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Abstract In the last years, the business creation and management literature has paid
increasing attention to the entrepreneurship that occurs within organizations. Most empir-
ical studies show a positive relationship between corporate entrepreneurship and perfor-
mance. The objective of this article is to identify which internal and external factors
condition corporate entrepreneurship. The study uses two different theoretical perspec-
tives: Resource-Based Theory (for internal factors) and Institutional Economics (for
external or environmental factors). Both theories have been widely used in the strategic
management and entrepreneurship literature, however, very few studies in the corporate
entrepreneurship field are grounded on them together. The research applies negative
binomial regression and uses data from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) for
the period 2004-2008. Overall the sample has 339.071 observations and it provides
information for 9 different European countries (Greece, Spain, Italy, Ireland, the Nether-
lands, France, the United Kingdom, Denmark and Finland). Results reinforce the impor-
tance of internal factors (knowledge, personal networks and being able to identify business
opportunities) compared to external (having fear of failure, media impact and the number
of procedures to create a company). Contributions of the study are both theoretical and
practical. On the one hand, it contributes to the development of the literature in the
corporate entrepreneurship field. On the other hand, it provides useful insights for those
companies that are interested in entrepreneurship within the organizations.

Keywords Corporate entrepreneurship - Intrapreneurship - Resource-based theory -
Institutional economics - Global Entrepreneurship Monitor- GEM
Introduction

In recent decades, researchers have paid increasing attention to the role of entrepre-
neurship for productivity, innovation, employment and economic and social
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development (Audretsch 2012; Wennekers et al. 2005). Most of the studies agree that
the creation of new companies stimulates economic growth. Thus, both researchers
and policy makers consider that fostering entrepreneurship means fostering the
development of economies (Anderson et al. 2012; Fritsch 2008; Grilo and Thurik
2005). In addition, the literature in the area of business creation and management has
paid increasing attention to the entrepreneurship that occurs within organizations
(Lumpkin and Dess 1996)." Corporate entrepreneurship has been considered to be an
important element in organizational and economic development, due to its beneficial
effects on the revitalization and performance of firms (Antoncic and Hisrich 2001;
Chang et al. 2011; Guth and Ginsberg 1990; Idris and Tey 2011; Zahra 1991).
Therefore corporate entrepreneurship has increasingly been recognized as a legiti-
mate path to high levels of organizational performance (Hornsby et al. 2009).

The objective of this article is to identify which internal and external
(environmental) factors condition corporate entrepreneurship. Previous research has
tried to identify which organizational or environmental factors influence corporate
venturing (Gomez-Haro et al. 2011; Yang and Li 2011; Pinchot 1985; Ribeiro-
Soriano and Urbano 2009). However, our research uses Resource-Based Theory
(RBT) and Institutional Economics (IE) as theoretical frameworks. Despite the fact
that both theories have been widely used in the strategic management and entrepre-
neurship literature, very few studies in the corporate entrepreneurship field are
grounded on them together (Castrogiovanni et al. 2011). In fact, most of the studies
in this area do not use a specific theoretical framework. Besides this, we analyse the
differences between two groups of European countries (high income per capita
countries and middle income per capita countries). In this sense, previous research
has had a primarily American basis and cross-country (or cross-cultural) comparisons
of the corporate entrepreneurship model have been minimal (Antoncic 2007). Using
negative binomial regression and data from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
(GEM) for the 2004—2008 period, our results highlight the importance of internal
factors compared to external ones. In addition, there are also differences between
countries, because the role of the environment is weaker in richer countries. The
implications of the study are both conceptual and practical. On the one hand, it
contributes to the development of the corporate entrepreneurship literature using an
integrative model that considers both RBT and IE. Specifically, results contribute to
the discussion of whether internal or environmental factors are more important for
corporate entrepreneurship. On the other hand, it provides useful insights for those
companies that are interested in fostering corporate entrepreneurship.

After this brief introduction, the paper is structured as follows. The conceptual part
of the study is presented in “Corporate entrepreneurship, resource-based theory and
institutional economics”. In “Methodology” the description of variables, data analysis
and the model are detailed. “Results and discussion” present the main findings of
the work and finally, the conclusions and future research lines are discussed in
“Conclusions” section.

! Although entrepreneurship that occurs within organizations has been described in various terms
(intrapreneurship, corporate entrepreneurship, corporate venturing or internal entrepreneurship, among
others), in this article we use generally the term corporate entrepreneurship.
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Corporate entrepreneurship, resource-based theory and institutional economics

Scholars and practitioners have shown interest in the corporate entrepreneurship
concept since the beginning of the 1980s, due to its beneficial effect on the revital-
ization and performance of firms (Burgelman 1985; Guth and Ginsberg 1990; Pinchot
1985; Zahra 1991). Corporate entrepreneurship has been considered as a method to
offer an organization a strategic option to refine its business concept, to meet
changing customer needs and expectations, and to enhance its competitive position
(Burgelman 1985; Guth and Ginsberg 1990; Pinchot 1985; Zahra 1991).

The concept of corporate entrepreneurship may appear straightforward, but re-
searchers use different definitions and names for the entrepreneurship phenomenon
within existing organizations (Menzel et al. 2007). Terms such as intrapreneurship (used
by, amongst others, Pinchot 1985), corporate entrepreneurship (used by, amongst others,
Burgelman 1985), and corporate venturing (MacMillan 1986) have all been used to
describe the same phenomenon. One of the most broad and widely accepted definitions
for the corporate entrepreneurship is “entrepreneurship within an existing organization”
(Antoncic and Hisrich 2001). Corporate entreprencurship includes entrepreneurial be-
haviour and orientation in existing organizations, for example, when the firm acts
entrepreneurially in pursuing new opportunities; in contrast, a non-intrapreneurial firm
would be more concerned with the management of the existing enterprise (Antoncic and
Hisrich 2003) and would make decisions predominantly on the basis of the currently
controlled resources (Stevenson and Jarillo 1990). Miller (1983) defined corporate
entrepreneurship as the activities that an organization undertakes to enhance its
product-innovation, risk-taking, and proactive response to environmental forces.
Antoncic (2007) classifies intrapreneurship into the following four dimensions: (1)
new business venturing (or corporate venturing) (Stopford and Baden-Fuller 1994);
(2) innovativeness (Covin and Slevin 1991; Knight 1997); (3) self-renewal (Guth and
Ginsberg 1990; Stopford and Baden-Fuller 1994; Zahra 1991); and (4) proactiveness
(Covin and Slevin 1991; Knight 1997; Stopford and Baden-Fuller 1994). That is, firms
may engage in internal innovation in order to introduce new products or services or to
enter new markets; they may rejuvenate themselves by innovating and altering internal
processes, structures, or capabilities; they may identify and adopt new ways of compet-
ing in existing markets; or they may proactively create entirely new product markets that
other companies have not recognized or actively exploited (Covin and Miles 1999).

Resource-based theory

According to RBT, firms are bundles of tangible and intangible resources and
capabilities (Wernerfelt 1984). Unique resource endowments serve to explain differ-
ences in firms’ performances, so valuable, rare, inimitable and non-substitutable
resources are sources of a firm’s competitive advantage (Barney 1991). In the last
two decades, the diffusion of RBT into strategic management and related disciplines
has been both dramatic and controversial, and has involved considerable theoretical
development and empirical testing (Barney et al. 2001). In the traditional entrepre-
neurship literature there are many empirical studies grounded on RBT (Hult and
Ketchen 2001; Urbano and Yordanova 2008; Westhead et al. 2001, among others),
but in the corporate entrepreneurship literature most studies do not use a specific
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theoretical framework (see Hornsby et al. 2002, among others). Yet in recent years,
increasing attention has been focused on the combination and management of resources
which enable the firm to pursue new business opportunities and develop innovative
actions (Castrogiovanni et al. 2011), and which lead to more effective processes
(Meyskens et al. 2010). These studies are consistent with the RBT approach which
emphasizes the importance of a firm’s resources as the drivers of growth (Penrose 1959),
high profits (Wernerfelt 1984) and competitive advantage (Barney 1991).

Institutional economics

RBT has been one of the key theories in the entrepreneurship and corporate entrepre-
neurship fields, as access to resources is central to the success of a new venture or project
(Bhide 2000). However, it has become increasingly clear that issues such as culture,
legal environment, tradition and history in an industry, and economic incentives can all
impact on an industry and, in turn, on entrepreneurial success (Bruton et al. 2010).

Institutional theory proposes that organizations adopt structures, processes,
programmes, policies and/or procedures because of the pressure that coexisting
institutions exert on them (Kostova and Roth 2002). Institutions are the rules of the
game in a society, and function as constraints and opportunities, shaping human
interaction. Institutions can be formal, such as political and economic rules and
contracts, or informal, such as codes of conduct, conventions, attitudes, values and
norms of behaviour (North 1990, 2005). The application of IE is especially helpful to
entrepreneurial research. In the entrepreneurship context, institutions represent the set
of rules that articulate and organize the economic, social and political interactions
between individuals and social groups, with consequences for business activity and
economic development (Bruton et al. 2010). Despite the fact that many authors have
used this institutional approach in the field of entrepreneurship (Bruton et al. 2010;
Coduras et al. 2008; Guerrero and Urbano 2012; Lifian et al. 2011a, b; Thornton et al.
2011; Welter and Smallbone 2011), very few papers on the corporate entrepreneur-
ship issue are grounded on this theory (Gomez-Haro et al. 2011).

Using both RBT and IE to study internal and external factors, the research presents
two different sets of hypotheses. The first three hypotheses gauge information about
the company’s resources and capabilities (RBT), while hypotheses 4 to 6 have to do
with institutional factors (IE).

Knowledge as a resource

Individuals with more or higher-quality human capital should be better at perceiving
profitable opportunities, once engaged in the entrepreneurial process, and such in-
dividuals should also have superior ability to exploit opportunities successfully
(Davidsson and Honig 2003; Keen and Etemad 2012; Renko et al. 2012). Formal
education is one of the main components of human capital, as education may assist in
the accumulation of explicit knowledge that may provide skills useful to entrepre-
neurs (BarNir 2012; Lepak and Snell 1999). More innovative organizations are
managed by well-educated teams, whose functional areas of expertise are diverse.
According to recent empirical studies on different cultures around the world, in-
vestments made in improve human capital and education seems to provide an
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increase in the organizational innovativeness (Alpkan et al. 2010). Similarly, Chen et
al. (1998) identified a correlation between the level of entrepreneurial intention and
the number of management courses taken by students. In fact, Dess et al. (2003)
consider that a high level of human capital can create opportunities for knowledge
creationand exploitation within corporate entrepreneurship activities.

If a company has well-qualified employees, the implementation and development of
intrapreneurial projects will become easier, and, the chances of success will increase
(Lifian et al. 2011a, b). In fact, academic entrepreneurs are likely to employ more people
than their non-academic counterparts (Parker 2011). In addition, it is considered to be
necessary for a company to offer specific training to its workers and to hand down skills
from one generation of workers to the next in order to implement and develop innovative
projects (Hayton and Kelley 2006). Therefore, we pose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: It is more likely that individuals become corporate entrepreneurs
when they have some high education experience or more.

Personal networks as a capability

Research emphasizes the importance of networks, and the social capital inherent in
them, for the creation of new ventures (Aldrich and Zimmer 1986). However, despite
the interest and research on the concept, it is still in an emerging phase, comprising
different uses and connotations from various scholarly perspectives (Adler and Kwon
2000). Networks are considered the opportunity structures through which entrepre-
neurs obtain information, resources, and social support to identify and exploit
opportunities (Aldrich and Zimmer 1986; Mousa and Wales 2012). Similarly, Burt
(1992) believes networks are an asset that resides in an individual’s relationships and
consists of the goodwill flowing from friends, colleagues, and other general contacts.

In addition, networks have been shown to act as providers of psychological and
practical support (Johannisson 1986), access to opportunities (Burt 1992), and a host
of other resources (such as finance or information) (Ostgaard and Birley 1996; Klyver
et al. 2008). It is difficult to see how venture creation is possible without access to an
effective set of network relationships (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998). Social capital
may also help to understand how resources are integrated and recombined in firms
with dynamic capabilities. Finally, in mobilizing resources for one purpose, social
capital also acts to release other resources (Blyler and Coff 2003). Ultimately, we
present the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: It is more likely that individuals become corporate entrepreneurs
when they know other entrepreneurs.

Opportunity recognition as a capability

The opportunity recognition process has traditionally played a key role in research in
the entrepreneurship field (Gaglio and Katz 2001; Zortea-Johnston et al. 2012).
Previous works on the topic consider that discovering entrepreneurial opportunities
constitutes an essential entrepreneurial skill (Ardichvili et al. 2003) and a source of
competitive advantage (Alvarez and Busenitz 2001).
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Being able to detect business opportunities allows one to develop new products,
services, markets and competitive advantages. To take advantage of opportunities, firms
must develop the ability to carry out a range of different tasks associated with
intrapreneurship (Hostager et al. 1998). These tasks include being able to identify
opportunities and ideas for new products or services, and turning these ideas into
profitable products and services (Pinchot 1985). Hence, one of the most important
points in research on opportunity recognition has been why certain individuals discover
opportunities that others do not (Kirzner 1997; Shane 2000; Shane and Venkataraman
2000). Previous researchers have argued that entrepreneurial opportunities exist primar-
ily because different members of society have different beliefs about the relative value
(the potential to be transformed into a different state) of resources (Kirzner 1997).
Assuming these different beliefs, all opportunities are not obvious to everyone all of
the time. Based on these explanations, the following hypothesis is posed:

Hypothesis 3: It is more likely that individuals become corporate entrepreneurs
when they are able to identify business opportunities.

Fear of failure as an informal factor

The relationship between entrepreneurship and fear of failure has received some attention
from scholars who have considered the relationship between entrepreneurial decisions and
risk aversion (Kihlstrom and Laffont 1979). According to the literature, the perceived
possibility of failure determines an individual’s decision to start a business, and the fear of
failure has a negative effect on intrapreneurship. Since most individuals are risk averse,
and since the perceived fear of failure (rather than the objective likelihood of failure) is an
important component of the risk attached to starting a new business, a reduced perception
of the likelihood of failure should increase the probability that a company will start a new
business (Arenius and Minniti 2005; Boermans 2010). The willingness of individual
intrapreneurs to take risks, and the risk permissiveness of top managers, allowing and
encouraging the corporate entrepreneurs to be more innovative, require a tolerant under-
standing of managers towards those corporate entrepreneurs whose projects fail, especial-
ly in turbulent markets (Alpkan et al. 2010; Stopford and Baden-Fuller 1994). Therefore,
management support is an important issue to take into account. This support considers
many forms, including championing innovative ideas, providing necessary resources or
expertise, or institutionalizing entrepreneurial activity within a firm’s systems and pro-
cesses (Hornsby et al. 2002). Finally, this risk aversion behaviour cannot be changed by
exogenous interventions such as government programmes, but can be modified through
cultural factors that mould attitudes, perceptions, and risk profiles (Arenius and Minniti
2005). Hence, we pose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4: It is less likely that individuals become corporate entrepreneurs when
they have a fear of failure when starting a business.

Media impact as an informal factor

Business news coverage is of particular importance to organizations attempting to
manage issues, because much of what consumers and other external stakeholders
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learn about companies and the issues that surround them comes from the news media
(Carroll and McCombs 2003). Stories reported by the media play a critical role in the
processes that enable new businesses to emerge. Stories that are told by or about
entrepreneurs define a new venture in ways that can lead to favourable interpretations
of the wealth-creating possibilities of the venture. These stories are helpful to
potential entrepreneurs, venture capitalists, and other institutional actors (such as
investment banks, foundations, innovative organizations, etc.). Since many entrepre-
neurial ventures are unknown to external audiences, the creation of an appealing and
coherent story may be one of the most crucial assets for a nascent enterprise
(Lounsbury and Glynn 2001). The media plays an important role in transmitting
these stories, and journalists are seen as authoritative sources of information
(Deephouse 2000), thereby performing the role of institutional intermediaries (Pol-
lock and Rindova 2003) and critics. As a result, media coverage sets the agenda for
public discourse (Carroll and McCombs 2003), and affects the accumulation of
reputation (Rindova et al. 2007). Ultimately, we pose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5: It is more likely that individuals become corporate entrepreneurs
when the media often report stories about successful new businesses.

Procedures as a formal factor

One of the main regulations that can be taken by SME and Entrepreneurship policy
makers that seek to increase rates of new firm formation is to enable the starting of a
business to take place as quickly and cheaply as possible (Van Stel et al. 2007).
Entrepreneurs inside companies may be discouraged from starting a business if they
have to follow many rules and procedures (Begley et al. 2005; Huarng and Yu 2011). In
fact, the literature agrees that factors such as the number of procedures and the time and
cost involved in starting a business have a negative effect on entrepreneurship. A heavier
regulation of entry is generally associated with greater corruption and a larger unofficial
economy. Also, entry is regulated more heavily by less democratic governments, and
this regulation does not seem to yield visible social benefits (Djankov et al. 2002; Tanas
and Audretsch 2011). That is why some governments and institutions focus attention
upon lowering the entry “barriers” to the formation of new firms; such “barriers” include
the length of time taken to start a business, the number and cost of any permits or
licences required and any minimum capital requirements for a new firm (Van Stel et al.
2007). Overall, inefficient government regulation in the economy may be perceived
negatively, especially by those interested in starting new businesses and innovative
projects (Gnyawali and Fogel 1994). Hence, the following hypothesis is posed:

Hypothesis 6: It is less likely that individuals become corporate entrepreneurs when
they have to follow many procedures to create a company.

Methodology

The study uses a database created by the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM).
This database contains information for the 2004-2008 period and includes data from
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the following European countries: Greece, Spain, Italy, Ireland, the Netherlands,
France, the United Kingdom, Denmark and Finland. Overall the sample has a
total of 339,071 observations. In addition, the research complements the GEM
data with data from the Doing Business project. The Doing Business project
provides objective measures of business regulations and their enforcement
across 183 economies. It was launched in 2002, and looks at domestic small
and medium-sized companies, measuring the regulations applying to them
through their life cycles. The fundamental premise of Doing Business is that
economic activity requires good rules; thus, this database is an adequate proxy
for formal institutions.

Description of variables

Dependent variable The binary variable “corporate entrepreneurship activity” is used
as the dependent variable, and is a measure of individuals who, alone or with others,
are currently trying to start a new business or a new venture for their employer as part
of their normal work. Other studies in the entrepreneurship field have used similar
binary dependent variables from a GEM database (Arenius and Kovalainen 2006;
Arenius and Minniti 2005; Minniti and Nardone 2007).

Independent variables Two vectors of independent variables are considered in
this study: resources and capabilities, and institutional factors. Each vector is
measured by three different variables (see Table 1). These variables have
already been used in other studies: knowledge (Aidis et al. 2008; Arenius
and Kovalainen 2006; Arenius and Minniti 2005); personal networks (Alvarez
and Urbano 2011; Arenius and Kovalainen 2006; Arenius and Minniti 2005);
opportunity recognition (Arenius and De Clercq 2005; Arenius and Kovalainen
2006; Arenius and Minniti 2005); fear of failure (Arenius and Minniti 2005;
Koellinger and Minniti 2006; Koellinger 2008); media impact (Tominic and
Rebernik 2007); procedures (Alvarez and Urbano 2011; Djankov et al. 2002;
Van Stel et al. 2007).

Control variables Other factors may also influence entrepreneurial activity.
Recent research has shown the importance of socio-demographic factors
(Arenius and Minniti 2005; Langowitz and Minniti 2007), and the economic
sector, in explaining entrepreneurial behaviour (Wennekers et al. 2005). Thus
we have included two different control variables, to ensure that the results
were not unjustifiably influenced by such factors. In each model, we controlled
the individuals’ socio-demographic characteristics (gender) and the economic
sector.

—  Gender. Previous research has indicated that women’s participation rates in
entrepreneurship are significantly lower than men’s rates (Arenius and
Minniti 2005; Langowitz and Minniti 2007), and that men are more likely
to start a business than women (Blanchflower 2004). A binary variable for
gender is included in this study to test for the significance of gender
effects.
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Table 1 Description of the variables

Description

Source

Dependent variable

Intrapreneurship

Independent variables

Resource-based Knowledge
theory
Personal networks
Opportunity
recognition
Institutional Fear of failure
economics

Media impact

Procedures

Gender

Sector

Control variables

Binary variable that indicates if “’you are
alone or with others, currently trying to
start a new business or a new venture
with your employer—an effort that is
part of your normal work?”.
1= Yes, 0 = No

Binary variable which indicates if the
respondent has any graduate program
experience (with or without degree).
1 = Graduate program experience,

0 = No graduate program experience

Binary variable which indicates if the
respondent agreed with the statement
“You know someone personally who
started a business in the past 2 years”.
1= Yes, 0 = No

Binary variable which indicates if the
respondent agreed with the statement
“In the next 6 months, there will be
good opportunities for starting a
business in the area where you live”.
1= Yes, 0 = No

Binary variable which indicates that
the respondent perceives positive
opportunities (individuals involved
in any stage of entrepreneurial activity
excluded) but that the fear of failure
would prevent him/her from setting
up a business. 1 = Yes, 0 = No

Binary variable which indicates that
the respondent agreed with the
statement “In your country, you will
often see stories in the public media
about succesful new businesses”.

1 =Yes, 0 = No

Number of days that are officially
required for an entrepreneur to start
up and formally operate an industrial
or commercial business

Individual’s gender. 1 = Male, 0 = Female

Four categories. 1 = Extractive,
2 = Transforming, 3 = Business
service, 4 = Consumer oriented

GEM 2004-2008

GEM 2004-2008

GEM 2004-2008

GEM 2004-2008

GEM 2004-2008

GEM 2004-2008

Doing Business
2004-2008

GEM 2004-2008
GEM 2004-2008

—  Country per capita income. Some authors identify a differing effect
depending on the economic sector (Burgers et al. 2009). We therefore
control for four different economic sectors (extractive, transforming, busi-
ness service, consumer oriented).
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Table 1 shows the definition of the variables used in this research.
Data analysis and model

We develop a static cross-sectional analysis and estimate the regressions using
country random effects. In addition, since our dependent variable is binary (see
Table 1) and clearly biased (only 2 % corporate entreprencurs, see Table 2) we use
negative binomial regression (Greene 2008). This method has been extensively used
in other studies in the business economics literature (Owen-Smith and Powell 2004;
Saxton and Benson 2005). Overall, we propose the following model:

Yi =0+ 6121 + 622y, +ﬁ1Xlit + p; + e

Where:

Zy;;  collects information related to resources and capabilities

Z,; collects information related to institutions (formal and informal)
Xiie collects the effect of the control variables

Ly is the random effect; and

it is the random disturbance.

Results and discussion

Table 2 provides means, standard deviations, and pairwise correlation coefficients for
the variables we studied; Table 3 provides the results of the negative binomial
regressions.

The Table 2 correlations show that some variables may be highly correlated. Thus,
we also conducted a multi-collinearity diagnostic test (examining the variance infla-
tion factors—VIFs—of all variables in the analysis), and we found that multi-
collinearity is not likely to be a problem for this dataset. Also, to address the
possibility of heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation among observations pertaining
to the same country, robust standard errors, clustered by country, were estimated
(White 1980). In Table 3, Model 1 presents the results for all the countries in the
sample, and Model 2 includes information for those countries with a smaller gross
domestic product per capita (Greece, Spain, Italy and Ireland). Finally, Model 3
provides information for those countries with a higher income per capita (the
Netherlands, France, the United Kingdom, Denmark and Finland).

Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 have to do with companies’ resources and capabilities. The
results show that we cannot reject any of them, as all of them are significant at least at
the 95 % level and with the expected sign. In addition, there are no significant
differences between the countries with a high income per capita and those with a
lower income per capita. Therefore, education level, knowing other entrepreneurs and
being able to detect business opportunities increase the probability of corporate
entrepreneurship. Education plays a role in the development of corporate entrepre-
neurship activities because it assists in the accumulation of knowledge (Davidsson
and Honig 2003), so it can become a key source for promoting corporate
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Table 3 Negative binomial regressions

Model 1 (all countries)

Coef. (S.E.)

Model 2 (middle
income countries)

Coef. (S.E.)

Model 3 (high
income countries)

Coef. (S.E.)

RBT

Knowledge
Personal networks
Opportunity recognition
IE

Fear of failure
Media impact
Procedures
Control variables
Gender

Sector (1)

Sector (2)

Sector (3)
Constant
Observations

Log likelihood
BIC

Pseudo R2

0,361%** (0,092)
0,836*** (0,098)
0,307*** (0,088)

0,127 (0,098)
0,155 (0,088)
0,005 (0,001)

0,063 (0,089)
—0,671%%* (0,112)
~0,184 (0,106)
~0,226 (0,118)
—4,631%%% (0,189)
72.327

~2.168,60
~112.913,34

9,27

0,250* (0,104)
0,707*** (0,107)
0,413%%* (0,098)

0,030 (0,106)
0,175 (0,098)
~0,002 (0,001)

0,084 (0,098)
~0,623** (0,103)
~0,248* (0,097)
~0,199 (0,112)
~3,990%%* (0,217)
41.040

~1.673,22
~70.140,64

7,91

0,655%* (0,206)
1,114%** (0,251)
0,328%* (0,223)

~0,064 (0,267)
0,126 (0,205)
~0,030 (0,027)

0,205 (0,227)
~0,579 (0,197)
0,207 (0,208)
0,142 (0,223)
—4,949%%% (0,535)
31.287

~463,07
~34.750,28

8,22

BIC Bayesian information criterion or Schwarz Criterion

*** significant at p<0.001; ** significant at p<0.01; *significant at p<0.05

entrepreneurship (Chandler et al. 2005). Similarly, personal networks can be seen as
the structures through which corporate entrepreneurs obtain information, resources,
and social support to identify and exploit opportunities (Aldrich and Zimmer 1986).
Finally, being able to identify business opportunities also appears as a fundamental
requirement for intrapreneurial behaviour (Stevenson and Jarillo 1990). The coeffi-
cients for resources and capabilities are high, indicating that education level, personal
networks and being able to identify business opportunities in the short term increase
the probability of corporate entrepreneurship. In this sense, personal networks par-
ticularly increase the probability of corporate entrepreneurship.

On the other hand, hypotheses 4, 5 and 6 regarding institutional factors are
rejected. Models 1, 2 and 3 show that none of them are significant. Therefore,
according to the results, institutional factors (both formal and informal) have a non-
significant impact on corporate entrepreneurship. This means that the relevance of the
environment in developing corporate entrepreneurship activities is limited (especially
if we compare this to the effect of internal factors). In addition, it is remarkable that
there are few differences between countries in terms of institutions, but these differ-
ences are significant.

Regarding control variables, gender appears as a non-significant variable, indicat-
ing that there are no relevant differences in the probability that men or women
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become corporate entreprencurs. In the case of the control variable “sector”, the study
uses the variable’s last category (“consumer oriented”) as a reference. Results show
that the economic sector where the company operates may affect the existence of
corporate entrepreneurship (Burgers et al. 2009). For example, in model 1 the fact of
being in the extractive sector instead of the consumer oriented sector reduces signif-
icantly the probability of corporate entrepreneurship.

Overall, the results contribute to the literature that examines the antecedents of
corporate entrepreneurship (Zahra 1991). The fact that the external environment does
not appear as a significant issue for corporate entrepreneurship does not mean that it
is not important. In fact, other studies such as Antoncic and Hisrich (2001), Gomez-
Haro et al. (2011) or Zahra (1991) (among others) show the influence that external
factors may have on an organization’s entrepreneurial activities. However, measuring
internal and environmental factors together makes our results coincide with those
studies that suggest that internal organizational factors play a more important role in
encouraging corporate entrepreneurship than environmental factors (Covin and
Slevin 1991; Hornsby et al. 2002). Environmental factors could influence corporate
entrepreneurship but its effects are mitigated by the need of the company to achieve
some economic results (in terms of reaching a certain level of revenues, profits or
sales, for example). External factors appear as an exogenous variable, as a difficulty,
challenge or as an advantage the company need to take into account when developing
corporate entrepreneurship activities. On the other hand, having the appropriate
internal resources or capabilities is a necessary condition the company controls.
According to this, organizational support appears as one of the most fundamental
issues for the development of intrapreneurial activities (Alpkan et al. 2010). This
could be interpreted to suggest that potential corporate entrepreneurs might not
express any interest in entrepreneurship nor seek directly any kind of start-up
opportunity unless and until their work colleagues or managers present them with a
suitable opportunity (Parker 2011). In any case, the outcome of the study also
proposes some differences between corporate entrepreneurship and the traditional
approach to entrepreneurship, as most studies in this area show the importance of
institutional factors for entrepreneurship (Bruton et al. 2010).

Conclusions

Using GEM data for 9 different European countries for the period 2004-2008 and
applying negative binomial regression, this research identified which factors, both
internal and external, affect corporate entrepreneurship. The results show that internal
factors (resources and capabilities factors) play a more important role than external
factors (formal and informal institutions). In other words, education level, knowing
other entrepreneurs and being able to identify business opportunities positively affect
corporate entrepreneurship. On the other hand, environmental factors, such as a fear
of failure, the effect of the media and the number of days required to start a business,
are not significant factors.

The article has both theoretical and practical implications. From a theoretical
perspective, this study takes forward the application of RBT and IE in the analysis
of corporate entrepreneurship. There are very few studies which use this double
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theoretical approach to measure corporate entrepreneurship empirically. In addition,
the study contributes to the discussion of whether internal or environmental factors
are more important for corporate entrepreneurship. Moreover, it contributes to an
understanding of the key internal factors for promoting corporate entrepreneurship
(Battistella et al. 2012; Lee et al. 2012; Zahra and O’Neil 1998). From a practical
perspective, identifying which factors affect the development of intrapreneurial
activities can be relevant for company managers, especially for those managers
who are interested in implementing new innovative projects in their companies.

Finally, we suggest some limitations and future research lines. First, more accurate
proxies for both our dependent and our independent variables could be used. On the
one hand, some authors consider corporate entrepreneurship to be a very wide
concept (Antoncic 2007) but most of the studies (including this research) measure
only a part of the whole phenomenon (Alpkan et al. 2010; Chaston and Scott 2012;
Parker 2011; Zahra 1991, among others). On the other hand, using other independent
variables to gauge information about the environment could be especially enriching
(as we could see if the impact of the environment is still limited when using other
variables). In addition, sometimes in social sciences the boundaries between different
constructs are not very clear. In this case, the RBT variables and the IE ones measure
different information, but in further studies better proxies could be used so that the
differences were more evident and unambiguous. Second, the conditioning factors for
the corporate entrepreneurship concept could be analyzed putting emphasis on the
different levels of analysis (environment, organization, individual). In this sense,
other theoretical approaches could be used (such as the expectancy theory or the
motivation theory). Third, when we posed a direct relationship between environmen-
tal factors and corporate entrepreneurship, we found a non-significant relationship
between them. The effect of the institutional factors on intrapreneurship could be
studied differently in further research, as it could behave as a moderator between
corporate entrepreneurship and other variables.
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