuck’ in the play v. habit dilemma, and instead, we present how play can be understood if 

read with process thinking in mind.  

 

The paradigm of Homo economicus  

 
     Never had an age taken itself with more portentous seriousness. Culture ceased to be  

     ‘played’… This grotesque over-estimation of the economic factor was conditioned by    

     our worship of technological progress, which was itself the fruit of rationalism and  

     utilitarianism after they had killed the mysteries and acquitted man of guilt and sin 

     (Huizinga, 1949: 192). 

  

This managerial revolution (Hjorth, 2014a) has oriented knowledge on organization studies 

and on entrepreneurship studies towards management as a mode of thinking, that puts 

order and rationality first. Influenced by neoliberal concepts of rationality, linearity and 

causality, the field of entrepreneurship studies has long been theorized through the use of 

‘managerial’ concepts of control, discovery, and individual opportunity. Discovery (Shane 

and Venkataraman, 2000) and evolutionary perspectives (Aldrich, 1999), have long 

conceived “entrepreneurship as being located in a stable world, that work with a logic of 

causation and that, consequently, emphasize entrepreneurial activities as a kind of 

allocation or discovery” (Steyaert 2007: 470). The paradigm of homo oeconomicus claims 

(1) innovation and creativity to be external to the organization, waited to be found and 

discovered; (2) entrepreneurship as the organizational strategy to capture, manage and 

control this value; (3) and the entrepreneur as “an alert agent scanning the environment for 
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signs of pre-existing opportunities and reacting presciently and adroitly to the signals 

received from given, external conditions” (Popp & Holt, 2013: 24). 

  

Such an exogenous and predeterministic approach has often been blamed of not being 

representative of reality, and to focus on micro and macro components of the 

entrepreneurial process, i.e., individuals, environment, organizations … as if they could be 

thought independently from their process, outside of a particular context and process. 

Steyaert (1997) notes that “many scholars experience that the entrepreneurial reality itself 

does not tolerate such a rigorous and especially stabilizing and reifying intervention formed 

by this kind of objectivist and positivist research” (p. 22) and that such an entitative focus 

(Steyaert, 2007) misplaces the focus from the flow and from the process of organization-

creation.   

 

Reversing the paradigm. The ontology of becoming and its implications for 

organization: organizational entrepreneurship 

  

Process Philosophy, (Bergson, 1907; Deleuze, 2006), its ontology of becoming, and 

problematization about time, being and creation has entered organization and 

entrepreneurship studies (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002; Helin, et al., 2014; Hernes, 2014), and 

had an important role in shifting the mainstream ontology of being towards an ontology of 

change and becoming.  Without elaborating too much on its philosophical 

conceptualization, it is here important to mention how process thinking has showed “how 

life—including human lives—never reaches the settlement we presume or hope it might” 

and, while moving away from attempt to fixate reality against stable truths, it “question the 

role that such divisions impose on our understanding of life” (Helin et al., 2014: 3). As an 

approach, it brings becoming, change, and creativity at the core of the conceptualization of 

reality while advocating flux to be the ongoing state of the world. 

  

How, then, do we think about organizations if we take the ontology of becoming as 

constitutive of reality? A great contribution to thinking organizations in terms of process 

thinking has come by Tsoukas and Chia (2002). The authors take distance from traditional 

assumptions of organizations based on stability, linearity, routine, and order, and, instead, 
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they argue for treating change “as the normal condition of organizational life” (p.567). 

Simply and eloquently put, organizations are “sites within which human action takes place” 

(p.577) and quasi-stable structures, comprising “both a given structure (i.e., a set of 

established generic cognitive categories) and an emerging pattern (i.e., the constant 

adaptation of those categories to local circumstances)” (p.573). Can there be an 

organization? Process studies argue that “the organization is itself a process of 

organization, more like the rain, something which is present but resist any ostensive 

definition” (Hjorth et al., 2015: 600). 

  

The ontological reversal of process thinking, with its focus on (1) the relational condition of 

the firm and (2) its transformation, its movement, spills over to entrepreneurship, breaking 

the managerial – a-contextual – a-priori entrepreneurial paradigm (Hjorth et al., 2015). 

There is, then, a natural convergence between organization and entrepreneurship studies: 

before, there was a structure (a stable organization) and a process (of entrepreneurship – 

although understood in entitative terms). Now, there is only an emerging organization 

featuring both structure and process, and this opens for experiments in new organizations 

and organizational forms - the organization-creation (Hjorth et al., 2015: 601). 

  

Following the work of Gartner (1989), Gartner et al. (2003), Katz and Gartner (1988), and 

Weick (1979), Hjorth (2014b) presents a conceptual framework for thinking processually 

about processes and for understanding the role entrepreneurship, as entrepreneuring, has 

within organizations. Presenting the concepts of assemblage and desire, and of the virtual, 

Hjorth discusses their implication for thinking entrepreneurship, as entrepreneuring, for 

organizations. 

  

Assemblage is a concept for thinking the tension between the existing and the desire for 

the new. It consists of “an open sociality” where individuation and organization-creation 

happen, as well as qualitative and quantitative multiplicities (Hjorth, 2014b: 102). As such, 

it has a positive creative capacity towards “images of the future” (p.102). The difference 

between the concept of organization and that of assemblage, Hjorth argues, is that:  
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the positive-productive force of desire, and the affective capacity of bodies – making 

them receptive to images of the future to invest in – define the latter, whereas the 

former is often understood as a solution to a lack of stability in relations of actions” 

(p.103). 

  

Relating entrepreneuring to assemblage and desire means acknowledging “an affirmation 

of desire’s socially productive capacity so as to create organisation that breaches the 

existing order, making the new achieve being” (p.104). This has implications for thinking 

organizations, that can be thought as multiple and constantly recomposed assemblages 

(p. 104), forming consistency in heterogeneity, opening for new molecular events while 

organizing into stable molar relationships:   

  

     Social formations, such as organisations, achieve being and endure by capturing and  

     coding desires (ibid., p. 18) according to a specific (set of) goal(s) and by making  

     assemblages productive in a certain way (e.g. creating an often predefined value for a   

     customer)” (p. 104). 

  

The virtual, with the help of Henri Bergson, is conceptualized by Hjorth as “a real”, arising 

from a “pastness of frustration, joy, desiring connection” which “lacks actuality…‘has no 

present to speak of’” (p.106). Therefore, organization is conceptualized as a place for (1) a 

strategic realization that maintain order and for (2) entrepreneuring, the tactical 

actualization of new orders (Hjorth, 2005), and this should not be conceived as a dualism, 

rather, as an affirmation (Hjorth, 2014b: 107). 

  

Together, these concepts constitute the framework of entrepreneurship that is used for 

reference in this research: 

 

     Entrepreneuring is thus thought as a two-phased creation: (1) channeling desire  

     forming dispersed, molecular, swarming assemblages, putting desire into play by  

     intensifying images of the virtual, what could become actualised; (2) but also an  

     affirmation of the investment in creation, desire turned into an interest by coding in  

     specific language” (Hjorth, 2014b :115) 
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The important implication of thinking entrepreneurship and organizations in processual 

terms, therefore, is that it opens to an affirmative mode of thinking which allows “to move 

beyond the present limit of the actual” (Hjorth, 2014a: 41). Understanding 

entrepreneurship to be a “social creation process that rigs action in fictional anticipation of 

actual actionable value potential” (p. 42), then, “affirmation opens a movement necessary 

for new concepts to be created. Newness is immanent to such an affirmative move” (p. 

43). In our attempt to understand affirmation in entrepreneuring, motivated by our interest 

in creation, we now move to read play and play literature, affirmatively.   

 

Entrepreneurship sub specie ludi2 

 

     There are things higher man does not know how to do: to laugh, to play, and to dance.   

     To play is to affirm life, even the suffering in life. To play is to affirm chance and the  

     necessity of chance. To dance is to affirm becoming and the being of becoming”  

     (Deleuze, 2006: 170). 

In our attempt to try and make the playfulness of the entrepreneurial process emerge and 

to fully appreciate its cracking and emerging qualities, we are helped by the literature on 

play, and in particular regards by the works of Johan Huizinga (1949) and Roger Caillois 

(1958). First, we provide play definition and classification. Second, we present how play 

literature has entered organization studies and ‘got stuck’ in the play v. habit dilemma. 

Third, we present how play in organizations can be understood if read with process 

thinking in mind.  

 

Homo Ludens: A Study of the Play-Element in Culture by Johan Huizinga (1949) is one of 

the most influential books about play, where the author argue how play is interwoven with 

culture and presents the universal features of play [emphasis added]: 

 

                                                      
2 Sub specie ludi means 'under the guise of a game' and it is a locution often used by Joan Huizinga (1949) 

in his book “Homo Ludens: A Study of the Play-Element in Culture” to describe the various stages of western 
civilization through the play element. In our case, it is an invitation to move away from traditional/mainstream 
readings of entrepreneurship towards an understanding where the values of play are in place. 
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     Summing up the formal characteristics of play, we might call it a free activity standing  

     quite consciously outside ‘ordinary’ life as being ‘not serious’, but at the same time  

     absorbing the player intensely and utterly. It is an activity connected with no material  

     interest, and no profit can be gained by it. It proceeds within its own proper boundaries  

     of time and space according to fixed rules and in an orderly manner. It promotes the  

     formation of social groupings which tend to surround themselves with secrecy and to  

     stress their difference from the common world by disguise or other means” (p.13). 

 

First, play is a free, voluntary activity that serves no specific biological purpose: a player 

plays because it is fun. Second play does not follow any utilitaristic function: a player plays 

because he wants to, and “play is its own reward” (Josephson, 2009: 302). Third, play, as 

a magic circle, find its space within ordinary life and arranges its own space and time. 

Fourth, play transports the playing group to a dimension that is different from the ordinary 

world. This definition implies that play is irrational, and that cannot be reduced to anything 

else. 

 

In response to the theorization of play by Huizinga, Roger Caillois’ (1958) Man, Play and 

Games, further develops the idea that play is a central trait of cultures and, while 

embracing Huizinga’s universal definition of play, he proposes a fourfold classification of 

games being agon (competition); alea (chance); mimicry (simulation); Ilinx (vertigo), as an 

attempt to describe the different attitudes that drive play (Kullman, 2009). Regardless, 

every category contains different combinations of freedom, rules and improvisation, in a 

continuum from paidia (unstructured, childish play) to ludus (structured and 

institutionalized play). Ludus, Caillois argues, is a purified play experience, because “the 

rules and institutionalization of games guarantees that play and ordinary life remain 

uncontaminated from each other” (Kullman, 2009: 165).  

 

Intuitively, a playful behavior and a playful mindset meet the crescent need for creativity 

and innovation which our industrial-driven economy is thirsty for. Therefore, organizations 

studies turn to play theories with growing interest. Organizations want individuals who are 

playful and creative, because creativity could transform into innovation, and want 

organizational forms and structures able to channel such free activity into wage labour and 
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value creation. Alexandersson & Kalonaityte (2018) argue that research on work and play 

takes three different streams: play as extension of work, play as neo-normative control, 

and play as a boundary-crossing activity. The first two streams, representing the majority 

of research on the topic, are focusing on “the novel modes of organizing work by 

welcoming fun, play and private facets of the employee” (p.302). The homo economicus, 

namely, managerial approaches to entrepreneurship, is now mocking the homo ludens, 

using play, fun, and creativity as a strategy to create value within organizations.  

 

However, the authors argue, this approach “pose a new challenge to our understanding of 

play as a boundary-transcending activity” (p. 302). The challenge the authors are referring 

to, we argue, relates to the fact that this approach to play in organizations reads play with 

the ontology of being, and, by doing so, it focuses on the entitative status of organizations 

(how to organize for playfulness) and on individuals (how to make individuals more 

creative and playful). This ends up generating a contradicting tension between homo 

ludens, play, and homo economicus, habit:  

 

     The intense pressure for being creative, innovative, and taking efficient initiatives at  

     work should also be related to as a recent concept of managerialism, conducting  

     conduct according to the rationality and norm of enterprise discourse. As such, it  

     operates through stereotypes, and this time the entrepreneur [emphasis added] has  

     been recycled as an emblem of the proper employee.” (Hjorth, 2005: 396) 

 

Following economic thinking, the ontology of being, we get stuck into this work v. play 

dilemma, and get distracted from what play can actually account for, that is, the “full 

drama” of entrepreneurship, and its free, boundary-transcending activities. Play challenges 

broader social and cultural conventions, is related with free movement, dance and 

children, with risk and competition (Huizinga, 1949).  

 

The third stream of research, the one that regards play as a boundary-crossing activity 

tries to address play as a “grounding condition for relational-organizational bodies and 

subjectivities” (Hjorth et al., 2018: 155). Thinking in process, we have previously shown 

how entrepreneurship thereby becomes central to organization studies shifting the focus 
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on creation and on the becoming. If we now claim entrepreneurship to be at the core, this 

has important consequences for how we understand the organizational conditions (among 

which, is play) for creation-processes. Now, “innovativeness is already virtually real at 

workplaces but needs to be actualized in creations” (Hjorth, 2005: 396). What is the 

implication of thinking play with entrepreneuring as organization-creation in mind?  

 

In process thinking, play can be described as the affirmation of chance (Deleuze, 2006), a 

speculative movement towards the future, and a pragmatic action-event (play lives in 

playing, like lightning lives in the fresh) that embraces becoming (cf. Manning & Massumi, 

2014) and invites the reader to engage in a multiple language experience that provides 

knowledge that is rich and not just representational”  (Hjorth et al., 2018: 157) 

 

The tension between play and economy is now positive and affirmative, somehow it is 

reconciled in the entrepreneuring, in the constant creation of the organization. Play is 

related to the tactics - to the entrepreneuring, not to a strategy to be planned and 

organized.  Play finds its space, heterotopias, within organizations: “Entrepreneurship is 

then understood as the process of creating space for play/invention in organizational 

contexts” (Hjorth, 2004: 414), it is a movement from passion to action, a matter of 

affirmation, and of creation. 
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Results  

 

Now that we have provided theory to our analysis, we return to the research question: 

 

     How is the free movement of play at the core of creation processes at Skippergata 22,       

     in the firming of the organization? 

 

In the following section, we present the following three findings: (1) Skippergata is a playful 

space, thereby (2) play appears to be at the core of creation processes, and (3) playing is 

part of the firming, not in opposition.  

 

Skippergata 22 is a playful space 

 

Skippergata 22 is founded by a group of friends with the desire to create a place to feel 

free. Before the organization was established, there was the idea of having a place where 

the group of friends could be themselves and feel free. What initiated the founding was the 

desire for an empty space, a location which they could fill with their prioritised creative 

activities. Having worked together before, they have a feeling that they could ‘work well’ 

together, and found Skippergata to be a space where to increase the frequency of their 

friendship (being a work, they meet everyday rather than casually), and change the quality 

of it (being at work, they embrace friendship more actively because they have to create 

something out of it now) aware that their relations (in any form and combination) can 

provide newness, qualitatively speaking.  

 

We find that the shared goal of playing together is one of their main drives, and that they 

approach organization accordingly. The group of friends did not establish the organization 

to stabilize relationships among them, nor never attempted to solve their human relations 

in a single form or structure. Rather, Skippergata was embraced to be a space for friends, 

where to play, affirming whatever chance will occur, where to tactically change the society 

around them and its imposed narrative; a space where to increase the power to affect and 

to be affected. The relations never got codified, it continued to be played and danced, it 

remained weak (Hjorth, 2012).  
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Being driven by this internal and relational value, that is, friendship rather than monetary 

value, implies that the execution of initiatives/projects will be evaluated in that regard as 

well. What the members find important is naturally what will be prioritised, and play, as an 

expression of freedom, is perceived to be of high priority.  

 

We showed how play is embraced at Skippergata, and what this entails in a somewhat 

complicated café environment, and we have suggested that the loose approach to 

organization can encourage creation, which we will elaborate on in the next part. 

 

Play is at the core of creation processes 

 

By investigating the empirical case, we have found that the concept of play appears to be 

central to creation processes. 

 

Skippergata has succeeded in creating an environment where people can grow and where 

creativity can flourish, driven by the desire to feel free. The feel free approach at 

Skippergata in fact resembles the understanding of play as a free movement; “movement 

that is not regulated by concepts of how to move or ideas specifying the goal of 

movement” (Hjorth et al., 2018: 157). By remaining open, the forces at place are non-

reactive, and the edges of the becoming-organization bursts. Thereby change is not 

controlled, but is emerging. When approaching organization-creation, processually, 

change is not controllable, instead it is part of tactically making use of the openings which 

play is then revealing. 

 

Skippergata 22 was never meant to reach a stable form, and in this constant movement, 

embraced play as a tactic to create the organization. We find that a combination of 

spontaneous behaviour and being receptive to ideas, people, and to environment is what 

enables the creation of the new. With an openness towards what might become, 

Skippergata 22 succeeded in creating a shared playground. Analysis show Skippergata to 

be a space that welcomes creativity, intuition, imagination, playfulness and conceive the 

un-thought with an open mind, hoping that their activities move their surroundings and 
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contribute to moving society (dealing controversial topics; organizing events in new 

formats and combinations; a space where new concepts can be created and realized…). 

Approaching its space as a white canva furthers and supports creation of the new with 

heterogeneity and openness. We find that play and culture are intimately interwoven, as 

we observe the ‘feel free’ spilling over to the guests and to external environment. 

  

Play is part of the firming, not in opposition 

 

We approached this thesis with the intuition that play would be central to the creation 

processes at Skippergata 22, as we observed it to be one of the conditions for creativity in 

organizations. Being informed by Huizinga’s Homo Ludens (1949), we found ourselves 

first focusing on the tension between homo economicus (economy and habits) and homo 

ludens (creativity and play), and their relationship in organization-creation (the process 

understanding of entrepreneurship). Free and firm implies an opposition, which we also 

read from previous research. 

 

First, reading play with process thinking we find that it is not about the homo ludens, 

rather, it is about play. In other words, the focus should not be on homo ludens, here 

representing a individual or structural conditions on how to bring play into work. The focus 

should be instead on play, as a relational, collective actualization of chance and desire. 

 

Second, viewing organization-creation through the lens of play as a free movement in 

process thinking, made us realise that the opposition between economy and play should 

be read in an affirmative perspective. We find that only when you know the rules you can 

be a true player, and that creation happens when the rules are applied. In other words, the 

free movement of play in itself is not enough to create value, and we argue that there must 

be rules within the game. Without any guidelines, play can quickly become impulsive and 

can be of harm to the organization. There is a need for acknowledging external conditions, 

and taking control to a certain extent. Through portraying the processual complexity of the 

relationship between homo economicus and play, we find that it is not a question of being 

free or firm, rather a process of involving both. We suggest that play is at the core of the 
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organization-creation process as an affirmation of chance that, through entrepreneuring, it 

converses with rules, to actualize newness and create value. 
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Discussion 
 

This work contributes to the processual studies on organizational creativity, play, and 

entrepreneurship. First, we move away from a play v. habit view, typical of the ontology of 

being. Second, we read play processually, and show how it becomes affirmatively and 

positively reconciled in entrepreneuring, in the constant creation of organization. Third, we 

discuss the implications for understanding the organizational conditions for creativity and 

innovation - among which is play. 

 

First, we move away from a play v. habit view, typical of the ontology of being 

 

As the definition of play by Huizinga has shown, play is a voluntary activity that serves no 

purpose, it opens for free spaces and transports the player to another dimension. Be it 

regarded as a children play, as a hobby, or as a game, play entered organization studies 

as a ready-to-use management principle, that could respond to the organization’s thirst to 

innovation and creativity:  “This merging of traditional wage labor with the increasing 

demands for artistic and entrepreneurial performance has been noted to be an overall 

tendency of contemporary economy” (Alexandersson and Kalonaityte, 2018: 299). This 

idea of bringing play at work is the result of an altered understanding of how play can 

relate to work. Managerial myopia, the economy of being, has thought it was possible to 

control play. Play was confined with boundaries, while it is an unbounded activity. Play 

was addressed with the strategic mindset of control while it is pure and free creation. Here 

is where the inconsistency emerges: hoping that play could favour progress, it was clipped 

its wings, constrained within rules. 

 

Results show how Skippergata is a playful space, founded by a group of friends with the 

desire to create a place to feel free. There is not an attempt to set controls, fixed 

relationships, not even, quite extremely, a fixed product and service. This gives us the 

intuition about the need to move from homo ludens, from an ontology that confines play 

into playful individuals or into playful structures, to play conceived independently from its 

process. 
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Second, we read play processually, and show how it becomes affirmatively and positively 

reconciled in entrepreneuring, in the constant creation of organization 

 

We are still dealing within the same research inquiry, that is how, to deal with creation of 

the new within expectations of economic efficiency and control, and what is the role of 

economic thinking in the creation of the new. But now, we move from an ontology of 

individuals and structure towards one of processes and refer to play as a liminal and 

nascent source of expression and imagination. We follow the stream of research that 

regards play as a condition that encourage rebellion, creation, innovation, potentiality, 

openness, heterogeneity that happens within a potential space, or magic circle 

(Alexandersson & Kalonaityte, 2018). Thus, we focus on play as a relational, collective, 

and imaginative condition for the organizational becoming. With this focus in mind the 

homo ludens, the playful human is a creative individual, but it is play, not the individual, at 

the core of the process. Results show how play, as a phenomenon and a concept, 

appears to be central to creation processes at Skippergata 22, and how their ‘feel free’ 

motto encourages entrepreneuring. 

 

In process thinking, play can be described as the affirmation of chance (Deleuze, 2006), a 

speculative movement towards the future, and a pragmatic action-event (play lives in 

playing, like lightning lives in the fresh) that embraces becoming (cf. Manning & Massumi, 

2014) and invites the reader to engage in a multiple language experience that provides 

knowledge that is rich and not just representational”  (Hjorth et al., 2018: 157) 

Play, we argue, is a concept that can increase our capacity “to fictionally anticipate what is 

not yet actual” (Hjorth, 2014a: 50), and therefore becomes at the core of the affirmative 

entrepreneurial process which is about creation and inventiveness. This is how, we argue, 

play is at the core. Not as a concept alone, and not in tension with the firming and the 

actualization of the organization. Rather, as an affirmative force for imagining the new, that 

can increase the collective capacity to create, in support of Hjorth (2014a: 51) 

understanding of an active force that “goes to the limits, the fringe of things, and 

affirmation (quality of active force that makes the potential leap into the actual, i.e., get 

things done) uses it to overcome (to actualize the virtual), to create the new in concrete 

contexts of everyday practices, ‘to make life light and active’” (Hjorth, 2014a: 51). 
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Third, we discuss the implications for understanding the organizational conditions for 

creativity and innovation – among which is play, 

 

Using process thinking, our purpose here was to counterbalance the dominant knowledge 

of entrepreneurship, characterized by an overemphasis on the role of the homo 

economicus, and understand individuals and organizations in their wholeness and 

complexity through time and space. The concept of entrepreneurship, within which we 

understand play to be, must be multiplied and be included not only in the economic 

sphere, but also in the social and creative one (Hjorth et al., 2017). How can play help us 

understand the organizational conditions for creativity and innovation? 

 

The processual relation between entrepreneurship and play is understudied in 

organization studies and contributing to this field will help us understand organizational 

processes better, and thereby also how they can remain relevant. As a field, 

entrepreneurship, among other topics, is concerned with “creativity and disclosing that 

which is not yet fully known” (Hjorth et al., 2015: 600). As a phenomenon, play can 

describe the process of how an organization is continuously created (and recreated). 

Studying the concept of play can thereby help us understand and analyse how the virtually 

new becomes actually new (Hjorth, 2014), understood as organization-creation. When you 

play, you take an experience from reality (of joy or of frustration) and relate openly to it. 

There is a blurred relation between play and reality, as Caillois (1958) remembers: “play 

and reality express the same drives but are separate realms…where play begins and ends 

is only something the players themselves know” (Kullman, 2009: 165). Innovation starts 

from the reality but also changes it. Thinking about play, helps thinking (and thus, 

organizing) to embrace an affirmative capacity to change reality. 

 

Describing entrepreneurship sub specie ludi, the results have shown how the physical and 

potential space of the empirical case was used as a ‘space for play’ to foster innovative 

ideas and enable creation of the new, an organization in this case. It is pro-rolling and 

moving at the fringe of things (Hjorth, 2015), rather than controlling, that can help to deal 

with the complex and nonlinear process of creation and invention. Scholars have until now 
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argued for the ability of entrepreneurship to function as an insinuating force capable of 

creating its own spaces in pre-determined contexts ruled by managerial impositions, i.e., 

creating other-spaces in pre-determined places (Hjorth, 2005), thereby providing an 

understanding of entrepreneurship, as a white canva (Hjorth, 2003) or a space for play 

(Hjorth, 2005). However, thinking in process, if we conceptualize organizations as “a place 

for (1) a strategic realization that maintain order and for (2) entrepreneuring, the tactical 

actualization of new orders (Hjorth, 2005), and this should not be conceived as a dualism, 

rather, as an affirmation” (Hjorth, 2014b: 107), then, we should start thinking organizations 

as spaces for play, where to open for creativity (and innovation), as organizational 

conditions for collective creation and affirmation of the future. 

 

This is not an attempt to prioritize play against habit in the organization. Thinking in 

process, they are both needed to be thought in wholeness (Helin et al., 2014) and the pure 

concepts are here confronted just for the sake of discussion - as a matter of fact, this work 

applies a narrative and discursive approach to show how complex and multi-faceted this 

dilemma is in reality. What we are arguing here is the need to change how we understand 

and see management, control, …and play. Precisely, the magic circle of play, as theorized 

by Huizinga (1949), comprises both the idea that there are rules and that there is 

creativity, that apply within a specific moment in time and space. Caillois (1958) also argue 

that it is ludus, the confined play, the purest form of play. When members respond to the 

same rules (i.e., there is a control in the process), then they are free to feel and behave 

freely (rolling and playing, introducing the unthought). The ‘product’ of play and 

entrepreneurship must then be managed, optimized, but organizations must be aware that 

it is not only the ultimate goal/reason for organizing: “It is not a question of leaving the 

managerial in favour of the entrepreneurial. It is rather an issue of emphasis, rebalancing, 

and rethinking” (Hjorth, 2014a: 46).  
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Conclusion 

In this paper we have explored the tension between the creativity of the becoming and the 

economy of the existing, the challenge of a free approach to organization when 

recognizing that the firming of the organization-creation process, is of course inevitable 

and somewhat desirable. Using a case study, we have found that an organization indeed 

can be playful, but also firm. We have shown that Skippergata 22 is a playful space, where 

play as an expression of freedom, is perceived to be of high priority. The shared goal of 

playing together is one of the main motivations within the organization, which is therefore 

is approached as a relational practice. With support from the empirical case, we find that 

play is at the core of creation processes, and that play converses with rules, to actualize 

newness and create value. Openness and heterogeneity, traits known for encouraging 

creativity, are enabled through play, and can thereby further the creation of the new. 

Importantly, play must not be mistaken for impulsiveness or anarchy, only when the game 

has rules, the game can be played.  

 

Scholars adopting a processual ontology are providing a perspective which implies a 

closer relationship between research fields which were otherwise approached as being 

separate. This thesis follows suit by continuing to build a bridge between literature on 

organizations, entrepreneurship and play applying a narrative approach to the case study. 

We have discussed the need for moving from an ontology of the being, where play 

remains constrained and does not account for its full creative potential, to a processual 

reading of play as a relational, collective, and imaginative condition for the organizational 

becoming. Play, as an affirmative and creative force, is reconciled in entrepreneuring, the 

process of organization-creation, not in opposition to habits, stability and firming, rather, in 

a positive affirmation. The implications of this reading of play, we argue, regard the 

possibility of seeing organizations as spaces for play, namely, as spaces that, within their 

boundaries and with their own rules, can create the conditions for newness and 

anticipation of what it is not yet.  

 

The findings of this thesis have important consequences for what we perceive the 

organizational conditions for creativity and innovation to be, and how organizations can 

keep up with the fast-paced environment that they operate in. If organizations are to 
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remain relevant in our society, they cannot plan for creativity, instead play, feel free, must 

be embraced and accepted as fundamental to the becoming organization. This has 

implications for how organizations think creation-processes, as they are to be approached 

with openness towards what may or may not become innovation. The goal of an 

organization, its raison d’être, must therefore also remain in movement, must continue to 

become, affecting and being affected by the external environment.  

 

This calls for revisiting the idea of progress and innovation, as it may not necessarily be 

related to hard evidence or groundbreaking scientific discoveries, that men can read and 

efficiently adjust to. Rather, innovation acts as a power that breaks the established, 

transmuting what is real; it is a creation which, as such, involves ambiguity, movement, 

uncertainty. Exploiting opportunities and actualizing new superior value is not achieved 

with an iron hand. Skippergata 22, in fact did quite the opposite, by embracing the 

unknown and trying to stay open to its environment. Organizations therefore need to let go 

of control and embrace the becoming so that innovations can emerge.  

 

Limitations and Future Research  

During this research, we tried to make the point that play lives in the playing, however,  

one could also argue that play is played by players. Although approaching this thesis with 

a process philosophy and emphasizing that the relational, becoming organization is of 

greatest importance, it does not mean that we are discarding the role of the individual and 

the being of organizations. Our results have shown that it is not about homo ludens, rather, 

it is about play, and it is important to note here that this is not an attempt to prioritize 

process against the individual, rather, it is just an attempt to think the individual in its 

process of becoming active (Hjorth, 2012). Thinking in process, the individual and the 

subjective agency are not the main focus, as it was otherwise the case in dominant 

streams of entrepreneurship research. Nevertheless, the individual, the playful individual is 

not forgotten, it is just understood within a processual understanding of entrepreneurship, 

which, as a playful process, involves rules for stability and creation, but it is the relationality 

on point:  
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     the crucial relationship between spontaneity and receptivity, the power to affect and the  

     power to be affected as introduced by Spinoza. This is the central tension for those  

     interested in creation, invention, entrepreneurship, becoming-other (Hjorth, 2013: 11) 

 

We have collected data and written stories regarding the ‘power to be affected and to 

affect’, which however, have decided not to include as not directly related to the research 

question. See Appendix, for the stories: “From zero to hero”, “Home Alone”, “Business with 

friends”, and “Entrepreneurs Meet”. These stories, while reading entrepreneuship 

processually, focus on its relationality and movement - among individuals and with regard 

to the environment.  

 

Secondly, reading play as an affirmative chance does not mean that one increases the 

chance and success of being affirmatively. Clearly, play as a creative process is also 

linked with failure and reading play at the core does not entail that creativity becomes 

easier. Skippergata 22 experienced a range of challenges and several of the informants 

expressed that it had been exhausting to work there, we would therefore like to emphasise 

that the empirical case is not a recipe for success, but, simply, an example of play in 

organizations. 

 

Viewing the world as rich with multiplicities, we recognise that this is only one of several 

stories that we could have told. The narrative approach to research generates complex 

material and the inductive study revealed several interesting tensions, all of which could be 

the focus of other papers. The challenge of combining work and friendship, for example, 

came across as significant at Skippergata 22, and diving into that would likely have 

provided rich results. Organizational creativity and constraints could have been another 

area to discover, or, entrepreneuring as a collective effort where it would be compelling to 

do a network analysis on the organization, its surrounding environment and in relation to 

the creation of their creative products. We also inform that some content might have gotten 

lost in translation from Norwegian to English, although we have attempted to show the 

richness in the texts by presenting the data through the informants own narratives. Lastly, 

although performative research calls for experimentation (Steyaert, 2012) our 
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experimentation here is limited to the fact that this is a master thesis, which then must 

respond to certain rules.  
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