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Abstract: Organisations can gain a competitive edge through Intrapreneurial Behaviour (IB) by swiftly innovating and 
adapting to market changes. Research indicates that intrapreneurship plays a crucial role in the banking sector in achieving 
a competitive advantage. Organisations can enhance their intrapreneurial capability by leveraging Individual Innovative 
Behaviour (IIB). However, innovation in the banking sector is often constrained by strict regulations, high safety 
requirements, and a fundamental need for trust and stability. Therefore, it is important to embrace and stimulate factors 
that encourage and enable innovation. To our knowledge, research on how intrapreneurship can be stimulated and 
measured in the Dutch banking sector is currently lacking. Thus, developing indicators and metrics for measuring 
intrapreneurship in Dutch banks is essential. This study investigates the factors affecting IIB using a quantitative survey. 
Building on the connection between IB and IIB, IIB is treated as a dimension of IB. The perceived work context, comprising 
an organisation's entrepreneurial orientation and innovative climate, can empower employees' IIB in the digital era. This 
context encourages them to generate new ideas and engage in collaborative innovation without fear of failure, thus 
fostering IIB. Our study explores factors driving IIB, empowering employees to act as intrapreneurs through organisations 
perceived Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) and Innovative Climate (IC), with Digital Maturity (DM) as a moderating 
variable. Data were collected in 2021 from the three largest Dutch banks, which hold over 43% of the market share. A 
snowball sampling method was used to reach Dutch bank managers knowledgeable about the study's key constructs. This 
method involved initial contact with human resources departments and managers within these banks. The survey was 
administered to 167 managers, yielding 125 usable responses (75% response rate). Results indicate that employees in the 
banking industry with high DM are more likely to engage in IIB when firms support EO strategies and IC, and when 
employees adopt self-leadership skills. 

Keywords: Individual innovative behaviour, Entrepreneurial orientation, Intrapreneurship, Innovative climate, Digital 
maturity, Self-leadership 

1. Introduction 
The digital transformation has intensified competition (Nambisan, 2017), forcing organisations to adapt and 
innovate (Zhao et al., 2021). In this dynamic environment, intrapreneurship – fostering entrepreneurial 
activities within existing organisations – has become a cornerstone of innovation. Chen and Huang (2009) 
argue that organisational innovation hinges on the human capital of intrapreneurs, the individuals who fuel 
the creative process.  Intrapreneurial innovation, driven by employee efforts, is essential for maintaining a 
competitive edge. Individual innovative behaviour (IIB) directly contributes to an organisation's success (de 
Jong and den Hartog, 2010). In complex sectors like banking, continuous improvement and adaptation are 
crucial to survive sudden changes (Shalley et al., 2004).  

Despite the significant research interest in factors influencing IIB, a gap remains in understanding the specific 
individual and contextual motivators. Kör (2016) emphasises this need, echoing calls by Pratoom and 
Savatsomboon (2012) to identify the drivers of IIB.  Our study aims to bridge this gap by examining the 
interplay between individual and organisational factors that influence IIB.  We will explore how perceived 
Innovative Climate (IC), Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO), Digital Maturity (DM), and Self-Leadership (SL) skills 
interact to promote innovative behaviour.  Furthermore, we investigate how perceived EO and DM influence 
the perceived IC, accordingly, fostering IIB. 

An organisation's willingness to innovate is captured by its EO (Covin and Slevin, 1988). EO encompasses the 
strategic processes that guide entrepreneurial decisions and actions (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). This strategic 
posture emphasises innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking (Covin and Slevin, 1988). Employees who 
perceive a strong EO in their work environment are more likely to exhibit IIB (Amo, 2006; Kang et al., 2016; Kör 
et al., 2021). An additional driver of IIB is an organisation's IC. Li and Zheng (2014) and Bos-Nehles and 
Veenendaal (2017) highlight how such a climate fosters innovative behaviour by encouraging the sharing of 
diverse perspectives on practices, procedures, and behaviours. When organisations embrace creativity, 
innovation, and risk-taking, employees feel empowered to exhibit innovative behaviour themselves (Bos-
Nehles and Veenendaal, 2017). 
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Digitally maturing organisations are more likely to foster environments conducive to innovation by 
encouraging and testing new ideas at all levels (Laužikas and Miliūtė, 2020). DM reflects a company’s digital 
transformation status, involving innovation across all organisational levels through the adoption of digital 
technologies (Chanias and Thomas, 2016). Additionally, in today's fast-paced business environment, 
employees need to take greater ownership and make quicker decisions. This necessitates empowering self-
directed individuals and teams, emphasising SL (Kör, 2016). 

The rest of this article is organised as follows: the “Literature Review and Hypotheses Development”. 
Subsequently, the method and results are presented. The final section discusses the findings, conclusions, 
limitations, and suggestions for future research. 

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development 
2.1 Intrapreneurship Top-down and Bottom-up Process 

Studies (Revuelto-Taboada et al., 2023; Alamur and Gümüştekin, 2022) highlight the importance of 
intrapreneurship in the banking sector for achieving a competitive advantage. Intrapreneurship drives 
innovation, crucial for survival in fast-evolving markets. Despite strict regulations and safety requirements, 
fostering intrapreneurial innovation remains essential for the sector's success.  

Intrapreneurship was first introduced by Pinchot (1965) and then by Drucker (1986), who highlighted the link 
between new opportunities, organisational growth, and economic prosperity. More recent studies have 
examined the relationship between intrapreneurship and firm performance (Neessen et al., 2019; Hornsby et 
al., 2013; Rauch et al., 2009) and its impact on innovation (Sinha and Srivastava, 2013). Bosna et al. (2013) 
claim innovation arises when employees contribute and implement new ideas. Antoncic and Hisrich (2000) 
describe intrapreneurship as an entrepreneurial activity, while Stevenson and Jarillo (2007) define it as a 
process initiated by individuals within an organisation. The former emphasises a top-down approach, focusing 
on the organisation's role, while the latter views it as a bottom-up activity driven by individual employees. 
Research indicates that intrapreneurship is crucial for gaining a competitive advantage in the banking sector 
(Revuelto-Taboada et al., 2023; Alamur and Gümüştekin, 2022).  

Given that intrapreneurship contains an element of innovation (Rigtering and Weitzel, 2013), which in turn 
enhances competitiveness in today’s digital age, and that innovation can be driven both top-down and 
bottom-up, there is a need to develop metrics and indicators to measure intrapreneurship. Additionally, it is 
important to explore whether an organisation’s DM level influences these intrapreneurial initiatives. 

2.2 Individual Innovative Behaviour  

Employees are vital in generating and implementing new ideas to enhance products, services, and processes 
(De Jong and den Hartog, 2007). This concept, known as IIB, involves the creation, introduction, and 
application of new ideas within a work role (West and Farr, 1989). Key dimensions of IIB include idea 
generation, exploration, promotion, and realisation (De Jong and den Hartog, 2010; Scott and Bruce, 1994). 
Self-leadership (SL) is another critical factor influencing innovative behaviour; it refers to the process by which 
individuals guide, motivate, and direct themselves toward achieving desired goals (Kör, 2016).  

SL empowers individuals to take ownership of their work and drive innovation (Jain, 2015). Research by 
Carmeli et al. (2006) shows a positive correlation between SL and innovative behaviour, as it enables 
individuals to take charge of their actions, thoughts, and behaviours (D'Intino et al., 2007; Heiss et al., 2010), 
ultimately boosting innovation and performance (Manz and Neck, 2004). Given the growing importance of SL 
in the digital age and its link to innovation and intrapreneurship, this study investigates the following 
hypothesis: 

H1: SL is positively related to IIB at work. 

2.3 Bottum-Up Process of Intrapreneurship 

Antoncic and Hisrich (2003) classified the different concepts and definitions of intrapreneurship by 
distinguishing between EO (bottom-up) and corporate entrepreneurship (top-down). Gawke et al. (2019) state 
that an EO occurs when employees show initiative, develop innovations, and take certain risks for the 
company. Employees’ EO makes organisations more agile, allowing them to better respond to external and 
internal changes in the company (Gawke et al., 2019). This type of intrapreneurship, based on employee 
behaviour, offers new insights that can lead to a sustainable competitive advantage. In addition, EO can help 
to create a dynamic, flexible, innovative, and competitive organisational structure, thus shaping the work 
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environment that leads to both organisational success (Zahra, 1986) and individual outcomes (Amo, 2006), 
such as innovative behaviour (Kang et al., 2016; Kör, 2016; Kör et al., 2021). In such a work environment (i.e., 
encouraging innovation, proactivity, and risk-taking), openness to change and support for innovative activities 
can be developed (Kör et al., 2021), in line with employees who are inspired by entrepreneurial organisations 
to be more innovative. Because they understand that being innovative is a desirable image and that exhibiting 
innovative behaviour will increase their status (Yuan & Woodman, 2010). In line with these arguments, it is 
hypothesized that: 

H2: Perceived EO is positively related to individual innovative behaviour at work 

2.4 Top-Down Process of Intrapreneurship  

A supportive work environment that fosters creativity is essential for organisational success (Imran et al., 
2010). This environment, known as an IC, is influenced by employees' perceptions (Siegel and Kaemmerer, 
1978). IC encourages behaviours like idea generation, collaboration, and participation (Patterson et al., 2005). 
When employees feel valued for their innovative contributions, they are more likely to engage in innovative 
behaviours (Bos-Nehles and Veenendaal, 2017). This positive perception encourages initiative, enhancing 
overall innovation (Runfeng, 2011). Thus, IC empowers employees to innovate, improving performance. This 
study examines the perceived innovative climate's impact within organisations, leading to the following 
hypothesis: 

H3: Perceived IC positively related to IIB at work.  

Building on existing research linking perceived IC and IIB (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Ibrahim et al., 2018; Kruft et 
al., 2018), this study goes further by proposing that perceived IC mediates the relationship between perceived 
Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) and IIB. While direct effects of EO and IC on IIB are hypothesized (Hypotheses 
2 and 3), this study examines the indirect influence of EO through IC. Organisations with a strong EO 
encourage innovation by promoting risk-taking and creativity (Covin and Slevin, 1988), countering bureaucratic 
constraints that hinder innovation (Yuan and Woodman, 2010; Kör, 2016). When employees perceive a strong 
EO, it fosters a supportive IC where innovative thinking and participation are valued (Malik and Wilson, 1995), 
encouraging risk-taking and creativity, which ultimately enhance innovative behaviour (Bos-Nehles and 
Veenendaal, 2017). Therefore, we propose:  

H4: Perceived innovative climate mediates the relationship between perceived EO and IIB at work 

2.5 Digital Maturity as a Moderator of Intrapreneurship   

Companies that invest in and manage new technologies effectively outperform competitors (Fitzgerald et al., 
2014). DM, the ongoing process of digital transformation, is not a one -time achievement but rather a 
continuous journey (Chanias and Thomas, 2016). Digital technologies are transforming businesses, fostering 
creativity, innovation, and competitiveness (Waheed et al., 2019). DM capabilities generate valuable ideas, 
promote innovation, and enable flexible working models. This, in turn, enhances the organisational climate 
and fosters innovative activities (Zhao et al., 2021). We propose that DM strengthens the relationship between 
perceived EO and IC. Essentially, digitally maturing organisations can leverage their capabilities to unlock the 
full potential of a strong entrepreneurial spirit, leading to a more innovative work environment.  

H5: The effect of perceived EO on perceived IC moderated by perceived DM 

3. Methodology 
3.1 Data Collection  

This research takes a quantitative approach to understanding factors driving IIB. Data were collected from 
Dutch banks due to their critical role in supporting the nation's economy, which is highly digitalised and 
export-oriented (Kempen, 2021). The pandemic amplified the sector’s adaptability and need for innovation, 
making it essential to explore factors driving IIB to enhance digital maturity and economic resilience (Kempen, 
2021; Marcu, 2021).  

A survey in English was distributed in 2021 to employees at the three largest Dutch banks, covering over 43% 
of the market share (Statista, 2023). Using snowball sampling, initial seeds were selected from various 
departments and management levels to enhance diversity. Clear inclusion criteria were set for HR and 
managers to ensure a broad range of knowledgeable participants.  
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The survey, containing 45 Likert-scale questions (1-5), measured key constructs based on established scales.  
Distributed to 167 managers, the survey yielded a 75% response rate (125 usable responses).  Participants 
included associates, managers, and senior managers, and were randomly selected with informed consent.  
Anonymity and confidentiality were assured throughout the study. The study used a survey with a five-point 
Likert scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree) for all constructs except demographics. Existing, validated 
scales were used in English (i.e., de Jong and den Hartog, 2010; Houghton et al., 2012; Covin and Slevin, 1988; 
Patterson et al., 2005; Rossmann, 2018). 

 The sample consisted of 50.1% females (n = 63) and 49.6% males (n = 62).  Most respondents were aged 18-29 
(36%), with an educational background of an undergraduate degree (52.7%), followed by a master's degree 
(40.2%) and Ph.D. (7.1%). 

4. Analysis and Results 
Data collected from the survey were analysed using SPSS Version 25.0. Before hypothesis testing, reliability 
and validity checks were performed. The study's hypotheses involved multiple regression, mediation, 
moderation, and moderated mediation effects. Conditional process modeling was conducted using Hayes' 
Process macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2017) to test these effects. 

Mediation (Model 4) and moderation (Model 1) analyses were conducted using Hayes' PROCESS macro. The 
mediation model (Figure 1) quantified total, direct, and indirect effects using bias-corrected nonparametric 
bootstrapping with 5000 bootstrap samples (Preacher and Hayes, 2004). This robust method, recommended 
by Mackinnon et al. (2004), provides high power and accommodates smaller sample sizes without normality 
assumptions. 

4.1 Reliability and Validity 

To ensure construct validity, internal consistency, convergent, and discriminant validity were assessed (Table 
1). Cronbach's α exceeded .7, composite reliability and average variance extracted were above .88 and .5, 
respectively, and factor loadings were above .5 with inter-construct correlations below .9. These results 
confirm the measures' accuracy in capturing the intended constructs. 

Table 1: Cronbach’s α, AVE, composite reliability and factor loadings 

Construct Cronbach‘s Alpha AVE CR Factor Loading 

SL .73 .60 .91 .58 - .86 

IIB .85 .50 .88 .50 - .78 

EO .87 .54 .90 .55-.83 

IC .85 .65 .94 .72 - .93 

DM .86 .60 .92 .55 - .86 

4.2 Testing of Hypothesized Direct and Indirect Effects 

We analysed the data using multiple regression to test our hypotheses (Table 2). The results show significant 
positive relationships between perceived EO (β = .518, p = .000), perceived IC (β = .307, p = .000), and SL (β = 
.461, p = .000) on IIB at work, supporting hypotheses 1 to 3. 

Table 2: The results of the regression analysis 

Path β t p Adjusted R2 Hypothesis Results 

SL IIB .433 5.326 .000*** .181 H1 Support 

PEO  IIB .340 4.016 .000*** .109 H2 Support 

PIC  IIB .475 5.984 .000*** .219 H3 Support 

Notes: *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001. PEO: Perceived EO, PIC: Perceived IC 

Figure 1 shows the results of the mediation analyses using bias-corrected bootstrapping, as recommended by 
Hayes (2017); detailed results are in Table 3. Following Baron and Kenny’s (1986) full mediation model, the 
independent variable indirectly affects the dependent variable through the mediator. The indirect effect of 
perceived entrepreneurial orientation on innovative work behaviour via perceived innovative climate (.33) was 
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significant (95% CI: LL .1706, UL .4716), supporting H4. Sobel’s test confirmed full mediation by perceived 
innovative climate (z = 3.330, p < .001). 

 
Notes:*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Figure 1: The proposed mediator model  

Table 3: Mediation Analysis 

Variable / Effect β SE t p 95% Confidence Interval 

LLCI               ULCI 

PEOIIB .016 .112 .1429 .887 -.2049 .2367 

PEOPIC .70 .064 10.8659 .000*** .5723 .8273 

PEOPICIIB .46 .112 4.1576 .000*** .2429 .6845 

Direct .16 .112 .1429 .887 -.2049 .2367 

Indirect .33 .0763   .1706 .4716 

Total .34 .0848 4.0159 .000*** .1727 .5083 

Note: Based on 5000 bootstrap samples, *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001.  

Our study examined how DM moderates the relationship between PEO and PIC (H5).  Figure 2 illustrates this 
interaction using Hayes' process moderation.  The analysis (model 1) revealed a significant interaction effect (β 
= .13, p = .005), indicating that the influence of PEO on PIC depends on the level of perceived DM.  As shown in 
Figure 2, higher DM strengthens the positive relationship between EO and IC, supporting hypothesis 5.  

 
Figure 2: Moderation effect 

5. Conclusion and Limitations 
This study explores factors influencing IIB within organisations, especially in today’s rapidly evolving digital 
landscape. The findings reveal a positive relationship between perceived EO and IIB. Employees who perceive 
their organisation as valuing innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking are more likely to engage in 

Perceived Entrepreneurial  
Orientation 

Individual Innovative 
Behavior 

Perceived Innovative 
Climate 

a=.70*** b= .46*** 

Direct effect, c’= .016, p>.05 after adding mediator 

Indirect effect, c= .33 
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innovative behaviours. This finding aligns with previous research suggesting that entrepreneurial environments 
encourage "thinking outside the box" and proactive participation in the innovation process (Kör, 2016). 
Therefore, organisations should foster an environment that encourages these traits to boost innovation and 
proactive employee participation. The study also highlights the significant impact of perceived IC on IIB. IC 
leads to an increased positive perception of the employees on the innovative ideas and plans of the 
organisation (Kang et al., 2015). Organisations should create a supportive environment that values innovation, 
encourages open dialogue, and rewards proactive contributions. This can be achieved through strategic 
initiatives such as revising company policies, promoting collaboration, and recognising innovative 
achievements. 

This study contributes to individual innovation research by investigating SL skills as an antecedent of IIB at 
work. Innovative behaviour is largely motivational in nature (Amabile, 1988; Tian and Sanchez, 2017), and, as 
such, likely to be stimulated by SL skills. According to Neck and Manz (1996), individuals can be trained to 
adapt and enhance their SL skills in order to improve their work outcomes, such as IIB (Carmeli et al., 2006). 
The findings show a positive relationship between SL skills and IIB at work. This finding is in agreement with 
the studies of Carmeli et al. (2006), DiLiello and Houghton (2006), and Kör et al. (2021), which found that IIB is 
influenced by the individuals' SL skills. Thus, the practice of SL strengthens the desired behaviour necessary for 
innovativeness within the organisation. During the COVID pandemic period, some of the employees have to 
work remotely, organisations need to motivate their employees in the way they would have done on the work 
floor. This is especially crucial in hybrid or remote work settings where self-motivation is key. Workshops, 
mentoring, and resources on self-leadership can empower employees to take initiative and drive innovation 
independently. Furthermore, the study reveals that perceived digital maturity strengthens the relationship 
between perceived EO and perceived innovative climate.  The COVID-19 pandemic has underscored the critical 
role of digital solutions in banking, highlighting the need for both innovation and digital transformation 
(Yıldırım and Erdil, 2023).  Our findings suggest that a high level of DM acts as a catalyst, amplifying the 
positive influence of a strong entrepreneurial spirit on fostering a culture of innovation.  In essence, digital 
transformation strengthens the link between an organisation's entrepreneurial drive and its ability to create an 
innovative work environment.  

This study offers valuable findings, but limitations exist. It relies on Dutch banking data, limiting 
generalisability. Snowball sampling was chosen due to challenges in accessing specialised respondents. To 
reduce biases, seeds were selected across departments and levels with clear inclusion criteria. Interviews 
could provide richer insights. Additionally, the data is from a single time point and sector. Future research 
should include a broader sample across industries and cultures. Despite these limitations, the framework can 
be applied in service, manufacturing, and automotive sectors. 
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