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1 | INTRODUCTION

The entrepreneurial phenomenon creates employment (lwu
et al., 2019; Soria-Barreto et al., 2016) in different productive sectors
(Jones et al., 2017). The increase in entrepreneurial initiative under-
scores that business education is a continuous object of promotion in
education centers (Herman, 2019; Liu et al., 2019) connected with the
entrepreneurial spirit of innovation (Sanchez et al., 2017).

Education policy-makers believe that training in entrepreneurial
skills is essential for the development of the younger generations
(Rippa et al., 2020). Universities should act strategically to become
effective socioeconomic agents (Klofsten et al., 2019), thus setting
themselves up as entrepreneurial universities (Cerver et al., 2020) and
generating academic spin-offs (O'Shea et al., 2008).

Academic spin-offs are companies started up by professors and
predoctoral and postdoctoral students based on knowledge generated
by academic research (Borges & Filion, 2013). Indeed, “regardless of

whether there is a direct contact between the academics who are
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Research on intrapreneurial intention (INI) has gone from strength to strength over
the past few years. However, some collectives like PhD students have not received
the attention they deserve. Accordingly, this study aimed to determine the INI of
PhD students from a gender perspective. Their tendency to display innovative and
risk-taking behavior was analyzed based on a sample of 393 PhD students. The

results evince significant gender differences in this regard.

academic entrepreneurship, innovation, gender, intrapreneurial intention, PhD students, risk-

involved in the spin-offs or not, the existence of these spin-out com-
panies in the local setting is a source of learning and norm creation”
(Clarysse et al., 2011; p. 1089).

The growing number of spin-offs is having an increasing impact
on the society (Cabrera-Blanco et al., 2020; Fuster et al., 2019;
Rodriguez-Gulias et al., 2017). However, this reality depends on the
publication of many academic works that strike the right balance
between its dual nature in the ongoing debate: the scientific and the
entrepreneurial due, respectively, to its academic origin and the nec-
essary business vision. The study of this dualism is still the object of
scientific debate, with possibilities for research and theoretical inno-
vation (Mathisen & Rasmussen, 2019; Sheng & Shiquan, 2020).

There is evidence of the relationship between spin-offs and intra-
preneurial intention (INI) (Valka et al, 2020). This relationship is
underpinned by spin-off personnel's innovation generated within
organizations (Monge & Briones, 2016). The distinction between the
role of general employees and academic staff, plus the quality of the
fundamental for of this type

final work, is organizations
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(Almeida, 2021; Ben-Hafaiedh et al., 2021). Nevertheless, there are
still works addressing the identification and analysis of the organiza-
tional factors that favor the sustainability of spin-offs based on intra-
preneurial actions (Walter et al., 2006).

Initially occurred with entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial
intention (El), on which many studies have been performed (Garcia-
Rio et al., 2020; Pérez-Fernandez et al., 2020), INI is now a field in
expansion (Feola et al., 2019). This growing interest in research on INI
has resulted from the realization that the intrapreneurial behaviors of
the employees of organizations should be aligned with their business
management and development strategies (Baena-Luna & Garcia-
Rio, 2021; Gonzalez-Serrano et al, 2019; Moriano et al, 2014).
Behaviors of this type help organizations to place people at the center
of their management, which are then considered as an organizational
source (sometimes unique) of innovation and identification of new
opportunities for exploitation (Ebner et al., 2008; Gawke et al., 2017;
Hornsby et al., 2009).

The importance of these issues for PhD students contrasts with
the scant number of scientific works addressing the intrapreneurship
phenomenon in the context of its potential professional development
beyond the academic field (Bienkowska & Klofsten, 2012; Mufoz
et al., 2020). For this reason, this study addresses INI and its necessary
connection with the consolidation of entrepreneurial initiatives deriv-
ing from academic knowledge, namely, the spin-offs. Moreover, the
analysis is performed from a gender perspective (Baruah &
Ward, 2015), thus allowing for gaining new knowledge of two emerg-
ing fields (intrapreneurship and gender), which are not always focused
on in research works (Baena-Luna & Garcia-Rio, 2021).

In this article, the analysis of INI is based on the evidence that
the academic entrepreneurial environment has a huge influence on
the potential El of PhD students and on their professional future
(Bienkowska et al., 2016; Douglas & Fitzsimmons, 2013; Mufioz
et al., 2020). Identifying this intention is essential for gauging and
evaluating the different professional options open to this collec-
tive, beyond university and research communities (Muscio &
Ramaciotti, 2019).

In this sense, the main objective of this article is to identify and
analyze the key elements that influence the INI among PhD stu-
dents. This analysis will be carried out from a gender perspective.
The growing interest in intrapreneurship has not taken place from a
gender perspective as it had happened before in entrepreneurship
research and other disciplines (Baena-Luna & Garcia-Rio, 2021).
There is no agreement on the difference between men and women
in their INI. However, related to the El of individuals, it has been
found that there is a gender gap between men and women in their
potential for action and entrepreneurial capacity (Sanchez-Can-
izares & Fuentes-Garcia, 2013). This fact is present in companies
with high growth potential.

The most significant arguments detected in a literature review on
the concepts of intrapreneurship and INI are presented in the next
section. A description of the methodology employed in the empirical
analysis is described in Section 3. The results are discussed in

Section 4, and the final remarks follow in Section 5.

2 | THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In the current context of uncertainty, there is a greater awareness of
how innovation and global thinking can convert the difficulties caused
by the COVID-19 pandemic into opportunities (Ratten, 2021). Against
the traditional vision of the entrepreneur, as a person who creates
companies, there is the intrapreneur as a person who stands out for a
way of working, with the ability to take individual and collective risks
within organizations despite possible constraints. The behavior of
intrapreneurs enables them to develop new profitable services or
products for their organizations by identifying and exploiting new
opportunities (Shaikh et al., 2020; Stull & Singh, 2005).

These types of intrapreneurial behaviors are increasingly sought
after by the top management of organizations (Blanka, 2019; Gawke
et al., 2017). The main reason behind this boom is the need to drive
innovation within organizations in response to new organizational and
social requirements (Ratten, 2021). A well-known definition of
intrapreneurship is formulated by Antoncic and Hisrich (2003, p. 20),
who define this phenomenon “as entrepreneurship within an existing
organization, referring to emergent behavioral intentions and behav-
iors of an organization that are related to departures from the custom-
ary.” These authors highlight how intrapreneurial activity is not only
based on the quest for new business opportunities but also that the
development of innovative actions through the identification and
evaluation of new opportunities capable of generating sustainable
advantages for organizations should feature among behaviors of this
type (Turro et al., 2020).

The importance of intrapreneurial actions reveals spin-offs as an
ideal center for developing creative actions thanks to their dual
research and business nature. These spin-offs become instruments of
technology transfer between universities and society through R&D&i
program (Carrasco & Aceytuno, 2015; Rubini et al., 2021).

The recognition of INI places the spotlight on the potential ten-
dency of workers to develop intrapreneurial behavior in their organi-
zations and on determining the elements that favor their development
(Gonzalez-Serrano et al., 2016). However, the organizational elements
are crucial to fostering such a behavior insofar as different works have
addressed individual elements as being decisive in a higher or lower
level of INI (Marques, Marques, et al., 2019).

Those intrapreneurs taking risks when undertaking their innova-
tive tasks show a greater natural willingness to display intrapreneurial
behavior in their organizations (Farrukh et al, 2016; Stull &
Singh, 2005). Innovation and risk-taking have been regarded as essen-
tial in the literature on the entrepreneurial phenomenon and, specifi-
cally, on the entrepreneurial orientation of organizations (Covin &
Slevin, 1991; Kreiser et al., 2021; Kuratko, 2014; Lumpkin &
Dess, 1996). Individual and personal elements are also relevant in
people's El (Lifdn & Krueger, 2013), hence their relevance in the case
of the INI.

The values of individual and personal elements (identification and
facilitation) as possible indicators of INI (Krueger et al., 2000) are con-
sidered to be very important in demand for people with the ability to

develop intrapreneurial behaviors when undertaking their tasks
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(Ireland et al., 2009). Attitudes of this type not only facilitate the iden-
tification of opportunities but also promote the renovation and reju-
venation of organizations themselves regarding their work methods
(Krauss et al., 2005).

Although intrapreneurs differ from entrepreneurs, they possess a
series of very closely linked and shared attributes and characteristics.
Both tend to be innovative people thanks to their capacity to think
outside the box and to their initiative, while also having the ability to
take risks when undertaking tasks and identifying new opportunities
for their organizations (Moriano et al., 2009; Sayeed & Gazdar, 2003).
In many cases, this innovative attitude leads organizations to identify
and exploit new opportunities and obtain competitive edges sustain-
able over time (Ahmed et al., 2018; Cox et al, 2018; Moriano
et al., 2009; Turro et al., 2020).

Innovation in organizations is, by and large, the result of the gen-
eration of novel ideas by their staff. The response time for innovation
depends on the viability of an idea and the perseverance of the people
involved (Marques, Santos, et al., 2019). People with attributes associ-
ated with innovation, such as intellectual curiosity and creativity, are
more likely to be intrapreneurs in the workplace (Camelo-Ordaz
et al., 2012; Farrukh et al., 2016). The link between innovation and
intrapreneurial attributes and characteristics was already noted by
Pinchot Il (1985) when analyzing the reality of intrapreneurship and
the attributes of individual intrapreneurs.

The relevance of the tendency of intrapreneurs to display innova-
tive behaviors gives rise to the first of two hypotheses relating to the
gender approach of this study:

H1a. There are gender differences in the INI of PhD stu-
dents when generating novel ideas that may result in new
products or services for their organizations.

H1b. There are gender differences in the INI of PhD stu-
dents when undertaking tasks in an innovative manner in
their organizations, giving rise to new ways and methodol-

ogies for doing things.

The capacity for risk-taking of people when performing their jobs
is linked to their predisposition toward searching for new opportuni-
ties and their connection with audacious decision-making (Covin &
Slevin, 1991; Ireland et al., 2009; Zahra, Wright, & Abdelgawad,
2014). Intrapreneurs can take risks when undertaking and participat-
ing in tasks, even when they are not sure of obtaining successful
results (Gonzélez-Serrano et al., 2018; Kuratko et al., 2014;
Stull, 2005). Intrapreneurs will try to identify new opportunities while
accepting that this will not always be possible (Jain & Ali, 2012). To
this effect, intrapreneurs will promote innovative actions in their orga-
nizations to resolve existing problems without fearing a change in the
status quo (Kristiansen, 2019).

Intrapreneurs tend to be risk-taking due to a greater willingness
to make decisions on actions and projects whose success is not
guaranteed. However, this is not an obstacle to participating and

becoming involved in actions of this type while taking the necessary

risks (Hydle et al., 2014; Moriano et al., 2009). Intrapreneurs display
an evident willingness to participate in risky individual and/or collec-
tive efforts (Jain & Ali, 2012). According to Adachi and Hisada (2017),
women are less likely to opt for entrepreneurial actions of this type,
presumably owing to their aversion to risk with people in general. The
tendency to take risks is a relevant feature of intrapreneurs, which
gives rise to the following two hypotheses relating to the gender
approach of this study:

H2a. There are gender differences in the INI of PhD
students when participating in actions whose success is
not guaranteed in their organizations.

H2b. There are gender differences in the INI of PhD
students when taking calculated and controlled risks,
despite the possibility that they might fail to undertake
the tasks in question.

3 | METHODOLOGY

3.1 | Sample and data collection

This study was based on the comprehensive review of the literature
presented above and a descriptive and inferential methodology for
testing the research hypotheses. The focused population was that of
PhD students enrolled at the University of Seville in 2020-2021. The
use of this type of population has been endorsed in different works
(Bazan et al., 2020; Bazkiaei et al., 2020; Neves & Brito, 2020; Roy &
Das, 2020; Wannamakok et al., 2020). Harrison and List (2004)
observed that a collective of university students is a group with a high
potential for innovating in their actions and representation.

The sample was composed of 40.46% of men and 59.54% of
women in two age brackets: 26-35 years old (45.29%) and 36-
50 years old (31.55%), both without statistically significant differences
between the sexes. This group has more than 24 months of work
experience (95.15%) without significant differences between the
sexes. Practically, half of the sample had received business education
(52.87% of the male respondents, and 47.01% of the female respon-
dents). Although there was a higher proportion of men with business
education at a descriptive level, there were no statistically significant
differences (see Table 1).

To determine the PhD students' perceptions of INI, a specially
designed email survey was administered in November 2020. In order
to ensure the veracity of the respondents' answers, participation in
the survey was voluntary, and their anonymity was guaranteed at all
times as they were not requested to provide any personal or identify-
ing data. In addition, the process was monitored to make sure that
none of the respondents replied twice, something that might have
affected the consistency and reliability of the answers to the
questionnaire.

Incidental nonprobability sampling was performed in which the

survey was administered to all the PhD students enrolled in the
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Variables Total Men
N % N
Age: 18-25 62 15.78 24
Age: 26-35 178  45.29 73
Age: 35-50 124 3155 49
Age: over 50 27 6.87 13
Total without job experience 23 5.85 13
With job experience: less than 6 months. 18 4.58 5
With job experience: between 6-24 months. 66 16.79 21
With job experience: more than 24 months. 286 72.77 120
Total with job experience 370 94.15 146
Without business education 198 50.64 74
With business education 193 49.36 83
*p < 0.05.

TABLE 2 Cronbach's alpha test and scale reliability

Sets of questions Cronbach's alpha
0.916

0.846

Innovation

Risk-taking

academic year 2020-21 (2974), of whom 393 completed the ques-
tionnaire. Despite the inconveniences of this method for standardizing
enquiries, it warrants noting that the volume of answers implies a
reduced margin of error of 5% and a confidence level of 95%. There-
fore, the results are valid for conclusions about the PhD students at a
public higher education institution like the University of Seville in
Spain.

The scale of INI of the university population proposed by
Gonzalez-Serrano et al. (2019) was the tool employed to measure INL.
This study, grounded on previous research performed by Stull (2005),
analyzed the tendency toward intrapreneurial behaviors based on two
constructs: the tendency to innovate and take risks. The scale was
ultimately composed of six items and a series of sociodemographic
variables: age, sex, and previous education relating to entrepreneur-
ship and/or intrapreneurship and prior job experience. The sex vari-
able allowed for taking a gender approach (Garcia-Rio et al., 2020) to
the INI of the study population.

Likewise, the scale employed was validated with previous studies
and proved to have high internal consistency, for the results of
Cronbach's alpha by set of questions (see Table 2) were above 0.7.
Values higher than 0.7 are considered acceptable (George &
Mallery, 2003).

3.2 | Data analysis procedure

To detect possible evaluation differences in the answers of the PhD

student respondents, the inference analysis with a margin of error of

Women TABLE 1 Descriptive derivations

% N %
15.09 38 16.24
4591 105 4487
30.82 75 32.05

818 14 598

8.18 10 427

3.14 13 5.56
1321 45 19.23
75.47 166 70.94
91.82 224 95.73
47.13 124 52.99
5287 110  47.01

5% and a confidence level of 95% did not consider the DK/NR
answers. The statistical tests confirmed the four hypotheses put for-
ward. Specifically, the Z-test of proportions was employed with the
dichotomous questions (reference models and intention to start up a
business) and the Mann-Whitney U test for comparing population
medians (the nonparametric test, because the results did not have a
normal distribution).

4 | RESULTS

In this section, the following three INI variables are analyzed: (1) the
intention to start up a business, although the company offers the
opportunity to develop and manage ideas, products or services;
(2) innovation; and (3) risk-taking. Likewise, the formulated questions
making up both constructs were included.

The female respondents were significantly less likely to start up
their own business or develop ideas, products, or services. They also
showed a greater preference for developing possible ideas in a busi-
ness organization. As shown in Table 3, this question reflects their
lower El (29.56% of the male respondents and 19.66% of female
respondents) and no statistically significant differences in the INI of
either sex (48.43% of the male respondents and 47.01% of female
respondents).

Table 4 shows the median values of the two variables influencing
INI, namely, innovation (5.83 men; 5.53 women) and risk-taking,
which were significantly higher for the male respondents (5.33 men;

4.77 women).

5 | DISCUSSION
The results obtained substantiate the four research hypotheses. The
analysis of the INI of the PhD student respondents has been very use-

ful for substantiating the evidence in the literature in this regard and
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TABLE 3 Tendency toward entrepreneurship of the PhD students

Total Men Women
Variables S —
N % N % N %
Even so, | would start up my own business 93 23.66 47 29.56* 46 19.66*
| would continue to gain experience in the company 187 47.58 77 48.43 110 47.01
DK/NA 113 28.75 35 22.01* 78 33.33*
*p < 0.05.
TABLE 4 Elements of intrapreneurial intention (INI)
Total Men Women
Variables
Median SD Median SD Median SD

| would try to generate new ideas that were useful for the 5.81 1.20 6.01* 1.11 5.68* 1.25

company
| would try to develop new processes, products, or services 5.60 1.26 5.85* 1.10 5.42* 1.34
| would undertake my tasks in an innovative way 5.61 1.22 571 1.16 5.54 1.26
| would develop new ways of doing things 5.60 1.17 5.76 1.02 5.50 1.26
Innovation 5.65 1.08 5.83* 0.93 5.53* 1.16
| would try to do new things, even though they might not 5.21 1.31 5.45* 1.19 5.05* 1.36

work
| would become involved in activities that might not turn 4,94 1.37 5.28* 1.28 4.70* 1.38

out well
| would take calculated risks, despite the possibility of failure 4.84 1.32 5.26* 1.16 4.56* 1.36
Risk-taking 5.00 1.17 5.33* 1.03 4.77* 1.20

*p < 0.05.

for gaining further insights into this novel and current topic. For that
reason, it makes a valuable contribution to the state of the question.

Different implications and contributions to INI theory from a gen-
der approach can be deduced from the results. Universities have (and
should have) a fundamental influence on the entrepreneurial behavior
of their students (Muscio & Ramaciotti, 2019).

51 | Theoretical implications

Business education partially impacts the entrepreneurial actions of
the PhD student respondents. This finding contrasts those of Muscio
and Ramaciotti (2019), who highlight that business education is posi-
tively related to the likelihood of PhD students starting up their
businesses.

The results obtained here point to gender parity as to INI. This
premise is compatible with creating a university environment that
favors the entrepreneurial process and is positively associated with
the likelihood of PhD students implementing their entrepreneurial ini-
tiatives (Clarysse et al., 2011).

According to other empirical studies, men are more likely to cre-
ate new companies than women. There was a gender difference in
the INI and risk-taking of the PhD student respondents. Innovation
and gender may be factors tempering their INI (H1a and H1b). The

hypothesis that there are differences between both sexes when gen-
erating novel ideas resulting in new products or services (H1a, 6.01
men; 5.68 women) and the undertaking of tasks in a novel manner in
their organizations, thus giving rise to new ways of doing things (H1b,
5.85 men; 5.42 women), has been borne out. Regarding both points,
this was much more the case with the male PhD respondents than
with their female counterparts. Therefore, gender is important for the
continuity of intrapreneurship (Adachi & Hisada, 2017) when measur-
ing the performance of the activities introduced.

The findings of this study coincide with those of previous ones in
finding that risk-taking is a relevant attribute inherent to intrapreneurs
(Kristiansen, 2019). This result corroborates hypotheses H2a and
H2b. In the population under analysis, significant results were
obtained that show that, in their organizations, the male PhD respon-
dents participated more in intrapreneurial actions, even though there
was no guarantee of success (H2a, 5.45 men; 5.05 women) and
became more involved in activities that might be unsuccessful, despite
taking calculated risks (H2b., 5.33 men; 4.77 women), than their
female counterparts. On the other hand, it has been confirmed that
researchers tend to focus on training activities and publishing in scien-
tific journals when beginning their careers.

These two findings suggest that the female PhD respondents may
be disadvantaged regarding intrapreneurial behavior at a professional
level (Adachi & Hisada, 2017).
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5.2 | Practical implications

The study results also have significant political and managerial implica-
tions. Firstly, the INI of the PhD student respondents was not marginal.
This evidence reinforces the argument that universities are legitimate
stakeholders in regional economic growth and creating jobs, income, and
wealth. The results also suggest that creating an environment that fos-
ters INI impacts the generation of entrepreneurial initiatives. Therefore,
the definition and promotion of policies for supporting academic entre-
preneurship could steer students toward creating companies and/or
developing ideas through intrapreneurial behaviors.

On the other hand, the results endorse fledgling scientific entre-
preneurship since the participation of university students in real-world
scenarios, the application of their research results to a business con-
text and business education may have an impact on their INI and their
willingness to become entrepreneurs. Accordingly, the industry should
be encouraged to participate in PhD programs. Further inquiries into
the INI and entrepreneurship of young scientists may help promote
local development and offer students more career opportunities.

These empirical results would imply that, if academia intends to
reduce the gender gap in creative and entrepreneurial activities, it
should recognize the role of the conditions of the entrepreneurial cli-

mate at an organizational level.

5.3 | Study limitations

Although this study has underscored several relevant political and
managerial implications, it has limitations. These include the transver-
sal nature of the database, which has made it harder to verify the
robustness of the results and the cause/effect implications between
the two intrapreneurial factors, on the one hand, and the intrapre-
neurial spirit of the PhD student respondents, on the other. The use
of survey data from a sole source implies a transversal analysis, which
in turn involves a certain risk of reverse causality. In this case, it
should be limited owing to the sample's representativeness. More-
over, given that it is an individual study, it has been impossible to

arrive at any conclusion about institutional performance.

6 | CONCLUSION
In light of the empirical results and their discussion, we have been able

to draw three main conclusions from our study:

1. The intrapreneurial phenomenon and, specifically, academia's
interest in those elements that favor the development of INI are
experiencing an important boom.

2. The growing interest in INI varies depending on the group or collec-
tive. In the case of PhD students with a traditional academic/
professional development and remote spin-offs, INI is not fostered.

3. There are gender differences in the key elements and factors of

INI concerning PhD students. Specifically, men are more likely to

develop ideas and implement entrepreneurial initiatives, whereas

women tend to develop and implement them in an organization.

The future lines of research emerging from our study include the need
to address INI in the field of public policy-making and/or in that of
digital transformation. Future research could explore the university
factors that influence PhD students and the relationship between
institutional performance and scientific entrepreneurship. Further
queries should be raised on the academic support for the scientific

entrepreneurship of PhD students.

REFERENCES

Adachi, T., & Hisada, T. (2017). Gender differences in entrepreneurship
and intrapreneurship: an empirical analysis. Small Business Economics,
48(3), 447-486. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-016-9793-y

Ahmed, U., Shah, S. A, Qureshi, M. A,, Shah, M. H., & Khuwaja, F. M. (2018).
Nurturing innovation performance through corporate entrepreneurship:
The moderation of employee engagement. Studies in Business and
Economics, 13(2), 20-30. https://doi.org/10.2478/sbe-2018-0017

Almeida, F. (2021). Human resource management practices at university
spin-offs. International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 30(2), 223~
238. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JOA-04-2020-2164

Antoncic, B., & Hisrich, R. D. (2003). Clarifying the intrapreneurship con-
cept. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 10(1), 7-24.
https://doi.org/10.1108/14626000310461187

Baena-Luna, P., & Garcia-Rio, E. (2021). El intraemprendimiento desde una
perspectiva de género. Una revisidn sistematica de la literatura y una
agenda de investigacion. OBETS. Revista de Ciencias Sociales, 16(1), 51-
62. https://doi.org/10.14198/0OBETS2021.16.1.03

Baruah, B., & Ward, A. (2015). Metamorphosis of intrapreneurship as an effec-
tive organisational strategy. International Entrepreneurship and Management
Journal, 11(4), 811-822. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-014-0318-3

Bazan, C., Gaultois, H., Shaikh, A., Gillespie, K., Frederick, S., Amjad, A.,
Yap, S., Finn, C., Rayner, J., & Belal, N. (2020). A systematic literature
review of the influence of the university's environment and support
system on the precursors of social entrepreneurial intention of stu-
dents. Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship, 9(1), 1-28. https://
doi.org/10.1186/s13731-020-0116-9

Bazkiaei, H. A., Heng, L. H., Khan, N. U,, Saufi, R. B. A, & Kasim, R. S. R.
(2020). Do entrepreneurial education and big-five personality traits
predict entrepreneurial intention among universities students? Cogent
Business and Management, 7(1), 1801217. https://doi.org/10.1080/
23311975.2020.1801217

Ben-Hafaiedh, C., Micozzi, A., & Pattitoni, P. (2021). Incorporating non-
academics in academic spin-off entrepreneurial teams: the vertical
diversity that can make the difference. R&D Management., 52, 67-78.
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12474

Bienkowska, D., & Klofsten, M. (2012). Creating entrepreneurial networks:
Academic entrepreneurship, mobility and collaboration during PhD
education. Higher Education, 64(2), 207-222. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$s10734-011-9488-x

Bienkowska, D., Klofsten, M., & Rasmussen, E. (2016). PhD students in the
entrepreneurial university-perceived support for academic entrepre-
neurship. European Journal of Education, 51(1), 56-72. https://doi.org/
10.1111/ejed.12160

Blanka, C. (2019). An individual-level perspective on intrapreneurship: A
review and ways forward. Review of Managerial Science, 13(5), 919-
961. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-018-0277-0

Borges, C., & Filion, L. J. (2013). Spin-off process and the development of
academic entrepreneur's social capital. Journal of Technology Manage-
ment and Innovation, 8(1), 21-34. https://doi.org/10.4067/50718-
27242013000100003


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-016-9793-y
https://doi.org/10.2478/sbe-2018-0017
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-04-2020-2164
https://doi.org/10.1108/14626000310461187
https://doi.org/10.14198/OBETS2021.16.1.03
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-014-0318-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-020-0116-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-020-0116-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2020.1801217
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2020.1801217
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12474
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-011-9488-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-011-9488-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12160
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12160
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-018-0277-0
https://doi.org/10.4067/S0718-27242013000100003
https://doi.org/10.4067/S0718-27242013000100003

BAENA-LUNA ET AL.

WILEY_ 27

Cabrera-Blanco, M., Pérez-Suarez, M., & Sanchez-Torné, 1. (2020). Univer-
sity Spin-offs in Andalusia: A Situation Study. Suma de Negocios,
11(24), 1-11. https://doi.org/10.14349/sumneg/2020.v11.n24.a1

Camelo-Ordaz, C., Fernandez-Alles, M., Ruiz-Navarro, J., & Sousa-Ginel, E.
(2012). The intrapreneur and innovation in creative firms. International
Small Business Journal, 30(5), 513-535.

Carrasco, F. R. C., & Aceytuno, M. T. (2015). Academic spin-offs incubation
strategies: The case of the Andalusian region. Cuadernos de Gestion,
15(2), 113-142. https://doi.org/10.5295/cdg.140479ma

Cerver, E., Ferreira, J. J. M., & Fernandes, C. I. (2020). The multiple faces of
the entrepreneurial university: a review of the prevailing theoretical
approaches. Journal of Technology Transfer, 1-23, 1173-1195. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10961-020-09815-4

Clarysse, B., Tartari, V., & Salter, A. (2011). The impact of entrepreneurial
capacity, experience and organisational support on academic entrepre-
neurship. Research Policy, 40(8), 1084-1093. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.respol.2011.05.010

Covin, J. G,, & Slevin, D. P. (1991). A Conceptual Model of Entrepreneurship
as Firm Behavior. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 16(1), 7-26.

Cox, K., Lortie, J., & Castrogiovanni, G. (2018). An integrated model of inten-
tional entrepreneurial action. In Inside the mind of the entrepreneur (pp. 3-
15). Springer.

Douglas, E. J., & Fitzsimmons, J. R. (2013). Intrapreneurial intentions ver-
sus entrepreneurial intentions: Distinct constructs with different ante-
cedents. Small Business Economics, 41(1), 115-132.

Ebner, M. L., Korunka, C., Frank, H., & Lueger, M. (2008). Intrapreneurship
in early vocational training: Definition and operationalization.
Zeitschrift Fur Personalforschung, 22(3), 291-311.

Farrukh, M., Ying, C. W., & Mansori, S. (2016). Intrapreneurial behavior: An
empirical investigation of personality traits. Management and Market-
ing, 11(4), 597-609. https://doi.org/10.1515/mmcks-2016-0018

Feola, R, Vesci, M., Botti, A, & Parente, R. (2019). The determinants of entre-
preneurial intention of young researchers: Combining the theory of
planned behavior with the triple helix model. Journal of Small Business
Management, 57, 1424-1443. https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12361

Fuster, E., Padilla-Meléndez, A., Lockett, N., & DeI-AguiIa-Obra, A. R.
(2019). The emerging role of university spin-off companies in develop-
ing regional entrepreneurial university ecosystems: The case of Anda-
lusia. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 141, 219-231.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.10.020

Garcia-Rio, E., Baena-Luna, P., Sanchez-Torné, |., & Pérez-Suarez, M.
(2020). Entrepreneurial intentions determinants elements in university
students. A study from a gender perspective. 3C Empresa. Investigacion
y Pensamiento Critico, 41(9), 89-107. https://doi.org/10.17993/
3cemp.2020.090141.89-107

Gawke, J. C., Gorgievski, M. J,, & Bakker, A. B. (2017). Employee
intrapreneurship and work engagement: A latent change score
approach. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 100, 88-100. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.03.002

George, D. y Mallery, M. (2003). Using SPSS for Windows step by step: A
simple guide and reference. Allyn y Bacon.

Gonzélez-Serrano, M. H., Calabuig-Moreno, F., Valantine, I., & Crespo
Hervas, J. (2019). How to detect potential sport intrapreneurs? Valida-
tion of the intrapreneurial intention scale with sport science students.
Journal of Entrepreneurship and Public Policy, 8(1), 40-61. https://doi.
org/10.1108/JEPP-D-18-00093

Gonzélez-Serrano, M. H., Gonzélez-Garcia, R. J., & Pérez-Campos, C. (2018).
Entrepreneurial and intrapreneurial intentions of sports science students:
What are their determinant variables? Joumal of Physical Education and
Sport, 18, 1363-1372. https://doi.org/10.7752/jpes.2018.s3202

Gonzalez-Serrano, M. H., Valantine, |, Pérez-Campos, C., Aguado
Berenguer, S., Calabuig-Moreno, F., & Crespo Hervas, J. J. (2016). La
influencia del género y de la formacién académica en la intencién de
emprender de los estudiantes de ciencias de la actividad fisica y el
deporte. Intangible Capital, 12(3), 759.

Harrison, G. W., & List, J. A. (2004). Field Experiments. Journal of Economic Liter-
ature, 42(4), 1009-1055. https://doi.org/10.1257/0022051043004577
Herman, E. (2019). Entrepreneurial intention among engineering students
and its main determinants. Procedia Manufacturing, 32, 318-324.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.promfg.2019.02.220

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.

Hydle, K. M., Aas, T. H., & Breunig, K. J. (2014). Characteristics of Intrapreneurs
in Scale-Intensive Service Firms. Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management
and Innovation, 10(2), 89-118. https://doi.org/10.7341/20141024

Ireland, R. D., Covin, J. G., & Kuratko, D. F. (2009). Conceptualising corpo-
rate entrepreneurship strategy. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
33(1), 19-46. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00279.x

lwu, C. G, Opute, P. A, Nchu, R, Eresia-Eke, C., Tengeh, R. K,
Jaiyeoba, O., & Aliyu, O. A. (2019). Entrepreneurship education, curric-
ulum and lecturer-competency as antecedents of student entrepre-
neurial intention. International Journal of Management Education, 19(1),
100295. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2019.03.007

Jain, R, & Ali, S. W. (2012). Personal Characteristics of Indian Entrepre-
neurs and Intrapreneurs. Management and Labour Studies, 37(4), 295-
322. https://doi.org/10.1177/0258042x13484870

Jones, P, Jones, A, Williams-Burnett, N., & Ratten, V. (2017). Let's get physi-
cal: Stories of entrepreneurial activity from sports coaches/instructors.
The International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 18(4), 219-
230. https://doi.org/10.1177/1465750317741878

Klofsten, M., Fayolle, A., Guerrero, M., Mian, S., Urbano, D., & Wright, M.
(2019). The entrepreneurial university as driver for economic growth and
social change-Key strategic challenges. Technological Forecasting and Social
Change, 141, 149-158. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.12.004

Krauss, S. I., Frese, M., Friedrich, C., & Unger, J. M. (2005). Entrepreneurial
orientation: A psychological model of success among southern African
small business owners. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 14(3), 315-344.

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, 739-758. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00198-x

Kristiansen, K. B. (2019). New insights on innovative individuals:
uncovering the characteristics of corporate entrepreneurs. Journal of
Creativity and Business Innovation, 5, 109-131.

Krueger, N. F., Reilly, M. D., & Carsrud, A. L. (2000). Competing models of
entrepreneurial intentions. Journal of Business Venturing, 15(5-6), 411-432.

Kuratko, D. F. (2014). Corporate entrepreneurship. Foundations and Trends
in Entrepreneurship, 3(2), 151-203.

Kuratko, D. F., Hornsby, J. S., & Covin, J. G. (2014). Diagnosing a firm's
internal environment for corporate entrepreneurship. Business Hori-
zons, 57(1), 37-47.

Lifan, F., & Krueger, N. (2013). British and Spanish entrepreneurial inten-
tions: A comparative study. Revista de Economia Mundial, 33, 73-103.

Liu, X,, Lin, C., Zhao, G., & Zhao, D. (2019). Research on the effects of
entrepreneurial education and entrepreneurial self-efficacy on college
students' entrepreneurial intention. Frontiers in Psychology, 10(869).
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00869

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (1996). Clarifying the entrepreneurial orien-
tation construct and linking it to performance. Academy of Manage-
ment Review, 21(1), 135-172.

Marques, C. S., Marques, C. P., Ferreira, J. J. M., & Ferreira, F. A. F. (2019).
Effects of traits, self-motivation and managerial skills on nursing
intrapreneurship. International Entrepreneurship and Management Jour-
nal, 15(3), 733-748. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-018-0520-9

Marques, C. S., Santos, G., Ratten, V., & Barros, A. B. (2019). Innovation as
a booster of rural artisan entrepreneurship: a case study of black pot-
tery. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 25(4),
753-772. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JEBR-02-2018-0104


https://doi.org/10.14349/sumneg/2020.v11.n24.a1
https://doi.org/10.5295/cdg.140479ma
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-020-09815-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-020-09815-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1515/mmcks-2016-0018
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12361
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.10.020
https://doi.org/10.17993/3cemp.2020.090141.89-107
https://doi.org/10.17993/3cemp.2020.090141.89-107
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEPP-D-18-00093
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEPP-D-18-00093
https://doi.org/10.7752/jpes.2018.s3202
https://doi.org/10.1257/0022051043004577
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.promfg.2019.02.220
https://doi.org/10.7341/20141024
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00279.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2019.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1177/0258042x13484870
https://doi.org/10.1177/1465750317741878
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-019-00198-x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00869
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-018-0520-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-02-2018-0104

28 | WILEY.

BAENA-LUNA ET AL.

Mathisen, M. T., & Rasmussen, E. (2019). The development, growth, and
performance of university spin-offs: A critical review. The Journal of
Technology Transfer, 44, 1891-1938. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$s10961-018-09714-9

Monge, M., & Briones, A. J. (2016). La cultura intraemprendedora y su
efecto en la innovacién de las spin-off académicas. Faedpyme Interna-
tional Review, 5(8), 32-42.

Moriano, J. A.,, Molero, F., Topa, G., & Lévy Mangin, J. P. (2014). The influ-
ence of transformational leadership and organisational identification
on intrapreneurship. International Entrepreneurship and Management
Journal, 10(1), 103-119. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-011-0196-x

Moriano, J. A, Topa, G. Valero, E., & Lévy Mangin, J. P. (2009).
Identificacion organizacional y conducta intraemprendedora. Anales de
Psicologia, 25(2), 277-287.

Mufoz, C. A, Guerra, M. E., & Mosey, S. (2020). The potential impact of
entrepreneurship education on doctoral students within the non-
commercial research environment in Chile. Studies in Higher Education,
45(3), 492-510. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1597036

Muscio, A., & Ramaciotti, L. (2019). How does academia influence Ph.D. entre-
preneurship? New insights on the entrepreneurial university. Technovation,
82, 16-24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2019.02.003

Neves, S., & Brito, C. (2020). Academic entrepreneurship intentions: A sys-
tematic literature review. Journal of Management Development, 39,
645-704. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-11-2019-0451

O'Shea, R. P., Chugh, H., & Allen, T. J. (2008). Determinants and conse-
quences of university spin-off activity: A conceptual framework. The
Journal of Technology Transfer, 33(6), 653-666.

Pérez-Fernandez, H., Delgado-Garcia, J. B., Martin-Cruz, N., & Rodriguez-
Escudero, A. I. (2020). The role of affect in the development of entre-
preneurial intentions. Entrepreneurship Research Journal, 20190124.
https://doi.org/10.1515/erj-2019-0124

Pinchot Ill, G. (1985). Intrapreneuring: why you don't have to leave the
corporation to become an entrepreneur. University of lllinois at
Urbana-Champaign's Academy for Entrepreneurial Leadership Histori-
cal Research Reference in Entrepreneurship.

Ratten, V. (2021). COVID-19 and entrepreneurship: Future research direc-
tions. Strategic Change, 30(2), 91-98. https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2392

Rippa, P., Landi, G., Cosimato, S., Turriziani, L., & Gheith, M. (2020).
Embedding entrepreneurship in doctoral students: the impact of a T-
shaped educational approach. European Journal of Innovation Manage-
ment., 25, 249-270. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-07-2020-0289

Rodriguez-Gulias, M. J., Rodeiro-Pazos, D., Fernandez-Lépez, S., & De-
Sousa, V. M. (2017). La creacién y el perfil de las empresas de alto
crecimiento en las universidades: El caso de Espafa. Portuguese Journal
of Finance, Management and Accounting, 3(6), 89-105.

Roy, R., & Das, N. (2020). A critical comparison of factors affecting science
and technology students' entrepreneurial intention: a tale of two gen-
ders. International Journal for Educational and Vocational Guidance,
20(1), 49-77. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10775-019-09393-4

Rubini, L., Pollio, C., Gaeta, G. L., & Barbieri, E. (2021). Heterogeneous
effects of spin-off foundations on the means of technology transfer:
the role of past academic-industry collaborations. Economia Politica,
38, 261-292. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40888-021-00221-z

Séanchez, J. C., Ward, A, Hernandez, B., & Flores, J. (2017). Entrepreneur-
ship Education: State of the Art. Propésitos y Representaciones, 5(2),
401-473.

Sanchez-Canizares, S. M., & Fuentes-Garcia, F. J. (2013). Mujer y emp-
rendimiento: Un andlisis en el contexto universitario espafiol. Revista
de Ciencias Sociales, 19(1), 140-153. https://doi.org/10.31876/rcs.
v19i1.25612

Sayeed, O. B., & Gazdar, M. K. (2003). Intrapreneurship: Assessing and
defining attributes of intrapreneurs. The Journal of Entrepreneurship,
12(1), 75-89. https://doi.org/10.1177/097135570301200104

Shaikh, N. F., Nili, M., Dwibedi, N., & Suresh Madhavan, S. (2020). Initial vali-
dation of an instrument for measuring entrepreneurial and intrapreneurial

intentions in student pharmacists. American Journal of Pharmaceutical Edu-
cation, 84(7), 928-937. https://doi.org/10.5688/ajpe7624

Sheng, G., & Shiquan, W. (2020). A literature review and prospects of uni-
versity spin-offs. Foreign Economics & Management, 42(10), 107-124.
https://doi.org/10.16538/j.cnki.fem.20200610.401

Soria-Barreto, K., Zuniga-Jara, S., & Ruiz-Campo, S. (2016). Educacion e
intencion emprendedora en estudiantes universitarios: Un caso de
estudio. Formacion Universitaria, 9(1), 25-34.

Stull, M. (2005). Intrapreneurship in nonprofit organisations: Examining
the factors that facilitate entrepreneurial behavior among employees.
Case Western Reserve University, May, 1-88.

Stull, M., & Singh, J. (2005). Internal entrepreneurship in nonprofit organisa-
tions: Examining the factors that promote entrepreneurial behavior among
employees. Wellesley.

Turro, A., Noguera, M., & Urbano, D. (2020). Antecedents of entrepreneur-
ial employee activity: does gender play a role? International Journal of
Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, 26(8), 1685-1706. https://doi.
org/10.1108/1JEBR-09-2019-0529

Valka, K., Roseira, C., & Campos, P. (2020). Determinants of university
employee intrapreneurial behavior: The case of Latvian universities.
Industry and Higher Education, 34(3), 190-202. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0950422219897817

Walter, A., Auer, M., & Ritter, T. (2006). The impact of network capabilities
and entrepreneurial orientation on university spin-off performance.
Journal of Business Venturing, 21(4), 541-567. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jbusvent.2005.02.005

Wannamakok, W., Chang, Y. Y., & Tiks, M. (2020). The relationship
between institutional environments and entrepreneurial intention in
Estonia: Mediating roles of desirability and feasibility. Entrepreneurial
Business and Economics Review, 8(2), 111-126. https://doi.org/10.
15678/EBER.2020.080206

Zahra, S. A, Wright, M., & Abdelgawad, S. G. (2014). Contextualization and the
advancement of entrepreneurship research. International Small Business
Journal, 32(5), 479-500. https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242613519807

AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES

Pedro Baena-Luna is a Lecturer and Researcher at Department of
Business Administration and Marketing, Faculty of Economics and
Business Sciences, University of Seville.

Isadora Sanchez-Torné is a Lecturer and Researcher at Depart-
ment of Applied Economics lll, Faculty of Economics and Business

Sciences, University of Seville.

Macarena Sudrez-Pérez is a Lecturer and Researcher at Depart-
ment of Applied Economics Ill, Faculty of Economics and Business
Sciences, University of Seville.

Esther Garcia-Rio is a Lecturer and Researcher at Department of
Economic Analysis and Political Economy, Faculty of Economics

and Business Sciences, University of Seville.

How to cite this article: Baena-Luna, P., Sdnchez-Torné, I,
Pérez-Suarez, M., & Garcia-Rio, E. (2022). To what extent are
PhD students intrapreneurs? A study from a gender
perspective. Strategic Change, 31(2), 211-218. https://doi.org/
10.1002/jsc.2490


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-018-09714-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-018-09714-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-011-0196-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1597036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2019.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-11-2019-0451
https://doi.org/10.1515/erj-2019-0124
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2392
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-07-2020-0289
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10775-019-09393-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40888-021-00221-z
https://doi.org/10.31876/rcs.v19i1.25612
https://doi.org/10.31876/rcs.v19i1.25612
https://doi.org/10.1177/097135570301200104
https://doi.org/10.5688/ajpe7624
https://doi.org/10.16538/j.cnki.fem.20200610.401
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-09-2019-0529
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-09-2019-0529
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950422219897817
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950422219897817
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2005.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2005.02.005
https://doi.org/10.15678/EBER.2020.080206
https://doi.org/10.15678/EBER.2020.080206
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242613519807
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2490
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2490

	To what extent are PhD students intrapreneurs? A study from a gender perspective
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
	3  METHODOLOGY
	3.1  Sample and data collection
	3.2  Data analysis procedure

	4  RESULTS
	5  DISCUSSION
	5.1  Theoretical implications
	5.2  Practical implications
	5.3  Study limitations

	6  CONCLUSION
	REFERENCES


