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Abstract: In challenging times, the need for innovation is heightened and stems from employees
who exhibit intrapreneurial characteristics. Not every corporate culture is a suitable environment for
intrapreneurial behavior. This study examines the relationship between potential entrepreneurial
behavior and preferred culture type. Through a principal component analysis of a sample of 1056 uni-
versity students, four principal components of enterprising behavior (and roles) are found: Planning
on results (project manager); Bearing the burden (pressure bearer); Innovating for others (innovating
showstopper); and Learning from mistakes (experimental learner). Using the Organizational Culture
Assessment Instrument, a linear regression analysis was conducted of culture types against compo-
nents. A combination of strong inverse and direct relationships are found between these components
and culture types (clan, market, adhocracy, and hierarchy). The findings help practitioners under-
stand how existing culture will inhibit or encourage enterprising behaviors, with potential benefits in
recruitment and selection, reductions in staff turnover and increases in innovation potential. The
findings also indicate a need for reconsideration of the employer brand when attracting intrapreneurs.

Keywords: fit; organizational culture; intrapreneur; characteristics

1. Introduction

Innovation in companies serves as a means for overcoming challenges and keeping
pace with rapid technological change [1]. The source of innovation for many companies
stems from their pool of professionals that have an intrapreneurial profile [2], i.e., exhibit
enterprising behaviors. If intrapreneurial activities are to flourish in organizations, then fa-
vorable internal conditions are an absolute necessity [3]. However, not every organizational
culture is the right internal environment for intrapreneurship to flourish [4]. Whilst some or-
ganizations and studies advocate the building of or transformation into an entrepreneurial
culture to encourage employees’ enterprising behavior [5], not all organizations have the
resources for this transformation. In these cases, organizations need to consider how future
and current employees’ enterprising behaviors may fit the existing organizational culture.
From this perspective, person-organization fit highlights the need for effective selection
processes as a meaning of ensuring retention of “enterprising employees”, particularly as
research has indicated that the fit between an organization’s culture and new employees’
value preferences is a predictor of turnover [6,7].

Authors [8] reviewed current research and found that ‘the concept of entrepreneurship
has evolved from launching a new business to any entrepreneurial activities that involve
a new way to operate a business or NGO, or an existing organization’. The need for in-
trapreneurial traits and behaviors extends to many areas of organizations and has become
a strategic issue for ensuring the performance of organizations [9] as employees need to
adopt intrapreneurial roles, such as innovators and differentiators [10]. The identification
and encouragement of intrapreneurial characteristics thus requires not only an understand-
ing and overview of the labor market, but also a consideration for their compatibility with
the corporate culture [11].
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The authors [12] stressed the need for a change of focus in the corporate world
from new product development and process innovation towards the mindset of the in-
trapreneurial people who drive change. Recent literature on intrapreneurial characteristics
has focused on encouraging employees to become more intrapreneurial (e.g., [13]) and
consider the associated beneficial effects of this, such as commitment [14]. The authors [9]
(p. 564) highlight the current research gap in this field: ‘there is a gap between our knowl-
edge about intrapreneurial employees and intrapreneurship within specific functions and
context’. Ref. [9]’s proposed future research directions include the need for an assessment
of intrapreneurial characteristics on an individual level. From a cultural perspective, [15]
concluded there is a great need for studies into culture and entrepreneurial themes. Since
this study, the majority of research has focused on culture change and achieving an en-
trepreneurial culture (e.g., [16,17]), or on national culture and entrepreneurship (e.g., [18]),
despite [19] warning that, whilst national culture has an important role in the context of
intrapreneurship, other levels of culture should not be neglected. Moreover, [20] emphasize
the need for research into the link between entrepreneurial characteristics and culture.

The research question of this study is: what is the relationship between intrapreneurial
characteristics and preferred organizational culture? Through answering this research
question, this study seeks to ascertain exactly which intrapreneurial characteristics fit which
types of organizational culture, should there be a relationship between these two elements.
Knowing the results, it is possible to identify the key behaviors that are particularly
supported or opposed within a workplace’s organizational culture, and the development
of these “culture-fitting behaviors” can be started in a targeted way during the orientation
of new employees.

2. Theoretical Underpinnings

To consider what constitutes intrapreneurial characteristics, we first consider the oper-
ational definitions of this study with respect to both entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs. There
is debate concerning an exact definition of the term “entrepreneur’ [21]. The authors [22]
defined entrepreneurship as a person who creates value by taking financial, social, and
physical risks in exchange for monetary rewards and satisfaction. Researchers [23] also
define an entrepreneur as a person undertaking risks but also one who has the necessary
ability to launch new projects. In [24], the authors also highlight the need to convert
resources into values but highlight how an essential set of characteristics are required
for an entrepreneur to be able to convert resources into value. It is these characteristics
that form the focus of this study. In [25], the authors define the entrepreneur as ‘a person
who habitually creates and innovates to build something of recognized value around
perceived opportunities.’ In contrast, [26] defines the entrepreneur as ‘a motivated indi-
vidual who makes decisions on funding in emerging businesses’; knowing that business
value is the outcome of many interacting factors that are still under study and scrutiny by
researchers [27].

As [28] indicates, not everyone who has entrepreneurial characteristics is destined to be
an entrepreneur, but rather “an enterprising person”. This is an important distinction as this
study is not concerned with the potential of individuals to become entrepreneurs (see [29]),
but rather the enterprising behavior that may be useful for organizations looking to develop
and rely on intrapreneurial behavior. In [28], the researcher defines the intrapreneur as an
enterprising person who supports new initiatives in established organizations and ‘makes
some material difference’, not only coming up with new and valuable ideas but ideas
which they themselves are able to resource and develop. This view is echoed by [2], who
say that the intrapreneur is ‘a professional who, from an idea and with enough internal
decision-power, encourages resource allocation and devotes him/herself enthusiastically
to turn that idea into a successful product or service’ (p. 838).

Intrapreneurship is internal corporate entrepreneurship that drives operational flexi-
bility for a company [30]. Thus, although it is conceded that there are differences between
an entrepreneur and intrapreneur, for the purposes of this study the intrapreneur is con-
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sidered an enterprising person that has a number of entrepreneurial characteristics, and
hereafter, references to entrepreneurship relate to the enterprising persons at the focus of
this study. This definition of an entrepreneur is somewhat broad and indicates a change of
perception from an economic activity, towards characteristics relevant to everybody and
‘an entrepreneurial mindset’ [31]. Whilst the cognitive underpinnings of entrepreneurial
activity may aid in developing entrepreneurial characteristics in enterprising persons (see
for example [32]), these cognitive processes are beyond the scope of this study.

Early works in this field examined entrepreneurship based upon traits relating to
specific activities, such as: risk taking [33], innovativeness, achievement orientation and
dominance [34] and knowledge and entrepreneurial discovery [35]. The trait approach
to entrepreneurship was introduced by [36] and has been used for many studies into
entrepreneurial characteristics (e.g., [21]). An assumption behind this approach is that
entrepreneurs are a certain type that can be distinguished from other groups of individu-
als [37]. However, the trait approach is criticized, as studies employ different definitions of
entrepreneur [38], potentially leading to differences in trait sets. The trait approach has also
come under criticism for assuming people behave consistently in different situations [39].
For this study, we are not concerned with the traits that constitute an entrepreneur per se,
but the link between enterprising behaviors and preferred culture (values). Values that
constitute an individual’s preferred organizational culture are reflected in [40] defining
a value as ‘an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of existence is
personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state
of existence’. The study also adopts a cultural perspective of the entrepreneurial behaviors
and, as [41] showed, there is consistency among behaviors to the extent that behaviors
can be anticipated and predicted based upon individual affiliations (or a lack thereof) to a
particular culture.

3. Entrepreneurial Characteristics

Beyond the earliest works examining entrepreneurial traits, [42] looked at psycho-
logical characteristics in an intrapreneurial context. Since then, studies in this field have
evolved in a variety of directions. Authors [2] highlight that research into entrepreneurship
has covered three levels of analysis over the last decade: the individual level, the organiza-
tional level and the macro level. Many of the studies into entrepreneurial characteristics in
general, and entrepreneurial orientation (EO) in particular, have been at the organizational
level (e.g., [42–44]). There is some debate on the level of analysis for EO. Some studies argue
EO relates to a strategic orientation and therefore is suited solely to firm level [45,46]. Other
studies link individual and organizational levels of entrepreneurship research through
management theory [47] and have coined the term “individual entrepreneurship orienta-
tion” (IEO), which has been used in studies of senior management in organizations [48].
This study will refer to entrepreneurial characteristics as enterprising behavior, but will
avoid the term “entrepreneurial orientation”, due to its association with either firm-level
analysis or solely senior management, neither of which is within the scope of this study.

The formative review of [49] of entrepreneurial characteristics identified fourteen char-
acteristics of successful entrepreneurs, and yet, they could not find a single entrepreneur
with a high degree of all fourteen characteristics. Since this time, many empirical studies
have identified a range of characteristics. The following table gives an overview of the
characteristics examined in empirical studies and as indicated, studies often focus on skill
sets, capabilities, personality traits and other characteristics, or a combination of all of these.
This is the reason elements are grouped in this study under the umbrella of “characteristics”
(Table 1).
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Table 1. Enterprising characteristics in empirical studies.

Author Characteristics

[50] High need for achievement, internal locus of control, moderate risk-taking orientation,
high tolerance for ambiguity, high degree of self-confidence and innovativeness.

[51] the need for achievement (work ethic), pursuit of excellence, mastery, dominance) and
locus of control (chance, internal, powerful others).

[52]

“Focus” (target focus, time focus and action focus), “Advantage” (opportunity
selection, benefit orientation, performance orientation, resourcing, and vision),
“Creativity”, “Inner Ego” (self-assurance, dedication, and motivation), “Outer Ego”
(responsibility, accountability, and courage), “Team” (ability to select the right people
for your team, creating the right environment to encourage teamwork, knowing when
to look for expertise outside the team, and networking), “Social” ability.

[53]
Commitment and determination, leadership, opportunity obsession, taking initiative
and personal responsibility, tolerance of risk, ambiguity and uncertainty, motivation
to excel.

[54] Locus of control, need for achievement, tolerance for ambiguity, risk taking,
self-confidence and innovativeness.

[55] Need for achievement, risk-taking, innovativeness, autonomy, locus of control
and self-efficacy.

[56] Inner control, planning and goal setting, risk taking, innovation.

[57]

Planning and perseverance, persuasion and networking, communication ability,
commitment, overcoming failure, self-confidence and locus of control, risk-taking
ability, initiative and responsibility, high energy level, tolerance for ambiguity and
uncertainty, creativity and flexibility, knowledge-seeking, continuous learning,
financial proficiency, money sense, business knowledge.

[58]

Entrepreneurial skills: seeking new market opportunities, identifying goods and
services that people want, exploiting high quality market. opportunities, having
special sensitivity toward market opportunities, identifying market opportunities that
are better than others.
Managerial capabilities: achieving results by organizing and motivating people, or
organizing resources and coordinating tasks, being able to delegate effectively, being
able to supervise, influencing and leading people.

[59] Innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking and market-sensing capability.

[60]
Dynamic capabilities (e.g., learning capability, ability to respond), innovation,
proactiveness, risk taking, and social aspects linked to ‘relational resources’ (e.g.,
strength and closeness of relationships).

As mentioned in the theoretical underpinnings section, it can be seen in the table that
the characteristics vary across studies and are often linked to the definition of entrepreneur
used in the study. In the final row of the table, [60] include a number of ‘relational resources’.
Although these might not specify entrepreneurial traits in themselves in the study, it can be
assumed that having strong and close relationships with customers necessitates a certain
degree of social capability.

4. Linking Organizational Culture and Entrepreneurial Characteristics

Organizational culture is ‘a pattern of basic assumptions that a group has invented,
discovered or developed in learning to cope with its problems of external adaptation
and internal integration, and that have worked well enough to be considered valid, and
therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in
relation to those problems’ ([61], p. 111). Many of these assumptions are expressed in the
form of attitudes, behavior, feelings, relationships, language, physical settings, symbolism
and artefacts, and this also applies to innovation cultures in organizations [62]. Authors [63]
confirm that entrepreneurial characteristics (behaviors, attitudes, etc.) are shaped by values,
as the desirability of risk-taking and independent thinking vary across national cultures.
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Empirical evidence was found by [20] of national differences between national culture and
entrepreneurial orientation. Much of the research into the link between entrepreneurialism
and cultural fit has taken place on a national level (e.g., [64,65]), or the organizational
level with a national context [20] but there is a scarcity of studies linking organizational
culture on an individual level (i.e., individual values relating to specific culture types) to
entrepreneurial characteristics.

Authors [66] suggest that the socio-cultural background of an individual acts as a
stimulator and/or motivator of entrepreneurial behaviors. Other authors [3] also confirm
that the internal dimensions of an organization deeply affect entrepreneurial behaviors,
such as innovation. Studies have indicated that entrepreneurial and innovating behaviors
(both individual and firm level) are dependent on cultural factors (e.g., [67,68]). Some
authors [69] suggest that organizational culture could be an antecedent of entrepreneurial
behavior in SMEs, or more specifically, organizational climate and management practices
may be the key antecedents to an entrepreneurial orientation [68].

The issue of entrepreneurs fitting into particular cultures has been cited as a possible
reason for why entrepreneurially oriented firms are more successful in some countries but
not others [70]. The need for alignment, also called the fit paradigm, requires congruity
between managerial practice and the culture, be it on a national or organizational level
(see [63,71]). Conversely, a lack of fit has been found to inhibit entrepreneurial activities [72].
Although little research has been undertaken on the organizational level, the role of man-
agers in both developing the values relating to organizational culture and encouraging
or discouraging the enterprising behavior of employees has been found in the qualitative
study of [73]. Further evidence of the link between culture and entrepreneurship is seen
in studies that found education influences values and level of entrepreneurship [63,74].
Moreover, education and knowledge have been found by [75] to have key roles in turning
a “Technology-Based Firm” into a “Technology-Based and Highly Innovative Firm”.

5. Methodology

The main aim of this study is to investigate the relationship between enterprising
behavior and preferred culture type (values). The following methodology was employed
to achieve this aim.

5.1. Choice of Sample

As found in the literature, as soon as an employee begins work, organizational values
begin to be passed on to the new employee [61]. Thus, any study of the link between
values and enterprising behavior needs to eliminate the influence of organizational culture,
especially as fit begins through adaptation to the culture from day one of employment. The
choice of sample, therefore, involves people without work experience, namely those from
a University.

A convenience sampling method was used in which the questionnaires were com-
pleted by 1056 undergraduate students at selected tertiary institutions in Hungary. Accord-
ing to the most recent data available concerning Hungary from the Global Entrepreneurship
Monitor [76], Hungary’s level of entrepreneurial activity is lower than the regional and
global averages.

For the composition of the sample (Table 2), distribution between male and female
respondents was 37.9 per cent and 62.1 per cent, respectively. Most (97.1 per cent) of
the respondents were younger than 23 years old. Any students that had previous work
experience or had their own business were excluded from the study.
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Table 2. Distribution of sample by course studied.

Institution Course Frequency Percent

1 Human Resources 65 6.2
IT for Business 42 4

Business Management 38 3.6
Finance and Accounting 246 23.3

2 International Economics 71 6.7
International Management 149 14.1

International Studies 168 15.9
Logistics 14 1.3

3 Marketing 140 13.3
Tourism 123 11.6

Total 1056 100.0

There have been a number of studies using this type of sample to examine aspects of
enterprising behavior. Researchers [77] examined the enterprising behavior of 370 under-
graduate and graduate students in four different disciplines at two universities in Slovakia.
The studies of [50,78] investigated the relationship between entrepreneurial inclination of
students and psychological characteristics. Authors [79] also conducted a study concerning
individual attributes related to entrepreneurship with a sample of university students.

In terms of the entrepreneurial process, the sample may be considered in the early
stages and yet still capable of displaying personality and the psychological traits associated
with entrepreneurs [47].

5.2. Instrumentation

There are two instruments used for this study. For the examination of enterprising
behaviors, the Bolton Thompson Entrepreneurial Indicator (BTEI) was used, which is based
upon the FACETS framework [28]. The FACETS framework divides the characteristics
associated with intrapreneurialism into Focus, Advantage, Creativity, Ego—Inner and
outer, Teamwork and Social (see also Table 1). This instrument has been used as a means
of identifying intrapreneurs in large organizations [28]; [11] and the BTEI was developed
specifically to measure entrepreneurial potential [52]. The BTEI contains thirty items for
assessing the subject’s entrepreneurial capacity, i.e., their potential for enterprising behavior,
based upon the characteristics displayed.

For the assessment of preferred organizational culture, the Organizational Culture As-
sessment Instrument (OCAI) developed by [80] was used and is based upon the competing
values framework (CVF). In this framework, organizational culture is not characterized
as being a single type, but rather a combination of four types: clan; hierarchy; market;
and adhocracy. Through this model, organizational culture can be seen as having one or
possibly more dominant types or a culture where all four types are balanced, whilst all
four types exist within an organization’s culture.

5.3. Analysis

In studies such as [81], concerns arise when using an instrument measuring en-
trepreneurial traits that has been developed and used primarily in Western countries. To
ensure a valid and reliable measure for entrepreneurship traits (ET) for university stu-
dents in a transition economy such as Hungary, a principal component factor analysis was
conducted on the enterprising characteristics with varimax rotation (see also [82]). The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO), Bartlett and Total Variance Explained (TVE) tests were used
for ascertaining sampling adequacy. From the resulting rotated component matrix, the
groupings of components were assigned labels.

A linear regression analysis was conducted of culture types against components as
used in other studies of culture and entrepreneurship, such as: [83–86].



J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2021, 7, 61 7 of 16

6. Results

The OCAI uses an ipsative scale and any responses that did not sum to the specific
total were deleted from the sample. This resulted in a final sample of 1056 students from
a university, all studying in business fields. The sampling criteria applied was an active
full-time university student in one of the business majors, without any gender or age
limitations, and with no work experience. The respondents attended first and second year
of bachelor (undergraduate) level. The respondents were acquired using a convenience
sampling technique.

For the first phase of analysis, a rotated component matrix was produced as the key
output of principal components analysis. These findings can be found in Table 3.

Table 3. Rotated component matrix of Entrepreneurial characteristics.

Characteristics
Component

1 2 3 4

I go out of my way to get results 0.761
I have been told that I enjoy planning 0.709

I make an effort to be the best in my field 0.653 0.316
I usually have a plan before starting to work 0.615

I find that difficult situations don’t stop me from taking action 0.812
I am not less efficient in stressful circumstances 0.791

I do not mind being the one to make a final decision 0.641
I want to create something that would be valuable for others 0.850

People get excited by my ideas 0.725
Failure is a possibility that has to be accepted 0.817

One can learn as much from one’s failures as from one’s success 0.787
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization a

a: Rotation converged in 5 iterations.

Using the results of Table 4, sample adequacy was tested. KMO was 0.678, Bartlett
χ2 = 1672,938 with p = 0.000; and TVE = 60.100%. The interpretation of these groupings
involved the detection of key themes (labels) according to the enterprising characteristics
that were given and a typology of what those characteristics may be associated with, as
a means of understanding the basis for these groupings. The labels can be seen in the
following table (Table 4).

Table 4. Groupings of entrepreneurial characteristics.

Component Characteristics Key Theme (Label) Typology

1

I go out of my way to get results

Planning on results Project ManagerI have been told that I enjoy planning
I make an effort to be the best in my field

I usually have a plan before starting to work

2
I find that difficult situations don’t stop me from taking action

Bearing the burden Pressure BearerI am not less efficient in stressful circumstances
I do not mind being the one to make a final decision

3
I want to create something that would be valuable for others Innovating for others Innovating Showstopper

People get excited by my ideas

4
Failure is a possibility that has to be accepted Learning from mistakes Experimental Learner

One can learn as much from one’s failures as from one’s success

In the final phase of the analysis, linear regression models were built of culture types
against components (enterprising characteristics). Certain components in the sample were
found to have direct or inverse relationship to values associated with one of the culture
types. As shown in Figure 1, the Clan culture type is excluded as no significant relationships
were found between the components and the clan culture type.
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Figure 1. Linear regression model of entrepreneurial groupings (components) and preferred culture
type (excluding clan type).

The significant connections are shown in the figure, denoted with arrows from the
culture type to each of the four components. To the right of each of the components
are the R-squares (determinant coefficients) shown as a percentage and in each case are
high. To the right of the R-squares is the F-test’s p, which is lower than 0.05 (0.000) for all
four components.

7. Discussion

The discussion section has been split into two areas. The first is concerns the relation-
ship between enterprising behaviors and organizational culture types from the study, and
the second section concerns the findings in relation to open innovation culture.

7.1. Discussion: Intrapreneurial Fit, and Organizational Culture

The four components that emerged from the empirical data in a principal component
analysis and their consequent relationship with culture types as a result of the regression
analysis are aimed at answering the research question of this explorative study, ‘what
is the relationship between enterprising characteristics and culture type?’, as a means of
uncovering the fit or misfit of enterprising employees and intrapreneurs with existing
organizational culture types.

As the literature presented a range of sets of entrepreneurial characteristics, we con-
ducted a principal components exploratory factor analysis (see Table 3) and revealed
four component groupings that were labelled according to the characteristics within each
component. The groupings were also ascribed roles relating to potential employees with
enterprising behavior: Project Manager; Pressure Bearer; Innovating Showstopper; and
Experimental Learner. These findings can be seen as an extension of the list of roles found in
the original study using this instrument by Bolton and Thompson [52], such as Networker,
Opportunity-spotter, and Project Champion (p. 5).

Following this, the relationship between culture types and the four components of
enterprising behavior was investigated and the summary of these findings is shown in
Table 5.
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Table 5. Summary of direction of relationships between culture types and components.

Culture Type

Components

1
Planning on Results

2
Bearing the Burden

3
Innovating for Others

4
Learning from Mistakes

Clan none none none none

Adhocracy inverse direct inverse none

Market inverse none inverse inverse

Hierarchy inverse none inverse direct

Taken together, these results suggest that certain enterprising behaviors have signifi-
cant direct or inverse relationships with culture types. There were no significant differences
found for any of the four enterprising behaviors with the clan culture type. The clan type
is very much inward-looking and focused on teams and doing things together. This would
relate to the Team (T) part of the FACETs framework. However, the team element of enter-
prising behavior did not emerge in the principal component analysis of our sample. The
focus on human development and roles such as a mentor or coach was found in the litera-
ture (e.g., [58]). However, this depends on the entrepreneur’s stage in the “entrepreneurial
process”—Rather than take on the role of a coach or mentor, an entrepreneur may seek the
help of mentors and coaches in the early days of starting up a business due to challenges
such as the liability of newness. This is reflected in the focus of empirical studies, e.g., [87].
Although entrepreneurs may adopt coaching and mentoring roles in later years, e.g., [88],
the respondents in this sample are in the early stages of the “entrepreneurial process”, i.e.,
in the early stages of development as an entrepreneur/intrapreneur.

If we turn our focus towards the enterprising characteristics, we can see that those
respondents that had the “planning on results” behavior had inverse relationships with
values relating to the adhocracy, market and hierarchy cultures. This inverse relationship
with the adhocracy type is explained by the creative, dynamic and experimental approaches
of the adhocracy type that require more flexibility and discretion. The inverse relationship
with the market culture may be explained under the saying ‘a goal without a plan is just
a wish’. These respondents highlight planning for results, whereas the market culture is
focused upon competition, reputation and success. There is a competitive element to the
“planning on results” grouping, which indicates the need for further research to confirm if
the strength of values relating to planning in the market culture. The inverse relationship
with the hierarchy culture is explained through the value placed on procedures and smooth
functioning rather than specific outcomes. Thus, the long-term goals are characteristically
task-focused stability and efficiency, as well as the smooth execution of tasks.

The enterprising characteristic of “bearing the burden” (bearing difficult decisions
and stress) directly relates to the values of the adhocracy culture. The adhocracy culture
values risk-taking, being experimental, innovating, freedom and showing initiative and
freedom. Thus, the adhocracy culture places autonomy on the individual and this explains
the relationship in our findings.

“Innovating for others” was found as a mix of two aspects: creativity, but within
the context of its appreciation by others. There are inverse relationships with adhocracy,
market and hierarchy cultures. This is most surprising in the case of the adhocracy as this
is also focused upon innovation. However, the inverse relationship is explained within the
context of the national culture. Hungary has a highly individualist culture compared to
the majority of countries around the world [89], and, as such, individuals are expected to
take care of themselves and their immediate families only. Although it wasn’t raised in the
piloting of the questionnaire or in previous studies using the BTEI in individualist national
cultures (e.g., [90]), there is a need for further research into whether individualism countries
score lower on the BTEI scale for these elements due to the focus on doing something for
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the sake of others, rather than for oneself. This finding also highlights the current debate
on the effect of individualism on entrepreneurship [91,92].

For the enterprising characteristic “learning from mistakes”, there is an inverse re-
lationship with the market culture and a direct relationship with the hierarchy culture
Learning from mistakes is an important aspect of ensuring that stability, efficiency and
smooth running of the enterprise are maximized and this it seems that increased learning
from mistakes is a necessity, especially bearing in mind the value placed on rules and
procedures for this culture type. The inverse relationship with the market culture is in-
dicative that the process of reflection required to learn from mistakes is averse to values of
the market culture such as ‘results-right-now’, making fast decisions and moving fast in a
competitive environment.

The need for alignment was found in the literature as requiring congruity between
managerial practice and the culture (see [63,71]). The findings of this study confirm this
congruity in the form of management being aware of how the culture may adversely
affect enterprising behavior of existing and new employees, and tailoring performance
expectations of intrapreneurs to fit the behaviors conducive to culture type.

These findings confirm existing literature in how a culture “misfit” has been found
to inhibit entrepreneurial activities [72]. However, the previous study was conducted
on a national culture level, and this study puts forward that this is also the case on an
organizational culture level with regard to specific entrepreneurial behaviors.

7.2. Discussion: Intrapreneurial Fit, and Open Innovation Culture

The findings of this study raise important questions for open innovation dynamics
from a cultural perspective. In their conceptual framework of a culture for open innovation
dynamics, [93] suggest that intrapreneurs themselves have the potential to change organi-
zational culture through a combination of symbols and language usage with legitimacy.
Thus, whilst some enterprising behaviors were found in this study to “misfit” certain
culture types, further research may extend the findings of our study and examine not only
how organizational culture may encourage or limit enterprising behaviors, but also the
effect of intrapreneurial behaviors on organizational cultures and which behaviors may
push towards open innovation cultures, such as “innovating for others”.

The Competing Values Framework [80] used in this study has been applied to the
investigation of open innovation cultures, with a particular focus on how companies
collaborate with one another when faced with increasing environmental complexity and
dynamics. The authors [94] found a link between open foresight and the clan and adhocracy
culture types, and yet no relationship was found with the market culture, despite being an
externally focused culture. This confirms our findings of anomalies within the Competing
Values Framework when considered in the context of an Open Innovation Culture, despite
the CVF being a well validated and widely used model. The clan culture is the only culture
type characterized by collaboration but has no external focus. Likewise, the adhocracy type
is externally focused and values creativity, which are conducive to an Open Innovation
Culture but does not necessarily value collaboration. The market culture places value on
competition, playing to win and making fast decisions, rather than collaboration, despite
being externally focused. In this way, two key elements of an open innovation culture,
collaboration and openness to external know-how, seem incompatible in a single culture
type. This would also explain how the market culture was not found to be related to open
foresight in [94]’s (219) study and our findings that “innovating for others” has an inverse
relationship to the adhocracy culture, due to “doing something for others” being best
suited to a collaborative clan type and innovation best suited to the externally focused and
creative adhocracy type (see previous section).

Besides collaboration, the clan culture also values openness [80] (but with an internal
focus), which is also a key part of an open innovation culture [95], and the lack of significant
findings with regard to the clan culture in our study may well be due to the mediating effect
of national culture, as discussed in the previous section, combined with a lack of support
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for innovation impacting upon openness [96] with regard to Hungary [97]. Additionally,
these findings highlight the important cultural distinction between openness to those inside
and those outside the organization, both on a national and organizational level.

In closing, the findings indicate a need for organizations promoting an open innovation
culture to adopt a multi-culturalist approach on an organizational level, i.e., the acceptance
of a number of different organizational culture types existing in the organization, rather
than aiming for alignment of all employees towards a single culture type. According to our
findings, a multi-culturalist approach would also need to consider which combination of
culture types would encourage or discourage the enterprising behaviors most desired by
management.

8. Conclusions and Implications

This study aimed to investigate how a preferred organizational culture is linked to
enterprising behavior, as a means of predicting intrapreneurial fit in organizations and
determining which characteristics are conducive to certain culture types, and not others.
This addresses the apparent lack of research into potential intrapreneurial fit (or misfit)
and the link between culture and enterprising behaviors on an individual level, and, to
achieve this, two instruments were used that have been validated in other studies, but not
in this context and not in an investigation into possible relationships between the variables
of each instrument.

An additional finding of this study is to build on existing empirical findings regarding
the roles relating to enterprising behaviors with the addition of Project Manager, Pressure
Bearer, Innovating Showstopper and Experimental Learner. Whilst these roles are well
known in practice, such as the need for intrapreneurs to manage projects and work under
the pressure of being the innovators for the organization in challenging times, empirical
evidence has been limited in this respect. In this way, the findings also extend the original
study upon which the FACETS instrument was developed and associated entrepreneurial
roles suggested.

The results lead us to conclude that a number of enterprising behaviors, grouped
according to principal components, are directly impacted by certain culture types. This
result corroborates studies found in the literature indicating a link between the internal
environment, such as organizational culture, and enterprising behaviors. It should be
noted that whilst adhocracy, hierarchy and market culture types all stood out as catalysts of
enterprising behaviors, the clan culture type had neither negative nor positive significant
impacts upon enterprising behaviors. Likewise, the entrepreneurial grouping of ‘Bearing
the Burden’ was found to be the least affected by culture types, relative to the other group-
ings. The lack of significant findings in these two elements indicate the further need for
further work in this area, especially international collaborative research to further under-
stand the role of national cultures, in how organizational culture preferences may inhibit
or encourage enterprising behaviors. Moreover, the finding that certain cultures appear to
act as “barriers” to enterprising behaviors due to this inverse relationship may indicate
that the management expectations of intrapreneur performance should bear in mind how
conducive their organization’s culture is to the specific entrepreneurial behaviors expected.

Cultural change of any organizational is a challenging and costly process and although
studies indicate the need for building entrepreneurial culture to encourage entrepreneurial
behaviors, this is not always an option. Thus, they need to manage around the culture and
the findings of this study allow HR managers to understand how a dominant culture type
can encourage or discourage specific enterprising behaviors. The strong organizational
culture promotes innovation and development regardless of the type of culture [98], so it
is particularly useful to develop similar competencies of organizational members in the
future. Moreover, during recruitment and selection stages, needs for certain enterprising
behaviors will require the job advertisement in particular to be tailored towards a certain
culture type (i.e., a certain set of values), and a reconsideration of the employer brand
in general. However, before any changes are considered the organization will not only
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need to consider which enterprising behaviors are specifically required, but also undertake
an audit of the organizational culture, as analyzing current and preferred cultures makes
it possible to develop and implement strategies to move an organization in the desired
direction [99], and then consider the impact of the culture on enterprising behaviors.

Innovation appears in all types of organizations and organizational cultures, and the re-
quired competencies are not exclusive in each organizational culture. Anna Lewandowska
et al. [100] also defines the characteristic criteria of innovation; however, they cannot be
assigned exclusively to any of the dimensions of organizational culture. At the same time,
targeted skills development helps organizations to perform even better in addition to the
capabilities they already have [101].

9. Limitations and Future Research Directions

For researchers and academics, this study raises the question of whether the en-
trepreneur or intrapreneur should be considered as a “whole package” or whether certain
behaviors fit, or don’t fit, certain cultures. The link between culture and enterprising
behaviors in this study is a strong one, statistically speaking, but studies of similar sam-
ple size in other countries would serve to consolidate these findings and consider future
directions for research, especially as the literature indicated that national culture plays
an influential role on entrepreneurial behaviors. Furthermore, although much has been
written about the need to develop “entrepreneurial cultures”, not all companies have the
resources to bring about cultural change. These companies should also be considered for
further research into the practical and theoretical implications and how an existing culture
can be managed in order to ensure intrapreneurs can function—and function well—within
their internal setting.

The choice of sample was made on the basis of not having values corrupted through
time spent in a particular organizational culture. However, there are studies indicating
a potential impact of higher education on entrepreneurialism. Some researchers argue
that formal education can lead to reduced curiosity and vision, as well as an increase in
risk aversion [102,103]. Andrew Henley [104] longitudinal research found that educational
background is not strongly associated with entrepreneurial aspirations and [105] argues
that universities and business schools in particular should revise their curricula to stimulate
innovative and critical thinking. Johnson PS et al. [106] called for discipline-based research
into the effects of higher education on entrepreneurship.
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