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I. INTRODUCTION 

In the September 2014 issue of McKinsey Quarterly, in an Article titled ‘The Power of Enduring Companies’, 

SEB Chairman Marcus Wallenberg is quoted as saying, “In my view, intrapreneurs—risk takers on the inside—

are just as important as entrepreneurs in promoting new ideas and new technology.” 

The general awareness and interest in intrapreneurship has grown very recently, which prompted the authors to 

seek deeper insights into the subject. Various interactions with a number of entrepreneurs facilitated an interesting 

observation that most entrepreneurs and some corporate executives exhibited similar traits and skills in conceiving 

and executing new projects. The only difference was that entrepreneurs did so for their own ventures while 

executives did so for their employers. Another observation made was that the corporate executives who exhibited 

traits similar to those generally attributed to entrepreneurs, performed better than the colleagues in their own 

organizations or peers in other similar organizations. In addition, they also contributed significantly to the growth 

of their organizations. 

It was more or less obvious why these corporate executives preferred to remain employed in larger organizations 

despite possessing most of the entrepreneurial traits and skills- their aversion to financial risk being the prime 

reason. One way of looking at this situation is to feel sorry that the country is losing out on entrepreneurial talent 

which is so very crucial to the economic development. However, if we look at the phenomenon from a positive 

perspective; it is actually this entrepreneurial talent, which is helping the large organizations innovate, grow larger, 

Abstract: On 26thMay, 2014, the day on which the current Prime Minister of India Mr. Narendra Modi took 

oath of his office, Live Mint newspaper carried on its front page, the following headline: ‘Narendra Modi as 

an intrapreneur’. The article went on to say, “Modi has resembled what strategy gurus have described as 

intrapreneurs. These are members of existing organizations who think like entrepreneurs rather than as 

employees. The big difference is that the corporate intrapreneur transforms only a small slice of the business 

while Modi as a political intrapreneur has transformed his entire organization through his understanding of 

the market for votes. He will now have to switch roles to become a national leader while hoping that some of 

his ministers start thinking innovatively like intrapreneurs”. With this backdrop, this paper throws light on the 

views expressed by various thinkers on the concept of Intrapreneurship. Being just two decades old, it is a 

highly tempting area for any researcher. Two of the authors got an opportunity to work on a unique initiative 

by Pune-based Praj Industries Ltd. with the Symbiosis Institute of Business Management Pune, The project, 

titled ‘PrajMaha-Intrapreneur Awards’, is an effort to look for and award the efforts of ‘entrepreneurs within 

organisations’. 

 

During their close association with PrajMaha-Intrapreneur Awards, the authors  observed that in most cases, 

intrapreneurship was a personal phenomenon, as much as it was a result of a deliberate processes followed 

by organizations in spotting, nurturing and developing in-house entrepreneurial talent. This informal 

observation prompted them to select the topic for an in-depth study to systematically analyse the process. The 

Paper concludes by establishing the need to arrive at a replicable model for the corporate sector. Such a model 

is likely to have long term positive impact for corporates in terms of innovation, ensuring sustained growth as 

against sporadic spurts and slumps. 

http://www.iasir.net/


Vinod et al., American International Journal of Research in Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences, 22(1), March-May 2018, pp. 233-240 

AIJRHASS 18-245; © 2018, AIJRHASS All Rights Reserved                                                                                                            Page 234 

create more jobs and generally add to the economic development.This phenomenon prompted the digging out of 

scholarly research literature forclarity on the term ‘Intrapreneurship’.  

The term ‘Intrapreneur’ was first used by Gifford Pinchot III and Elizabeth S. Pinchot in a 1978 Article titled 

‘Intra-Corporate Entrepreneurship’. In their own words, the Article was merely ‘Some thoughts stirred by 

attending Robert Schwartz’s School for entrepreneurs’.In an ‘Economist’ Article titled ‘Intrapreneur Now’ in 

1982, Norman Macrae gave formal credit to Gifford Pinchot III as the inventor of the term ‘Intrapreneur’. In 1985, 

Pichot wrote a landmark book titled ‘Intrapreneuring: Why You Don’t Have to Leave the Corporation to Become 

an Entrepreneur’, paving the way for widespread interest and focused research. The word ‘Intrapreneur’ was 

finally added to the American Heritage dictionary in 1992. 

 

Large companies worldwide are on a journey to create organizational cultures, conditions, and processes that 

facilitate innovation and enable large numbers of employees to move from an ‘employee mindset’ to an 

‘intrapreneur mindset.’ Very few companies have actually succeeded in making this transition. The situation is 

not very different in India. The task is clearly non-trivial and the roadblocks are many resulting in a considerable 

gap between intent and reality in making this happen. (Seshadri and Tripathy). 

 

III. CREATING THE CONTEXT 

One can observe that the terms ‘intrapreneur’ and ‘intrapreneurship’ are of a very recent origin; 1978 to be precise, 

and hence, it is understandable that there is relatively less literature available on intrapreneurship. Also, the terms 

‘intrapreneurship’ and ‘corporate entrepreneurship’ are used interchangeably by most researchers (Vesper, 1984), 

a term most commonly used for intrapreneurship by researchers like Burgelman (1983) and Zahra (1993). 

‘Internal entrepreneurship’ is yet another term used by some researchers to mean intrapreneurship 

(Schollhammer, 1982). Corporate venturing (MacMillan, 1986), new venture formation (Kanter and 

Richardson, 1991), and internal corporate entrepreneurship (Jones and Butler, 1992) are a few more terms used 

interchangeably to mean intrapreneurship. “Intrapreneurship seems to be the most appropriate label for the 

concept of entrepreneurship within an existing company, as long as the company is only dealing with internal 

resources in its own possession”(Christensen, 2004). 

Much before Pinchot coined the word ‘intrapreneur’, Collins and Moore (1970) differentiated between 

‘independent’ and ‘administrative’ entrepreneurs, with the former creating new organizations from scratch, and 

the latter creating new organizations within or adjunct to existing business structures. Later, Lumpkin and Dess 

(1996) took a position that launching a new venture can be done either by a start-up firm or by an existing firm. 

Sharma and Chrisman (1999) say, “Scholars have begun to pay increasing attention to entrepreneurial activities 

within existing organizations. Unfortunately, and similar to the study of entrepreneurship in general, there has 

been a striking lack of consistency in the manner in which these activities have been defined.” They have gone on 

to add that a number of scholars like Jennings and Lumpkin (1989); Stopford and Baden-Fuller (1994); 

Wortman (1987); Zahra (1991) have expressed concern about this lack of universally acceptable definitions. In 

their deeply studied landmark Paper in the year 1999, Sharma and Chrisman present a monumental effort to 

systematize the use of terminologies in the field of corporate entrepreneurship. To do this, they reviewed a lot of 

the then existing definitions and illustrated how they are even contradictory in certain cases. In sum, they say, 

“Broad definitions better reflect the early stage of development of the field, avoid the need for excessive 

retrenchment as new knowledge becomes available, and provide considerable latitude for a theoretical and 

empirical process to emerge that will eventually permit the unique parts of the whole to be classified, defined, and 

understood in relation to that whole”. 

However, fifteen years down the line in 2014, the scene was still much the same with Jonsson (2014) expressing 

this frustration in no uncertain terms.  

 

 

IV. DEFINING & DECODING INTRAPRENEURSHIP 
When it comes to defining intrapreneurship, the term has been defined by many researchers and scholars in 

multiple ways. In spite of increasing attention towards approaches and activities within existing organisations, 

ambiguity continues in the definition such approaches and activities. In fact, as Sharma and Chrisman observed, 

“The language problem is, if anything, more acute when entrepreneurship is applied to a corporate setting”. 

 

Stevenson and Jarillo (1990) say, “When reading much of the literature on entrepreneurship as such, to which 

corporate entrepreneurship should be somewhat related (perhaps as is a species to its genus)…..” underlining the 

relationship between the two terms. They also add that there is a need to establish clear links between the fields 

of entrepreneurship and corporate management, if the large body of research in the former is to benefit the latter. 

So decoding corporate entrepreneurship or intrapreneurship is virtually impossible without examining 

entrepreneurship. 
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Simply put, intrapreneurship is best described as entrepreneurship of an employee within an existing organization. 

Needless to say, the intention of intrapreneurship, like entrepreneurship, would be to create some economic value 

for the concerned organisation. According to Baumol (1968), an entrepreneur’s job is “to locate new ideas and 

put them into effect”. An intrapreneur, being an internal entrepreneur, also has the same job, except as an employee 

instead of as an owner. In formal terms, Kierulff (1979) defines iintrapreneurship as a ‘process’. He calls it a 

process of supplying resources, production, and initiating the sales for searching new market opportunities and 

taking the attractive opportunities in an established organization. 

 

Pinchot (1985)describes intrapreneurship as a ‘practice’. He calls it a practice of developing a new venture within 

an existing organization, to exploit a new opportunity and create an economic value. He goes on to add that 

intrapreneurs are any of the "dreamers who do"; those who take hands-on responsibility for creating innovation 

of any kind within an organization. They may be the creators or inventors but are always the dreamers who figure 

out how to turn an idea into a profitable reality.Nielson et al. (1985) say, “Intrapreneurship is the development 

within a large organization of internal markets and relatively small and independent units designed to create, 

internally test-market, and expand improved and/or innovative staff services, technologies or methods within the 

organization. This is different from the large organization entrepreneurship/ venture units whose purpose is to 

develop profitable positions in external markets”.  Luchsinger and Bagby (1987) define it as a ‘risk and venture’ 

in an existing and working organization. Vesper (1990) defines intrapreneurship as ‘doing new things’ and 

pursuing opportunities. Sharma and Chrisman (1999) define it as the ‘creation of new organizations’ by an 

organization, or as an incentive of renewal and innovation within that organization. Their precise definition is, 

“Corporate Entrepreneurship is the process whereby an individual or a group of individuals, in association with 

an existing organization, create a new organization or instigate renewal or innovation within that organisation”.  

 

Biggadike (1979), defines corporate venturing as "marketing a product or service that the parent company has not 

previously marketed and that requires the parent company to obtain new equipment or new people or new 

knowledge". Schollhammer (1982) refers to intrapreneurship as ‘internal entrepreneurship’ and says, “Internal 

(or intra-corporate) entrepreneurship refers to all formalized entrepreneurial activities within existing business 

organizations. Formalized internal entrepreneurial activities are those which receive explicit organizational 

sanction and resource commitment for the purpose of innovative corporate endeavors — new product 

developments, product improvements, new methods or procedures”. Burgelman (1983) defines corporate 

entrepreneurship as "the process whereby the firms engage in diversification through internal development. Such 

diversification requires new resource combinations to extend the firm's activities in areas unrelated, or marginally 

related, to its current domain of competence and corresponding opportunity set". Vesper (1984) says, “Corporate 

entrepreneurship involves employee initiative from below in the organization to undertake something new. An 

innovation which is created by subordinates without being asked, expected, or perhaps even given permission by 

higher management to do so”. This view positions corporate entrepreneurs as somewhat of rebels. 

Burch (1986) says, “The intrapreneur is not a blue-sky dreamer or an intellectual giant. He or she may even be a 

product-service idea thief or may be impatient and egotistical. But most of all, such people get the job done. And 

when they do, they are fêted in style with lights flashing and big rewards.” 

Taking another view, Ellis and Taylor (1987) define corporate venturing as "a strategy of un-relatedness to 

present activities, to adopt the structure of an independent unit and to involve a process of assembling and 

configuring novel resources". Jennings and Lumpkin (1989) define corporate entrepreneurship as the extent to 

which new products and/or new markets are developed. According to them, an organization is entrepreneurial if 

it develops a higher than average number of new products and/or new markets. 

According to Schendel (1990), “Corporate entrepreneurship involves the notion of birth of new businesses within 

on-going businesses, and……the transformation of stagnant, on-going businesses in need of revival or 

transformation”. Guth and Ginsberg (1990), who have also presented a model of intrapreneurship/corporate 

entrepreneurship, gave a fairly elaborate description saying, “Corporate entrepreneurship encompasses two types 

of phenomena and the processes surrounding them: (1) the birth of new businesses within existing organizations, 

i.e. internal innovation or venturing; and (2) the transformation of organizations through renewal of the key ideas 

on which they are built, i.e. strategic renewal. Ironically, in the same year Stevenson and Jarillo (1990) claimed 

that to many scholars ‘Corporate Entrepreneurship’ is a contradiction in terms and went to the extent of saying 

that the very concept of corporate entrepreneurship sounds to many entrepreneurship scholars as something of an 

oxymoron. 

In 1991, Covin and Slevin presented their Conceptual model of Entrepreneurship as firm behavior, making a 

highly valuable contribution to the scholarly literature on entrepreneurship within organisations.  

Zahra (1993) said, “Corporate entrepreneurship is a process of organizational renewal that has two distinct but 

related dimensions: innovation and venturing, and strategic renewal”. Zahra has of course done a lot of work 

before and since this definition to go on and find a lot more depth in the area of intrapreneurship and corporate 

entrepreneurship through multiple Papers and Articles. Later Zahra (1995, 1996) goes more comprehensive to 
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say, “Corporate entrepreneurship is the sum of a company's innovation, renewal, and venturing efforts. Innovation 

involves creating and introducing products, production processes, and organizational systems. Renewal means 

revitalizing the company's operations by changing the scope of its business, its competitive approaches or both. It 

also means building or acquiring new capabilities and then creatively leveraging them to add value for 

shareholders. Venturing means that the firm will enter new businesses by expanding operations in existing or new 

markets”. In between Zahra and Pearce (1994) made some valuable contributions in terms identifying factors 

contributing to intrapreneurship. Even otherwise Zahra has been a highly prolific researcher and apart from 

intrapreneurship, has been publishing till date on areas ranging from entreprenership, innovation, strategy, IB and 

technology, giving him a wide perspective on issues related to intrapreneurship. 

Again, according to Chung and Gibbons (1997), “Corporate entrepreneurship is an organizational ‘process’ for 

transforming individual ideas into collective actions through the management of uncertainties”. 

While it would be harsh as well as incorrect to say that researchers have taken a casual approach to the usage of 

various terms to describe and define intrapreneurship, the fact remains, as observed by Sharma and Chrisman, that 

many of them have used different terms to mean the same thing or they have used the same term to mean different 

things. 

It appears that there was a certain slowdown in the pace at which definitions were being created post the Sharma 

and Chrisman Paper that created a powerful integration of the definitions available till then and started being cited 

left, right and center. Researchers probably settled for a simpler, broader, accommodative and inclusive definition 

rather than all the exclusive ones. Since then, ‘‘Entrepreneurship in existing organisations’’ has been a widely 

used definition for intrapreneurship (Antoncic and Hisrich 2003). The reason for this could be that 

intrapreneurship is essentially born out of the term and the concept of entrepreneurship. In fact, citing works of 

the likes of Matthews et al. (2001), Antoncic and Hisrich (2003) and Parker (2011)Martiarena (2013) claims, 

“Recent attempts to understand the nature of intrapreneurship focus on factors that favour intrapreneurship over 

independent entrepreneurship, as a response to the substantial body of the literature that regards the former a sub-

field of entrepreneurship”. 

Just half a decade prior to Martiarena’s 2013 Paper, Bouchard (2007) said, “It was clear to us that the firm-level 

literature was too abstract”, affirming that clarity was still lacking at the definitional level despite some truly 

phenomenal work by Sharma and Chrisman in 1999. 

 

V. APPROACHES TO INTRAPRENEURSHIP 

Generally, ‘intrapreneurship’, like entrepreneurship and sportsmanship, would signify a ‘mindset’ or a ‘skill set’. 

However, interestingly enough, many scholars have called it as a process. Sharma and Chrisman (1999) further 

define corporate entrepreneurship as “the process whereby an individual or a group of individuals in association 

with an existing organization create a new organization or instigate renewal or innovation within that 

organization.” This particular definition is highly significant from two perspectives; firstly, it defines 

intrapreneurship as a process and secondly, it once again connects intrapreneurship with innovation.  

The earlier references amply demonstrate the fact that a single, universally accepted definition of the term 

intrapreneurship may not exist. This could be the effect of two causes. Firstly, there are multiple terms like 

intrapreneurship, corporate entrepreneurship, internal entrepreneurship, internal corporate entrepreneurship, 

corporate venturing and others being used to describe the same phenomenon. Secondly, the very multiplicity of 

perspectives like process, practice, rejuvenation and others in these varied definitions make the issue even more 

complex. This multiplicity perceptibly gives rise to varied approaches to research. That said, one can observe two 

major approaches; one focusing on personality issues like traits of employees and their roles/responsibilities, the 

other focusing on the organizational issues like structure, culture, strategies and processes. There are also 

approaches related to environment e. g. Schindehutte, Morris, and Kuratko (2000) identified around forty key 

triggers of corporate entrepreneurship activity; close to half of these could be considered environmental in nature. 

Under the first approach, researchers like Pinchot (1985), Ross and Unwalla (1986) and Bordeaux (1987) have 

focused on issues like a set of psychological characteristics and personal attributes, others like Lee and Zemke 

(1985) and Knight (1987) have focused on roles and functions of intrapreneurs. While their micro focus might be 

different, in broader terms, they essentially deal with the individual employee in their research and not the 

organization. 

Under the second approach, researchers have dealt with the intrapreneurial process and the factors leading to its 

emergence and conditions required. This second approach looks at intrapreneurship from an organizational 

perspective. Researchers like Reece and Brandt (1990), Covin and Slevin (1991) and Zahra and Pearce (1994) 

have made an effort to explain the phenomenon of intrapreneurship through factors like freedom and autonomy. 

For others like Mintzberg (1989) it is a matter of managerial strategy.  

 

Covin and Slevin’s analysis develops a comprehensive conceptual model of entrepreneurial behavior at the 

organizational level. They considered entrepreneurship to be a dimension of strategic posture, and thus believe 

that all manner of organisations may behave entrepreneurially. According to the researchers, this strategic posture 



Vinod et al., American International Journal of Research in Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences, 22(1), March-May 2018, pp. 233-240 

AIJRHASS 18-245; © 2018, AIJRHASS All Rights Reserved                                                                                                            Page 237 

encompasses a firm's risk-taking propensity, its ability to be competitively aggressive, proactive manners, and 

product innovation. Covin and Slevin presented key characteristics for the creation of this organizational model-

- the dependent variable was firm performance; environmental, organization, and individual level variables were 

utilized; and both direct and moderator effects were included. Their external variables consisted of environmental 

technological sophistication, environmental dynamism, environmental hostility, and industry life cycle stage, 

while the internal variables were top management values and philosophies, organizational resources and 

competencies, organizational culture, and organizational structure. They used mission strategy and business 

practices and competitive tactics as strategic variables. The researchers derived as many as forty-four propositions 

from this model and advocated that firms should be viewed as entrepreneurial entities and concluded that this 

entrepreneurial behavior is usually an integral part of the firm's management. This approach explains 

intrapreneurship as a multidimensional concept, which is also propagated by the research carried out by Lumpkin 

and Dess (1996) and Dess and Lumpkin (2005). According to Cetin et al. (2014), “This classification with 

actions and behaviors provides a broad framework for using individual as well as organizational levels”. Dess and 

Lumpkin’s article in 2005 discusses research that examines the relationship between an organisation’s 

entrepreneurial orientation and its overall performance. The authors assert that organisations that follow a strategy 

of corporate entrepreneurship are able to pursue growth through new venture opportunities and strategic renewal. 

According to them, organisations that are able to effectively follow this strategy experience sustainable advantages 

and yield above-average returns. They outline and discuss five dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship including 

autonomy, innovativness, proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness and risk-taking. Upto this point the approach 

hovers over the individual employee. Later, they also examine what implications these strategies have for 

managers, thereby bringing the role of management into the picture. 

Baumol (1990) says that how entrepreneurs channel their efforts is also dependent upon social sanctions and 

rewards. This particular approach or claim should be even more applicable to intrapreneurs because they are 

primarily employees, and while the authors are not citing any empirical evidence for it, it would be reasonable to 

presume that expectation of direct, tangible and proportionate reward is more of an ‘employee’ kind of expectation 

rather than an ‘entrepreneurial’ kind of an expectation. This is not to say that entrepreneurs do not need or want 

reward but many a time, entrepreneurs find their reward in the entrepreneurial process itself. This may not hold 

true for intrapreneurs, who might move out of the organization if the effort is not recognized and/or rewarded. 

Baumol also explained that how people express their initiative and creativity depends on their social and economic 

circumstances. A decade later, Baumer (2010) called for a micro-theory of innovative entrepreneurship. 

However, this is probably not the appropriate place to talk about it at this stage. 

According to Rauch et al. (2009), “entrepreneurial orientation (EO) represents the policies and practices that 

provide a basis for entrepreneurial decisions and actions. Thus, EO may be viewed as the 

entrepreneurial/intrapreneurial strategy-making processes that key decision makers use to enact their firm’s 

organizational purpose, sustain its vision, and create competitive advantage(s).” Their study focused on 

assessment of past research on correlation between EO and business performance. Their focus seems to be on the 

risk taking, innovativeness and proactiveness dimensions of the entrepreneurial/ intrapreneurship behaviors. 

However, autonomy and networking dimensions also need to be taken into consideration. 

Risk taking is a basic element of intrapreneurship, because the term intrapreneurship can be defined as risk and 

venture in an existing and working organization (Luchsinger and Bagby, 1987). Risk, as the possibility of loss, 

may be viewed as a distinctive characteristic of innovativeness, new business formation, and proactive actions of 

existing firms (Covin and Slevin, 1989). 

Innovativeness is activity resulting in new ideas, and attempts which may result in new processes, products, or 

services (Lyon et al. 2000). Innovativeness indicates the product and service innovation focusing on development 

and innovation in technology. Intrapreneurship contains new product development, product improvements, and 

new production methods and procedures (Schollhammer, 1982). 

Proactiveness is anticipation of future needs, changes, or challenges that may lead to new opportunities (Lumpkin 

and Dess, 1996). The proactiveness dimension is related to pioneering and initiative using in pursuing new 

opportunities or entering new markets (Covin and Slevin, 1991). Proactiveness is also foreseeing the problems 

and taking a step directed to struggle these problems with a future oriented behavior (Friedman, 1994). 

Autonomy is acting independently in presenting and implementing an opinion or a vision (Lumpkin and Dess, 

1996). According some others, autonomy refers to self-directing in pursuing the opportunities and shows the 

degree of self-control on the work plans, selection of work methods and work specifications. 

Networking is a business network activity that is based on human relations and it is fundamental for firms as 

Granovetter (1973)explains “economic activities are at the same time social activities”. Networking provides 

opportunities to newly combine heterogeneous ideas, promote their realization, and create new activities and 

potentials through interactions (Yamada, 2004). 

Srivastava and Agrawal (2010)focussed their study on exploring the supporting factors for corporate 

entrepreneurship as perceived by employees. Their rigorous literature review suggests that there are two broad 

dimensions supporting corporate entrepreneurship. The first dimension consists of environmental factors and the 
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other consists of individual characteristics represented by the employee orientation toward intrapreneurship or 

corporate entrepreneurship. Very interestingly, the results of their study suggest that firms need not to 

overemphasise rewards and freedom to employee. This is as counterintuitive a finding as it can get. Common 

sense would tell the management to give as much freedom to the employees as they can and reward them as much 

as they can. According to their results, firms should rather strive to create a supportive organisational structure 

along with a collaborative work environment and support from leaders in the entrepreneurial initiatives. 

The Paper by Martiarena (2013) investigates determinants of becoming an intrapreneur. He claims that against 

the characteristics conventionally associated with entrepreneurs; budding intrapreneurs seem to lack inherent 

motivation and fail to recognise favorable business opportunities in the market. He extends this thought process 

by asking whether intrapreneurs are actually similar to independent entrepreneurs or rather resemble a profile of 

‘employees’. Here, Martiarena is not considering intrapreneurship as subcategory of entrepreneurship. Still, he 

tested their similarity to entrepreneurs as they are supposed to be engaged in entrepreneurial behaviour and actions.  

Based on the definition that intrapreneurs are individuals involved in the formation of new businesses within an 

existing organisation, Martiarena’s paper questions their similarity with independent entrepreneurs and asks 

whether they are more likely to resemble the profile of employees. He uses the then new concept called ‘engaged 

intrapreneur’. According to him, engaged intrapreneurs, i.e., intrapreneurs that expect to acquire an ownership 

stake in the business, unlike the rest of intrapreneurs, share the attributes usually assumed to characterise 

entrepreneurs. Rest, he implies, are ‘mere’ employees. That said, there is documented empirical evidence to 

establish that most independent entrepreneurs cultivate ideas encountered at their work place when they were 

employed. For example, Bhide (1994) had discovered that 71% of fast growing founders ‘‘replicated or modified 

an idea encountered through previous employment’’. This is an extremely powerful empirical evidence. And even 

before Bhide’s empirical study, Cooper et al. (1990) had claimed that many prospective entrepreneurs first 

identify entrepreneurial opportunities at their previous job. Both these references amply underline the fact by 

implication that there are employees with entrepreneurial leanings. It would also be reasonable to assume that all 

entrepreneurial employees may not leave their jobs and turn independent entrepreneurs as a variety of enablers 

are required for venturing on one’s own. One could go on describing these enablers but this is not the place for 

doing so. The purpose of bringing this issue up is to rub it in that there will always be some entrepreneurial 

employees in an organization. 

Martiarena adopts the conceptual framework of utility maximisation, which represents the preferences of 

individuals over three main dimensions: financial reward, degree of risk aversion and entrepreneurial ability. 

Before him, Monsenet al. (2010) analysed the decision making of potential intrapreneurs by including risk taking 

and work effort behaviours as moderating factors in a financial utility maximisation model. This work was based 

upon the self-employment decision framework proposed by Douglas and Shepherd (2000, 2002), who argue that 

people’s attitudes towards risk, independence and expected income explain their motivation to become self-

employed.  

Martiarena claims that the existing literature on intrapreneurship has underestimated the role and impact of 

individual intrapreneurs and poorly understood their incentives to participate in corporate venturing activities. 

“Indeed, intrapreneurs are generally thought of as a sub-category of entrepreneurship, without the necessary 

supporting evidence”, he says. He argues that a distinction within the category of intrapreneurship, based on the 

level of engagement and, therefore, the level of personal risks that they are required to bear, sheds some light on 

the concept of intrapreneurship. His results have gone a long way towards enhancing the understanding of the 

intrapreneurial process. 

 

 

VI. CONCLUSION 

Bygrave (1989) observed, “Scholars are still bickering over a working definition of entrepreneurship”. He 

lamented and virtually warned that the lack of precision in the definition of an entrepreneur may contribute to the 

lack of robust entrepreneurship models. He further added, “The term has been used for more than two centuries, 

but we still continue to extend, reinterpret, and revise the definition”. The fact that intrapreneurship or corporate 

entrepreneurship are offshoots of entrepreneurship, it logically follows that the lack of definitional clarity in 

intrapreneurship will lead to lack of models in intrapreneurship as well. 

Twenty five years later, Jonsson (2014) also sounds a similar warning, saying, “When it comes to entrepreneurs 

and entrepreneurship, the conceptual framework of mainstream economics remains disjointed”. He goes on to add 

that his must be resolved before economists can move on and truly focus on entrepreneurial initiative and creativity 

in economic behavior. Though Jonsson does not specifically use the term ‘model’, he does talk about a framework, 

which is pretty much the same thing. And applying the same logic mentioned above, though he is talking about 

entrepreneurship, it logically follows that same would hold true for intrapreneurship. 

Martiarena (2013) claimed, “So far, little empirical work exists on the determinants of intrapreneurship at the 

individual level of analysis”. This clearly implies glaring gaps even thirty five years after the word was coined 

and was first used by Pinchot in 1978. 



Vinod et al., American International Journal of Research in Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences, 22(1), March-May 2018, pp. 233-240 

AIJRHASS 18-245; © 2018, AIJRHASS All Rights Reserved                                                                                                            Page 239 

As mentioned towards the beginning, even till the year 2014, things have not changed drastically for the better. 

And it is essential to quote a certain observation verbatim, so that its effect is not lost in translation. Jonsson 

(2014) says, “The literature has spawned a variety of different and occasionally nonsensical definitions of 

entrepreneurship that obscure and divert our attention away from the defining characteristics. The divergent 

definitions in the literature are further exacerbated by discordant conceptual structures and ideas that cannot easily 

be translated from one field to another. In the absence of a unifying framework, different fields have focused 

narrowly on entrepreneurship from dissimilar angles. The bottom line is that researchers in different fields 

sometimes rely on such incompatible definitions of what constitutes entrepreneurship that interdisciplinary 

dialogue is impossible.” 

If this is the state of literature on entrepreneurship, one can only imagine the case of intrapreneurship. There 

should effortsmade to derive and develop a tool in the form of a contemporary model that could be proposed to 

help organisations in general and business organisations in particular, to introduce and instill an intrapreneurial 

culture in their employees and to benefit from the contribution of their employees towards developing innovative 

concepts, practices, products, projects, technologies, processes, markets and business models. 
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