
The Role of Leaders and Intrapreneurial Employees
in Large Technology Corporations: A Qualitative Study

Item Type Thesis

Authors Anand, Chitra

Rights <a rel="license" href="http://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by-nc-nd/3.0/"><img alt="Creative Commons License"
style="border-width:0" src="http://i.creativecommons.org/l/by-
nc-nd/3.0/88x31.png" /></a><br />The University of Bradford
theses are licenced under a <a rel="license" href="http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/">Creative
Commons Licence</a>.

Download date 19/05/2023 19:15:15

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10454/19073

http://hdl.handle.net/10454/19073


 

 

THE ROLE OF LEADERS AND 

INTRAPRENEURIAL EMPLOYEES IN LARGE 

TECHNOLOGY CORPORATIONS:  

A QUALTITATIVE STUDY 

 

C. ANAND 

 

SUBMITTED FOR THE DEGREE  

OF DOCTORATE OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

 

 

2020 

 

 

  



 1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Role of Leaders and Intrapreneurial Employees in Large Technology 

Corporations: A Qualitative Study 

 

 

Chitra Anand 

 

 

Submitted for the degree 

of Doctorate of Business Administration 

 

 

Faculty of Management 

University of Bradford 

2020 

 

 

 



 i 
 

Abstract 

Chitra Anand 

The Role of Leaders and Intrapreneurial Employees in Large Technology 

Corporations: A Qualitative Study 
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Over the past 15 years, technological change has introduced an 

unprecedented amount of competition in the global marketplace. Large 

corporations are at risk of disruption by global competitors, particularly the 

start-up community. In today’s highly competitive environment, the goal of 

every business is to get ahead: this is known as ‘competitive advantage.’ 

One way to foster competitive advantage is through innovation—the process 

of change, be it a new product, idea, or method. It can mean adapting the 

work environment to deliver an improved service or altering the business 

model. 

Large corporations are scalable business models by design. When a 

company establishes a successful business model, it monetizes that model 

to the fullest extent, supporting the model via corporate structures, 

processes, tools, and cultures. These companies now face a conundrum: the 

policies and procedures that make them efficient also stifle innovation, which 

is critical to business success in today’s ultra-competitive and ever-changing 

market. Large companies find it especially challenging to innovate 



 ii 
 

successfully within the confines of massive, bureaucratic operational 

structures. Since most companies are designed to deliver under their current 

structures, any innovation that requires a change in business model or 

approach requires structural changes within the company.  

“Intrapreneurship,” also known as corporate entrepreneurial behaviour, has 

the potential to resolve the issues of innovation in large corporations. 

Intrapreneurship is a major competitive differentiator: benefits include 

increased economic growth, greater efficiency, the ability to manage change 

effectively, greater employee engagement and development, the ability to 

attract and retain entrepreneurial leaders, and sustainable growth. However, 

organizations are not aware of how to cultivate an intrapreneurial 

environment. In fact, organizations often unintentionally cultivate the 

opposite, by adopting risk-adverse policies, limiting corporate 

experimentation. The extant literature examines intrapreneurship at a firm 

level; however, there is limited literature identifying intrapreneurial traits at an 

employee level. It is these employee traits and behaviours that enable 

organizations to act intrapreneurially, resulting in value creation for 

organizations. Leadership engagement as it relates to intrapreneurship is 

also an area that is under researched. The support of leaders in innovation 

efforts is crucial for intrapreneurial employees to thrive and take ideas from a 

place of conception to implementation.   

This study takes a qualitative, approach, including semi-structured interviews 

of employees of a large technological firm and five semi-structured interviews 

with executives from media, technology, and finance industries. This 

research identifies specific traits of employees of intrapreneurial employees, 
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including their behaviours and attributes. This research places the employee 

at the heart of the organization while positioning leaders and cultural 

elements on the periphery. It identifies curiosity, skilled risk taking, and 

experimentation as core intrapreneurial traits. This study also identifies the 

traits and behaviours of successfully intrapreneurial organizations and the 

role that leadership plays in supporting and developing intrapreneurial 

environments and cultures. Leadership has significant and positive relations 

with both empowerment and an innovation-supporting organizational climate. 

Top managers' leadership style has been identified as being one of the most 

important factors—if not the most important—when it comes to driving 

innovation. The findings from this research indicate that leaders need to play 

more of an active role in developing intrapreneurial activity. They need to 

evolve their role into shepherds who guide intrapreneurs in navigating the 

corporate immune systems. This research also evolves the conceptual 

framework of Antoncic and Hisrich (2001) by adding employee traits and 

leadership as new paradigms. 
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 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides context and rationale for the study. It looks at some of 

the key macro trends that are impacting large organizations in the global 

marketplace and how intrapreneurship can address some of the problems. 

The problems include the innovation agenda that organizations are struggling 

with, and how intrapreneurship could be positioned as a potential solution.  It 

provides research objectives and identifies the questions that will be 

addressed in the study.  The background theory consists of chapters 1 and 2. 

Chapter 1 introduces the initial focus of the research, the research problem 

and the research question and objectives which this thesis will explore. 

 

In today’s ultra-competitive and dynamic market, companies 

and organisations cannot wait for a surprise innovation to grow their business. 

Companies must evolve to thrive in the competitive and advanced 

global economy (McKinsey, 2016; Fi, 2018). According to a study by Deloitte 

(2015), 88% percent of the 1955 Fortune 500 companies no longer existed by 

2015, because those companies were merged, acquired, or became 

irrelevant.  Waldeck et al. (2016) have indicated that the economy is in  a time 

of accelerated change in which lifespans of big companies are getting shorter 

than ever.  This is also consistent with a study conducted by Rossi (2017) 

indicating that 40% of Fortune 500 companies will no longer exist in 10 years 

time due to digital disruption. This is a result of a survey conducted with more 

than 500 c-suite executives across Europe and the United States; over half 

(53%) said they are concerned about competition from disruptive businesses.  
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These studies encourage companies to optimize innovation for sustainable 

growth (Deloitte, 2015).    

Waldeck et al. (2016) indicated that few businesses survive over the long-term 

without reinventing themselves to find new and innovative ways for 

sustainable growth.   In order to improve the odds of corporate longevity, 

senior leaders and organizations must be vigilant for looking at new and 

creative ways to develop strong sustainable innovation strategies.   

Pisano (2019) states that large companies are easy targets for 

disruption.   The key for large organizations to survive is to create an 

innovation strategy.  This means a system for creativity which will then 

transcend into the enterprise’s cultural DNA; this will require a set of specific 

behaviours.   

It has long been known that innovation is key to value creation, generating 

growth in companies and the economy (Schumpeter, 1934, 1939, 1942).  

Innovation today looks different now than it did for Schumpeter in the 1930s 

and 1940s: the business innovations of recent decades have been 

accompanied by digital transformations, which have enabled innovation and 

promoted value creation. Innovation today thus cannot be studied without 

also considering the impact of digital technology. Digital technologies 

challenge current organizations’ structures, driving organizations to 

constantly fresh their business models to models that are technology-

enabled (Gartner, 2019). These new models force organizations to operate 

differently and embrace perpetual change.  
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The 1950s saw the start of what is now referred to as the Third Industrial 

Revolution. Since the 1950s, computers have enabled the processing and 

sharing of information on a large scale. Large scale refers not just to quantity 

of business but also to the geography of business, stretching businesses 

across the globe. Scaling up of business is possible because of globalization, 

and also an accelerant of globalization (WEF, 2016). Globalization, however, 

is a double-edged sword: the ability to expand a business across the globe 

has both introduced an unprecedented level of competition in the 

marketplace and created massive corporations that are difficult to manage.  

As organizations grow and scale, they become bounded by what is known as 

the “corporate immune system”: that is, big corporations are complex 

mechanisms requiring a lot of governance and many bureaucratic processes, 

which slow down pace of change (Pinchot, 2016). Although large 

corporations should be in an enviable position—having access to many 

resources—they struggle to change, impacting their ability to innovate. Their 

size leaves them vulnerable to the agile start-up companies, which do not 

have to navigate complex corporate structures and so can rapidly evolve to 

fill market demands (Frederick, 2015).  

How can corporations remain large—thereby maintaining strength in market 

share—and yet be innovative—thereby keeping up with market demand? 

Some research suggests that a key to the continued success of large 

corporations is intrapreneurship—i.e. entrepreneurial behaviour within a 

corporate structure. Entrepreneurial activity ensures growth innovation and 

value creation (Hamel, 1999; Marchesnay and Julien, 1990), which positively 

impacts customers, employees, and shareholders. Kirsner (2018) conducted 
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a study on the obstacles large companies face when it comes to innovation. 

After surveying 270 corporate leaders, they found that 55% of respondents 

cited “politics, turf wars, and a lack of alignment” as key issues. Business 

units were siloed: innovating on their own, hesitate to let new initiative edge 

into their “terrain,” and competing for resources. The study reveals that 

internal squabbles create barriers that inhibit organizations from innovating 

widely. The study indicates that leaders can play a role in innovation: leaders 

can clear conflict and provide clarity on innovation ownership and support. 

The study also identified “cultural issues” at the core of innovation problems. 

Forty-five percent of respondents indicated that culture at large companies is 

typically built on a foundation of operational excellence and sustainable 

growth. The organization’s change-makers, those who are trying to conduct 

experiments and test creative ideas, are rarely greeted with open arms. Big 

companies by have long memories and ways of operating. Creating new 

places where people can gather to work on projects is the challenge and the 

opportunity. By designing new kinds of incentives, recognizing, and 

rewarding the behaviours that organizations need and want to encourage will 

drive this kind of innovation. 

One of the ways that organizations can develop sustainable growth 

strategies is to develop intrapreneurial employees within their respective 

organizations. According to Deloitte (2015), intrapreneurs are already 

employed by organizations, but they need to be identified, encouraged, and 

supported. By at least one estimate, 20% of all employees exhibit some 

intrapreneurial behaviours at some point within their work environments 

(Willy, 2010).  However, because intrapreneurial behaviours differ from the 
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norm, they can be ignored or even inhibited. The inhabitation of 

intrapreneurial behaviours is a missed opportunity for organizations. 

Corporate management must learn to identify and support intrapreneurs, 

including determining whether intrapreneur’s have the appropriate resources 

to take ideas form ideation to execution (Deloitte 2015).  

According to Ahuja (2016), organizations struggle with two things as it relates 

to intrapreneurship.   First, they have a difficult time supporting the risk-taking 

which is fundamental to innovation. Second the corporate culture and structural 

barriers present challenges for intrapreneurs from taking their idea through to 

execution. 

This research explores intrapreneurship in three distinct ways:   

1.  What are the specific behaviours, traits and attributes of 

Intrapreneurial employees? 

2. What are the environmental factors that intrapreneurs need in order to 

thrive? 

3. How can leadership be enablers of intrapreneurs?  

 

1.2 Research Background and Context  

Given the complex, competitive, and fast-changing world, it is imperative for 

corporations to take risks and adopt new, innovative, and creative 

approaches to business. Companies need to evolve to thrive. Over the past 

20 years, with the introduction of new technologies, the rate of change has 

accelerated. The ability for an organization to innovate quickly and at scale 

has been identified as a new way for companies to survive in this new 

economy (Parker, 2015). Adopting entrepreneurial approaches to business 

can positively contribute to the long-range success of every organization, 

small or large (Deimler, 2011).   
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The rise of new technologies  has created an even more compelling case for 

companies to strengthen their innovation from within. The digital economy 

underlies how companies are transforming business designs, industries, 

markets, and organizations. Rapid technological change has introduced 

another dimension to an increased focus on the need for corporate 

innovation (WEF, 2016). 

Entrepreneurial activity is considered an effective way to ensure growth 

innovation and value creation (Hamel, 1999; Marchesnay and Julien, 1990), 

which generates positive impacts on different groups, such as customers, 

workers, and shareholders. It is important to remember that innovation is 

essential  for  value creation—generating growth in companies and the 

economy (Schumpeter 1934, 1939, 1942t Innovations in recent decades 

were accompanied by digital transformations, which promote even more 

value creation. In this context, innovation not only involves the introduction of 

new technologies but also changes in process and structure that come with 

the successful application of new technologies (Autio et al., 2014). 

Prior research suggests that intrapreneurship is a good source of innovation 

and can help firms revitalize their businesses, innovate, adapt to changes in 

their internal and external environments, and enhance their performance 

(Felício, Rodrigues, & Caldeirinha, 2012). Intrapreneurship can consist of 

new business venturing, innovativeness, self-renewal, and proactiveness 

(Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). Past research focuses on intrapreneurship at a 

firm level and does not adequately represent the specific components of 

intrapreneurship at an individual level.  This could have distinct effects on 

firm outcomes. The work of Dess, Lumpkin, and McGee (1999) suggests that 
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individual components of intrapreneurship can provide more fine-grained 

information than firm-level analysis. Individual components of 

intrapreneurship include the traits and behaviours of intrapreneurial 

employees, which is the focus of this study.  

 

Intrapreneurial projects “fail between 70% and 90% of the time” (Altringer, 

2013; The Harvard Business Review, 2013). Ibrahim (2016) offers several 

explanations for why the intrapreneurship projects are not successful: first, if 

a corporate employee comes up with a disruptive innovation, it may be 

unclear to them how and to whom they should present their ideas. A clear 

organizational structure needs to be in place for employees to understand 

how to share new ideas, as well as how to take ideas from ideation to 

implementation (Aggarwal, 2018). Rather than target the organizational 

structure itself, this study will consider how leaders can support intrapreneurs 

within the current structures of large corporations, with specific attention 

given to how managers can help intrapreneurs navigate what Pinchot (2013) 

calls the “corporate immune system.” Another issue is a lack of clarity with 

regards to who owns an idea. Because large organizations are matrixed in 

their structure order for ideas to be implemented, several departments need 

to cooperate, making assigning ownership of work a key challenge 

(Christensen, 2014).  

Two other major problems intrapreneurs experience are organizations’ 

intolerance of risk and lack of rewards (Kawasaki, 2006). Bankman and 

Gilson (1999) argue that an employer must commit to intrapreneurship by 

offering intrapreneurial employees reward, recognition, and compensation. 
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They note that large corporations risk losing employees due to “disparities.” 

Gilson (2002) nuances the issue, arguing that intrapreneurial companies who 

financially reward and recognize innovative ideas retain employees. 

Leadership has significant and positive relations with both employee 

empowerment and an innovation-supporting organizational climate, which 

includes opportunities for rewards and recognition (Jung, 2003). Top 

managers' leadership style has been identified as being one of the most, if 

not the most, important when it comes to driving innovation. Yet, while 

leadership plays a key role in facilitating or hindering intrapreneurship, it is 

not clear precisely how individual leaders and managers can behave to 

cultivate it deliberately.  

 This research looks at the implications of the ongoing focus on innovation in 

large corporations. Intrapreneurship is a gateway for sustained innovation; 

however, the research thus far considers it only from a firm level. The aim of 

this study will examine intrapreneurship at a human  level.  The humanistic 

approach is based on the ideas of human needs and values which will yield a 

positive outcome for organizations.  It is based on the notion that employees 

are seen as an organization’s greatest assets who require various levels of 

support in order to derive the most benefit from their efforts.   

 This research will therefore focus on the key attributes and behaviours that 

employees demonstrate which are intrapreneurial;  it will identify what these 

behaviours are specifically.  The research thus far has looked at 

intrapreneurship at a firm level.  This will be discussed further in section 

1.3.1. 
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Ibrahim (2016) offers several explanations for why the intrapreneurship 

projects are not successful: first, if a corporate employee comes up with a 

disruptive innovation, it may be unclear to them how and to whom they 

should present their ideas. A clear organizational structure needs to be in 

place for employees to understand how to share new ideas, as well as how 

to take ideas from ideation to implementation (Aggarwal, 2018). Rather than 

target the organizational structure itself, this study will consider how leaders 

can support intrapreneurs within the current structures of large corporations, 

with specific attention given to how managers can help intrapreneurs 

navigate what Pinchot (2013) calls the “corporate immune system.”  Another 

issue is a lack of clarity with regards to who owns an idea. Because 

organizations are matrix organizations, for ideas to be implemented, several 

departments need to cooperate, making assigning ownership of work a key 

challenge (Christensen, 2014).  

This research will further examine what kinds of environmental conditions 

need to be present in order for intrapreneurial employees to thrive.  It is clear 

from the literature that this is an area that is under researched. This 

specifically will look at some of the psychological factors within a corporate 

culture that need to be satisfied in order for intrapreneurs to feel comfortable 

practicing intrapreneurial behaviours.  As indicated earlier, Ibrahim (2016) 

offers several explanations for why the intrapreneurship projects are not 

successful.  There is a lack of clarity on whether or not new ideas are 

welcome, it may be also unclear to employees how and to whom they should 

present their ideas.  This research will take into consideration some of the 
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cultural elements that may be required as it relates to behaviours that are 

accepted within an organizational environment.   

A clear organizational structure needs to be in place for employees to 

understand how to share new ideas, as well as how to take ideas from 

ideation to implementation (Aggarwal, 2018).   

This research will then identify the role that leaders need to play in order to 

best support intrapreneurial employees.  As large organizations can become 

challenged by the corporate immune system as identified by Pinchot, this 

and organizational complexities present challenges for intrapreneurs.  This 

research will look at how leaders can best support intrapreneurs in being 

successful, and identify ways in which they can overcome some of the 

barriers identified in these large complex organizations.   

 

 

 

1.3  Research Problem and Rationale  

Innovation is essential to continue commercial vitality. However, corporate 

culture does not foster the identification and conversion of innovative ideas 

into commercially viable ventures (Pinchot, 2016). The solution, according to 

Pinchot (2016), is the intrapreneur: one who takes hands-on responsibility for 

creating innovation within the organization. While research has consistently 

shown that intrapreneurship is important for organisational survival, growth, 

profitability, and renewal, especially in larger organisations (Irwin, 1988; Anu, 

2007; Parker, 2011), and while the research agrees that intrapreneurial talent 
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is required for new growth and sustainable innovation, it has not yet identified 

how intrapreneurs can be identified and how their intrapreneurial talent can 

be cultivated. 

Antoncic and Hisrich (2001) developed a model discussing positive 

relationships between intrapreneurship and its predictors, including 

environmental factors; this model is shown in Chapter 3. Their model is 

focused on the small medium enterprise (SME). Larger organizations are 

hierarchical in nature and bureaucratized because of their size which can 

impedes growth (Kanter 1984; Pinchot 1985). As a result, organizational size 

may have a negative relationship to intrapreneurship.   

This model was constructed on three main hypotheses about relationships 

among intrapreneurship. The first hypothesis is that there is a positive 

association between organizational characteristics and intrapreneurship. The 

second hypothesis is that there is a positive association between 

intrapreneurship and environmental characteristics. The third hypothesis is 

that there is a positive association between intrapreneurship and 

performance in terms of growth and profitability. The entire model is 

developed at a firm level, without consideration of the human factors, 

including the behaviours of employees, managers, and leaders. The second 

hypothesis also considers at the external environment, but not the internal 

working conditions that may needed for intrapreneurship to take place.   

Antoncic and Hisrich (2001) suggested that future research build on their 

model by “looking at other variables and its effects which could add to 

intrapreneurship dimensions” (p.29).  While this model shows strong support 

for the positive impact of organizational and environmental characteristics on 
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intrapreneurship, there are many other variables that can be added to further 

evolve this model which this research will focus on doing. This research will 

focus on individual attributes of employees, internal environment attributes 

as well as leadership qualities required in order to add more dimensionality 

to this current model.    Baruah and Ward (2015) indicate that nurturing 

intrapreneurial initiatives can sometimes be difficult.  This can be attributed to 

some of the pressure on the firm and demands a radical shift in the internal 

way of working according.  If the structure or environment of an organization 

does not provide any encouragement for innovation, then the presence of 

intrapreneurship is questionable.  This research will explore what some of 

the environmental elements need to be in place in order for intrapreneurship 

to exist but also to flourish. 

Pinchot (1970) and Lindegard (2010) have demonstrated that organizations 

encourage managers to become sponsors of specific innovations. This kind 

of sponsor system relies on relationships of trust rather than on specific 

business processes. Sponsors are regarded as intrapreneurs’ shepherds 

around what Pinchot (1970) calls “the corporate immune system.” The 

sponsors are the leaders who can provide resources and support to enable 

intrapreneurs to mobilize projects and initiatives through highly bureaucratic 

organizations. While Pinchot (1970) and Lindegard (2010) clearly state the 

need for sponsors and leaders to provide resources that are necessary for 

the success of innovations, they do not state what those necessary 

resources are is unclear. Resources could be capital, time, space, skills, 

talent, but Pinchot and Lindegard do not differentiate between these. 

Furthermore, Pinchot and Lindegard focus on the roles, rather than the 
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behaviours, of sponsors and leaders and do not articulate what sufficient 

support is.  

While the research has not articulated how leaders can best support 

intrapreneurs, it has articulated some of the ways in which leaders 

undermine their intrapreneurial employees. One of these issues is the 

problem of over-defining roles and overscheduling of employees (Pandit, 

2015). Many companies struggle with integrating intrapreneurship into daily 

routines due to the high levels of defined tasks and schedules. 

Overscheduling limits opportunities for new ideas to be generated, 

recognised, and implemented. Pandit (2015) highlights issues of a highly 

defined schedule and lack of necessary time and space for idea creation. 

Combining Pandit’s acknowledgement of the need for time and space with 

Pinchot’s and Lindegard’s recognition that innovation requires resources 

suggests that two of the most important resources leaders and project 

sponsors can offer intrapreneurial employees are time and space. This is just 

one example of how corporations get intrapreneurship wrong: rather than 

giving employees time and space in their day, corporations fill days with 

work, thinking that is the most efficient use of employee time. But leaders 

and sponsors looking to support employees with intrapreneurial promise 

must carve out that necessary time and space.  

Knowing what to offer intrapreneurial employees is only half of the problem; 

recognizing those intrapreneurial employees is the other half: how do leaders 

and sponsors identify those intrapreneurial employees who both require and 

warrant additional resources? Farrukh, Ying, and Mansori (2016) conducted 

empirical research that identified the common personality characteristics of 
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intrapreneurial employees, and found commonalities, such as extroversion, 

between intrapreneurs. However, these common personality traits are broad 

generalizations that are not practical for identifying intrapreneurial employees 

in a corporation. (For instance: an extroverted employee is not necessarily 

an intrapreneur, even if intrapreneurs tend to be extroverted.) So how do 

sponsors and managers identify the behavioural traits that are specific to 

intrapreneurs? This question has not yet been answered by the research on 

intrapreneurship. 

While research has not yet addressed how to identify intrapreneurs, it does 

address the consequences of not having identified and supported them. 

Kawasaki (2006) indicates that lack of reward is demotivating to 

intrapreneurs. In fact, in addition to not being rewarded for success, 

employees are penalized for failure, even though failure is an integral aspect 

of intrapreneurial activity. Because risks are high and rewards are low, 

employees have no incentive to behave intrapreneurially. By suggesting that 

reward is important, Kawasaki implies that managers can make the 

difference for whether a company can retain and encourage intrapreneurs. 

But his study does not identify how managers can encourage intrapreneurial 

behaviour. What would an adequate reward system look like for 

intrapreneurs? How can managers motivate intrapreneurs to ensure 

intrapreneurial behaviours reoccur?  

It is essential that management is committed to supporting intrapreneurship 

to create sustained growth and value creation Buekens (2014).   A firm’s 

management is responsible for providing the conditions that create a culture 

of open innovative and encourage employees to hold an intrapreneurial 
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attitude. The research has not yet identified how management should create 

a culture of intrapreneurship and drive employee intrapreneurship. This 

research study examines the level of the individual: what the specific traits 

and attributes of employees who bring intrapreneurial behaviour to the 

organization. Who are the intrapreneurs? What does intrapreneurship look 

like? What actions must an organization take to encourage innovative efforts 

on an individual level? 

Table 1 identifies key research areas and the limitations of the existing 

literature which this research will address.   

Author Core Themes Limitations 

Pinchot (1978, 2000, 

2001, 2006, 2010, 

2015, 2016) 

Intrapreneurship as a 

means of innovation for 

large corporations. 

Intrapreneurship as 

entrepreneurship from 

within a large corporate 

firm.  

Does not identify the 

specific traits of 

intrapreneurial 

behaviour.  

Hisrich & Antoncic 

(1990, 2001 2003, 

2004, 2006, 2005 

2007, 2011) 

Definitions of 

intrapreneurship. 

Dimensions of 

intrapreneurship. 

Comparing and 

contrasting 

entrepreneurship and 

intrapreneurship. 

Looks at 

intrapreneurship at a 

firm level. Does not 

consider 

intrapreneurship at the 

level of the individual. 

 

Parker 2011, 2015 

Anu 2007 

Lumpkin (2007) 

Irwin (1988) 

Investigates 

intrapreneurship as a 

competitive edge. 

Intrapreneurship and its 

linkages to innovation 

Does not identify what 

skills can be translated 

to competitive 

advantage and the 

behaviours that are 
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 needed for employees 

to be the enablers of 

innovation. Also does 

not translate theory into 

practice. 

Wennekers (2008, 

2010) 

Compares and 

contrasts 

entrepreneurial and 

intrapreneurial 

behaviours. 

Opportunity to focus on 

intrapreneurial 

behaviours within large 

corporate environment.  

The skills and attributes 

employees should 

demonstrate to scale 

innovation are missing. 

Baruah (2015) 

Buekens (2014) 

Intrapreneurship as a 

form of sustained 

innovation. 

This study is focused 

only on the technology 

industry.  

Specific behaviours 

leaders need to 

showcase in order to 

support 

intrapreneurship   

Molina (2009) Intrapreneurship as a 

driver of organizational 

performance. 

What role can 

leadership play to 

support the behaviours 

of intrapreneurial 

employees to improve 

organizational 

performance 

Gündoğdu (2012) Coined term 

‘innopreneurship’. This  

concept harmonizes 

entrepreneurship, 

intrapreneurship, and 

This study considers 

only SMEs, not large 

corporations. 
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innovation. It brings the 

ideas together show 

how they are 

interconnected and 

linked. Traditional 

entrepreneurs are not 

sufficient for SMEs as 

they are unlikely to 

succeed.  In large 

companies, they need 

more in terms of 

organizational support 

due to size and 

complexity. 

Table 1: Key researchers of intrapreneurship and the intrapreneurship 
research gaps and opportunities. 

 

1.3.1 Research Aims and Objectives 

The aim of this study is to examine intrapreneurs at a human level, exploring 

the specific traits and behaviours of these valuable employees that live inside 

large corporate organizations. It will examine the necessary factors required 

in order for these talented individuals need in order be effective; from an 

environment and leadership perspective.   In doing so it will contribute to 

further developing a conceptual framework that can be used as a guide for 

leaders when designing their innovation efforts (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001).   

This will be of high value to organizations given the intrapreneurial project 

failure rate of 70 to 90% of the time (Altringer, 2013). According to Aggarwal 

(2018), the organizational structure needs to be in place in order for 

employees to know and understand how to share ideas and understand the 
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organization’s risk tolerance. This is essential within an intrapreneurial 

environment. This will signal employees to what extent organizations allow 

for experimentations, failure, trial and error and pushing boundaries which 

are elements of intrapreneurship.   This research asks the following research 

questions: 

1) What are the common traits, attributes, and behaviours of 

intrapreneurial employees? 

2) What are the environment facts that need to be in place for an 

organization to be intrapreneurial? 

3) How can leaders in organizations support and cultivate intrapreneurial 

employees? 

In order to answer the above research questions, the following are the 

objectives of this research which will be achieved throughout this research: 

 

Objective 1: To critically review Intrapreneurship, Corporate 

Entrepreneurship and Organizational Culture literature with a key focus of 

intrapreneurship at an employee level.  These elements will provide the 

context and foundation of this research.   

Objective 2:  To further evolve the Antoncic and Hisrich (2001)’s 

Intrapreneurship model. This will include individual attributes of 

intrapreneurial employees, environmental factors of intrapreneurship and 

leadership behaviours that need to support intrapreneurial employees.  

Objective 3:  To apply a research methodology and approach which will 

uncover specific indicators for intrapreneurial employees and for leaders 
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which could offer insights into how to support Intrapreneurial employees and 

organizations.   

Objective 4: To offer theoretical and practical implications as it relates to 

intrapreneurship that can be utilized by leaders as well as by human 

resource practitioners within organizations.   This will also extend into 

identifying future exploration of this topic resulting from this work.  

 

This research is a qualitive study and has two parts, the first part of which 

consists of five semi-structured interviews with executives across several 

industries (media, finance, technology). The second is a set of interviews 

within the marketing department of a large technology firm. Ten employees 

from a company’s marketing department participated in semi-structured 

interviews about intrapreneurship. Both sets of participants responded to the 

same set of questions.  

The selected large technology firm was a suitable for this study because it is 

currently undergoing a cultural transformation. Many of the firm’s desired 

attributes and behaviours are those that are complementary to cultivating an 

intrapreneurial culture. The company has expressed great interest in making 

its culture more agile, entrepreneurial, and supportive of creative thinkers. 

Due to its size and complexity, the company also exhibits the classic 

problems of the “corporate immune system”: projects and initiatives move 

very slowly, and employees’ creative thinking is limited.   

At the time of interview, the industry executives all held senior positions in 

their respective organizations. They were selected for their broad knowledge 

of business, innovation, and intrapreneurship. All participants volunteered 



 20 
 

participation in the study and expressed interest in the concept of 

intrapreneurship. Their personal and professional interest in the topic 

contributed to the credibility and validity of the information that they provided 

in interview.  

1.4 Key Findings and Contributions  

This research contributes to three key areas of the literature on 

intrapreneurship; these three areas are based on the classifications provided 

in the literature review in table 4. The first area is that of definitions of 

intrapreneurship. The current literature indicates that organizations with 

entrepreneurial strategies have a competitive edge through innovation. 

Innovation alone is not enough; intrapreneurship can be a tool and strategy 

for organizations to cultivate new ideas. It is also a way of identifying ways of 

doing things and survive in the competitive economy. All of the existing 

literature thus far looks at intrapreneurship at a firm level and not at an 

employee level (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007,  

2011; Pinchot, 2016; Camelo-Ordaz et al.,  2011; Gündoğdu, 2012; Parker, 

2011). The literature indicated above thus far looks at the behaviours and 

traits of intrapreneurship at a firm level. The gap that exists is 

intrapreneurship at the employee level. There is an opportunity to look at the 

behaviours at a human level, assessing and examine what organizations can 

distil these attributes to drive value in their organizations. In particular: how 

can intrapreneurship be broken down into specific behaviours that are 

required by employees within organization? If intrapreneurial skills and 

attributes can be recognized, then they can also be harnessed by the 

organization. This can be translated into value creation through which 
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employees can put initiatives into practice as creating new business 

opportunities, generating new ideas around products and services or 

developing new business models.  

 Antoncic and Hisrich (2011) developed a conceptual framework 

detailing a firm’s intrapreneurial process, which yields a positive impact on 

corporate performance. While this framework details indicators of a firms’ 

intrapreneurial activity, it lacks two important constructs that this research will 

highlight; employee behaviours and leadership involvement. This research 

will evolve the current framework of Antoncic and Hisrich (2011) which will 

translate into the practical implications. This also responds to the call of 

Parker (2011), who indicates the need for future theory to “extend the scope 

of inquiry from that of the individual intrapreneurial employee” (p. 5). Parker 

(2011) has indicated that intrapreneurs need to take greater account in 

providing clarity of their capabilities as intrapreneurs. His work compares the 

value creation of an intrapreneur to that of an entrepreneur which can start to 

be practiced internally to organizations. Parker (2011) specifies that 

intrapreneurial capabilities need to be identified for firms to capitalize on 

them.  

This research examines corporate culture and innovation culture. Cultural 

environment is a key theme of the literature review and is an area that 

warrants more research as it relates to intrapreneurship. Authors such as 

Peters and Waterman (1982), Kanter (1984) and Antoncic (2007) have 

indicated that intrapreneurship is a component of successful organizations.  

Some of the challenges that organizations face is within the complexities 

around the constructs through which these companies operate; these 
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constructs are cultural in nature and include an organizations’ bureaucratic 

nature and policies, both of which can hinder innovation. According to 

Baruah and Ward (2015), cultures of rigid polices tend not to tolerate failures. 

In these environments, intrapreneurs and their ideas will be restricted and 

confined and, as a result, they will struggle to find ways to put forth their 

ideas which will ultimately result in them putting them aside.   

Morris et al. (2008) believe that, when intrapreneurs struggle to execute their 

ideas, they will most likely get frustrated. This is due to the level of 

organizational rigidity, which could ultimately lead them to abandoning the 

project or considering leaving the company. Fry (1993) indicates that this 

inherent “resistive nature of organizations” can hinder the movement of 

innovation (p.15). According to Bysted and Jespersen (2013), increasing the 

employees’ innovative work behaviour can be a complex process. They 

believe that it involves developing an internal climate that is supportive of  

generating ideas and through the use  more participative mechanisms. 

While the literature identifies culture as critical to developing an 

intrapreneurial environment, it offers little guidance on what sort of 

organizational culture best supports intrapreneurship. This research will look 

at some of the environmental components specifically, and what needs to be 

present in order for Intrapreneurs to have creative platforms to put forth their 

ideas. This work will also further develop the idea of Bysted and Jespersen 

(2013) referring to participative mechanisms. This research will specifically 

look at how leaders can address this in a more supportive way in practicing 

specific behaviours to best support the climate on intrapreneurship and the 

employees the embody these traits.  
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The third area of study is that of intrapreneurship itself. Short (2014), 

Gundogdu (2012) and Littunen (2000) all indicate that poor management is a 

top barrier to intrapreneurship. This is consistent with the work of Mohanty 

(2006) and Lankinen et al. (2012), both of whom found that, for 

intrapreneurship to be successful, intrapreneurs need to be motivated in 

order to take action. It is largely the role of the managers and leaders who 

can motivate intrapreneurs. Motivation can exist in different forms whether it 

is identifying culturally what behaviours are tolerated and then supporting 

them through reward and recognition.   

Managers can add value in producing innovation policies and support the 

organization’s culture and operating principles. This research will build upon 

this work and focus on changes that leadership need to make in order to best 

support intrapreneurial employees within a large complex organization.   

 When it comes to prioritizing intrapreneurship as a top organizational 

strategy, Toftoy and Chatterjee (2004) advise companies that they have to 

start somewhere. Any organization, regardless of size and structure, must 

adopt intrapreneurial strategies; these strategies can be small changes 

implemented at a relatively slow pace. In order for these strategies to be 

implemented successfully, they must be initiated under corporate guidance 

and commitment. This is where leadership can plan a big role in supporting 

these initiatives. According to Toftoy and Chatterjee (2004), employees need 

to embrace these changes as it relates to strategic initiatives; employee 

acceptance largely comes down to the role of leaders 

The practical contributions of this research include recommendations for 

cultivating a culture of intrapreneurship within the context of the “corporate 
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immune system,” in which intrapreneurs generally are not well supported. 

Because intrapreneurship is regarded as a highly competitive differentiator, 

this research will also contribute to practical applications for employees, 

managers, and leaders. The bureaucracy and the “corporate immune 

system” has been identified as one of the biggest barriers in putting ideas to 

use (Pandit, 2015).  

This research’s findings include identifying some of the intrapreneurial 

behaviours at an individual level within large complex organizations and the 

optimal conditions in which intrapreneurial skills can thrive. This will be of 

high value and importance to organizations who want to build a culture of 

intrapreneurship whom may not have the insights on what to look for from a 

talent perspective and how to best support them. This would be beneficial to 

human resource practitioners who are focused on talent acquisition from a 

skills and behaviours perspectives as they focus on building the workforce 

for the future. 

The revised conceptual framework of Antoncic and Hisrich (2001) can also 

be utilized as a guide and reference for organizational leaders to map out 

their intrapreneurial organizational processes and procedures. It can act as 

an approach for organizations to follow as they evolve their governing 

principles as it relates to intrapreneurship and innovation.   

Mohanty (2006) suggests managers make their organizational commitment 

clearer to employees by using distinct policies and practices along with the 

dedication and willingness to make systematic changes. Internal 

opportunities such as develop mental training, funding, and mentoring should 
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be provided for intrapreneurs by top-management to utilize their skills, 

capabilities and knowledge. Managerial commitment appears to be the key 

for addressing intrapreneurial challenges which requires a high degree of risk 

propensity and this is why Lankinen et al. (2012) have emphasized that 

managers both corporate management and middle management, play a vital 

role in supporting and encouraging intrapreneurial behaviour. This research 

could provide a foundation as identifying a path and clear areas of 

opportunity for managers and leaders to start to develop those with 

intrapreneurial characteristics. Training and development opportunities could 

be developed as a result of this research which will provide foundational 

work on intrapreneurial thinking and culture. 

 

1.5          Structure of the Research 

This thesis is structured in accordance to the recommendations by Murray 

(2011) and is made up of the following key elements: (1) introduction, (2) 

literature review, (3) methodology, (4) research framework, (5) research 

findings, and (6) discussions, and (7) conclusion.  

Chapter 1 introduces the background of the thesis, as well as the thesis’s 

research problem and research question. Chapter 2 frames the research 

problems and questions within the context of the existing literature, 

identifying current research gaps and opportunities for exploration. Chapter 3 

outlines the methodologies used and Chapter 4 details the research 

framework. Chapter 5 identities the findings of the semi-structured 

interviews, providing the foundation for discussions. Chapter 6 discusses 

these findings within the context of the literature review, identifying how this 



 26 
 

research contributes to and complicates previous research findings. Finally, 

Chapter 7 will conclude with a summary of this thesis’s research 

contributions and potential directions for future research.  

This thesis is structured in accordance to the recommendations forwarded by 

Phillips and Pugh (2005) and is made up of the following key elements: (1) 

background theory, (2) focal theory, (3) data theory and (4) novel contribution.  

Which is highlighted in table 2 below.  The thesis chapters are structured to 

each of these sections accordingly. 

 

The background theory consists of chapters 1 and 2. Chapter 1 introduces the 

initial focus of the research, the research problem and the research question 

and objectives which this thesis will explore. Chapter 2 then frames, positions, 

and underpins this research by critically analysing the key literature.  

The critical analysis identifies gaps and opportunities to further advance ideas 

and theories around Intrapreneurship.   

 

Accordingly, this contributes towards the development of the second element 

of the thesis (focal theory) which concerns creating a conceptual model 

(chapter 3) which draws on the literature and identifies a framework of 

Intrapreneurship that guides the research. It also proposes new dimensions to 

the framework to where this research will strengthen existing work. This 

chapter also states research propositions based on the literature which will be 

a novel contribution in this space.   

 

The data theory is the third element of this research which in chapter 4, 

addresses the philosophical underpinnings of this research, explores the 

development of a suitable research methodology and the challenges 

associated with this approach. Chapter 5 provides contextual details relating 

to the qualitive study and presents the key findings. Chapter 6 provides 

detailed insights and discussion the outcomes of the research and addresses 

the findings of this research and relates it to the wider field.  Chapter 7 presents 

the practical and theoretical contributions of this research as well as its 

implications. Chapter 8 concludes by summarising the research, its 
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contributions and proposes potential direction for further research resulting 

from this study. Accordingly, the four key elements of this research are 

incorporated across the eight chapters of this thesis.  

 

 

Background Theory 

Chapter 1 – Introduction This chapter provides context and 

rationale for the study. It looks at 

some of the key macro trends that 

are impacting large organizations in 

the global marketplace and how 

intrapreneurship can address some 

of the problems. The problems 

include the innovation agenda that 

organizations are struggling with, 

and how intrapreneurship could be 

positioned as a potential solution.  It 

provides research objectives and 

identifies the questions that will be 

addressed in the study. 

Chapter 2 – Literature Review This chapter looks at key thinkers 

and scholars in the areas that 

surround intrapreneurship. It looks 

at surrounding topics such as 

corporate entrepreneurship and 

culture which all build on ideas of 

Intrapreneurship.  This chapter also 

provides a critical review of what 

has currently been written around 

this topic and also what the 

limitations are in this particular area 

of research.   

Focal Theory 
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Chapter 3 – Conceptual 

Framework 

This chapter draws on the literature 

and identifies a framework of 

Intrapreneurship that guides the 

research. It also proposes new 

dimensions to the framework to 

where this research will strengthen 

existing work. This chapter also 

states research propositions based 

on the literature which will be a 

novel contribution in this space.   

Data Theory 

Chapter 4 – Research 

Methodology 

Chapter 4 provides the rationale for 

the research design applied.  This 

starts with the epistemological 

stance that addresses the research 

aims of this study. It then provides 

an explanation of the selected 

research strategy which was a 

qualitative study of a large 

multinational technology firm. A 

comparison within the various 

research methods are stated and 

chosen methods are justified. The 

research methodology is also 

discussed in a detailed way. 

Chapter 5 – Analysis & Findings This is a combined chapter detailing 

how the analysis was done via 

coding methodologies.  It reports on 

the core findings of this study with 

key themes and ideas, quoting 

some of the interviews.  The 

findings are broken down into three 

areas:  1) the individual traits of 
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intrapreneurs; 2) the environmental 

elements of intrapreneurial 

organizations; and 3) the leadership 

qualities needed to support 

intrapreneurship. 

Chapter 6 - Discussions This chapter aligns to the findings 

reported to a discussion around 

each of the findings. It compares 

and contrasts some of the findings 

integrating key literature. 

Chapter 8 - Conclusions The concluding chapter revisits the 

original research objectives to 

ensure that the study has met what 

is has set out to accomplish.  It 

looks at the research propositions 

and validates them through the 

study and the data revealed. It looks 

at the theoretical and practical 

contributions of the study and also 

proposes potential further 

developing this work.  

 

Table 1: Illustrates and details the structure of the thesis 

 

 

 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction  

This chapter provides the background literature that will underpin the research. 

It will look at existing bodies of knowledge, highlighting areas where research 

can be further developed which will provide justification for this research. 
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Intrapreneurship is an area of management that is gaining traction in the area 

of innovation. Changes in the global economy have forced firms to put a  focus 

on being innovative in order to gain competitive advantage (Kuratko & 

Audretsch, 2013). Research in the corporate entrepreneurship space has 

been expanded upon by focusing not only on new venture creation and 

entrepreneurs, but also on the value of entrepreneurship within existing 

organizations (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2003).  This is what has been referred to as 

the Intrapreneurs or Intrapreneurship.  The assumption has been that 

innovative employee behaviour influences the firm’s performance by 

facilitating strategic renewal and access to new resources and skills (Dess et 

al., 2003; Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013; Veenker et al., 2008). Although 

entrepreneurs also show innovative activities, research clearly distinguishes 

entrepreneurs from entrepreneurial employees. Entrepreneurial employees 

have been defined as intrapreneurs based on the work of Pinchot (1985). He 

introduced the term “intrapreneur” as a combination of “intracorporate” and 

“entrepreneur” and stated that intrapreneurs “closely resemble entrepreneurs  

who turn ideas into realities inside an organisation” (Pinchot and Pellman, 

1999: p.16). Most of the work thus far has focused on Intrapreneurship at a 

firm level and have failed to look at it from an employee’s perspective; 

assessing the behaviours and attributes that are required to practice 

intrapreneurship. Intrapreneurs who live inside the organization are able to use 

the existing resources of the company. They operate within organizations and 

they work within the organizations that have their own policies and 

bureaucracy (Baruah and Ward, 2015; Camelo-Ordaz et al., 2012). The 

bureaucracy however and the “corporate immune system” has been identified 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11846-018-0277-0?shared-article-renderer#ref-CR40
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11846-018-0277-0?shared-article-renderer#ref-CR6
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11846-018-0277-0?shared-article-renderer#ref-CR22
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11846-018-0277-0?shared-article-renderer#ref-CR40
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as one of the biggest barriers in putting ideas to use (Pandit, 2015). Corporate 

organizational structure and bureaucracy is where challenges arise, thus 

companies struggle with applying the concept or intrapreneurship. This is an 

area that is under researched in looking at how environmental changes within 

the organization can be applied in order for Intrapreneurship to be applied 

successfully. Part of this involves the role that leadership that plays throughout 

the intrapreneurial process which the current literature does not specify. 

In order to maintain boundaries of this study, the scope of the literature review 

was divided into core themes.  These core themes were identified as areas of 

research where work has been produced and where gaps existed for further 

this research to contribute to.   This research focused on the early pioneers of 

intrapreneurship to establish the foundation of and understanding of early 

thinkers, and where this work can now evolve; these date back to the early 

80’s.  A systematic literature review was conducted with a search strategy, 

selection process, followed by analysis and synthesis.   

The literature therefore has been divided into the following core themes where 

gaps exist: defining intrapreneurship, looking at the components of 

intrapreneurship and how they can be distilled from a firm level to an employee 

level.  These articles were reviewed from the early pioneers to current day 

articles.  This was done in order to develop a good understanding of the 

foundation of this work how it evolved and what some of the current gaps could 

be.  This time frame of the articles researched were from the early 90’s to 

2018.  The second core theme of the literature looked at the environmental 

factors of intrapreneurship. This involves the corporate culture, the 

behaviours, the norms within the organization. It also looks at various models 
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of intrapreneurship, with its practical implications as well as the limitations that 

exist. The articles reviewed in this part of the section was directly aligned back 

to the research questions around culture and culture of innovation in order to 

better understand some of the challenges and opportunities that exist for large 

organizations that are trying to become intrapreneurial.  The search of these 

bodies of work dated back from early 90’s to 2018.   

Lastly implications of intrapreneurship specific to leadership.  This part of the 

literature review focused on assessing what leadership requirements maybe be 

at a granular level for innovation to take place.  The parameters of this review 

were on leadership, innovation and leadership and intrapreneurial leadership.  

Because leadership is such a broad area, these three areas were the boundaries 

that were applied to better focus on the questions that gaps that this research 

was aimed at identifying.  The search of these bodies of work dated back from 

mid 90’s to 2018.   

Table 3 provides a summary of the Journals reviewed with the respective times 

frames through which the literature review occurred.  

Journals Date Range 
Journal of Management 1990-2020 
Strategic Management Journal 1995-2020 

Journal of Business Venturing 1990-2020 

Journal of Small Business 1993-2020 
Journal of Small Business and Enterprise 1992-2020 

Journal of Enterprising Culture 1995-2020 

Academy of Management Journal 1993-2020 

Small Business Economics 1997-2020 
Academy of Management 1990-2020 
Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation 1997-2020 
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Organizational Development Journal 1996-2020 

Journal of Leadership and Organizational 
Studies 

1997-2020 

 

Table 3: Details the journals reviewed with time frames 

 

  

To summarize the literature review methodology, it was as follows: 

1.  Analysing the research question and dividing them into themes in order 

to conduct a literature review 

2. Developed a search strategy.  This involved reviewing the scope of the 

research and establishing the search parameters; key words for the 

databases used. 

3. Article selection and strength of evidence.  This step involved looking at 

titles, abstracts, conclusions of articles to determine whether or not they 

would be suitable for the literature review.  This also looked at the quality 

of the journal via rankings. 

4. Analysis of articles.  This involved reading and extracting information from 

the elected papers as it related to the research questions and themes 

developed for each of the sections.   It involved taking a critical eye, 

comparing and contrasting ideas.  

5. Synthesis.  This step involved drawing any particular conclusions around 

some of the work and understanding the implications of the existing 

research as it related to this current research.   
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2.2 Defining the key concepts of intrapreneur, intrapreneurship, and 

corporate entrepreneurship.  

2.2.1 Intrapreneur 

In 1978, Gifford Pinchot III and Elizabeth Pinchot coined the term 

“intrapreneur.” Pinchot (1984) defines intrapreneur as an employee of an 

organization who acts like an entrepreneur. Like entrepreneurs, intrapreneurs 

are motivated, creative, and proactive (Pinchot, 1984). Characterizing them as 

“dreamers who do,” Pinchot (1984) argues they are the employees who take 

a hands-on approach to innovating for their employer. Surbhi (2016) clarifies 

that “the primary difference between an entrepreneur and intrapreneur is that 

the former refers to a person who starts his own business with a new idea or 

concept, the latter represents an employee who promotes innovation within 

the limits of the organization.” Intrapreneurs discover new ideas and prompt 

change without fear of failure. They seek opportunities to improve the 

performance and profitability of the organization for which they work (Bakker, 

2017). 

The definitions of “intrapreneur” and “innovation” have changed over time and 

the terms have occasionally be used interchangeably.  The following table 

records those changed definitions: 

 

Table 4: A comparative view of definitions of innovation and 
intrapreneurship over time 

Author Innovation Definition 
Intrapreneurship 
Definition 

Joseph Schumpeter 

(1930), 

Introducing a new product 

or modifications brought to 

“Intrapreneurship as 

employees developing 
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Pinchot (1987),  

Lumpkin and Dess 

(1996). 

 

an existing product; A new 

process of innovation in an 

industry; The discovery of 

a new market; Developing 

new sources of supply with 

raw materials; Other 

changes in the 

organization. 

 

new business activities 

for their employer, 

including establishing 

a new outlet or 

subsidiary and 

launching new 

products or product-

market combinations.”  

Peter Druker 

(1954), 

Antoncic and 

Hisrich (2011). 

One of the two basic 

functions of an 

organization 

“Intrapreneurship is 

more precisely defined 

by referring to 

emergent behavioural 

intentions and 

behaviours that are 

related to departures 

from the customary 

ways of doing 

business in existing 

organizations.” 

 

“Intrapreneurship is 

viewed as being 

beneficial for 

revitalization and 

performance of 

corporations, as well 

as for small and 

medium-sized 

enterprises.”  

Howard and Sheth 

(1969) 

Any new element brought 

to the buyer, regardless of 

Deep on innovation 

but no real definitions 

in intrapreneurship 
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whether it is new to the 

organization. 

Mohr (1969) The degree to which 

specific new changes are 

implemented in an 

organization. 

Deep on innovation 

but no real definitions 

in intrapreneurship 

Damanpour and 

Evan (1984) 

Broad utility concept 

defined in various ways to 

reflect a specific 

requirement and 

characteristic of a 

particular study 

“Intrapreneurship must 

be an interworking 

system within the 

organization for 

sustainability” (p.3). 

Kenneth Simmonds 

(1986) 

Innovations are new ideas 

that consist of new 

products and services, 

new use of existing 

products, new markets for 

existing products or new 

marketing methods. 

“New ways of 

approaching business 

from within the 

organization” (p.5). 

Damanpour (1991) Development and adoption 

of new ideas by a firm.  

Examines the 

evolution of a firms 

tendency of being 

intrapreneurial. What 

are the phases or 

steps involved 

Davenport (1991) Complete a task 

development in a radically 

new way. 

Deep on innovation 

but no real definitions 

in intrapreneurship 

Evans (1991) The ability to discover new 

relationships, see things 

from new perspectives, 

and form new 

Innovation is a 

construct of new ideas 

within organizations as 

points of 

differentiation. This 
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combinations from existing 

concepts. 

could lead to new 

product innovation. 

Covin and Slevin 

(1991), Lumpkin 

and Dess (1996), 

Knox (2002) 

Innovation can be defined 

as a process that provides 

added value and a degree 

of novelty to the 

organization, suppliers and 

customers, developing 

new procedures, solutions, 

products and services and 

new ways of marketing. 

Covin and Slevin 

(1991) published 

perhaps the most 

complete model of 

corporate 

entrepreneurship to 

date. Their model 

conceptualizes 

corporate entrepreneur 

as a set of behaviours 

occurring at the 

organizational level. 

The behaviors include 

degree of top 

management risk 

taking, the 

extensiveness and 

frequency of product 

innovation, and the 

firm's propensity to 

compete with industry 

rivals. 

Lentz (1995) Implementation of 

innovative ideas. 

 Learning 

environments increase 

innovative and 

intrapreneurial 

environments.  

Nohria and Gulati 

(1996) 

Any policy, structure, 

method, process, product, 

or market opportunity that 

the manager of a working 

Examines the role of 

experimentation in 

innovation – 

hypothesis testing 
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business unit should 

perceive as new. 

being that employees 

need more idle time in 

order to have space 

for this kind of work 

Rogers (1998) Involves both knowledge 

creation and diffusion of 

existing knowledge. 

Knowledge can be 

forms of intangible  

innovation.  

Boer and During 

(2001) 

 Creating a new 

association (combination) 

product market-

technology-organization. 

 

Assessing innovation 

and intrapreneurship 

at a process, product 

and organizational 

level. 

Table 4: A comparative view of definitions of innovation and 
intrapreneurship over time 

2.2.2 Intrapreneurship and corporate entrepreneurship  

While researchers view innovation as central to intrapreneurship, they lack 

clarity regarding the specific internal factors that promote intrapreneurship 

in a company (Lekmat & Chelliah, 2014). Zahara (1985) describes 

corporate entrepreneurship as a process used to develop new 

businesses, products, services, or processes inside of an existing 

organization. Intrapreneurship creates value and generate new revenue 

growth through entrepreneurial thought and action. Corporate 

entrepreneurship sets the context for innovation and growth. In this sense, 

corporate entrepreneurship is also intrapreneurship. Antoncic et al. (2003) 

agree that “a firm’s level of entrepreneurship is also referred to as 

intrapreneurship” (p. 7).   

Intrapreneurship and corporate entrepreneurship are closely linked.   

Corporate entrepreneurship is a recognised as a strategy which 

organisations can exercise to achieve innovation and growth.  
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Intrapreneurship is a recognised as a tool for employees who want to 

realise an entrepreneurial vision or idea (Amo, 2010). Corporate 

entrepreneurship may be a strategy dictated by the organization that 

employees follow while intrapreneurship is ideas and opportunities that 

employees find along the way that may or may not be dictated by the 

organization. The underlying motivations are similar: value creation for the 

respective organization (Tien et al., 2014) 

According to (McKinsey 2016), with the convergence of globalization and 

technology means that the world and business is changing rapidly.  Business 

leaders will need to reassess their organization, strategy, and operations 

accordingly. The approaches, thinking, business models that might have 

worked ten years ago may no longer be relevant. 

For established companies to thrive, they must become more intrapreneurial. 

There is evidence to suggest a positive impact on performance of companies 

with intrapreneurship programs (Marcus & Zimmerer, 2003; Zahra, 1991). 

Therefore, intrapreneurship seems like a good way to increase innovation 

and improve chances of the long-term survival of a company.  

While the terms “entrepreneurship” and “intrapreneurship” are sometimes 

used interchangeably in literature, theorists generally agree on the definition 

of “intrapreneurship” as having entrepreneurial qualities within the context of 

a large, established company. Entrepreneurship is a process of designing 

and developing a new business—typically is a small business. According to 

Gifford and Elizabeth Pinchot (1978), “intrapreneurship” can also be 

understood a method of using the entrepreneurial spirit where many of the 

best people are located: in large organizations. Antoncic et al. (2003) and 
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Gündoğdu (2012) agree that intrapreneurship constitutes a sub-theme or 

sub-subject of entrepreneurship at the firm level.   

Adonisi (2013) has suggested that corporate intrapreneurship is essential for 

nurturing a working philosophy that cultivates long-term success and 

dedicated employees. However, before entrepreneurs can be enlisted and 

fostered, managers need to undertake an analysis of the philosophy of the 

company to decide if it has entrepreneurial alignment (Adonisi, 2013). Vogel 

et al. (2018), agrees with Adonisi (2013), saying that “before intrapreneurs or 

corporate entrepreneurs can be recruited and nurtured, managers must 

conduct an analysis of the company’s culture to determine if it has an 

entrepreneurial orientation” (p. 4).   

Risk-taking is a fundamental element of intrapreneurship; therefore, an 

understanding of an organization’s risk tolerance can tell us whether its 

environment supports intrapreneurs. Indicators of intrapreneurial support 

include the values and beliefs of the organization’s leaders. This research 

will build upon the work of Guerrero and Peña-Legazkue (2013), identifying 

the leadership traits, behaviours, and ideologies that best cultivate and 

support an intrapreneurial environment. It will also explore the implications of 

risk taking as a core behaviour for intrapreneurship and the implications of a 

risk adverse environments on developing intrapreneurs within organizations.  

All research on intrapreneurship builds on Pinchot’s original work, which 

dates back to 1985, 15 years before the introduction of Web 2.0. Given that 

Pinchot’s work is now almost 35 years old, there is an opportunity to renew 

and refresh his research. For instance, management terms and concepts 

have evolved significantly over the past decade. Technological 
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advancements have given rise to fundamental changes in how companies 

operate. With the digital transformation being in full effect, companies need 

to re-imagine new ways of operating and business models. This includes 

management paradigms and how employees want and need more autonomy 

in this new world of work. This gives great opportunity for intrapreneurial 

renewal as a key tool to empower employees to be at the forefront of 

change.   

Scholars who have built upon Pinchot’s work have offered many 

alternative definitions of intrapreneurship. Some of these definitions relate to 

people and their behaviours; others relate to the activities that result from 

those behaviours.  

Researchers who see intrapreneurship as related to entrepreneurial activities 

include Eesley et al. (2013), Drucker (1985), and Parker (2009). When 

Eesley et al. (2013) conducted a case study involving 179 managers from 

more than 20 U.S. firms, they defined intrapreneurship as “the act or practice 

of creating new business products and opportunities within an organization 

through proactive empowerment and risk-taking” (Eesley et al., 2013: p.7). 

For both Eesley et al. (2013) and Drucker (1985), entrepreneurship is about 

process: a vehicle for creating, finding, and realizing innovation in 

established organization, using direct or indirect sources. Antoncic et al. 

(2003) and Gondogdu (2012) add to their definitions that intrapreneurial 

behaviours depart from the norm: Antoncic et al. (2003) draw on 

management literature to define intrapreneurship as “emergent behavioural 

intentions and behaviours that are related to departures from the customary 

ways of doing business in existing organizations” (p.3). Gondogdu (2012) 
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describes intrapreneurship as “developing behavioural purpose and 

behaviours that link to exodus from the habitual methods of operating 

business in organizations that are in existence” (p.4). Intrapreneurship is not 

just about innovative behaviour but about value: creating or discovering new 

ideas or opportunities for the purpose of creating value, new corporate 

ventures, inspired by employees, that result in value creation within or under 

the auspices of an existing company (Andonisi, 2013; Vogel et al., 2018 ; 

Parker, 2009).  

However, Parker (2009, 2011), like some other researchers, sees 

intrapreneurship also as related to certain people, saying that 

intrapreneurship requires having the ability and skills to establish and 

achieve challenging goals. It is a mindset, a set of competencies, a way of 

thinking and acting. It is how one looks at things and their resultant actions 

(Parker 2009, 2011). Wennekers (2008) agrees that intrapreneurship refers 

to employees taking initiative in organizations and undertaking something 

new without being asked to do so. Finally, Eesley and Longenecker (2006) 

state that intrapreneurship is both about practice and behaviour: it is “the 

practice of creating new business products and opportunities in an 

organization through proactive empowerment” within “institutional or 

systematic patterns of behaviours” (p.6).   

While these definitions all vary in their emphasis, there is common 

message:  intrapreneurship is about an “intrapreneur translating 

their [entrepreneurial] characteristics in action” (p.3). That is, 

intrapreneurship emerges out of the actions of the intrapreneur, and these 
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actions benefit businesses. Therefore, it is to a business’s benefit to 

encourage the intrapreneur and their intrapreneurial actions. 

 To optimize innovation, organizations need to identify 

the intrapreneurs among their employees and harness those employees’ 

potential.  This will help those employees to engage in 

intrapreneurial activities. Vogel et al. (2018)  

Many of the articles identified in this literature review used the terms corporate 

entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship interchangeably. While they are similar, 

there are a few key differences between them which are important to note. 

Corporate entrepreneurship is a strategy which management can utilise to foster 

more innovative initiatives from their employees. In these instances, it is the 

management who lead this process (Morris et al., 2008). A corporate 

entrepreneurship strategy is focused on sustainable or increased competitive 

advantages for the organisation (Kuratko, 2007).   

Intrapreneurship is a term that is used for innovation; however, it is used mainly 

for referring to the attributes and behaviours that organizations demonstrate.   

Intrapreneurship is about the implementation of innovations in organisations, 

where the initiative is initiated by an employee in a bottom-up way (Block and 

MacMillan, 1993). In this instance, the management may not even want the 

initiative in the first place (Carrier, 1996); however, the Intrapreneurial employee 

see the opportunity thus taking it upon themselves to find a solution. Kuratko et 

al. (1990) define intrapreneurship as autonomous strategic behaviour of the 

employee to explore a given business opportunity. Most of the definitions of 

intrapreneurship share the view that intrapreneurship is innovation initiatives 
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stemming from within the employee himself/herself. The influence of the strategy 

of the organisation on intrapreneurial initiatives is seldom discussed. The core of 

the field of intrapreneurship is the independent employee, acting independently 

of the corporate strategy (Pinchot, 1985). Intrapreneurship does not imply that 

the initiative of the employee is necessarily aligned with the strategy of the 

organisation (Campbell, 2000). Employees pursue self-interest, and the self-

interest is expressed as a wish to solve a technical puzzle, pursue an idea, and 

achieve recognition or monetary rewards (Pinchot and Pellman, 1999). 

Intrapreneurship has been criticized for allowing the employee to stray (Kuratko, 

2007) 

To summarize, an intrapreneur is internal to the organization who takes an idea 

that can have the potential to transform or even save the business; that idea is 

developed into an actionable plan. This plan may not align with the business 

plans and priorities of the company however identifies gaps that the 

management team may not see.  

The corporate entrepreneur rather receives the entrepreneurial objective 

together with a project handed down by management at an organizational level. 

The scope of the project is focused on business goal that the corporate 

entrepreneur should address. In this context, intrapreneurs source an idea on 

their own where intrapreneurs assumes ownership and full responsibility for the 

idea which they turn into actionable plans at times against the resistance of the 

organization. 

Vogel et al. (2018) claims that corporate entrepreneurship yields intrapreneurial 

activity and is a valuable tool for fostering a work culture resulting in committed 
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employees who show behaviours such as risk taking, experimentation, and 

creative thinking, resulting in the long-term success of the company.  While 

these two concepts are related, it is important to realize that they are different, 

however can be combined as Vogel et al. (2018) has indicated. When they are 

combined, they can act as a method to induce innovation efforts. To that end, 

entrepreneurial companies, such as Google, have embraced the concept of 

intrapreneurship, actively pushing their employees to work on their own projects 

and regularly rewarding employees for entrepreneurial ideas (Groysberg, 

Thomas, & Wagonfeld, 2011). The motivation for cultivating intrapreneurship is 

to foster innovation. Google have established corporate entrepreneurship as a 

foundational strategy, leveraging intrapreneurial employees to develop ideas or 

initiatives that could be transformative for their organization.   

 Antoncic et al. (2003) identified key dimensions of a firm’s level of 

entrepreneurship, such as autonomy, innovativeness, risk-taking, proactiveness, 

and competitive aggressiveness—findings later reinforced by Hisrich (2009). 

These ideas are captured in the conceptual model in Figure 2. Intrapreneurship 

can vary based on the organizational levels of the management concepts and 

dimensions (Antoncic et al., 2003; Hisrich, 2009). They built upon definitions of 

intrapreneurship, examining key management concepts to that end. thus, the 

definition is relative.  

Bosma et al. (2010) and Douglas and Fitzsimmons (2013) agree with this when 

they say, ‘intrapreneurship might differ based on the level of the organization’s 

management dimensions and perceptions, and thus, the term’s meaning 

becomes relative’ (p.5). In essence, intrapreneurship means different things to 
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different organizations. This research explores whether intrapreneurship can be 

standardized to some extent. To that end, the interviewees span industries and 

disciplines.  

2.2.3 Intrapreneurship and Competition 

Anu (2007) indicates that companies need to evolve to thrive in the 

competitive and advanced global economy. According to Hisrich (2009), 

Molina and Callaghan (2009), and Amado (2001), intrapreneurship is 

essential to remaining competitive and sustainable. Irwin (1988) further 

asserts that there is a direct correlation between entrepreneurial activity from 

within a corporation and that corporation’s competitiveness. In the turbulent 

external marketplace, companies need to look within to maintain their 

competitive positioning by adopting the characteristics of entrepreneurialism, 

which is referred to as intrapreneurialism in the context of the corporation. As 

Zahra (2003) asserts, research has shown that as the corporate sector 

expands and becomes increasingly more complex and more competitive, a 

new stream of entrepreneurship, intrapreneurship, comes to the fore as a 

means to obtain and attain a unique competitive advantage. Consequently, 

more and more organizations are turning to intrapreneurship hoping to 

benefit in areas of profitability, strategic renewal, fostering innovativeness, 

gaining knowledge for future revenue streams, and international success. 

Organizations with entrepreneurial strategies nurture ideas and new ways of 

doing things and are better positioned to innovate, thrive, and survive in the 

competitive economy (Amado, 2001). These intrapreneurial organizations 

can be characterized by their speed and efficiency in taking new products or 

services to the market, which gives those organizations a competitive 
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advantage (Amado, 2001). While these scholars present a strong case for 

Intrapreneurship as a competitive strength, the research is limited on how 

this would translate into value creation for organizations. What sources of 

competitive advantage does it present and how can organizations take 

advantage of that? This research will look at how what kind of tangible 

outcomes intrapreneurship can present via intrapreneurial employees that 

can lead to more sustained growth. Are there practical implications that we 

can consider when we consider an organizations competitive positioning? 

This is where this research will contribute to the existing literature.  

A study conducted by Hastuti et al. (2016) found that a focus on innovation 

alone is insufficient for the sustainability of a business in the current hostile 

business environment. As such, there is increased interest in sustainable 

innovation. The study refers to manufacturing firms and how business 

processes are considered a critical pillar and a source of innovation. 

Because manufacturing is more process-oriented than other industries, 

manufacturing firms innovate via changes in process. As a study of 

manufacturing firms, Hastuti et al. (2016) focused on innovation of process 

and how process can be utilized as an intrapreneurial capability for 

sustainable innovation for small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). 

Hastuti et al. (2016), examines the role of intrapreneurship in attaining 

sustainable innovation through process innovation in SMEs and develops an 

integrated framework for innovation. The framework shows that the elements 

of proactiveness, risk-taking, and autonomy in intrapreneurship provide 

leverage for sustainable economic, environmental, and social innovation.  
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Ward (2015) indicates that the current economic environment is getting 

progressively more competitive, demanding and challenging for most 

organizations. Organizations are currently witnessing a significant rise in 

globalization trends and revolutionary changes in technologies. This gives 

rise to several organizational complexities and in order to survive and be 

successful, organizations need to tackle them by constantly working on their 

products, services and business models to maintain a competitive 

advantage. This is consistent with what Hastuti (2006) indicates indicating 

that innovation alone cannot address this problem. This research discusses 

how intrapreneurship can be an effective solution for managing innovation 

progression in different organizations and thereby resolving a range of such 

complexities. Intrapreneurship, according to Ward (2015), is as an 

organizational concept and highlights how several organizations adopt 

intrapreneurial initiatives to derive distinct benefits. Ward (2015) indicates 

that an innovation culture attained through such intrapreneurial initiatives can 

lead to considerable organizational development in terms of firm 

performance, innovativeness, profitability, and competitiveness. Top 

management leaders should therefore prioritize intrapreneurship while 

structuring their management strategies. Further clarification can be provided 

in defining what the cultural attributes could be in driving such an innovation 

culture. The opportunity to further research the environmental components 

that need to be in place in order to intrapreneurship to take place. This is the 

area where this research will focus on.  

The conclusions of the Hastuti et al.’s (2016) study suggest that further 

empirical investigation is needed. First, the study anchors intrapreneurial 
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activity in the manufacturing industry, and (as noted above) the literature has 

already acknowledged that different industries differently define 

intrapreneurship. For the manufacturing sector, processes are the foundation 

of intrapreneurship, but for other industries, there could be different 

foundations, such as products. Hastuti et al. (2016) also focussed on small- 

and medium-sized enterprises, while the focus of this thesis is large 

organizations. Larger organizations are more complex and would be more 

challenging to institutionalize. Thus, while work of Hastuti et al. (2016) is 

interesting and important, and this study builds on it to assess how a process 

or model or intrapreneurship could help large organizations beyond the 

manufacturing sector. Although the above literature has demonstrated that 

intrapreneurship supports competitive differentiation, there is an opportunity 

to define how large organizations could tangibly engage in intrapreneurial 

activity for competitive differentiation. The questions include: is 

intrapreneurial activity different for SME versus large organizations?  

Morris et al. (2010) described intrapreneurs as those who have the ability to 

find opportunities and turn them into innovation through teamwork and those 

who deploy corporate resources. Morris et al. (2010) have claimed that 

effective leadership, communication, and conditions that support creativity 

are essential for intrapreneurship to emerge. Halme et al. (2012) have further 

reported that these elements play an important—or even crucial—role in 

producing these intrapreneurial results. Halme et al. (2012) have suggested 

that few companies have know-how when it comes to encouraging 

intrapreneurs. While these authors have defined certain traits and behaviours 
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associated with intrapreneurship, this thesis further builds on these ideas to 

identify what these specific behaviours and attributes are. 

Antoncic and Hisrich (2001, 2006, 2007, 2011) have identified a critical 

association among employee satisfaction, intrapreneurship and firm growth. 

They observed that employee satisfaction comes from organizational and 

management support and organizational values which are vital 

characteristics of intrapreneurial firms. They found the elements within the 

employee satisfaction construct to be predictive activities associated with 

intrapreneurship. Contributing to this, Davis (2009) observes a strong 

connection between job satisfaction and creativity and knowledge creation 

which according to Bysted (2013) leads to more innovative initiatives and 

performance within a firm. Lankinen et al (2012) observed that intrapreneurs 

have the potential to find new combinations of resources that build 

competitive advantage which can thereby help them thrive in hostile 

environments. Scheepers (2011) reports that an intrapreneurial climate 

where formal acknowledgement and encouragement of different skills and 

talents takes place, financial resources for new initiatives are provided and 

organizational freedom are supported can increase the route for innovation. 

Toftoy and Chatterjee (2004) have suggested that corporations, by becoming 

more intrapreneurial and by initiating a creative working culture, can retain 

the interest of different intrapreneurs which can address the complexities 

associated with turnovers 
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2.3 Models of Intrapreneurship 

There is no one way to practice intrapreneurship. As noted earlier, 

intrapreneurship is a relative term and therefore means different things to 

different companies. Organizational perceptions of intrapreneurship will 

depend upon each organization’s working philosophy, mind-set, structure, 

and industry, among other factors. Since intrapreneurship is associated with 

behavioural patterns and values, rather than specific activities, it can take 

many different forms, including everything from idea competitions to 

employee-driven projects (Groysberg et al., 2011). Christian (2017) asks: 

since intrapreneurship can take different forms, how can established 

business organizations create successful new business ventures using 

corporate entrepreneurship on a continuous basis? In other words: what 

initiatives should businesses take to make intrapreneurship work for them? 

The challenge is that companies do not know when intrapreneurship is taking 

place. Intrapreneurship needs to be identified and then deliberately 

cultivated. 

Wolcott and Lippitz (2007) have pointed out that not all initiatives related to 

intrapreneurship succeed in all organizations. The success or failure of the 

initiatives depends upon the vision of the management: what does 

intrapreneurship mean to them? To determine whether intrapreneurship 

initiatives will work within a company, Wolcott and Lippitz (2007) and García-

Morales et al. (2001) pose several questions. García-Morales et al. (2001) 

ask whether companies are they clear about who (whether individuals or 

groups) in the company is responsible for innovation and creation of new 
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business products? Wolcott and Lippitz (2007) ask: how are the resources 

(funds) deployed for implementing intrapreneurship? Is there a pool of 

money dedicated to projects or resources through the business unit 

budgets? Karacaoglu, Bayrakdaroglu, and San (2013) and Heavey and 

Simsek (2013), refer to the first question, regarding the ‘who’ of innovation, 

as “organizational ownership,” and the second question, regarding the ‘how’ 

of innovation, as the “resource authority.” Karacaoglu, Bayrakdaroglu, and 

San (2013) and Heavey and Simsek (2013) refer to organizational ownership 

and resource authority as the two dimensions of initiatives pursued by 

management in organizations.  

Wolcott and Lippitz (2007) have argued that different combinations of 

approaches to these two dimensions of initiative lead to four different 

models, which can be adopted with regards to intrapreneurship. These 

models are the producer, the advocate, the enabler, and the opportunist 

models of intrapreneurship. García-Morales et al. (2014) note that each of 

these four models offers a unique approach to fostering intrapreneurship. To 

select the appropriate model, businesses need to ask themselves the 

following questions: what purposes and objectives are being pursued by 

adopting an intrapreneurship model in the company? Is the company 

adopting an intrapreneurial model to nurture companywide cultural change; 

reshape a particular business division; or to explore cross-company 

opportunities, even where disruptive (Ohr, 2017). Crucially, companies need 

not stick to only one model: Karacaoglu et al. (2013) provide evidence large 

business organizations can apply multiple models concurrently for different 

functions and levels. 
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The first model is the opportunist model, which maintains that every firm 

begin as an opportunist (Karacaoglu et al., 2013). Opportunism emerges out 

of insufficient allocation of resources or a lack of clear ownership (García-

Morales et al., 2014). Without any designated organizational ownership or 

resources, corporate entrepreneurship proceeds (if it does at all) based on 

the efforts and serendipity of intrepid “project champions”—people who toil 

against the odds, creating new businesses, often in spite of the corporation 

(Wolcott and Lippitz, 2007). The opportunist model works well only in trusting 

corporate cultures that are open to experimentation and have diverse social 

networks behind the official hierarchy (Witzel, 2014). In other words, these 

are places where multiple executives can say “yes” (Ohr, 2017). 

Unfortunately, Adonisi (2013) notes that, in the absence of an environment 

and culture of innovation, promising ideas tend to receive insufficient funding 

or fall through organizational cracks. Consequently, the opportunist approach 

is undependable for many companies (Wolcott and Lippitz, 2007). But the 

opportunist model should not be dismissed outright: it is important to note 

that the scope of Adonisi’s (2013) study is limited to only two companies and 

four interviewees. Furthermore, as a qualitative study, the results cannot be 

generalized. The research on opportunist models suggests that innovation 

culture and trust are noteworthy concepts, which will be explored further in 

this study. What are the dimensions of an innovation culture, and how can 

we foster it? How do is trust fostered, and what organizational outcomes 

does trust promote? Is trust linked to intrapreneurship? 

The second model is the enabler model, which assumes that employees 

across an organization will be willing to develop new concepts, so long as 
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those employees are given adequate support from management. Dedicating 

resources and processes (without any formal organizational ownership) 

enables teams to pursue opportunities on their own insofar as they fit the 

organization’s strategic frame (Wolcott and Lippitz, 2007). Wolcott and 

Lippitz (2007) note that, within this model, workers pursue innovative ideas 

as a result of sufficient support from the management. Such support includes 

guidelines and a clear path for employees who are entrepreneurial. The 

guidelines and path are useful both to recruiting and retaining such workers. 

For companies seeking cultural transformation, enabler processes—in 

combination with new hiring criteria and staff development—can result in 

employees becoming effective change agents. 

Karacaoglu et al. (2013) clarify that the enabler model assumes that 

sufficient ideas exist in the organization, and that individuals are willing to 

explore these ideas. Executive engagement is regarded as important, as it 

increases employees’ trust in the company regarding its commitment to 

pursue promising and proven concepts. To this end, companies operating 

under this model provide: clear criteria for selecting which opportunities are 

pursued; guidelines for funding applications; transparency in decision-

making; recruitment and retention of entrepreneurially minded employees; 

and, perhaps above all, the active support of senior management (Wolcott 

and Lippitz, 2007). An enabler model depends on establishing and 

communicating simple, clear processes for selecting projects, allocating 

funds and tracking progress, all with well-defined executive involvement. 

Bosma et al. (2010) call this “an innovation culture in which project teams are 

allowed to be flexible with their efforts to innovate.” 
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Enabler programs can support efforts to enhance a company’s culture (Ohr, 

2017). When an organization already enjoys substantial collaboration and 

ideation at the grassroots level, the enabler model can provide clear 

channels for concepts to be considered and funded. The enabler model is 

particularly well-suited to environments in which concept development and 

experimentation can be pursued economically throughout the organization. 

The third model is the producer model, which endorses intrapreneurship with 

committed financing along with active management of its workers (Heavey & 

Simsek, 2013). For companies operating under this model, organizational 

leaders develop employees’ entrepreneurial potential. Businesses are not 

likely to pursue disruptive concepts, because they often face strong near-

term pressures that discourage investments in new growth platforms. The 

producer model can overcome this challenge by providing the necessary 

coordination for initiatives that involve complex technologies or require the 

integration of certain capabilities across different business units (Ohr, 2017). 

This model protects the innovator from politics within the company by way of 

controlling business units (Wolcott & Lippitz, 2007). An interdepartmental 

alliance of leaders across various business units seeks to mitigate negative 

political influences (Wolcott & Lippitz, 2007; Heavey & Simsek, 2013). 

The producer model best fits companies seeking to discover breakthrough 

opportunities or conquer growth domains (Wolcott & Lippitz, 2007). A study 

by Heavey and Simsek (2013) found that the model fits when there are high-

entry barriers, turbulence, or target markets (including high-technology 

markets), all of which need a consistently resourced approach. This model 
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successfully supports truly disruptive concepts, which would have been 

suppressed by a business that felt threatened. Due to the limited resources 

of this model, managers must tailor their initiatives to the interests of existing 

lines of business, and employees have to collaborate intensively throughout 

the organization (Ohr, 2017). The model requires leadership to ensure that 

projects do not become too incremental. Advocates exist to help business 

units do what they cannot accomplish on their own but should pursue in 

order to remain vital and relevant.  

The final model is the advocate model. Under the advocate model, the 

company manages the innovative initiatives to accelerate growth within 

established business units. The advocate model meets these strategic goals 

with regards to entrepreneurial initiatives through a business unit’s 

transformation (Wolcott & Lippitz, 2007). The advocate model supports 

business units’ efforts by offering them direction and coaching (Heavey & 

Simsek, 2013). With the advocate model, there is the challenge of attaining 

short-term goals for the business units (Wolcott & Lippitz, 2007). It is 

problematic to find ‘business builders’ who are willing to be rewarded for 

executing an innovation. Ralph-Christian Ohr (2017) states that “advocate 

models require individuals with the instincts, access and talent to navigate 

the corporate culture and facilitate change.” Leading advocate organizations 

build an arsenal of facilitation methodologies, new business design tools and 

networks with external capabilities. The producer model requires 

considerable capital and staffing and a direct line to top management. 

Understaffed, part-time, or underfunded producer teams are set to fail.  
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Each model requires different processes, skill sets, and forms of leadership 

(Ohr, 2017). Heavey and Simsek (2013), Karacaoglu et al. (2013) and 

Wolcott and Lippitz (2007), all stress the importance of senior executive (the 

leader’s) involvement in the implementation of the model. They need to 

demonstrate resilience and overcome challenges that implementation of the 

models may present.  

Despite consensus that leadership is crucial to the proper execution of each 

model, leadership is a major challenge of each model. Under the enabler 

model, the challenge is searching for and fulfilling project leaders 

(Karacaoglu et al., 2013). It may be difficult to find and satisfy project 

champions due to the challenge of preventing ideas from falling into a “black 

hole’” during the process leaders (Karacaoglu et al., 2013). Leadership 

succession in the producer model can become a contentious issue 

(Karacaoglu et al., 2013), and reintegrating successful projects into the 

organization’s core can be difficult, especially where business support may 

be lacking (Mokaya, 2012). 

Ultimately, these four models are just the guidelines to practicing 

intrapreneurship. No single model can be applied to all situations; each 

model is situationally specific and using a particular model will depend upon 

the structure and philosophy of the organization. Organizations may even 

use two or more models depending upon their working environment. What 

this thesis aims to do is build upon the existing models, primarily the work of 

Antoncic and Hisrich (2011), to identify the practical ways in which work 
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environments can enhance intrapreneurship. Defining intrapreneurship and 

identifying how an organization can embody it are merely the first steps.   

2.4 Applying Intrapreneurship in Large Companies  

Large companies are embracing the idea of intrapreneurship (Heavey & 

Simsek, 2013) to keep agile, innovative, and customer centric. In most 

companies, there are talented individuals with brilliant new ideas (Alpkan et 

al., 2010). The greatest problem is how to recognize these intrapreneurs and 

put their talents to use. Pandit (2015) states that “corporate organizational 

structures such as bureaucracy, hierarchy, and rules do not support 

intrapreneurial culture and behaviour.” Companies struggle with applying the 

concept of intrapreneurship to their daily routines due to high levels of 

defined tasks, structure, and schedules that deter opportunities for creative 

thinking, experimenting, and recognizing new ideas (Pandit, 2015).  

Large companies need to practice intrapreneurship as a way of life within the 

company. One of the ways companies can practice intrapreneurship is by 

employing workers who are entrepreneurial: leaders who can make their own 

decisions as well as take risks. These employees should know that it is 

always acceptable to experiment with new ideas (Heavey & Simsek, 2013). 

Companies also need to stop concentrating on the earnings of the next 

quarter and instead begin focussing on the company’s value and income 

growth over the next 10 years (Moriano et al., 2014). 

To develop and apply entrepreneurialism, companies should have criteria for 

evaluating the potential, feasibility, and quality of every initiative. These 

criteria should be understandable as well as transparent (Ries, 2017). To be 
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successful, every employee must be familiar with how the procedure works 

at each phase of initiative selection and implementation. This knowledge can 

improve workers’ proposals and can prevent unintentional discouragement if 

their ideas are offered and initially rejected.  

One of the biggest challenges for large organizations is that innovation and 

intrapreneurship cannot be done in isolation from the rest of the organization.   

According to Corbett (2018) company incubators and innovation labs that are 

isolated from the rest of the organization tend to have limited success.  This is 

because they are disconnected from the larger organization.  For 

intrapreneurship to work, it needs to be integrated across the organization.  

Corbet 2018 refers to key elements that need to be incorporated in order for 

Intrapreneurship to be successful;  an environment where culture is willing to 

commit to Intrapreneurship, resources that are adequately assigned, processes 

and tools that are used in the right ways and skills and talent that are new 

which can be applied to Intrapreneurial initiatives.  While Corbett (2018) 

identifies core components of this, there is an opportunity to be more specific 

on what these cultural attributes are and further define the skills required by 

both leadership and employees, which this research will uncover.   

Toftoy and Chaterjee (2014) have indicated that regardless of size of an 

organizations, Intrapreneurship should be a strategy that starts somewhere.   

It will positively impact organizational performance and competitive 

advantage.   The work of Toftoy and Chaterjee (2014) concur with that of 

Corbett (2018) as they state that in order for Intrapreneurship to work in large 

organizations, it will require the commitment of leaders with significant 

corporate guidance.  
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This research will further investigate and build on this work.  It will explore 

what kind of commitments will be required by the organization and leaders.  

How this will translate into specific behaviours and will also propose some 

guiding principles that organizations can establish in order for 

Intrapreneurship to be embodied within them.  

Thus far, the literature review has made clear that intrapreneurship has 

financial benefits for large organizations. The clear financial benefits explain 

why most companies put much effort into innovation. However, 

innovativeness is not easy to achieve because firms face challenges with 

experimentation and implementation, as well as risk aversion. Firms need to 

deal appropriately with these challenges to succeed. In this context, this 

study attempts to understand what is required for an organization to become 

innovative through intrapreneurial efforts, what these efforts comprise, how 

to support them, and how to implement them from within.  

2.5 Organizational Culture and Innovation 

An organization’s culture is critical to developing an intrapreneurial 

environment. (Baruah & Ward, 2015). Aggarwal (2018) defines 

organizational culture as the ‘glue’ that binds the organization’s members 

together and can be explained as the habits, values, and norms that govern 

the behaviour of the staff. Jesinoski et al. (2016)’s definition of organizational 

culture is similar except that they specify that the overall norms, practices, 

habits, beliefs, and symbols that shape the organization’s behaviour itself, 

rather than the behaviour of its staff. Baruah & Ward (2015) state that 

organizational culture can be determined by analysing the values, beliefs, 

and leadership of a company, as well as by soliciting employee feedback. 
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Because the literature review indicates that culture is the most critical 

component of intrapreneurship, culture is a central component of this thesis. 

Previous research indicates a great need for entrepreneurially focussed 

organizational cultures (Aggarwal, 2018; Drost & Mcguire, 2016; Baruah & 

Ward, 2015). This research has identified organizational culture as being the 

backbone of creativity and innovation in companies. The innovative 

behaviours of intrapreneurs are affected by the prevailing culture in most 

organizations (Aggarwal, 2018). Organizations with an innovative culture are 

likely to rapidly advance in their business sector.  

Intrapreneurship and entrepreneurship are significantly affected by an 

organization’s cultural norms (Baruah & Ward, 2015). Organizations seeking 

to be effectively intrapreneurial need to develop a culture that promotes 

intrapreneurship.  

Concerning organizational culture, the collective input of all employees is 

vital for promoting intrapreneurship (Drost & Mcguire, 2016). The employees 

in an innovative culture play an active role in situations where change is 

needed. Many organizational cultures and subcultures differ substantially in 

their support of intrapreneurship because of the specific responsibilities for 

creativity and innovation in the organization (Jesinoski et al., 2016). 

One factor in the organization that has an impact on social, technical, and 

structural aspects is its work culture (Drost & McGuire, 2016). Work and 

social culture are linked but separate concepts: work culture influences social 

settings and the social culture of the organization by dictating how people 

interact with one another. The organization’s work culture links the 
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organization and people together (Aggarwal, 2018). The most significant way 

culture impacts organizations is that it supports innovation by creating the 

necessary environment for innovation. Hence, the culture of the organization 

plays a leading role in determining whether an organization has innovative 

and creative systems. 

Within an organizational framework, organizational complexities can 

sometimes stem from the attitude towards innovation and thereby the culture 

adopted or practiced. For instance, if a firm is bureaucratic with rigid and 

conservative policies then such culture will not encourage innovation. They 

usually do not tolerate failures or appreciate innovation outside the firm’s 

interest. Such circumstances do not create the ideal platform to innovate as 

intrapreneurs and their ideas or resources and facilities will be bound by 

strong control and restrictions. The communication between different 

organizational members will suffer as intrapreneurs will struggle to put 

forward their innovative ideas and this can further digress and rupture the 

growth and progression of an innovation culture. Morris et al (2008) believe 

that when intrapreneurs struggle to execute their innovative ideas, they will 

most likely get frustrated with the level of organizational rigidity leading them 

to consider quitting the job or the project. Today the competition in the global 

market is quite fierce and organizations constantly need to adapt and make 

innovative changes to meet the requirements of different customers or 

clients. If the culture within an organization is resistant to change and 

reluctant to experiment with new ideas, business models or markets then 

that might discourage the enthusiastic spirit of innovators. Fry (1993) 

highlights that this inherent resistive nature of organizations can prevent the 
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progression of innovation. According to Bysted and Jespersen (2013) 

increasing employees’ innovative work behaviour is a complex process and 

they believe that it involves developing an internal climate supportive of idea 

generation and realization through the use of financial, participative and 

decentralization mechanisms. 

There is an opportunity to further examine what environmental factors must 

be present to drive innovation efforts forward. Are both physical (workspace 

and work environments) and non-physical (support, leadership, trust, 

opportunities for learning and experimentation) elements needed? If so, what 

are they and what is needed to foster such a culture?  

2.5.1 Innovative Culture 

An innovative organizational culture is a culture that involves creativity and 

dynamism (Aggarwal, 2018). Organizations are designed to protect 

resources (such as time and capital) by avoiding risk and penalizing failure 

Wladawsky-Berger (2010). Failure or fear of failure is another reason that 

employees and organizations shy away from being entrepreneurial or 

intrapreneurial (Wladawsky-Berger, 2010). Risk tolerance is a core 

dimension of entrepreneurial behaviour, and yet companies prefer to 

minimize risk. Behaviours such as risk aversion determine what kind of 

culture an organization has and whether it tolerates entrepreneurial 

behaviour. Kawasaki (2006) highlighted a lack of reward for entrepreneurial 

behaviour as a demotivating factor in terms of new ideas. Risk tolerance 

contributes to the culture of the organization and its degree of 

entrepreneurialism (Kawasaki, 2006).   
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Easley et al. (2009) found that the top barriers to intrapreneurship within 

existing organizations include poor communication or working in silos, the 

punishment of risk-taking employees, lack of management support, and 

unhealthy politics. Kawasaki (2006) highlighted a lack of rewards for 

entrepreneurial behaviour as a demotivating factor in terms of new ideas.  

Leadership experts consistently encourage organizations’ directors to 

motivate their employees to take critical responsibilities and to empower 

them with the support and freedom they need—this is the true meaning of 

intrapreneurship in organizations (Aggarwal, 2018). If directors can create an 

environment in which employees have a higher level of autonomy—an 

environment in which employees can be creative and have a clear sense of 

meaning—it can help invigorate and renew large organizations. This study 

will build upon these conclusions by asking: what is the role of leadership 

within these environments? How can leaders better support employees and 

an intrapreneurial culture? 

Organizations are supposed to support activities that foster organizational 

creativity, risk-taking, intrapreneurship, and openness within their structures 

(Drost & McGuire, 2016). The social wellness of employees also has a 

considerable effect on their creativeness and the innovation efforts that they 

pursue in the name of intrapreneurship. The social aspect of an innovation 

culture affects the behaviours of employees, which in turn have an impact on 

the company’s innovations. Most experts have outlined the social elements 

that affect an innovation culture as the innovation vision, free communication, 

specific limits, open space, flexibility, incentive structures, and management 

in the organization (Baruah & Ward, 2015).  
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2.5.2 Organizational Culture 

Entrepreneurs have high spirits and drive, but do not tend to utilize these 

qualities when working in an organization (Baruah & Ward, 2015). For 

intrapreneurship to emerge, employees must have the entrepreneurial 

culture inside themselves. Organizations are supposed to cultivate a culture 

that supports and empowers intrapreneurs, which in turn nurtures creativity 

and leads to innovation (Jesinoski et al., 2016). Organizational culture is 

what determines whether intrapreneurial efforts are effective in an 

organization; this outcome is supported by an excellent organizational 

structure.  

Organizations need to adopt corporate strategies that drive intrapreneurship. 

These intrapreneurial strategies need to focus on management at all levels. 

Research has demonstrated that management affects the firm’s performance 

outcomes (Castanias & Helfat, 2001; Holcomb, Holmes & Connelly, 2009; 

Lucas & Goh, 2009), including the ability to drive intrapreneurship 

(Christensen, 2005; Hornsby et al., 2002; Kuratko et al., 1990). In their 5-

point model for intrapreneurship, Hornsby and Kuratko et al. (2002), 

identified “management support” as the first factor (p.4). Leadership experts 

consistently encourage organizations’ directors to motivate their employees 

to take critical responsibilities and to empower them with the support and 

freedom they need (Aggarwal, 2018). Management also controls resources 

that intrapreneurs may rely on to succeed, and yet management (like the 

companies they work for) tend to be risk adverse. Organizational change, 

including developing a tolerance for risk, needs to be an important 

component of management’s strategic focus. As Lucas and Goh (2009) 
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explain, management propensities will determine the outcome of the battle 

between dynamic capabilities and core rigidities when the organization faces 

disruption. 

There is evidence that discrepancies between top-level’s and middle-level’s 

management behaviour causes major problems. These problems have even 

led to the demise of monumental companies like Kodak and Polaroid. In the 

case of Kodak, top-level management was unable to overcome middle-level 

management’s resistance to digital photography (Lucas & Goh, 2009). In the 

case of Polaroid, members of the Electronic Imaging Division were unable to 

convince top-level management to abandon the razor/blade business model 

(Tripsas & Gavetti, 2000). In each case, the inability of top-level and middle-

level management to agree on strategy contributed to the failure of their 

respective companies. Strategic focus of different levels of management 

prevented these companies from detaching themselves from existing 

business models. While strategic focus probably affects intrapreneurship, it is 

not yet clear how important a factor strategic focus is in comparison with 

other factors.  

A symbiotic relationship needs to exist between leaders and employees, and 

that relationship comes down to communication. Experts have claimed that 

managers look forward to employees’ feedback, which can improve 

organizational culture and promote innovation in organizations (Drost & 

McGuire, 2016). To promote the feedback process, and to make the 

organizational culture supportive of creativity and innovation, organizations’ 

managers should be transparent with their employees (Aggarwal, 2018). 

Organizational goals can be achieved when managers trust employees with 
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information related to decision-making in the company. Entrusting this 

information to employees can make the employees feel motivated and 

directly involved in the daily operations of the company (Jesinoski et al., 

2016). The motivation of employees can significantly impact behaviours in 

the organization and intrapreneurship. Furthermore, when leaders are 

transparent about problems and opportunities, employees can appropriately 

direct their attention to solve problems in innovative ways. With information, 

employees are empowered to work on the right things, in the right ways. 

Organizations seeking to create a culture of innovation and creativity should 

show their appreciation for employees in various ways (Baruah, 2015). One 

way of demonstrating appreciation is by being less controlling of employees’ 

work. Intrapreneurs need space to think about and work on ideas that can 

later be implemented within the organization for its benefit. Managers should 

learn to be hands-off in their dealings with staff and to appreciate what their 

staff do through appropriate rewards (Boyles, 2016).  

The above efforts can create an environment that encourages intrapreneurs 

to be more creative. Intrapreneurship will positively impact the organization 

so that innovations and new ideas can emerge and transform the 

organization. When intrapreneurs fail to tackle issues related to their sectors, 

their decisions can have a major negative impact on the company (Drost & 

McGuire, 2016). Organizations should teach their intrapreneurs how to fix 

problems and respond to them adequately so that the organization can run 

smoothly without issues (Aggarwal, 2018). As problem solving is a form of 

intrapreneurship, intrapreneurs should learn how to tackle both small and 
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large issues as they happen and with ease so that innovations and new 

ideas can emerge and transform the organization.   

Generating innovative behaviours amongst intrapreneurial staff depends 

mostly on the viewpoints of the leadership. Scholars in favour of 

organizational change have offered theoretical frameworks in support of 

organizational change and ideas supporting originality (Drost & McGuire, 

2016). Practitioners often have problems related to cultural cohesion and 

team structures. Innovation is often seen as disorderly and yet profitable for 

progress and expansion (Jesinoski et al., 2016). The extent to which leaders 

incentivize staff with opportunities to develop new visions without causing 

exhaustion determines the overall health and success of today’s employees.  

Innovation in companies requires change; companies need the capability to 

transform their cultures, basic norms, and customs and beliefs (Drost & 

Ward, 2016). The transformation of ideas in organizations can be a 

challenge for managers when trying to change the organizational culture. 

The ability of a company to adopt an innovative culture has been associated 

with behaviours conducive to a trustworthy management and trusting 

workers (Baruah & McGuire, 2015). An honest administration is an essential 

aspect of creating a creative cultural environment in organizations. When 

relations between managers and staff are not positive—especially when the 

staff does not trust the organization’s leaders—the environment is not 

conducive to cultural transformation in the company (Jesinoski et al., 2016). 

For innovation to happen in companies, the senior management and middle 

management must have significant trust in and commitment to the 
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organization with respect to efficient communication, which is the spark that 

promotes creativity in organizations.  

When there is no trust in the organization’s leadership, the company is likely 

to be affected, with the staff’s innovation, creativity, and engagement 

significantly stifled. Extreme turnover typically results from poor and toxic 

leadership (Baruah & Ward, 2015). Most literature suggests that 

inadequately equipped managers are the reason for structural retention 

failures in the workforce. But it’s not just retention that is at stake: innovation 

in organizations is a critical skill within the organizational culture (Drost & 

McGuire, 2016). Innovation in companies is significantly affected by poor 

management due to poorly trained managers. Such managers do not enable 

innovation within organizations.   

Usual business practice needs the focus of lesser-known areas of human 

behaviour, such as employee motivation, and to steer the managers towards 

ordinary activities by focussing on business procedures, processes, and 

structural ideas that can be controlled (Baruah & Ward, 2015). The social 

dynamics of human aspects of work are generally misunderstood by weak 

managers who are poorly trained but in positions of responsibility (Drost & 

Mcguire, 2016). The social characters (i.e. extroverts) are the ones who 

affect creativity in most organizations, and hence there is less room for 

innovation in the company. The above outcome emerges because poor 

management affects creative and innovative thinking by employees who are 

supposed to employ tactical knowledge related to innovation and creativity 

while undertaking their duties.  
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Poorly trained managers can negatively impact employees, affecting their 

social behaviour, including their ability to spur creativity and innovation in the 

company (Baruah & Ward, 2015). The above managerial behaviour leads to 

mechanistic procedural development, and hence, the organization 

experiences high turnover in its supply chain procedures. Most research has 

shown that half of workers leave organizations because they do not want to 

associate with their directors (Jesinoski et al., 2016). Human behaviour can 

be a negative aspect of organizational behaviour which threatens staff 

growth, creativity, survival, and retention.  

Innovation entails all employees of the organization being active and thriving. 

The examination of skills and methods that are most effective for spreading 

creative ideas in the organization promotes an innovative organizational 

culture (Baruah & Ward, 2015). Organizations with an innovative 

organizational culture enhance their position in the market and find creative 

ways to control risks. These organizations have intrapreneurial 

administrations that further support the creativity in their structures (Drost & 

McGuire, 2016).  

2.5.3 Intrapreneurship and an Innovative Culture 

The effects of innovation impact organizational cultures in many industries, 

including the retail industry, through technological advances. Large 

corporations such as Wal-Mart are embracing the culture of innovation with 

in-store applications designed to improve the efficiency of the shopping 

experience. E-commerce orders with same-day in-store pickup and curb-side 

pickup for groceries give retail brick-and-mortar stores a competitive 

advantage (Alipour, Idris, Ismail, Uli, & Karimi, 2011). The competitive 
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advantage is derived from increased efficiencies in the virtual shopping 

experience and improved convenience for the customer. Technological 

innovation (logistics systems, big data, cyber security, and social media 

outlets) is allowing companies, even those that are not tech-oriented, to 

become more innovative. Customers benefit from innovative applications, 

such as online payment capabilities. 

Organizational culture is a prominent topic of discussion in the literature, 

which has examined how to optimize creative behaviour inside the existing 

infrastructure through organizational change (Bosma et al., 2010). 

Generating innovative behaviours in intrapreneurial employees has mostly 

been discussed from a top-down perspective, considering leadership traits 

and styles.  

As previously mentioned, managers often struggle with conflicts between 

cultural cohesion and team building versus creative dissent. Innovation is 

often seen as disruptive and yet is profitable, promoting growth and 

expansion (Alipour et al., 2011). How leaders incentivize employees with 

opportunities to generate new ideas without causing burnout determines the 

overall health and success of new idea generation.  

Hisrich (2009) adopted a psychological perspective and inspected individual-

level features of entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship. He explored the 

importance of these characteristics in terms of contributing to new products 

and services. Hisrich (2009) also examined the characteristics of 

entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs, identifying certain traits of entrepreneurs 

and how they might apply to intrapreneurs in the corporate environment. 
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Rule and Irwin (2007) indicated that risk-taking is a specific behaviour that 

distinguishes employees and that identifies true intrapreneurial behaviour. 

Corporate culture denotes the philosophies and behaviours that control how 

a business’s personnel and administration conduct business dealings 

(Kawasaki, 2010). The behaviours reflect the values. Firms that have 

philosophies specifying obligatory qualities can obtain a consistently superior 

financial performance from their principles (Kawasaki, 2010). These 

attributes include self-sufficiency, risk-taking, and belief.  

Watkins (2013) has explained that corporate organizational structures such 

as administration, hierarchy, and guidelines do not sustain intrapreneurial 

cultures and behaviours. Firms struggle with relating the notion of 

intrapreneurship to their daily practices due to the presence of many definite 

tasks, structures, and programmes that reduce chances for creative thinking, 

investigating, and acknowledging new ideas (Watkins, 2013). Kawasaki 

(2006) supported this statement by illustrating that the absence of rewards 

for entrepreneurial behaviour is a demoralizing factor, discouraging creativity 

within organizations. Failure, or fear of failure, is one reason that employees 

and organizations shy away from being entrepreneurial or intrapreneurial 

(Busenitz et al., 2014). Risk tolerance essential dimension of entrepreneurial 

behaviour, and companies are not designed to support it (Busenitz, 

Plummer, Klotz, Shahzad, & Rhoads, 2014).  

As said earlier, organizations are designed to protect resources such as time 

and capital by avoiding risks and penalizing failure. Behaviours such as 

avoiding risk and penalizing fear dictate what kind of culture an organization 

will have and whether it will tolerate entrepreneurial behaviour. This point is 
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the foundation of this research project. The interviews with industry experts 

provided insight into the notions of culture and leadership and served to 

identify key elements that must be present for organizations to fully realize 

these intrapreneurial behaviours. 

Since innovation requires change, altering the capacity of organizations to 

change their cultures, institutional norms, and long-held beliefs can be a 

daunting task for leaders of organizations. Ries (2017) has claimed that such 

problems can be prevented by selecting managers with failure familiarity in 

their previous posts. Smedley (2013) has suggested that creating structures 

for new ideas is contingent on managers’ personal skills, approaches, and 

confidence, which all contribute to the work setting and corporate culture. 

Smedley (2013) gave the example of SAP, a company that claims to 

celebrate failure.  

The literature suggests that culture is important for every organization. As 

confirmed by the literature review, the right culture should be in place to 

support innovative behaviours in an organization which wants to become 

intrapreneurial. However, the existing literature does not say much about 

specific elements an organization should focus on. Further, scholars 

examining this subject have failed to recognize that cultural elements can 

vary between large organizations and SMEs. The study explores this issue, 

evaluating the role of culture in innovation for large organizations. This study 

also identifies the behaviours that need to be present to realize an 

intrapreneurial culture and the role that leadership plays in supporting this 

kind of culture. 
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Hisrich (2009) adopted a psychological perspective and examined the 

individual aspects and characteristics of entrepreneurship and 

intrapreneurship. Hisrich (2009) also identifies the importance of certain traits 

of entrepreneurs and how they can translate into intrapreneurialism within 

the corporate environment. He considered the importance of these 

characteristics in contributing to new products and services. Rule and Irwin 

(1988) has indicated that risk-taking is a specific behaviour that employees 

demonstrate which distinguishes them and identifies true intrapreneurial 

behaviour. 

Corporate culture refers to the beliefs and behaviours that determine how a 

company’s employees and management conduct business transactions 

(Barney, 1986). Because operational behaviours are linked to the culture, 

there is a direct correlation between behaviours and whether the 

environment is conducive to certain behaviours. Attributes that a firm’s 

culture must have to generate sustained competitive advantages include 

autonomy, risk taking, and trust. Firms with these attributes can achieve a 

sustained superior financial performance (Barney, 1986).  

Research attention has also been given to the environmental factors that 

play a role in developing an intrapreneurial culture. Molina and Callahan 

(2009) explored the connections between individual learning, 

intrapreneurship, and organizational learning and found a link between 

individual and organizational learning and intrapreneurship and 

organizational performance. They are both mutually inclusive of each other. 

Hisrich (2009) compared the typical corporate culture to an intrapreneurial 

culture to discover the means of developing a culture of intrapreneurship. 
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This study found that certain traits and attributes needed to be present within 

the organizational paradigm for intrapreneurship to take place. These traits 

included risk tolerance, high degree of autonomy, and high levels of trial and 

error.   

This is an area this study explores for large organizations: how can an 

organization reward and support intrapreneurial behaviour? This research 

study asks whether, if companies are not structured to promote 

intrapreneurial behaviours, the company’s culture be modified to do so?  

This study links to the framework proposed by Lampert (2001), who explains 

why companies fail to develop breakthrough inventions. There is a tendency 

for large firms to favour familiar and mature technologies, and also to search 

for and favour ideas that are similar to existing solutions (Ahuja and Lampert, 

2001). Lampert’s model, while identifying a key problem, does not offer 

practical solutions for these large firms.  

Smedley (2013) has also suggested that creating structures for new ideas 

depends on the manager’s personal experience, attitude, and belief system, 

all of which contribute to work environment and corporate culture. Smedley 

(2013) referred to the example of SAP, a company that claims to celebrate 

failure. This organization has facilitated sessions where they discuss failures 

and extract lessons from them. Patzelt et al. (2015) have claimed that a fear 

of failure can be prevented by valuing experience with failure and choosing 

managers who experienced failure in their previous positions. Some of the 

characteristics desired of managers who promote intrapreneurship are 
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themselves characteristics of entrepreneurs; these characteristics include 

risk-taking and the ability to make quick decisions. 

There are barriers to creating an intrapreneurial culture. Easley et al. (2009) 

found that the top barriers to intrapreneurship within existing organizations 

include poor communication or working in silos, the punishment of 

employees for taking risks, lack of management support, and unhealthy 

politics. This is an area that this study explores. What is the role of 

leadership within these environments? How can leaders better support 

employees and an intrapreneurial culture? 

Alpkan et al. (2010) investigated the direct and interactive effects of 

organizational support and human capital on the innovative performance of 

companies. They considered management support for generating and 

developing new business ideas, the allocation of free time, and 

organizational structures that are open to accepting new ideas. In particular, 

the study assessed the decentralization level or decision‐making autonomy, 

including if and how the organization allowed its employees to make 

decisions and how empowered employees were. The researchers further 

investigated if and how the organization used incentives and rewards to 

promote creative undertakings or risk-taking. They further examined 

tolerance for risk-taking and the impact on innovative performance. 

Innovative performance was not investigated in the study, but the role of 

human capital was found to be an important driver of innovative performance 

and organizational support.  
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Based on a study of Google Inc, Alange et al. (2013) defined culture as a 

shared set of values and beliefs that determines one’s ability to innovate. Per 

this study, talent is the fundamental strength of any organization; “it is the 

people that you hire and train that will determine your levels of innovation” 

(p.4). Google spends a great amount of time socializing its new hires into the 

organization. It strongly believes that it is the relationships and network that it 

creates which will enable it to mobilize ideas across the organization. Per this 

study, leaders at Google act as cultural ambassadors and connectors. They 

quickly absorb and diffuse information from other parts of the organization to 

their respective teams and serve as facilitators in the innovation process. 

Alange et al. (2013) further stated that at Google, leaders empower their 

subordinates, trust them, and support them in new ventures. Moreover, they 

do not penalize risk-taking. Their focus is on minimizing obstacles to the 

creation of innovative ideas, and their role is to provide clarity, vision, and 

direction as they relate to their cultural identity. For Google’s culture, 

innovation is a core element of the organization’s belief and values. The 

company allows a certain degree of flexibility and freedom, combined with 

self-governing rules, which are kept to a minimum to move innovative 

initiatives forward. 

Based on a study of Google Inc, Littunen (2000) defined culture as a shared 

set of values and beliefs that determines one’s ability to innovate. Google is 

well known for its culture and innovativeness. It is a coveted work 

environment. Organizations have tried to emulate the culture but have failed 

because they did not understand how to develop a work environment that is 
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intrapreneurial. Researchers have not yet clearly outlined how organizations 

can develop and sustain this kind of work environment.  

Kotter (2007) claims that not anchoring changes in a corporation’s culture is 

a mistake. Change “sticks” when it becomes “the way organizations do 

things” (Kotter, 2007: p.3), meaning that change becomes embedded into the 

culture and day-to-day corporate activities. New behaviours are rooted in 

social norms and beliefs, change needs to be institutionalized. Employees 

need direction regarding new approaches and ways of thinking that will help 

improve their performance (Kotter, 2007). Based on the work of Kotter 

(2007), a clear and practical approach to help employees to strive for 

intrapreneurship helps drive this kind of change. 

Culture has been a key theme in the literature review and is an area that also 

warrants more research. What is the standardized set of traits of employees 

who are intrapreneurial? Do these traits need to be refreshed for the new 

kind of culture and organization that must be intrapreneurial to compete? 

What are the core skills, and how have they changed from those of the 

traditional corporation? How can corporations be equipped for and designed 

for the new kind of talent that is needed?  

2.6 The Impact of Leadership on Innovation 

Short (2014) found that the top barriers to intrapreneurship within existing 

organizations include poor management, the punishment of employees for 

taking risks, lack of management support, and unhealthy politics. Evidence in 

the literature (Gündoğdu, 2012; Littunen, 2000) strongly points to poorly 

trained managers as the underlying cause of organizational retention failures 
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throughout the workforce. Littunen (2000) has illustrated that creativity is 

often viewed as a ‘soft’ social skill within the constructs of organizational 

culture and is often reduced due to rough handling by poorly trained 

managers. Gündoğdu (2012) suggests that managers focus on business 

process rather than on human capital. Businesses commonly steer 

management towards more familiar practices, concentrating on processes, 

procedures, and systematic concepts within the management’s control. The 

social aspects and the human dimensions of work are often misunderstood 

by poorly trained managers, resulting in damage to the innovative and 

creative thinking of employees, who often possess the greatest tacit 

knowledge of innovative solutions. The mishandling of the softer human 

behaviour aspect of the workforce by poorly performing managers who 

favour more mechanistic process development leads to higher turnover 

(Busenitz et al., 2013). Excessive turnover often results from poor and even 

toxic leadership; some studies have shown that as much as half of the 

workforce leaves organizations simply to escape the presence of their 

managers. Human behaviour contributes to a dark side of organizational 

behaviour, threatens employee growth, innovation, retention, and even 

survival. The literature even suggests a possible correlation between poor 

leadership and higher incidents of suicide (Gündoğdu, 2012). 

An example of strong leadership on innovation can be found at Google. In 

his study of Google, Littunen (2000) found that talent is the fundamental 

strength of an organization. Littunen (2000) says, “it is the people that you 

hire and train that will determine your levels of innovation” (p.4). Littunen 

explains that Google spends a great amount of time socializing its new hires 
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into the organization. The company strongly believes that it is the 

relationships and network that it creates which will enable it to mobilize ideas 

across the organization. Leaders at Google act as cultural ambassadors and 

as connectors. They quickly absorb and diffuse information from other parts 

of the organization to their respective teams and serve as facilitators in the 

innovation process. At Google, leaders empower their people, trust them, 

and support them in new ventures and do not penalize risk-taking (Littunen, 

2000). Their focus is on minimizing obstacles to creating innovative ideas, 

and their role is to provide clarity, vision, and direction as they relate to 

cultural identity.  

A trustworthy leadership team of reliable leaders and trusting followers is a 

key component of an innovative culture. Without trustworthy leaders, 

organizations limit and stifle employee innovation, engagement, and 

creativity and without leader-follower trust, organizational change in favour of 

a more innovative culture is much less likely to occur (Bosma et al., 2010). 

Both top-level leaders and middle managers must possess high trust and 

high involvement characteristics, including the ability to effectively 

communicate the organization’s mission through a systems-thinking lens.  

Previous studies have indicated that leadership is key when it comes to 

innovation, which can define the difference between a successful 

organization and an unsuccessful organization. The literature has identified 

poor leadership as a key factor in a corporation’s failure to innovate. The fact 

that large organizations have massive structures complicates their ability to 

innovate; it is not easy to manage such organizations, which become bloated 

with bureaucracy. The literature has not yet recommended best practices for 
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leadership structures that can guide such organizations in supporting 

innovation-friendly environments, and this study attempts to close this gap.  

2.7 Large Corporations and Innovation 

Busenitz et al. (2013) have illustrated that as the world becomes more 

volatile, multifaceted, and prone to change, it is becoming increasingly 

understandable that organizations that do not develop quickly through 

revolution—not just innovations regarding their products and services—will 

simply be outcompeted by others. One of the key challenges most large 

companies face is how to innovate successfully within the confines of a 

massive and bureaucratic operational structure. In theory, large 

organizations should be in an enviable position regarding innovation, having 

the resources and budgets to hire researchers. But small start-up 

organizations with small budgets manage to out-innovate large, established 

rivals.  

One reason for large organizations falling behind small start-ups is the 

structure of organizational decision-making processes. Jesinoski et al. (2016) 

show that large organizations have different committees for reviewing new 

ideas, determining whether those ideas are promising. If they determine 

those ideas to be worthwhile pursuits, those committees also determine how 

many resources to allocate to those ideas. Often, different decisions are 

made by different committees, and Gündoğdu (2012) reports that sending 

proposals to different committees is time-consuming. Once the proposal is at 

the committee stage, a single individual can stall the development of an idea 

by demanding more information.  
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Busenitz et al. (2013) identified two major factors that undermine innovation 

in large organizations. The first of these factors is time: it is time-consuming 

to prepare proposals for funding. Furthermore, it takes a significant length of 

time to approve resource allotment to promising ideas; additional approvals 

for additional funding may take even more time. Smedley (2013) has noted 

that a smaller, nimbler rival with a similar idea can implement the idea faster. 

It also takes time for poor ideas to be rejected. The organization ultimately 

finds itself wasting time and valuable resources determining whether to 

cultivate a poor idea. Some studies have suggested approaches that large 

organizations can take to prevent stifling of innovation. For instance, Hisrich 

(2009) has recommended decentralization of research and innovation to 

allow for fast-track approval and rejection. 

2.8 Summary of the review of the literature 

This chapter explored key literature which establishes the basis of this 

research. The current literature indicates that organizations with 

entrepreneurial strategies have a competitive edge through innovation.  

Innovation however alone is not enough; intrapreneurship as such can be a 

tool and strategy for organizations to cultivate new ideas. It is also a way of 

identifying ways of doing things and survive in the competitive economy.  

Much of the existing literature thus far looks at Intrapreneurship at a firm 

level and not at an employee level (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001, 2003, 2004, 

2005, 2006, 2007,  2011; Pinchot, 2016; Camelo-Ordaz, Fernández-Alles, 

Ruiz-Navarro, & Sousa-Ginel, 2011; Gündoğdu, 2012; Parker, 2011). 

Antoncic and Hisrich (2001) developed a conceptual framework which details 

the intrapreneurial process for a firm which yields a positive impact on 
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corporate performance. While this framework details indicators of a firms 

intrapreneurial activity, it lacks two important constructs that this research will 

highlight; employee behaviours and leadership involvement. This research 

will evolve the current framework of Antonic and Hisrich (2011) which will 

translate into the practical contribution.   

This research will also answer the need for further research indicated by 

Parker (2011) which suggests the need for future research to extend the 

scope of inquiry from that of the individual employee to take greater account 

of the capabilities. His work details a comparative view of value creation of 

that of an intrapreneur to that of an entrepreneur Parker (2011) specifies that 

intrapreneurial capabilities need to be identified in order for firms to capitalize 

on them. 

Short (2014), Gundogdu (2012), and Littunen (2000) indicate that top 

barriers to intrapreneurship include poor management. This is consistent with 

the work of Mohanty (2006) and Lankinen et al. (2012) which found that in 

order for intrapreneurship to be successful, intrapreneurs the need to be 

motivated in order to take action.  Managers can add value in producing 

innovation policies and support the organization’s culture and operating 

principles. This research will build upon this work and focus on changes that 

leadership need to make in order to best support intrapreneurial employees 

within an organization.   

Mohanty (2006) suggests managers make their organizational commitment 

clearer to employees by using distinct policies and practices along with the 

dedication and willingness to make systematic changes. Internal 

opportunities such as developmental training, funding and mentoring should 
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be provided for intrapreneurs by top management so as to utilize their skills, 

capabilities and knowledge. Managerial commitment appears to be the key 

for addressing intrapreneurial challenges which requires a high degree of risk 

propensity and this is why Lankinen et al. (2012 have emphasized that 

managers both corporate management and middle management, play a vital 

role in supporting and encouraging intrapreneurs within the organization. 

Cultural environment is a key theme of the literature review and is an area 

that warrants more research. The literature identifies that culture is a critical 

to developing an intrapreneurial environment (Baruah & Ward, 2015). The 

literature offers little guidance on what sort of organizational culture best 

supports intrapreneurship. This particular research looks at how an 

innovation culture attained through such intrapreneurial initiatives can lead 

to considerable organizational development in terms of firm performance, 

innovativeness, profitability and competitiveness. There is however an 

opportunity to further develop this work in how organizations can 

specifically do this with cultural changes.  This research will further build on 

the work of Ward (2015). In addition to this, there is an opportunity to also 

assess new management paradigms as it relates to intrapreneurship.  

The study seeks to explore the objectives stipulated in chapter 1 by placing 

the specific employee behaviours and leadership at the forefront of the 

research. While literature extensively discusses culture and leadership the 

research will examine its relationship amongst employees and leaders. 

There is limited discussions that address how large technology organizations 

can optimize this in order to drive an intrapreneurial environment. This 

research through an in-depth case study will uncover insights into the 
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specific traits and attributes of intrapreneurial employees that organisations 

can start to discover and also cultivate within their existing environments. 

Table 4 provides a classification of this chapter, decomposing relevant 

themes and elements of this study into intrapreneurial dimensions and 

constructs. These constructs shall be used to aid the creation of an 

appropriate schema to address and explore findings from this literature 

review illuminate the need to better understand the traits and behaviours of a 

culture of innovation and how leaders can best support such an outcome. It 

is also necessary to investigate the importance of an innovative culture in 

organizations wishing to become intrapreneurial and the practical 

applications. 
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Intrapreneurship  

Constructs 

 

Intrapreneurship origins and definitions 

Antoncic, B. and Hisrich, R.D. (2001); Bosma, N., 

Stam, E. and Wennekers, S. (2010); Bouchard, V. and 

Basso, O. (2011); De Jong, J., and Wennekers, S. 

(2008); Desouza, K.C. (2011); Eesley, D.T. and 

Longenecker, C.O. (2006); Fasnacht, D., (2009); 

Govindarajan, V. & Desai, J. (2013); Guerrero, M., and 

Peña-Legazkue, I. (2013); Gündoğdu, M.Ç. (2012); 

Kawasaki 2006; Koch, C. (2014); Luchsinger, V. and 

Bagby, D.R. (1987); Macrae, N. (1982); Merrifield, D.B. 

(1993); Molina, C. and Callahan, J.L. (2009); Otsu, A. 

(2016); Pinchot (1985, 1990, 2001, 2006 , 2012), 

Rekha, S.K., Ramesh, S. and Bharathi, J.S. (2014); 

Rigtering, J.P.C. and Weitzel, U. (2013); Rule, E.G., 

and Irwin, D.W. (1988; Schleisinger, L. and Kiefer, C. 

(2014); Smedley, T. (2014); Webb, T. (2013); 

 

Corporate Entrepreneurship: 

Adonisi, M. (2013); Ahuja, G. and Lampert, M.C. 

(2001); Barringer, B.R. and Bluedorn, A.C. (1999); 

Burgelman, R.A. (1984); Busenitz, L.W., Plummer, 

L.A., Klotz, A.C., Shahzad, A. and Rhoads, K. (2014); 

Carrier, C. (1994); Carroll, P. (2014); Dentchev, N., 

Baumgartner, R., Dieleman, H., Jóhannsdóttir, L., 

Jonker, J., Nyberg, T., … and Van Hoof, B. (2016); 

Dess, G.G. and Lumpkin, G.T. (2005); Douglas, E.J. 

and Fitzsimmons, J.R. (2013); Drost, E. and McGuire, 

S. (2016); Dyer, J.H., Gregersen, H.B., and 

Christensen, C. (2008); García-Morales, V.J., Bolívar-

Ramos, M.T. and Martín-Rojas, R. (2014); Heavey, C., 

and Simsek, Z. (2013; Hisrich, R.D., and Kearney, C. 

(2012); Ireland, R.D., Covin, J.G. and Kuratko, D.F. 

(2009); Javalgi, R.G., Hall, K.D. and Cavusgil, S.T., 



 87 
 

2014; Jones, G.R. & Butler, J.E. (1992); Karacaoglu, 

K., Bayrakdaroglu, A. and San, F.B. (2012); Kassa, 

A.G., and Raju, S.R. (2014); Kuratko, D.F. (2010; 

Kuratko, D.F., Hornsby, J.S. and Covin, J.G. (2014); 

Lekmat, L. and Chelliah, J. (2014); Littunen, H. (2000); 

Mokaya, S.O. (2012); Ries, E. (2017); Timmons, J.A., 

Spinelli, S. and Tan, Y. (1994). 

 

Corporate Innovation: 

Clarke, C. (2013); Davis, Nicholas. 19 Jan 2016; 

Fombrun, C., and Shanley, M., (1990); Druker (1995); 

Morris, M.H., Kuratko, D.F. and Covin, J.G. (2010); 

Oden, H.W., 1997; Witzel, E.W. (2014); Wladawsky-

Berger, I. (2010); 
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Environments 

and Culture 

 

Risk Taking 

Jesinoski, T., Miller, G.J. and Volker, J.X. (2016) 

 

Change and Innovation 

Aggarwal, A.K. (2018); Alt, E. and Craig, J.B. (2016); 

Altringer, B. (2013); Alvesson, M. (2013); Anthony, S., 

Duncan, D. and Siren, P.M.A. (2014); Antoncic, J.A. 

and Antoncic, B. (2011; Bersin, J., Flynn, J., Mazor, A. 

and Melian, V. (2017); Braunerhjelm, P., Ding, D. and 

Thulin, P. (2018); Gürsoy, Ali & Güven, Bulent. (2016); 

Kotter, J.P. (2007); Odor, H.O. (2018); 

 

Models 

Wolcott, R.C. and Lippitz, M.J. (2007). 

 

Competition and Innovation 

Alipour, F., Idris, K., Ismail, I.A., Uli, J.A. and Karimi, R. 

(2011 

Alpkan, L., Bulut, C., Gunday, G., Ulusoy, G. and Kilic, 

K. (2010); Baruah, B. and Ward, A. (2015); Kawasaki, 

G. (2010); McDowells, C.T. (2017). 

Leadership 

 

Moriano, J.A., Molero, F., Topa, G. and Mangin, J.P.L. 

(2014); 

Table 5: Study classification 

 

 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

Chapter 2’s literature review identifies a need for further research to 

understanding intrapreneurship within large complex organizations. 

Intrapreneurship is a phenomenon that has becoming increasingly important 

over the past several years. It has been defined as “the adoption of 

processes to rejuvenate and revitalize firms through the search and creation 
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of business, developing pioneering new products, services or processes to 

ensure revenue growth or profitability” (Zahra, 1991: p.3; Zahra & Covin, 

1995: p.4; Miles & Covin, 2002: p.8).  

Accordingly, this contributes towards the development of the second element 

of the thesis (focal theory) which concerns creating a conceptual model 

(chapter 3) which draws on the literature and identifies a framework of 

Intrapreneurship that guides the research. It also proposes new dimensions to 

the framework to where this research will strengthen existing work. This 

chapter also states research propositions based on the literature which will be 

a novel contribution in this space.   

Intrapreneurship is a multifaceted concept. Some of the re-occurring 

attributes associated with intrapreneurship include risk taking, 

innovativeness, proactiveness, and competitive energy (Sharma & Chrisman, 

1999; Dess et al., 2003). While these attributes have been linked to firms, 

they have not been linked to employees (Zahra, 1991; Antoncic & Hisrich, 

2011).  

The study of Antoncic and Hirsich 2011 for example, has important 

implications for researchers and practitioners. The focus of their research is 

on the linkages of intrapreneurship and employee satisfaction. The 

recommendations to practitioners is that in order to support and foster 

intrapreneurship activities, businesses must include entering new 

businesses, innovating products, services, processes and technologies.  

They stated that firms need to take a more detailed approach to employee 

satisfaction. The focus of the study was therefore limited to a few concepts 

which are important for firm growth.  It did not include other factors that might 

also be important for intrapreneurship, although it did examine the focal 

concept of employee satisfaction, its impact on intrapreneurship.  This 
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research will examine other variables that contribute to yielding 

intrapreneurial behaviour. This includes individual behaviours supported by 

internal cultural enablers.   

The modernization of the global workforce via technology has created a  

greater focus on new attributes in the workforce, including risk taking, 

proactiveness, and autonomy (WEF 2019).  These attributes will shift and 

evolve given the new landscape as we embark upon the 4th industrial 

revolution (WEF 2017, 2018, 2019). According to the World Economic Forum 

(2017), the skills that will be required by 2020 and beyond include critical 

thinking, creativity, problem solving, and decision making. The digital 

disruption makes these skill sets a necessity. Digital disruption as defined by 

Gartner (2020) “is an effect that changes the fundamental expectations and 

behaviors in a culture, market, industry or process that is caused by, or 

expressed through, digital capabilities, channels or assets.” 

The 4th industrial revolution is expected to advance many technologies, 

including advanced robotics, artificial intelligence, and machine learning. 

These developments will change the way we work and the way we live.  

According to WEF (2017), “some jobs will disappear, others will grow and 

jobs that don’t even exist today will become commonplace” (p.2). What is 

certain is that the future workforce will need to align its skillset to keep up 

with the rate of change. Many of the attributes that are being referenced as 

being related to the 4th industrial revolution are also those attributes that are 

intrapreneurial in nature. 
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Lumpkin and Dess (1996) identified autonomy and risk taking as a critical to 

intrapreneurship. While these scholars have identified these factors, they are 

referring to these behaviours at a firm level.  They do not specify how this 

would translate into specific behaviours from a human level.  The research is 

ambiguous as there lacks a specificity into how this would be played out 

inside the organization.    

Antoncic and Hisrich (2001) developed a framework that explains the 

intrapreneurial process within organizations, referred to as intrapreneurship. 

The framework depicts the aspects and characteristics of intrapreneurship in 

contributing to new product development and services that is vital to 

economic development and growth for organizations. The model details the 

intrapreneurial process in existing organizations. According to Antoncic and 

Hisrich (2001), intrapreneurship is beneficial for revitalization and 

performance of corporations, as well as for small- and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs). While this model outlines many of the elements of 

intrapreneurship, there are three ways in which this model can be evolved 

through this research. First, Antoncic and Hisrich’s model is mainly focused 

on intrapreneurship at a firm level. This research project takes a human-

centric approach and looks at intrapreneurship at an employee level, both 

from an internal environment perspective and from a leadership perspective.  

These dimensions will add to the existing framework. 

The work of Dess, Lumpkin, and McGee (1999) suggests that the individual 

components of intrapreneurship can provide more fine-grained information 

than firm-level analysis. Individual components of intrapreneurship include 

the traits and behaviours of intrapreneurial employees, which is the focus of 



 92 
 

this study. This research will therefore add to Antoncic and Hisrich’s (2001) 

model a dimension called individual traits, where it will specify at a granular 

level the traits of intrapreneurial employees. 

The literature reveals that environment and organizational readiness are two 

main variables of intrapreneurship (Baruah, 2015; Kuratko, 1993; Sampath, 

2017).  We know intrapreneurship to be a good source of innovation and can 

help firms revitalize, innovate, and adapt to changes in their internal and 

external environments (Felício, Rodrigues, & Caldeirinha, 2012).  However, 

the specific internal environmental conditions of intrapreneurial companies 

are not yet known. While Antoncic and Hisrich’s (2001) model does detail 

environmental factors, these environmental factors are external. The culture 

of an organization looks at the internal conditions that need to be present in 

order for intrapreneurship to take place. These organizations are matrix 

organizations, in which the reporting relationships are set up as a grid, or 

matrix, rather than in the traditional hierarchy. Employees have dual 

reporting relationships which make it a challenge for ideas to be 

implemented.  Several departments need to cooperate, making assigning 

ownership of work a key challenge (Christensen, 2014). The issues of 

ownership and inter-departmental politics are but two of the cultural 

challenge’s firms face; this research will update Antoncic and Hisrich’s 

(2001) model to identify other cultural attributes of intrapreneurially focused 

environments.  

Finally, while leadership is not included in Antoncic and Hisrich’s framework 

(2001), it is a vital piece to the innovation and intrapreneurial problem. For 

instance, Beukens (2014) asserts that ‘Intrapreneurs are most successful 
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when management/leadership empowers and supports them’ (p.2). This new 

dimension—leadership—will be added to the existing model that will specify 

what leaders need to do in order to support employees and a culture of 

intrapreneurship.  

In sum, this research uses Antoncic and Hirsch’s model (2001) as a 

framework but also adds the following dimensions: 

1. Individual behaviours: Employees are the enablers who drive 

intrapreneurial behaviour. Identifying specifically which employee behaviours 

are intrapreneurial will help organizations to identify these skills and provide 

coaching and mentoring to empower employees to develop them.  

2. Leadership: Corporate leaders are the project sponsors who can 

guide employees to navigate the bureaucracy of complex organizations, 

helping to move ideas from ideation to execution. Leaders are also the 

people who ensure intrapreneurs are recognized and rewarded, keeping 

them content and innovating. 

3. Environment: The external market needs to be refreshed taken into 

consideration when looking at the culture of an organization. As markets are 

now operating in a highly dynamic capacity meaning that it is changing so 

quickly, organizations must reflect and support internal activity to support the 

growth and rate of change. This includes increasing an employee’s ability to 

conduct high levels of experiment and take more risks. In addition to this, the 

internal components will be identified from a culture component in driving a 

culture of intrapreneurship.   
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Table 5 identifies the new dimensions that this study contributes to build on 

Antoncic and Hisrich’s model (2011). These new dimensions have been 

identified by the gaps and opportunities that are grounded in the literature 

review thus far.  

 

Dimension 

/Construct 
Definition  Source 

Individual 

behaviours at an 

employee level 

Failure, or fear of failure, is 

another reason for 

organisations not becoming 

found that firms act to protect 

resources by avoiding risk 

and penalizing failure. 

 

Lack of recognition to 

incentive for intrapreneurial 

behaviour. 

Wladawsky-Berger 

(2010) 

Sommers (2018) 

Kawasaki (2005) 

Leadership Encouraging managers to 

become sponsors of specific 

innovations. This kind of 

sponsor system relies not so 

much on a process as on 

relationships of trust. 

Sponsors shepherd the 

intrapreneur around the 

immune system. The 

sponsors who are the leaders 

can provide resources and 

protect the intrapreneurs and 

to push ideas through. 

Navigating the “corporate 

immune” system presents 

Pinchot (2011) 

Lindegard (2010) 

Pundit (2015) 
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challenges for Intrapreneurs. 

Leaders can act as enablers. 

Environmental 

Changes 

Environmental munificence 

can be seen as a 

multidimensional concept that 

includes dynamism, 

technological opportunities, 

industry growth, and the 

demand for new products.  

Organizations often respond 

to challenging conditions 

found in dynamic or high-tech 

environments by adopting an 

intrapreneurial organization. 

 

The Fourth Industrial 

Revolution enables an 

increasingly globalized world, 

one in which advanced 

technologies can drive new 

opportunities 

Intrapreneurship as an 

opportunity for competitive 

advantage intrapreneurship 

can have impact on the firms’ 

performance, enhance their 

innovativeness and their 

competitiveness and open 

new horizons, especially in 

the current challenging global 

economic state. 

(Zahra 1993). 

(Khandwalla 1987) 

(Deloitte 2019) 

(WEF 2016) 

(Kosta 2011) 
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Table 6: Dimensions and Constructs Identified as it relates to 
Intrapreneurship 

3.1  Research Propositions and Justifications 

Based on the existing literature and drawing upon the research questions, 

this study presents the following research propositions, which will assist in 

exploring the role that leadership plays in developing intrapreneurship and 

what are the specific behaviours that employees need to demonstrate that 

will be intrapreneurial.   

Proposition number one is based on existing literature and the gap that 

exists with this area of research. Little has been written on how leaders can 

benefit from intrapreneurial talent and the relationship amongst them. The 

work of Beukens (2014), for example, notes that leadership is critical in 

creating an encouraging environment that provides talented intrapreneurial 

minded people the freedom to be innovative. In this effort, leaders need to 

support their employees while they do so. This is an area of opportunity to 

further elaborate on how leaders can do this. Are the specific actionable 

behaviours that they need to demonstrate in order to best support these 

talented people from within. 

 

Proposition 1: Corporate leadership can identify employees with 

intrapreneurial potential by their unique traits, attributes, and behaviours. The 

accurate identification of intrapreneurial employees is critical to supporting 

the development of intrapreneurial talent. 

The organisational dimensions of intrapreneurship (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001) 

have specifically been chosen for this research as they have previously been 

used when exploring intrapreneurship at a firm level.  
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Given that the case study selected is undergoing a culture transformation 

with an intrapreneurial focus, this framework was deemed suitable. While this 

framework is a good foundation, there is an opportunity to evolve this 

framework including other dimensions that could extend intrapreneurship 

from a firm level to back to individuals.   

Much of the existing literature thus far looks at intrapreneurship at a firm level 

and not at an employee level (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001, 2003, 2004, 2005, 

2006, 2007,  2011; Pinchot, 2016; Camelo-Ordaz, Fernández-Alles, Ruiz-

Navarro & Sousa-Ginel, 2011; Gündoğdu, 2012; Parker, 2011). Most of the 

literature thus far looks at the behaviours and traits of intrapreneurship for 

organizations at large.  

The employee, rather than the firm, is the focus of this research. The 

behaviours of employees influence and play a role in how an organization 

can translate intrapreneurship into actionable outcomes. This is largely 

dictated through the behaviours that team members showcase. The pursuit 

of further exploration of individual traits and attributes is a direct call of 

Parker (2011) indicating that intrapreneurship can be of value add to 

organizations; however the identification of individual traits and behaviours, 

according to Parker (2011), is what needs further research. The findings of 

this research suggest “the need for future theory to extend the scope of 

inquiry from that of the individual employee to take greater account of the 

objectives, develop capabilities within the organizations they work for. Future 

theory might also develop might also fruitfully delve deeper into the self-

selection mechanisms (based on unobservable characteristics) which this 

empirical investigation uncovers” (p.3). 
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Antoncic and Hisrich’s model (2001) looked at the following paradigms: 

organization, environmental, intrapreneurship, and performance. Their 

emphasized the intra-organizational environment, with the internal 

environment of the organization being the defining the first set of factors that 

influences intrapreneurship are organizational characteristics 

(communication openness, control mechanisms, environmental scanning 

intensity, organizational and management support) and organizational 

values.  

Parker (2011) also indicates that there is a “lack of information about 

organizational culture and the ways that it can foster creativity amongst 

entrepreneurs within an organization's workforce” (p.31).  Menzel et al. 

(2007) argue that organizational cultures that reduce internal barriers to 

change and encourage creativity tend to be best placed to foster 

intrapreneurship.  

While Antoncic and Hisrich’s (2001) model has been valuable in assessing 

intrapreneurial firms and their behaviours, it does not address attributes at an 

employee level it also has an opportunity to assess what role leadership 

plays in all of this. According to the research, we know that one of the top 

barriers to intrapreneurship within existing organizations include the lack of 

management support (Easley et al., 2009). 

The revised framework could be widely being recognised as a valuable tool 

for organizations when exploring the ways to implement intrapreneurship 

within their respective workplaces. The revised model will help identify some 

of the factors that influence successful organisational structures of 
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intrapreneurial activity within large complex organizations. According to 

Alpkan et al. (2010), the greatest problem is how to recognize these 

intrapreneurs and put their talents to use. This is a critical component 

throughout which proposition 1 will provide great clarity. 

 

Proposition 2: Intrapreneurs require unique supports and resources from 

organizational leaders, who operate as shepherds within the context of 

corporate organizations. The literature has identified that one of the biggest 

challenges that intrapreneurs have is operating within the complexity of 

organizational structure. Ideas get lost within process and governance, which 

has been referred to as ‘the corporate immune system’ (Pinchot). This 

research will therefore examine how leaders can be enablers within the 

constructs of an organization. The leaders will provide unique support, 

guidance and resources to enable intrapreneurs which this research will 

uncover. One of the complexities observed in large complex organization is 

bureaucracy. This leads to job dissatisfaction, which then leads to high 

turnover (Scheepers, 2011; Pandit, 2015)  

Survival of the intrapreneur or the intrapreneurial initiative within an 

organizational environment is therefore not easy. Even in the best managed 

organizations, intrapreneurs face a number of obstacles and barriers. These 

obstacles include things such as resistance to change, bureaucracy, and the 

corporate immune system (Markovska, 2009; Pinchot, 2016).    

The term “corporate immune system” refers to a process 

within organizations that enforces companies to do things in a particular way;  

it is a form of  conformity tendencies. At times, the processes designed, force 
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themselves on organizations which deters the organization from deviating 

from the norm which in some instances detracts them from being innovative 

or intrapreneurial. The term is most commonly used to describe such 

processes that drive out innovation and intrapreneurial activity within 

organizations. This is often found within in large multi-divisional companies, 

where it manifests itself as inter-divisional conflicts, often subtle or 

unintended. Multinational corporations are particularly common examples, as 

divisional differences can be compounded by different corporate structures. 

This builds the case to conduct this research on the case study selected 

which is a large multinational corporation; in order to better understand and 

uncover new insights.  

This could be a response to a stimulus or patterned behaviours that exists in 

any complex system or organization. What is required is a response to learn 

how to counter against this which would potentially lead to new and 

innovative ways of doing things, which in turn is a path to an intrapreneurial 

culture (Watkins, 2007; Lindegard, 2010; Simmons, 2013).   

Managers play a vital role in encouraging and supporting the initiatives of 

individual employees to explore new opportunities, to develop new products. 

According to Moriano et al. (2011), leadership styles has a direct impact on 

employee intrapreneurial behaviour. The results of this research show that 

transformational leadership has a positive impact on employee 

intrapreneurial behaviour, whereas transactional leadership negatively 

influences it.  

A transformational leader is defined as a leader who enhances work by 

motivating and engaging their employees toward a shared vision. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Innovation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Entrepreneurship
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Multinational_corporation
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While transactional leadership has been defined as one who operates within 

existing boundaries of processes, structures, and goals. It is 

the transformational leader who challenges the current state and is change-

oriented (Ruggieri, 2009). 

Transactional leaders view the relationship between leader and follower as 

an exchange process (Bass & Avolio, 1993) based on a system of reward 

and punishment. Transactional leadership is based on two factors: 

contingent reward and management by exception. A transactional leader will 

thus offer positive reinforcement, which is reward based when goals are 

reached. They will use negative reinforcement such as punishment and 

reprimand when errors are made, or failures occur.  

Transformational leadership is based on four principal factors: “idealized 

influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized 

consideration” (Bass & Avolio, 1993: p.4). Transformational leaders increase 

their employees’ level of interest and respect from the group. They do this by 

demonstrating qualities which induce respect and by becoming role models. 

These leaders encourage employees to reach goals and propose new ideas.  

As stated earlier transformational leaders are best suited for intrapreneurial 

activity. There is an opportunity to further define specificity around the kinds 

of motivation, intellectual stimulation and considerations that are required in 

leaders to enable intrapreneurialism. There is some ambiguity on how they 

need to behave specifically. While this kind of leadership is favoured, we also 

know that employees get stuck inside the corporate immune system 

according to the literature review conducted. This is where ideas get lost – in 

the process. There is an opportunity to further refine how leaders can be 
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better involved in the process as the problems occur to due to organizational 

complexity and size.   

The new kind of leadership required to remain current and competitive in 

uncertain and dynamic times requires a shift in management styles; this 

means a shift from a top down approach (Coulson-Thomas, 2012, 2013). 

Many organisations would benefit from a different kind of support, particularly 

of employees working key corporate objectives and new product ideation and 

new venture teams.  For many people with intrapreneurial aspirations the 

issue is not a lack of motivation but the availability of the practical help that 

will allow them to responsibly innovate. Relevant and practical support might 

enable them to more safely explore, pioneer and discover (Coulson-Thomas, 

2014).   

It is clear the leadership style is a function of the levels of intrapreneurial 

behaviours however the research thus far is limited in more granularity of 

what that looks like within the constructs of an organization.   

 

Proposition 3: Organizational leadership either cultivate a culture of 

intrapreneurship, in which intrapreneurs are recognized, supported, and 

rewarded for their unique contributions, or they suppress innovation.  

The literature thus far has been limited on leadership support as being one of 

the biggest challenges to building and developing a culture of 

Intrapreneurship. The active presence of it is essential. It is therefore a 

critical component of this research in identifying that intrapreneurship will 

require a new kind of leadership management approach. Proposition no. 1 

speaks to the skills that intrapreneurs possess which are different from the 
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norm. It is therefore important for leaders to identify their level of active 

engagement in culture development in developing and environment that is 

intrapreneurial. 

According to Baruah and Ward (2015), a strong organizational culture is 

essential for innovation to be nourished.  This can be facilitated and 

developed though an intrapreneurial culture.  Environmental influences are 

referred to the values, beliefs, and norms of the organization. Each of these 

organizations have different social, political, and technological changes that 

impact them.  This occurs both at the internal and external perspective. In 

order for intrapreneurs to be successful, they must learn how to manage and 

stay abreast of these changes and factors that impact them. Nurturing 

intrapreneurial initiatives can sometimes be difficult as it usually puts 

pressure on the organization and could require demands a shift in how the 

organizations works internally Lankinen et al (2012).  This is what could 

result is some organizational challenges.  

Baruah and Ward (2015) observed that employee satisfaction comes from 

organizational and management support and organizational values which are 

vital characteristics of intrapreneurial firms. They found the elements within 

the employee satisfaction construct to be predictive activities associated with 

intrapreneurship. Adding to this, Davis (2009) observes a strong connection 

between job satisfaction and creativity and knowledge creation which 

according to Bysted (2013) leads to more innovative initiatives and 

performance within a firm. Lankinen et al (2012) observed that intrapreneurs 

have the potential to find new combinations of resources that build 

competitive advantage which can thereby help them thrive in hostile 
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environments. Scheepers (2011) reports that an intrapreneurial climate 

where formal acknowledgement and encouragement of different skills and 

talents takes place, financial resources for new initiatives are provided and 

organizational freedom are supported can increase the route for innovation.  

According to Sommers (2018), organizations can identify ways through 

which organizations can start to encourage intrapreneurial behaviours. Some 

of these programs include time allocation, hackathons, and funding. Time 

allocation could be an example of how to do this. The Google model, for 

example, is designed to give employees 10% of their time to experiment and 

create (Ilyer & Davenport, 2004). The problem that Sommers (2018) 

identifies is that not all industries can emulate this model, due to its culture 

and ways of operating; this means how their companies are designed to 

work on a day-to-day basis. This presents a conflict as not all organizations 

are designed to allocate 10% of their time to employees to experiment or try 

new things. The discrepancy between companies being able to emulate the 

Google model and those that cannot according to Sommers (2018), is that 

older firms must work within existing constructs, including dealing with 

history, process, and governance; new businesses are operating on a blank 

canvas. This model is also something that is trending with newly established 

technology companies.   

This research will look at how small environmental changes can be identified 

then implemented for large organizations where they can start to see 

environmental changes which can start the cultural shift to one that is 

intrapreneurial. It will reveal how large organizations can start to look at what 

some of the cultural changes they can make which may lead to the 
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foundation of an Intrapreneurial culture. The approaches identified by 

Sommers (2018) structured ways to encourage intrapreneurial behaviours 

but due to the structural limitations of each organizations which is unique, 

this poses a challenge. If we are able to identify intrapreneurial behaviours, 

this would enable organizations to start to identify and build organic growth 

through behaviours of their employees. This is something that this particular 

research project will address. This research will focus on identifying specific 

employees’ behaviours then further explore how it could be cultivated. It will 

also further the research of Sommers (2018) by identifying some of the 

environmental attributes that need to be present.  It will identify closely some 

of the environmental elements that need to be present so that intrapreneurial 

behaviour can take an organic approach which can be scaled across the 

organization with various teams. 

Organizational support in terms of training and trusting individuals within the 

firm to detect opportunities (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990) was proposed to 

positively influence a firm’s entrepreneurial behaviour. Organizational 

support characteristics—such as management support, rewards, time 

availability (Hornsby et al., 1990)—are seen as crucial organizational 

elements impacting intrapreneurship. It is expected that organizational 

support will be positively related to intrapreneurship. While all of these 

elements are identified, there is an opportunity to explore further specific 

behaviours and actions that are needed for leadership to recognize 

Intrapreneurial behaviours and also what they can do within the organization 

to support them. Organizational support is a broad dimension. This can be 

translated in many ways; leadership, resources, talent, skill. This level of 
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specificity will enable companies to know what they can do to support 

Intrapreneurial activity. How can “organizational support” support be broken 

into a set of specific acts by leadership as well as the organization at large.   

Several authors stress that entrepreneurial and innovative behaviours of both 

individuals and organizations depends on cultural factors (Anfuso, 1999; 

Cartier, 1994; Eesley & Longenecker, 2006; Fayolle et al., 2006; Miles & 

Covin, 2002; Morris et al., 1993; Sommerlatte, 2001). Such a culture would 

be building on ideas, creating ideas for new value creation. What does this 

mean more concretely? What kind of organizational structures, dynamics, 

and resources should be made available to employees?  What kinds of 

things need to be in place for employees to thrive in an intrapreneurial 

culture? What are some of the requirements at a team and management 

level?  

It is unclear on the elements that are required to build, develop and support a 

culture that is intrapreneurial. Corporate culture is commonly understood to 

have a strong impact on corporate innovation (Chandler et al., 2000; 

Sherwood, 2002). This would then further ask why certain companies are 

more innovative than others. Are there specific things that need to be present 

in order for innovation to flourish? What are the cultural dimensions of an 

intrapreneurial organization? 

This research will aim to explore these elements.  Environment and culture 

are essential elements in developing innovative culture and this research will 

aim to develop these ideas further and provide greater insights on how 

organizations could achieve this as well as add to the existing literature. The 
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external environment has been historically been viewed as a determinant of 

entrepreneurial activity at both the individual as well as organizational level 

(Covin & Slevin, 1991). Researchers building contingency models to explain 

and predict intrapreneurship and its outcomes tend to incorporate, in addition 

to internal variables, a set of external environmental variables (Zahra 1991, 

1993; Badguerahanian & Abetti, 1995). In terms of influencing 

intrapreneurship, the external environment is an important determinant 

(Miller, 1983; Khandwalla, 1987; Covin & Slevin, 1991).  Environmental 

changes in industry competitive structure and the underlying technologies 

are thought to influence intrapreneurship (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990). The 

increased demand for new products in a global competitive market has given 

rise to the need for an Intrapreneurial environmental. These growth markets 

offer opportunities that lead to increased intrapreneurial activities (Accenture, 

2019). Accordingly, high market growth was proposed to be related to 

corporate start-up success (Hobson & Morrison, 1983). Demand for new 

products also presents an important demand–pull (Zahra, 1993) that 

encourages intrapreneurship. Therefore, it is expected that dynamism, 

technological opportunities, industry growth, and the demand for new 

products will be positively related to intrapreneurship. 

Globalization and technological advancements have created an increased 

demand on intrapreneurship. Industry 4.0 holds the promise of a new era of 

globalization (Deloitte, 2019). The Fourth Industrial Revolution enables an 

increasingly globalized world, one in which advanced technologies can drive 

new opportunities, diverse ideas can be heard, and new forms of 

communication may come to the forefront. In this new world, 
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intrapreneurship will be a requirement of business operation. With this being 

said, there is an (2001) to add a new dimension to the existing model of 

Antoncic and Hisrich model. The current model does not take into 

consideration the external environmental variables that impact and shape 

intrapreneurial activity. With the rise of globalization and new technological 

trends, this is an important dimension to be added. With this new business 

context in mind, this research adapts the Antoncic and Hisrich’s model 

(2001), depicted below. 

 

 

cc

 

Figure 1: Antoncic and Hirsch’s (2001) model for the entrepreneurial 
process in existing organizations (i.e. “intrapreneurship”) 
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Figure 2: Antoncic and Hirsch’s (2001) model for the entrepreneurial 
process in existing organizations (i.e. “intrapreneurship”) Revised 
based on proposed research propositions 

3.2  Conclusions   

This chapter develops a conceptual framework, which is underpinned by the 

academic literature reviewed in chapter 2. As such, the chapter brings 

together pertinent areas of the literature, in order to explore how 

intrapreneurship can be further developed by organisations and its impact on 

organisational innovation. The conceptual framework identifies employee-

level intrapreneurial behaviours along with environmental and leadership 

factors as key influencers of intrapreneurship. Second, the research 

propositions are presented and rationalized for this study. The propositions 

are directly correlated to the research questions as well as the gaps that 

have been identified in the literature.  This research puts the employees are 

the core focus of the research around intrapreneurship was has largely been 

overlooked. It then takes a peripheral view with focusing on leadership and 
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cultural implications that need to be present in order for a culture of 

intrapreneurship to take place. 
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 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

4.1 Introduction  

This chapter outlines this project’s research approaches and methodology 

and explains the project’s philosophical stance of interpretivism. Data was 

collected to gain insight into intrapreneurship: the ways in which 

organizations can become intrapreneurial, the environments that support 

intrapreneurship, and the ways business leaders can best support 

intrapreneurship. This chapter also details how research subjects were 

selected and introduces the interviewees who participated in the study.  

Chapter 4 provides the rationale for the research design applied.  This starts 

with the epistemological stance that addresses the research aims of this 

study. It then provides an explanation of the selected research strategy 

which was a qualitative study of a large multinational technology firm. A 

comparison within the various research methods are stated and chosen 

methods are justified. The research methodology is also discussed in a 

detailed way. 

The data theory is the third element of this research which in this chapter, 

addresses the philosophical underpinnings of this research, explores the 

development of a suitable research methodology and the challenges 

associated with this approach. 
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Figure 3: Research diagram summary that was developed and followed 
as part of this study. 

 

4.2 Philosophical Research Paradigm 

A research philosophy is a set of assumptions and beliefs about the nature of 

the reality being investigated. Research philosophies differ based on the 

goals of the research (Goddard & Melville, 2004) and shed light on the 

assumptions intrinsic to the research process and how those assumptions 

align with the methodology (May, 2011). The assumptions of the research 

philosophy justify how the research will be carried out (Flick, 2011). The 

choice of a research paradigm is determined by the type of knowledge being 

investigated (Bryman, 2012). 
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The philosophy of a research project guides the methodology. The 

epistemological stance identifies the claims to knowledge and the theory of 

knowledge, especially with regards to methods, validity, and scope. 

Epistemology is the investigation of what distinguishes justified belief from 

opinion. The ontological stance is a set of concepts and categories in a 

subject area or domain that shows their properties and the relations between 

them. As Guba (1990) has argued, a research paradigm is mainly 

characterized by its ontological, epistemological, and methodological 

dispositions. Ontology is the nature of reality (Hudson & Ozanne, 1988), and 

epistemology is the relationship between the researcher and reality or how 

this reality is captured or known (Carson et al., 2001). 
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Paradigm 

 

Ontology 

 

 

What is 

reality? 

Epistemology 

 

 

How can I 

know reality? 

Theoretical 

Perspective 

 

Which 

approach do 

you use to 

know 

something? 

Methodology 

 

 

How do you 

go about 

finding out? 

Method 

 

 

Which 

techniques do 

you use to 

find out? 

Positivism There is a 

single reality 

or truth 

(more 

realist). 

Reality can be 

measured and 

hence the 

focus is on 

reliable and 

valid tools to 

obtain that. 

Positivism 

Post-

positivism 

Experimental 

research 

Survey 

research 

Usually 

quantitative 

could include: 

Sampling 

Measurement 

and scaling 

Statistical 

analysis 

Questionnaire 

Focus group 

Interview 

Constructivism 

/ Interpretive 

There is no 

single reality 

or truth. 

Reality is 

created by 

individuals in 

groups (less 

realist). 

Therefore, no 

reality needs 

to be 

interpreted. It 

is used to 

discover the 

underlying 

meaning of 

events and 

activities 

Interpretivism 

(reality needs 

to be 

interpreted) 

• Phenomen

ology 

• Symbolic 

interactionis

m 

• Hermeneuti

cs 

Critical 

Inquiry 

Feminism 

Ethnography 

Grounded 

Theory 

Phenomenol

ogical 

research 

Heuristic 

inquiry 

Action 

research 

Discourse 

Analysis 

Feminist 

Standpoint 

research etc 

Usually 

qualitative, 

could include: 

Qualitative 

interview 

Observation 

Participant 

Non-participant 

Case Study 

Life history 

Narrative 

Theme 

identification 

Etc. 

Pragmatism Reality is 

constantly 

renegotiated, 

debated, 

interpreted in 

light of its 

usefulness in 

new 

unpredictabl

e situations. 

The best 

method is one 

that solves 

problems. 

Finding out is 

the means, 

change is the 

underlying 

aim. 

Deweyan 

pragmatism. 

Research 

through 

design 

Mixed 

methods 

Design-

based 

research 

Action 

research 

Combination of 

any of the 

above and 

more, such as 

data mining 

expert review, 

usability 

testing, 

physical 

prototype  

Subjectivism Reality is 

what we 

perceive to 

be real. 

All knowledge 

is purely a 

matter of 

perspective. 

Postmodernis

m 

Structuralism 

Post-

structuralism 

Discourse 

theory 

Archaeology 

Genealogy 

Deconstructio

n etc. 

Autoethnograp

hy 

Semiotics 

Literary 

analysis 

Pastiche 
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An interpretivist philosophy was applied to this research because obtaining 

different perspectives was essential. This study was designed to take into 

account peoples’ different perspectives, insights, experiences, and thoughts. 

The aim was to assess ideas around intrapreneurship through various 

peoples’ experiences, both within a single work environment and across 

various work environments and industries. To answer the research 

questions, the study identifies common themes, patterns, and ideas present 

in the interviewees’ responses. 

Interpretivism examines elements of a study and integrates human interest 

into the study (Punch, 2005). Interpretive studies generally attempt to 

understand phenomena through the connotations that people assign to them. 

The explanatory methods of research are intended to develop an 

understanding of the setting of the information structure and of the processes 

through which the information system and the context influence each other. 

Intertextuality 

etc. 

Critical Realities are 

socially 

constructed 

entities that 

are under 

constant 

internal 

influence. 

Reality and 

knowledge is 

both socially 

constructed 

and influenced 

by power 

relations from 

within society 

Marxism 

Queer theory 

Feminism 

Critical 

discourse 

analysis 

Critical 

ethnography 

Action 

research 

Ideology 

Critique 

Ideological 

review 

Civil actions 

Open-ended 

interviews 

Focus groups 

Open-ended 

questionnaires 

Open-ended 

observations 

Journals 

Table 7: Comparison of different paradigms, including their ontological 
positions and research methods. This study’s approach is the 
“constructivist/interpretive approach,” circled below. Adapted from 
Crotty (1998). 
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Interpretive research does not predefine dependent and independent 

variables but focusses on the full intricacy of human sense-making as 

circumstances arise (Punch, 2005). Required for interpretive research in a 

certain setting is intense and long-term participant observation, which is 

followed by deliberate and long-term reflection on what was observed. 

Rabinovich and Kacen (2013) have claimed that interpretive research is 

based on a naturalistic approach to collecting data through means such as 

observations and interviews. The interpretivist philosophy emphasizes 

qualitative analysis over quantitative analysis; qualitative analysis was used 

for this study. 

The interpretative approach shapes the intent of the researcher to make 

sense of the meaning of the data collected (Creswell, 2009). Creswell (2009) 

explains that this type of analysis focusses on how participants view 

situations. In this case, the scholar clarifies what is found, and the 

interpretation is thus shaped by the scholar’s own experiences and 

background. Rather than starting with a theory, scholars generate or 

inductively develop a theory or pattern of meaning. Interpretive research 

studies the meaning of activities that occur, both in face-to-face exchanges 

and in the wider culture surrounding the immediate scene of action (Bergh & 

Ketchen, 2009). Interpretive researchers start with the supposition that 

access to certainty (either given or socially constructed) is only through 

social structures such as language, perception, and shared connotations.  

4.3 Research Method  

Saunders et al.’s (2007) research onion illustrates the stages of developing a 

research strategy. When viewed from the outside, each layer of the onion 
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describes a more detailed stage of the research process (Saunders et al., 

2007). The research onion provides an effective progression through which a 

research methodology can be designed. Its usefulness lies in its adaptability 

for almost any type of research methodology, and it can thus be used in a 

variety of contexts (Bryman, 2012). Figure 4 (see below) depicts the 

research onion used in planning and designing the different stages of this 

research. The diagram identifies the approach used for this study. The 

research onion was used as a guide for this study. The elements selected for 

each phase of this project are highlighted below. The interpretivist philosophy 

was selected as it built on certain key assumptions of the literature review.  

 

Figure 4: Applied for the purposes of this study; Saunders et al.’s 
(2007) “Research Onion” 
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4.3.1 Justification for the use of Qualitative Research Methods 

This study focuses on socially created constructs and the meaning that 

people attach to those constructs. For this type of study, the research onion 

suggests a qualitative strategy, which was adopted in this research. Bryman 

and Bell (2014) have defined qualitative research as a research method that 

usually emphasizes words or things attached to words. As such, qualitative 

empirical research’s data is textual rather than numerical. One of the 

differences between quantitative and qualitative research is that it uses 

personal observation rather than object measurement to organize research 

data (Punch, 2005). Qualitative research is a multimethod technique uses a 

naturalistic approach that seeks to understand phenomena in context-

specific settings, such as a real-world setting in which the researcher does 

not attempt to manipulate the phenomenon of interest (Patton, 2002). 

Qualitative researchers interpret or make sense of phenomena by examining 

the meanings people bring to them (Punch, 2005).   

The idea behind interpretivism is to analyse data so the subject’s worldview, 

feelings, and experiences remain unchanged. Interpretivists prefer qualitative 

methods, because whereas quantitative data is abstracted, qualitative data 

allows researchers to hear people’s own words. This idea of interpreting a 

person’s own thoughts stems from Goffman’s dramaturgical theory (1982) in 

which he says that “People are actors on a ‘social stage’ who actively create 

an impression of themselves” (p.240).  

This study had two parts. The first part of the study consisted of five cross-

industry interviews. The five interviewees were seasoned executives in 

various industries. Each individual was selected through a purpose sampling 
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and process method, in order to a gain an in-depth understanding of 

intrapreneurship in media, technology, and finance organizations. The main 

objective of purpose sampling is to focus on particular characteristics of the 

population who are of interest; focusing on a particular population best 

enables the research to answer their research questions (Lund, 2012).    

The second part consisted of qualitative interviews within the marketing 

department of a large technology firm. Ten employees who had experiences 

at various levels, from juniors to mangers to directors were interviewed. The 

interviews were flexible, dynamic, and natural. Data was extracted from the 

interviews, which were compared and contrasted to identify recurring themes 

and glean insight around intrapreneurship.   

A quantitative research approach offers the essential in depth and 

exploratory tools required to gain an understanding of the processes of how 

and why of a phenomenon occurs. Qualitative research offers a stronger 

foundation for analysis and interpretation (Bryman & Bell, 2011).   

This research focuses on intrapreneurship which is derived from the field of 

management and business environments. The advocacy of a qualitative 

research approach by management researchers has guided the direction for 

this research. The existing literature indicates that management and 

business research favours the qualitative approach. 

A qualitative approach to research allows researchers to deal with the 

complexities, context and persona and their multitude of factors. The 

conventional statistical methods lack in all these aspects. An integrated, 

approach through analytical and systemic thinking as manifested in a case 
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study research offers a superior mindset and techniques for merging ideas 

and management principles through qualitative methods (Gummesson, 

2006). This study is a look at the phenomena of intrapreneurship amongst 

employees, leaders and their environmental constructs, rationalizing this 

approach. 

The qualitative basis for this research also follows a series of previous 

qualitive research (Fisher, 2007; Rodrigues, 2012; Maslak et al., 2018; 

Molero et al., 2014; Baruah & Ward, 2015; Bakker, 2018; Parker, 2011).  

  

The focus of this research is to understand the phenomena of 

Intrapreneurship within the large technology environment. In order to do so, 

an in-depth analysis is required of the actors within this environment. 

The objective of the interpretivist research is to understand and decipher the 

meanings in human behaviour rather than to generalize and predict causes 

and effects (Neuman, 2000; Hudson & Ozanne, 1988). This is the emphasis 

of the research which then support the interpretivist and qualitative position 

of this research. 

 

4.4 Research Selection: A Large Technology Firm 

The large technology firm selected for this study is suitable as it is currently 

undergoing a cultural change, and many of the attempted cultural shifts 

involve elements of intrapreneurship. The corporation wants to promote 

include greater creative thinking, greater autonomy, and greater risk-taking—

all of which are concepts highlighted in the intrapreneurship literature, 
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including work by Hirsch (2009), Bostjan et al. (2003), and Rule and Irwin 

(1988).  

The large  U.S. multinational technology company specializing in developing, 

manufacturing, licensing, and selling consumer electronics (including 

personal computers), computer software, and technological services. Over 

the years, the company has established itself as one of the largest software 

suppliers in the world (by total revenue), making it one of the most valuable 

companies in the world. Based on statisa.com, this large technology firm has 

145,000 employees and operates in 210 countries around the world.  

This company was selected for this research due to accessibility. This was 

the place of work for the researcher, thus having access to participants was 

part of the consideration when designing the research. In addition to this, it 

was known and understood that the company was undergoing a culture 

transformation. The objectives of the culture transformation were consistent 

to what an Intrapreneurial organization would look like as identified in Table 

5.  

From the company’s perspective, the change in business culture is 

necessary to accomplish its goals of being the premier productivity company 

for the mobile- and cloud-first world. According to the company’s leadership 

team, encouraging employees to think and behave in ways that produce 

entrepreneurial outcomes will require a shift in the culture. Some of the 

intrapreneurial behaviours identified in the literature review—such as risk-

taking, learning from failure, and the organization’s ability to support creative 

talent—are among those that the company wants to promote in its culture.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Multinational_corporation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Technology_company
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Table 5 identifies the changes that the company’s human resources and 

leadership teams want to see within the organization. This information is the 

result of a study that the company conducted over the course of 2 years 

(2015 and 2016). Some of the findings relate to intrapreneurial behaviour. 

Fear of failure, for example, is a theme that has been revealed in the 

literature review. This fear discourages employees from experimentation and 

risk-taking, which are core behaviours of intrapreneurship (Pinchot, 1984). 

Being brave is another key finding presented in the figure. Bravery—another 

one of Pinchot’s (1984) pillars of intrapreneurship—is defined as “not being 

afraid of finding and advancing new ideas” (Reardon, 2007). The shift that 

the organization wants to make reflects the desire for an intrapreneurial 

culture. The qualitative method that was adopted would help to better 

understand current ways of thinking and operating and to ascertain if the 

right kinds of behaviours are in place to make this shift. 
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Current Culture Desired Culture Literature 

• Know-it-all  

• Think that we 

know all the 

answers 

• Think that we 

have all the right 

solutions 

• “Learn-it-all”  

• Foster curiosity and 

creativity 

• Try new things 

• Encourage 

experimentation and 

ideation 

 

Antoncic et al. (2003) 

identifies key 

dimensions of a firm’s 

level of 

entrepreneurship, such 

as autonomy, 

innovativeness, risk-

taking, proactiveness, 

and competitive 

aggressiveness. These 

elements are reinforced 

by Hisrich (2009). 

 

• Fear of trying 

new things 

• Fear of 

reprimand 

• Take more risks 

• Empower people to 

do things 

• Make it safe for 

people to fail 

• Learn from mistakes 

and take those learnings 

into new solutions 

Eesley et al. (2006) 

diverged slightly from 

Antoncic et al.’s (2003) 

definition, asserting that 

intrapreneurship is "the 

practice of creating new 

business products and 

opportunities in an 

organization through 

proactive empowerment 

‘within ‘institutional or 

systematic patterns of 

behaviours 

intrapreneurship’. The 

term intrapreneurship 

was defined for 

participants as the act 

or practice of creating 

new business products 
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and opportunities within 

an organization through 

proactive empowerment 

and risk-taking. 

 

• Being right  

• Self-serving  

• Arrogant 

 

• Do the right thing 

• Focus on customer 

needs  

 

• Do the status 

quo 

• Do things 

because this is how 

we always have 

• New approaches, 

new ideas, new thinking 

• Being proactive 

An innovative culture 

involves creativity, 

dynamism, and 

orientation properties in 

organizations 

(Aggarwal, 2018). 

Organizations are 

supposed to support 

activities that foster 

organizational creativity, 

risk-taking, 

intrapreneurship, and 

openness within their 

structures (Drost, 

2016). 

 

Table 8: Characteristics of the large technological company’s current 
and desired cultures and their relation to research literature on 
intrapreneurship. (Internal company study, 2015–2016) 
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4.5 Data Generation 

4.5.1 Secondary data  

Secondary data is data that has been previously collected by someone else. 

Researchers use secondary data to gain a broader perspective than that 

available via only primary data. When using secondary data, the researcher 

must specify how this data will be used in their study (Punch, 2005).  

There are many advantages to using secondary data, including that it is 

relatively inexpensive. Unlike primary research, which takes time and 

resources, secondary data is readily available, saving both time and money. 

With secondary data, the research bypasses recruiting participants and 

collecting data, selecting only the appropriate available data sets (Punch, 

2005). Secondary data is also easily accessible: data sets can now be 

obtained through online searches.   

Secondary data has some limitations. Secondary data may not answer 

research questions as they are intended. Secondary data may also fail to 

provide adequate information on how the research was conducted or how 

meaningful the research could be to the secondary researchers’ project. 

Lastly, there is a lack of control over the quality of the data. Every researcher 

needs to identify the reliability and validity of their data sets. With secondary 

data, the researcher did not themselves establish the data’s reliability and 

validity, which is in question. 

This study’s secondary data includes sources such as the company’s internal 

materials, and the company website. The secondary data was compared 

with the primary data. Such comparisons facilitate validation of data through 
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cross verification of the data from the two sources, a process referred to as 

“triangulation.” 

4.5.2 Primary Data  

Researchers collect primary data using surveys, interviews, and direct 

observations. An advantage of primary data is that researchers can collect 

information for the specific purposes of their study. First-hand data is more 

trustworthy than second-hand data (Surbhi, 2016). When collected 

objectively, with carefully planning, sampling, and control, the data is more 

credible because it fits precisely the stated research purpose. Primary data 

was collected via first-hand semi-structured interviews. (The rationale for 

using semi-structured interviews can be found below.) Primary data makes 

the research original and does not carry the opinions and decisions of third 

parties.  

Table 5 below illustrates the differences between primary and secondary 

data. This table was used as a guide when assessing methods and use of 

the data sets for this study on Intrapreneurship. 
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4.5.3 Semi-Structured Interviews 

This study employed semi-structured interviews, which is a qualitative 

method of inquiry, using a pre-determined set of open-ended questions. The 

questions were designed around the main themes and relevant theories 

identified in the literature review. 

The open-ended nature of the questions allows opportunity for the 

interviewer to explore themes or responses further when relevant. It also 

leaves opportunity for open dialogue (Punch, 2005), as both the interviewer 

and the interviewee explore the research question. The researcher 

generates and asks questions, addressing the objectives of the research 

study, and the interviewees respond to the open-ended questions according 

to their knowledge and their perspective. The researcher then reflects on the 

interviewees answers and seeks elaboration and clarification. In this sense, 

the interviewee provides greater insight into the questions for the interviewer. 

Comparison 
basis 

Primary Research Secondary Research 

Definition Involves collecting factual,  

first-hand data at the time  

of the research project 

Involves the use of data that  

was collected by somebody 

else  

in the past 

Type of data Real-time data Past data 

Conducted by The researcher 

himself/herself 

Somebody else 

Needs Addresses specific needs  

of the researcher 

May not directly address  

the researcher’s needs 

Involvement Researcher is very involved Researcher is less involved 

Completion time Long Short 

Cost High Low 

Table 9: Adopted by Surbhi (2016) outlines the differences between 
primary and secondary research. 
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This is different than the structured interview, in which the opportunity for 

clarification and further explanations do not exist. For the process to be 

successful, the interviewer has to be able to generate rapid insights and 

formulate questions quickly and smoothly (Patton, 2002). The kind of 

questions posed by the interviewer are also crucial to the success of the 

unstructured interviews (Burges, 1984).  

The questions were guided by Bradley (1979), who identified three main 

types of questions: (1) descriptive questions, which ask interviewees to 

provide descriptions about their experiences; (2) structural questions, which 

attempt to find out how interviewees organize their knowledge; and (3) 

contrast questions, which allow interviewees to discuss the meanings of 

situations and make comparisons across different situations. Some of the 

questions may share two or more categories.  

Denzin (1989) argues that it is necessary for the interviewer to have 

sympathetic identification with the interviewee and interviewee point-of-view, 

but the interviewer should avoid giving advice and/or passing judgements on 

respondents (Denzin, 1989). As such, the questions were not directive, 

which may bias the data or impose interpretation on the situation (Patton, 

2002). 

The purpose of the interview questions was two-fold: first, to encourage the 

interviewees to relate experiences and perspectives relevant to this research 

(Burgress, 1982), and, second, to guide and help control of the pace and the 

direction of the conversation to focus on the goals and objectives of the 

research. The study’s questions were further informed by Minicheiello et al. 
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(1990), Brigs (2000), and McCann and Clark (2005), who all offer 

suggestions on how researchers can design an appropriate interview agenda 

and generate a productive list of the questions. 

The interviewer, as an employee of this large technology firm, knew many of 

the interviewees personally. Burgress (1984) suggests researchers should 

present themselves as learners and demonstrate a willingness to 

understand. The interviewer easily established a rapport easily with the 

interviewees, who opened up and shared their work experiences. 

4.6.2  Interview Process and Schedule:  

Sixty-minute semi-structured interviews were conducted for each of the 

participants; each interview was timed. The questions were based on the 

pre-determined list of questions, which can be found in Table 4.3 of the 

Appendix of this dissertation. Rabinovich and Kacen (2013) claim semi-

structured interviews are important because the researcher is able to seek 

clarification when needed and can measure the accuracy of the respondent 

through verbal and non-verbal elements of communication. The interviews 

often deviated from the pre-determined questions to clarify and so that the 

respondents could offer more information and insights when they felt 

comfortable doing so.  

The interviews were conversational in nature so that the interviewer could be 

highly responsive to individual differences and situational changes (Patton, 

2002). The interviewer listened carefully to the comments made by the 

interviewees. Reflecting on the responses of the interviewees, the 

interviewer asked impromptu questions that were probing. The questions and 
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comments adjusted the flow of the conversation when necessary and 

provided a deeper understanding of the issue at hand.   

Leinginger (1991) suggests that the researcher needs to be trusted before 

they will be able to obtain any accurate, reliable, or credible data. He further 

suggests that the researcher should get close to the people who are being 

interviewed or the situation under study or to move from a stranger or 

distrusted to a trusted and friendly person during the research process. The 

truth of responses is a key concern when data are obtained through 

questionnaires and interviews (Brink, 1993).  The interview questions were 

developed with the above suggestions in mind.   

The interviews were conducted over the phone or in person, at locations 

selected by the participants. All participants provided written consent via 

email. Where possible, body language was noted, including facial 

expressions, tone of voice, and body movements. The interviews included an 

icebreaker phase, to initiate a relationship between interviewer and 

interviewee. The participants were thanked for their participation in the study 

and the confidential nature of the interview was emphasized, including the 

protection of anonymity through the use of codes for participants’ names. 

The voluntary nature of the study was communicated, and the interviewees 

were given the opportunity to ask questions or relay concerns. After the 

icebreaker phase, the interview phase proceeded. The participants were 

offered breaks and were otherwise made to feel comfortable during the 

interviews.  
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Below are the empirical materials that were used in the data collection and 

analysis process. The use of the materials and the intent of use is also 

identified in the table below 

Empirical Material Medium Details 

Email MS Word/Paper -communication to 

interviewees 

-setting up interviews 

and meeting 

-meeting objectives 

-meeting follow-up 

Phone Calls Outlook 

Calendar/Paper 

-confirmation of 

meetings 

Interview Transcripts MS Word/Paper 

Recorded interviews 

-notes, diagrams 

-interview notes from 

all interviews 

-reviewing recordings 

for accuracy and 

understanding 

Journal MS Word/Paper -3-year journal on 

notes, ideas, themes, 

observations 

Table 10: Empirical data sources used in Research 

4.5.4 Interview Question Development 

This section will discuss how the interview questions were developed for the 

marketing team within the technology firm and the cross-industry interviews. 

Interviews provide researchers with “rich and detailed qualitative data for 

understanding participants’ they identify the experiences, they describe those 

experiences, and the meaning they make of those experiences” (Rubin & 

Rubin, 2012).   
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The Interview Protocol Framework is a viable approach to developing a 

strong initial interview protocol, so the researcher is likely elicit rich, focused, 

meaningful data that captures the experiences of participants. For the 

purposes of this research, the Four-Phase Process to Interview Protocol 

Refinement (IPR)  (Castillo-Montoya, 2016) was referred to and followed 

when developing the questions for the case study. The interview protocol 

framework is comprised of the following four-phases which was applied to 

the development of the questions for this research:  

Phase 1 

Ensuring interview questions 

align with research questions. 

 

✓ The first phase focuses on 

the alignment between interview 

questions and research 

questions.  

✓ Creating alignment to 

increase the utility of interview 

questions in the research 

process (confirming their 

purpose), while ensuring their 

necessity for the study 

(eliminating unnecessary ones).  

✓ Create intentional and 

necessary interview questions – 

done through comparing the 

objectives to the literature review 

on Intrapreneurship as well as 

the research questions 

Phase 2 

Constructing an inquiry-based 

conversation 

  

✓ Developing an inquiry-based 

conversation through an 

interview protocol with:  
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✓  interview questions written 

differently from the research 

questions;  

✓  an organization following 

social rules of ordinary 

conversation  

 a variety of questions 

✓  a script with likely follow-up 

and prompt questions. 

Phase 3 

Receiving feedback on interview 

protocols 

✓ Enhance interview its 

reliability as a research 

instrument.  

✓ Alignment of understanding 

to ensure participants 

understand the interview 

✓ Vetting questions through 

reading and thinking out loud – 

reading and re-reading to ensure 

comprehension of questions 

developed  

Phase 4 

Piloting the interview protocol 

 

✓ Simulating the actual 

interview in as real conditions as 

possible.  

✓ Conduct live simulation as if 

the participants were with you, 

timing, recording to ensure 

process flow – this was a live 

practice flow of the questions 

✓ Take notes on what could be 

improved through simulation 
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Table 1: The Interview Protocol Framework 

Each phase helps the researcher take one step further toward developing a 

research questions appropriate for their participants and congruent with the 

aims of the research (Jones et al., 2004) 

Phase 1: Focuses on the alignment between interview questions and 

research questions. This alignment can increase the utility of interview 

questions in the research process (confirming their purpose), while ensuring 

their necessity for the study (eliminating unnecessary ones). This was 

applied through a detailed analysis of the literature review on 

intrapreneurship, assessing what has been done, what the gaps are, then 

cross referencing to the research objectives of this research project.  

Phase 2: Constructing an Inquiry-Based Conversation. A researcher’s 

interview protocol is an instrument of inquiry—asking questions for specific 

information related to the aims of a study (Patton, 2015) as well as an 

instrument for conversation about a particular topic (i.e., someone’s life or 

certain ideas and experiences). This process was really around developing a 

script and further refining the questions to ensure that they made sense. 

Phase 3:  This phase is testing the interview questions.  The objective of this 

phase is to ensure that the interviewee understand the questions as they are 

written.  They should be scripted simply without the need for further 

interpretations and clarifications. Every interviewee should have common 

understanding of each of the questions.  This was done and confirmed 

through the pilot and simulation, the next phase. Each question was read out 

loud to ensure that they made sense.  One of the most important things here 

was to ensure there was no ambiguity around the questions and that 



 135 
 

everyone could understand each question the same.  This would then 

contribute to the integrity of the data collected and to analyse the content 

accordingly.   

Phase 4:  The piloting phase is a simulation of sorts. For the purpose of this 

study, the questions were pre-recorded to ensure clarity of words.  A timer 

was also used to ensure that the time allocated was adhered to and that we 

would not go over or under time.  There were specific time allocations for 

each of the interviews and this was a simulation to ensure flow. A live 

simulation was conducted, where the questions were timed as well as the 

environment was set up to ensure that everything was set to go, and all 

technology worked accordingly. 

Ten open-ended questions were used and are detailed below. They were 

formulated based on the literature review, the gaps in the literature and the 

research questions that this study is designed to answer. They were 

developed to help reveal new findings and insights in order to address the 

research questions of this study. The interview questions were open ended 

to create an open conversation and to give the participants the freedom to 

bring their thoughts, ideas, and insights into the dialogue.  

One advantage of using this method is that it provides valuable information in 

the context of participants’ experiences. Moreover, the predetermined 

questions provide uniformity. This method, however, can be very time 

consuming in terms of collecting and analysing the data (Punch, 2015). 

Below is a table that identifies the questions used in the interview process.  

Each of the questions were generated based on the research questions 
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being answered in this study, alignment to the research propositions as well 

as to the gaps that exist in the literature.   

Interview Question Research 

Proposition 

Literature Alignment and 

Rationale 

What is your 

understanding of 

intrapreneurship?  

 

Corporate leadership 

can identify employees 

with intrapreneurial 

potential by their 

unique traits, 

attributes, and 

behaviours. The 

accurate identification 

of intrapreneurial 

employees is critical to 

supporting the 

development of 

intrapreneurial talent. 

Will help identify common 

understanding of 

Intrapreneurship in order to 

level set.  This is consistent 

with the literature as currently 

definitions are at a firm level. 

Antoncic, B. and Hisrich, 

R. (2001, 2003, 2004, 2005, 

2006, 2007,  2011); Pinchot 

(2016); Camelo-Ordaz, C., 

Fernández-Alles, M., F., 

Ruiz-Navarro. J., & Sousa-

Ginel, E. (2011); Gündoğdu, 

M. Ç. (2012); Parker (2011) 

Do you believe 

intrapreneurship is 

important in large 

organizations? 

Corporate leadership 

can identify employees 

with intrapreneurial 

potential by their 

unique traits, 

attributes, and 

behaviours. The 

accurate identification 

of intrapreneurial 

employees is critical to 

supporting the 

development of 

intrapreneurial talent. 

Relevance and significance 

for context aligning to Parker 

(2011) study on value 

creation of Intrapreneurship 
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What are the elements 

that are missing for you 

in your work 

environment that could 

make it more 

intrapreneurial? 

 

Intrapreneurs require 

unique supports and 

resources from 

organizational leaders, 

who operate as 

shepherds within the 

context of corporate 

organizations 

Identification of 

environmental components 

for Intrapreneurial activity.  

This is in alignment and 

which could include 

organizational support which 

includes leadership.  

Markovska (2009) (Pinchot 

2016).    

 

What level of 

importance do you give 

to people agreeing with 

you?  

 

Corporate leadership 

can identify employees 

with intrapreneurial 

potential by their 

unique traits, 

attributes, and 

behaviours. The 

accurate identification 

of intrapreneurial 

employees is critical to 

supporting the 

development of 

intrapreneurial talent. 

Uncovering insights into what 

the barriers or opportunities 

may be for intrapreneurship.  

As identified by. (Watkins 

2007; Lindegard, 2010; 

Simmons, 2013). A sense of 

conformity and its 

implications. 

What are the principles 

that guide you in your 

decision-making 

process? 

 

Corporate leadership 

can identify employees 

with intrapreneurial 

potential by their 

unique traits, 

attributes, and 

behaviours. The 

accurate identification 

of intrapreneurial 

employees is critical to 

Continue to help identify core 

traits of intrapreneurship.  

Autonomy, and risk taking 

were identified at a firm level 

by Antoncic and Hisrich 

(2011), question designed for 

identification at an individual 

level. 
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supporting the 

development of 

intrapreneurial talent. 

What do you believe are 

the environmental 

factors that need to be 

present in order to have 

intrapreneurial 

behaviour amongst 

employees? 

 

 Intrapreneurs require 

unique supports and 

resources from 

organizational leaders, 

who operate as 

shepherds within the 

context of corporate 

organizations 

Insights to be generated 

through establishing 

requirements for employees 

for a workplace perspective in 

order to be best supported as 

intrapreneurs. Further build 

on the work of Baruah and 

Ward (2015) on cultural 

requirements.   

What is the role of 

leadership in driving an 

intrapreneurial culture? 

 

Intrapreneurs require 

unique supports and 

resources from 

organizational leaders, 

who operate as 

shepherds within the 

context of corporate 

organizations 

This will address the 

leadership gap in 

indemnifying from an 

employees and human 

perspective on what this is. ( 

Short, 2014; Gundogdu, 

2012; Littunen, 2000; 

Mohanty, 2006. 

What role does fear play 

in building a culture of 

intrapreneurship? 

 

Organizational 

leadership either 

cultivate a culture of 

intrapreneurship, in 

which intrapreneurs 

are recognized, 

supported, and 

rewarded for their 

unique contributions, 

or they suppress 

innovation 

This will help uncover further 

insights into cultural barriers 

and inhibitors, then present a 

way which leadership could 

address this. 
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Would you consider 

yourself an intrapreneur/ 

how? 

 

Organizational 

leadership either 

cultivate a culture of 

intrapreneurship, in 

which intrapreneurs 

are recognized, 

supported, and 

rewarded for their 

unique contributions, 

or they suppress 

innovation 

This will help identify at a 

granular level some of the 

employee traits and 

attributes, it will also help 

determine common 

understanding of the term 

Can you tell me about a 

time that you were 

intrapreneurial? 

How can leadership 

best support 

intrapreneurship? 

 

Corporate leadership 

can identify employees 

with intrapreneurial 

potential by their 

unique traits, 

attributes, and 

behaviours. The 

accurate identification 

of intrapreneurial 

employees is critical to 

supporting the 

development of 

intrapreneurial talent. 

This will help identify at a 

granular level some of the 

employee traits and 

attributes, it will also help 

determine common 

understanding of the term. 

This will also help uncover 

challenges at the employee 

level where from their 

perspective, leaders need to 

lean in. 

Table 2: Research questions used in the semi structured interviews; 
mapped to research propositions and gaps in the literature. 

4.5.5  A Large Technology Firm 

Ten employees of a large technology firm’s marketing department 

participated in semi-structured interviews. The interviews were analysed to 

identify potential gaps and issues with the company’s efforts to develop a 

culture of intrapreneurship. By adopting an interpretative approach, the 

interview questions focus on how interviewees viewed the situation. These 
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participants were selected because they expressed interest in participating in 

a study on intrapreneurship and were curious about the cultural change that 

their organization was undergoing. They wanted to contribute to the study 

and agreed to participate. Each participant was sent a consent email. (See 

Appendix A for a copy of the email.) After receiving participant consent, the 

interviews were scheduled. The interviews took place over a six-month 

period. Interviews were conducted in person or via teleconference.  

4.5.6 Criteria for Interviewees and Participant Selection Logic 

 Sampling Technique  

Dermatol (2016) defines samples as a finite part or subset of participants 

drawn from the target population. One of the most important tasks in the 

study design phase is identifying appropriate participants (Braun & Clarke, 

2006). Subject selection in qualitative research needs to be purposeful. For 

this study, decisions regarding selection were based on the research 

questions and theoretical perspectives. Participants were selected based on 

who could best shed light on the research questions and enhance 

understanding intrapreneurship. Participants needed to be able to provide 

information on important facets and perspectives related to the phenomenon 

being studied.  

To obtain a sample with the characteristics mentioned above, the study used 

purposive sampling—a technique commonly used for qualitative research. 

Rabinovich and Kacen (2013) have defined purposive sampling as a non-

probability sampling technique whereby participants are selected based on 

their characteristics. The objective of this technique is to ensure rich data is 
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captured by identifying a good population (Patton, 2002). This involves 

identifying and selecting individuals or groups of individuals that are 

especially knowledgeable about or experienced with a phenomenon of 

interest (Cresswell & Clark, 2011). In addition to knowledge and 

experience, Bernard (2002) and Spradley (1979) note the importance of 

availability and willingness to participate; and the ability to communicate 

experiences and opinions in an articulate, expressive, and reflective manner. 

The sample for this study included 10 employees of a large technological 

firm and five organizational leaders who had some understanding of 

intrapreneurship and who had practiced it in the course of their careers. 

Participants were selected according to a set of criteria, including 

accessibility, quality of information, participants’ knowledge of innovation and 

the importance of intrapreneurship. Ten people who satisfied those criteria 

were selected from a large technological firm; all ten worked within the same 

department (marketing). The five industry leaders were selected for their 

support of intrapreneurial thinking. The interviewer had working relationships 

with all the interviewees but had no close or personal relationships with 

them.  

Participant 

Code 

Age Gender Industry Role Where/How 

P1 72 M Media CEO Phone 

interview 

P2 46 M Media Editor in 

chief 

In Person at 

Business 

Club Toronto 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4012002/#R36
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4012002/#R10
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4012002/#R4
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4012002/#R42
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P3 56 M FinTech CMO Phone 

Interview 

P4 35 F FinTech CEO In Person in 

interviewee’s 

office 

Toronto 

Boardroom 

P5 52 M Technology CEO In Person at 

Business 

Club Toronto 

Table 3: identifies the cross-industry interviewees and the reasons they 
were chosen to be part of this study. 

 

Participant 

Code 

Role Age Gender Where/How 

P6 General Manager 43 Female In Person – 

Marketing 

Department- 

Toronto 

P7 Senior Director 38 Male In Person – 

Marketing 

Department- 

Toronto 

P8 Director 37 Male In Person – 

Marketing 

Department- 

Toronto 

P9 Manager 32 Male Phone  

P10 Manager 37 Male Phone 

P11 Manager 35 Female Phone 

P12 Co-ordinator 33 Female Phone 
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P13 Manager 36 Female In Person – 

Marketing 

Department- 

Toronto 

P14 Manager 35 Male In Person – 

Marketing 

Department- 

Toronto 

P15 Manager 31 Male In Person – 

Marketing 

Department- 

Toronto 

Table 4: identifies the 10 employees from the large technological firm 
that participated in the study. ( P1 – P5 External, P6-P15 Internal) 

4.6 Data Analysis: Thematic Analysis  

Thematic analysis is a method of identifying, analysing, and reporting 

patterns within the data sets. As Braun and Clarke (2006) state, “it 

emphasizes pinpointing, examining, and recording patterns (or ‘themes’) 

within data” (p.7). This study’s focus is to gain an in-depth understanding of 

the phenomenon of intrapreneurship. Semi-structured interviews gain insight 

into participants perceptions, feelings, and experiences. In this sense, 

thematic analysis is also related to phenomenology in that it focuses on 

human experiences subjectivity (MacQueen, 2012). 

Thematic analysis is an inductive approach to the data analysis. An inductive 

approach is different from the deductive approach to thematic analysis in that 

the deductive approaches are theory-driven, whereas the inductive approach 

is data-driven (Crabtree, 1999). This research identifies themes that are 

strongly linked to the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  
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The most widely cited approach to thematic analysis is that developed by 

psychologists Virginia Braun and Victoria Clarke. Their approach to thematic 

analysis is performed through the process of coding in six phases to create 

established, meaningful patterns. These phases are familiarization with data, 

generating initial codes, searching for themes among codes, reviewing 

themes, defining and naming themes, and producing the final report.  

4.6.1 Coding 

During semi-structured interviews, conversations can take turns not expected 

by the interviewer. These turns can open new areas that the interviewer can 

explore, adding depth to the study at hand. But these conversational turns 

also create more data, which accumulate rapidly. Researchers require 

strategies for making sense of a large volume of collected data.  

Coding is a way of managing collected data and transforming it into results. 

First, themes (i.e. data conveying similar messages) were identified. These 

different themes formed different categories, into which relevant data was 

then sorted. The identification of sets of data as thematically meaningful is 

referred to as thematic coding.  

All transcripts and notes were sorted and labelled to reflect the objectives of 

the study. The data were treated as potential indicators of concepts. Coding 

helped break down the data into units based on individual meanings, and 

constant comparison was used throughout the analysis to help identify 

groups of data that had similar meanings (Humphrey & Simpson, 2012). This 

study included three stages of coding of data: open coding, axial coding, and 

selective coding. Open coding broke down the data into units based on 



 145 
 

individual meaning. Constant comparison was used from the outset to 

identify groups of data with comparatively similar meanings (Creswell, 2007). 

Axial coding was used to further identify dynamic interrelationships between 

categories and subcategories of the data based on the emergence of the 

phenomenon (Rabinovich & Kacen, 2013). Selective coding was used to 

identify core categories based on the frequency of occurrence and their 

centrality in relation to other major categories. 

 The coding process is inductive analysis that evolves in a cyclical 

fashion, where codes emerge throughout the research process. Because of 

the exploratory nature of the study, new codes develop from the responses 

to the open-ended questions. The coding process is to refine codes by 

“adding, subtracting, combining and spiting codes” (Saldana, 2009, p.3). The 

coding process also helped in data reduction.   

4.7.1.2 Data Triangulation 

Triangulation refers to the use of multiple methods or data sources in 

qualitative research to develop a comprehensive understanding of 

phenomena (Patton, 1999). Triangulation also has been viewed as a 

qualitative research strategy to test validity through the convergence of 

information from different sources. Denzin (1978) and Patton (1999) 

identified four types of triangulation: (a) method triangulation, (b) investigator 

triangulation, (c) theory triangulation, and (d) data source triangulation. 

For the purposes of this research, data triangulation was used. Data 

triangulation was used as there were other sources of data available to the 

researcher.  This offered validity in the data that was captured. The other 
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source of evidence used in this study was internal company information, 

memos, and documents.  The materials assessed included information in 

regards to some of the shifts that the organization was going to make as it 

relates to culture and innovation. Due to the confidentiality of these 

documents, they will not be shown as figures; however the analysis of these 

documents will be discussed in the findings and analysis. This was used with 

the interviews conducted, the phone calls and emails conducted in order to 

secure meetings.   

The objective of this analysis was to compare and contrast the information 

collected in the qualitative interviews.  

 

Figure 5: Visual of the coding process applied for this research 

4.7 Reliability and validity 

Short (2014) and Patton (2001) agree that that validity and reliability are 

important to qualitative research. Lincoln and Guba (1985) ask, “How can an 

inquirer persuade his or her audiences that the research findings of this 
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study are worth paying attention, trustworthy and credible information?” 

(p.290).     

Qualitative researchers are interested in peoples’ beliefs, experiences, and 

meaning systems from the perspectives of people. Phenomena are viewed 

holistically and in their social context (Brink, 1993). This study is about the 

perceptions of the interviewees within their social constructs. Everything that 

they have said is valid according their realities. According to Wilson (2010), 

reliability issues are most of the time closely associated with subjectivity, and 

once a researcher adopts a subjective approach towards the study, then the 

level of reliability of the work is going to be compromised. 

The focus of this study is how intrapreneurship is understood and practiced 

in the marketing department of a large technology firm. The study also 

considers the views of senior leaders in various other industries. According 

to Brink (1993), “this process requires the researcher using the same or 

comparable methods, obtain the same or comparable results every time she 

uses the methods on the same or comparable subjects” (p.37). To ensure 

accuracy and internal validity, the interview data was crosschecked against 

internal company documents (i.e. secondary data) and the company’s 

website. Crosschecking found many congruences between primary and 

secondary data. 

Robinson (2002) says that “reliability in qualitative studies is mostly a matter 

of being through, careful and honest in carrying out the research” (p.176). 

When it comes to qualitative interviews, the issue of reliability relates to a 

number of practical aspects of the process, including appropriately wording 



 148 
 

the interview questions, establishing rapport with the interviewees, and 

considering power relationships between the interviewer and the participants 

(Breakwell, 2000; Cohen et al., 2007, Silverman, 1993). Sellit et al. (1986) 

confirms that “reliability is concerned with the consistency, stability and 

repeatability of the informant’s accounts as well as the investigators ability to 

collect and record information accurately” (p.8). In order to accurately collect 

and record information, the interviewer took notes during interviews and 

taped the interviews, which were transcribed subsequently. The same 

questions were asked of two sets of interviewees—i.e., 10 people from the 

large technology company’s marketing department and five cross industry 

executives. When comparing the responses of the interviewees, common 

themes were found.   

4.9  Ethical Considerations 

Before any of the applicants were contacted, a formal application for ethics 

approval was made and obtained by Bradford University as well as within the 

organizations where the case study was conducted. The executives provided 

their own approvals and the case study approval was provided by the 

marketing department lead. The interview data remained secured until all the 

analyses were completed, and the data were retained by the researcher only 

for the purpose of analysis. The names of the participants and organizations 

were anonymized and will remain anonymous.   

For the purposes of security, all notes and texts used for the interviews were 

stored in a locked and password-protected computer, only accessible by the 

primary researcher. The overall risk level for the participants was minimal, 
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given the anonymity procedures and the option to withdraw from the study at 

will. 

A consent form was retained by both researcher and participant. The 

researcher ensured there were no invasion of participants’ privacy. All of the 

interviews took place at the discretion of the participants at a mutually agreed 

upon location. All interviews were conducted on a one to one basis.  

 

4.9.1 Summary of Methodology  

This is a qualitative study, consisting of a employees of the marketing 

department at a large technology company. Interviews were scheduled with 

10 employees of the marketing department of the large technology company 

and supplemented with interviews with five industry leaders in a variety of 

industries. A qualitative approach aims to understand how individuals make 

meaning of their social world. The social world does not depend on individual 

perceptions; rather, it is created through individuals’ social interactions with 

the world around them. The approach focusses on multiple views of social 

reality, whereby the respondents become ‘the expert.’ The researcher seeks 

to interpret the participants’ views of reality. Social reality is assumed to be 

subjective and varied; there is not just one story but multiple stories of lived 

experience. Bergh and Ketchen (2009) have noted that a qualitative 

approach privileges the exploration of the process of human meaning-

making. The design encompasses several research traditions that hold as a 

core assumption that reality is socially constructed.  
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This study’s research questions probe the phenomenon of intrapreneurship. 

The study assumed an interpretative approach. The research paradigm was 

found to be relevant because it assumes that access to reality is only through 

social constructions, including shared meanings, consciousness, language, 

and instruments. The study enables the viewing of how social reality had 

been constructed via negotiations and meanings. The interpretive philosophy 

was developed based on criticisms of positivism in the social sciences. 

Further, the philosophy emphasizes qualitative analysis over quantitative 

analysis. 

Corporate entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship are built on the innovations 

that employees undertake within their organization. To understand the 

concepts of intrapreneurship and innovation,  

5.0 Data Analysis and Findings 

5.1 Introduction 

This section presents the analysis and findings of the research conducted, 

interrelated with the literature review. It presents evidence collected from 

interviews, as well data from the documents of the company. The analysis of 

the interview data creates results by bringing order, organization, and sense 

to the gathered data, identifying recurring themes. As Clarke (2013) states, 

the analytical procedure does not move well-orderedly or in a direct style, but 

it moves in a spiral manner; it involves decreasing the size of the data, 

sorting out important from unconnected facts, isolating patterns and styles, 

and building a context for communicating the essence of what was shown by 

the data. It involves decreasing the size of the data, sorting out important 

https://research-methodology.net/research-philosophy/positivism/
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from unconnected facts, isolating patterns and styles, and building a context 

for communicating the essence of what was shown by the data.  

This chapter presents the findings of the research, which is divided into three 

sections: 1) identifying individual traits within employees that are 

intrapreneurial; 2) identifying environmental factors need to be present for 

intrapreneurship to take place; and 3) identifying the leadership traits that 

best support intrapreneurship.  

5.2 Individual Intrapreneurial Traits 

The findings from this research revealed four key individual attributes that 

intrapreneurial employees embody. This section will provide insights into 

those four attributes: perseverance, curiosity, experimentation, and critical 

thinking.   

5.2.1  Perseverance 

One of the interviewee’s core concerns is that employees feel defeated in the 

intrapreneurial process due to the lack of movement of ideas and projects 

from incubation to execution within the organization. One of the greatest 

challenges is working within the constructs of an organizations, including the 

structure of the organization. Ideas and enthusiasm get “lost in the process” 

(P14-I). When asked to elaborate on “the process,” P14-I responded that 

“Moving work and ideas throughout a large organization is tough. You have 

to go through many levels of approvals, politics and governance. People get 

frustrated at the number of approvals and the time that it takes at each level 

of this approval. For example, one level of approval can take weeks.”  P14-I’s 

concern with the pace of bureaucracy is consistent with the literature around 
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the complexities of corporate processes, and how corporate governance can 

ultimately hinder the innovation process. Employees, and their ideas, are at 

the core of innovation and bureaucracy is a significant challenge they 

encounter when they want to be intrapreneurial.   

The internal interviews confirmed that there is a time lag associated with 

level of approvals. Over this period of time, people, and their ideas, lose 

momentum, which results in ideas dissolving. Similarly  P14-I, P12-I 

expressed concern, saying “it could take months for approvals and this is 

very frustrating.” The interviews revealed that organizations that overcame 

innovation challenges were those that persevered, meaning the employees 

who can push through difficult challenges focusing on what they need to 

achieve are those that thrive. P3-E mentioned that companies and people 

lose focus. Because the markets are changing so quickly, it is easy to lose 

sight of the changes that need to happen.  It is easy for people are 

companies to become discouraged and this can be a direct function of size, 

complexity and a lack of leadership in organizations.   Having vision to see 

what others do not and having the ability to execute that vision is a key part 

of the perseverance process. “What binds organizations together is the 

ability and tenacity to stick to what needs to be done, day after day,” said 

P11-I. P1-E indicated that being connected to your employees is a way to 

having perseverance. When I asked for some clarity on this, the response 

was “when you have a greater human connection with your employees, this 

is when you can develop a common understanding”. Once you create good 

relationships built on trust, you can then ask your employees to go a step 

further and do try harder.   
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P3-E stated that, “if you look at some of the greatest organizations with the 

greatest leaders, they had perseverance.” P3-E then went on to quote Steve 

Jobs: “Steve Jobs said that about half of what separates the successful 

organizations from the non-successful ones is pure perseverance. It is so 

hard, and you pour so much of your life into this thing, there are such rough 

moments in time that most people give up. It's really tough.”   

P1-E defined perseverance as “overcoming the obstacles that exist within 

the organization.” Overcoming obstacles is not easy, however; according to 

P6-I, it “is a daunting task. This is what makes or breaks a great idea and the 

people who are involved with pushing them through the organization.” 

According to P2-I, “having perseverance at an organizational level is not 

what is required, it is more than that; it is the people that need to have 

patience and grit to make things happen.” This was consistent across the 

various levels of managers and confirmed with the senior leaders that were 

interviewed. One of the leaders attributed her success in leadership, and 

particularly in the large technology space, to perseverance and navigating 

the “corporate immune system” (Pinchot 2016). Corporate bureaucracy 

emerged as a theme and presented itself as a challenge for Intrapreneurship 

to take place. What was interesting here is the skills identified in order to 

counter act this. The research  participants expressed the inability to move 

work through the organizations as a main pain point. They discussed the 

many layers of approvals that were required and how working across the 

organization was challenging: “you have to talk to many people to get an 

idea moving” (P3-E). They discussed the frustration that they would 

experience during this process. On the upside however, once an idea made 
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it through and you can see the fruition of your work, this can be very 

rewarding.  This is what they referred to as perseverance in a large system. 

One must stay focused on the end goal to see their vision or idea through.   

While perseverance is a core attribute that was identified by the external 

interviews which were the executives, the employees inside organizations 

found it challenging to move ideas and work through the organization.   While 

there is common understanding amongst the internal interviewees and the 

external executives on perseverance being a critical skill amongst the 

external interviews and the internal ones, there seems to be a disconnect 

with the internal employees.  It is a source of frustration for the internal 

employees. The external leaders recognize that this is an ongoing challenge 

for employees internal to the organization, however, did not offer a further 

follow up on a solution on how to solve for the disconnect amongst front line 

managers and leaders. 

5.2.2  Curiosity 

The interviews revealed that one of the most prevalent behavioural traits that 

intrapreneurial employees possess is curiosity. According to the P2-E, “the 

best workers are those who are learners, the ones that are discovering new 

and better ways of doing things, these are the ones that are curious.” Many 

of the interview participants stated that the top leaders—those who can 

sustain themselves in organizations—are those that are constantly learning. 

Leaders can thrive for a short while, but the constant change of the 

marketplace outpaces how they think. In order to overcome this, they must 

be learners and understand the need to adapt their business and the 

business models that they use. According to P2-E, “the only businesses that 
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survive in our rapidly changing world are those that can adapt. And these 

things can only happen if people are curious.” This is consistent with P15-I’s 

comment that “Curiosity is a skill. The types of questions these kinds of 

people ask are, how can we do this better? What problems will we face? 

Who might be able to help us with this within the department or in other 

different departments?” P12-I indicated, “it is an imperative to be constantly 

asking questions, we need to ask ourselves how can our work support other 

people’s work? What is next in our industry, what do we need to think about? 

Instead of saying things like we can’t, we need to say Why not?” These 

questions lead to a learning mindset that enables organizations to be better 

positioned to take on the challenges that the global marketplace presents. 

The problem and conflict that arises with this is that the majority of the 

organization resist the practice of asking questions. According to P13-I, 

“while we understand that this is good for the organization, the problem 

arises when you are going against the majority of people who don’t like these 

questions being asked.” This is when—according to P13-I“…leadership 

needs to step in. They need to bridge the gap between fostering and 

supporting curiosity and those that resist it.” 

When things are going well in the workplace, organizations typically maintain 

what they currently do and what has been effective. According to P3-E, “The 

problem with this is that, while this may provide good results for a while, it 

never looks ahead at what’s coming next. It doesn’t force leaders and 

employees to think ahead….the skill of being curious does.”  According to 

P1-E and P2-E, curiosity forces employees and organizations to think about 

how things might change and how they can prepare for it. 
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The findings of the interviews were corroborated with the company 

documents, articulated a desired shift into a more intrapreneurial company. 

The shift was going to take place at three levels: the leader, manager, and 

employee level and translate into very specific desirable behaviours; one of 

which could be summed up as curiosity based on the descriptions used. The 

descriptions included “people to start to challenge current norms, ideas and 

ask more questions.” This be in efforts to translating this organization into a 

continuous culture of learning and growing, one where employee, manager, 

and leaders would make it part of their day to day roles to constantly ask 

questions.  

Curiosity was identified as a core skill that is required to be intrapreneurial by 

the external interviewees.  There was agreement amongst the external 

interviewees that this is something that leaders seek to find in employees as 

they can uncover new opportunities and solutions to problems.  The 

employees that were interviewed inside the organization recognized curiosity 

as an important trait of intrapreneurship, they also identified it as a problem.  

To demonstrate curiosity at times means that you will challenge how the 

corporation or other team members do things.  This results in conflict as the 

nature of curiosity is challenging ideas. This according to the employees 

within the internal interviews indicated that in order for people to showcase 

this behaviour, they would need more support both from the organization and 

the leaders.   
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5.2.3  Importance of Experimentation 

 

Experimentation was a core skill that was identified reoccurring in the 

interviews. It was acknowledged that “The ability to try new things is an 

indicator of intrapreneurial behaviour” (P2-E). Interestingly, the interviewees 

interpreted experimentation as an ability for people within an organization to 

pursue opportunities in order to discover new things, rather than a skill. P3-E 

defined experimentation as “…the ability to enable employees and 

organizations to see which ideas are feasible and has the most potential to 

move the organization forward and compete in the new economy.” 

 The data revealed that in order to allow employees to test ideas, is a critical 

skill within the intrapreneurial skill set. P7-I indicated “I would love the 

opportunity to test new ideas. I have so many of them and on any given day, 

I see opportunities where we can make things better, but I need the time and 

space in order to see what is possible” According to P3-E, “organizations 

need to set up platforms through which employees and hypothesis test. 

Leaders need to determine the parameters where these experiments can be 

born and live. Part of the problem is that they don’t know where they would 

begin.” 

The findings from the interviews indicated that experimentation is an 

invaluable discipline to have throughout organizations. When it comes to 

intrapreneurship and innovation, managers can operate in an organization 

where they lack sufficient data to inform their decisions. Managers can create 

the opportunity to discover whether a new product or business program will 
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succeed by subjecting it through rigorous testing. “These are the tests that can 

impact the organizations,” as stated by P3-E. 

P1-I indicated that, “Google has an environment where they allow employees 

10% of their time to do tests. Companies need this kind of environment 

where experiments are part of a deliberate way of doing things.  This is when 

employees can really take ideas and see what could work.” 

It was clear from the data that employees want to contribute to solving 

problems that the organizations face. They in many instances are in the front 

end of the organizations. Meaning that they see what is happening in the 

market and with customers and they feel are in the best position to help 

identify what experiments can be done.   

In analysing the company documents, experimentation was confirmed as a 

core theme across all levels of the organization; employees, managers and 

leaders. The findings revealed that experimentation is something that needs 

to be cultivated where team members can think creatively and create novel 

solutions. This also includes positioning and the re-positioning of ideas.  

Positioning and repositioning of ideas is a form of critical thinking which will 

be elaborated on below, however, this involves looking at things from 

different perspectives to try and understand problems and opportunities more 

clearly.  This is something that needs to be socialized internally in order to 

permeate throughout all cross functional teams according to the memos that 

were analysed. Based on the documents analysed by the organization a core 

theme that emerge around experimentation is to develop a systematic testing 

of ideas will enable the organization on their intrapreneurial trajectory. It will 
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help employees as it relates to the creation and refinement of product 

development but also with the development of new business models.  The 

process of experimentation is an idea is converted to a product through a 

process.  What was left unstated through this was what this process could 

look like. New technologies such as computer simulation and rapid 

prototyping allow experiments to be carried out faster and at a much lesser 

cost (Deloitte 2016).  This is a form of agile testing where this could 

contribute to innovation. When a new idea fails when an experiment is being 

conducted, the failure exposes important gaps in knowledge. Such 

experiments are particularly desirable when they are performed early on so 

that unfavourable options can be eliminated quickly, and people can refocus 

their efforts on more promising alternatives. The challenge here that may be 

encountered is that if employees fail in experiments, this could be viewed as 

a form of incompetence which may discourage people from experimenting. A 

company will have to overcome ingrained attitudes to remove the stigma of 

failure. This is where the leadership element of this study will contribute on 

how to overcome this and perhaps suggest a new way on approaching this.   

The interviews revealed that, because this is a technology organization, 

software developers currently employ a high degree of rapid 

experimentation. This is a function of their role. This is something where it 

needs to be applied across the different function teams. This would include 

marketing, human resources, and finance.  While the internal interviews 

revealed that experimentation is something that is welcomed, there is fear of 

failure.  The external interviews also revealed that experimentation is crucial 

in the intrapreneurial environment, however the internal interviews revealed 
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that most organizations have not created a structure or platform for this to 

take place, and here in lies the challenge.  The internal interviewees also 

revealed that while that while experimenting is something that they would like 

to try, they have no parameters around how they could go about it.  For 

example, what are some of the ways that they can conduct little experiments 

and how much time can they commit to such an exercise.  These conditions 

need to be identified in order for employees to know and feel confident in 

carrying this type of behaviour out.  

5.2.4  Critical Thinking 

Critical thinking amongst employees, managers and leaders was a 

reoccurring skill and theme that emerge for intrapreneurs as a core 

competency. P2-E identified critical thinking as “The ability to think logically 

through problem solving rapidly is a requirement for intrapreneurial thinking.” 

P1-E defined it as, “Knowing how to quickly navigate complex problems, 

break down constant incoming information and respond to new situations 

puts professionals at an incredible advantage when they have this skill.” 

These are interesting insights, complementing experimentation as a core 

attribute of intrapreneurship as previously stated above. The process through 

which critical thinking takes place is largely based on evidence and data. It is 

the process through which one would pivot ideas and look at them from 

different perspectives. This too is consistent with the analysis of company 

documents where they stated they wanted employees to “position and 

reposition” ideas in order to drive more innovative thinking. The ability to 

think differently from different angles and perspectives is an element of 

critical thinking based on the themes emerged from document analysis.  
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According to P2-E, “Leaders use critical thinking to analyse complex 

business problems. This is a mandatory skill if you want to be an 

intrapreneur.  If you want to look at the business from different angles will 

enable us to become stronger thinkers in this uncertain time of business 

when anything can change at any time.” 

Problem solving and critical thinking focuses on ones’ knowledge, facts, and 

data to effectively solve problems. This process does not necessarily mean 

that employees have an immediate answer. It could mean that they would 

need to have the space and time to be able to think and assess potential 

problems, then further that thinking to determine potential solutions.  

The c study revealed that employees may not be given the opportunity or 

time to think critically. Organizations require immediate answers and 

sometimes when time is taken to answer questions or problem solve, the 

time taken is misinterpreted for not having all the right answers. One of the 

interviewees (P11-I) indicated that if they said, “I need some time to think 

about that.”  It is misunderstood that they are being passive and not 

responsive in their answers or in the way that they are working. Critical 

thinking, according to P11-I is about, “questioning all the things that we know 

about the way our business functions. The corner stone of validating an idea 

is designing and conducting well thought out experiments.” P3-E validated 

this by saying, “we need to take a scientific mind, every strategy should be 

based on some set of assumptions and hypotheses. Instead of basing our 

business conduct on a preconceived notion, let’s identify our assumptions 

and then design and conduct clever tests for them”  
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From the insights generated from the interviews and documents analysed, it 

seems that employers want employees who can work through problems on 

their own and be independent thinkers. Autonomy is something that is 

required in order for employees to think critically, using analytical skills.  This 

would also involve the ability to use good judgment in order to make good 

decisions. This was an indicator as a core theme on the documents 

analysed.  In order for one to think critically, this involves some levels of 

autonomy.  Being able to think independently with some level of self-

governance will enable employees to think critically.   

While critical thinking is a skill that the external interviewees identified as a 

core skill, the internal interviews indicated that they do not have the time for 

this kind of thinking.  The rate at which things happened inside the 

organization is extremely fast and this leaves no time to think. They are stuck 

in a cycle of doing versus thinking.   This poses a conflict in what is required 

and also what employees are capable of doing.  Many of the internal 

employees expressed that they are in a constant state of doing which leaves 

very little time for thinking.  Some of the employees also indictated that the 

type of work they do does not involve critical thinking.  This is an interesting 

insight as this skill may be needed to be defined and learned as a new skill.  

There could be a lack of understanding on what this skill is and how it could 

be applied. 

5.2.5 Summary of Intrapreneurial Traits 

The following table provides a summary of the key findings of the individual 

traits that was found in the research for intrapreneurs. Each of these traits 
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were identified which are accompanied by the common definitions of each 

skill and how it leads to intrapreneurial behaviours desired by organizations  

Core Skill for Intrapreneurs Common Description 

Perseverance  Perseverance is defined the ability 

to take ideas from incubation to 

execution. Employees must 

persevere to navigate the corporate 

immune system. The ability to 

maintain focus and not become 

discouraged by certain process, 

governance constraints. 

Curiosity Curiosity is defined as the process 

of questioning the way things are 

currently.  This includes the way 

business models are developed, 

how products are developed.  

Questioning is a skill has helps 

uncover ideas and truths, which are 

facts the organizations lose sight of. 

This enables organizations to 

assess its current state of 

operations. 

Experimentation Organizations need to allow 

employees to conduct hypothesis 

testing. In order to realize new ideas 

and business models, some form of 

testing needs to be explored. 

Intrapreneurial employees are 

comfortable experimenting. 

Critical Thinking Critical thinking is the ability to solve 

problems through evidence-based 

thinking. Allowing employees to 
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develop this skill is a form of 

intrapreneurial skill development. 

Table 5: Summary of Individual Traits 

 

5.3 Environmental Factors That Are Needed for Intrapreneurship 

The findings from this research revealed three environmental factors that are 

necessary for intrapreneurship to occur in corporations. These three 

environmental factors are safe environments, culture, and transparency  

 5.3 .1 Safe Environments and Cognitive Dissonance 

The findings of this research revealed a common theme that was prevalent in 

the findings as it relates to intrapreneurship: safe environments. Specifically, 

it was evident that psychological safety influenced how intrapreneurial 

employees would be. This means a certain level of freedom of expression of 

ideas and creative thinking. Many employees felt that they were unable to 

deliberate and collaborate due to the organizational boundaries and politics 

that governed their respective organizations.   

This would manifest across various situations and other cross functional 

teams which would hinder Intrapreneurial thinking. For example, P7-I 

indicated that “once parts of the organization start to see that there is no 

chance for ideas to be heard, then it permeates throughout the organization; 

there is a disparity between employees, managers and leadership. This 

would result to what some employee referred to as “cognitive dissonance.” 

Cognitive Dissonance was described as a situation where one team or 

person would agree with another even if they did not agree in the fear of 

being labelled as a “non-collaborator” (P10-I). This would hinder 
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intrapreneurial thinking. Cognitive Dissonance was described by P3-E as a 

“state of mind that holds opposing, and even irreconcilable ideas, at the 

same time.” According to P14-I, “this is a state of mind where we can have 

two opposing views about a topic, a strategy, but feel the pressure to 

concede because of political pressures.” P11-I stated that “it is quite common 

to have conflicting or difference of opinions, but we don’t have the 

opportunity to really share what we really think.” 

According to Edmonson (2011), a psychologically safe environment is one in 

which employees feel accepted and respected. The interviews revealed that, 

for experimentation and creative thinking to occur, employees need to feel 

safe that failure can be tolerated and that they would not be reprimanded for 

making mistakes. An environment that is tolerant of error is a core 

component of having an intrapreneurial environment. 

P7-I stated that, “I don’t feel confident that if I do try something and it fails 

that I will not be reprimanded. I therefore limit my degree of risk taking or 

even creative thinking. I am afraid to push boundaries not knowing how 

tolerant my manger will be or if it will end in my losing my job or [if negative 

results will] block me from moving forward [in my current job.” In their 

interview, P7-I emphasized that “intolerance of failure prevails throughout the 

organization.”   

According to P12-I, “in order to have an intrapreneurial environment, 

employees need to have some level of trust knowing that what you think 

about topics or issues within the organization will be heard. You won’t be 

penalized for expressing what you really think. You are not allowed to 
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disagree with your peers and managers without being outcasted. If we are 

not allowed to express ourselves then we can never have an intrapreneurial 

environment.” The pressure that people feel to conform will limit the amount 

of creativity and originality of thoughts and ideas that could come from 

employees. P1-E indicated that, “Organizations can, for example, create 

platforms and a system in which employees can provide feedback and feel 

safe to share ideas.”  

Organizations that are intolerant to failure need to revisit their assumptions of 

failure. They might consider offering training and support to employees 

based on common ideas from P1-E, P2-E, P4-E. For instance, P3-E 

indicated that “organizations might implement a continuous learning system, 

in which learning is derived from small failures. This way, employees can 

look at small, incremental ways of experimenting rather than not trying at all.” 

Any changes to the organization’s cultural belief system must be practiced 

from within. According to P9-I, “people will not behave intrapreneurially or 

deviate from the norm if they don’t feel and see that they can. If I am in a 

board room, for example, and I disagree with what I am hearing, I will not 

speak up. I know that I will seem like a troublemaker or someone who is not 

a collaborator, so I just don’t say anything. Organizations need to move away 

from pretending that they are open to ideas and want us to behave 

entrepreneurially. The truth is, they say it, but they don’t mean it. If you want 

us to behave intrapreneurially then that means having debates, trying things. 

For me, it is a lot of BS.” According to P5-E, “If we want to develop 

breakthrough ideas and innovation, there needs to be a platform where we 

are fee to explore, be curious, but we are just not set up for that. If there are 
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small margins to do that and things don’t work out, people assign blame, who 

wants to be blamed?” 

Some of the platforms through which open innovation and intrapreneurship 

can occur would mean the types of mediums or channels through which 

these initiatives could be shared then scaled throughout the organization. 

One of the challenges identified through the internal interviews was that 

many people had great ideas; however there was a lack of process, 

structure, and system through which this all could be funnelled.  While the 

internal interviews indicated that they would like to share ideas, there is fear.  

Fear of reprimand if they disagree or fail within the constructs of the 

organization.  Creating safe environments, according to P2-E “is the 

responsibility of leadership”, this is where true collaboration will start to 

flourish; bridging this gap between is an opportunity.   The external 

interviewees identified that need for leadership to “step up” according to P2-

E in order for employees to feel safe, secure and trusted.   

The external interviews seem to understand that there is fear and a lack of 

process within organizations for employees to voice and share concerns 

without worrying about the potential ramifications.    

5.3.2 Organizational Culture  

Dr. Paul Zak, a researcher at Harvard University, conducted a study on the 

culture of trust. His work looked at how trust can create high performing 

teams and companies. Zak (2007) has looked at the neurological connection 

between trust, leadership, and organizational performance. Over the duration 

on his research, Zak (2007) discovered that “compared with people at low-
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trust companies, people at high-trust companies report 74% less stress, 

106% more energy at work, 50% higher productivity, 13% fewer sick days, 

76% more engagement, 29% more satisfaction with their lives, and 40% less 

burnout” (p.3).  

During this research’s interviews, the topic of culture was one that surfaced 

repeatedly. The findings reveal that culture is an indicator of how people 

think and feel that they can behave. This will dictate much of the 

organisation’s levels of innovative thinking. The employees feel that culture is 

a construct that dictates on values and beliefs. If the organization does not 

have the right values, then intrapreneurship will not permeate throughout the 

organization. It is evident from the findings that the employees feel that is 

fine to have an organisational value written but if you does not take it from 

theory to practice then this kind of change and innovation will not be realized.   

When asked what does and Intrapreneurial culture mean, P7-I equated trust 

with “fair treatment. Fair treatment amongst employees where employees 

believe that they are treated fairly regardless of their ranking or position 

within the organization.” When asked to explain what “fair treatment” would 

look like within the context of an organization, P7-I responded, “The problem 

within organizations is that what one person may think is fair, may not be fair 

to another—it is a relative term, therefore very challenging to achieve. The 

only way that a company would be able to achieve this level of trust and fair 

treatment is to verify and confirm from the employee that they believe that 

they are being treated fairly.”     
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For P9-I, trust “involves the organization to be credible and transparent. This 

means that leadership and employees mean what they say.” P9-I went on to 

say that  

“there are so many times when this is not the case. People say things or do 

things out of fear or because they feel like they must comply. In order for this 

to ring true employees must have the confidence that there will be some kind 

of consistency and stickiness with words. This is where leadership plays a 

big role.”  

P3-E indicated that “leadership is key when it comes to building the culture of 

trust. Leadership must walk the walk and talk the talk. It is about making 

commitments and keeping them to achieve trust. Once people start to see 

this, this is when innovation, creative thinking and intrapreneurship can start 

to flourish.” 

P4-E indicated that “trust is one of the most challenging things that 

companies face. In order to encourage innovation and or intrapreneurship, 

you need to have trust. This is where mistakes can be made to learn but you 

need trust and support in order to achieve this. This gives employees the 

opportunity to think outside the box.” 

If innovation is dependent upon social resources, such as trust, then 

leadership needs to be much more focused upon the creation of a social 

environment that nurtures these relevant relationships. This could mean new 

forms of governance and leadership management which may be required in 

order to cultivate environments where intrapreneurship can take place.  This 

will be discussed in more detail in the discussions section of this.  
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5.3.3 Poor Communication  

Poor communication was commonly noted as a barrier to developing an 

intrapreneurial culture. According to P3-E, “2 out of 5 companies in my 

industry will not make it over the next 10 years.” P4-E concurred, saying that 

“many companies in my industry will not survive the disruption that is 

occurring.” When probed, they indicated that turning an idea or concept into 

a product or solution requires a critical factor—communication—which most 

companies undervalue. P5-E indicated that “while communication seems to 

be a trivial idea, it is at the heart of what we do.” P5-E elaborated, “There is 

an art in communication. In the time of the digital age and as things move so 

quickly, companies and industries do get disruptive overnight by unforeseen 

changes and new businesses. It is therefore critical to listen, to observe what 

is happening, then be able to articulate that, then even further apply that 

within our organizations. It is our job as leaders to do that. “ 

The interviews revealed is a lack of communication on some key projects or 

initiatives that employees should and would like to know about. Some of the 

issues result from a lack of communication is an information disparity 

between employees, functional managers, and leaders. There is also a lack 

of clear communication channels and mediums. Employees are unaware of 

the organization’s pressing issues, which leaves them feeling “in the dark” 

(P11-I). One of the employees said that they often found themselves 

“working on similar kinds of projects, which result in a duplication of efforts” 

(P14-I). Duplication of effort causes confusion and, at times, abandonment of 

work. 
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According to Deloitte (2018), growth and innovation can only be done 

through frequent and consistent communications. From the interviews, it was 

clear that communication and support from leadership can be the catalysts 

for intrapreneurial projects. One of the benefits of good communication, 

identified by the interviewees, is that it connects the employee to the 

company’s vision and strategy: “a good communication plan can reinforce 

what the company mission or values is and its tie to innovation or 

intrapreneurship. Most of the time, the majority of our employees don’t know 

what the company’s focus is and what we should be doing to align ourselves 

to it” (P12-I).  

Unfortunately, good communication was not the norm in this  study; P11-I 

indicated that the company’s culture had led to a system in which 

“information was hoarded, and people would not be open to sharing. There is 

a lot of internal competing and having information is perceived as a power 

position. It is part of the culture and it hurts us.” P14-I indicated that “because 

we are going through a transformation right now, there are a lot of changes. 

These changes need to be shared frequently. Some product managers are 

not even certain if their portfolios have changed and if so, what should they 

be doing?” P3-E indicated that leadership is critical in communication. “There 

is a level of transparency that is required and needed. This means sharing 

everything, the positive and the negative. This means sharing where we 

have made mistakes, what we have learned and what we will do moving 

forward.” P4-E also said that “the only way intrapreneurship will happen is if 

your communication is honest and trusted.”     
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Communication is a tool the ensures employees understand change. It is 

part of context setting, establishing what is expected from employees. 

Communication is also critical to employees understanding how 

organizational changes will impact them. Open communication can help 

dictate some of the behaviour changes that are required of employees when 

an organization is moving towards a culture of intrapreneurship.  There is a 

disconnect between the internal and external interviewees.  While the 

external interviewees realize that there is a need for transparency, the 

internal interviews indicate that “hoarding” information is what takes place.  

This lack of fluidity of information hinders collaboration hence hindering 

innovation.  There seems to be common understanding that the sharing of 

information enables organizations and the people within the organization to 

achieve more.  The challenge seems to exist when communication barriers 

start to occur whether or not it is intentional or not.  While communication 

may seem obvious to the likes of senior leaders in the external interviews, 

the challenge occurs when they need to translate it or find ways to share it 

with their employees in meaningful ways.  Knowing what kind of information 

to share and when is also an opportunity to further explore.   

5.3 .4 Summary of Environmental Factors  

The following table provides a summary of the key findings of the 

environmental traits that was found in the research for intrapreneurs. These 

are the core components that shape an intrapreneurial environment.   

Environmental Components Common Description 

Safe Environments A safe environment has been 

identified as a critical component of 
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an intrapreneurial environment.  A 

safe environment is a place where 

ideas can be shared and where 

mistakes can be made without the 

fear of reprimand or repercussions. 

This is a major criterion identified in 

whether intrapreneurial behaviours 

will be showcased.   

Culture Organizational culture is a theme 

that consistently emerged from the 

qualitative interviews. Culture has 

largely been defined as the values 

and beliefs that govern an 

organization. If the values are not in 

alignment with intrapreneurial 

behaviour or supporting them, then 

this will be a hinderance.  

Poor Communication Poor communication was defined as 

both a lack there of communication 

between leadership and managers, 

but also amongst peer groups. Not 

having transparency of even clear 

data points results in poor working 

relationships amongst people – this 

will hinder intrapreneurial behaviour 

which is totally opposite and fully 

spirited. 

Table 6: Summary of Environmental Findings 

5.4 Leadership Traits  

This section will identify the leadership traits that best support 

intrapreneurship a core theme that emerged from the interviews and data 

analysis. Folkman (2014) conducted a study on the attributes associated with 
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leaders that were highly innovative. Their study began by collaborating with 

respected organizations in the telecommunications industry whose leaders 

scored well above average on most managerial competencies. This was 

based on a scale and appendix that they had developed. Based on that they 

identified 33 individuals who scored at or above the 99th percentile on 

innovation, as measured by their peers, subordinates, and managers in a 

comprehensive 360-degree feedback survey.    

They believed these closest colleagues would have the most accurate view 

of what made this group of leaders stand out from the pack in this large 

organization. The colleagues were also asked how this leader differed from 

other leaders they had served.  Some of the attributes included their ability to 

collaborate, they were personable, and they were kind. The most important 

attribute however was the leaders focus on the best interest of the 

organization that they belonged to. 

 In the  study conducted, several of the findings found various other attributes 

that contributed to how leaders behaved within the organization.  

 P10-I indicated that many times “politics drives behaviour and people 

are not focused on what is the best for the project or outcome that they are 

trying to achieve.” They further went on an elaborated on this idea. When 

organizations do this, then they are deviating on what innovation or building 

a culture of intrapreneurship is about: “it should be about the work and not 

the environmental.” This is consistent with the study above on how 

leadership should always do the right thing for the project or company—this 

is the role that leadership should play when trying to drive an intrapreneurial 
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environment that is focused on generating ideas, creativity and outcomes 

that will drive innovation forward.   

P3-E also indicated that “if leadership is more focused on politics and 

satisfying people…then they are not really about innovation.” From the both 

the company study and the cross-industry interviews, it is clear that 

leadership has a role to play in developing a culture of intrapreneurship. 

P3-E indicated that “leadership must provide a platform for the creatives to 

be creative.” It is role of leadership to develop a platform through which these 

ideas can be realized throughout the organization. They must be open to 

ideas not just welcoming them but taking it a step further and helping 

employees and organizations implement them. P1-E indicated that “ideas 

can’t just be a free for all. They need to be aligned to the goals of the 

organization. Leaders need to be the ones who help provide context on 

which ideas best serve the organization.” 

P12-I indicated that “it is the role of leaders to create an environment of trust. 

If employees don’t feel like their ideas will be heard or taken seriously then 

they won’t share ideas.” P14-I further said that “I don’t feel like any of my 

ideas will be taken into consideration, so I ask myself, why bother. There is 

also a fear that if things don’t work out or if we make a mistake, then we will 

be penalized. One of the managers I heard say to one of my colleagues is 

that there is no margin for error.”  

 According to Folkman (204) other attributes of innovative leaders include the 

showcasing of employees and a level of trust amongst employees. Strong 
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leaders have to build “warm collaborative relationships” to develop a culture 

of innovation and intrapreneurship.  More on leadership will be reported on 

further in this section. 

Communication has been a constant theme throughout the findings of this 

research, highlighted in both the barriers and leadership sections of this 

chapter. As indicated in the paper by Folkman (2014), as a key attribute for 

leadership to support innovation efforts within organizations. People need 

inspiration and a clear sense of know what and why they are doing the work 

that they are. P3-E indicated that “communication is an undervalued tool as it 

relates to organizations. Companies don’t know how to use communications 

in the right way. If you are trying to implement a change particularly build 

intrapreneurial environments, you need to communicate it.” This viewpoint 

was shared amongst the cross-industry interviews. While this may seem like 

an obvious thing to most, it is a critical component of the leadership role in 

building an environment that is intrapreneurial. P11-I indicated that one of 

their biggest challenges is “getting information, it trickles in from people or it 

is forwarded from people. There is a limited amount of deliberate 

communication that happens when it comes to communication, the 

consistency and where people can access important information.” 

This comment is consistent with the transparency and lack of communication 

findings in the environmental findings section. The need to have consistent 

communications that are pertinent to the organization as well as the 

innovation efforts is consistent throughout. 
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There seems to be a consistent indication from the external interviewees and 

the internal interviews on the role of communications and the value that it 

can bring.  The external leaders understand the value of clear and consistent 

messaging back to employees, however according to the internal interviees, 

they have indicated that this does not happen.  The lack of clear 

communications from the employee’s perspectives leads to information not 

being shared accordingly, hence preventing collaboration or work streams 

from being completed as needed.  

5.4.1 Importance of Debate and Interaction 

Hansen (2018) found that, when teams have a good fight during meetings, 

team members can debate the issues. This also involves considering 

alternatives and challenging one another.  Hansen (2018) indicted that there 

are many benefits in encouraging debate and interaction.  When you do this, 

you listen to minority views, and scrutinize assumptions which are critical in 

business and in driving the right decisions. Every participant can speak up 

without fear of retribution. However, many people shy away from such 

conflict, conflating disagreement and debate with personal attacks. 

According to Hansen (2018), this sort of friction produces the best decisions.   

In the interviews, the importance of debate and interaction surfaced. P11-I 

said that, “interaction is important when looking at the environment 

components of intrapreneurship.  Interaction for me is something as simple 

as a good conversation amongst co-workers on ideas and projects. Getting 

different perspectives is really important.”P14-I indicated that“people do 

shy away from conflict. Conflict is viewed as a negative thing at work. When 

you have disagreements with someone, people often view it as though you 
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are not a team player.” The interviewees agreed that disagreement is 

necessary for the strongest work, and yet organizational environments are 

not necessarily set up to support conflict. P3-E indicated that“it is important 

to duke it out. This is where innovation happens. But once you have the 

debate, it is done, and no one is to hold grudges. This is where leadership 

needs to step in.” 

The interviews presented the importance of debate and driving innovation. 

Several of the interviews talked about how dissent is part of the creative and 

innovation process. They talked about how diversity of thought, ideas and 

opinions are what largely drives great ideas forward.  The problems start to 

arise because organizations and leadership may not necessarily know how 

to manage or facilitate this process; P2-E suggested that leadership must 

facilitate diversity of thought:“people get offended way to easily when you 

disagree with them. This is where management and leadership need to step 

in.”Several of the interview respondents from the cross-industry interviews 

indicated that there is a role that leadership needs to play if debate and 

interaction are to take place. Management and leadership need to be actively 

engaged in the process for this to live within the organizational environments. 

Engaging in conflict or a difference of opinion is something that the internal 

interviews expressed is something that they are not comfortable doing.  This 

presents challenges inside organizations as this type of behaviour can be 

perceived as being “non team players” according to P11-I.  According to the 

external interviews, the leaders indicated that they want employees and 

manager to disagree, but it is clear that employees do not feel comfortable 



 179 
 

doing this.  There is a clear distinction between what the leaders seem to 

think should take place versus what the employees feel they can and cannot 

do. 

5.4.2  Barriers to Intrapreneurship 

This section presents barriers to intrapreneurship. Both sets of interviews 

expressed three major barriers to innovation and intrapreneurial thinking: 

fear, reprimand, and poor communication.   

5.4.3  Fear as a Barrier 

The interviewees believed fear was a major hinderance for organizations 

attempting to achieve an intrapreneurial environment. Highly political 

environments that are controlled by hierarchy. There is a fear of trying to 

break the mould or even not knowing how to approach some of the 

organizational structures and boundaries that are presented. P10-I indicated 

“there are echo chambers. Management and leaders only want to hear what 

they are saying.  If you think differently, you need to think about whether or 

not you should express yourself. They don’t like it when you disagree.” The 

underlying feeling expressed here is fear, because the interviewee is not 

sure of the outcome of disagreement with management.   

According to P1-E, “echo chambers are dangerous because they harden 

one’s views, reducing one’s ability to see other points of view, which further 

polarises our hyper-polarised society. Echo chambers exist in the groups of 

people with whom we socialise and the organisations from which we work.”  

The interviewees believed that innovation thrives with diversity of thought 

and that intrapreneurial thinking is limited in an echo chamber. P3-E summed 
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it up by saying,“the essence of innovation is really about different 

perspectives and having different points of views. It is up to leadership to 

harness this amongst and within their respective teams.” 

Of echo chambers, P12-I said, “We each like to think that we’re impervious 

to these echo chambers, that we’re balanced, critical and thoughtful. 

Sometimes the way I think is that when going into a meeting, I leave my 

opinions at the door. I mean I can’t really think of the last time that someone 

actually disagreed with me. People believe it is impolite to disagree and we 

are just not wired to be that way.” 

P1-E indicated that “the best route to create new perspectives and creative 

thinking is to promote abstract thinking, getting different perspectives which 

will create new and innovative solutions.” 

Edmonson (2018) states that “a fearless organization is one that provides 

psychological safety.” In a workplace, psychological safety is the belief that 

the environment is safe for interpersonal risk taking. People feel able to 

speak up when needed—with relevant ideas, questions, or concerns—

without being shut down in a gratuitous way. Psychological safety is present 

when colleagues trust and respect each other and feel able, even obligated, 

to be candid. Most workplaces do not meet this bar—and the employees’ 

performance suffers accordingly (Edmonson, 2018). If leaders want to 

unleash individual and collective talent, they must foster a psychologically 

safe climate where employees feel free to contribute ideas, share 

information, and report mistakes. This is consistent with the interviews from 

cross industry leaders. According to P3-E, “you need to let people table 
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ideas and be creative. If you keep shutting down ideas, then people will stop 

bringing them to the table. You need to create platforms where people can 

and have the ability to share those ideas and most importantly have those 

ideas be heard.” P2-E indicated that that they can sense if fear is in the 

room: “if I go around the room and everyone is in agreement, I know there is 

fear in the room. I ask myself, ‘how can it possibly be that everyone agrees?’ 

It is simply not right and no innovation or intrapreneurial thinking is taking 

place when everyone is in agreement. The whole idea to create ideas, is to 

create friction, it is in the debate where innovation lies.” This kind of 

behaviour perpetuates certain behaviour of acceptance and conformity. P11-

I from the  study indicated that “they will go into autopilot and just agree with 

everyone in the room. It is easier that way.”   

The core themes from the organizations document analysis is to create safe 

environments where experimentations can take place. This means allowing 

for failure to occur without team members fearing failure. They can adopt a 

fail fast recover fast mindset. They will be able to assess risk in order to push 

boundaries. This is where leaders will play support roles in order to enable 

this kind of behaviour.  It is the leaders that need to create safe environments 

to show employees that they are welcome to disagree which is revealed in 

the external interviews.   There is a disconnect amongst what the leaders 

want, and what the employees feel they are able to do when it comes to 

speaking up in meetings.  The interviews revealed that while leaders want to 

see employees inside organizations have the freedom to express ideas fully, 

fear still remains as an inhibitor for employees.  Fear according to employees 

can surface in many different ways, one of the biggest behaviours that fear is 
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present is by employees doing the same thing and not taking any chances to 

try new things. This is consistent with the findings in the environmental 

section mentioned earlier. 

5.4.4  Reprimand as an Inhibitor 

During the interview process the idea of reprimand in relation to trying new 

things, being creative and experimenting came through as a key theme. 

Reprimand is co-related was with trust. One of the factors that contributes to 

trust was that employees felt that they could not be their true authentic 

selves because they felt that is not what the organization wanted. They 

would say or believed that the organization wanted them to behave certain 

ways that were intrapreneurial, but the employee did not trust and believe 

that this was true and, in the end, they would be reprimanded as a result. 

P12-I indicated that “I would love to behave more entrepreneurially and try 

new things, but I am afraid of the consequences if I failed. What if I made a 

mistake, how would this impact me? I mean I could lose my job.” P14-I 

indicated that “reprimand means many things. It means that I could be 

labelled, this would then mean I could be blocked from my career moving 

forward. Being reprimanded can show up in many ways which could impact 

my career.” The innovation process involves elements of risk where 

employees need to participate in the process. The organizations must show 

levels of support in the process where creative ideas can be tested and 

implemented. When risk is taken by employees, there is potential as 

mentioned above that the employee may face reprimand which does show 

up in different forms such as ridicule, lost promotional opportunities and or 

even dismissal. According to the cross-industry leader interviews, P4-E 
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indicated that “leadership has to have active participation and show that 

intrapreneurial behaviours are accepted.” I asked him to further elaborate on 

this point. “This means that they need to show support for the employees 

that are demonstrating and taking some risk. If someone from their team for 

example tries something and fails, then do something to show that this 

behaviour is ok and accepted. This way people get the message and that 

sense of fear diminishes.” P14-I said, “While I can believe on my own in 

these behaviour, my peers too need to believe as well, I can’t go it alone.” 

According to P2-E, “Managers in trustworthy companies know not only that 

they will empower people to take risks, but they will reward them for doing 

so. They also know that if a project does not succeed, mangers will not 

reprimand employees for this. They will build a process around it for 

example. They will train them to drop the project quickly, share what they 

have learned and take the learning to a new project.” 

It is clear that the interviewees think that people should not be criticized for 

trying to be innovative, for identifying potential problems, areas of 

opportunities for improvement or improving existing processes. They should 

be valued, listened to and rewarded. People should not be criticized for 

having ideas, these ideas should be looked at having the potential to be 

innovative. They should have the opportunity to assess whether the ideas 

are viable ones. This phase of experimentation or thinking should be given to 

employees. These ideas then should not be criticized if the ideas are not 

viable or if they don’t work. The very fact that they tried, should be 

celebrated. According to P4-E, “managers who support and champion radical 

ideas and take on risky projects should be recognized as intrapreneurial 
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talent and ones that would aid this process. The types of employees should 

not be reprimanded for failed projects without a good reason. Some of those 

reasons would include ethically, morally, or legally actions are deemed 

unacceptable. This finding is consistent with what was uncovered in the 

documents around creating safe environments. Safe environments will 

create foundations around employees feeling comfortable to take elements 

of risk as it relates to intrapreneurial activity.   

There is a disconnect with how leaders want employees to behave and how 

employees actually do behave.  There is a general fear from employees to 

take risks and try new things with a fear of being wrong or making misktakes.  

This based on the internal interviews may result in employees refraining from 

risk taking which is contrary to what the external interviews revealed they 

believed would yield intrapreneurial behaviours.  The interviews revealed that 

leaders would rely on management to support employees in risk taking 

endeavours, this however according to employees is something that is 

missing as there is a lack of confidence in employees from being able to 

showcase this behaviour.  This is consistent with the finds of cognitive 

dissonance.  While employees believe one thing, they will change their 

behaviour and opinion based on fears of what they believe is expected of 

them. 

5.5  Role of Leadership 

Leadership plays an integral role developing a culture of intrapreneurship. It 

was clear from the interviews and observations that employees require the 

support of leadership to develop intrapreneurial behaviours and skills. As P5-

E stated, “the ideas and concepts of intrapreneurship are great, but if the 
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topline leaders and managers don’t support this behaviour then you will not 

see it within an organization.”  Leaders are the visionaries who establish the 

context and identify which behaviours will be tolerated.  This will then 

permeate throughout the organization.   

5.5.1  Active Engagement 

There were three main ideas that emerged in terms of how leaders can 

support intrapreneurship. The first main idea is active engagement. Active 

engagement stated by several of the employees means “leaders being 

involved in projects and initiatives, knowing what skills are required to know 

what is required for the success of these projects.”   

According to P11-I, “in order for intrapreneurship to live and flourish, leaders 

have to see and support the skill set. For example, if you want people to 

challenge the status quo and if employees start to do that, leaders need to 

support these people. While this skill is required to drive change, many peer 

groups will reject it, people are not good with change. This is where leaders 

need to step in. They have to be actively involved.” 

From the interviews, several of the leaders spoke about active leadership.  

Many of them discussed how leadership tends to get caught up in planning 

and meetings and at times are far too removed from the day to day 

challenges that employees feel throughout the organization. This results in a 

disconnect between employees and leaders. Leaders don’t know exactly 

what the challenges are being experienced by employees, there may be a 

lack of understanding or appreciation of what the employees are going 

through.  This would include the challenges of the organization; hence active 
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engagement of the leaders would be something that would enable leaders in 

being more engaged.  The internal interviews expressed that the lack of 

understanding and involvement is by both front-line managers and at the 

executive leadership levels.   

P13-I indicated that “what typically breaks down is the disconnect from 

employees and leaders. While the organization may say that they want 

people to be disruptive, we need leaders to support these behaviours. It is 

really tough to drive change and leaders need to be by our side some of the 

time to help us.” P15-I indicated that “many roadblocks occur because there 

is a lack of leadership support and involvement in the work that we are trying 

to get done. 

In the company documents analysed a core theme that emerged in 

leadership shift to a more active paradigm. Typically, leadership was viewed 

as a hands-off role with a strong strategic component, however given today’s 

complexities and the rate of change at which things are happening, a shift 

needs to happen.  A change in how leadership is applied when it comes to 

intrapreneurial activity and driving innovation throughout the organizations, 

and that is of active engagement. Leaders need to be available to remove 

barriers as they arise, otherwise organizations can miss opportunities.  

5.5.2  Engagement and Awareness 

Awareness is another theme emerged from study. In the context of this 

study, awareness refers to the degrees to which a leader has knowledge of 

what is happening in the organization, from the micro (i.e., the perspective of 

the front-line employees) to the macro (i.e., the strategic level). P11-I 
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indicated that “in order for leaders to truly support intrapreneurial activity, 

they need to have an understanding on what is happening on a day to day 

basis.  I mean they can’t possibly know everything but the important strategic 

projects.” P5-E indicated that “a good leader will be able scale up and down 

quickly. This means the ability to look at specific problems on a tactical level, 

then think high level strategically.” 

It was found that if leaders can do this, then they will be able to adequately 

support intrapreneurial behaviours. To drive this kind of change through the 

organization where behaviours need to be supported and recognized, this 

will require a heighted state of awareness and involvement by the leadership 

team working in congruency with managers and employees.  

Engagement and awareness according to the external interviews is the skill 

of being able to see details of the organizations and also to have the ability to 

think and see strategically.  While this is a skill that is required for leaders to 

be intrapreneurial and support intrapreneurial employees, it is a skill that not 

all leaders have.  The internal interviews revealed that leaders are dis-

engaged will little to no awareness at the granular levels on what is taking 

place.  This is consistent of findings from the previous theme on active 

engagement.  This element can be contrasted back to one of the original 

themes of environmental facts of transparency and open communication 

could enhance the dynamic between leaders and front-line workers.  This will 

be discussed more in the discussions.  
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5.5.3  Leaders as Stewards 

Stewardship as it relates leadership and their role in intrapreneurial culture is 

a theme that surfaced. Stewardship was viewed as choosing service versus 

self interest in for intrapreneurship to be supported and to flourish. P14-I from 

the  study indicated that “leaders at time are not focused on the success of 

the organization or project, their motives are self-involved.” P11-I indicated “it 

is when politics starts to make things cloudy. When politics becomes the 

north star for how leaders operate, then problems are not solved in the way 

that they should.”   

According to P3-E, “intrapreneurial thinking and leadership should be 

focused on organizational outcomes with stewardship being the heart of it.  

Stewardship is managing teams and the responsibility that the leaders have 

to understand and manage their impacts on the organizations in any number 

of ways. One of the biggest ways in which they can do this is by managing 

resources properly. This means to be able to identify, recognize and 

assessing the right skill sets on the right kinds work.” According to P2-E, “it is 

more often than not, the wrong people are working on the wrong types of 

work. This leaves the organization operating in inefficient ways and there is a 

mismatch of skill set and work.” The study found that when stewardship is 

practiced from a managing resource perspective this is when intrapreneurial 

skills and validation is mapped correctly. P1-E indicated that “leaders need to 

take more of a proactive approach in recognizing the behaviours and traits 

“then map the behaviours to the kind of work that is required within the 

organization. 
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Steward leadership according to the external leaders is an attribute that not 

leaders may have.  This requires a shift from self interest to the interest of 

the organization at large.  This translates into various role shifts that may be 

required for leaders which will be discussed in chapter 6.  The internal 

employees expressed that having this trait is a rarity for leaders; this is a 

result of the complexities that interfere such as politics, governance and 

such.  

5.5.4  Summary of Role of Leadership 

The following table provides a summary of the key findings of the leadership 

traits that was found in the research for intrapreneurs.  The role of leaders 

was defined as the specific attributes and behaviours that employees, 

managers and organizations need in order for an organizational to 

intrapreneurial.   

Core Skill for Leaders Common Description 

Active Engagement Active engagement was defined as 

leaders engaging with employees 

on projects, initiatives and tasks.  

While leaders need to be removed 

to lead at a macro level, there is a 

need to dive in at a micro level as 

well. This is referred to having a 

different kind of engagement at a 

tactical level where problems start to 

arise, and leaders can start to 

engage with employees and have 

deeper appreciation for what is 

going on. This will lead to greater 

rapports between employees and 



 190 
 

managers which may lead to better 

outcomes 

Greater Awareness Greater awareness was defined as 

for leadings knowing what the 

issues are for employees. What 

happens from the employees’ 

perspective is that they become too 

far removed which presents a risk – 

the risk of employees feeling 

alienated without knowing their 

purpose and contributions to the 

organization.   

Stewardship This is a shift in leadership – where 

leaders shift their focus on 

resources. Resources as being the 

main source of innovation – 

managing these resources as a 

means to an end – the end being 

developing an intrapreneurial 

culture. 

Table 27 Summary of Leadership Traits 

The tables below are a summary of the codes that emerged from the 

analysis of the data. The findings are a reflection of the re-occurring themes 

that emerged. A brief explanation of how these codes were generated are 

provided below. 

  Axial Codes 

1 Leadership support 

2 Fear  

3 Intrapreneurial shielding 
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4 Criticism 

5 Positive culture 

6 Interaction 

7 Reprimand 

8 Debate 

9 Outcomes 

10 Safe environments 

Table 8: Axial coding themes for the cross-industry interviews. 

 

  

  Axial Codes 

1 Leadership support 

2 Fear of failure  

3 Culture of trust 

4 Rules 

5 Politics as a hindrance 

6 Process 

7 Reprimand 

8 Lack of time 

9 Rejection 

10 Resources 

Table 9: Axial coding themes for the Company interviews. 
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5.5.5 Open coding 

During this phase of the study, each of the interviews and statements was 

evaluated to weigh its value, significance of findings, and relevance in 

relation to the study. The key phrases were identified and labelled and then 

reviewed to ensure clarity regarding the phenomenological aspects of the 

lived experience of each participant. Each of the concepts was treated as 

provisional and was subject to change while new emerging data and 

information were obtained from multiple interviews. A comparison of 

concepts was made with the earlier interviews to look for any comparable 

and dissimilar themes, and they were then labelled accordingly. Constant 

comparison was employed during the data analysis, which helped identify 

baseline information for future and previous data analyses (Humphrey & 

Simpson, 2012).  

Coding was used as a categorizing strategy in this qualitative study to help 

break down the concepts and then rearrange them into categories for 

comparison. The breaking down and rearranging process helped in the 

development of theoretical concepts; this required reading the data and then 

developing coding categories. Coding the data into categories was important, 

and it allowed for the sorting of the descriptive and rich data obtained from 

the participants.  

5.5.6 Axial coding 

Axial coding was used to better understand, interpret the interview data that 

were derived from the interviews to and obtain additional insight into the 

relationships between lower-level concepts and higher-level concepts. Axial 

coding helped in examining the information gathered from the participants 
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and highlighted the relevant connections between the categories and 

subcategories based on specific characteristics. The data analysis relied on 

the sequential application of open, axial, and selective coding.  

Coding was used to gather informative data from the interview process and 

then transform the data into more meaningful groups of information 

(Humphrey & Simpson, 2012). The information gathered during the on-going 

interview process helped in proving insights into the categorical interactions, 

and finally, into themes. As the specific codes were identified, the similarities 

were noted and then grouped according to the categories, providing insights 

into connections within the data. Grouping the codes into similar categories 

ultimately led to a central category or themes; a theory was derived based on 

the interconnected relationships of the codes. Open coding constituted the 

first phase of processing the interview data and uncovered significant themes 

from each of the participants. The codes were used to develop concepts for 

further analysis. The data were then sorted and reviewed for similar 

meanings for categorization. Axial coding then transformed the information 

into categories via interconnecting the relationships. Selective coding then 

meant searching the information for codes of significance; in essence, these 

represented the stories of the participants. This process continued to identify 

the core themes around which all the other categories were based; a theory 

was developed from the emergent themes by down-selecting the general 

themes or codes to the central category around which all the other 

categories were organized.  

The results are presented based on the information that emerged from the 

data. Axial coding was used with the goal of generating a model describing 
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the conditions of the phenomenon’s emergence. Constant comparison and 

verification were used to help ensure an accurate interpretation of the data 

and the accurate depiction of the voices of the participants. Selective coding 

was used to help in identifying the core categories that were central to all 

other categories and their perspective orientations. The core category 

constituted the starting point for theory development and for generating a 

storyline concerning the central phenomenon. The core category became the 

central theme of the data explaining the phenomenon under investigation. 

Axial code development was checked using constant comparison between 

earlier and subsequent interviews, and reviews that were conducted by the 

researcher.  

The concepts that emerged from open coding were examined using constant 

comparison, and review by the researcher which was grouped into concepts 

into higher-level concepts through hierarchical analysis and then into 

categories representing unified bundles of greater meaning derived from 

lower-level concepts.  

Tables 18 and 19 present the results obtained via axial coding, and more 

specifically, the 10 higher-level categories, which encompassed lower-level 

open codes. These categories represent the participants’ individual 

interpretations of the lived phenomenological experience of leading and 

working as intrapreneurs in a large organization.  

Quotation 1 Code Theme 

P3-E: ‘It is the fear of people 
being challenged—people are 
afraid of being challenged, so 
they conform. You will have 

• Fear of being 
challenged. 

• Too many rules. 

• Fear of breaking rules. 

• Fear  

• Intrapreneurial 
Shielding 
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people agree on something 
because they are afraid of the 
rules they could break when 
trying to be innovative and the 
implications that come along with 
it.’ 
 
P5-E: ‘Decisions are based on 
emotion versus rationale, and 
what is important is how we 
respond—how we respond is 
based on the lens in which we 
see the world.’ 
 

• Agree with everything 
because you have to. 

 

• Criticism 

Quotation 2 Code Theme 

 
P1-E: ‘In business, it is not a 
democratic society. If one person 
disagrees, they all do—then the 
debate, the debate is the most 
interesting thing. In business, it is 
not a democratic society. 
Everyone is entitled to a decision; 
we need to hear it, and we need 
to recognize it.’  
 
P3-E: ‘People think differently—
this is where curiosity comes into 
play. Debating allows people to 
give their perspectives, which 
help in creation of new ideas. I 
think having opposing opinions is 
the essence of innovation. This is 
where the spark and contention 
lies. Within the contention is 
innovation. We have a leadership 
problem; there is massive 
insecurity amongst leaders, and 
they don’t want anyone to think to 
show dissent—they think they 
have all the answers. I love the 
fight. I think more highly of a 
person who pushes back on me. 
They force me to articulate my 
position and perspective, instead 
of “I told you so.’  
 

• Debate is the most 
important thing.  

• If one person disagrees, 
they all do. 

• Business is not a 
democratic society. 

• Everyone is entitled to a 
decision. 

• You have collective 
belief and solidarity. 

• With people in harmony, 
things can move 
forward. 

• Conflict is important and 
invites diversity of 
thought. 

• Importance of debate 
versus harmony: 
harmony at what cost? 

• Leadership problems 
due to insecurity. 

• Leaders think that they 
have all the answers. 

• How are decisions 
made in organizations? 

 

• Positive Culture 

• Encourage 
Debate 

• Difference of 
Opinion 

• Conflict for New 
Ideas 
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P4-E: ‘I’ve been fascinated with 
how decisions are made—or not 
made—throughout my 20-year 
career. I’ve been in situations 
where decisions have been 
deferred for months just because 
there are no debates. I understand 
that with debates, you have 
collective belief and solidarity 
because decisions are made after 
an agreement by all. With people 
in harmony, things can move 
forward.’ 

Quotation 3 Code Theme 

P4-E: ‘We are never in a state of 
perfection; we need to always find 
new and better ways of doing 
things. Trying something new will 
not always be perfect, but alright 
to fail and learn. Anything new 
always makes one 
uncomfortable; it is dangerous to 
be complacent. Never be married 
to an idea or thoughts; let it go if 
things are not working. Never 
settle for status quo, or you are at 
risk for obsolescing. There is 
always a need to be future-proof.’ 

• Always find new and 
better ways.  

• New is not always 
perfect. 

• Never settle for the 
status quo, or you are at 
risk for obsolescence. 

 

• Constant 
Change 

• Leadership 

• Thoughtful Risk 

• Dangers of 
Complacency 

Quotation 4 Code Theme 
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P3-E: ‘I feel good when people 
agree with me; I always hope 
that people agree with me. In 
some decisions, though, people 
do not agree with me, which is 
normal. You have to hear them 
out, and I also accept their 
judgement.’ 
 
P4-E: ‘You need people in your 
life in the problem with you; it is 
a natural, assumptive way of 
doing things as a leader. Having 
these people means some 
disagreements here and there 
about various issues. People 
will not always agree with every 
decision, and I respect that.’ 
 
P2-E: ‘If we dismiss people, 
they lose confidence. If it 
happens regularly, we’re not 
about innovation—it is not in the 
cultural fabric.’ 

• Disagreements are 
allowed. 

• Disagreements help 
eliminate fear and 
increase growth. 

• Having these people 
means some 
disagreements. 

• People will not always 
agree with every 
decision, and I respect 
that. 

 

• Fear 

• Positive Culture 

• Leadership 

• Autonomy 

Quotation 5 Code Theme 

P1-E: ‘The most senior 
personality needs to demonstrate 
vulnerability. Leaders are 
dinosaurs, and they always feel 
threatened. If I have done a bad 
job on communicating disruption, 
help me find a better way to 
communicate. Taking your guard 
down and removing fear, the 
largest cultural shift is fear of 
failure.’  
 
P5-E: ‘Many organizations are in 
silos—people don’t like when you 
are on each other’s territory. 
There is fear but also healthy 
anxiety. Don’t stay still—the way 
you are can marinate capable 
people. Leadership has no 
playbook.’ 

• Senior person needs to 
demonstrate 
vulnerability. 

• Leaders feel threatened. 

• Better ways to 
communicate. 

• I invite and elicit more 
feedback and let my 
guard down to 
encourage debate. 

• Businesses need to fail 
first and chalk it up to 
learning. 

 

• Fear of Failure  

• Criticism of 
Intrapreneurship 
Leadership 

• Communication 

• Encourage 
Debate 

• Learning 

Quotation 6 Code Theme 

 • People are not given 
freedom. 

• Innovation 

• Freedom 
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P3-E: ‘The problem in most 
organizations is that people are 
not given freedom to go back to 
the root of problems.  
They are obsessed with short-
term targets. They don’t know 
how to be innovative.’ 

• Short-term targets. 

• Do not know how to be 
innovative. 

 

• Positive Culture 

Quotation 7 Code Theme 

P6-I: ‘In the corporate world, 
decisions often come down to 
getting consensus on an idea. 
I’ve been fascinated with how 
decisions are made—or not 
made—throughout my 20-year 
career. I’ve been in situations 
where decisions have been 
deferred for months while working 
towards consensus. I understand 
that with consensus, you have 
collective belief and solidarity. 
With people in harmony, things 
can move forward. Right? Well, 
my question is, and always has 
been, why does majority have to 
rule? What good is consensus if 
the minority is the group that has 
the best idea?’ 
 
P7-I: ‘I don’t think people should 
be told what to do. Leadership 
need to create a vision. They 
should I articulate it and ask 
people to evolve it further.’ 
 
P8-I: ‘I mean, there are several 
ways of looking at 
intrapreneurship and have open 
discussions on it. Transparency 
and trust are essential for 
intrapreneurship but will always 
the largest challenge. The culture 
piece is the softest but hardest 
issue. I think that it is because 
you are dealing with human 
beings, and we are told not to be 
certain ways in the workplace.’  
 
P9-I: ‘Many organizations are still 
in silos. People don’t like when 

• Decisions based on 
consensus of ideas. 

• Decisions deferred for 
months. 

• Collective belief and 
solidarity. 

• Peoples should not be 
told what to do. 

• Best ideas come from 
the minority of the 
group. 

• Leadership needs to 
create a vision. 

• Why is consensus 
thinking needed. 

• People should not be 
told what to do. 

• Leadership is to create 
a vision. 

• Open discussions on 
Intrapreneurship. 

• Transparency and trust 
are essential for 
intrapreneurship. 

• Culture is the hardest. 

• Human beings are not 
told how to behave at 
work. 

• Organizations operate in 
silos. 

• Trust amongst 
departments. 

• Feeling safe at work. 
 

• Decision 
Making of Ideas 

• Consensus of 
Ideas 

• Collective Belief 

• Leadership 
Vision 

• Discussions on 
Intrapreneurship 

• Transparency 

• Trust for 
Intrapreneurship 

• Culture 

• Silos 

• Safe 
Environments 

• Trust 
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you are on each other’s territory 
is this bizarre battle, and this 
goes to trust, who each 
department work amongst each 
other—is there trust; do you feel 
safe; can you let go and have 
someone catch you?’ 

Table 20: Sample coding themes for the cross-industry interviews and 
company interviews  

This table provides a sample of how the interview data was translated into 

codes and themes. This is a sample of how some of the data was categorized 

in order to understand patterns and themes that emerged.   

This table describes the higher-level categories and overarching themes that 

were processed from the open codes identified based on the raw interview 

data. The axial coding allowed for the processing of these raw data into 

information describing the nature and environment of the intrapreneurial 

phenomenon. 

6.0  Chapter 6:  Discussions  

The chapter will provide insights into the findings, whilst also presents 

discussions relating to the tested propositions of this research. 

6.1. Individual Intrapreneurial Behaviours  

The bulk of literature has thus far looked at intrapreneurial behaviours at an 

organizational level. There is limited work examining the role of individuals 

entrepreneurial behaviour within organizations or those individuals' specific 

traits (Zahra et al., 1999: p.52). In order to define corporate 

entrepreneurship, Sharma and Chrisman (1999) made an inventory of 

definitions of entrepreneurship in existing organizations. Only two out of 27 

definitions were formulated at the existing organizations. In this respect 

Zahra, Jennings, and Kuratko (1999) state that ‘the literature would benefit 
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from revisiting the various units of analysis used in research into employee 

level entrepreneurship’ (p.4). Furthermore, according to Hammann (2006), 

investigations of entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship in organizations 

leave the following questions unanswered: ‘who are the individuals behind 

the intrapreneurial process, what is their role, and how can their behaviour 

be effectively managed?’ (p.3). This research is focused on employee-level 

behaviours as it relates to intrapreneurship. Understanding the role of 

individual behaviours as it relates to intrapreneurship is important.  These 

behaviours need to be recognized as it can create value for organizations, 

and it will also help identify how leaders can best support them.  

The following tables map the key areas of literature and the conceptual 

framework with findings from the research: 

Intrapreneurial 

Behaviours at an 

Individual Level 

Demonstrated in 

Literature 

 Sudy findings 

Perseverance  x ✓ 

Curiosity  x ✓ 

Risk Taking  ✓ ✓ 

Experimentation  x ✓ 

Critical Thinking x ✓ 

Fear of Failure  ✓ ✓ 

Table 1: Revised Intrapreneurial Individual Traits 

The data analysis process includes the additional construct of individual 

behaviours that are intrapreneurial.  
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Modern organizations increasingly depend on the entrepreneurial activities of 

their employees.  The entrepreneurial activity is referred to as 

intrapreneurship.  (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2003; Ireland, Kuratko, & Morris, 

2006) 

Modern organizations have been defined as the ones that have realized the 

workings of globalization and how to leverage information for greater 

competitive advantage for innovative purposes. (Deloitte 2019)   

According to Leadbetter (2003), the process of innovation can be intensive, 

interactive  and  social;  many people with different talents, skills and 

resources have to come together in order for this to be an effective strategy.   

 

As indicated previously intrapreneurship to date has most often been 

discussed as the benefits for the organization at the firm level. The research 

on intrapreneurship at the employee level has been less extensively studied. 

Moreover, employee intrapreneurial behaviors have often been defined 

rather broadly as employee characterized by showing initiative, taking risks, 

and developing novel ideas (Bolton & Lane, 2012; De Jong, Parker, 

Wennekers, & Wu, 2013). Although such a conceptualization provides us 

with an understanding of the degree to which employees have an 

intrapreneurial orientation, these expressions are too broad to provide a clear 

distinction of the specific traits, behaviours and attributes (Parker & Collins, 

2010).  This research has specifically addressed the specific behaviours of 

intrapreneurs at the individual level. 
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The section below provides greater discussion around the attributes 

identified in the research.  These attributes are indicative of how employees 

demonstrate intrapreneurship within an organization. The following section 

discusses the skills that emerged from the data collected that identify 

intrapreneurial behaviours.   

6.1.1 Perseverance 

Perseverance was a common theme in the collected data. Given that 

intrapreneurship operates within the constructs of large complex 

organizations, employees find it difficult to innovate from within. Initiatives 

take a long time to implement and require approval by leadership teams. The 

long timeframe from conception to execution, as well as the long process of 

approval, require perseverance to see ideas through. In the context of 

intrapreneurship, perseverance is knowing how to navigate the environment 

to push through ideas and work. Ideas were lost through organizational 

processes and a lack of clarity about where to go for the necessary 

approvals for projects, work, and ideas. Politics—where politics refers to 

human interactions based on power and authority—can complicate the 

system as it relates to moving work packets through the organization.  

Perseverance is an attribute needed in order to navigate what Pinchot (2013) 

calls the “corporate immune system” (p.3).  According to Pinchot (2013), the 

most important function of the corporate immune system is to protect the 

core activities of the organization (developing services, products, solutions, 

etc.) as these have enabled the organization to grow.  The challenges that 

start to arise is when organization’s immune system conflict when faced with 

game-changing new realities like emerging technologies and exponential 
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thinking; this was consistent with some of the findings in the study.  

According to P14-I, “Moving work and ideas throughout a large organization 

is tough. You have to go through many levels of approvals, politics and 

governance. People get frustrated at the number of approvals and the time 

that it takes at each level of this approval. For example, one level of approval 

can take weeks.”  P14-I’s concern with the pace of bureaucracy is consistent 

with the literature around the complexities of corporate processes, and how 

corporate governance can ultimately hinder the innovation process. 

The corporate immune system is simply a response to its current stimulus or 

any kind of learned behaviour within a complex system.  What is required is 

for this system to respond in the right kinds of ways in order to embrace 

intrapreneurial thinking.  It is a form of correction of the response of the 

immune system as it relates to innovation.  

Based on the data analysis and findings, perseverance is a crucial attribute 

which allows employees to continue trying to do something even though it is 

difficult and to overcome the challenges of the corporate systems.  It is within 

the process where employees lose their patience when things are lost in the 

size and complexity of an organization. This is where perseverance as an 

intrapreneurial skill is critical.   Ideas and enthusiasm get “lost in the process” 

(P14-I).   The  study participants expressed the inability to move work 

through the organizations as a main pain point. They discussed the many 

layers of approvals that were required and how working across the 

organization was challenging: “you have to talk to many people to get an 

idea moving” (P3-E). 
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The concern originates with the pace of an organization and its bureaucracy 

which is consistent with the literature around the complexities of corporate 

processes.   Corporate governance can ultimately hinder the innovation 

process. Employees, and their ideas, are at the core of innovation and 

bureaucracy is a significant challenge they encounter when they want to be 

intrapreneurial.   

Ibrahim (2016) discusses intrapreneurial projects and why they are not 

successful. The problem that he discusses is that employees are unclear 

who to go to with their ideas and that organizational structure and ease need 

to be present for these people and for ideas to flourish. What this translates 

into is the need for employees to persevere even if the path may not 

completely linear or clear. This is a critical skill when operating in large 

complex organizations. This is also a core attribute which addresses the 

need to be granular on what intrapreneurs need to do specifically as 

identified by Parker (2011).  Perseverance is therefore identified as a core 

skill an attribute of an intrapreneur in a large complex organization. 

6.1.2 Curiosity 

The data has revealed that curiosity is a key attribute contributing to an 

intrapreneurial mindset. It is an attribute that the literature has not yet 

identified as an intrapreneurial trait for employees. Although leaders might 

say they value inquisitive minds, most organizations stifle curiosity as they 

fear it will increase risk and inefficiency.  

According to P2-E, “the only businesses that survive in our rapidly changing 

world are those that can adapt. And these things can only happen if people 



 205 
 

are curious.” This is consistent with P15-I’s comment that “Curiosity is a skill. 

The types of questions these kinds of people ask are, how can we do this 

better? What problems will we face? Who might be able to help us with this 

within the department or in other different departments?” 

This type of questioning can lead to thinking innovatively and 

intrapreneurially throughout the organizations.   

The very nature of being inquisitive is the act of questioning. The questions 

at times can reveal gaps and holes, and these insights may not be welcomed 

by leaders. 

Identifying gaps, however, that others in the organization have not seen are 

valuable insights that could present great opportunities. There was a 

disparity amongst leaders who encouraged their employees to be curious 

with the front-line staff members who felt that this is something that was not 

supported.  This act of being inquisitive can enable organizations to adapt to 

certain market conditions that they may not have seen and in the end will 

contribute to intrapreneurial activity. As identified in the findings, it is the 

process of questioning current decisions, looking ahead into what the 

changes may be coming in each respective industry will force organizations 

to look at what new business models they may need to develop or how to 

respond to ever changing market conditions.    

According to Gino (2018), research identifies three important insights as it 

relates to curiosity in businesses. Firstly, curiosity is much more important to 

enterprise performance than what we have known. Cultivating curiosity at all 

levels can help leaders and their employees adapt to uncertain market 
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conditions and external pressures.   Gino (2018) states that “When our curiosity 

is triggered, we think more deeply and rationally about decisions and come up 

with more-creative solutions.”(p2) 

 This is consistent with the study findings as specified by P15-I.  Gino (2018) 

concludes that curiosity also allows leaders to gain more respect from their 

employees and inspires them to develop “more-trusting and more-

collaborative” relationships with colleagues.  This ultimately will lead to creative 

thinking, which will create innovative ideas. 

Curiosity is therefore identified as a core skill for Intrapreneurial behaviour. 

6.1.3 Experimentation 

Experimentation is a theme present in the data. While it was identified by the 

interviewees as important in developing a culture of intrapreneurship, it was 

found lacking in the organization where the research was conducted. P1-E 

defined experimentation as, “the ability of an organization to test ideas 

quickly.” According to the data, experimentation can mean many different 

things within the context of the organization but for the purposes of this study 

it was defined as trying out a business strategy on a small scale.  

The company could use experimentation to test new market or new product. 

Experimentation is the process of trying to come up with innovations that can 

be developed into commercial applications. According to the interviews, 

companies introduce new products and services that they believe are an 

improvement over what they previously offered. Companies observe 

customer reaction to new things and use those reactions for insights about 

the business they are in or the project that they may be working on. This 
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level of experimentation can occur on a small scale, which can allow 

businesses to predict the outcome on a larger scale; according to P2-E, the 

act of experimentation also allows organizations to obtain more real-world 

data about their environment and allows a company to pursue more than one 

opportunity to discover which one has the most potential.  

One of the problems revealed by the literature is the over-defining roles and 

overscheduling of employees (Pandit, 2015). Many companies struggle with 

integrating intrapreneurship into daily routines due to the high levels of 

defined tasks and schedules. Overscheduling limits opportunities for new 

ideas to be generated, recognised, and implemented. Pandit (2015) 

highlights issues of a highly defined schedule and lack of necessary time and 

space for idea creation. The data confirmed this by identifying a core theme 

of experimentation as a critical skill that is required and needed for 

employees to become more intrapreneurial. They need space and time to do 

hypothesis testing daily. This will allow capabilities such as uncovering new 

business models or new product development. P2-E clearly stated that “The 

ability to try new things is an indicator of intrapreneurial behaviour”.  

Experimentation is a core skill and attribute of an intrapreneurial employee.   

6.1.4 Critical Thinking 

Critical thinking has not been considered in the literature; however, the 

research data emphasized it as an important skill required for 

intrapreneurship. P3-E indicated that “critical thinking is the ability to think 

through problems from different perspectives and re-engineer problems 

which will ultimately lead to creative thinking.” It allows for logical deduction. 



 208 
 

Critical thinking is important because it ensures you have the best answer to 

a problem, with maximum buy-in from all parties involved. Critical thinking 

solves problems through rational processes and evidence-based knowledge. 

Like the scientific method, critical thinking contains many steps. It is about 

approaching problems with an independent, reflective thought process. 

Critical thinking forms arguments from evidence, while naming problems and 

assumptions that can get in the way of evaluating an issue for what it is. This 

kind of thinking is what leadership need their employees to start doing in 

order to start yielding the ideas and innovation that organizations need. The 

literature provided behavioural elements of intrapreneurship which was 

limiting. Covin and Slevin (1986, 1991) have researched this concept and 

retained three characteristics of  organizational  level  entrepreneurship and 

intrapreneurship: proactiveness,  innovativeness and  risk  taking. These 

dimensions are often  supposed  to  constitute  a  higher-level construct 

around entrepreneurial orientation and intrapreneurship. Similar dimensions 

are maintained in more recent classifications of organizational level 

entrepreneurship; for example, Antoncic and Hisrich (2001) conclude that 

previous views of firm-level intrapreneurship can be classified into four 

dimensions: new business venturing, innovativeness, self-renewal, and 

proactiveness.  

In all, previous perspectives consistently mention risk taking, proactiveness 

and innovativeness as key elements of intrapreneurial behaviour in existing 

organizations. Critical thinking is a new skill that has been identified. These 

new skills that have been identified respond to the direct call of Parker 

(2011), where the need for future research to extend the scope of inquiry 
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from that of the individual employee to take greater account of the 

capabilities. These skills can now be established as foundational skills for 

intrapreneurs in large complex organizations, which can enhance value 

creation for companies. This also evolves the work of Antoncic and Hisrich 

(2001, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007,  2011); Pinchot (2016); Camelo-

Ordaz, Fernández-Alles, Ruiz-Navarro, and Sousa-Ginel (2011); Gündoğdu 

(2012); and Parker (2011), who all have cited intrapreneurial skills at a firm 

kahn curiosity and creativity.  Problem solving has been cited, where 

experimentation can be an output of complex problem solving.  

Accenture (2020) released a study that focuses on the future of work, and 

the skills that will be required in the new economy in the midst of a massive 

digital disruption.  With an increase in global connectivity and increased 

global connectivity, this period of rapid technological acceleration brings 

opportunities as well as challenges.   Digital technologies such as artificial 

intelligence and robotics are transforming the nature of work and the skills 

needed to thrive. This is consistent with the study findings as indicated by  

P2-E. “Leaders use critical thinking to analyse complex business problems. 

This is a mandatory skill if you want to be an intrapreneur.  If you want to 

look at the business from different angles will enable us to become stronger 

thinkers in this uncertain time of business when anything can change at any 

time.” 

As work becomes more fluid, business problems will become more complex; 

the concept of problem solving is becoming top of mind. Although simple 

problems may be solved through automation, human intelligence, critical 

thinking and deductive reasoning will become essential when addressing 



 210 
 

complex business problems.  This type of critical thinking will involve framing 

and reframing ideas, thinking unconventionally and gathering ideas from 

other diverse sources which is a form of creativity and curiosity.  

This research has further evolved the work of Anu (2007) which implied that 

intrapreneurial behaviour is likely to occur in organizations that encourage it.  

This research refers to intrapreneurs who are “pre-disposed” toward 

proactive activity, however, this research fails to identify the specific 

descriptions of what behaviours intrapreneurs showcase in large 

organizations. Anu (2007) states the following “It is a sad indictment the most 

often the company name is recognised for intrapreneurial activity rather than 

the innovated individual, e.g. Ford’s Mustang, 3M’s Post-Its. “(p7).  This 

research directly responds to this to uncover and identify those individuals 

who demonstrate intrapreneurial behaviours by identifying their skill and 

attributes.   

This study also further evolved the work of Irwin (1988);  this study looked at 

the level of intraprenurialism of an organization.  While this is of value, it 

looks at the levels from a firm level and not at the individual level.  His study 

looked at intrapreneurialism as streams of work, for example the level of in 

house research and development.  This is ambiguous in nature.  This 

particular study has added granularity to terms, traits and behaviours of 

intrapreneurs as a very specific individual and human level.    

6.2.  Environmental factors  

The effect and influence of environmental factors on intrapreneurialism has 

largely been overlooked by intrapreneurial organizations. Accordingly, this 
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research took into consideration the role of environmental factors commonly 

that could impact intrapreneurship. The literature has identified that some of 

the problems intrapreneurs experience are an organizations intolerance of 

risk and lack of rewards (Kawasaki, 2006). This research furthers this area of 

research to uncover environmental attributes that are required in order for 

intrapreneurship to flourish. Bankman and Gilson (1999) argue that an 

employer must commit to intrapreneurship by offering intrapreneurial 

employees reward, recognition, and compensation. This is consistent with 

Kawasaki’s (2006) work however this study further expands upon this to 

uncover what environments need in order for intrapreneurial behaviour to live 

and be supported. 

The following table identifies the environmental factors and whether they 

have been identified in the scholarly literature and the qualitative study. 

Environmental 

Factors 

Demonstrated in 

Literature 

Study findings 

Organizational culture   ✓ 

Lack of communication ✓ ✓ 

Lack of time ✓ ✓ 

Lack of transparency x ✓ 

Turf wars  ✓ ✓ 

Cognitive dissonance  ✓ 

Table 21: Revised Environmental Elements 
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6.2.1  Organizational Culture  

Organizational culture is a core component of the environmental factors 

affecting intrapreneurship. Organizational culture was limited in the literature 

and research around intrapreneurship; however, from the data, it is evident 

that the culture of the organization plays a role in whether employees adopt 

an intrapreneurial mindset. When companies build an intrapreneurial 

environment that fosters risk-taking will lead to innovation. This will create 

new paths for their employees; employee enthusiasm increases. Team 

members believe they are given a real opportunity to think when 

environments are conducive to this. They then try and transform and also are 

given the right motivation and are rewarded for it. Teams become more 

industrious, consistent, content, and efficient in intrapreneurial environments.  

The findings from the interviews detail different attributes that contribute to 

the culture of an organization.  For P9-I, culture means trust “involves the 

organization to be credible and transparent. This means that leadership and 

employees mean what they say.” P9-I went on to say that  

“there are so many times when this is not the case. People say things or do 

things out of fear or because they feel like they must comply.”  This 

statement speaks to the core values and beliefs system of the organization.  

This is what dictates organizational culture and will lead the way on how 

employees behave.    

According to Baruah and Ward (2015), an organization that is bureaucratic 

and rigid with stringent policies, is not a culture that encourages innovation 

and intrapreneurship.  They are typically the kinds of organizations that do 

not tolerate failure and risk, therefore a culture that lacks an intrapreneurial 
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environment.  This will result in Intrapreneurs to struggle to put their ideas 

forth which in turns contributes to an intrapreneurial culture.  It is therefore 

critical for organizations to look at culture from an Intrapreneurial lens.   

Company values and norms will greatly influence the behaviours that will 

take place inside the organization.   If the structure and environment does 

not support intrapreneurial behaviours then the sustainment of intrapreneurs 

will be weak within the organization.  According to Scheepers (2011), this is 

one of the prime responsibility of leaders.  They are responsible for to 

emphasize a culture that appreciates and supports the behaviours of the 

intrapreneurs.  This will be discussed further in the leadership section below.   

6.2.2  Lack of Transparency 

Transparency was a consistent theme that was identified in the study. 

Transparency means allowing employees access to information. From P14-I’s 

perspective, “a lack of transparency is something that hinders open and free 

thinking which ultimately leads to intrapreneurial thinking”. Trusting employees 

with important company information and making them feel included in 

organizational decisions will make them feel like more involved in the business 

as well as its systems and processes, regardless of their own individual 

roles.     A transparent culture is one where employees are given meaningful 

insights that build trust with senior leadership and where people can give 

honest and direct feedback.  This will be effective knowing it will be heard and 

shared with the right people.  According to O’Toole et al. (2010), creating a 

culture of transparency means the free flow of information within an 

organization.  This includes the exchange of information freely amongst its 

many stakeholders such as employees, partners, community and leadership.  
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O’Toole et al. (2010) argue that flow of information for any organization is vital 

to its effectiveness.  It will enable an organization to compete, solve problems 

and determine its level of innovativeness.   

The findings revealed that employees are unaware of the organization’s 

pressing issues, which leaves them feeling “in the dark” (P11-I). One of the 

employees said that they often found themselves “working on similar kinds of 

projects, which result in a duplication of efforts” (P14-I). Duplication of effort 

causes confusion and, at times, abandonment of work. 

According to Deloitte (2018), growth and innovation can only be done through 

frequent and consistent communications.  The innovation processes are rarely 

smooth, and disruptions often occur at transition points where information 

exchanges need to take place in order for the project or initiative to be 

successful.  At the very core of these transition points is communication.  

Communication, transparency is a key component in enabling the smooth 

process of an intrapreneurial environment.  Good communication was not the 

norm in this  study; P11-I indicated that the company’s culture had led to a 

system in which “information was hoarded, and people would not be open to 

sharing. There is a lot of internal competing and having information is 

perceived as a power position. It is part of the culture and it hurts us.” 

According to Sandu et al. (2007), communications, is on of the core drivers of 

organizational success. It manages meaning amongst interactions with 

internal and external stakeholders.  In this context communication, a should 

play role in promoting innovation management which is a crucial process in 

organizations.  
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In analyzing some of the findings in the case study, communications can be 

defined as active listening and the distillation of critical information.  In the new 

digitized economy, the pace of change accelerates exponentially. Technology 

becomes more complex and entire industries are disrupted overnight with new 

business models.  Organizations must shift to active listening which is a level 

of comprehension of what is taking place.  This can help them develop a better 

understanding of the ecosystems that they operate in, then develop strategies 

on how to survive the competitive environments.    This type of engagement 

will certainly address some of the innovation challenges as identified in the 

findings where information is “hoarded and not shared”.  When organizations 

can start to listen actively, then communicate with transparency, will lead to 

intrapreneurial environments.  Employee and team members will start to 

understand what the core issues are, when this happens, people will start to 

collaborate on addressing them.   

6.2.3  Cognitive Dissonance 

Cognitive dissonance is a theme that emerged from the case study. Many of 

the employees within organizations have beliefs that conflict with their 

behaviour. They may think one way, but then feel pressure to behave in a 

way that conflicts with their belief. Cognitive dissonance can lead to irrational 

decision making as a person tries to reconcile their conflicting beliefs and 

actions. 

Many leaders and employees experience cognitive dissonance when they are 

managing a business or product. They see that competitors are operating a 

newer version of their business or have created a competitive product. Often 

this newer version is built for the needs of the customer of today, while the 
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older business knows their business is becoming less and less relevant. One 

of the dilemmas that these people must deal with is how to manage the 

business of today while implementing a new operating system for the 

business of tomorrow. Overcoming cognitive dissonance will start the thinking 

of an intrapreneurial culture.  For P9-I, trust within an organization “involves 

the organization to be credible and transparent. This means that leadership 

and employees mean what they say.” P9-I went on to say that  

“there are so many times when this is not the case. People say things or do 

things out of fear or because they feel like they must comply. In order for this 

to ring true employees must have the confidence that there will be some kind 

of consistency and stickiness with words. This is where leadership plays a 

big role.”  

Gino et al. (2014) discusses the idea of cognitive dissonance when entering 

performing a task in the workplace.  According to Gino et al. (2014) we 

generally have expectations about both the task and what the outcome will 

be when we perform it.  If expectations go unmet, we experience a 

psychological discomfort, which she refers to as cognitive dissonance.  

When this discomfort occurs, we are motivated to resolve the task. Gino et 

al. (2014) concludes that employees are more likely to break rules and go 

against their discomfort if they have been led to believe that they actions will 

lead to high levels of performance.  This is an interesting insight when 

thinking about innovation efforts within an organization.  If employees and 

leaders can address the discomfort in the right ways or understand the 

source of the discomfort, this could potentially lead to very innovative and 

intrapreneurial thinking.    
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This is consistent with the findings from the internal interviews that took 

place.  P7-I indicated that “once parts of the organization start to see that 

there is no chance for ideas to be heard, then it permeates throughout the 

organization; there is a disparity between employees, managers and 

leadership. This would result to what some employee referred to as 

“cognitive dissonance.” Cognitive Dissonance was described as a situation 

where one team or person would agree with another even if they did not 

agree in the fear of being labelled as a “non-collaborator” (P10-I). This would 

hinder intrapreneurial thinking. 

Baruah and Ward (2015) indicated that culture is crucial to developing an 

intrapreneurial environment. When environment facts such as cognitive 

dissonance start being present in organizations, this will impact how an 

organization operate, thus impacting the culture. This research has 

highlighted core areas where managers can start to uncover blockers for 

intrapreneurship. The data has suggested clear ways on how large 

companies can start to address some of the challenges where the literature 

has fallen short.  Cognitive dissonance is something the organizations need 

to be clear on when developing a culture of intrapreneurship.  I will hinder an 

environment of trust and creative thinking resulting in poor outcomes.  

This research has further developed the environmental elements through 

which intrapreneurship can flourish which is a gap in the Hisrich model.  

Anotincic and Hisrich (2001) consider  the external environment, but not the 

internal working conditions that may needed for intrapreneurship to take 

place.   
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Antoncic and Hisrich (2001) suggested that future research build on their 

model by “looking at other variables and its effects which could add to 

intrapreneurship dimensions” (p.29).  While this model shows strong support 

for the positive impact of organizational and environmental characteristics on 

intrapreneurship, there are many other variables that can be added to further 

evolve this model which this research will focus on doing.  This research has 

identified critical elements that are need for intrapreneurship.  It further 

extends the work of Baruah and Ward (2015)  who state that “if the structure 

and environment of an organization does not provide any encouragement for 

innovation then the existence of intrapreneurship and nourishment of 

intrapreneurs is very bleak.”(p 10 ).  This research has shown what 

environmental elements that need to be in place which will lead to 

intrapreneurial activity.  It looks at cognitive dissonance and lack of 

transparency as hinderances of intrapreneurship.  Developing a strong 

culture with the right set of beliefs will need to be in place which will support 

the intrapreneurial process.    

 

6.3 Leadership 

This research establishes the impact that leadership has on how 

intrapreneurial an organization is. The literature thus far has indicated that 

leadership has significant and positive relations with employee 

empowerment.  The support of an innovative culture should include 

opportunities for rewards and recognition for employees that showcase 

innovative initiatives (Jung, 2003). Top managers' leadership style has been 

identified as being one of the most, if not the most, important when it comes 
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to driving innovation. Yet, while leadership plays a key role in facilitating or 

hindering intrapreneurship, it is not clear precisely how individual leaders and 

managers can behave to cultivate it deliberately within an organization. The 

literature thus far has been limiting on defining what core competencies 

leaders need to embody for intrapreneurship to live inside organizations.  

The literature has shown that managers play a vital role in encouraging and 

supporting the initiatives of individual employees to explore new 

opportunities, to develop new products. The work of Moriano et al. (2011) 

discusses leadership styles and how it has a direct impact on employees’ 

intrapreneurial behaviour. Some of the research thus far talks about 

transformational leadership; transformational leadership has a positive 

impact on employee intrapreneurial behaviour, whereas transactional 

leadership negatively influences it. Transformational leaders are defined as 

leaders who enhance work by motivating and engaging their employees 

toward a shared vision (Ruggieri, 2009). While this is important to state, 

there is an opportunity to further define specificity around the kinds of 

motivation, intellectual stimulation and considerations that are required in 

leaders to enable intrapreneurialism which this research has uncovered. The 

following table highlights leadership themes. 

Leadership  Demonstrated in 

Literature 

Study findings 

Active engagement  ✓ 

Greater Awareness  ✓ 

Empathy ✓ ✓ 
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Stewardship in Leading  ✓ 

Table 2: Revised Leadership Traits 

 

6.3.1 Active Engagement 

Human behavioural factors and environmental factors lead to a disparity 

between employees and leaders. Managers and leaders failed to provide 

sufficient support and active involvement with the work that employees were 

doing. It is clear that leaders are too far removed from employees, which 

leads to a lack of understanding on the challenges and where they can 

provide value in enabling employees to work in an intrapreneurial way.  

According to Lindegaard (2010), the biggest challenges that intrapreneurs 

face is the internal resistance where it be other employees that want to 

remain with the status quo, or the systems that intrapreneurs must fight in 

order to make change happen.   

From the findings, and according to P11-I, “in order for intrapreneurship to 

live and flourish, leaders have to see and support the skill set. For example, 

if you want people to challenge the status quo and if employees start to do 

that, leaders need to support these people. While this skill is required to drive 

change, many peer groups will reject it, people are not good with change. 

This is where leaders need to step in. They have to be actively involved.” 

Active engagement is having leaders much more participatory in the core 

ideas and projects that require support.  The findings indicated that greater 

involvement is required by leaders whether it is buy in or pushing ideas 

through the system.  This is the level of active engagement that leaders need 

to showcase in order for intrapreneurship to live inside organizations. 
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the challenges are and, by the time they are aware, it may be too late.   

P13 indicated that “what typically breaks down is the disconnect from 

employees and leaders. While the organization may say that they want 

people to be disruptive, we need leaders to support these behaviours. It is 

really tough to drive change and leaders need to be by our side some of the 

time to help us.” P15-I indicated that “many roadblocks occur because there 

is a lack of leadership support and involvement in the work that we are trying 

to get done. 

Engagement has gained a lot of attention in the academic and business 

world.  Academic literature has concentrated on aspects of what it means to 

be either engaged or disengaged. One of the most notable early efforts at 

conceptualizing employee engagement was Kahn’s (2013) article describing 

personal engagement and personal disengagement.  

Kahn’s (2013) definition of engagement focuses on the cognitive, emotional, 

and behavioral aspects of engagement as the simultaneous and expression 

of a person’s ‘preferred self’ in task behaviors that promote connections to 

another person’s personal presence. This definition includes cognition and a 

deeper understanding of the context of the situations in the workplace.  We 

can build off this work as it relates to how leaders can start to shift their focus 

to a more conscious undertaking as it relates to intrapreneurial activity.  

There requires greater connections and common understanding. There 

requires a certain level of understating of the challenges that 

intrapreneurship presents inside organizations and the leaders need to 
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become more engaged in how to remove roadblocks to enable these 

talented individuals.   

As stated by P11-I indicating that “in order for intrapreneurship to live and 

flourish, leaders have to see and support the skill set. For example, if you 

want people to challenge the status quo and if employees start to do that, 

leaders need to support these people.  

 

6.3.2 Supporting Debate 

Hansen (2018) found that, when teams have a good fight during meetings, 

team members can debate the issues. This also involves considering 

alternatives and challenging one another.  Hansen (2018) indicted that there 

are many benefits in encouraging debate and interaction.  When you do this, 

you listen to minority views, and scrutinize assumptions which are critical in 

business and in driving the right decisions. Every participant can speak up 

without fear of retribution. However, many people shy away from such 

conflict, conflating disagreement and debate with personal attacks. 

According to Hansen (2018), this sort of friction produces the best decisions. 

A core finding from the  study was the importance of having conflict as it 

relates to the innovation and intrapreneurial process however something that 

was not present in the organization where the  study took place.  

According to P14-I, “Interaction for me is something as simple as a good 

conversation amongst co-workers on ideas and projects. Getting different 

perspectives is really important.”P14-I indicated that“people do shy away 

from conflict. Conflict is viewed as a negative thing at work. When you have 
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disagreements with someone, people often view it as though you are not a 

team player.” The interviewees agreed that disagreement is necessary for 

the strongest work, and yet organizational environments are not necessarily 

set up to support conflict. P3-E indicated that“it is important to duke it out. 

This is where innovation happens. But once you have the debate, it is done, 

and no one is to hold grudges. This is where leadership needs to step in.” 

 

Leaders need to communicate and demonstrate that having conflict and 

dissent are welcomed within the organization and an integral part of the 

innovation process.   As an active and engaged leader, means to 

communicate clearly on what is supported, then actively demonstrate that 

these behaviours are what are supported. The challenge is to continue to 

move forward, with employees feeling more than just clear and confident 

about they can and can’t do.  The need to know and understand what kinds 

of behaviours as an Intrapreneurial culture will look like and what leaders will 

do to support them.   

6.3.3 Greater Awareness 

The case studies revealed leadership’s lack of awareness of the challenges 

employees experience while trying to be intrapreneurial. Behaviours such as 

risk taking, experimentation, creative thinking, and critical thinking are 

rejected by some peers, causing tension amongst peer groups. However, 

these behaviours are what is needed to be intrapreneurial and so should be 

encouraged rather than stifled. Leadership needs to be aware to take action 

to encourage and support this behaviour.  Organizations today may face 
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challenges understanding some of the core issues impacting employees and 

intrapreneurs due to lack of engagement and awareness at the granular 

level.  According to Scheepers (2011) and Mohanty (2006), a lack of 

encouragement and direct accountability and empowerment can result in 

weak intrapreneurial activity.    

The findings revealed that there is a lack of awareness of leadership as they 

can be disconnected from employees, initiatives and projects that could be at 

risk of being successful.   P11-I indicated that “in order for leaders to truly 

support intrapreneurial activity, they need to have an understanding on what 

is happening on a day to day basis.  I mean they can’t possibly know 

everything but the important strategic projects.” 

This finding is critical as it is consistent with the discussion of Scheepers 

(2011) and Mohanty (2006) in that if there is a lack of awareness, then it 

would be difficult for an organization or leaders to support people and 

initiatives where they have limited knowledge or understanding.  

In todays marketplace, innovation can be complex idea. Understanding the 

greater context of the environment will lead to a better understanding of what 

is happening as it relates to organizational challenges.   

Leaders therefore need to be fully aware via things such as 

acknowledgment, internal challenges, social exchanges and interactions.  

Once this common understanding takes place, it can lead to better outcomes 

for intrapreneurial behaviours.   
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6.3.4 Stewardship in Leadership 

In the  study, the role of leaders as stewards in an intrapreneurial culture is a 

theme that emerged, but this theme is missing from existing literature. The 

findings indicate that stewardship allows for organizations to continually 

develop. According to P4-E, a steward is “someone who can steer the 

organization and prepare it for sustained future growth.” Stewardship as it 

relates to intrapreneurship can take form at different levels throughout the 

organization. At an employee level, the leaders ensure that each individual 

has the skills and attributes that are intrapreneurial. Part of the extended role 

of stewardship then ensures these individuals work well and effectively within 

the organization and in teams. They pave the way for establishing 

environments where individuals can be intrapreneurial through which it could 

permeate throughout the organization. 

The findings within the leadership classification have uncovered new insights 

and potentially new ways in which leaders now need to think about their roles 

from a support perspective within large complex organizations.   

Short (2014), Gundogdu (2012), Littunen, (2000) indicate that top barriers to 

intrapreneurship include poor management. This is consistent with the work 

of Mohanty (2006) and Lankinen et al. (2012) which found that for 

intrapreneurship to be successful, intrapreneurs need to be motivated in 

order to take action. Managers can add value in producing innovation 

policies and support the organization’s culture and operating principles. The 

findings of this research have addressed this gap and from a practical 

perspective could provide a new paradigm for leadership; a much more 

hands on with greater visibility and engagement. The skills, attributes and 
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behaviours have uncovered new insights on how leadership engagement is 

not only essential, but practical ways on how they need to evolve and be 

more involved.    

For companies to adopt an intrapreneurial minded organization, they need to 

look at innovation as a way of thinking and operating.   This needs to be 

incorporated in their operating guidelines, procedures and their product 

development efforts.  The underlying core of all of this needs to be 

underpinned in the talent that they invest it.    The employee and people are a 

company’s most important innovation asset. The intrapreneurship concept 

understands this, but organizations must start thinking of innovation as a 

capacity that needs organization-wide support. 

While Pinchot (1970) and Lindegard (2010) clearly state the need for 

sponsors and leaders to provide resources that are necessary for the 

success of innovations, they however do not state what those necessary 

resources are is unclear. Resources could be capital, time, space, skills, 

talent; Pinchot and Lindegard do not differentiate between these. 

Furthermore, Pinchot and Lindegard focus on leadership roles, rather than 

the behaviours that leaders need to demonstrate.  Leaders need to act as  of 

sponsors and stewards.  P1-E indicated that “leaders need to take more of a 

proactive approach in recognizing the behaviours and traits “then map the 

behaviours to the kind of work that is required within the organization. 

This type of granularity is what is required within an environment of 

intrapreneurship, thus stewardship is a core skill that leaders need to adopt.   
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It is clear from the findings and discussions that managers and leaders play 

a vital role in encouraging and supporting the how employees explore new 

opportunities or how they seek to develop new products and new business 

models.  Pinchot (2013)  argues that innovation in organizations has always 

come from intrapreneurs: people who fulfil the role of the entrepreneur inside 

a larger corporation, despite what the system dictates.  This is the greatest 

opportunity for leadership to step in, to support the intrapreneurial thinking 

and employees.   In order for these intrapreneurs to thrive, they need to 

obtain a series of buy-ins through out the organization, they will need to 

convince other people within the organization due to its structure.  This will 

involve as this research has identified some core behaviours of leaders; 

active engagement, greater awareness and for leaders to be stewards.  This 

has in turn also further developed the work of Buekens (2014) who stated 

creating an environment in which innovation is encouraged is not sufficient.  

It needs to be supported by leadership.  This research has answered the 

“how” leaders can best support intrapreneurial employees. 

7.0   Chapter 7:  Proposition Testing and Discussions  

The following section looks at the propositions presented at the beginning of 

the study and how the findings compare to them.   

Proposition 1:  Corporate leadership can identify employees with 

intrapreneurial potential by their unique traits, attributes, and behaviours. The 

accurate identification of intrapreneurial employees is critical to supporting 

the development of intrapreneurial talent. 

 Proposition 1 of this research states that intrapreneurial employees 

have very specific traits, attributes, and demonstrated behaviours. 
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Employees who possess intrapreneurial qualities, as well as those who want 

to develop these traits, need the support of leadership in order cultivate their 

talent. An example of this was in the  study where employees discussed how 

they want to take on more risk in the projects they do. They want to do more 

experimentation within their respective roles, discover and test new ideas.  

They want to have creative freedom where they can take ideas into blue sky 

thinking. They however indicated that they were limited because of their 

managers. The managers did not support or allow for these behaviours to 

take place within the current work environments. There was explicit 

reference to their managers who “kills creativity before it starts” (P10-E), 

which resulted in them reverting back to what P10-E referred to as “day to 

day” thinking.  

P9-E, P6-I, P7-I, and P8-I each repeatedly stated in different ways that 

leadership needs to provide platforms where intrapreneurs can not only be 

recognized but where this talent can be seen and cultivated. These platforms 

could include a place where ideas can be heard and tested. Leadership need 

to encourage and enable collaboration. Though past breakthroughs 

sometimes have come from a single genius, the reality today is that most 

innovations draw on many contributions, shared contributions of various 

people. It was found that the fundamental structure of organizations is not 

centralized and top-down. According to P7-I,  “people don’t do what they do 

because someone told them to do it.” Contributing to an organization with a 

clear purpose and strong intrapreneurial culture has its own reward. P3-E 

stated that “organizations that fail to tap into the creativity of many smart 

people working on the same problem will lose in the end. It is therefore 
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incumbent upon leadership to play an active role in the development and 

recognition of intrapreneurial talent.” 

 The internal interviews clearly have identified employee level traits, 

attributes and behaviours that intrapreneurs need. This has addressed the 

gap of the existing literature which looks at attributes from a firm level. 

Antoncic and Hisrich (2001, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007,  2011); Pinchot 

(2016); Camelo-Ordaz, Fernández-Alles, Ruiz-Navarro and Sousa-Ginel 

(2011); Gündoğdu (2012); and Parker (2011). Once these attributes have 

been identified leaders can now commence a shift on determining on how 

they can best support these talented individuals. This is a direct calling of 

Parker (2011) who indicated further analysis on the behaviours of 

intrapreneurial employees for value creation. Parker (2011) indicated that 

intrapreneurs will need to take greater account in providing clarity of their 

capabilities as Intrapreneurs. This research furthered this work by providing a 

very specific skill set of intrapreneurs.  These skills are perseverance, 

curiosity, critical thinking and experimentation. 

 

 Proposition 2: Intrapreneurs require unique supports and resources from 

organizational leaders, who operate as shepherds within the context of 

corporate organizations.  

The study makes clear that leaders need to facilitate intrapreneurship by 

acting as “shepherds” to ensure that work packets move throughout the 

organization. When employees have a “great” idea, organization struggle 

with being able to test it.  If a plan is first developed and the organization 



 230 
 

wants to take it through to execution, the testing components is essential.   

This will allow organizations to understand certain flaws or areas that may 

need improvement along the way. Because most organizations are matrixed, 

the execution of projects involves many different cross-functional teams.  A 

matrix organisation is a structure in which there is more than one line of 

reporting managers. Effectively, it means that the employees of the 

organisation have more than one person that they report to. While the matrix 

organisation structure is complex it can help in achieving goals and can have 

benefits. This type of structure is used in organisations which have diverse 

product lines and services. The study in which this research occurred is 

highly matrixed. While some argue that this can break monotony and 

provides flexibility to the organisation, it also presents challenges to mobilize 

work. Employees work with colleagues of different departments who have 

their expertise in different functions (McKinsey, 2019). 

 

Challenges start to emerge when you need other teams to contribute and 

move ideas through their respective areas. Leaders can play the role of 

shepherds, moving ideas, projects, and initiatives move freely through a 

system they can more fluidly navigate. Shepherd leadership requires a fully 

integrated way of thinking, including having the ability to forecast and plan 

ahead. Shepherd leaders are able to envision the next destination and how 

best to arrive at it. One of the main characteristics of shepherd leaders is 

agility, meaning that they are able to move from deep contemplation to quick 

decisiveness when decisions are needed. Shepherd leaders provide an 

environment of contentment and remove obstacles for their team members, 
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including when they are trying new ways of doing things. Shepherd leaders 

understand that intrapreneurial employees must be trust, risk tolerance, an 

environment of shared learning with the potential for both individual and 

organizational value to increases from this type of environment. 

The literature has indicated that leadership requires further study. Short 

(2014), Gundogdu (2012), and Littunen (2000) all indicate that top barriers to 

intrapreneurship include poor management. This is consistent with the work 

of Mohanty (2006) and Lankinen et al. (2012), who found that, for 

intrapreneurship to be successful, intrapreneurs need to be motivated in 

order to take action. Leaders and managers play a vital role in creating an 

organizational environment that promotes and facilitates intrapreneurship 

(Hornsby et al. 2002; Kuratko et al. 2005b). They can lead their employee 

and peer groups to embrace intrapreneurial activities in many forms. This 

includes the championing of innovative ideas, providing necessary resources 

or expertise, or supporting small experimental projects (Kuratko et al. 2005). 

Once they signal this kind of support, this will yield a repeat of behaviour 

which will in essence develop a culture of intrapreneurship.  

Pinchot (1970) and Lindegard (2010) have indicated that organizations 

encourage managers to become sponsors of specific innovations. This kind 

of sponsor system relies on relationships of trust rather than on specific 

business processes. The sponsors are the leaders who can provide 

resources and support to enable intrapreneurs to mobilize projects and 

initiatives through highly bureaucratic organizations. While Pinchot (1970) 

and Lindegard (2010) clearly state the need for sponsors and leaders to 

provide resources that are necessary for the success of innovations, they do 
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not state what those necessary resources are is unclear. Resources could be 

capital, time, space, skills, talent, but Pinchot and Lindegard do not 

differentiate between these. Furthermore, Pinchot and Lindegard focus on 

the roles, rather than the behaviours, of sponsors and leaders and do not 

articulate what sufficient support is.  

While the research has not articulated how leaders can best support 

intrapreneurs, it has articulated some of the ways in which leaders 

undermine their intrapreneurial employees. One of these issues is the 

problem of over-defining roles and overscheduling of employees (Pandit, 

2015). Many companies struggle with integrating intrapreneurship into daily 

routines due to the high levels of defined tasks and schedules. 

Overscheduling limits opportunities for new ideas to be generated, 

recognised, and implemented. Pandit (2015) highlights issues of a highly 

defined schedule and lack of necessary time and space for idea creation. 

Combining Pandit’s acknowledgement of the need for time and space with 

This research has provided insight into how leaders can best support 

intrapreneurs through active engagement, greater awareness, and 

stewardship. These three key insights can be translated into new principles 

of leadership, which can be adopted at an organizational level. 

 

Proposition 3:  Organizational leadership either cultivates a culture of 

intrapreneurship, in which intrapreneurs are recognized, supported, and 

rewarded for their unique contributions, or they suppress innovation. Culture, 

that is the way in which a company operates is a direct indicator of whether 

an organization will be intrapreneurial. If the culture dictates that failure is 
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accepted, there is a tolerance for risk, or that it is a safe environment where 

people can express themselves; this is a culture of intrapreneurial beliefs.  

The  study found that level of cognitive dissonance, presence of echo 

chambers, the level safety of an environment, the level of risk tolerance, and 

level of leadership support all influence corporate culture and how 

organizations form levels of intrapreneurialism. Because most organizations 

operate from a top-down structure, leadership dictates how successful an 

organization’s intrapreneurial efforts will be. P3-E stated that “leaders need 

to walk the talk.” This means that leaders need to do what they say.  

Leaders’ behaviour will dictate how intrapreneurship will permeate 

throughout the organization. 

The literature identifies that culture is a critical to developing an 

intrapreneurial environment (Baruah & Ward, 2015), but offers little guidance 

on what sort of organizational culture best supports intrapreneurship. This 

research has provided insights on the role that leadership plays in further 

developing a culture of intrapreneurship. It has identified specific actionable 

items for leaders to foster and cultivate an intrapreneurial culture. This 

qualitative study builds on the work of Baruah and Ward (2015). The 

challenges that they discuss are within the organization and the, 

organizational complexities.  This can often come from how a company sees 

intrapreneurship which is from the organizational perspective.  In particular, 

the policies, rules and bureaucracy, which all hinder Intrapreneurship. These 

cultures typically don’t encourage innovation. They usually do not tolerate 

failures thus lack providing platforms to idea, test, and experiment. This 

research has provided valuable insights in overcome these challenges which 
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can be extremely beneficial to organizational leaders and managers.  The 

environmental elements that this research has recognized is a positive 

culture, one that has strong communication and one that promotes safe 

environments.  These elements will set the foundation for intrapreneurial 

work to flourish organically.  

Finally, this research has further evolved Antoncic and Hisrich’s framework 

(2001) by adding three new dimensions of intrapreneurship: employees 

within the organization, internal environment attributes, and leadership traits 

and behaviours. 
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Figure 6: This research’s revised model (2019), which updates Antoncic 
and Hirsch’s (2001) model of intrapreneurship. 

 

8.0 Chapter: Conclusion 

8.1. Meeting the research aims and objectives 

This research set out to answer three main research questions: what the 

individual traits and behaviours of intrapreneurship are, how leadership can 

best support intrapreneurs within large complex organizations; and what the 

optimal environmental requirements are for intrapreneurship to flourish. By 

adopting a qualitative approach, this research has answered these questions 

as presented during the findings and discussions chapter of this research. This 

research presents practical and theoretical contributions, which will be 

discussed in more detail in this the chapter below. The research objectives of 

this research have been met as highlighted in Table 23.  This research 

contributes towards the development of the second element of the thesis (focal 

theory) which concerns creating a conceptual model (chapter 3) which draws 

on the literature and identifies a framework of Intrapreneurship that guides the 
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research.   It also proposes new dimensions to the framework to where this 

research will strengthen existing work.  

 

Objectives Chapters 

1) To study intrapreneurship with a focus on large 

and complex organizations. The primary areas of this 

research are around individual traits and behaviours, 

including the organizational dynamics where employees 

with these skills thrive, and how leaders can best 

support intrapreneurial employees. These chapters 

present context on why this research is critical in today’s 

global marketplace and how intrapreneurship can be 

positioned as a means of sustainable competitive 

advantage.  

 

1 and 2 

2) To propose an appropriate conceptual 

framework, which will help explore how intrapreneurship 

is used by various organizations, the implications of 

intrapreneurship, and its limitations with the 

organisational constructs. To translate the research 

needs into research propositions.  

 

 

3 and 4 

3) To apply a research methodology, which will 

identify the behaviours of intrapreneurial employees, the 

optimal environmental factors that affect intrapreneurial 

4 
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employees, and the responsibility of leaders looking to 

foster intrapreneurship. 

4) To present the research findings. 5 and 6 

5) To provide the theoretical and practical 

implications for the research findings. These chapters 

also suggest potential directions for future research. 

7 and 8 

Table 3: Research objectives mapped against thesis chapters. 

8.2 Practical implications  

This research presents some insights into intrapreneurship which may hold 

practical relevance for employees, managers, and leaders.  

The research findings include identifying some intrapreneurial behaviours at 

an individual level within large complex organizations and the optimal 

conditions in which these skills can thrive. This will be of high value and 

importance to organizations wanting to build a culture of intrapreneurship. 

Leaders and managers may have intrapreneurial employees within their work 

environments but may not be able recognize them or have insight into how to 

support those employees. These insights would benefit human resource 

practitioners who are focused on talent acquisition from a skills and 

behaviours perspectives as they focus on building the workforce for the 

future. 

This work has insights for managers and leaders. Given the ever-changing 

work climate and with globalization, having the right talent set up for 

intrapreneurial thinking will enhance the organizations positioning in the 

competitive landscape. Intrapreneurship has been acknowledged in 

international literature as a practice that is vital in economic and 
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organizational growth, success, and competitiveness. It has been referred to 

as a unique competitive advantage (Kosta, 2011). This work will provide both 

managers and leaders with ways in which they can start to engage with this 

talent, set up the right environments in which they can support them. 

Therefore, the findings from this research can prove highly valuable for 

senior leaders within the large complex organizations in helping to develop 

these talents additionally develop some best practices across the 

organizations. The following are the research’s practical recommendations:  

▪ Organizations can adopt an entrepreneurial mindset via 

intrapreneurship where employees can practice risk, creative thinking, 

experimentation, curiosity; organizations need to establish platforms through 

which this can take place. 

▪ Intrapreneurs decline in engagement when stagnation occurs. They 

are demotivated by bureaucracy. They get frustrated by the long approval 

processes; leaders and mangers need to provide a path that they can easily 

navigate to take ideas from incubation to execution around processes which 

are fluid with a common understanding. 

▪ Creative platforms need to be established where employees can 

experiment, test ideas, fail and thrive. Their style of working can be 

described as re-engineering models, structures or ideas. Create a learning 

loop where failures from one test can be then incorporated in the 

development of the next idea. 

▪ Managers and leaders need to openly challenge their own knowledge 

and experience on a regular basis. This will create an environment where 

innovation and intrapreneurial thinking can start to flourish. 
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▪ Develop an intrapreneurial best practice guide where intrapreneurship 

is a new business imperative. 

 

 

The findings from this research will also assist in improving the 

understanding of the current challenges affiliated intrapreneurship in large 

complex organizations. As mentioned earlier, the insights may be highly 

useful for Human Resources, as the findings explicitly reflect the types of 

skills required to make the Intrapreneurial employees successful within the 

organization.   

Developing a creative environment and a management structure that can 

support idea generation and internal problem solving is essential in 

nourishing the abilities of intrapreneurial employees. This research highlights 

the conditions in which these people operate fully and what HR leaders can 

look for.  It also provides a foundation of new skills that may be required for 

the new world of work. McKinsey (2018) provides a comprehensive list of the 

skills and attributes that will be required by 2030 in a time of automation and 

artificial intelligence. Based on their report and study, many of those skills 

are intrapreneurial in nature that include; creative thinking, critical thinking 

and problem-based thinking.   

8.3 Theoretical implications 

A number of key theoretical implications are generated as a result of this 

research, through: (1) the identification of Intrapreneurial traits at an 

individual level and the related dissonance between them and organizational 
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managers/leaders; (2) insights into intrapreneurial environmental success 

factors; (3) an understanding of the fundamental role of leaders in developing 

and support an intrapreneurial culture and environment. Through exploring 

the existing literature, this research identifies a lack of intrapreneurial studies, 

which places emphasis on the individual rather than the organizational traits 

and the critical role that leaders have on influencing intrapreneurship. 

8.3.1 Discovering Intrapreneurial Traits at an Employee Level. 

This study contributes to work in the field of management, which examines 

intrapreneurship and corporate entrepreneurship. This work has expanded 

upon Parker (2011), Anu (2007), Lumpkin (2007), and Irwin (1988), by 

exploring  views and perceptions amongst employees, managers, and 

leaders, thus highlighting some of the core issues around intrapreneurial 

behaviours and the impact that it is having on large complex organizations. 

Furthermore, this research also contributes to management literature, which, 

while having focused on intrapreneurship identifying some of the broader 

problems and opportunities as it looks at innovation and its implications. As 

such, this research contributes further by outlining the role of 

intrapreneurship and the individual traits and behaviours that are required at 

an employee level. More importantly provides pertinent insights into the 

rationale behind why organizations could utilize this as a core disciple and as 

a best practice in their innovation efforts.  

8.4 Contributions 
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8.4.1 Academic Community 

This research has evolved the key literature that has been previously 

identified; specifically, the Antoncic and Hisrich model.  This work has 

expanded upon Parker (2011), Anu (2007), Lumpkin (2007), and Irwin (1988), 

by exploring  views and perceptions amongst employees, managers, and 

leaders, thus highlighting some of the core issues around intrapreneurial 

behaviours and the impact that it is having on large complex organizations. 

 

This research has provided new insights into different approaches in how we 

think of Intrapreneurialism.  It provides a unique lens on how to assess  this 

phenomenon from a humanistic perspective.  This research is important in 

developing the contribution to this area of knowledge within the areas of 

Intrapreneurship, Corporate Innovation and Innovation Leadership.  These 

insights can be leveraged as a tool to further build knowledge or facilitate on 

going learning amongst researchers, students or other academic stakeholders 

who are interested in this area of work.   This piece of research can be used 

to better understand published and existing work and a means of developing 

further collaborations.   Further conversations and collaborations through 

publishing articles, facilitating conferences or panels on this topic can help 

further the dialogue within these areas of research.  This research has 

developed connective tissue amongst researchers in Corporate Innovation at 

a firm level and with the employees that serve the organizations. This hence 

presents great opportunity for these two areas of research to come together 

even more to further these areas of study and research.   
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8.4.2 Societal Contributions   

This research has many societal contributions.  It has been discussed 

throughout this research that in order for companies to survive, they need to 

be on a continuous spectrum of innovation.  Innovation or thinking like an 

intrapreneur will benefit many people as change is a constant in this highly 

technological world that we are in; society needs to adapt and evolve in order 

to progress forward.  This can only be achieved if we think in innovative ways.  

Many of the attributes that have been identified as intrapreneurial traits can be 

applied to people at a human level.  Whether people are entrepreneurs, 

employees in various industries, citizens or policy makers; It is the notion of 

having a challenger mindset in order to achieve new ways of thinking, 

operating and approaching work in the new world.  

Innovation is the key to progress. 

This research provides insight into human understanding and a view into how 

we need to develop knowledge and people’s abilities to build, sustain and 

develop individuals, communities, industries, and governing bodies.  This can 

be applied to societies’ and understanding the surrounding world and their part 

in it.   This can influence various stakeholders in decision-making, developing 

policies and problem-solving. Research is what propels humanity forward. It’s 

fuelled by curiosity, which is a core finding from this research.  We become 

curious, ask questions, and immerse ourselves in discovering everything there 

is to know. Learning is thriving. Without curiosity and research, progress would 

slow to a halt, and our lives as we know them would be completely different.  

All of these traits and attributes can be applied to various policy makers. 
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A more recent example that we can refer to is the work that is being done 

around the Global Pandemic.  We can apply many of the intrapreneurial traits 

such as experimentation, critical thinking and problem solving to real world 

examples that are occurring today. 

 

8.4.3 The Working Relationship with Intrapreneurship, Employees, 

and Managers 

Synthesizing the literature illustrates studies exploring intrapreneurship from 

an employees’ perspective was an under researched area. Some studies 

have explored organizational behaviours at a macro level (Pettigrew, 1973; 

Markus, 1983). There is also a lack of understanding on the relationship 

amongst employees and managers which is critical in creating an 

environment that is intrapreneurial. While we know that intrapreneurial 

projects “fail between 70% and 90% of the time” (Altringer, 2013; The 

Harvard Business Review, 2013). Ibrahim (2016) offers several explanations 

for why the intrapreneurship projects are not successful: first, if a corporate 

employee comes up with a disruptive innovation, it may be unclear to them 

how and to whom they should present their ideas. A clear organizational 

structure needs to be in place in order for employees to understand how to 

share new ideas, as well as how to take ideas from ideation to 

implementation (Aggarwal, 2018).  These studies identify the problems within 

the corporate constructs but do not offer clear insights in paving the way in a 

new way of operating symbiotically between managers and employees. Anju 

and Lampert 2001 identified traps to intrapreneurship.  One of them was 

identified as “favoring the familiar over the unfamiliar” (Anju & Lampert, 2001: 
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p.3). This study is limiting as it does not provide insights as to why this is the 

case within organizations. As such, this study further builds on the work of 

Anju and Lampert (2001) and provides insights into what the challenges are 

amongst employees and managers. As organizations try to build a culture of 

intrapreneurship, realizing and identifying ways to overcome this.  This study 

conducted provides insights as to what the barriers are for employees and 

managers thus can infer ways on working togethering in a more aligned way.  

This research further proposes other theoretical contributions. For instance, 

the ‘revised intrapreneurship framework’ proposed in this research was built 

on existing theory, through combining various theoretical constructs and 

extending earlier works on an intrapreneurship model (Antoncic & Hisrich 

2006: p.201) and merging it with new ideas around specific employee 

behaviours, environmental factors and leadership elements.  This will create 

a tool which help organizations establish intrapreneurial organizations and 

help identify what components need to be present in order for 

intrapreneurship to take place. As such, it is argued that this framework 

provides appropriate lens for exploring intrapreneurship at a more practical 

level for organizations.  It will help identify the dynamics between employees, 

mangers and leaders to ensure alignment. It will also enable leaders to have 

a view from an environmental perspective to see what kinds of settings are 

needed or what may be missing in order to set this up for their respective 

organizations.     

8.4.5 Intrapreneurship as a Competitive Advantage   

This research also extends current literature that has positioned 

intrapreneurship as a competitive advantage for organizations, including the 
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work of Parker (2011), Anu (2007), Lumpkin (2007), Irwin (1988), and Kosta 

(2011). Currently, this work uncovers the impact that intrapreneurship has to 

organizations as a competitive advantage. However, is limited on exploring 

how organizations can develop certain areas of their businesses through 

intrapreneurial thinking as a form of competitive advantage. This research 

contributes to intrapreneurship which is acknowledged as a vital practice for 

economic and organizational growth, success and competitiveness. This 

study demonstrates that organizations can do so via experimentation in new 

product development, hypothesis testing and enabling employees to develop 

a series of learnings though deliberate trial and error in which they can start 

to develop entrepreneurship principles inside organizations. This will shift 

organizations to learning organizations and act as simulated incubators for 

new product development and developing new business models. This will be 

positioned as a unique strategic paradigm.  

In order to achieve this, this study reveals that the active engagement of 

leadership is crucial. This is an area that is under researched. This study 

identifies ways in which leadership contributes to the innovation and 

intrapreneurial efforts. It highlights specific ways in which their active 

contribution will have direct impact on organizations to enable intrapreneurial 

growth for sustained innovation. The leads the way to a new management 

paradigm and mindset. In order for Intrapreneurship to be realized within the 

constructs of large organizations, support, motivation, communication and 

structures all need to be assessed and put in place. This study reveals ways 

through which leadership can start to play an active role in very specific ways 

which presents new management principles and ideologies.   
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8.5 Lessons learned from this study 

This qualitative study demonstrates the challenges of trying to develop 

intrapreneurial behaviours within large, complex organizations. A key 

challenge for companies is being able to successfully manage and support 

these talents given its political climate, complex nature, governance, intra-

organizational dynamics, and complicated bureaucracy.   

For instance, attempting to navigate organizations and move work from 

ideation to execution is one of the greatest challenges. The skills and talent 

that organizations need to do this are all largely intrapreneurial in nature.  In 

conducting this study, the biggest challenges felt by employees was the 

disconnect between them acting in certain ways with what their respective 

managers or organizations identified as what is acceptable. They would find 

this dissonance of doing one thing with the organization saying another 

which resulted to a lot of confusion.   

The lessons outlined below represent an extrapolation of the key lessons 

learnt from this study. These lessons can guide researchers and practitioners 

towards better understanding and applying intrapreneurship within their 

organizations.   

• Lesson 1: Organizations wanting to institutionalize intrapreneurship should 

provide substantial support and potential training to managers on how they 

can best support intrapreneurship. Training will give non-intrapreneurial 

employees an understanding of how intrapreneurs think and operate, as well 

as the conditions under which intrapreneurs will thrive within an organization.   
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• Lesson 2: Intrapreneurs wanting to see success in implementations of their 

ideas will need to develop an internal team of sponsors from the cross-

functional teams that are required to move their ideas through the 

organization. An executive sponsor would be a highly recommended ally.  

• Lesson 3: Key learnings from failure of projects is an integral component of 

making the next iteration successful. Developing a learning loop of sorts 

could be beneficial in the process of experimentation. Incorporating learnings 

from the failure is essential in part of the intrapreneurial process 

• Lesson 4: Vision is critical is ensuring companies do not stagnate. Taking 

that vision and executing that will ensure that organizations can take 

advantage of idea and the innovation that exists from within. Perseverance 

during this process is essential; leaders and managers must stay connected 

so that intrapreneurs don’t lose their enthusiasm which could get lost in the 

corporate boundaries.   

• Lesson 5: The hierarchical and political nature of large complex 

organizations creates an unwillingness from organizational staff to be risk 

takers. Creating a more engaged leadership team that is actively engaged in 

the intrapreneurial process will ensure the success of these kinds of 

initiatives within large organizations.  Organizations today are opting for 

flatter organizations; this increases the rate at which decisions are made and 

it also drives greater accountability back at the employee level.  Once this is 

achieved, organizations can now shift to becoming more intrapreneurial as 

the employee is at the core of these initiatives and thinking.   
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8.6 Limitations of this research  

As with any study, this research has some limitations. This is a qualitative 

study consisting of interviews of employees within a single department of a 

single technology firm, supplemented by interviews with a handful of high-

profile leaders. While this approach was focused and provided in-depth 

accounts of intrapreneurship within a discipline, future investigations can look 

across the organization. This study focused on the marketing team; the study 

could be broadened to compare intrapreneurship with other teams, in which 

collaborations take place. Furthermore, the research sample was largely 

made up of managers, specialists, and co-ordinators. The Human Resources 

team specifically was not included in this research sample. It may be 

worthwhile to include them in future studies to compare the insights 

generated from the people within the field to those who hire for them.  

8.7  Implications for Organizations 

Companies in the 21st century are faced with an extremely challenging and 

competitive environment. New technologies, such as artificial intelligence 

and Web 4.0, require enterprises to constantly innovate, as the risk of 

obsolescence increases, and they have to work harder to maintain their 

relevance. Companies are focusing their efforts to optimizing their current 

business models or product offerings. Some of their greatest assets are their 

employees. A simple, yet powerful strategy is to unleash the power of 

internal intellect to create intellectual property. This realization has given rise 

to the efforts around developing and cultivating intrapreneurs. It is these 

people—intrapreneurs—who can be the gateway to sustained growth for 

many organizations.   
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Stagnation is one of the biggest threats to any ambitious firm; it is a risk that 

can be addressed by creating a culture that encourages employees to be 

bold, take inventive approaches to problems, and constantly question the 

status quo. What we know from this study is that, given the right 

environmental circumstances, intrapreneurial thinking and operating can 

flourish and develop into a sustained model of innovation. When provided 

with the right environment, intrapreneurs can be extremely valuable to a 

company, regardless of its size or industry. 

The study has revealed some guiding principles for creating an environment 

that is conducive to intrapreneurship. An increasing number of senior leaders 

and decision-makers within businesses are recognizing the benefits of 

nurturing rather than inhibiting intrapreneurship. This shift in thinking will 

require a new way of thinking and operating which is challenging for large 

organizations due to their size and complexity. It is therefore important to 

examine cultural implications of this kind of change as this will determine the 

types of behaviours that are tolerated and accepted within these existing 

environments.   

8.8 Future direction  

Exploratory case studies such as this one often leads to further studies. This 

often could provide more insights into how this area of research can be 

further developed.  One of the things one could think about are other 

variables that can be considered.  For example, given the rapid change of 

the new economy, digital disruption, 4th industrial revolution, new areas can 

arise. According to Accenture (2019), we are facing great disruption with an 

increasing focus on innovation. Technology and the need to innovate are in 
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being combined, which will continue to shape the future of business. Product 

innovation for example is now been overtaken by technology, talent, and new 

ecosystems are emerging. This will ultimately develop into greater 

complexity for organizations. This will require new business models to 

develop and the ate of change will start to rise exponentially. These are the 

variables that could add and evolve what Intrapreneurship could look like in 

the coming years.  

The key findings of this research; the specific employee attributes, the 

internal environmental facts, the leadership traits have furthered developed 

the framework of Antoncic and Hisrich (2001).  This framework can be 

applied within large complex organizations in order to assess their 

intrapreneurial efforts from within their organization. The revised framework 

incorporates intrapreneurs’ individual traits, such as risk taking, 

experimentation, curiosity, and perseverance. It also adds the dimensions of 

environment and leadership.  

This study focused on the marketing department of a technology firm. Other 

departments—which fell outside the scope of this project—include 

operations, finance, product development. As employees of every 

department have the potential to be intrapreneurial, future research may 

explore departmental differences and inter-departmental relations in 

intrapreneurship. This could therefore offer insights from different cross 

functional teams within the organization. Furthermore, while this research 

explored Intrapreneurship at an organizational level through employees, 

environment and leaders, in the technology industry, it may be argued that 



 251 
 

other industries are also impacted and would be a timely and relevant area of 

further research. 

Artificial intelligence, Web 4.0, mixed reality, and augmented reality could 

have profound effects across industries. These technologies would warrant 

further research around intrapreneurship and the implications and issues 

around these various industries. For example, brick and mortar retail stores 

are closing at a staggering rate. Retail closures have impacted the industry 

over the past couple of years, and these closures are expected to continue to 

rise. This has been a direct result of the online space (Deloitte 2019). This 

industry could benefit from reinventing business models, operating structures 

which all require innovation from the inside out; a possible intrapreneurial 

strategy. A possible road map could be the following taking into 

consideration environmental implications.  Accordingly, the following 

research questions may be explored in future research: 

Question 1: What does intrapreneurship look like in a cross-functional study 

considering various teams within organisations? What are the dynamics 

between human resources professionals, marketing professionals, and 

engineers?  

Question 2: Will new skills be required of intrapreneurs?  Will new skills 

emerge that will be required to take on innovation from within work 

environments?  What will the new world of work look like with automation 

now and will new skills be required that are intrapreneurial that need to be 

explored? 
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Question 3: Can intrapreneurship be measured? Can this measurement 

assess the level or degree to which an organization is intrapreneurial?  

 

Previous literature has examined intrapreneurship from the firm level; this 

research has begun to address intrapreneurship from the employee 

perspective. In doing so, this research offers empirical and theoretical 

contributions to the fields of intrapreneurship, leadership, and innovation 

culture. Furthermore, this study has suggested possible directions for further 

research; these include working across various teams within the large matrix 

environment, possible new skills that may be required for intrapreneurs in the 

new world of work given technological advancements and possibly looking at 

a way to measure intrapreneurial activity. 

 The practical implications of this research can assist corporate leaders and 

human resource practitioners to develop best practices to build innovation 

and intrapreneurial corporate cultures, thereby retaining and encouraging 

intrapreneurs.   
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Appendix A 

Participant email 

Mr/Ms Participant, 

You are one of the people who have been selected to take part in a research 

study of a doctoral dissertation. In the study, you will be required to respond 

to confidential questions that are all based on your experience as an 

intrapreneur. Your name and the name of the organization that you represent 

will remain anonymous throughout the study to enhance anonymity. The 

interview will only take about an hour to complete, and it is strictly voluntary. 

Please respond to this with the date, time, and location of your choice, 

Thank you, 

 

Appendix B 

Informed consent form 

Please read this consent document carefully before you decide to participate 

in this study. 

Purpose of the study: The purpose of this study is to ensure a better 

understanding of why intrapreneurship is important within large organizations 

and how to foster a culture of intrapreneurship.  

Having an understanding of what initiates the employee’s need to begin to act 

and continue to act as an intrapreneur will allow leaders and managers to gain 

insight into the future development of new and upcoming intrapreneurs as a 
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resource to sustain a competitive advantage. When designing corporate 

structures in support of intrapreneurs, practitioners can make more informed 

decisions useful to organizations in the cultivation and sustainment of a 

positive intrapreneurial culture. Employees should benefit from the information 

gathered directly from intrapreneurs.  

Procedure: This study will be conducted through the use of semi-structured 

interviews during which the researcher will ask the research question and will 

then write down the responses provided by the individuals for analysis. The 

answers will be repeated back for clarification, and the participants will then 

be asked to confirm whether they understand that the exercise is voluntary 

and can stop at any time.  

Potential risks and benefits of participation: There are very minimal risks 

in participating in the study because of the high level of confidentiality used in 

the exercise. Code names will be used to refer to the participants, and the 

names of the selected organizations will not be used throughout the study. 

Data acquired for the study through the exercise will only be maintained by the 

researcher herself.  
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Voluntary participation  

Your participation in the study is strictly voluntary. You can withdraw from the 

study anytime you want without any penalties, and you can also refuse to 

answer any of the questions asked. 

Agreement 

I have read the procedure that is described above. I voluntarily agree to take 

part in this procedure, and I have received a copy of this consent form 

Participant: ……………………………………………………….. Date: 

……………………………………… 

Principal researcher: …………………………………….. Date: 

………………………………………… 

Appendix C 

Ethics Approval 

Ethics <ethics@bradford.ac.uk> 

Dear Rana and Chitra 

Ethics Checklist:                                EC2292 

  

Your ethics submission has been reviewed by the Chair of the Research Ethics 
Panel. 

  

I am pleased to inform you that the Chair has confirmed approval of this study, 
with no further ethical scrutiny required. 

  

NOTE that approval is for this study only, should there be any changes to your 
research, you must stop your research and inform ethics@bradford.ac.uk at 
the very earliest. 

mailto:ethics@bradford.ac.uk
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Once your changes have been reviewed and you have approval to proceed, 
you can then recommence the study. 

Failure to do so will render your approval invalid and withdrawn. 

  

Please add a sentence onto any material you share with participants 
confirming that ethics approval has been granted by the Chair of the 
Humanities, Social and Health Sciences Research Ethics Panel at the 
University of Bradford on 29th April 2016. 
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