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Abstract

One of the paths chosen by businesses to increase their competitiveness through innovation is by encouraging
employees to adopt a more entrepreneurial attitude. Although studies on Entrepreneurial Orientation have brought
important contributions, anecdotal evidences of entrepreneurial employees not affected by corporate initiatives
drive attention to managers’ roles in developing entrepreneurial behavior. We found good possible explanations
in the theory Induced vs. Autonomous Entrepreneurial Behavior. Thus, the objective of this study is to empirically
analyze the factors that inhibit or encourage entrepreneurial behavior. These factors arose from empirical research
and were consolidated based on a literature review. This is a qualitative study whose data were collected in
interviews carried out with 15 executives from different businesses in Brazil. The results showed that, while some
Entrepreneurially Oriented practices can induce employees to adopt entrepreneurial behavior, autonomous
behavior intrapreneurs are mostly stimulated by manager attitude. Managers use different approaches depending
on the type of intrapreneur whose entrepreneurial behavior is intended to be stimulated, leading to the conclusion
that managers, in some cases, play an important role in promoting Corporate Entrepreneurship.

Key words: entrepreneurial orientation; entrepreneurial behavior; induced behavior; autonomous behavior;
intrapreneur.
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Introduction

Even though there are not many scientific studies on barriers to and encouragement of practices
that promote employees’ entrepreneurial behavior, the number is clearly growing, which can be seen
from the amount of papers published in the last few years on the topic (Emmendoerfer, Valadares, &
Balbi, 2008). This rising interest in the topic can be explained by its interdisciplinary trait, broadening
the well-established nature of studies on entrepreneurship by including aspects related to organizations,
human resources, leadership, and competitive strategies. Notwithstanding the evidence of the growing
interest in the topic, empirical studies about the main barriers and practices adopted by organizations
are still incipient in academia.

The seminal study that underlies the present research was conducted by Burgelman (1983a) with
the introduction to Autonomous Strategic Behavior and Induced Strategic Behavior as the concepts
proposed to explain why some managers generate new Corporate Ventures independently from current
corporate strategy. Since then, several Corporate Entrepreneurship studies considered autonomous and
induced behavior to explain entrepreneurial behavior among employees (Burgelman, 1983b; Burgelman
& Sayles, 1986; Ferreira, 2001; Heller, 1999). While some human resource policies and practices may
induce employees to assume entrepreneurial behavior in their job duties, it is not clear why some
employees exert autonomous entrepreneurial behavior. Although some employees may have a natural
will to act entrepreneurially, we do believe that part of the autonomous behavior is stimulated by
managers’ attitudes. This has support from Burgelman’s (1983b) approach, suggesting that middle
management play a crucial role in supporting autonomous initiatives from employees, which is
confirmed by Heller’s (1999) studies on innovative projects in existing corporations. According to
Heller (1999), the capacity to create an independent organizational structure for entrepreneurial
initiatives relies much more on management’s actions than organizational systems. Nevertheless, we
believe that some managers do not serve only as corporate policies executors. Some authors, such as
Heller (1999) and Burgelman (1983b) support this idea by stating managers have an active role in
influencing employees’ entrepreneurial behavior. The same way, we can consider how managers’
behavior can also inhibit entrepreneurial attitudes of potential intrapreneurs within their teams. Through
a deep analysis of manager behavior and attitudes, we aim, with this study, to empirically analyze the
factors that inhibit or encourage entrepreneurial behavior from managers’ perspectives. The related
assumption is that, despite EO structural efforts to induce entrepreneurial behavior in employees, leaders
also play an important role in generating autonomous behavior. Managers have better conditions to
understand each team member and use concrete criteria when deciding to whom they should apply
corporate policies and for whom these same policies should be bypassed in favor of more independence
and freedom. The understanding of the differences of the elements that induce entrepreneurial behavior
between organizational structure and leader behavior is highly relevant as it may help managers direct
effective actions towards a culture that emphasizes innovation.

Induced or Autonomous Entrepreneurial Behavior

One of the difficulties found in studies about entrepreneurial behavior is that they rely on HR
practices, internal culture, corporate strategy and managers’ entrepreneurial behavior (Burgelman,
1983a). To better understand these constructs, it is important to mention the work of some researchers
who looked for explanations to the reasons that kindle entrepreneurial attitude in employees based on
existing organizational environments. Burgelman and Sayles (1986) observed that Corporate
Entrepreneurship (CE) may be formal or informal. In formal CE, or induced behavior (Ferreira, 2001;
Heller, 1999), the organization tries to facilitate, in every way, the generation of entrepreneurs and their
initiatives. To a greater or lesser extent, these businesses:
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Promote a pleasant working atmosphere, favor new ideas, properly reward entrepreneurs, value
trials and experimentations, propose important projects to people who feel stimulated before
challenges, eliminate or reduce barriers that may hinder entrepreneurs’ initiative, keep broad and
open communication structures, and take other actions that favor innovative initiatives from their
employees. (Hashimoto, 2006, p. 79).

Informal CE (Burgelman, 1983b), also called employees’ autonomous behavior (Ferreira, 2001;
Heller, 1999), is when an organization does not favor the creation of a proper atmosphere for corporate
innovation. Entrepreneurs that arise under such adverse and aggressive circumstances have their skills
shaped by these circumstances (Ronen, 1988). In these cases, intrapreneurs

Are likely to already have some personality traits, such as determination, perseverance, creativity,
and boldness because they will put their jobs at risk, face stringent hierarchical structures and lack
of support and incentive and they will have to face repeated rejection to their ideas and proposals,
overcome bureaucracy and act clandestinely. These intrapreneurs are rare, but valuable to any
type of organization (Hashimoto, 2006, p. 79).

Therefore, intrapreneurs in organizations that formally promote entrepreneurial behavior
(induced) are different from intrapreneurs in organizations that do not encourage entrepreneurial
behavior (autonomous) (Figure 1).

Corporate

Entrepreneurial

Autonomous
Behavior

Induced
Behavior

Figure 1. Informal and Formal CE Influences on Employees’ Entrepreneurial Behavior.
Source: elaborated by the authors.

The organization that formally has an internal structure to induce employees’ entrepreneurial
behavior can adopt known practices and an Entrepreneurial Orientation, covered in the next section.

Entrepreneurial Orientation

During the past 10 years, the literature has developed several lines of thinking to explain the
entrepreneurial behavior phenomena. Some of them have explored the concepts of Entrepreneurial
Orientation (EO) and Intrapreneurship (IP). Generally speaking, we can understand that EO studies the
organization, whereas IP studies the individual within the organization. Whereas EO refers to
businesses’ practices to encourage their employees to adopt entrepreneurial behavior within their
activities, IP studies the employees that, regardless of the presence or absence of organizational
encouragement, spontaneously adopt entrepreneurial behavior, promoting changes and improvements
at all organizational levels. Organizations-related studies exert more interest from scholars than a single
employee. On one hand, IP was the subject presented in 48 articles since 2005, in all indexed peer-
reviewed journals. On the other hand, 21 articles on EO were found since 2005, but only in
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Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, the most referenced journal in the field of entrepreneurship.
Additionally, the drop in the publication of articles on IP (42) between 2000 and 2013 contrasts with the
growing number of studies on EO (225) in the same period.

The international academic community studies EO as a construct that explains entrepreneurial
behavior (Covin & Lumpkin, 2011) in which ‘employees pursue opportunities regardless of the
resources they run’ (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990, p. 497). The three EO dimensions originated in Miller’s
studies (1983 as cited in Miller, 2011): (a) Innovativeness — Organizations that promote
entrepreneurship innovate by creating or improving products, services, processes, businesses, markets,
alternatives to materials, and structural changes in the organization; (b) Proactiveness — Proactive
organizations anticipate and take advantage of opportunities to fulfill future needs of a market, leaving
competitors behind and making the best use of available resources; (c) Risk taking — Every
entrepreneurial initiative involves risks to some level. The higher the innovation factor, the higher the
uncertainty, an essential component of risk, along with probability.

The importance of studies on EO as a behavioral phenomenon of organizations is based on recent
arguments from Covin and Lumpkin (2011), who mention that entrepreneurial attributes that are present
in EO are related to business dimensions such as culture, atmosphere, and organizational behavior as
the dominating logic, instead of seeing EO as a dispositional phenomenon (businesses that formally
promote activities to encourage an expected behavior). This discussion, among others, has been
conducted in the international academic community since the late 1990s. Induced and autonomous
behavior, from the EO viewpoint, gains a new nuance. For better understanding, the following table
describes the first three components: innovativeness, autonomy, and risk:

Table 1

Induced and Autonomous Corporate Entrepreneurship from the Scope of the Components of
Entrepreneurial Orientation

Dimensions of EO  Autonomous CE Induced CE

Innovativeness The idea spontaneously comes to the
intrapreneur, according to the needs and
circumstances he/she faces. The nature of
these ideas is mostly pragmatic and
transactional, and is usually of low

complexity.

The intrapreneur only has the idea because
the organization has created a proper
environment for ideas to emerge, flourish,
and turn into effective results for the
organization. The nature of these ideas is
mostly institutional and corporate.

Proactiveness The intrapreneur does not receive any
formal directives from the organization to
act in favor of a project. Instead, he/she
takes the initiative to initiate an action that
he/she believes in, and assumes the
responsibility for the success or failure of

his/her initiatives.

The intrapreneur only follows through with
his/her idea if the organization formally
approves of it. From that point on, he/she
has the power to execute the idea with
resources that are made available for that
end.

Risk taking

Because the initiative is clandestine, all the
risk lies with the intrapreneur, and none of
it with the organization, which believes it

has the right to punish intrapreneurs. If the

As for organizational approval, the risk of
the initiative lies with the organization, not
with the intrapreneur, who feels free to
execute his/her idea, and is not afraid of

intrapreneur fails, he/she pays for
exercising informal power.

being punished if it fails.

Note. Source: elaborated by the authors.

In autonomous behavior, intrapreneurs will exist whether or not the organization is
entrepreneurially oriented. In light of these factors, the results of this study will be analyzed to identify
which barriers hinder entrepreneurial behavior and what incentives encourage such behavior. Even
though the study focuses on EO for induced behavior, we cannot fail to carry on an analysis together
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with actions from leaders towards employees and to identify, in some way, the existence of autonomous
behavior in case it is directly responsible for the business’ survival and competitiveness in a dynamic
market.

Methodology

Qualitative research is a group of interpretation and material practices that make the world visible.
The theoretical perspective that involves qualitative research within the scope of this study is based on
traditions of symbolic interactionism and phenomenology when considering subjects’ points of view
(Flick, 2009). Even so, the construction of categories is also based on some findings from the literature.
In qualitative research, in general, an inductive approach is adopted, aiming to generate new theories
and explanations (Gibbs, 2009) — in this case, to explain the antecedents of autonomous entrepreneurial
behavior. That means that researchers use hypotheses generated during the research itself, in addition to
the hypotheses originating from a previously established theoretical reference framework (Glaser &
Strauss, 1999; Silverman, 2001). For this reason, this paper does not present any hypotheses. The
hypotheses arose from the data during the analysis and were commented on in light of the theory
investigated.

The qualitative method proved to be the most appropriate to answer the question in this research,
which aimed to analyze the factors that facilitate or inhibit entrepreneurial behavior within
organizations. Among the qualitative techniques available for data collection, we chose a semi-
structured interview, using a flexible script, allowing the interviewees to freely express their ideas and
experience. The script has broad questions that lead the way to develop the necessary constructs for data
analysis. Companies were chosen from a database with a sample of Brazilian companies that participated
in a large study about Corporate Entrepreneurship in Latin America (Kantis & Drucaroff, 2009),
involving Brazil and also Argentina and Chile in 2008. That research was sponsored by the Fondo
Multilateral de Inversiones (Multilateral Investment Funds [FOMIN]) from the Banco Interamericano
de Desarollo (Inter-american Bank of Development [BID]). The respondents to this study were
executives involved with concerns related to Corporate Entrepreneurship and/or Innovation. The
criterion established to choose the companies for this research considered businesses with high levels of
Entrepreneurial Orientation. The criteria to choose the interviewees are related to the importance of field
experience as a leader and intrapreneur in businesses of medium to high complexity, in organizations
that value and support an entrepreneurial culture.

These executives tend to have a set of skills, high personal maturity, deep professional experience
and previous knowledge about Corporate Entrepreneurship that enable them to have better perception
of people and processes that contribute to encourage and promote entrepreneurial behavior in their
teams, in addition to their accessibility and acceptance to participate in this study. Ignoring these criteria
would mean that the sample of interviewees could not bring us relevant information for the research.
The intention of being very selective of the criteria was to reduce the risk of including non-qualified
executives in regards to the study objectives. Thus, the criteria were: to have a relevant position in
creating a proper environment for innovation, and to play a major role in promoting EO; to have previous
experience, whether as leader or as participant of intrapreneurial projects; to have more than 10 years of
professional experience; to have worked for at least two big business organizations, national or
multinational; to be in a high-management position for at least two years; and to have, at least, 50 direct
or indirect subordinates. We also selected people who work in different areas of the organizations; not
only representatives from business areas, but also from support areas, such as human resources, finance,
accounting, marketing, legal, and controllership. To ensure diversity in respondents, we invited
executives with different education levels, in different areas of practice, and from different geographic
locations.

Fifteen executives participated in the study. Most interviews were carried out in the interviewees’
workplaces, but others were conducted by telephone because of distance or difficulties in finding a
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common agenda for a personal meeting. Nevertheless, no losses were observed in the quality of the
information given. The average duration of the interviews was 90 minutes. In all cases, in person or by
telephone, there were two stages. In the first stage, the questions were related to factors that characterize
the entrepreneurial behaviors that were openly presented and not directed. In the second stage, we
included a previous explanation of the concept of entrepreneurial behavior to make sure that all subjects
had the same understanding of it. After that, the main arguments from the first answer were explored,
but, this time, directed to possible explanations of EO antecedents within the organization.

The interviewees also described in-depth the factors that, in their opinion, could hinder or promote
the generation of intrapreneurs. Also, it is worth recognizing the role that each organization plays in
treating information, in a sense related to the credibility of the data provided by the interviewees, the
unmentioned objectives that fulfill the expectations of this study, confirming interferences of other
people, verifying, or not, the relevance of the items categorized by the researcher. To that end, we
analyzed the corporate environment and asked for clarification of matters that remained hazy when we
first read the interview, getting as close as possible to inferences and to reliability when treating data
interpretation. Transcription is an important step to interpret data. There are many transcription systems
available, with different levels of preciseness (Flick, 2009). In this study, we chose literal transcription.
The analysis of the interview transcripts aimed to identify relevant, regular, and repeated patterns,
leading to the analytical categories described below. Even though the frequency of an item’s instances
led it to be categorized, we did not reject sole aspects and observations that, together with repeated
elements, led to a broader perception and understanding of the studied phenomenon.

Data were analyzed through two procedures. In the first one, after reading the transcripts, data
were organized based on theme content analysis, which, according to Hsieh and Shannon (2005),
contributes to the categorization of answers and to validate or understand the concepts of a theory — in
this case, Entrepreneurial Orientation and Entrepreneurial Behavior. After the key concepts were
defined, we carried out a technique called content analysis, proposed by Bardin (1977). We chose to
follow this gualitative approach because of the nature, objective, and specificity of the collected data.
Consequently, it was possible to structure data through theme content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005),
focusing on uncovering meaning nuclei that compose communication (Bardin, 1977). Thus, there was
no intention to list registers; the idea was to understand these meaning nuclei and the connections among
them.

Initially, the theory was the corner stone to build categories. However, once we analyzed the
responses, we observed that some testimonies were different from the assumptions found in the theory,
and, therefore, other categories were created, for a total of ten. In this group of categories, we found the
factors that inhibit or incentive entrepreneurial behavior. The categories were: information flow,
institutionalized practices, organizational structure, internal atmosphere, tolerance to mistakes,
creativity, freedom, rewarding, personnel qualification, and support from directors. These categories
will be analyzed next.

Presentation of results
Profile of the interviewees

Fifteen executives were chosen according to previously set criteria that are in line with this
research’s problem. All of them work in businesses that have at least 200 employees; that are present in
different parts of the country; of private (national or foreign) capital; from different economic sectors;
publicly traded or privately held; and have been operating for, at least, 10 years. There were 14 men and
one woman, from 29 to 54 years old. Six interviewees lead human resources departments, three lead
innovation departments, and the others work in different areas, such as communication, documentation
and projects. All of them have leadership positions.
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Data classification

Data were classified according to the premises discussed in the theoretical references because
they have consistent fundaments that explain the barriers and encouragements to the EO of the studied
businesses. However, the data collected in the interviews contributed to the group of factors, and, to
facilitate comprehension, we chose to keep them in the same order we found in the literature, followed
by the factors we organized based on the field research, highlighting the interviewees’ opinions.

1. Information flow. The uncertainty surrounding innovation is better solved through some
adjustments resulting from free information flow. Free, intense trade of information among participants
helps informal structures access the necessary skills and data (Kanter, 1983, 1989; Pinchot, 1985; Van
de Ven, 1986). Formal or informal, information flow must be open to all levels so that questions of any
nature may be asked by any employee from any level and department of the organization (Marvel,
Griffin, Hebda, & Vojak, 2007). In addition to diversity of communication channels, the authors point
out that most innovations originate from the meeting of many types of knowledge promoted by the
diversity of skills when analyzing these sources of information. The executives interviewed seek to
promote a culture of transparency in information. Even though, for most of them, it is important that
people have better, broader knowledge about the business, operations, and market, they recognize that
it is useless to wait until you have all the information to make a decision:

“In some industries, the future is uncertain. There is no point in trying to predict ... Tomorrow is built with
today’s actions.... Wake up in the morning and see which direction the wind is blowing to. In our business,
we need to improvise.” [E3].

The respondents make more use of the institutional communication structures, such as corporate
intranet and strategic planning meetings, but they believe that true intrapreneurs proactively search for
information, regardless of the effectiveness of the institutional communication mechanisms:

“Whenever an individual has an idea, he looks for the information he needs, talks to people he needs to talk
to, looks for the documents he needs... He doesn’t sit and wait for the data to fall into his lap.” [E7].

We noticed that information flow through the organization is not as important as the amount of
available information for encouraging entrepreneurial behavior from employees, something which has
not been reported in the literature. Thus, we can infer that industries that are more dynamic, mutable,
and less structured and organized have the same difficulty in accessing information that is relevant for
decision-making, something which does not prevent them from being entrepreneurial.

2. Institutionalized practices. As an organization grows and becomes more complex, there is
greater necessity to establish levels of hierarchy, authorization levels, job descriptions, standardized
processes, periodic meetings, and other practices that bring order, organization and control, in order to
avoid chaos in large organizations. Without these actions, quality fluctuates, schedules are not followed,
control is lost, clients are unduly charged, capital is wasted, and employees find loopholes to circumvent
the system (Morris, Allen, Schindehutte, & Avila, 2006). In organizations that promote entrepreneurial
behavior, however, these rules, standards, controls, and procedures restrict and limit actions from
intrapreneurs, stagnating an organization’s innovative ability (Morris & Kuratko, 2002; Russell &
Russell, 1992). All interviewees admit that there is bureaucracy in their businesses. They easily
understand how bureaucracy discourages changes that lead to innovation and specific improvements.
They commonly realize that some internal departments stick too much to the rules, procedures, policies,
and standards, and that they give little freedom to implement different things. They complain that people
waste too much time fulfilling obligations that have little value to the business. There were more
complaints like that in organizations with more than three thousand employees and in multinationals,
where control and strategies are concentrated. Few interviewees recognize their own roles in creating
rules, standards, and procedures that hinder the generation of ideas from other departments.
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“When | was younger, | used to think that all this bureaucracy was excessive, but nowadays | recognize
that it is necessary in a corporation like ours because there are a lot of people and they need some guidance,
control, rules. This is inevitable, but there should be some flexibility because not everyone in here needs
rules.” [E11].

There is some effort to minimize the effects of bureaucracy as much as possible, within their own
structure. Some measures for that purpose were mentioned, such as semi-autonomous work groups,
decentralization, and the delegation of new responsibilities to lower levels of hierarchy.

“In the case of some employees, | listen to their initiatives and complaints on how difficult it is to do some
things here. When | think that they need some incentive, | do what | can, whatever is within my reach, to
remove some of the barriers from their way, but that is not always possible.” [E1].

As a whole, the interviewed managers try to facilitate things for their subordinates. The only
contrary opinion was stated by E7:

“Rules are necessary. The more, the merrier ... that’s how we see the real entrepreneurs; who is more
creative to overcome these limitations.” [E7].

This statement contradicts previous studies and can be partially explained by Burgelman (1983a)
with the concept of autonomous entrepreneurial behavior. According to him, whenever the organization
does not proactively create an environment that is proper for the innovative culture, most employees do
not undertake entrepreneurial initiatives, but a few of them see the limited resources, excessive rules,
and the unrelenting and inflexible flow of processes as challenges to be overcome by people with
entrepreneurial profiles. This opinion coincides with the interviewee’s statement that rules are not only
necessary, but also helpful in identifying intrapreneurs.

3. Organizational structure. Flat structures with few hierarchical levels put the top of
organizations closer to operational levels, accelerating decision-making and facilitating the development
of innovative proposals and ideas (Marvel et al., 2007). The leaner the structures, the less they depend
on formal communication channels, consequently favoring the flow of information that feeds the ability
to identify opportunities and develop innovative ideas (Farrell, 1993). Moreover, organizations with
less-centralized structures tend to generate more ideas then centralized organizations because managers
have more autonomy and control on resources, making it possible for more creative ideas to be used
(Mintzberg, 2008; Pierce & Delbecq, 1977). Participating in decisions on the innovation of decentralized
structures leads to more commitment to the innovation (Hage & Aiken, 1970; Wright, Kroll, & Parnell,
2000).

“Seldom does a director visit the factory floor. He doesn’t go; he thinks it is not up to someone in his
position. Everything he knows about the company comes from reports, graphs, and team meetings.” [E3].

“There are too many hierarchical levels separating the base and the top of the pyramid. One cannot expect
that the upper management is interested in what is happening at the operational level. That is why hierarchy
was created, but I think that, sometimes, the Gods should visit the Earth.” [E9].

None of the interviewees presented any evidence that they adopt ad hoc or organic structures.
One of the characteristics of the interview with open-ended questions is that the interviewee can give
spontaneous, unexpected answers that are not based on the literature. One of these answers was given
when an interviewee was asked about the organizational structure adopted:

“Job titles only get in the way of things ... sometimes, it’s better when people don’t know who I am.” [E1].

Job titles determine their position in the hierarchy; therefore, they are essential in the classic
approach to organizational studies. Notwithstanding this positivist conclusion, it is possible that, as
stated by the interviewee, job titles are reason for discrimination in organizations, in a sense that people
feel inhibited from stating their opinions openly and clearly before someone of a higher position. As
employees from higher positions strip themselves of symbols of power, other employees, from the
viewpoint of the autonomous entrepreneurial behavior, feel closer and freer to give their ideas and
contributions without any fear of being punished for daring (Pinchot, 1985).
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4. Internal Climate. The influence of a good internal working climate that is appropriate for
entrepreneurship is often mentioned in literature (Collins, 2001; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Morris,
Kuratko, & Covin, 2008; Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990). A favorable environment to uncertainty and
ambiguity is good because it keeps people alert and minimizes the feeling of preservation of the status
quo (Morris & Kuratko, 2002). Research that relates uncertainty and innovation shows that, the greater
the uncertainty, the richer the sources of innovation opportunities, such as changes made prior to
demands, new technologies, or relationships among competitors (Utterback, 1971). Kimberly and
Evanisko (1981) noted that many attempts to promote innovation failed because of internal resistance
to ambiguous situations (Russell & Russell, 1992). The interviewees had no problems in putting into
words the influence of environmental aspects, easily noticed in statements like: “people here are
responsible for one another” [E2]; or “people here aren’t arrogant” [E7]; and “we see that everybody is
proud to say that they work in this company” [E11].

They also state that, in a way, their organizations succeeded in having their employees relate to
them. Even though spontaneous answers describe the interviewees’ business organizations as having
good working climate, these answers do not say, specifically, whether or not the organizations’ culture
allows the creation of an environment that is favorable to change and innovation. Some authors believe
that, in environments of mutual trust and commitment, any intrapreneurial project is much more easily
implemented (Kuratko & Hodgetts, 2008). However, a great part of the interviewees admits that
receptiveness to change and to new ideas is still rare. The belief that past success leads to future success
makes people resistant to changes that may alter this status.

This realization is more common among interviewees from organizations that were undergoing
deep changes in business, which is supported by Miller (2011), who points out countless studies that
relate leaders’ EO to impacts caused by many levels of organizational changes. People do not know
what to expect from the future, and they feel insecure in uncertain environments. The interviewees try
to show the long-term picture, but they do not consider this enough to reduce the insecurity caused by
changes. According to them, there is this belief of “why mess with success?” [E10]. Even organizations
that “are not successful”” and still need to “get there” lack a bolder attitude, both from leaders and from
subordinates, to have the courage to accept environmental provocations to change a preexisting situation
[E8]. Incongruently, one of the interviewees stated that aggressive environments like that may favor the
formation of entrepreneurial culture:

“People do need to feel afraid. Afraid of losing their jobs, afraid of failing. Very often, things only happen
when people are afraid.” [E4].

We could not find much research that indicates the role played by fear in entrepreneurial behavior,
only one study by Covin and Slevin (1989) on the influence of hostile environments on intrapreneurial
behavior. In entrepreneurship, we found studies on entrepreneurship by necessity (Machado, 2010),
which indicate that many entrepreneurs start their own enterprises out of necessity, usually because of
the lack of opportunities in the job market.

5. Tolerance to mistakes. Tolerance to mistakes is the willingness to dispose of significant
resources to take opportunities that have some chance to fail. No enterprise is free from the risk of
failure. The greater the uncertainty, the more unpredictable the results are. Risks comprise three basic
factors: anomalies or variations to which products, processes, and services are subject; the probability
of occurrence of such anomalies; and the seriousness of the consequences of the occurrences. These are
the elements that entrepreneurs take into consideration when they calculate the risks of an enterprise
(Longenecker & Schoen, 1975).

Wiklund and Shepherd (2011) reinforce the importance of mistakes in the process of generating
initiatives of high and quick performance. In general, this level of performance is reached through ideas
of an intrinsically disruptive nature, with few comparative references and, therefore, subject to high rates
of failure. Related to the previous item, receptiveness to changes, the lack of tolerance to mistakes and
failures that people make when they are trying to do something different were the two factors that
received the worst evaluation from interviewees: “Mistakes aren’t accepted” [E4]; “Quality is the rule,
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and the rule is zero flaws” [E9]; “People hide their mistakes” [E2]. Even though they recognize that, to
innovate, it is frequently necessary to attempt to do something that has never been done, which may lead
to mistakes and failures, the lack of tolerance to mistakes is perceived as punishment imposed if they
attempt something different, and it does not work, leading people to abandon any initiative that may
break from this pattern.

According to some interviewees, there is a discourse being spread in the organizations that
encourages attempts, as long as they are controlled and supervised, approved and oriented by the leaders.
Other interviewees stated that their organizations stimulate the culture of continuous improvement and
that, in this context, mistakes are undesirable. We could note, from the discourse, that the ability to
tolerate mistakes is more related to each manager than to institutional policies.

“Depending on who made the mistake, his reputation, and the reasons for the mistakes, | take everything
into consideration and leave it be, but always with a message to be more careful next time.” [ES8].

“l do not have any problems in forgiving mistakes; nobody is perfect ... Now, if the person made the
mistake again for the same reason, that means he hasn’t learned the lesson, then I’ll reprimand him.” [E5].

Thus, it is possible that, within one organization, there are managers that tolerate mistakes from
their employees, and others that do not, regardless of the organizational vision.

6. Creativity. The search for creative, unusual solutions to face existing problems and needs may
present in the form of new technology or processes, and is related to the innovativeness of organizations
(Schumpeter, 1934). The wish to innovate comes from the feeling of belonging, responsibility, and
property that arises from the employee’s intrinsic motivations (Morris & Kuratko, 2002). Overall, the
interviewees believe that innovation is limited to releasing new products and services. There is this
unjustified belief that innovation can only come from labs, especially according to representatives from
some economic sectors. Nevertheless, some people consider that innovation is part of any process, and
everybody should get involved in the generation of these innovations.

Few organizations in this study have formal programs to encourage new ideas from the
employees. These programs are still at the earliest stages and lack effective mechanisms to reward and
obtain concrete results from these ideas. They still need to evolve and develop. When we asked the
interviewees to mention some examples of ideas that were generated in these programs, we realized that
the projects (or simply initiatives) do not present much innovation and may be considered, at best,
improvements to existing processes, for example, reducing paper waste, increasing the use of stairs
instead of elevators, reducing problems with absences, suggesting new HR benefits for employees,
improving the organization of information in the corporate intranet, etc. Because the quantity and quality
of these programs are not in the scope of this study, we only explored the interviewees’ actions when
members from their team participate in these programs and have their ideas approved. We concluded
that, even though the ideas are approved by a committee that was created specifically to this end, they
are rarely followed through with definitive results and planned, for many reasons reported by the
respondents.

“Everybody here wants to innovate, wants to be like Kaka®™ ... This is terrible. Truth is: we need even the
conservatives.” [E5].

“Making a suggestion is not the same as innovating, let alone being an entrepreneur. Few people take the
next step and put their ideas into action.” [E10].

“People always have excuses: either there is no time, or no help, or there is some other priority ... This
way, it is easy, isn’t it?.” [E8].

The surprising statement made by E5, contrary to the opinions of other executives that are strongly
in favor of innovators even though many projects are not concluded. However, it made us reflect on the
real necessity to endeavor a global effort for new ideas from the employees. The unyielding truth is that
not everybody can develop their creativity and, even though they are efficient in other areas, they may
feel discriminated against if the internal climate is deeply based on the need to have ideas. The business
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that E7 works at, for example, includes among the annual evaluation criteria the participation and
performance in internal program of ideas. According to the respondent, this does not make any sense
because, even though many people are not creative, that does not mean that they should be given less
value. According to E2, the situation is more complicated because, when people are pushed into having
ideas, the ideas are not good and have to be rejected, which causes higher frustration than when
participation is voluntary. These positions coincide with the findings by Hornsby, Kuratko and
Montagno (1999). The paradox faced by leaders of organizations that are oriented towards
entrepreneurship has been on how to reject bad ideas from employees without discouraging them from
continuing to contribute other ideas. If, on the one hand, extensive campaigns to promote the generation
of ideas are effective; on the other hand, they cannot support all ideas that are generated because there
is the clear necessity to reject ideas of low value or because there is not enough budget and structure to
implement all of them.

7. Freedom. Autonomy is important for the entrepreneur to have the authority to grasp
entrepreneurial opportunities with perseverance, adaptability, and tolerance to mistakes (Morris et al.,
2006), whether to introduce new products and services into the market, or to adopt new administrative
techniques, processes, and technologies (Covin & Miles, 1999). Once they have autonomy,
entrepreneurs can outline objectives, decide on the use of resources, and choose strategies of action. We
noticed that about a half of the interviewees stated that they do not think their subordinates are
trustworthy or that they should have more freedom to act without consulting their superiors, whereas
others state that freedom is essential for individual initiatives to be generated and turned into results.
When looking for explanations for these inconsistencies, we noticed that there is a combination in the
relationship between leaders and subordinates that justifies each type of behavior.

Restrictions to freedom and higher control can be seen in executives that have little confidence in
their subordinates, both in those who are not mature enough to enjoy freedom and in those who overstep
limits when they have the slightest autonomy. On the other hand, the interviewees that give more
freedom to their subordinates showed dissatisfaction and disappointment when they give autonomy to
people that they consider underprepared. However, they state that they do it because it is the only way
through which they can know their subordinates’ profiles. The statements also point out that employees
that have a greater understanding of the business, activity, strategy, and company are more likely to be
given more autonomy, as in the case of people who “are older and more experienced” [E9]; “have
worked in different departments” [E2]; or “have worked longer in that organization” [E11]. Some of the
interviewees also stated that their own behavior inspired trust throughout the rest of the hierarchical
chain. They stated that many employees are not accustomed to freedom and autonomy; they do not know
what to do, they expect some directions, and they are lost when there are no references to guide them.

“Yes, | give them autonomy, but not to everyone, just to those who deserve and know what to do with it. It
may sound cruel, but the truth is: many people get disoriented and even criticize the lack of directives.”
[E5].

“To many people, you have to be really clear not only about what you want, but also HOW they should do
it. They can’t do anything by themselves.” [E4].

8. Rewarding. In organizations that are entrepreneurially oriented, all intrapreneurs are
recognized and rewarded for their efforts, regardless of the success of their enterprise. This is the posture
that most reflects the ability of the organization to accept risks (Hashimoto, 2006). Virtually all
interviewees state that the organization has formal incentive programs to reward employees with good
performances. When asked whether or not there were specific programs to stimulate employees to have
ideas and implement those, answers varied. In some cases, there are formal programs, limited to
rewarding good ideas. None of them were related to rewarding effective results obtained from the
implemented ideas.

“We hold a competition of ideas among employees ..., this competition has existed for four years ...,
nobody is responsible for putting the ideas into action, most of them never get off the ground.” [E4].
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“These are incentive programs, with prizes to the employees with the best ideas. A committee evaluates,
and the department to benefit from the idea is responsible for putting it into action .... I don’t know what
happens, but it seems to me that few of them are actually carried out.” [E1].

In other cases, incentive comes from the leader, informally, using parts of the budget that had
other destinations “I myself create a challenge in my team to shake things up a little” [E9]. E7 stated
that there was no formal program in the organization he works for, but employees with entrepreneurial
attitudes were singled out from the rest of the team. They had privileges, new challenges, and public
recognition. Financial rewards were not always necessary or possible: “Paying for a dinner for the
employee who gave some good contribution and his family is much cheaper and means much more to
him than if | had simply given money”. The prerequisite, to the respondents, is that the reward makes
people engage in initiatives that aim at innovation and changes. We did not find any interviewee that
rewarded mistakes and failures, even though most of them agreed that such practice was important to
encourage learning through practical experience. We also found another type of stimulus — negative
stimulus — that is used to take employees out of their comfort zones and make them seek new ways to
perform their jobs and fulfill their responsibilities.

“If a department is not working well, | threaten to outsource their tasks. It is a kind of internal competition,
you know? So that people do not get too comfortable” [E9].

Farrell (1993) explains better this behavior. According to him, in some organizational cultures,
negative stimuli can be more efficient than positive stimuli.

9. Personnel qualification. Qualification is obtained through a broad and deep program of
employee qualification, providing specific skills in management and business that are essential for them
to have a global vision of the business they are building (Marvel et al., 2007). Another form of
qualification is by preparing leaders to recognize, develop, and retain intrapreneurs, and by providing
broad, comprehensive training about the company’s business, strategies, teamwork, and project
management (Morris & Kuratko, 2002). Employees’ low qualification may hamper the identification of
opportunities within the organizational environment. A minimum of basic education is essential for the
internal processes to be seen from a different perspective. Thus, a factor that was mentioned in many
interviews was the importance that the organization gives to training and preparing their employees. We
noticed that there is this generalized understanding that training is the best path to solve any personnel-
related problems. The interviewees, in general, have put a lot of responsibility on training programs to
form talents for the business organization. Only one interviewee stated that he/she did not believe that
this is the right path to form intrapreneurs:

“There is no point in lying to ourselves. Not everybody is ready to receive trainings in business or project
management, then get out and start doing these things well.” [E11].

Studies from Morris, Kuratko and Covin (2008), proved that extensive training is palliative to
compensate for the lack of workforce qualification in organizations, but what actually develops
entrepreneurial skills is practice with the project. Going through certain experiences is the only way to
get the necessary skills to undertake entrepreneurial projects. Another realization was that, even though
most references highlight the need of basic training to undertake enterprises, some interviewees stated
that, sometimes, ignorance favors entrepreneurial attitude:

“The best ideas come from labors at the operational plant. They believe that everything is possible. The
engineers are the ones to tell them that things cannot be done.” [E2].

One possible explanation for this phenomenon is that people that are not qualified have limited
vision on the organizational barriers, rules, and on the complexity of the organization. Consequently,
they think that any improvement ideas they have are easy to implement. Furthermore, they do not hide
their ideas because of pride or to preserve their images.

10. Support from directors. This factor deals with the willingness of top management to promote
entrepreneurial initiatives among their employees. According to the interviewees, when directors are
committed, things happen more easily, barriers are removed, restrictions are lifted, and resistance is
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weakened. Top management can limit actions that hinder innovation, changes, and what is different.
Top-down influence makes the dissemination of entrepreneurial orientation faster, more effective, and
longer-lasting. Consequently, people feel freer and more comfortable to bring up their ideas. Most
answers to this question were positive; however, when asked about the type of support, we realized that
most of it is still merely rhetorical. The resources available to stimulate innovative ideas are limited, and
are only released if they are approved in the annual strategic plan of that department. Seldom are
unplanned resources released to subside initiatives from employees. The exceptions are the cases seen
by many directors as once-in-a-lifetime opportunities.

None of the interviewees allow even their direct subordinates to use some of their time
discretionarily. They pointed out that no employee is allowed to devote some of their working hours to
imagine possibilities, attempt different things, or work on personal projects without having to give
explanations. The interviewees understand the need to provide these resources: infrastructure,
discretionary time, team, training etc. to stimulate the culture oriented to entrepreneurship. One of them,
nevertheless, was absolutely against such initiatives:

“If they really want to do that, they will do it anyways; without any budget, team, or time.” [E10].

The organization to which this executive belongs did not present any factor that favors
intrapreneurship, but his/her team, specifically, is always involved in projects created by employees on
their own, of multidisciplinary and interdepartmental natures, that focus on broadening the market for
the provided services. Most initiatives are not highly complex, bring immediate results, and happen with
few formal resources. To this executive, a self-motivated team makes a lot of effort to turn ideas into
results. His statement shows the real entrepreneurial spirit from the approach of the autonomous
behavior, even though it goes against what the literature and other interviewees assert about the need to
make resources available for intrapreneurship to arise. The only reference we found in that sense was
McKinney and McKinney (1989). Additionally, few interviewees stated that they strip themselves of
symbols of power that create a personal image that singles them out from the other employees.

On the other hand, we noticed that intrapreneurial initiatives are more frequent and successful
when the support comes from the people in charge of the organization. Thus, there is a top-down effort
to create conditions to make innovation a part of organizational strategy. The bottom only commits when
they see that the top is committed. No interviewee stated that they knew any type of program that
prepares intrapreneurial leaders. It was clear that the interviewees have not learned how to deal with
entrepreneur employees and how to recognize innovative initiatives. Conversely, we noticed that some
of them antagonize employees with better entrepreneurial skills because they felt threatened:

“Well, I have an employee who fits into your description, but I don’t think he is an entrepreneur. It’s the
opposite; he is insubordinate, does things from out of his mind, without asking me.... He doesn’t agree to
follow the procedures from controllership; he thinks it’s pure bureaucracy.... Indeed, he has some
interesting ideas and is proactive, dynamic; but he is hard to control. He ends up getting in hot water, and
it’s my head that gets on the chopping block. If that’s what an entrepreneur is, I’'m not sure it’s worth having
one in my team” [E1].

This statement came after over one hour of talk. At first, he was highlighting the need to have
more people full of energy as those described in the profile of the intrapreneur (Hornsby, Kuratko, &
Montagno, 1999), but, eventually, he showed his feelings towards intrapreneurs. He sees an intrapreneur
as a subordinate who faithfully obeys orders and directives. However, considering this position from the
interviewee, we understand that, for there to be some entrepreneurial culture, the entrepreneur should
be lead by someone else, so that the entrepreneurial leader could better understand the behavior and
attitudes from his employee — such as insubordination, questioning of the status quo, and search for
autonomy —, and better accept the breaking of rules that limit his subordinate’s entrepreneurial
initiatives.
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To establish some relation between the entrepreneurial induced and autonomous behavior and the
ten categories raised at the literature and the data content analysis, Table 2 groups the key results:

Table 2

Factors that Encourages Entrepreneurial Behavior

Categories

Autonomous Behavior

Induced Behavior

Information flow

Institutionalized
practices

Organizational
structure

Internal climate

Tolerance to
mistakes

Creativity

Freedom

Rewarding

Qualification of
personnel

Support from
directors

The more asymmetric the information, the
more opportunities are identified.

Excessive rules are challenges to be
overcome, which motivates intrapreneurs.

Extinguishing the structure based on job
titles gives freedom to explore other
professional skills.

Knowing the internal climate facilitates the
adoption of informal actions to overcome
bureaucratic limitations.

Low tolerance to mistakes encourages
intrapreneurs to reduce the impact of their
actions, minimizing losses, and reducing the
level of uncertainty, trying to plan their
initiatives better.

Intrapreneurs are more prominent in less-
creative environments because that is where
they stand out the most.

The lack of freedom constricts the
intrapreneur, who tries to overcome
restrictions with more creativity and
boldness.

Intrapreneurs are motivated with
recognition, learning opportunities, feeling
of fulfillment, and new challenges.

Learning from practice, trial and error, job
rotation, networking, and self-development.

Intrapreneurs rely more on sponsors than on
bosses because they do not stick to
hierarchical limitations, seeking contacts
that help them overcome institutional
barriers.

Free information flow facilitates the
identification of opportunities, generating
better ideas.

Less rules and standards give people more
freedom and independency.

Structures with few levels of hierarchy
reduce approval scales and facilitate the
conduction of entrepreneurial initiatives.

A culture that favors cooperation and
mutual trust facilitates the implementation
of changes and innovations.

Environments that are more tolerant to
mistakes encourage employees to attempt
and experiment more because they reduce
the fear of retaliation for failure.

Environments that are little creative indicate
a tendency to resist to changes, stick to the
status quo, and be reactive to competitors.

More freedom and trust give employees
autonomy to conduct their own initiatives.

Traditional models of compensation are
extrinsic and include: financial gains,
promotions, and prizes, and are not related
to positive results.

Structure of formal training, of an
instrumental nature, designated according to
the identified need.

Support from leaders to employees’
initiatives, whether through encouragement
and recognition, or through the release of
resources, structure, and capital.

Note. Source: elaborated by the authors.

Similarly, we outlined, in Table 3, the main factors that inhibit entrepreneurial behavior for both
concepts, based on the same organizational categories:
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Table 3

Factors that Inhibit Entrepreneurial Behavior
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Categories

Autonomous behavior

Induced behavior

Information flow

Institutionalized
practices

Organizational
structure

Internal climate

Tolerance to mistakes

Creativity

Freedom

Rewarding

Qualification of
personnel

Support from directors

Excessive information leads to
insecure decisions or excessive
cautiousness in evaluating the risks of

initiatives.

As autonomous as the intrapreneur
may be, he/she is not independent, i.e.,
he/she depends on the rest of the
organization to put his project into
practice, and runs into bureaucratic

limitations.

Rigorous, centralized structures
constrict the action of intrapreneurs,
who run into dead ends for their

projects.

Good working climate favors the
generation of fake intrapreneurs
because they do not experience risky

situations.

Low tolerance to mistakes may lead to
early death of intrapreneurial projects
because decisions lie with people that
see threats and risks in intrapreneurial
initiatives and that pull the plug at the

slightest difficulty.

The ability to have ideas does not

necessarily represent an

entrepreneurial skill. Intrapreneurship
can only take place when ideas are put

into practice.

Many people cannot make good use of
freedom. They feel disoriented or

make wrong decisions.

Rewarding intrapreneurs according to
their expectations may create
dissatisfaction in the teams because of
the subjective criteria and unequal

treatment.

Lack of proper education leads to
wrong decisions, increasing the
chances of failure of the initiative.

Depending on the level of complexity
of the intrapreneurial project, some
organizational barriers can only be
overcome with the commitment of
powerful, influential people.

When there lacks knowledge about the
organization’s business and activities, ideas
generated are underdeveloped and few are put
to good use.

The standardization of rules and the
institutionalization of standards and
procedures decrease employees’ tendency to
be proactive.

Hierarchical and functional structures hinder
interdepartmental cooperation.

Culture is outdated, stuck to past values and
achievements; refuses to see the need for
change; stagnates, and dies.

Mistakes represent non-conformity with
processes and standards previously
established, causing inefficiency and waste.
Wherever tolerance to mistakes is low,
tolerance to taking risks is also low.

Lack of creativity leads to stagnation of the
innovative power of the organization and,
consequently, to loss of competitiveness.

Lack of freedom reduces proactiveness and
makes people less willing to take initiatives
and be autonomous.

Lack of incentives and rewards discourages
employees’ proactive participation because
they do not consider it feasible to dedicate to
a risky initiative whose return is uncertain.

People poorly prepared affect the
performance of their tasks, leading to loss of
competitiveness.

Lack of support from high management
causes disbelief at any initiative of
entrepreneurial orientation in the
organization. Without credibility, people do
not engage nor commit.

Note. Source: elaborated by the authors.
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From these results, we notice that corporate entrepreneurship is a complex topic in the studied
businesses. The complexity in noticing and dealing with professionals with this profile, in addition to
the difficulty in understanding the concept, is easily observed in the context of the collected data.

Conclusions

The results of this study suggest that the ten categories discussed with the respondents demand a
specific managerial behavior according to the employee profile, whether the employee has a tendency
for induced or autonomous entrepreneurial behavior and, notwithstanding disseminated culture,
managers are the biggest influence on entrepreneurial behavior within the organization.

Most of the results corroborate the main principles set forth by the literature. Nevertheless, this
research’s main contributions are the practices taken by managers to foster entrepreneurial behavior in
business organizations, which are not often approached by the literature. The factors that serve as
inhibitors or encouragements to entrepreneurial behavior should be analyzed in light of autonomous or
induced behavior. Covin and Lumpkin (2011) identified that, even though there are organizational
practices that encourage entrepreneurial behavior (induced), if the managers do not follow the same line
as these practices, there will be no induced behavior. On the other hand, spontaneous (autonomous)
behavior from the employees, even if there is no institutional support, can be recognized and,
consequently, appraised and encouraged by managers. (Figure 2).

Induced

Entrepreneurial
/ Behavior \

Clear communication and rules
Skills recognition
Good downward hierarchical relations
Tolerance to mistakes and calculated risks
Allow creativity and self development

Promotion of change behavior
INHIBITORS ENCOURAGEMENTS

Good communications skills
Skills identification
Good upward hierarchical relations
Good informal relationships
Impose constraints and limitations
Receptiveness to change behavior

\ Autonomous /
Entrepreneurial

Behavior

Figure 2. Framework of Managerial Behavior According to Employees’ Entrepreneurial Profile.
Source: elaborated by the authors.

For example, to foster induced behavior, managers should cultivate good relationships with their
team members to stimulate them to generate ideas and identify opportunities (good downward
hierarchical relations), while, for autonomous behavior, managers should cultivate good relationships
with top management (good upward hierarchical relation) to protect their intrapreneurs from
institutional penalties for their failed endeavors (Figure 2), considering that the autonomous behavior
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employees already have intrapreneurial traits. These managers’ attitudes explain why intrapreneurs
adopt autonomous behavior despite the lack of EO. While, on the one hand, EO is institutionally
provided through formal measures, usually related to Human Resource practices, on the other hand,
intrapreneurial oriented managers establish informal relationships and put away the good leadership
practices to encourage autonomous intrapreneurs to foster their ideas. Similarly to Table 2 and 3, we

summarize the manager’s intervention in intrapreneurs in Table 4:

Table 4

Different Types of Entrepreneurial Behavior Depending on How the Main Influence (Human
Resource Practices or Managers Attitudes) Deals with Barriers

Categories

Human Resource Practices

Managers Attitudes

Information flow

Institutionalized
practices

Organizational

structure

Internal climate

Tolerance to

mistakes

Creativity

Freedom

Formal information flow should provide
intrapreneurs with the proper conditions to
identify opportunities and develop his/her
idea in a structured way for approval.

Removal of organizational barriers like
rules, controls and procedures to stimulate
employees to come up with ideas and
implement them.

Open channel for all levels of hierarchy to
freely develop their intrapreneurial ideas by
providing all the required resources.

Wages, benefits, reward system, working
space, infrastructure and other HR practices
help to improve the internal work
environment.

All mistakes or failures coming from
previously approved intrapreneurial projects
are not penalized and losses are fully
assumed by the organization.

Formal programs of idea improvements and
innovations are open to the whole company
and all ideas are recognized and/or
implemented by the benefit department.

All personnel are free to voice their ideas, to
contact top management, to make trials and
to give their honest opinion about the
company.

Managers know structured corporate
information flow can generate an
undesired bias to intrapreneurs’ capacity
to generate innovative insights, so they
purposely filter the information.

Managers do not remove institutional
barriers. On the contrary, they stimulate
intrapreneurs to overcome such
bureaucracies to reinforce their
commitment to the idea.

Managers expose intrapreneurs to top
management to pitch their ideas and learn
how to raise the necessary support and
resources to implement their ideas.

Even in aggressive environments,
managers drive intrapreneurs to build
strong networks and the establishment of
important strategic alliances for their
projects.

Not all mistakes are tolerated by
managers. Lessons not learned from
mistakes are not forgiven. Additionally,
managers include intrapreneurs in the
project risk sharing.

Managers do not tolerate bad ideas from
intrapreneurs. They don’t even expect
ideas from intrapreneurs, but actions.
Intrapreneurs are demanded for results,
not ideas. Anybody else may come up
with ideas.

Freedom is a scarce resource for the
manager. It is not offered indistinctly to
every team member. Intrapreneurs should
prove they deserve freedom through their
acts.
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Table 4 (continued)

Categories Human Resource Practices Managers Attitudes

Qualification of Extensive training in several areas are Managers offer intrapreneurs the

personnel formalized and offered to all employees. opportunity to learn by doing, experiential
Large budget designated for training training. They expect the intrapreneurs to
programs. engage themselves in the learning context

depending on the nature of their projects,
through self-learning.

Support from Close connection between top management Manager do not expect support from top
directors and operational levels. Most support are management for the intrapreneurs. On the
oriented towards formally approved projects contrary, managers act to minimize
and intrapreneurs. negative impressions from top
management about intrapreneurial
behavior.

Note. Source: elaborated by the authors.

These final reflections emphasize the importance of managers in Corporate Entrepreneurship.
Considering that institutionalized rules and practices are freely disseminated throughout the whole
organization, and people are not all the same, it falls to entrepreneurially-oriented managers to
differentiate those in their teams who are spontaneous intrapreneurs from those who are not. Practices
that promote induced entrepreneurial behavior may affect some employees, maybe most of them, who
are stimulated to act entrepreneurially based on external stimulus. Autonomous intrapreneurs are not
necessarily impacted by these same practices. Once managers identify these types of intrapreneurs, they
should act differently, in some cases, going against proven leadership best practices. The factors that
inhibit entrepreneurial behavior should be taken into consideration by managers when dealing with
autonomous or induced entrepreneurial behavior employees. These barriers should be overcome by
managers in order not to kill entrepreneurial behavior from induced intrapreneurs, but should also be
used as challenging factors to stimulate entrepreneurial behavior in autonomous intrapreneurs.

Although it is not possible to infer that these conclusions may be considered prescriptive under
the current theory on EO before analyzing the circumstances under which the interviewees undertake
such practices, we suggest that these managers should also adopt an entrepreneurial behavior. A possible
future study could be the analysis of entrepreneurial leadership as a construct or concept that
particularizes this specific management profile. It is undeniable that the managers play a major role in
disseminating entrepreneurial behavior, in spite of the rules imposed within organizations. However, it
is clear that the topic needs to be analyzed further, as it gives many opportunities for empirical
discussions in different areas of applied social sciences and as a way to take this knowledge to leadership
and corporate innovation training programs.

Note

1 One of the most famous Brazilian soccer players.
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