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1 | INTRODUCTION

The entrepreneurial activities of established firms are usually called
corporate entrepreneurship (CE), “a type of proactive behavior that
can stimulate desired innovation” (Kuratko et al., 2005, p. 699), which
may assume many forms. Our research focuses on the form of CE
(at the individual level), hereafter referred to as intrapreneurial behav-
ior (IB). IB is a discretionary individual extra-role behavior that intends
to benefit the organization. It is related to extra-role behavior, which
differs from in-role performance, related to an employee's expected
job duties. Therefore, intrapreneurs are “employees who proactively
engage in actions outside their usual job description with the intention
to innovate” (Calisto & Sarkar, 2017b, p. 46). Intrapreneurs could be
the CEO, top management team, middle managers, or even opera-
tional employees (Ma et al.,, 2016). IB is not exclusive to “champion
intrapreneurs”; it may translate into a generalized behavior across all
levels of the organization, a form of “collective entrepreneurship”
(Ribeiro-Soriano & Urbano, 2009).

Soumodip Sarkar?

Despite its potential, corporate entrepreneurship, and its related concept, intrapre-
neurial behavior (IB), is a relatively recent area of interest for researchers in tourism
and hospitality. In addition, the attention given to the contribution of IB to
individual-level performance is surprisingly scarce due to extant research focusing
largely on firm-level performance. We address those gaps using a sample of 95 tour-
ism and hospitality firms. Results suggest that in-role job performance is high when
IB is also high. Theoretically, results highlight the role of internal agency. Practical

implications give additional evidence for managers to consider the strategic

corporate entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial proclivity, intrapreneurial behavior,
intrapreneurship, job performance, tourism and hospitality

The contribution of intrapreneurs to innovation and a wider
scope of a firm's business portfolio (Burgelman, 1983) has been recog-
nized early in the CE literature. Since then, many scholars have estab-
lished that for organizations to adapt successfully and proactively act
upon environmental opportunities, the entrepreneurial activities of
intrapreneurs are important (e.g., Miles et al., 2010). However, despite
its potential for tourism and hospitality (T&H), especially considering
the role of innovation for T&H firms (Mattsson & Orfila-Sintes, 2014),
CE (and IB as one of its forms) has surprisingly provoked little
interest from T&H researchers. Furthermore, the lack of theoretical
underpinnings in CE agency in T&H has been a matter of concern.
In their literature review, Fu et al. (2019, p. 2) suggest that T&H
“entrepreneurship is currently rich in practice but poor in theoretical
development” and call for future research to be focused on subfields
of entrepreneurship literature applied to T&H.

Along similar lines, in a previous review of the literature on entre-
preneurship in T&H, Solvoll et al. (2015) explicitly propose CE in T&H
firms as an area for future research. Similarly, Calisto and Sarkar
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(2017a) suggest that the relationship between IB and innovation is
stronger in the service sectors than in other sectors. However, to the
best of our knowledge, since the seminal research on CE in T&H pub-
lished in 2004 (see Altinay, 2004; Altinay & Altinay, 2004), less than
20 studies available at WoS have explicitly addressed the topic of CE
in T&H, at least in medium/high-impact journals. Of these, only
13 papers focus on intrapreneurs. Considering that intrapreneurs are
a powerful source of innovation, as increasingly recognized by
researchers, it is surprising that in the T&H, which is relatively labor-
intensive (OECD, 2008), research on the topic is still scarce. Despite
that slow start, its importance is becoming more evident, with a signif-
icant increase in publications since 2015.

Most studies of intrapreneurial agency address its positive impact
at the organizational level. Those studies stress the contribution of
intrapreneurs to innovativeness (Bierwerth et al., 2015), firm growth
(Antoncic, 2007), and firm overall performance (Belousova &
Gailly, 2013; Bierwerth et al., 2015). However, far less attention
has been given in the literature to the contribution of intrapreneurs
to individual-level performance, namely in what concerns in-role
job performance (JP; Blanka, 2019). Therefore, individual-level perfor-
mance studies have been deemed necessary to advance the field
(Belousova & Gailly, 2013). Additionally, since IB is an extra-role
behavior, it might negatively affect in-role performance (Elert &
Stenkula, 2020). Intrapreneurial initiatives have been found to have
both a beneficial and a disadvantageous relationship to JP. According
to Gawke et al. (2018), it depends on employees' reward and punish-
ment sensitivity. Other scholars have found that an internal ecosys-
tem conducive to the workforce behaving intrapreneurially will lead
to higher JP through higher IB (Ahmad et al., 2012). These results
highlight the relevance of the interaction between the organizational
ecosystem and individual traits.

In fact, IB is more dependent on organizational resources and
influences than other forms of work behavior. These include access to
funding and decision authority (Hornsby et al., 2009) and the explicit
expectations of the management (Hornsby et al., 2013). These charac-
teristics have led to further calls for studies addressing the interrelat-
edness of IB with organizational characteristics (Gawke et al., 2017).

Subsequent to these concerns, in our study, we strive to advance
knowledge on entrepreneurship in T&H, addressing the two gaps in
the literature discussed above: (1) studying the relationship between
IB and in-role JP; and (2) doing so across different types of organiza-
tional ecosystems. The following question guides our research—how
do employees' in-role JP differ across organizational types of entrepre-
neurial ecosystems? Based on a sample of 95 T&H firms, using cluster
analysis, we started by studying whether the three main organiza-
tional archetypes of entrepreneurial ecosystems, following Calisto and
Sarkar (2017b), applied to T&H firms. Following its confirmation,
which in itself is a relevant contribution of our work, we then study
the differences between those archetypes concerning employees' in-
role JP. We conclude that in-role JP is higher in T&H organizational
ecosystems where there is a high level of IB across the workforce and
even higher when matched with high levels of the entrepreneurial

proclivity of the firm.

Our study makes several contributions. First, we provide a con-
textualized approach (in this case, in T&H) to CE, as called for by lead-
ing authors in the field (Zahra, 2007). Second, our results support the
existence of three organizational archetypes of entrepreneurial activ-
ity in T&H and of differences between those archetypes in what con-
cerns the role of individuals within the organizational context, thus
answering the call for clarifying the “internal processes of how CE
evolves, is adopted, and is successful” (Corbett et al., 2013, p. 816).
Third, we contribute to entrepreneurship studies in T&H, spotlighting
the role of internal agency and suggesting differences in terms of the
interaction between EP and IB in the case of T&H. Finally, our results
suggest that in T&H, the intrapreneurial activities of T&H employees
do not conflict with their in-role tasks, quite the opposite.

Concerning practical implications, our work suggests that T&H
managers who face highly competitive environments should consider
the strategic role of IB, namely its positive effects on product innova-
tion and customer satisfaction, without concerns about significant
negative impacts on in-role JP.

Our paper is organized as follows. The next section addresses
organizational archetypes concerning entrepreneurial activity, follow-
ing Calisto and Sarkar's (2017b) empirical testing of Burgelman's
(1983) propositions. In that section, we also address its relevance to
T&H and its relation to in-role JP, deriving three propositions to be
tested. The method and findings sections follow. The paper concludes
with a discussion of results, presenting theoretical and practical impli-

cations and suggestions for future research.

2 | JP ACROSS ORGANIZATIONAL
ARCHETYPES OF ENTREPRENEURIAL
ACTIVITY

2.1 | Entrepreneurial activity within organizations:
The roles of top-down and bottom-up influences

The role of top management in CE is well documented in the litera-
ture (Boone et al., 2019; Heavey & Simsek, 2013), as well as the
importance of the link between a firm's entrepreneurial orientation
or proclivity (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005; Montoya et al.,, 2017), and
organizational performance (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005; Wang &
Yen, 2012). Although some contradictory empirical results exist, a
meta-analysis by Rauch et al. (2009) confirms a positive relationship.

Firms' entrepreneurial orientation, or proclivity, has been described
as the primary driver of CE. It can play along three dimensions: innova-
tiveness, risk-taking, and proactiveness. Innovativeness means the firm
is focused on discovering new opportunities and solutions that could
lead to new products/services or processes (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005).
Risk-taking relates to the firm's readiness to participate in risky ven-
tures and commit an essential proportion of resources to projects with
uncertain results and/or borrowing heavily. Proactiveness is an
opportunity-seeking, forward-looking perspective where the firm acts
ahead of the competition by introducing new products or services and

anticipating future demand (Lumpkin & Dess, 2001).
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Extant research on CE in T&H is still scarce. With a few excep-
tions, it is primarily developed in the hospitality sector, focusing on
the firm's entrepreneurial orientation. Similarly to the general litera-
ture, in the hospitality context entrepreneurial orientation is positively
associated with firm performance, namely sales per room, total sales,
the profit margin on sales, occupancy rate (Carvalho et al., 2016),
profit, sales, and market share (Tajeddini, 2010, 2015), as well as to
profitability, return-on-investment, return-on-sales, and return-on-
assets (Tajeddini, 2010, 2015). Additionally, in hospitality, the entre-
preneurial orientation of the firm positively impacts innovativeness
(Tajeddini, 2010), and CE and innovation have been shown to predict
customer value (Nasution & Mavondo, 2008) and to enhance the
positive relationship between social capital and financial performance
(Dai et al., 2015). The effect of the entrepreneurial orientation of
hotel firms on performance is even higher in quality-certified hotels
(Hernandez-Perlines, 2016).

Entrepreneurial proclivity affects managers and lower-level
employees differently, requiring senior management to provide the
right environment and leadership to support entrepreneurial activities
at the operational level. This role of senior managers usually translates
into empowerment and sponsorship (Kelley & Lee, 2010).

Despite the recent attention in CE scholarship on the role of
employee-level agency implying bottom-up influences (Neessen
et al., 2019), their importance in the CE process was identified by
seminal authors a few decades ago. According to Burgelman (1984),
“autonomous strategic initiatives” exist when “entrepreneurial partici-
pants, at the product/market level, conceive new business opportuni-
ties, engage in project championing efforts to mobilize corporate
resources for these new opportunities and perform strategic forcing
efforts to create momentum for their further development” (p. 156).
Later, Kuratko et al. (2005) describe IB as actions by an organization's
members relating to discovering, evaluating, and exploiting entrepre-
neurial opportunities.

In his study of the internationalization process of hotel chains,
Altinay (2004) argues that intrapreneurs face the dilemma of working
hard towards organizational growth by exploiting their entrepreneurial
skills. He also found that “top management might need to demon-
strate the willingness to suffer some loss of control, give more owner-
ship to their representatives in different country markets.” (p. 441).
These results suggest that in T&H, there is also a two-way process, as
found in the general CE literature. Heinonen and Toivonen (2007)
later confirmed this possibility, proposing that CE includes top-down
and bottom-up influences. Recently, Do and Luu (2020) concluded
that in T&H, entrepreneurial orientation (top-down) and intrapreneur-

ial agency (bottom-up) are significantly correlated.

2.2 | Archetypes of entrepreneurial activity

In his seminal work, Burgelman (1983) proposed the possibility of the
existence of paradoxical situations where “entrepreneurial initiatives
emerge but top management has no interest in them”; or “top man-

agement's interest is not matched by a significant number of

entrepreneurial initiatives” (p. 1356). Despite the strong impact of
Burgelman's pioneering work, it was not until recently that researchers
empirically addressed this possibility put forward by Burgelman (1983).
In their empirical inquiry, Calisto and Sarkar (2017b) found the
existence of firms where at least one of the paradoxes advanced
by Burgelman (1983) exists. The authors use the entrepreneurial
orientation/proclivity (EP) of the firm as the measure of “top
management's interest” (Burgelman, 1983, p. 1356) and IB as a mea-
sure of “entrepreneurial initiatives at the operational level”
(Burgelman, 1983, p. 1349).

Theoretically, when considering the levels of top-down (i.e., EP)
and bottom-up influences (i.e., IB) in established firms, one
might arrive at four conceptual possibilities, as illustrated in Figure 1.
These are: high EP + low IB; high EP + high IB; low EP + low IB; low
EP + high IB.

Calisto and Sarkar (2017b) proposed metaphors for communica-
tion purposes when referring to these four conceptual types of firms.
Their metaphors relate firms (i.e., a community of employees living in
a specific organizational climate) with biomes found in the natural
environment (i.e., a community of fauna and flora in specific environ-
mental conditions). Following Calisto and Sarkar (2017b), (1) “prairie”
is a metaphor for firms where EP is high but IB is low—i.e., a favorable
climate for entrepreneurial activity but still a small intrapreneurial
community; (2) “chaparral” is a metaphor for firms here EP is low but
IB is high—i.e., unfavorable climate for entrepreneurial activity but still
with a relevant intrapreneurial community; (3) “tropical rainforest” is a
metaphor for firms where both EP and IB are high—i.e., firms with a
favorable climate for entrepreneurial activity and a rich community of
intrapreneurs; and, (4) “tundra” is a metaphor for firms where both EP
and IP are low—i.e., firms with unfavorable climate for entrepreneurial
activity and an inexistent, or small, intrapreneurial community.

Calisto and Sarkar's (2017b) study is relevant because it solves
the paradoxes Burgelman (1983) proposed. It also uncovers empirical
evidence of three conceptual types of their four initially proposed—
validating the evidence of “rainforests,” “tundras,” and “chaparrals.”
Although the theoretical situation where high EP would be matched

Hign P
Type 1 Type 2 (1.'xon
(paradoxical pa}’adqxlcal
situation) situation)
DEGREE
OF EP
Type 3 (non Type 4
paradoxical (pa_radc?xwal
situation) situation)
Low
Y
-~
Low High
DEGREE
OFIB

FIGURE 1 Types of organizational ecosystems (theoretically)
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with low IB (“prairies”) was not confirmed in that study, its absence has
relevant theoretical and practical implications, emphasizing the relevance
of top-down influences. Although not a necessary condition (as the exis-
tence of “chaparral” firms suggests), “EP is a sufficient condition, mean-
ing that as long as managers communicate an entrepreneurial strategic
orientation, IB will follow” (Calisto & Sarkar, 2017b, p. 53).

2.3 | Relevance of the archetypes of
entrepreneurial activity for T&H and its relation to
employee in-role JP

231 |
in T&H

Tundra and Tropical Rainforest archetypes

With regards to the top-down influences, Dai et al. (2015), Do and
Luu (2020), and Tajeddini (2015), have all argued for the need for
hotel managers to foster an entrepreneurial culture/innovation cli-
mate and to enhance the firm's entrepreneurial orientation. Nasution
et al. (2011) found that a hotel's entrepreneurial orientation positively
impacts innovation and customer value. Similarly, in their study of
nature-based tourism micro-enterprises, Nybakk and Hansen (2008)
also found that firms that were more risk-seeking and with a positive
opportunity recognition orientation were more likely to innovate,
enhancing performance.

Nasution and Mavondo (2008) address the entrepreneurial activ-
ity of a firm as an organizational form characterized by freedom and
autonomy and by a managerial strategy that stimulates IB. In line with
this idea, Nasution et al. (2011) found that the entrepreneurial agency
contributes more toward innovation in hotel firms with good human
resource practices. Burgess (2013) also explains how organizational
structure and systems, leadership, and communication, may facilitate
the intrapreneurial process in the hospitality sector. In their study of
the relationship between CE and strategic management, Li et al.
(2009) argued that environmental scanning, flexible planning, and
broad locus of planning would encourage CE, while strategic control
does not. It might be the case that fewer strategic controls in the
hotel sector may generate more room for bottom-up influences. Simi-
larly, Do and Luu (2020) argue that bottom-up influences depend on
the employee's perception of the firm's entrepreneurial orientation.

These empirical results in the recently growing literature on CE in
T&H suggest that firms in these sectors vary in terms of top-down
and bottom-up influences on CE, impacting both innovation and per-
formance. While some T&H firms have a higher level of EP, others will
have a lower level. Even more importantly, T&H firms with a higher
level of EP tend to show higher IB, and T&H firms with lower EP tend
to show lower IB. As argued by Nasution et al. (2011, p. 343), the
“way employees are treated and empowered is strongly related to
how they are willing to (...) engage with innovative approaches to
serving the customer”. This idea resonates strongly with the arche-
types discussed above, following Burgelman's (1983) seminal work,
which Calisto and Sarkar (2017b) named “tropical rainforest” and

“tundra” firms.

2.3.2 | Chaparral archetype

There are a few reasons to expect that chaparral firms may likely exist
in T&H. First, because of the strategic role of frontline employees in
T&H. In general, the strategic role of employees in service-sector
firms has been well established in the services literature, primarily
based on the “service-profit chain” model proposed in the 1990 s (see
Heskett et al., 2008). The literature on CE in T&H suggests extending
the strategic role of employees to the CE process. The study by Li
et al. (2009) demonstrates that within hotel firms, employees are essen-
tial to the entrepreneurial process, with Altinay and Altinay (2004) argu-
ing that “the entrepreneurial spirit in organizations involves a great deal
of human dynamics” (p. 342). Nasution and Mavondo (2008) found that
if hotel employees are more proactive concerning customer needs and
willing to embrace risks (i.e., higher IB), they deliver more value to cus-
tomers. The closer the “interaction between the hotel staff and their
customers, the greater the opportunity to enhance value to customers'
experiences.” (Nasution et al., 2011, p. 341).

Second, the T&H literature also suggests that there are anteced-
ents of IB that pertain to individuals (intrapreneurs) and not the orga-
nization. For Altinay (2004), country-based intrapreneurs play a
critical role because of their local knowledge and responsiveness due
to their entrepreneurial skills. For instance, in their study of Chinese
women intrapreneurs, Zhang et al. (2020) found that personal
context-specific networks facilitate 1B. Demographic variables and
employees' behavioral factors (subjective norms, attitude towards
intrapreneurship, and perceived behavioral control) have also been
found relevant to explain IB (Do & Luu, 2020). Therefore, IB may vary,
independent of organizational conditions, because of the intrinsic
characteristics of employees. The possibility of existing intrapreneurial
initiatives in T&H, even if there is no appropriate support from top
management, has been suggested in the T&H literature. According to
Altinay and Altinay (2004), in some firms, intrapreneurs exist, but they
face a centralized decision-making structure that limits new ways of
thinking. Similarly, Burgess (2013, p. 193) argues that centralization
makes it difficult for intrapreneurs to communicate “issues and ideas
to senior management, affecting their ability to be innovative and to
take risks on behalf of the hotel.”

From the arguments above, we propose the following:

Proposition 1. In T&H, Tundra, Tropical Rainforest, and
Chaparral archetypes of entrepreneurial activity exist.

2.3.3 | JPacross archetypes

As we had discussed earlier, IB among employees has been mostly
associated with positive results. At the organizational level, the posi-
tive results are usually objective profitability and better firm perfor-
mance (e.g., Zahra & Garvis, 2000). At the level of the individual, the
outcome is often related to higher job satisfaction and greater com-
mitment to the workplace (Holt et al., 2007). Although there is less
empirical evidence on the consequences of IB on in-role performance,
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job satisfaction and affective commitment might mediate the relation-
ship. Both satisfaction and commitment represent a pleasurable or
favorable emotional state derived from an evaluation of one's job or
job experiences and an employee's emotional attachment to his or her
organization and have been related to higher motivation levels (Meyer
et al.,, 2004), which leads to higher JP among the employees (Steers
et al., 2004). Similar results have also been found in hospitality (Luo
et al., 2021).

Additionally, intrapreneurial activities can result in new knowl-
edge, experience, and self-insights. As pointed out by Calisto (2018),
intrapreneurs learn by doing. They can increase both the task variety
and skill variety of work (Clegg & Spencer, 2007)—factors known to
foster work engagement (Bakker, 2011) and, therefore, JP.

However, assuming that the archetypes of entrepreneurial activ-
ity vary in the resources they make available to intrapreneurial activi-
ties, one would expect that in Tropical Rainforest firms, employees
would reveal higher levels of JP. The reason is that in such an ecosys-
tem, employees have sufficient resources available at work, including
resources for in- and extra-role activities. Therefore, they would expe-
rience higher levels of work engagement (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).
Previous research has confirmed a positive relationship between work
engagement, in-role performance, and innovativeness (e.g., Christian
et al., 2011). More recently, Gawke et al. (2017) have shown that high
levels of work engagement will lead to higher levels of intrapreneurial
activity and JP. From this, we propose the following:

Proposition 2. In organizational ecosystems that foster
entrepreneurial activity (Tropical Rainforest), employee
in-role JP will be higher than in ecosystems that do not

(Tundra and Chaparral).

Various studies engaging in proactive work behavior have shown
results that may suggest possible negative implications on in-role
JP. For instance, Bolino and Turnley (2005) found that employee ini-
tiative is positively associated with employee role overload, job stress,
and work-family conflict. Bolino et al. (2015) found that engaging in
organizational citizenship behavior is related to higher fatigue levels
over time. Similarly, Antoncic and Hisrich (2003) found that IB might
imply extra working hours and responsibilities that do not always con-
tribute to achieving formal work goals. Additionally, when intrapre-
neurial projects fail, that might evoke negative reactions in employees
(Shepherd et al., 2011). Considering these results suggested by extant
literature, we argue that if there are situations where IB might harm
JP, that will be more so if employees do not have the support of the
organization. Notwithstanding, in the face of the low EP of the firm
and the balance between the positive and the negative impacts of IB
on JP, firms with higher IB will tend to show higher overall JP than
firms with low IB. From these, we derive the following proposition:

Proposition 3. In organizational ecosystems that do not
foster entrepreneurial activity but where IB is still high
(Chaparral), employee in-role JP will be higher than in an

ecosystem characterized by low levels of IB (Tundra).

3 | METHOD

3.1 | Sample

We chose to study T&H firms in Portugal to accomplish our research
goal. Collecting data from one country minimizes the possibility of dif-
ferences between firms resulting from the national macro context.
This choice is important because there is a consensus that a firm's
proclivity towards entrepreneurial activity tends to manifest differ-
ently as a function of the contextual environment (Wales et al., 2019).

Our choice of Portugal was also influenced due to its increasing
relevance as a prime tourism destination, not just at the European
level. Portugal ranked 16th globally in the Travel & Tourism Develop-
ment Index (World Economic Forum, 2022) in 2021; it was voted the
Leading Destination in Europe for four consecutive years (2017-
2020) and again in 2022 at World Travel Awards.® Additionally, since
2014 Portugal's GDP growth has shown an upwards trend, such that
from 2017 to 2019, the country had GDP growth rates above the EU
average (Eurostat, 2022). In 2020 and 2021, the pandemic signifi-
cantly affected the Portuguese economy due to the weight of Tourism
in the country's GDP. However, forecasts for 2022 put Portugal again
well above the average growth rate of the EU.

To induce our sample, we used the Portuguese Tourism National
Registry (PTNR), which includes different T&H sectors. A first email
inviting to participate in the study was sent on July 2021, and then a
reminder on September 2021. A total of 379 firms accepted partici-
pating in the study. We excluded firms with less than 10 employees
from this initial sample because entrepreneurs from microenterprises
in T&H are usually motivated by lifestyle and not growth (Lunnan
et al., 2006). Furthermore, innovation in these firms happens mainly
by adopting known products and processes (Nybakk & Hansen, 2008).
This choice also follows the practice of community innovation surveys
(CIS) in Europe. The final sample of 95 tourism firms is characterized
in Table 1.

Concerning the T&H sectors represented in the sample, most
firms belong to accommodation, but all sectors available from the

TABLE 1 Sample characterization: NACE code and firm size
Frequency Percent
NACE code
49—Land transport® 4 4.2
55—Accommodation 59 62.1
79—Travel agency, tour operator 6 6.3
93—Amusement and recreation activities 9 9.5
Missing 17 17.9
Firm size

Small (10-49 employees) 69 72.6
Medium-sized (50-249 employees) 20 211
Large (250 employees or more) 6 6.3

2Although transportation is the main activity of these firms, they have
secondary tourism-related activities, namely with NACE codes 79 or 93.

85UBD17 SUOLILLIOD BAIER1D 3|qedtjdde au) Aq pausenoh a1 s3joe WO ‘88N JO S9N 10y Afeiq 1 8UIIUO A8]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUE-SWSHALIOD™AB | 1M ARe.q)|BU1|UD//SANY) SUOBIPUOD PUe SWwie | 84} 835 *[£202/50/20] UO AriqiT auljuo A3|Im ‘Bniiod sueiyood Aq £952 1 /200T 0T/10p/LI0o A8 | im AReiq Ul juo//SdnY WOy papeo|umoq ‘2 ‘€202 ‘0L6T2ZST



de LURDES CALISTO anp SARKAR

WILEY_|

PTNR are represented. While the modal size is small, medium and
large-sized firms are also represented. Both results are consistent
with the demography of tourism firms in Portugal, where most
(excluding microenterprises) are from the accommodation sector and
are small in size.2 The mean age of firms is 31 years (S.D. = 31,99),
ranging from 1 year to 186 years.® The characteristics of firms in the
sample can potentially increase the robustness and generalizability
of the findings.

We chose to rely on single key informants for our data collection.
Respondents are CEO's/owners (14%), other managers/c-level execu-
tives (83%), middle-managers (3%). We targeted senior managers
since they are considered the most knowledgeable regarding the
firm's strategies, including its entrepreneurial proclivity (Covin &
Wales, 2019) and the overall JP of the workforce. This is a common
practice in the field (e.g., Garcia-Morales et al, 2014; Kreiser
et al.,, 2021). In order to maximize data accuracy and reliability, we fol-
lowed Huber and Power's (1985) guidelines for obtaining quality data
from single informants.

3.2 | Variables

In the first part of the study (i.e., confirming the three archetypes in
T&H), the two main variables are EP and IB, which we employed to
perform a cluster analysis. We follow Calisto and Sarkar's (2017b)
choices for comparability reasons. Thus EP was measured using Mat-
suno et al.'s (2002) scale. Respondents rated their firm's EP using a
5-point Likert-type scale. In our sample, the items “We value the
orderly and risk-reducing management process much more highly than
leadership initiatives for change,” “Top managers in this firm like to
‘play it safe’,” and “Top managers around here like to implement plans
only if they are very certain that they will work” had to be removed
from the EP scale since the factor loadings were not significant. After
the removal of those items the confirmatory factor analysis presented
the adjustment indexes within the critical values, standardized root
mean square residuals below 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999)—
SRMR = 0.036, comparative fit index (Hu & Bentler, 1999) and
Tucker-Lewis index (Bentler & Bonett, 1980) above 0.9—CFIl = 0.985
and TLI = 0.954. For the cluster analysis, a firm's EP score was calcu-
lated as the sum of all items retained. This is a common practice in the
field (George, 2011).

Concerning IB, we used the Pearce Il et al. (1997) scale, adapted
by Calisto and Sarkar (2017b), to reflect how each behavior applies
to the whole workforce as perceived by the manager. Respondents
were asked to choose a Likert-type 5-point scale. A firm's score was
calculated as the sum of all items. The confirmatory factor analysis
presented SRMR = 0.053 and CFl = 0.905 within the critical values
and TLI = 0.881, which is within a close margin to be considered
acceptable.

Additionally, we included five variables to study the differentia-
tion between clusters: firm size, firm age, innovation outcomes, and
non-financial market performance. These variables will allow further
comparison of the archetypes in T&H with those from Calisto and

Sarkar's (2017b) study. Firm size was measured in three ranks:
1—Small (from 10 to 49 employees); 2—Medium-sized (50-249
employees); 3—Large (250 employees or more). In the CE literature,
there has been a call for integrating size-based differences in
research designs since most studies focus on larger corporations
(Nason et al., 2015). Firm age corresponds to the difference between
2021 and the year of the firm's foundation. In this case, the natural log-
arithm transformation was taken. In the literature, firm age has been
negatively associated with intrapreneurship (Antoncic et al., 2001), but
other studies have been inconclusive (Dunlap-Hinkler et al., 2011).
Innovation outcomes were measured using subjective measures of
product (which in these firms might translate into new services, new
facilities, new travel packages, and similar) and process innovation
(meaning new forms of developing operational activities). Many studies
in the field have recognized the link between CE and innovation
(Corbett et al., 2013; Kuratko et al., 2015). Finally, although Calisto and
Sarkar (2017b) used financial performance measures, we opted to use
non-financial market performance measures because, at the time of
data collection, the financial performance of T&H firms was severely
affected by exogenous variables, a consequence of the COVID-19 pan-
demic. Additionally, for T&H firms, there is evidence of the positive
impact of CE on non-financial measures (Nasution et al, 2011;
Nasution & Mavondo, 2008). One of the non-financial performance
measures is the “customer satisfaction” component of Reid's (2005)
brand-related performance variable. Reid's “customer satisfaction” vari-
able includes one item that captures customer satisfaction (how satisfied
do you think your customers are with your brand compared to your closest
competitor's customers?) and another that captures customer loyalty
(how loyal do you think your customers are to your brand compared to
your closest competitor's customers?). In our sample, this scale showed
high composite reliability (0.829).

In what relates to JP, we use Williams and Anderson's (1991) per-
formance scale that measures in-role behavior to reflect how each
behavior applies to the whole workforce as perceived by the manager.
This in-role JP scale is one of the most used in organizational behavior
literature, in studies where it is compared with extra-role behaviors.
Respondents were asked to choose a Likert-type 5-point scale. In our
sample, the item “Neglects aspects of the job he/she is obligated to
perform” had to be removed from the scale since the factor loading
was too low, thus improving the adjustment indexes. After this, the
confirmatory factor analysis presented the adjustment indexes within
the critical values, SRMR = 0.029, CFl = 0.985, and TLI = 0.975.

Thus, regarding statistical analysis, we first conducted a cluster
analysis to test our first proposition, considering two variables (EP and
IB). Then we performed a MANOVA analysis to determine which vari-
ables are relevant for cluster differentiation and test the second and

third propositions.

4 | FINDINGS

Three different clusters emerged according to different combinations

of EP and IB. The confirmed clusters correspond to the archetypes
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TABLE 2 Differences across archetypes
Means
Variables T. Rainforest (TR) Tundra (T) Chaparral (C)? Dunnett T3 test
Clustering variables®
Entrepreneurial proclivity 1.163 —1.349 0.155 TR>C,C>T,TR>T
Intrapreneurial behavior 1.470 —-1.235 0.040 TR>C,C>T,TR>T
Innovation variable®
Product innovation 0.091 -0.513 0.158 TR~C,C>T,TR~T
Performance variable®
Customer satisfaction + customer loyalty 0.539 —0.945 0.144 TR~C,C>T,TR>T
In-role job performance 0.735 -1.140 0.288 TR>CS,C>T,TR>T

®n = 58 because of missing values in some variables.
bStandardized.
Significantly different at 0.1 level.

“tropical rainforest” (14 firms), “tundra” (19), and “chaparral” (62) (Fig-
ure 2); therefore, similar to Calisto and Sarkar's (2017b) results and
supporting P1.

When investigating which variables distinguish between the
different types of firms, we found that these included the two
clustering variables—entrepreneurial proclivity (sig. = 0.000) and IB
(sig. = 0.000) and also product innovation (sig. = 0.033), customer
satisfaction and loyalty (sig. = 0.000), and in-role JP (sig. = 0.000).
Firm size (sig. = 0.708), firm age (sig. = 0.767) and process innovation
(sig. = 0.343), are not significantly different between archetypes.
Table 2 displays the results of the post hoc Dunnett T3 test.

To facilitate the interpretation of the MANOVA results, Figure 3
compares clusters in what refers to entrepreneurial proclivity and IB,
and Figure 4 compares clusters in terms of innovation and perfor-
mance variables.

In our sample of T&H firms, Tropical Rainforest firms have the

highest levels of EP and IB, significantly different from the other two

archetypes. They also show the second-highest level of product
innovation, although not significantly different from the other arche-
types. Additionally, “tropical rainforests” in T&H have the highest
customer satisfaction and loyalty levels, significantly higher than
“tundra” firms.

“Chaparrals” in T&H have moderate levels of EP and IB, signifi-
cantly lower than “tropical rainforests” and significantly higher than
“tundras.” The product innovation outcome of this archetype is the
highest across the three archetypes, although only significantly higher
than that of “tundras.” Regarding customer satisfaction and loyalty,
“chaparral” firms have lower performance than “tropical rainforests”
(but not statistically significant) and higher than “tundras.”

“Tundras” are the T&H firms with the lowest levels of total EP
and IB, significantly lower than in the case of the other archetypes.
“Tundras” in T&H have the lowest levels of product innovation, signif-
icantly lower than the “chaparral” firms. Regarding customer satisfac-

tion and loyalty, firms in this archetype have the lowest performance
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FIGURE 4 Innovation and performance variables (standardized)—differences between clusters

across all archetypes, significantly lower than that of “tropical rainfor-
est” and “chaparral” firms.

Regarding in-role JP, employees in T&H “tropical rainforest” firms
have higher in-role JP than employees in “tundra” and “chaparral”
(in this case, at 0.1 significance level) firms. This result gives support
to P2. Employees at “tundra” firms have the lowest levels of JP, signif-
icantly lower than in the case of employees from both “tropical rain-

forest” and “chaparral” firms, giving support to P3.

5 | DISCUSSION

5.1 | Archetypes of entrepreneurial activity in T&H
Based on the seminal work of Burgelman (1983), who proposed the
possibility of existing organizations where discrepancies might exist
between top management interest in entrepreneurial activities and

the bottom-up initiatives—sometimes leading to paradoxical
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situations, Calisto and Sarkar (2017b) found evidence of three organi-
zational archetypes (biomes). Their work can serve as a practical ana-
lytical framework for understanding differences between firms
regarding the levels of EP and IB. In this study, we confirmed the same
archetypes in T&H. Low levels of EP and low levels of IB characterize
T&H “tundra” firms, and high levels of EP and IB characterize T&H
“tropical rainforest” firms.

Intrapreneurs in T&H are sometimes pointed out as “key individ-
uals” (e.g., Altinay, 2004). However, our research shows that IB might
be found across the firm, among most employees, in the “tropical
rainforest” and “chaparral” archetypes. Confirming the ‘“chaparral”
archetype in T&H suggests that despite the absence of a strong entre-
preneurial strategic vision and the subsequent pro-entrepreneurship
organizational architecture (Ireland et al., 2009), IB may still emerge.
There might be many reasons for this; we put three forward for
consideration.

One reason might be the identification of employees with their
organization—in terms of affective and normative commitment—as
Farrukh et al. (2017) suggested. Affective commitment is an emotional
link between the employee and the organization. Jafri (2010) found
organizational commitment to be associated with the innovativeness
of employees. Chughtai (2013) proposes that commitment to the
supervisor also has that effect, while Liu et al. (2011) found that the
interaction among employees may also increase commitment and,
consequently, innovativeness. Normative commitment is based on the
sense of obligation towards the organization. Employees stay commit-
ted to an organization because they feel it is the “right” and “moral”
thing to do (Martin & Roodt, 2008). Hakimian et al. (2016) found a
positive association between employee innovative behavior and nor-
mative commitment. Additionally, employees with higher levels of
commitment tend to work harder and show higher efforts to attain
organizational goals (Farrukh et al., 2017).

Another possibility is job satisfaction. Antoncic and Antoncic
(2011) found a positive association between the entrepreneurial activ-
ity of the firm and employee satisfaction. Niu (2014) found a positive
association between job satisfaction and innovative work behavior,
while De Clercq et al. (2011) showed that satisfaction could increase
entrepreneurial selling initiatives. Furthermore, job satisfaction has
been found to predict entrepreneurial behavior within organizations
(Mustafa et al., 2016).

A third possibility in explaining the existence of “chaparrals” may
be the identification of employees with their organizations. Organiza-
tional identification is the “perception of oneness with or belonging-
ness to the organization” (Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p. 34). It can lead
employees to adopt the interests and goals of the organization as
their own. As a result, it increases work motivation and extra-role
behaviors, leading these employees to participate in intrapreneurial
activities (Moriano et al., 2014).

In our T&H sample, however, “chaparral” firms have average
levels of EP and IB, which is somewhat different from the results
found in Calisto and Sarkar's (2017b) sample, where “chaparral” firms
revealed low EP and high IB. It seems that in the case of T&H, the EP
of the firm may have a stronger effect than found by Calisto and

Sarkar (2017b). When comparing this result to the relative levels of
product innovation of these firms to the other archetypes, our
results confirm the relevance of EP and IB for product innovation
but also suggest there might be a diminishing impact on innovation
after a threshold level of EP and IB. On the other hand, the scale of
EP in our sample was adapted, and items related to risk-taking were
withdrawn. Not all dimensions of the entrepreneurial proclivity of a
firm are critical for performance based on the contextual specificities
(Vora et al., 2012), and the entrepreneurial proclivity of T&H firms
may unfold in different manners as those of other industries, as sug-
gested by Peters and Kallmuenzer (2018). They found the competi-
tive aggressiveness of hospitality firms linked to regionalism,
communication, cooperation, and competition in a non-aggressive

manner.

5.2 | In-role JP across archetypes

We found that the higher the levels of EP and IB, the higher the level
of in-role JP. Therefore, contrarily to what happened with product
innovation, where it seems that in T&H above a certain threshold,
there might be no additional impact on product innovation outcomes,
in what concerns in-role JP, the higher (EP and IB), the better. Job
Demands-Resources (JD-R) theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014) might
shed some light on how that comes to be.

According to the JD-R theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014),
employees thrive in organizational contexts characterized by high
job demands (i.e., challenges) and high job or personal resources. It
might be that in T&H, the higher the level of EP, the higher the
resources available, and the intrapreneurial challenges given to
employees. When employees have sufficient resources available at
work, they can cope well with the challenges they encounter, thus
reaching personal and organizational goals and fostering work
engagement and increased performance. On the contrary, chal-
lenges without the needed resources will lead employees to experi-
ence exhaustion, which hampers well-being and performance
(Bakker et al., 2014).

Additionally, the JD-R theory postulates that a reinforcing cycle
of motivation (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014) happens when employees
develop work behaviors that mobilize the resources made available by
the organization and their own and develop those resources, thus
forming a resources' gain cycle. Engaging in IB leads to employees'
personal growth in self-efficacy, optimism, and resilience (Gawke
et al., 2017), which will lead to higher IB.

When an employee engages in IB and successfully implements an
innovative idea, improving efficiency, he or she will feel more effica-
cious and expect similar IB results in the future (Marvel et al., 2007).
To deal with the difficulties and challenges of 1B, employees will seek
help from internal and external sources (Anderson & Jack, 2002), thus
acquiring new knowledge, experiences, and self-insights and building
individual resiliency (Masten, 2001). Additionally, IB is positively
related to commitment to the workplace (Holt et al., 2007) which pro-
motes motivation and JP (Ahmad et al., 2012).
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6 | CONCLUSION

Our study was motivated by the calls in the literature for context-
sensitive analyses, deeper probes into CE in T&H, and how intrapre-
neurial activity impacts in-role JP. We answered these calls by empiri-
cally testing the existence of Calisto and Sarkar's (2017b) archetypes
in T&H and then using the resulting clusters to explore the differences
between IB and JP across each archetype. Using data from 95 T&H
firms, we found evidence of three expected organizational archetypes,
with significant differences in in-role JP across the three archetypes.
Our work holds important theoretical and practical implications that

we now outline below.

6.1 | Theoretical implications

Our work adds to the CE literature in several ways. First, our study
answers the call for contextualized approaches to CE (Zahra, 2007), in
our case, by studying entrepreneurial activity in T&H firms.

Second, following Calisto and Sarkar's (2017b) study, this paper
supports the existence of three organizational archetypes of entrepre-
neurial activity according to the levels of EP and IB. This result is theo-
retically relevant because, in many cases, researchers do not clearly
distinguish top-down influences from bottom-up influences when
measuring CE, which may lead to mixed results. Our results also sug-
gest differences between those archetypes concerning IB and the
benefits of IB at the individual-level performance.

Third, we add to the scarce literature on CE agency in T&H by
answering the calls for such studies (e.g., Fu et al., 2019; Solvoll
et al., 2015). We engage T&H in the mainstream entrepreneurship
debate and bring to the forefront how essential employees in these
firms are to innovation outcomes and market performance. Our work
also suggests differences in terms of the interaction between EP and
IB in T&H firms compared to Calisto and Sarkar's (2017b) results with
a multiple-industry sample. These results highlight similarities and dif-
ferences between T&H and other industries and spur the need for dif-
ferent measures to assess the strategic orientation of T&H firms
towards entrepreneurial activities.

Fourth and finally, our results reveal that the intrapreneurial activ-
ities of T&H employees do not conflict with their in-role tasks, quite
the opposite. Previous studies suggest that intrapreneurship can have
a beneficial (through positive affect and motivation) and a detrimental
(through increased exhaustion) relationship with employees' JP
(Gawke et al., 2018). However, our results suggest that in T&H, the

positive impact prevails.

6.2 | Practical implications

In the highly competitive environment of T&H, managers should con-
sider the role of CE in fostering innovation and market performance.
Our results establish how firms with low levels of entrepreneurial pro-

clivity and, simultaneously, low levels of IB show the lowest product

innovation outcomes and have lower market performance levels.
Managers seeking product innovation and good customer satisfaction
levels should start by raising the level EP of the firm by establishing a
strategic vision, developing the firm's strategic orientation towards
entrepreneurship, and fostering an entrepreneurial culture.

Additionally, managers must accept that their role extends to sup-
porting intrapreneurs and accepting failure. Management support may
include (1) mechanisms that facilitate the generation and development
of innovative ideas, (2) allocation of free time, (3) appropriate organi-
zational structures concerning, in particular, decentralization and
decision-making autonomy, (4) appropriate use of incentives and
rewards, and (5) tolerance in case of failure (Hornsby et al. 2002;
Kuratko et al., 2005).

Furthermore, managers must recognize that intrapreneurs are
good job performers who can adequately balance extra-role and in-
role tasks. In fact, the higher the level of IB, the higher the in-role JP
they may expect from employees. Fostering IB will lead to a reinfor-
cing cycle of motivation and developing both job and personal
resources. Additionally, IB fosters employees' commitment, promoting

motivation and JP.

6.3 | Limitations and future research

This study has some limitations that need to be considered; the first is
related to the sample, namely its size and being a convenience sample.
Future studies should replicate our findings in larger samples. The sec-
ond limitation relates to our single source within the surveyed firms.
Despite our caution when gathering data from a single informant,
future studies could consider addressing this issue and gathering infor-
mation from employees and managers. Third, data were collected dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic, which may have impacted employees'
behavior. However, despite the eventual influence of an external vari-
able, such as the pandemic, many employees have revealed the poten-
tial to be intrapreneurial while still performing in-role duties. Whether
employees' behavior will change after the pandemic remains to be seen,
but it is still a relevant future research opportunity.

The possibility that thresholds of EP and IB exist in T&H firms
towards product innovation outcomes, but not towards JP, should be
further investigated in future studies. Future research should also take
a longitudinal design. It can be argued that the high levels of IB might
be a step that precedes organizational-level CE. Other scholars have
argued this possibility (Fellnhofer et al., 2016). A longitudinal study
could clarify how the process develops over time—is IB the egg or the

chicken?
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ENDNOTES
I Available at https://registos.turismodeportugal.pt/

1 https://www.worldtravelawards.com/award-europes-leading-
destination-2022
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2 Source: Banco de Portugal (central bank of Portugal)—Available at
https://www.bportugal.pt/QS/qsweb/Dashboards.

3 There are several firms in our sample established in the 19th century or
in the early 20th century. Most of them where established, initially, in
other business activities (other than tourism) and during their growth
process, at some point, diversified into tourism.

REFERENCES

Ahmad, N., Nasurdin, A., & Zainal, S. (2012). Nurturing intrapreneurship to
enhance job performance: The role of pro-intrapreneurship organiza-
tional architecture. Journal of Innovation Management in Small and
Medium Enterprise, 2012, 1-9.

Altinay, L. (2004). Implementing international franchising: The role of intra-
preneurship. International Journal of Service Industry Management,
15(5), 426-443.

Altinay, L., & Altinay, M. (2004). The influence of organisational structure
on entrepreneurial orientation and expansion performance. Interna-
tional Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 16(6),
334-344.

Anderson, A. R., & Jack, S. L. (2002). The articulation of social capital in
entrepreneurial networks: A glue or a lubricant? Entrepreneurship &
Regional Development, 14(3), 193-210.

Antoncic, B. (2007). Intrapreneurship: A comparative structural equation
modeling study. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 107(3),
309-325.

Antoncic, B., & Hisrich, R. D. (2003). Clarifying the intrapreneurship con-
cept. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 10(1), 7-24.

Antoncic, B., Hisrich, R. D., & Western, C. (2001). Intrapreneurship: Con-
struct refinement and cross-cultural validation. Journal of Business Ven-
turing, 9026(99), 495-527.

Antoncic, J. A., & Antoncic, B. (2011). Employee satisfaction, intrapreneur-
ship and firm growth: A model. Industrial Management and Data Sys-
tems, 111(4), 599-607.

Ashforth, B. E., & Mael, F. (1989). Social identity theory and the organiza-
tion. Academy of Management Review, 14(1), 20-39.

Bakker, A. B. (2011). An evidence-based model of work engagement. Cur-
rent Directions in Psychological Science, 20(4), 265-269.

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2014). Job demands-resources theory. In
C. Cooper & P. Chen (Eds.), Wellbeing: A complete reference guide
(pp. 37-64). Wiley-Blackwell.

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. |. (2014). Burnout and work
engagement: The JD-R approach. Annual Review of Organizational Psy-
chology and Organizational Behavior, 1(1), 389-411.

Belousova, O., & Gailly, B. (2013). Corporate entrepreneurship in a dis-
persed setting: Actors, behaviors, and process. International Entrepre-
neurship and Management Journal, 9(3), 361-377.

Bentler, P. M., & Bonett, D. G. (1980). Significance tests and goodness of
fit in the analysis of covariance structures. Psychological Bulletin, 88(3),
588-606.

Bierwerth, M., Schwens, C., Isidor, R., & Kabst, R. (2015). Corporate entre-
preneurship and performance: A meta-analysis. Small Business Econom-
ics, 45(2), 255-278.

Blanka, C. (2019). An individual-level perspective on intrapreneurship: A
review and ways forward. Review of Managerial Science, 13(5), 919-961.

Bolino, M. C., Hsiung, H. H., Harvey, J., & LePine, J. A. (2015). "well, I'm
tired of tryin'!" organizational citizenship behavior and citizenship
fatigue. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100(1), 56-74.

Bolino, M. C., & Turnley, W. H. (2005). The personal costs of citizenship
behavior: The relationship between individual initiative and role over-
load, job stress, and work-family conflict. Journal of Applied Psychology,
90(4), 740-748.

Boone, C., Lokshin, B., Guenter, H., & Belderbos, R. (2019). Top manage-
ment team nationality diversity, corporate entrepreneurship, and

innovation in multinational firms. Strategic Management Journal, 40(2),
277-302.

Burgelman, R. A. (1983). Corporate entrepreneurship and strategic man-
agement: Insights from a process study. Management Science, 29(12),
1349-1364.

Burgelman, R. A. (1984). Designs for corporate entrepreneurship in estab-
lished firms. California Management Review, 26(3), 154-166.

Burgess, C. (2013). Factors influencing middle managers' ability to contrib-
ute to corporate entrepreneurship. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 32(1), 193-201.

Calisto, M. L. (2018). Do Intrapreneurs learn by doing? In Experiential
Learning for Entrepreneurship (pp. 185-203). Palgrave Macmillan.

Calisto, M. L., & Sarkar, S. (2017a). Innovation and corporate entrepreneur-
ship in service businesses. Service Business, 11(3), 581-600.

Calisto, M. L., & Sarkar, S. (2017b). Organizations as biomes of entrepre-
neurial life: Towards a clarification of the corporate entrepreneurship
process. Journal of Business Research, 70, 44-54.

Carvalho, C. E., Rossetto, C. R., & Verdinelli, M. A. (2016). Strategic orien-
tation as a mediator between environmental dimensions and perfor-
mance: A study of Brazilian hotels. Journal of Hospitality Marketing and
Management, 25(7), 870-895.

Christian, M. S., Garza, A. S., & Slaughter, J. E. (2011). Work engagement:
A quantitative review and test of its relations with task and contextual
performance. Personnel Psychology, 64(1), 89-136.

Chughtai, A. A. (2013). Linking affective commitment to supervisor to
work outcomes. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 28(6), 606-627.
Clegg, C., & Spencer, C. (2007). A circular and dynamic model of the pro-
cess of job design. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychol-

ogy, 80(2), 321-339.

Corbett, A., Covin, J. G., O'Connor, G. C., & Tucci, C. L. (2013). Corporate
entrepreneurship: State-of-the-art research and a future research
agenda. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 30(5), 812-820.

Covin, J. G., & Wales, W. J. (2019). Crafting high-impact entrepreneurial
orientation research: Some suggested guidelines. Entrepreneurship:
Theory and Practice, 43(1), 3-18.

Dai, W. D., Mao, Z. E.,, Zhao, X. R., & Mattila, A. S. (2015). How does social
capital influence the hospitality firm's financial performance? The
moderating role of entrepreneurial activities. International Journal of
Hospitality Management, 51, 42-55.

De Clercq, D., Castarier, X., & Belausteguigoitia, I. (2011). Entrepreneurial
initiative selling within organizations: Towards a more comprehensive
motivational framework. Journal of Management Studies, 48(6), 1269-
1290.

Dess, G. G., & Lumpkin, G. T. (2005). The role of entrepreneurial orienta-
tion in stimulating effective corporate entrepreneurship. Academy of
Management Perspectives, 19(1), 147-156.

Do, T. T. P., & Luu, D. T. (2020). Origins and consequences of intrapreneur-
ship with behaviour-based approach among employees in the hospital-
ity industry. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, 13(12), 3949-3969.

Dunlap-Hinkler, D., Kotabe, M., & Mudambi, R. (2011). A story of break-
through versus incremental innovation: Corporate entrepreneurship in
the global pharmaceutical industry. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal,
4,106-127.

Elert, N., & Stenkula, M. (2020). Intrapreneurship: Productive and non-pro-
ductive. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice.

Eurostat. (2022). Real GDP growth rate. Retrieved from. https://ec.europa.
eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/tec00115/default/table?lang=en
Farrukh, M., Chong, W. Y., Mansori, S., & Ravan Ramzani, S. (2017). Intra-
preneurial behaviour: The role of organizational commitment. World
Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management and Sustainable Development,

13(3), 243-256.

Fu, H., Okumus, F., Wu, K., & Kdseoglu, M. A. (2019). The entrepreneur-
ship research in hospitality and tourism. International Journal of Hospi-
tality Management, 78, 1-12.

85UBD17 SUOLILLIOD BAIER1D 3|qedtjdde au) Aq pausenoh a1 s3joe WO ‘88N JO S9N 10y Afeiq 1 8UIIUO A8]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUE-SWSHALIOD™AB | 1M ARe.q)|BU1|UD//SANY) SUOBIPUOD PUe SWwie | 84} 835 *[£202/50/20] UO AriqiT auljuo A3|Im ‘Bniiod sueiyood Aq £952 1 /200T 0T/10p/LI0o A8 | im AReiq Ul juo//SdnY WOy papeo|umoq ‘2 ‘€202 ‘0L6T2ZST


https://www.bportugal.pt/QS/qsweb/Dashboards
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/tec00115/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/tec00115/default/table?lang=en

de LURDES CALISTO anp SARKAR

WILEY_L 7

Garcia-Morales, V. J., Bolivar-Ramos, M. T., & Martin-Rojas, R. (2014).
Technological variables and absorptive capacity's influence on perfor-
mance through corporate entrepreneurship. Journal of Business
Research, 67(7), 1468-1477.

Gawke, J. C., Gorgievski, M. J., & Bakker, A. B. (2017). Employee intrapre-
neurship and work engagement: A latent change score approach. Jour-
nal of Voocational Behavior, 100, 88-100.

Gawke, J. C., Gorgievski, M. J., & Bakker, A. B. (2018). Personal costs and
benefits of employee intrapreneurship: Disentangling the employee
intrapreneurship, well-being, and job performance relationship. Journal
of Occupational Health Psychology, 23(4), 508-519.

George, B. A. (2011). Entrepreneurial orientation: A theoretical and empiri-
cal examination of the consequences of differing construct represen-
tations. Journal of Management Studies, 48(6), 1291-1313.

Hakimian, F., Farid, H., Ismail, M. N., & Nair, P. K. (2016). Importance of
commitment in encouraging employees' innovative behaviour. Asia-
Pacific Journal of Business Administration, 8(1), 70-83.

Heavey, C., & Simsek, Z. (2013). Top management compositional effects
on corporate entrepreneurship: The moderating role of perceived
technological uncertainty. Journal of Product Innovation Management,
30(5), 837-855.

Heinonen, J., & Toivonen, J. (2007). Approaching a deeper understanding
of corporate entrepreneurship-focusing on Coevolutionary processes.
Journal of Enterprising Culture, 15(2), 165-186.

Hernandez-Perlines, F. (2016). Entrepreneurial orientation in hotel indus-
try: Multi-group analysis of quality certification. Journal of Business
Research, 69(10), 4714-4724.

Heskett, J. L., Jones, T. O. Loveman, G. W. Sasser, W. E, &
Schlesinger, L. A. (2008). Putting the service-profit chain to work. Har-
vard Business Review, 86(7-8), 164-174.

Holt, D. T., Rutherford, M. W., & Clohessy, G. R. (2007). Corporate entre-
preneurship: An empirical look at individual characteristics, context,
and process. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 13(4),
40-54.

Hornsby, J. S., Kuratko, D. F., Holt, D. T., & Wales, W. J. (2013).
Assessing a measurement of organizational preparedness for corpo-
rate entrepreneurship. Journal of Product Innovation Management,
30(5), 937-955.

Hornsby, J. S., Kuratko, D. F., Shepherd, D. A., & Bott, J. P. (2009). Man-
agers' corporate entrepreneurial actions: Examining perception and
position. Journal of Business Venturing, 24(3), 236-247.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cut-off criteria for fit indexes in covariance
structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struc-
tural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55.

Huber, G. P., & Power, D. J. (1985). Retrospective reports of strategic-level
managers: Guidelines for increasing their accuracy. Strategic Manage-
ment Journal, 6(2), 171-180.

Ireland, R. D., Covin, J. G., & Kuratko, D. F. (2009). Conceptualizing corpo-
rate entrepreneurship strategy. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
33(1), 19-46.

Jafri, M. H. (2010). Organizational commitment and Employee's innovative
behavior. Journal of Management Research, 10(1), 62-68.

Kelley, D., & Lee, H. (2010). Managing innovation champions: The impact
of project characteristics on the direct manager role. Journal of Product
Innovation Management, 27(7), 1007-1019.

Kreiser, P. M., Kuratko, D. F., Covin, J. G,, Ireland, R. D., & Hornsby, J. S.
(2021). Corporate entrepreneurship strategy: Extending our knowl-
edge boundaries through configuration theory. Small Business Econom-
ics, 56(2), 739-758.

Kuratko, D. F., Hornsby, J. S., & Hayton, J. (2015). Corporate entrepreneur-
ship: The innovative challenge for a new global economic reality. Small
Business Economics, 45(2), 245-253.

Kuratko, D. F., Ireland, R. D., Covin, J. G., & Hornsby, J. S. (2005). A model
of middle-level managers entrepreneurship behavior. Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, 29(6), 699-716.

Li, L., Tse, E. C. Y., & Zhao, J. L. (2009). An empirical study of corporate
entrepreneurship in hospitality companies. International Journal of Hos-
pitality and Tourism Administration, 10(3), 213-231.

Liu, Y., Keller, R. T., & Shih, H. A. (2011). The impact of team-member
exchange, differentiation, team commitment, and knowledge shar-
ing on R&D project team performance. R&D Management, 41(3),
274-287.

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (2001). Linking two dimensions of entrepre-
neurial orientation to firm performance: The moderating role of envi-
ronment and industry life cycle. Journal of Business Venturing, 16,
429-451.

Lunnan, A., Nybakk, E., & Vennesland, B. (2006). Entrepreneurial attitudes
and probability for start-ups-an investigation of Norwegian non-
industrial private forest owners. Forest Policy and Economics, 8(7),
683-690.

Luo, Z., Ma, E., & Li, A. (2021). Driving frontline employees performance
through mentorship, training, and interpersonal helping: The case of
upscale hotels in China. International Journal of Tourism Research, 23(5),
846-857.

Ma, H., Liu, T. Q., & Karri, R. (2016). Internal corporate venturing: Intrapre-
neurs, institutions, and initiatives. Organizational Dynamics, 45(2),
114-123.

Martin, A., & Roodt, G. (2008). Perception of organisational commitment,
job satisfaction and turnover intentions in a post-merger south African
tertiary institution. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 34(1), 23-31.

Marvel, M. R,, Griffin, A., Hebda, J., & Vojak, B. (2007). Examining the tech-
nical corporate entrepreneurs' motivation: Voices from the field. Entre-
preneurship Theory and Practice, 31(5), 753-768.

Masten, A. S. (2001). Ordinary magic: Resilience processes in develop-
ment. American Psychologist, 56(3), 227-238.

Matsuno, K., Mentzer, J. T., & Ozsomer, A. (2002). The effects of entrepre-
neurial proclivity and market orientation on business performance.
Journal of Marketing, 66(3), 18-32.

Mattsson, J., & Orfila-Sintes, F. (2014). Hotel innovation and its effect on
business performance. International Journal of Tourism Research, 16(4),
388-398.

Meyer, J. P., Becker, T. E., & Vandenberghe, C. (2004). Employee commit-
ment and motivation: A conceptual analysis and integrative model.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(6), 991-1007.

Miles, R. E., Snow, C. C., @ystein, D., Fjeldstad, O. D., Miles, G., & Lettl, C.
(2010). Designing organizations to meet 21st-century opportunities
and challenges. Organizational Dynamics, 39(2), 93-103.

Montoya, R. A. C., Martins, I., & Ceballos, H. V. (2017). Entrepreneurial ori-
entation, assessment, and management of projects and impact in cor-
porate entrepreneurship: Intention to action. Cuadernos de Gestion,
17(2), 37-60.

Moriano, J. A., Molero, F., Topa, G., & Lévy Mangin, J. P. (2014). The influ-
ence of transformational leadership and organizational identification
on intrapreneurship. International Entrepreneurship and Management
Journal, 10(1), 103-119.

Mustafa, M., Martin, L., & Hughes, M. (2016). Psychological ownership, job
satisfaction, and middle manager entrepreneurial behavior. Journal of
Leadership & Organizational Studies, 23(3), 272-287.

Nason, R. S., McKelvie, A., & Lumpkin, G. T. (2015). The role of organiza-
tional size in the heterogeneous nature of corporate entrepreneurship.
Small Business Economics, 45(2), 279-304.

Nasution, H. N., & Mavondo, F. T. (2008). Organisational capabilities:
Antecedents and implications for customer value. European Journal of
Marketing, 42(3/4), 477-501.

Nasution, H. N., Mavondo, F. T., Matanda, M. J., & Ndubisi, N. O. (2011).
Entrepreneurship: Its relationship with market orientation and learning
orientation and as antecedents to innovation and customer value.
Industrial Marketing Management, 40(3), 336-345.

Neessen, P. C. M., Caniéls, M. C. J,, Vos, B., & de Jong, J. P. (2019). The
intrapreneurial employee: Toward an integrated model of

85UBD17 SUOLILLIOD BAIER1D 3|qedtjdde au) Aq pausenoh a1 s3joe WO ‘88N JO S9N 10y Afeiq 1 8UIIUO A8]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUE-SWSHALIOD™AB | 1M ARe.q)|BU1|UD//SANY) SUOBIPUOD PUe SWwie | 84} 835 *[£202/50/20] UO AriqiT auljuo A3|Im ‘Bniiod sueiyood Aq £952 1 /200T 0T/10p/LI0o A8 | im AReiq Ul juo//SdnY WOy papeo|umoq ‘2 ‘€202 ‘0L6T2ZST



2 | WILEY

de LURDES CALISTO anp SARKAR

intrapreneurship and research agenda. International Entrepreneurship
and Management Journal, 15(2), 545-571.

Niu, H. J. (2014). Is innovation behavior congenital? Enhancing job satis-
faction as a moderator. Personnel Review, 43(2), 288-302.

Nybakk, E., & Hansen, E. (2008). Entrepreneurial attitude, innovation, and
performance among Norwegian nature-based tourism enterprises. For-
est Policy and Economics, 10(7-8), 473-479.

Organization for Economic Coordination and Development (OECD).
(2008). Tourism Satellite Account: Recommended Methodological
Framework [Online]. https://www.oecd.org/cfe/tourism/TSA_EN.pdf

Pearce, J. A, Il, Kramer, T. R., & Robbins, D. K. (1997). Effects of Managers'
entrepreneurial behavior on subordinates. Journal of Business Ventur-
ing, 9026(96), 147-160.

Peters, M., & Kallmuenzer, A. (2018). Entrepreneurial orientation in family
firms: The case of the hospitality industry. Current Issues in Tourism,
21(1), 21-40.

Rauch, A., Wiklund, J., Lumpkin, G. T., & Frese, M. (2009). Entrepreneurial
orientation and business performance: An assessment of past research
and suggestions for the future. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice,
33(3), 761-787.

Reid, M. (2005). Performance auditing of integrated marketing communi-
cation (IMC) actions and outcomes. Journal of Advertising, 34(4),
41-54.

Ribeiro-Soriano, D., & Urbano, D. (2009). Overview of collaborative entre-
preneurship: An integrated approach between business decisions and
negotiations. Group Decision and Negotiation, 18(5), 419-430.

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2004). Job demands, job resources, and their
relationship with burnout and engagement: A multi-sample study. Journal
of Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial, Occupa-
tional and Organizational Psychology and Behavior, 25(3), 293-315.

Shepherd, D. A, Patzelt, H., & Wolfe, M. (2011). Moving forward from pro-
ject failure: Negative emotions, affective commitment, and learning
from the experience. Academy of Management Journal, 54(6), 1229-
1259.

Solvoll, S., Alsos, G. A., & Bulanova, O. (2015). Tourism entrepreneurship -
Review and future directions. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and
Tourism, 15, 120-137.

Steers, R. M., Mowday, R. T., & Shapiro, D. L. (2004). The future of work
motivation theory. Academy of Management Review, 29(3), 379-387.

Tajeddini, K. (2010). Effect of customer orientation and entrepreneurial
orientation on innovativeness: Evidence from the hotel industry in
Switzerland. Tourism Management, 31(2), 221-231.

Tajeddini, K. (2015). Exploring the antecedents of effectiveness and effi-
ciency. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 49, 125-135.

Vora, D., Vora, J., & Polley, D. (2012). Applying entrepreneurial orientation
to a medium sized firm. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behav-
ior & Research, 18(3), 352-379.

Wales, W., Gupta, V. K., Marino, L., & Shirokova, G. (2019). Entrepreneurial
orientation: International, global and cross-cultural research. Interna-
tional Small Business Journal, 37(2), 95-104.

Wang, H. K., & Yen, Y. F. (2012). An empirical exploration of corporate
entrepreneurial orientation and performance in Taiwanese SMEs: A
perspective of a multidimensional construct. Total Quality Management
and Business Excellence, 23(9-10), 1035-1044.

Williams, L. J., & Anderson, S. E. (1991). Job satisfaction and organizational
commitment as predictors of organizational citizenship and In-role
behaviors. Journal of Management, 17(3), 601-617.

World Economic Forum. (2022). The Travel & Tourism Development Index
2021—Rebuilding for a Sustainable and Resilient Future—Insight
Report, May 2022. https://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Travel_
Tourism_Development_2021.pdf

Zahra, S. A. (2007). Contextualizing theory building in entrepreneurship
research. Journal of Business Venturing, 22(3), 443-452.

Zahra, S. A, & Garvis, D. M. (2000). International corporate entrepreneurship
and firm performance: The moderating effect of international environ-
mental hostility. Journal of Business Venturing, 15(5-6), 469-492.

Zhang, C. X., Kimbu, A. N,, Lin, P., & Ngoasong, M. Z. (2020). Guanxi influ-
ences on women intrapreneurship. Tourism Management, 81, 104137.

How to cite this article: de Lurdes Calisto, M., & Sarkar, S.
(2023). Intrapreneurial behavior and in-role job performance
across organizational ecosystems in tourism and hospitality.
International Journal of Tourism Research, 25(2), 236-248.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2563

85UBD17 SUOLILLIOD BAIER1D 3|qedtjdde au) Aq pausenoh a1 s3joe WO ‘88N JO S9N 10y Afeiq 1 8UIIUO A8]IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUE-SWSHALIOD™AB | 1M ARe.q)|BU1|UD//SANY) SUOBIPUOD PUe SWwie | 84} 835 *[£202/50/20] UO AriqiT auljuo A3|Im ‘Bniiod sueiyood Aq £952 1 /200T 0T/10p/LI0o A8 | im AReiq Ul juo//SdnY WOy papeo|umoq ‘2 ‘€202 ‘0L6T2ZST


https://www.oecd.org/cfe/tourism/TSA_EN.pdf
https://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Travel_Tourism_Development_2021.pdf
https://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Travel_Tourism_Development_2021.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2563

	Intrapreneurial behavior and in-role job performance across organizational ecosystems in tourism and hospitality
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  JP ACROSS ORGANIZATIONAL ARCHETYPES OF ENTREPRENEURIAL ACTIVITY
	2.1  Entrepreneurial activity within organizations: The roles of top-down and bottom-up influences
	2.2  Archetypes of entrepreneurial activity
	2.3  Relevance of the archetypes of entrepreneurial activity for T&H and its relation to employee in-role JP
	2.3.1  Tundra and Tropical Rainforest archetypes in T&H
	2.3.2  Chaparral archetype
	2.3.3  JP across archetypes


	3  METHOD
	3.1  Sample
	3.2  Variables

	4  FINDINGS
	5  DISCUSSION
	5.1  Archetypes of entrepreneurial activity in T&H
	5.2  In-role JP across archetypes

	6  CONCLUSION
	6.1  Theoretical implications
	6.2  Practical implications
	6.3  Limitations and future research

	Endnotes
	REFERENCES


