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Abstract

Many scholars have enriched the corporate entrepreneurship literature by conducting
empirical studies examining key research questions. There have been a few meta-analytic
studies examining the impact of corporate entrepreneurship on organizational performance.
However, ours is the first meta-analytic study conducting an integrative analysis of the
determinants of corporate entrepreneurship. The current study therefore integrates the
quantitative studies done to estimate the determinants of corporate entrepreneurship through a
meta-analytic approach.We found that some meta-factorslikemanagement support,
environmental dynamism and reward system contributedsignificantly towards corporate

entrepreneurship within established firms.



Introduction

The conceptualization of ‘Corporate Entrepreneurship’(CE) has travelled its journey from
being described as a coping mechanism against hostile environment by mainly product
innovation (Peterson & Berger, 1971), through as a diversification process(Burgelman,
1983), as an individual entrepreneurship process in a firm (Pinchot, 1985) to a process of
engaging in entrepreneurial activities in an existing firm(Stopford & Baden-Fuller, 1994).
These entrepreneurial activities have been recognized as four types namely sustained
regeneration, organizational rejuvenation, strategic renewal, and domain redefinition (Covin
& Miles, 1999). In parallel to the debate to clear the ambiguity around the construct, other
attempts were made to understand the significance of CE on the financial performance of a
firm(Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Khandwalla, 1987; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Miller, 1983).
Extensive empirical work acknowledged the positive impact of CE on firm
performance(Zahra & Covin, 1995). Despite several works asserting the positive effect of
CE, its role in increasing the firm performance is often questioned. The reason behind this
scepticism lies in the fact that there is not any perfect recipe for CE. Not every firm is able to
convert its potential towards higher firm performance. Such was the distrust that CE was
started to be categorised as managerial fad(Duncan, Ginter, Rucks, & T. Douglas, 1988).
Much of this dilemma can be attributed to not knowing clearly what effects CE intentions and
actions. Although both qualitative and quantitative literature attempted to understand the

factors responsible for CE, but an integrated view of those are still missing.

This paper therefore attempts to build a meta analytic analysis of asserted determinants of
selected quantitative works on the topic. Adopting meta-analysis will help to get a clear
picture of the antecedents of CE by overcoming inconsistencies of sample size, measurement
methods and models used. One limitation of our study is a smaller number of quantitative
studies which explored the success factors of CE and reported the correlation within them.
The contributions made by this study can be listed below

(1) The integrated analysis of the determinants of CE will contribute towards a better
understanding of the CE process.

(2) This will act as guide to implement successful CE

(3) The integrated factors will help to give a sound base to future researchers in answering

how to leverage on the benefits of CE.



The following section of the study first gives a brief introduction of the metanalytic approach

and data selection method used. The next section reports and discusses the findings.

Data Collection and Methodology

Meta-analysis is a statistical technique used for research integration(Hunter & Schmidt,
1990).1t is a quantitative technique of integrating research. Meta-analysis uses the finding of
the previous studies as input. Meta-analysis used specific designed statistical procedures to
integrate the results of primary empirical studies. Meta-analysis create a pool of existing
literature on the topic of interest. Meta-analysis also allow the researcher to compensate the
quality difference in the existing studies by correcting the difference in the sample and effect
sizes(Hunter & Schmidt, 1990, 2004).

There are two type of meta-analysis studies exist in the current literature:

1. First type of the meta-analysis is guided by the one or two theories and focuses on
either the relationship between two variable of interest or variation in the single
variable across the different group of respondents(Palich, Cardinal, & Miller, 2000;
Stewart Jr. & Roth, 2004).

2. Second type of the meta-analysis focus on a particular single construct of interest and
its relationship with a large number of meta factors. This type of studies integrate the
large number of heterogeneous theoretical grounds aiming in explaining the focal
construct relationship with various meta factors(Gerwin & Barrowman, 2002;
Montoya-Weiss & Calantone, 1994).

The current study focus on a single construct on interest as “Corporate Entrepreneurship”
using various theoretical ground and meta factors. We have used second type of meta-
analysis strategy to examine and correct the potential antecedents of corporate

entrepreneurship.

This study explores and defines the means of corporate entrepreneurship in the existing
literature. Primary studies use such terms as corporate venturing, innovation, strategic
renewal, intrapreneurship to describe corporate entrepreneurship. One of the important
criterion of selection of the studies was presence of the correlation matrix in the articles,

because correlation coefficient serve as input in the statistical analysis of meta-analysis. This



allow to compare the empirical studies with the same characteristics and help to integrate the

results of primary studies.

First step of the meta-analysis is to collect the relevant studies articles. We have used
SCOPUS database for the search relevant articles. We have used Combination of keywords:
Corporate Entrepreneurship, Intrapreneurship, Corporate Venturing, corporate strategic
renewal, corporate innovation with antecedents, determinants and success factors. Figure:1, is
showing the article search strategy. First, we searched the all possible combination of the
above mentioned keywords in the SCOPUS and Business Source Ultimate (EBSCO)
database , which results in the 368 articles. We have not limited the articles as per the ranking
the journals as done in the narrative review studies but we have taken all the possible relevant
articles by ignoring the journal ranking to maintain the spirit of the meta-analysis (Hunter and
Schmidt, 1990). After reading the abstract, we find 67 articles relevant to the study. As
correlation coefficient is the main input of the meta-analysis. We have removed the articles
without reporting correlation matrix which resulted in the 39 usable primary studies. There
were also measurement issue in the Corporate Entrepreneurship measure in the studies which

leaded to a final sample of 26 studies.

Figure:1, Flow chart of article collection for literature review



Protocol for Meta-analysis

We have used the method suggested by Hunter and Schmidt (2004) . We have used
correlation coefficient from the primary studies for the correction based on the sample size
and reliability. The advantage of the Hunter and Schmidt model is that it allows for the
random effect model instead of the fixed effect model to analyse the meta-factors (Hunter and
Schmidt, 2004). The fixed effect model assumes that the correlation between the independent
variable and the dependent variable is exactly the same true correlation in the all studies used
in the meta-analysis. It will cause inconsistent because the measurement of the independent
and the dependent variables vary across the studies. The random effect model allow for the
variation in the population parameters across the studies used in the meta-analysis(Hunter and
Schmidt, 2004). The measurement and the population parameters vary across the primary

studies in our sample so we have used random effect model for meta-analysis.

We have used the following steps to correct he measurement error and sample size correction
across the studies ((Hunter and Schmidt, 2004)):

1. First we have collected the sample size and the correlation coefficient in all the
primary studies which are having corporate entrepreneurship as the dependent
variable. All the correlation coefficient related to the explanatory variables with
dependent variable corporate entrepreneurship are collected.

2. We have calculated the weighted average correlation coefficient for the particular
meta-factor from the primary studies. That is the sample size corrected correlation

coefficient.

Y Ni * Ri
Y.Ni

avg_r =

Where, avg_r is sample weighted average corrected correlation coefficient, Ni is the sample
size for the each meta-factor in the primary study, Ri is the Pearson correlation coefficient in

the primary study.

3. Further we have calculated the sample, error and population variance. Sample
variance is the variance in the correlation coefficient for the particular meta-factor

from the primary studies.



YNi x (Ri — avg_r)?

Sample Variance =

Y Ni
1 — avg_r)?
Error Variance = ﬂ
avg Ni—1

Ni
Where, avgy; = ra

Where, K = number of the primary for the particular meta-factor.
Further we have calculated the population variance:

Population Variation = Sample Variance — Error Variance

4. The correlation coefficient can be corrected for the reliability of the measured
used in the study. Hunter and Schmidt (2014) suggested the following relation for

the correction for reliability:

avg_r

corr.r = ———
- Vrel(r,y)

Where, corr_r is the corrected correlation coefficient, rel(r,y) is the reliability
correction for the measurement of the dependent variable. Reliability can be
estimated as:

Population Variance

I(r,y) =
rel(r,y) Sample Variance

5. Further we have calculated the confidence interval for the corrected effect size at
the 95% confidence interval.

Results and Discussion

Although the overall aim of the articles selected for the meta-analysis is to estimate the
antecedents of Corporate Entrepreneurship, but different measures of the same construct has

been used in different studies. Below is a summary of the measures used in the final list of 26



articles. Table:1, is having the details of the variable used to measure the construct corporate

entrepreneurship and their respective references to adopt the measures.

Table:1, Dependent variable used to measure corporate entrepreneurship

Dependent Variable

References

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Martin-Rojas, Garcia-Morales, &
Garcia-Sanchez, 2011)

Entrepreneurial Intensity

(Petzer, Meyer, Svensson, &
Villiers-Scheepers, 2012)

Intrapreneurship

(Woo, 2018)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Daryani, Karimi, & Daryani, 2012)

Organizational and individual
innovativeness

(Rutherford & Holt, 2007)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Kakapour, Morgan, Parsinejad, & Wieland,
2016)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Jahanshahi, Nawaser, & Brem, 2018)

R&D intensity

(Judge, Liu-Thompkins, Brown, &
Pongpatipat, 2015)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Eddleston, Kellermanns, & Zellweger,
2012)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Wood, Holt, Reed, & Hudgens, 2008)

Intrapreneurship

(Rigtering & Weitzel, 2013)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Kearney, Hisrich, & Antoncic, 2013)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Boone, Lokshin, Guenter, & Belderbos,
2019)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Turrd, Urbano, & Peris-Ortiz, 2014)

Corporate Entrepreneurial Intention

(Fini, Grimaldi, Marzocchi, & Sobrero,
2012)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Kellermanns & Eddleston, 2006)

Corporate Entrepreneurship Capability

(Scheepers, Hough, & Bloom, 2008)

Innovation Performance

(Szambelan & Jiang, 2019)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Martin-Rojas, Garcia-Morales, &
Gonzalez-Alvarez, 2019)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Yuan, Bao, & Olson, 2017)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Holt, Rutherford, & Clohessy, 2007)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Kemelgor, 2002)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Chen, Tang, Jin, Xie, & Li, 2014)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Martin-Rojas, Garcia-Morales, & Bolivar-
Ramos, 2013)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(Heavey, Simsek, Roche, & Kelly, 2009)

Corporate Entrepreneurship

(An, Zhao, Cao, Zhang, & Liu, 2018)

Meta-analysis started with the collection of the correlation coefficient and the sample sizes

from the primary studies. We have identified 20 meta-factors which are having more than

two observation s from the selected studies as per represented in the Table:2. Among these



meta-factors only seven has more than 2 observation from the primary studies. Three meta-
factors as management support, environmental dynamism and reward system have more than
five observations of the correlation coefficient used in the study. The correlation coefficient
for the meta factors resource availability, openness, extraversion , environmental dynamism
and others are having variability across the studies. The direction of the relationship for the
met factors such as environmental dynamism, resource availability, neuroticism, openness
and conscientiousness with corporate entrepreneurship are varying across the studies. The
correlation coefficient for the meta-factors such as management support, autonomy,
technological distinctiveness, learning orientation and others are almost consistent across the
studies. There is a high variation in the sample size across the primary studies for all the

meta-factors.

Table:2, Sample parameters from the primary studies

Meta-factors Correlation Coefficient(Ri) Sample Size(Ni)
Tech distinctive competency 0.639 1000
0.547 160
Org learning 0.641 1000
0.437 160
Management support 0.638 1000
0.38 146
0.65 315
0.5 264
0.68 113
0.38 315
0.63 201
0.59 151
0.668 160
Autonomy 0.27 146
0.27 315
Rewards 0.27 146
0.12 315
0.42 264
0.52 113




0.27 315

0.45 151

Time availability 0.05 146
0.13 151

Org boundary 0.02 146
0.02 315

Munificence 0.23 146
0.449 ol

0.383 141

0.247 134

Dynamism 0.23 146
0.195 o1

0.334 141

0.101 134

-0.13 170

0.42 151

0.296 349

Technological Opportunity 0.24 146
0.73 315

Extraversion 0.201 473
0.06 151

Neuroticism -0.181 473
-0.11 151

Openness 0.203 473
-0.01 151

Agreeableness 0.231 473
0.08 151

Conscientiousness 0.229 473
-0.02 151

Opportunity Recognition 0.59 240
0.44 86

0.4 91




0.561 248

Learning orientation 0.66 240
0.44 151

0.579 248

Resource availability 0.09 113
-0.11 176

Risk taking propensity 0.26 200
0.415 349

Technical skills 0.05 200
0.466 201

0.626 160

Table:3, Meta-analysis results for the selected meta-factors

Meta-factors >Ni | K| Avg_ | Reliabilit | Corrected | Confidence | Significanc
r y correlatio | Interval(95% | e
(r.y) n )
Technological
distinctive 116 (0.626,
competency 0 2 10.613 | 0.782 0.693 0.761) Yes
Organisational 116 (0.492,
learning 0 2 | 0.613 | 0.948 0.630 0.767) Yes
Management 266 (0.398,
support 5 9 [ 0.581 |0.943 0.599 0.799) Yes
Autonomy 461 |2 |0.270
130 (0.066,
Rewards 4 6 | 0.307 | 0.875 0.328 0.589) Yes
(-0.078,
Time availability [ 297 |2 |[0.091 | -2.505 0.091 0.078) No
Organizational
boundary 461 | 2 | 0.020
(0.328,
Munificence 472 |4 ]10.304 | 0.387 0.489 0.650) Yes
114 (-0.098,
Dynamism 2 7 [0.218 | 0.868 0.234 0.565) Yes
Technological (0.132,
opportunity 461 |2 | 0.575 | 0.985 0.579 1.026) Yes
(0.150,
Extraversion 624 |2 | 0.167 | 0.388 0.268 0.386) Yes
- (-0.060,
Neuroticism 624 |2 |0.164 |-3.710 -0.164 0.060) No
(-0.001,
Openness 624 |2 |0.151 | 0.722 0.178 0.357) Yes




(0.148,
Agreeableness 624 |2 | 0.194 | 0.501 0.275 0.401) Yes
Conscientiousnes (-0.021,
S 624 |2 |0.169 |0.805 0.188 0.397) Yes
Opportunity (0.483,
recognition 665 |4 |0.534 | 0.737 0.622 0.760) Yes
Learning (0.451,
orientation 639 |3 |0.577 | 0.880 0.615 0.779) Yes
Resource - (-0.259,
availability 289 |2 ]0.032 |0.221 -0.068 0.124) Yes
Risk taking (0.274,
propensity 549 |2 ]0.359 |0.730 0.420 0.566) Yes
(-0.104,
Tech skills 561 |3 [0.363 | 0.963 0.370 0.844) Yes

Table:3, is showing the meta-analysis results for the meta-factors. First, we have calculated
the sample size corrected correlation coefficient for all the meta factors. This allow to take a
robust measure of the relationship among the dependent variable and the independent
variable by limiting the sample variability across the studies. Neuroticism and the resource
availability are having negative correlation with the corporate entrepreneurship and others are
having positive correlation. Meta-factors like technological distinctiveness, organizational
learning, learning orientation, management support, technology opportunity and opportunity
recognition are having very strong correlation (>0.50) with corporate entrepreneurship.
Further we have estimated the reliability for each meta-factor by the ration of population to
sample variance as per discussed in the methodology section. Then we have found corrected
correlations using the reliability estimated measures. This will give a more robust correlation
coefficient by minimizing the error due the measurement errors and variability of the meta-
factors across the studies. We have also calculated the 95% confidence interval for the
corrected correlations. We found that the two meta-factors: neuroticism and time availability
are not significant. This cannot be claimed with the reliability because the sample size used
for meta-analysis of these variable is very low (2) and not acceptable to make any conclusion

Conclusions

The meta-analysis results contribute towards the Corporate Entrepreneurship literature by
providing a holistic picture of the determinants of the process. This understanding has
practical implications for corporate entrepreneurship practitioners by assisting them to plan
successful entrepreneurial venture within the established firms. Furthermore, the clear

aggregation of the antecedents of corporate entrepreneurship will help the future researchers




to come up with process models of success of different forms of corporate entrepreneurship.
The study however is limited due to the non-availability of much of a quantitative study
estimating the determinants of corporate entrepreneurship. Therefore, there remains a scope
of improvement in future to include the forthcoming relevant studies to the meta-analysis

data of the current study.



References:

An, W., Zhao, X., Cao, Z., Zhang, J., & Liu, H. (2018). How Bricolage Drives Corporate
Entrepreneurship: The Roles of Opportunity Identification and Learning Orientation.
Journal of Product Innovation Management, 35(1), 49-65.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12377

Boone, C., Lokshin, B., Guenter, H., & Belderbos, R. (2019). Top management team
nationality diversity, corporate entrepreneurship, and innovation in multinational
firms. Strategic Management Journal, 40(2), 277-302.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2976

Burgelman, R. A. (1983). Corporate Entrepreneurship And Strategic Management: Insights
From A Process Study. Management Science, 29(12), 1349-1365.

Chen, Y., Tang, G., Jin, J., Xie, Q., & Li, J. (2014). CEOs’ Transformational Leadership and
Product Innovation Performance: The Roles of Corporate Entrepreneurship and
Technology Orientation. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 31, 2-17.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12188

Covin, J., & Miles, M. P. (1999). Corporate Entrepreneurship and the Pursuit of Competitive
Advantage. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 23(3), 47-63.
https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879902300304

Daryani, M. A., Karimi, A., & Daryani, M. A. (2012). A structural equation modeling study
on corporate entrepreneurship: The case of Iranian agricultural sector organizations.

Duncan, W. J., Ginter, P. M., Rucks, A. C., & T. Douglas, J. (1988). Intrapreneurship and the
reinvention of the corporation. Business Horizons, 31(3), 16-19.

Eddleston, K. A., Kellermanns, F. W., & Zellweger, T. M. (2012). Exploring the
Entrepreneurial Behavior of Family Firms: Does the Stewardship Perspective Explain
Differences? Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(2), 347-367.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00402.x

Fini, R., Grimaldi, R., Marzocchi, G. L., & Sobrero, M. (2012). The Determinants of
Corporate Entrepreneurial Intention Within Small and Newly Established Firms.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(2), 387-414.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00411.x

Gerwin, D., & Barrowman, N. J. (2002). An Evaluation of Research on Integrated Product
Development. Management Science, 48(7), 938-953.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.48.7.938.2818

Guth, W. D., & Ginsberg, A. R. 1. (1990). Guest Editors ’ Introduction: Corporate
Entrepreneurship. Strategic Management Journal Journal, 11(May), 5-15.

Heavey, C., Simsek, Z., Roche, F., & Kelly, A. (2009). Decision Comprehensiveness and
Corporate Entrepreneurship: The Moderating Role of Managerial Uncertainty
Preferences and Environmental Dynamism. Journal of Management Studies, 46(8),
1289-1314. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00858.x

Holt, D. T., Rutherford, M. W., & Clohessy, G. R. (2007). Corporate Entrepreneurship: An
Empirical Look at Individual Characteristics, Context, and Process. Journal of
Leadership & Organizational Studies, 13(4), 40-54.
https://doi.org/10.1177/10717919070130040701

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. (1990). Dichotomization of continuous variables: The
implications for meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75(3), 334-349.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.3.334

Jahanshahi, A. A., Nawaser, K., & Brem, A. (2018). Corporate entrepreneurship strategy: An
analysis of top management teams in SMEs. Baltic Journal of Management.
https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-12-2017-0397



Judge, W. Q., Liu-Thompkins, Y., Brown, J. L., & Pongpatipat, C. (2015). The Impact of
Home Country Institutions on Corporate Technological Entrepreneurship via R&D
Investments and Virtual World Presence. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
39(2), 237-266. https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12036

Kakapour, S., Morgan, T., Parsinejad, S., & Wieland, A. (2016). Antecedents of corporate
entrepreneurship in Iran: The role of strategic orientation and opportunity
recognition:Journal of Small Business & Entrepreneurship. Retrieved September 11,
2019, from https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/08276331.2016.1168676

Kearney, C., Hisrich, R. D., & Antoncic, B. (2013). THE MEDIATING ROLE OF
CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP FOR EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENT
EFFECTS ON PERFORMANCE. Journal of Business Economics and Management,
14(Supplement_1), S328-S357. https://doi.org/10.3846/16111699.2012.720592

Kellermanns, F. W., & Eddleston, K. A. (2006). Corporate Entrepreneurship in Family Firms:
A Family Perspective. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30(6), 809-830.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00153.x

Kemelgor, B. H. (2002). A comparative analysis of corporate entrepreneurial orientation
between selected firms in the Netherlands and the USA. Entrepreneurship & Regional
Development, 14(1), 67-87. https://doi.org/10.1080/08985620110087023

Khandwalla. (1987). Generators of pioneering innovative management: Some Indian
Evidence,lIM Ahmedabad working paper.

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (1996). Clarifying the Entrepreneurial Orientation Construct
and Linking It to Performance. The Academy of Management Review, 21(1), 135-172.

Martin-Rojas, R., Garcia-Morales, V. J., & Bolivar-Ramos, M. T. (2013). Influence of
technological support, skills and competencies, and learning on corporate
entrepreneurship in European technology firms. Technovation, 33(12), 417-430.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2013.08.002

Martin-Rojas, R., Garcia-Morales, V. J., & Garcia-Sanchez, E. (2011). The influence on
corporate entrepreneurship of technological variables. Industrial Management & Data
Systems, 111(7), 984-1005. https://doi.org/10.1108/02635571111161253

Martin-Rojas, R., Garcia-Morales, V. J., & Gonzalez-Alvarez, N. (2019). Technological
antecedents of entrepreneurship and its consequences for organizational performance.
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 147, 22—-35.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.06.018

Methods of Meta-Analysis: Correcting Error and Bias in Research Findings—John E Hunter,
Frank L. Schmidt—Google Books. (n.d.). Retrieved September 13, 2019, from
https://books.google.co.in/books?hl=en&Ir=&id=IHSBTHEmMY NgC&oi=fnd&pg=PR
15&dg=Hunter+and+Schmidt,++2004&0ts=486thZ3DVI&sig=v2XM142PTZD3Jauq
dDMOu_4Mkc8&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q=Hunter%20and%20Schmidt%2C%20%
202004 &f=false

Miller, D. (1983). The Correlates of Entrepreneurship in Three Types of Firms. Management
Science, 29(7), 770-791.

Montoya-Weiss, M. M., & Calantone, R. (1994). Determinants of new product performance:
A review and meta-analysis. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 11(5), 397—
417. https://doi.org/10.1016/0737-6782(94)90029-9

Palich, L. E., Cardinal, L. B., & Miller, C. C. (2000). Curvilinearity in the diversification—
performance linkage: An examination of over three decades of research. Strategic
Management Journal, 21(2), 155-174. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-
0266(200002)21:2<155::AID-SMJ82>3.0.CO;2-2

Peterson, R. A., & Berger, D. G. (1971). Entrepreneurship in Organizations: Evidence from
the Popular Music Industry. Administrative Science Quarterly, 16(1), 97-106.



Petzer, D., Meyer, C. D., Svensson, G., & Villiers-Scheepers, M. J. de. (2012). Antecedents
of strategic corporate entrepreneurship. European Business Review.
https://doi.org/10.1108/09555341211254508

Pinchot. (1985). Intrapreneuring: Why You Don’t Have to Leave the Corporation to Become
an Entrepreneur. New York: NY: Harper & Row.

Rigtering, J. P. C., & Weitzel, U. (2013). Work context and employee behaviour as
antecedents for intrapreneurship. International Entrepreneurship and Management
Journal, 9(3), 337-360. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-013-0258-3

Rutherford, M. W., & Holt, D. T. (2007). Corporate entrepreneurship: An empirical look at
the innovativeness dimension and its antecedents. Journal of Organizational Change
Management, 20(3), 429-446. https://doi.org/10.1108/09534810710740227

Scheepers, M. J., Hough, J., & Bloom, J. Z. (2008). Nurturing the corporate
entrepreneurship capability. 26.

Stewart Jr., W. H., & Roth, P. L. (2004). Data Quality Affects Meta-Analytic Conclusions: A
Response to Miner and Raju (2004) Concerning Entrepreneurial Risk Propensity.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(1), 14-21. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.89.1.14

Stopford, & Baden-Fuller. (1994). Creating Corporate Entrepreneurship. Strategic
Management Journal, 15(7), 521-536.

Szambelan, S. M., & Jiang, Y. D. (2019). Effectual control orientation and innovation
performance: Clarifying implications in the corporate context. Small Business
Economics. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00156-7

Turrd, A., Urbano, D., & Peris-Ortiz, M. (2014). Culture and innovation: The moderating
effect of cultural values on corporate entrepreneurship. Technological Forecasting
and Social Change, 88, 360-369. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2013.10.004

Woo, H. R. (2018). Personality traits and intrapreneurship: The mediating effect of career
adaptability. Career Development International. https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-02-
2017-0046

Wood, C. C., Holt, D. T., Reed, T. S., & Hudgens, B. J. (2008). Perceptions of Corporate
Entrepreneurship in Air Force Organizations: Antecedents and Outcomes. Journal of
Small Business & Entrepreneurship, 21(1), 117-131.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08276331.2008.10593416

Yuan, W., Bao, Y., & Olson, B. J. (2017). CEOs’ ambivalent interpretations, organizational
market capabilities, and corporate entrepreneurship as responses to strategic issues.
Journal of World Business, 52(2), 312—-326. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2016.12.009

Zahra, S. A., & Covin, J. G. (1995). Contextual Influences Entrepreneurship- Performance
Relationship: A Longitudinal Analysis. Journal of Business Venturing, 9026(94), 43—
58.



