
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D3. TECHNICAL REPORT ON 

INTRAPRENEURSHIP ECOSYSTEMS 

AND INTERNATIONAL BEST 

PRACTICES 

 

 

Reform/SC2020/072 

 

March 2021  



 

 

 

1 

 

This project is funded by the Structural Reform Support Programme of the European Union and 
implemented by AARC and the European Commission 

 

 

 

 

Disclaimer 

 

This Report was prepared with the financial assistance of the European Union. The views expressed in 
this report are those of the consultants and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

2 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Introduction and methodology 

Increasingly, leaders encourage employees to be the drivers of change and innovation in 

organizations. As the experts in their own roles, they are expected to come up with ways to improve 

existing products or ways of working. For some this is implicit, for others this more explicit, as part 

of their job description. Employees are better placed than supervisors to observe which new products 

or services might be beneficial for their organization. Such intrapreneurial behaviour is desirable by 

most employers today. However, according to the latest GEM data (as mentioned in deliverable 2) 

only 5.9 percent of employees in South-East Ireland today demonstrate such intrapreneurial 

behaviours. Therefore, this report aims to identify the conditions in which intrapreneurs can thrive, 

based on an overview of the extant academic literature and interviews with experts. In addition, we 

investigate some interesting international case studies and best practices. 

 

To develop this report, we have used interviews with 51 experts on intrapreneurship, ranging from 

intrapreneurs themselves, CEO’s and business leaders of organizations that have a successful 

supportive intrapreneurship ecosystem, academics, and policymakers. Additionally, we conducted 

a thorough literature review to identify the state-of-the art academic research, and used many other 

sources and databases such as the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, Eurostat and World bank data, 

etc.  

 

Intrapreneurship ecosystem: key concepts and framework 

This report describes an intrapreneurship ecosystem framework, based on the latest insights from 

academic research and expert interviews. Doing so, we found that no specific nation-wide policies 

exist to encourage intrapreneurship. Intrapreneurship very much depends on internal organizational 

aspects such as the organizational culture and personality of the CEO or founder. We found 

governmental policies to have a limited impact on this. Although intrapreneurship governmental 

policies have not yet been developed, some authors have recently argued that some elements of an 

ecosystem that is external to the organization (from this point onwards referred to as an external 

ecosystem) impact intrapreneurship. These authors have proposed to integrate aspects of innovation 

and entrepreneurship ecosystems. For example, societies that fear risk taking and do not see 

entrepreneurship as an attractive career option will have citizens prefer intrapreneurship over 

entrepreneurship. Also, regions with favourable geographical factors and a good quality of life will 

attract more business interaction and more human capital, thus spurring new intrapreneurial ideas. 

A strong innovation capacity and formal institutions that support intrapreneurship, again, should 

prove favourable. From an external ecosystem perspective, values and culture, innovation capacity, 
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human capital, geographic factors, formal institutions, idea transforming systems, quality of life, 

and dynamic economic textures, each have been found to play a role in encouraging intrapreneurship 

in a region.  

 

Inside companies, on the other hand, the literature constitutes two important research streams, one 

focussing mainly on top-down aspects in firms, tailored to stimulate intrapreneurship (i.e., corporate 

entrepreneurship), and one focussing on the bottom-up behaviour of intrapreneurial employees (i.e., 

intrapreneurial behaviour). Bottom-up intrapreneurship initiatives seem to require the top-down 

support that corporate entrepreneurship offers. For example, an intrapreneur wanting to launch a 

new product benefits from a specific process to promote this idea in the organization, ideally gets 

some resources and time to go forth with his/her idea and afforded the necessary room to fail and 

learn from previous mistakes. If not, actual intrapreneurial behaviour will be very seldom indeed. 

On the other hand, perfectly executed corporate entrepreneurship strategies will not yield any effect 

without the specific activity of individual intrapreneurs. For example, top management can 

encourage intrapreneurship and set up an in-house intrapreneurship trajectory. If no employees come 

forth with an idea or want to take on this role, this effort will be in vain. Ideally, it is thus presumed 

that both corporate entrepreneurship and intrapreneurial behaviour exist in organisations. From the 

top-down perspective, the four most important aspects are: a conducive organizational culture, team 

climate, HR, and task design. Additionally, employees preferably have the appropriate behavioural 

enablers and intrapreneurial sub-behaviours to help them in taking larger intrapreneurial initiative.  

 

Finally, whenever external and internal ecosystems are aligned, this should generate intrapreneurial 

outcomes. These outcomes are found in both organizations (where increased numbers of 

innovations, or increased revenue should become apparent) and on an individual level (e.g. 

employees become more productive, more engaged, come up with more good ideas, etc.). The 

intrapreneurship ecosystem is summarized below in Figure 1. 

 

For each of the different elements of the intrapreneurship ecosystem framework, we have provided 

a detailed description on how they can be assessed in section four. For the intrapreneurial outcomes 

different objective and subjective measures are described (e.g. respectively KPI attainment or self-

assessment on items such as ‘rate your general work performance’ for increased job performance). 

For the external ecosystem, we have mostly referred to assessments that relate to European and 

global databases (e.g., percentage of population with a higher degree to measure human capital can 

be found in the Eurostat tertiary education and training statistics). Last, the internal ecosystem has 

most often measured using validated surveys in previous studies. Therefore, we have detailed the 

most relevant surveys and items per aspect of our framework (e.g., ‘When employees come up with 

new ideas, they get more career opportunities or training.’ to measure rewards/reinforcements). To 
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provide a quick overview of what assessments are relevant for the different aspects of the 

intrapreneurship ecosystem framework, we have included an example on each factor in the Figure 

1 below.  

 

Figure 1. Intrapreneurship ecosystem framework including sample assessments 
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International intrapreneurship ecosystems 

After identifying how the different aspects of the external and internal intrapreneurial ecosystem 

can be assessed, we investigated these in Slovenia, Estonia, Denmark, Finland, and the Netherlands. 

When comparing these countries to the situation in Ireland, they do not really seem to outperform 

Ireland. For example, in Ireland a larger percentage of the population is an intrapreneur than in 

Estonia, the Netherland, and Finland. Additionally, and relating to the external ecosystem, Ireland 

has a significant higher GDP per capita than any of the five other countries (€ 89,383), outperforms 

Slovenia and the Netherlands in ease of doing business, is placed 20th globally on the corruption 

index, is considered to have an innovation performance above expectations according to WIPO 

(ranked 15th, thus performing better than Estonia and Slovenia) with a better score on output than 

on input, and has a very well overall developed external ecosystem (as discussed in deliverable 2). 

Looking at the external ecosystem in greater detail reveals similar results. Regarding values and 

culture, Ireland outperforms Slovenia, Denmark and Finland. In relation to human capital, idea 

transforming system, and formal institutions Ireland ranks highest out of the six countries, the 

geographic factors are only better in Denmark, Finland and The Netherlands. As for dynamic 

economic texture, Ireland outperforms the Netherlands and Slovenia. However, on a quality of life 

scale, Ireland ranks lower than the others. Regardless, this international comparison reveals that 

compared to these five countries, Ireland already has quite an elaborate and well-designed external 

ecosystem. 

 

Looking at these different policies, we notice that Finland, Denmark and Estonia have a similar 

interest to Ireland: attract highly educated and entrepreneurial profiles. Estonia is particularly 

successful in attracting digital business through its e-residency programme. This allows 

entrepreneurs from outside Europe to establish a virtual business in the EU. Finland and Denmark 

rather focus on other types of start-ups and enable founders of successful start-ups to come and live 

in their country. Denmark even provides free guidance of business experts and access to their 

ecosystem to improve chances of success. In Ireland, too, similar initiatives exist (e.g. aided by 

enterprise Ireland), though not with the same numbers of start-ups as for example Estonia. Ireland 

does, however, differentiate itself by focussing on the return of Irish expats who gained global 

business experience. Additionally, entrepreneurship in Estonia is rather elaborate and highly 

regarded internationally. In the Netherlands, the focus is on the specified top sectors. The main 

policy is to stimulate cooperation within these sectors. The focus is on creating an ecosystem where 

start-ups are gathered in and around innovative regions. Although there is a regulation to invite high-

educated entrepreneurs to settle in the Netherlands (like in some countries mentioned above), this is 

only a small contribution to the success of the region structure. The main general policy in The 

Netherlands is a tax regulation on innovation. It helps by creating jobs in R&D, but the critique is 
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that is does not stimulate intrapreneurship in smaller companies. Irish policymakers could focus on 

these examples to renew current practices. 

 

For the internal ecosystem, we found nine case studies from companies similar to the most prevalent 

sectors in South-East region. These cases were developed based on expert interviews. Additionally, 

based on desk research, we found 19 different cases that were also inspiring for different aspects of 

the internal ecosystem. For example, Stora Enso in Finland provides a good example of how to 

design a successful accelerator programme. In this programme, intrapreneurs join forces with start-

ups and entrepreneurs to address specific issues. This collaboration is enabled structurally between 

several Nordic companies and immediately also highlights the relevance of a well-developed 

external ecosystem and the link between intra- and entrepreneurship. Create, a Dutch company, 

demonstrates how team focus, varied and autonomous jobs and supportive structures allowed a start-

up to become a scale-up and Spar nord bank in Denmark show how decentralized ownership and 

strong central support encouraged intrapreneurship in employees.  

 

Looking at these cases, it is clear that a lot of successful initiatives have been taken over the years 

in different countries. Most of the cases that we found are focussed on setting up a well-designed 

idea identification, funding, and decision-making process, or in other words help build an ideal 

organizational structure. However, initiatives focussing on time availability, skills training and 

providing autonomy are also popular best practices. In our exploration of different case studies, we 

did find evidence for each aspect in our internal ecosystem, thus reconfirming the relevance of all 

the pieces in our internal intrapreneurship ecosystem.  

 

Focussing on South-East Region 

Given the very positive external ecosystem that is in place and mature; given the aligned 

stakeholders, well-resourced and informed; given the global connectivity–why have we not seen 

dramatically more formal intrapreneurship emerge in Ireland? The answers from our research 

suggest that Government both local and National have a key role as sponsors creating and giving 

credence to programmes that can support the emergence of formal intrapreneurial activity within 

SMEs and enterprise. Ireland has a highly structured sponsorship programme which spends €1bn 

per annum on R&D through Science Foundation Ireland, co-invests in venture capital, debt products 

and hybrid investment products to support innovation and support key hires. It has built a robust 

R&D credits system to assist companies who want to mitigate risk in their innovation programmes. 

No country researched exceeded this level of sponsorship. The Enterprise Ireland and IDA network 

of international offices is the icing on the cake, allowing access to Irish firms to vast networks in 

markets as far away as West Coast USA, Japan and China. There is still more room for growth when 
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it comes to access to broadband, the funding of universities, and an increased focus on teaching 

skills in higher education. 

 

The main barriers and challenges, as identified in the assessment report (Deliverable 2 - Table 6), 

are focussed on the internal ecosystem level. More specifically, the researchers described the main 

hurdles which relate to management support (e.g. lack of engagement by management and lack of 

appointed resources), time availability (e.g. employees are not given time to improve things), 

rewards and reinforcements (e.g. intrapreneurs do not receive training and are not invited to help 

build the venture based on their idea), entrepreneurial orientation (e.g. no companywide 

commitment to innovation and entrepreneurship), organizational structure (e.g. subsidiary 

autonomy, process for idea selection, and over involvement of owner), recruitment and skill 

development (e.g. bounded skills and need for training of employees) and job autonomy (e.g. 

allowing employees decision latitude). No specific mentions were made of factors on the team level, 

nor were some other aspects of the internal ecosystem discussed. However, discussions with 

international experts that were conducted in the preparation of this report do emphasize the 

importance of all aspects of our model. It is thus possible that the interviewed companies for the 

assessment report were unaware of some of the enabling elements that were already present in their 

organization. 

 

Working towards an intrapreneurship toolbox 

Given the already extensively developed external ecosystem and the fact that the currently identified 

obstacles mainly lie in the internal ecosystem, we propose that the South-East region will benefit 

most from a toolbox that focusses on the internal ecosystem. Therefore, moving forward in this 

project, we will mainly focus on aiding organizations to better identify the gaps in their current 

internal intrapreneurship ecosystem. We aim to develop a toolbox that will: 

 

A. Help organizations assess the current gaps and obstacles in their internal 

intrapreneurship ecosystem. 

B. Allow organizations to position themselves on a maturity scale – thus pinpointing their 

most relevant points of action. 

C. Provide organizations with specific actions, that can help them progress their internal 

intrapreneurship ecosystem. 

 

To this end, we will use the input from this technical report. More specifically, aim A will be based 

on section 3 from this report, aim B will be inspired by an aggregated version of our theoretical 

model which was based on academic research and discussions with experts and practitioners, and 
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aim C will draw from the different best practices and interesting cases that were discovered in the 

process of writing this report.  

 

While we are in the progress of developing the intrapreneurship toolbox (Deliverable 4), we want 

to share some initial insights. More specifically, on the maturity model (aim B) that will help 

organizations identify the progress and next steps for their internal intrapreneurship ecosystem. 

Given the detailed nature of our current intrapreneurship ecosystem framework, and after 

discussions with potential users in the South-East region, we reworked our framework to include a 

less fragmented but rather a more conceptual approach. For example, in this maturity model we 

refer to ‘systems’ instead of corporate entrepreneurship, ‘people’ to incorporate aspects of 

intrapreneurial behaviour and ‘output/results’, which remained similar to our intrapreneurial 

outcomes. Now, instead of discussing organizational culture and task design in detail, in ‘systems’ 

we rather paint a picture of the most relevant sub aspects for an organization that is more or less 

progressed on this dimension will look like. As such, this should be more recognizable and easier 

to navigate for organizations wanting to use the toolbox. A draft version of the maturity model can 

be found on page 72.  

 

Conclusions 

In this report, we have described an intrapreneurship ecosystem framework, based on the latest 

insights from academic research and several expert interviews. Doing so, we found that external and 

internal ecosystems should be in place to help employees take intrapreneurial initiative. We 

investigated some case studies in Slovenia, Estonia, Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands, and 

beyond. This international comparison showed that compared to these five countries, Ireland already 

has quite an elaborate and well-designed external ecosystem. Some additional case studies were 

discussed to provide food for thought for the next step in Ireland’s external ecosystem. For the 

internal ecosystem, we found that case studies most often described conducive organizational 

structures, means of providing autonomy and sufficient time, and some ideas on allowing more trial 

and failure in organizations. As these aspects are in line with some of the most heard concerns and 

barriers in the South-East region, we feel they are particularly valuable and inspiring for the local 

businesses. 

 

We conclude our report by refocussing on the South-East region. More specifically, we revisit the 

most prominent barriers to intrapreneurship as discussed in the assessment report (Deliverable 2) 

and discuss how certain case studies could inspire action to overcome these obstacles. We also 

discuss the draft maturity instrument for internal intrapreneurship ecosystem as we will develop it 

further for Deliverable 4. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Background 

Today, employees are increasingly urged to be the drivers of change. As they are presumed to be 

the experts in their own jobs, they are often asked to come up with ways to improve existing products 

or ways of working. For some this is implicit, for others this more explicit, as part of their job 

description. Furthermore, employees are often in a better position than supervisors to see which new 

products or services could be developed and launched to improve the market potential of their 

organization. These practices, often referred to as (strategic) renewal and corporate venturing 

respectively, are two main activities of ‘intrapreneurship’, or entrepreneurial activities within 

existing organizations 
1
. More and more companies emphasize their intrapreneurial nature. A recent 

study by Accenture
2
 claims that up to 75 percent of organizations today emphasize intrapreneurship 

to some degree. Also, in Ireland, a quick browse of a job seeking website shows that most vacancies 

describe intrapreneurial behaviour (e.g., being proactive, taking charge, take initiative) as a core 

value of companies or as a requirement for those seeking employment. However, according to the 

latest GEM data (as mentioned in deliverable 2) only 5.9 percent of employees in South-East Ireland 

today actually demonstrate intrapreneurial behaviours.  

 

Thus, although there is a lot of demand for intrapreneurship today, actually activating and 

maintaining intrapreneurial behaviours seems to be particularly challenging. Internal ecosystems 

can have an important impact on the intrapreneurial success of their employees. For example, if 

despite an employees’ best intentions, intrapreneurial behaviour is not supported by management or 

there is too much bureaucratic red tape, these intentions will likely be in vain. If, on the other hand, 

initiatives and plans, are welcomed by a leader, or, if someone is granted the autonomy and resources 

to try out their ideas, this will more likely lead to beneficial results. Additionally, internal 

ecosystems depend on the larger external ecosystem. Societies that fear risk taking and do not see 

entrepreneurship as an attractive career option, will have citizens prefer intrapreneurship over 

entrepreneurship. Regions with favourable geographical factors and a good quality of life, will 

attract more business interaction, thus spurring new intrapreneurial ideas. A strong innovation 

capacity and formal institutions that support intrapreneurship, again will be favourable.  

 

 

 

 
1
 William D. Guth and Ari Ginsberg, ‘Guest Editors’ Introduction: Corporate Entrepreneurship’, Strategic 

Management Journal, 11 (1990), 5–15. 

2
 Accenture, Harnessing the Power of Entrepreneurs to Open Innovation, 2015 <https://www.accenture.com/us-

en/insight-b20-digital-collaboration>. 
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Objectives 

This report is the third deliverable under a project funded under the Directorate General for 

Structural Reform Support (DG REFORM) of the European Commission. The project aims to assess 

the level of intrapreneurship in the South-East Region of Ireland and to develop a strategy for 

supporting and facilitating increased intrapreneurship within companies in the region. More 

specifically, we will address the following tasks as defined in the inception report: 

 

• Conduct desk research to identify best practice and a selected number of intrapreneurship 

programmes 

• Conduct interviews with international experts in intrapreneurship 

• Technical Report with identified characteristics of successful intrapreneurial activities 

 

In the current report, we aim to shed a light on the external and internal ecosystem that shapes 

intrapreneurship in organizations. Doing so, we will discuss how different internal and external 

ecosystem programmes can be managed and how they could work to support intrapreneurship. To 

this end, we have explored best practices resulting from academic research and practice. We 

conducted thorough desk research and interviews with 51 experts, sharing their thoughts about 

policies, programme design, success and failure factors on internal ecosystems, etc. In this report 

we will use this information to first describe the main elements of external and internal ecosystems 

model and how they influence intrapreneurship within organizations. We will use this overarching 

intrapreneurship model to demonstrate an effective way of operationalizing and assessing the 

presence of intrapreneurship. Using Irish and international best practices we will provide lessons 

for the different aspects of this manual and as such demonstrate how the knowledge from previous 

sections can be adapted to or relevant for the Irish context. This report will form the backbone of 

the next deliverable, a toolbox to support intrapreneurship in South-East Ireland. 

 

To summarize, the most important objectives for the report thus are: 

• To present an overview of the elements of the ideal ecosystem support structure for 

intrapreneurship based on academic literature and discussions with experts. 

• Describe how the different aspects of the intrapreneurship ecosystem can be measured or 

assessed. 

• Explore the external intrapreneurship ecosystem of Denmark, Finland, Slovenia, The 

Netherlands, and Estonia. 

• Present some case studies on policies for the external intrapreneurship ecosystem from 

Denmark, Finland, Slovenia, The Netherlands, and Estonia. 
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• Identify some interesting case studies that highlight best practices for the internal 

intrapreneurship ecosystem. 

• Draw lessons from all the previous objectives and apply this to the South-East Region. 

• Discuss implication of this report for the development of a toolbox (Deliverable 4) 

 

Structure 

This report is structured as follows:  

• Section 2 presents an overview of the extant academic literature on state-of-the-art 

intrapreneurship ecosystems. 

• Section 3 details assessment criteria for the key concepts in intrapreneurship ecosystems. 

• Section 4 describes international case studies and best practices with a special focus on 

Denmark, Finland, Slovenia, The Netherlands, and Estonia. 

• Section 5 compares the situation in South-East Ireland to these academic and international 

best practices and offers some suggestions. 

• Section 6 concludes by setting out a number of overarching discussion points 

o Appendices: 

o Appendix A details from which organizations experts were interviewed 

o Appendix B provides details on an interview protocol and questions used in the 

gathering of the international best practices 

o Appendix C gives a more detailed overview of scales that are usually used to assess 

internal intrapreneurship ecosystems 

o Appendix D presents a review of the selected policy programmes and case studies 
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2. DATA AND METHODOLOGY 
 

A large piece of this report is based on desk research. We consulted various sources, ranging from 

academic research, practitioner-oriented books, reports (e.g. global entrepreneurship monitor) and 

databases (e.g., Eurostat). For our search of the academic literature, we chose to limit our sources to 

peer-reviewed academic journals. Peer reviewed journals can be considered to present validated 

knowledge and are likely to have the highest impact in the field 
3
. The ISI Web of Knowledge’s 

Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI) database was chosen as a database of record, as it is one of 

the most comprehensive databases of peer-reviewed journals in the social sciences. Additionally, 

we focussed especially on recent reviews and meta-analyses as a starting point. For the practitioner-

oriented books, we focussed on books with intrapreneurship or intrapreneur in the title. Additionally, 

as innovation is an important outcome of intrapreneurship, we also included books on innovation in 

our exploration. An extensive list of all the reports and databases that were used when making this 

report is discussed in section four, when we consider how to measure the external ecosystem. 

Additionally, in section five, where we discuss the situation in the different countries, we also detail 

which databases we used. 

 

Data has been collected from interviews with 51 experts, ranging from policy and governmental 

experts, academics, business owners, intrapreneurship managers, and intrapreneurs. An inventory 

of experts (for an overview see Appendix A) has been compiled from existing data sources, a 

LinkedIn search, personal networks, information provided by the project stakeholders, and 

recommendations of other interviewees (snowball sampling). For example, the team found business 

connections at the World Bank who recommended individuals with domain expertise around 

intrapreneurship in Slovenia. The individuals interviewed were chosen because they had relevance 

for the South-East region. In one case this was due to their exposure to policy diagnostics and 

execution, in the other two cases it was due to the type and scale of companies they had worked 

with as advisors and mentors. Also, the team benefitted from the authors who have been interviewed 

for the Innovation Show, hosted by team member Aidan McCullen. Using this network, we 

contacted several authors who worked with corporate innovation teams in the different countries. 

Posts on LinkedIn were also used to select the experts which were mentioned several times by 

different other experts. 

 

Originally, we had the intention to cast the web wide for researching countries and map a wide net 

across the globe in order to collect many diverse perspectives and hopefully new insights, 

particularly from a policy perspective. After consultation with the steering committee it was decided 

 
3
 P. M. Podsakoff and others, ‘The Influence of Management Journals in the 1980s and 1990s’, Strategic Management 

Journal, 26.5 (2005), 473–88. 
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to focus on five European countries. Slovenia was picked because they scored highest on EEA in 

the GEM report, Estonia was picked for its innovative and digital approach to governance, Denmark, 

Holland and Finland were picked because they always score high on innovation and enterprise 

policy. Additionally, we wanted to get additional inspiration from other Irish regions. The majority 

of our interviewees thus came from these six countries (i.e., 32 or 63%). However, while seeking 

inspiring best practices, we also came across some interesting examples, from other countries, which 

we wanted to share in this report. In total our efforts resulted in the descriptions of detailed 15 case 

studies and policy descriptions, and 19 extra cases found in books and publications. 

 

Interviews were conducted in a semi-structured format (see Appendix B for an interview guide). 

The full set of interviews were completed over the period December 2020 to February 2021. All 

interviews were undertaken via Zoom or Teams communication platforms, with interviews lasting 

approximately 45 minutes in duration. Interviews sought to ascertain how external and internal 

intrapreneurship ecosystems can be shaped and which aspects could be inspiring for the South-East 

Irish region. The most interesting case studies and policies were described in greater detail in 

Appendix D. In our sampling, we aimed to (1) find examples and best practices of most of the 

elements of the internal intrapreneurship ecosystem and (2) include as many companies as possible 

that are similar to the South-East region companies (as described in Deliverable 2). However, 

intrapreneurship has been found to occur in small
4
 and large organizations 

5
, and in a plethora of 

industries such as retail
6
, education 

7
, and healthcare 

8
. Review studies and meta-analyses of the 

current literature find more similarities in the factors that aid intrapreneurship over companies and 

sectors than differences between them. Therefore, we did not use sector as an explicit selection 

criterion in our search for best practices. 

 

  

 
4
 Bostjan Antoncic and Robert D. Hisrich, ‘Intrapreneurship: Construct Refinement and Cross-Cultural Validation.’, 

Journal of Business Venturing, 16.5 (2001), 495. 

5
 (Kacperczyk, 2012) 

6
 J. Deprez, H. Leroy, and M. Euwema, ‘Three Chronological Steps to Encourage Intrapreneurship. Lessons from the 

Wehkamp Case’, Business Horizons, 61.1 (2018), 135–45. 

7
 Ori Eyal and Ronit Kark, ‘How Do Transformational Leaders Transform Organizations ? A Study of the Relationship 

between Leadership and Entrepreneurship’, Leadership and Policy in Schools, 3.3 (2004), 211–35. 

8
 Kathryn L. Heinze and Klaus Weber, ‘Toward Organizational Pluralism: Institutional Intrapreneurship in Integrative 

Medicine’, Organization Science, 27.1 (2015), 157–72. 
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3. INTRAPRENEURSHIP ECOSYSTEM: KEY CONCEPTS AND FRAMEWORK 

 

Despite its practical relevance and increasing popularity, describing intrapreneurship is not an easy 

feat. From a theoretical perspective, intrapreneurship developed from the entrepreneurship 

literature. Entrepreneurs were traditionally defined as self-employed individuals who take uncertain 

investments and the accordant risks 
9
. However, during the course of the years, this traditional scope 

changed: “Increased consensus has been attained on the concept of entrepreneurship as the process 

of uncovering and developing an opportunity to create value through innovation and seizing that 

opportunity without regard to either resources (human and capital)…”
10

. Furthermore, some authors 

claimed that not only individuals could set up new businesses, but organizations could too
11

. Thus, 

organizations as a whole could be considered entrepreneurial (corporate entrepreneurship). Other 

authors emphasized the underlying processes through which entrepreneurship occurs, namely 

entrepreneurs are individuals who search for opportunities and take action accordingly
12

. These 

authors go on to emphasize that self-employed individuals (entrepreneurs) and employees alike 

(intrapreneurs) can demonstrate these entrepreneurial behaviours. Alternatively, some authors 

referred to a behavioural approach, where entrepreneurship is defined in terms of proactive, 

innovative and risk-taking behaviours, which can either be undertaken by organizations
13

 or 

individuals
14

. Regardless the different levels of intrapreneurship (organization or individual) and the 

view on entrepreneurship on which it is based (process or behavioural approach), the most general 

definition of intrapreneurship is: “entrepreneurship within an existing organization”
15

.  

 

In order to improve clarity, in this report we will use the term intrapreneur to describe a person 

showing bottom-up intrapreneurial behaviours, corporate entrepreneurship to highlight the top-

down company level processes designed to stimulate these behaviours and intrapreneurship when 

we refer to a firm’s strategy that entails both aspects together. For example, an organization that 

focusses on intrapreneurship may use suggestion boxes to collect new ideas, have a well-defined 

process to select and develop the best ideas, and make profit from them in a spin-off company 

(corporate entrepreneurship). Their employees can act as intrapreneurs, scanning their environment 

 
9
 F. H. Knight, Risk, Uncertainty and Profit. (New York: Hart, Schaffner and Marx, 1921). 

10
 N. C. Churchill, ‘Reserch Issues in Entrepreneurship’, in The State of the Art of Entrepreneurship, ed. by D.L. 

Sexton and J.D. Kasardra (Boston, Mass.: PWS-Kent, 1992), pp. 579–596. – Quote on p. 586 

11
 R. A. Burgelman, ‘A Process Model of Internal Corporate Venturing in the Diversified Major Firm.’, Administrative 

Science Quarterly, 28.2 (1983), 223–44. 

12
 Scott; Shane and S. Venkataraman, ‘The Promise of Entrepreneurship as a Field of Research’, Academy of 

Management Review, 25.1 (2000), 217–26. 

13
 D. P. Covin, J. G., & Slevin, ‘Strategic Management of Small Firms in Hostile and Benign Environments.’, Strategic 

Management Journal, 10.1 (1989), 75–87. 

14
 Jeroen P J De Jong and others, ‘Entrepreneurial Behavior in Organizations: Does Job Design Matter?’, 

Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 39.4 (2015), 981–96. 

15
 Bostjan Antoncic and Robert D. Hisrich, ‘Clarifying the Intrapreneurship Concept’, Journal of Small Business and 

Enterprise Development, 10.1 (2003), 7–24. – quote on p. 9 
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for new business opportunities, coming up with new ideas, and running these spin-offs. Ideally, 

intrapreneurship entails both corporate entrepreneurship and intrapreneurs as they strengthen one 

another. However, as one usually cannot exist without the other, deliberately focusing on only one 

of these elements is insufficient for a company to be considered intrapreneurial. When both 

corporate entrepreneurship and intrapreneurial behaviour are aligned, we consider this company to 

have a well-developed internal intrapreneurship ecosystem. 

 

While valuable, internal ecosystems do not exist in a vacuum, both companies and individuals are 

shaped by the external ecosystem they operate in. For example, in societies where entrepreneurship 

is greatly valued and entrepreneurs are celebrated as successful, potential intrapreneurs are more 

likely to start working as an entrepreneur. Conversely, when the social security protection for 

entrepreneurs is less developed than that of employees, or when there is an economic recession, a 

lot of potential entrepreneurs revert to intrapreneurship. Despite this, in intrapreneurship research 

today, policy and external ecosystem aspects have not received a great deal of attention. Some 

authors
16

, however, have suggested that certain elements of entrepreneurship and innovation 

ecosystems could be valuable for intrapreneurship too. Entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs are often 

found to come from the same ‘pool’ and as such counterbalance each other. Or where there is a lot 

of entrepreneurship, there usually is little intrapreneurship and vice versa. Thus, having certain 

policies will encourage entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship alike could be a first step which has 

to be supplemented by other policies aiding individuals to prefer the one status over the other. For 

this report, we follow the reasoning of the above mentioned theorists and used previous literature to 

identify eight critical external ecosystem aspects: values & culture, innovation capacity, human 

capital, geographic factors, formal institutions, idea transforming systems, quality of life, and 

dynamic economic texture. These eight elements by themselves have a distinct impact on 

intrapreneurial outcomes and can be aided through policy.    

 

Finally, intrapreneurship has a lot of positive benefits, for the companies and the individuals 

involved, and even for the broader economic impact on a region or country. Therefore, we will focus 

on some intrapreneurial outcomes, which result from well-developed and balanced external and 

internal ecosystems. We will solely focus on tangible intrapreneurial outcomes such as, new 

corporate venture rates rise, or companies’ revenues increase. Less tangible outcomes of 

intrapreneurship do exist. However, these usually consist of aspects such as increased employee 

motivation, or an increased salience towards opportunity recognition. Since these less tangible 

outcomes are precursors of the more tangible ones, we will consider them as part of the 

 
16

 M. Guerrero and M. Martínez‐Chávez, ‘Aligning Regional and Business Strategies: Looking inside the Basque 

Country Entrepreneurial Innovation Ecosystem.’, Thunderbird International Business Review, 62.5 (2020), 607–21. 
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intrapreneurial behaviours that will eventually shape intrapreneurial outcomes on the long run, and 

thus as part of the internal ecosystem.  

 

Based on the extant academic literature we made a selection of relevant aspects for the external and 

internal ecosystems enabling intrapreneurship. We then used the interviews we conducted with 51 

experts (for the full list see Appendix A) to further narrow down this framework to only include the 

most important elements. As such, we aim to have developed an intrapreneurship ecosystem model 

that is both theoretically sound, as well as pragmatically applicable.  

 

3.1. Expert consultation 

The literature review identifies many factors for example, the importance of training, funding, 

management support, attitude to failure, reward systems (financial and emotional), access to 

information, autonomy, feedback, positive reinforcement, defining selection criteria, culture, need 

to understand the different time horizons (short, mid, long), the strategic intent of the company, a 

motivating purpose, working in multidisciplinary teams, diversity, metrics, and a pro-active attitude. 

 

Most of that is echoed by the experts. In an Irish context, the importance of intrapreneurship in the 

public sector was mentioned and could be a factor in developing the Irish ecosystem (Nick 

Ashmore). In our interview with the family business network, the importance of reinvention 

(particularly in COVID times) was highlighted and how families apply intrapreneurship as the 

mechanism (as was also identified in the assessment report (Deliverable 2)). They highlighted the 

tax situation in Ireland in the context of reward systems as an impediment. (John McGrane) 

 

Experts mentioned the UCD Innovation Academy (Fergal Brophy) and Dogpatch labs as 

organizations that run intrapreneurship programmes. Others also mentioned were the Unilever 

Foundry (although the focus is on external start-ups), (Tom Pollock), ESB and Ulster Bank/RBS 

(soon to exit Ireland). In our conversations with RBS (Leonie Quinn, JP Mckenna), they mentioned 

the large waterfall of ideas needed to make the grade. Of the 2000 ideas, only 5 make it, mainly due 

to legislation and regulation (they counted 30 policies that needed to be adhered to). The internal 

programmes focus on developing the culture and specific development of the entrepreneurial 

development academy. The academy involves an entrepreneurial-style learning journey, delivered 

through an immersion day, online modules and videos with various opportunities to network with 

entrepreneurs and other colleagues across the bank. 

 

Ray Naughton, who ran an intrapreneurship programme in Nixdorf, mentions the importance of 

training and the need for support from the leadership. FEXCO (Karl Ahern) has created a hub and 

ecosystem in Kerry to engage with SMEs. Fexco is the lead partner in a Public-Private Partnership 
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venture, creating a new 30,000 sq. foot world-class centre in Ireland's South West to co-locate start-

ups, corporates and academic researchers to build the next wave of innovative companies. A first of 

its kind, RDI Hub focuses on digitization, ideation and commercialization of innovation and 

research in the fintech and related technologies' sectors. Internally they apply resource vouchers, 

hackathons and discovery projects. The idea waterfalls in both FEXCO and Nixdorf are about 10% 

(10% gets funded). 

 

We know that there are initiatives developing in intrapreneurship in the midlands as part of 

initiatives to tackle the impact of the closing of Bord Na Mona, and climate change is a factor. 

(Michael Brougham). Climate change is also a factor in a joint initiative of Sustainable finance and 

Skillnets on climate change as part of COP 26 related activities of the Irish government. (Stephen 

Nolan). 

• Action 18: Continue the rollout of Ireland's sustainable finance innovation program 

supporting the development of new IFS environmental, social, and governance 

products and services: In light of the European Green Deal and the forthcoming EU 

Renewed Sustainable Finance Strategy, an increasing number of firms in Ireland 

are exploring the development of new products and services in support of the 

sustainable finance and the broader ESG agendas. Sustainable Finance Ireland will 

accelerate the rollout of this development via a dedicated intrapreneurship 

programme in support of Irish firms' efforts, thus contributing to Ireland's 

emergence as a 'Living Lab'. 

• PLATO Ireland was mentioned as a programme where SMEs helped drive 

intrapreneurship in large companies (Lawrence Dooley). 

 

Climate is spoken about as a factor a few times. Philip Horvath explained the importance of passion 

and purpose and how, in his view, the need for those factors to be the main drivers for an individual 

to deal with all the hurdles in a large organization. He suggests that it should not be made too easy 

to enter intrapreneurship programmes and that hurdles are a necessity. They use priming workshops 

to identify the passion and purpose. It was also mentioned as a lever with SMEs in Germany, where 

they have started an innovation/intrapreneurship programme for SME, focussing on climate change 

(Christoph Starke
17

).  

 

 

 
17

See https://www.bmu.de/themen/forschung-

foerderung/foerderung/foerdermoeglichkeiten/details/umweltinnovationsprogramm/ 
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Ken Polaski has five tips for designing an entrepreneurship programme for SMEs. 

 

1) Leadership has to ask for innovation. 

2) Leadership has to ask for innovation from all levels of the company - this will uncover low-

hanging fruit and help change the culture. Too many times, employees believe innovation is 

just for PhDs or the research group or means patenting. 

3) When leadership asks for innovation, you need to give examples of what different types of 

innovation looks like. It could be an innovative business model, better product feature, new 

product, process improvement to increase manufacturing yield, lower-cost delivery, 

eliminating redundant internal paper work, more efficient HR processes, etc. Also, you have 

to explain its impact on the company: lowers cost, increases sales, increases profit, increases 

efficiency, increases yield, etc. Too many times (I have been around a lot of academics), 

innovations are just doing something different without improving anything. Innovation can 

be simply incremental improvement. 

4) Reward, even in some small way, just taking the risk and participating and submitting an 

innovation. Initially, employees will not be confident in their ideas. What if leadership/my 

boss thinks my idea is not smart, etc. CEO sending a letter of thanks and a unique coffee mug 

or t-shirt will work. 

5) Reward, in a bigger way, successful ideas and the management chain that will be required 

to implement, buy into and realize the innovation. 

 

Ed Craig believes that intrapreneurship overcomes entrepreneurship's key challenges, such as lack 

of experience, lack of resources, and lack of customers/market. He expects it to become more 

popular as an approach. He mentions case studies from LinkedIn, Amazon and CISCO. His lessons 

are: 

• Identify where you and industry are in the industry life cycle 

• Map projects to time horizon 

• Explore future s curves 

• Kill zombie projects 

• Reward, prioritize and carve out time for exploration & innovation 

 

Other factors mentioned are the importance of clarity of brief (Marty O'Donoghue), clusters (Hans 

Henriksen Marki), speed of decision making and ownership (Klaas Kieft), the need for early 

customer engagement (Barry O'Reilly) and the importance of ecosystems (Frans Nauta). Alwin 

Magi may, and Jeorge Erlemeier suggest taking a full internal VC approach.  
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Professor Lawrence Dooley mentions frugal innovation (combined with continuous improvement) 

as a factor and the pivotal role of the SMEs' owner-manager. He or she sets the tone and is 

fundamental in any intrapreneurship model. 

 

The factors identified in the expert interviews correspond with the literature study, with some 

interesting angles (climate). As with the literature study, it is difficult to translate that to the world 

of small SMEs in Ireland. However, the factors such as training, the ecosystem's role, and continues 

improvement as a platform dovetail with report two and give us enough angles to develop a toolbox. 

The workshop with some SME in Ireland also highlighted the importance of communicating the 

benefits of intrapreneurship, particularly for small SMEs with limited time and resources, which 

suggests a pre-step before introducing the toolbox. We asked all experts about intrapreneurship 

policies at the government level, and no specific policies were found.  

 

Thus, after the consultation of our experts and the academic literature, we can now summarize the 

main elements of an intrapreneurship ecosystem framework as summarized in Figure 2 below. In 

the following parts, we will discuss each of the parts of this model in greater detail. 

 

Figure 2. Intrapreneurship ecosystem framework  
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3.2.  Identifying intrapreneurial outcomes 

 

Ever since academia became interested in intrapreneurship, a lot of effort has been put in 

investigating its impact on the economy, organizations, and individuals alike. In the current 

literature, five main factors arise, summarized in Figure 3 below. We will continue to discuss all 

five in greater detail.  

 

Figure 3. Overview of intrapreneurial outcomes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

New product/service innovation 

Firms who have intrapreneurs often create more new services and products than other firms. 

Intrapreneurs continue to come up with the actual ideas for new products or services, and also aid 

the implementations of new products and services, work practices, knowledge and markets
18

. 

Intrapreneurs appear to contribute to the number of patents obtained, to suggestion systems, and to 

new product introductions or completed innovation projects
19

. Scott and Bruce
20

, for instance, 

reported significant correlations between innovative work behaviour and independently rated counts 

of invention disclosures. Utilizing Danish data, Kaiser et al.
21

 found that firms bring in new 

intrapreneurs, improved their innovative performance as measured by patent 

applications. Additionally, intrapreneurs discover and pursue market opportunities and have even 

contributed to the emergence of the new service robot industry in Japan
22

. As a whole, 

intrapreneurship thus adds to the creation of new products and services in organizations. 
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 C M Axtell and others, ‘Shopfloor Innovation: Facilitating the Suggestion and Implementation of Ideas’, Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 73.3 (2000), 265–85 <https://doi.org/10.1348/096317900167029>; 

Phillip H. Phan and others, ‘Corporate Entrepreneurship: Current Research and Future Directions’, Journal of Business 
Venturing, 24.3 (2009), 197–205 <https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.01.007>. 

19
 Jeffrey S Hornsby, Donald F Kuratko, and Shaker a Zahra, ‘Middle Managers’ Perception of the Internal 

Environment for Corporate Entrepreneurship: Assessing a Measurement Scale’, Journal of Business Venturing, 17.3 

(2002), 253–73; Susanne G Scott and R. a. Bruce, ‘Determinants of Innovative Behavior: A Path Model of Individual 

Innovation in the Workplace.’, Academy of Management Journal, 37.3 (1994), 580–607. 

20
 Scott and Bruce. 

21
 U. Kaiser, H. C. Kongsted, and T. Rønde, ‘Does the Mobility of R&D Labor Increase Innovation?’, Journal of 

Economic Behavior & Organization, 110 (2015), 91–105. 

22
 S. Lechevalier, J. Nishimura, and C. Storz, ‘Diversity in Patterns of Industry Evolution: How an Intrapreneurial 

Regime Contributed to the Emergence of the Service Robot Industry.’, Research Policy, 43.10 (2014), 1716–29. 
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Current product/service improvement 

Next to the development of new products, intrapreneurs also improve existing products, services, 

and the internal organizational processes and procedures
23

. Highlighted in the previous report 

(Deliverable 2. Assessment report) as continuous improvement, an often-found benefit of 

intrapreneurship is that it intrapreneurs create more value than anticipated with the resources they 

have at hand
24

. They go above and beyond to not only fulfil tasks to the required standard, but at 

least add something extra to make it even better. Intrapreneurs – often encouraged through 

continuous improvement programmes – create a leaner and more efficient organization through their 

constant improvement attitude. Similarly, they are constantly on the lookout for opportunities, keep 

track of competitors’ offerings, poll customers, and read up about their work domain even in their 

free time. All of this, results in improvement suggestions of current products, services and internal 

workings.  

 

Corporate venturing 

The academic field of corporate entrepreneurship officially commenced with the work of 

Burgelman
25

 when he highlighted the impact of corporate venturing as part of a diversified firm. 

Since then, the creation of new corporate ventures has remained one of the most studied outcomes 

of intrapreneurship
26

. Venture creation refers to the creation of new businesses under the umbrella 

of an existing organization or business portfolio
27

. Unlike other ventures, corporate ventures are 

headed by intrapreneurial employees who treat this company as if it were their own, even if they are 

on the payroll. Firms with more intrapreneurs have consistently been found to have more corporate 

ventures. 

 

Increased job performance 

Pinchot and Pellman described intrapreneurs as ‘dreamers who do’
28

. They believed that 

intrapreneurs are employees that work against the existing rules of the organization to bring about 

change and innovation. This in response to organizational inertia, brought about by the size, 

bureaucracy, or strategic near-sightedness of their firm. Thus, while intrapreneurs have a clear added 

benefit to organizational performance, they are not always viewed in a positive light by colleagues 
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24
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who quite like the status quo, or supervisors who fear being outshone by them. Regardless, empirical 

studies do find that intrapreneurs have a higher in-role job performance
29

, and more promotions and 

salary increase at work
30

. Being intrapreneurial results in a greater skill development and job 

satisfaction of staff 
31

, and in more problem voicing, taking charge and issue selling – all of which 

were found to benefit overall job performance rated as by supervisors
32

. One of the outcomes of 

increased intrapreneurship should thus be an increase in job performance. 

 

Increased firm performance  

Finally, the increased emphasis on intrapreneurship is not surprising as it has been consistently 

found to be an important driver of revitalization and performance
33

, firm profitability
34

, firm 

growth
35

, and overall organizational performance
36

. Additionally, when firms as a whole act more 

intrapreneurial as a result of a well-balanced internal intrapreneurship ecosystem, this is found to 

relate to organizational performance
37

. In sum, both corporate entrepreneurship and the individual 

behaviour of intrapreneurs has been found to benefit different aspects of firm performance.  
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3.3.  External ecosystem 

 

Several external factors in society shape the occurrence of entrepreneurial behaviour, and whether 

this behaviour comes to fruition in entrepreneurial or intrapreneurial careers. However, academic 

research so far has mainly considered intrapreneurship a within-company affair. Therefore, currently 

there is no general academic consensus of what constitutes the best external ecosystem for 

intrapreneurship. We thus follow the suggestions of Guerrero & Martinez-Chavez
38

 and integrate 

entrepreneurial (e.g., frameworks from Miller
39

 and Stam & van de Ven
40

) and innovative (e.g., 

Adner
41

; Williamson & De Meyer
42

) ecosystems to best capture intrapreneurship. Doing so, we will 

focus on eight different factors, summarized in Figure 4 below. We will continue to discuss all eight 

in greater detail.  

 

Figure 4. Overview of external intrapreneurship ecosystem 
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Values and culture 

On a societal level, most intrapreneurship research has investigated why individuals choose 

intrapreneurship over entrepreneurship. For example, data from the annual Global Entrepreneurship 

Monitor
43

 demonstrates these large international differences. Their results imply that there are larger 

numbers of entrepreneurs in less developed countries with less elaborate social security systems. 

The sad truth may be that for people in developing countries who can’t find an employer, the choice 

is to become an entrepreneur or lack the funds for day-to-day living. Intrapreneurship occurs more 

in westernized countries as these countries usually have more service jobs for highly educated 

employees, and as proactive individuals don’t have to take the risk of income loss if they don’t want 

to. Intercultural differences in risk perceptions and international differences in the appeal of an 

entrepreneurial career are also presumed to represent the values a society has concerning 

entrepreneurship and as such thus relevant for the development of intrapreneurship. Policies aimed 

at altering societal perceptions on risk taking (e.g., failing forward campaigns) or that emphasize 

the importance of entrepreneurship, could thus redirect individuals with intrapreneurial potential 

towards a career in entrepreneurship. As far as we know, no country has yet launched a large 

campaign to highlight intrapreneurship or its relevance. This could however, be a valuable 

alternative to the ample ‘entrepreneur of the year’ type events. Additionally, the existence of 

intrapreneurial networks or consortia could be a valuable sign of the perceived importance of 

intrapreneurship in a region. Ideally, these types of initiatives are complemented with support from 

regional branches of Chamber of Commerce, associations, unions and other structures of this type. 

 

Innovation capacity 

Intrapreneurship is found in different types of sectors and contexts. However, not all sectors will 

focus equally on the development of new products or services and corporate ventures. Therefore, 

the presence of certain sectors should be more conducive for intrapreneurship. Thus, by looking at 

the percentage of workers employed in the relevant industry sectors, one should get an idea of the 

intrapreneurship potential in a certain region. For example, production-based organizations require 

more resources to found, and benefit more from economy of scale than other sectors. Therefore, it 

is found that in production organizations employees with intrapreneurial potential resort to 

intrapreneurship rather than start their own company. The same is true for sectors with a lot of 

competition. Sectors which do not require a lot of physical resources (e.g. consultancy or service-

based sectors) deal more with entrepreneurship than intrapreneurship. Additionally, different R&D 

& spinoff facilities could also be beneficial for intrapreneurship. For example, in regions with ample 

research institutions, coworking spaces, fabrication laboratories, and living labs, new knowledge 

more easily results in new corporate ventures and inter-business cooperation.  
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Human capital 

Having knowledge derived from education and training, is related with the probability of becoming 

an intrapreneur. Martiarena
44

 and Urbano and Turro
45

 both found that intrapreneurs have a higher 

educational level in comparison to other employees. Additionally, managers – who have ample in-

company knowledge- are mostly found to be more intrapreneurial than other employees 
46

. Similarly, 

employees who change employers and utilize their previously acquired knowledge are more likely 

to spot more opportunities and act upon them. Thus, given the knowledge intensive nature of 

intrapreneurship, a skilled workforce is a necessity. Therefore, when a region invests in human 

capital, this should benefit intrapreneurship in organizations. For example, considering the 

workforce’s median attained educational level, or the number of international scientists and 

researchers present in the region could be a valuable measure of this human capital. Additionally, 

the number of universities and business schools or other educational facilities in a region mirror the 

perceived importance of education and will act as a magnet for human capital. 

 

Geographic factors 

Very small towns tend to have more problems to attract and retain a skilled workforce. Due to the 

lack of an extensive economic tissue, many employees tend to relocate to middle or large sized 

towns and cities. Smaller towns are also more likely to score less on some of the quality of life 

aspects (e.g. good schooling, health care, diversity acceptance). Therefore, if a region has too many 

small towns, this could be detrimental for their attraction and retention of capable and motivated 

employees. However, if these towns are not too far spread out with a small distance between them 

and when there is ample intercity or interregional collaboration, this could counteract the negative 

results of these small towns. For example, small and middle-sized companies in search for 

intrapreneurship often resort to consortia and collaborations to battle their scale disadvantages. 

Having such established networks, or having enough organizations close enough together to 

facilitate this, should be a clear driver of intrapreneurship. A well-established partner relationship 

with other regions, notably beyond the EU, could increase competitivity of the entrepreneurial and 

intrapreneurial activities of regions even more. Finally, collaboration and/or commuting benefit 

from a well-developed infrastructure. When sufficient infrastructure networks within the region and 

between them exist, such as motorways, railways, airports, this should benefit intrapreneurship.  
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Formal institutions 

Some formal institutions (relating to laws, norms, regulations) were found to have an impact on the 

occurrence of intrapreneurship too. For example, the level of corruption in a region has a significant 

effect on entrepreneurial and intrapreneurial activity. The sanding the wheels hypothesis views 

corruption as an impediment to development, entrepreneurship and growth because in corrupt 

countries the rewards to entrepreneurial endeavour may not accrue to the risk taker
47

, which, in turn, 

may hinder productivity and growth
48

. In countries with more corruption, therefore, intrapreneurship 

is considered a more viable career option. In the same regard, governmental ineffectiveness and 

bureaucracy is a major hurdle for individuals wanting to start their own organization. Faced with 

this obstacle, many potential entrepreneurs remain intrapreneurs.  

 

Idea transforming system 

Intrapreneurship entails both finding new opportunities, and then putting them into action
49

. New 

ideas need sufficient resources to be transformed into reality and to grow afterwards. Whenever a 

regional system financially supports new ideas, this is thus beneficial for intrapreneurship. Most of 

these services are made available thanks to the strong role of the private banking sector, and private 

(angel) investors. Financial institutions are important because they evaluate and finance innovation 

and the launching of new products to the market
50

, as well as ease the pooling, trading and hedging 

of risk which encourages investment in projects with high risk and corresponding high expected 

returns
51

. Therefore, well developed financial institutions will benefit intrapreneurship. This is 

ideally complemented with governmental (non)financial support. For example, the existence of a 

wide range of free training, TED/TEDx conferences, free consultation activities offered in the region 

can aid intrapreneurship. Similarly, grants and funds help support intrapreneurial initiative. 

 

Quality of life 

To attract or maintain a skilled and motivated workforce, quality of life is important. Skilled and 

motivated employees generally have multiple employment options, and do not necessarily stick to 

one region or even one country. Therefore, policies and programmes at improving the day-to-day 

quality of life are presumed to have an important impact. More specifically, in the past, authors have 

shown that potential employees consider different aspects such as good schools for the children, 
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good health and recreation facilities, low criminality, good quality of the air, comfortable 

housing, rich surroundings, etc. when choosing a location to live and work. Additionally, to be 

internationally attractive for talented immigrants, it is important that regions value or at least accept 

diversity. Cultural diversity positively affects the birth rate of knowledge-intensive businesses, so 

that the presence of a large number of very young entrepreneurs, as well as many immigrant 

entrepreneurs, is regarded as an opportunity. With English being the current lingua franca, having a 

population that speaks or at least understands English, should be beneficial as well. Finally, a good 

broadband connection enhances the potential of the intrapreneurs to work from home and allows 

for scale-ups and start-ups which activities are often based on the extensive use of the internet. 

 

Dynamic economic texture 

The presence of a dynamic and porous eco-system of firms ensures sustainability to the knowledge-

based regional economic development path and provides that innovation is widely and rapidly 

diffused into regional economy and society. Following the literature, three main factors are crucial. 

First, having a dynamic ecosystem of firms, which includes the lifespan of newly created businesses 

as well as the number of days needed to launch the new business. Intrapreneurship – at least in more 

formal forms – arises more often in established companies who are no longer in full survival mode. 

Nascent organizations deal with too much turbulence and time pressure and usually have too little 

resources to have employees be intrapreneurial. Thus, if organizations are a little more developed, 

this should benefit intrapreneurship. The ease with which to launch a corporate venture should be 

similar to that of a regular venture and thus also benefit intrapreneurs. Second, having sufficient 

high-tech business presence in the region could be considered beneficial as it promotes a further 

development of technology amongst local organizations. Last, the result of intrapreneurial initiative 

is often the development of implementation of new innovations. Therefore, regular initiatives and 

policies to support innovation should also benefit intrapreneurship. Support for innovation could 

take ample forms. For example, it could include tax benefits for organizations engaging in 

intrapreneurship, coaches to help assess new ideas, or just be measured by the existence of 

organizations that support innovation in the region. 

 

3.4. Internal ecosystem 

Most emphasis in the literature has been put on internal intrapreneurship ecosystems. This literature 

actually constitutes of two important research streams, one focussing mainly on top down aspects in 

firms, tailored to stimulate intrapreneurship (i.e., corporate entrepreneurship), and one focussing on 

the bottom-up behaviour of intrapreneurial employees (i.e., intrapreneurial behaviour). Despite the 

fact that research on both corporate entrepreneurship and intrapreneurial behaviour has emerged 

almost simultaneously from different research streams, both are actually considered complementary 
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and integral aspects of intrapreneurship in companies. Bottom-up intrapreneurship initiatives seem 

to require the top-down support that corporate entrepreneurship offers
52

. For example, an 

intrapreneur wanting to launch a new product benefits from a specific process to promote this idea 

in the organization, ideally gets some resources and time to go forth with his/her idea and is allowed 

to fail and learn from previous mistakes. If not, actual intrapreneurial behaviour will be very seldom 

indeed. On the other hand, perfectly executed corporate entrepreneurship strategies will not yield 

any effect without the specific action of individual intrapreneurs
53

. For example, top management 

can encourage intrapreneurship and set up an inhouse intrapreneurship trajectory, if none of the 

employees comes forth with an idea or wants to take on this role, this effort will still be in vain.  

Ideally, it is thus presumed that both corporate entrepreneurship and intrapreneurial behaviour exist 

in organisations. We will discuss both elements of the internal intrapreneurship ecosystem below in 

greater detail. All relevant factors are summarized in Figure 5 below.  

 

Figure 5. Overview of the internal intrapreneurship ecosystem 
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3.4.1. Corporate entrepreneurship 
 

From an organization’s perspective, there are different things that can be done to support 

intrapreneurship top down. First, on the organizational level itself, much depends on the internal 

culture. When an organizational culture highlights the relevance of intrapreneurship and supports it 

when initiative arises, this will of course be beneficial. Additionally, an organization ideally sets up 

HR policies that are in line with this organizational culture and focus on intrapreneurship when 

attracting new employees or dealing with the current ones. However, changing an entire 

organizational culture is not an easy feat. Therefore, some organisations have benefited from 

additional support on the team level. Direct supervisors can shield their intrapreneurs from 

organizational rigidity and allow experimentation. Also, in designing specific jobs and aligning 

which tasks are done by whom, some aspects are important to take into consideration. We will 

discuss these all extensively below.  

 

Organizational culture 

The extensive work on organizational culture can been condensed into six stable organizational 

factors. First, a company as a whole can be considered intrapreneurial. This is often referred to as 

entrepreneurial orientation and means that the company as a whole is perceived as innovative, 

proactive and risk taking by its employees. In this literature, innovativeness reflects the tendency to 

engage in activity that results in new ideas, and experimentation, which may result in new processes, 

products, or services. Risk taking is defined as venturing into unknown areas for the organization, 

without knowledge of the outcome. Pro-activeness relates to pioneering and acting in anticipation 

of future needs, changes, or challenges that may lead to new opportunities. 

 

Second, CEO’s have the possibility to shape the organizational context by clearly communicating 

their vision for the future, and the values they wish all employees would uphold. When top-level 

managers are willing to facilitate and promote intrapreneurial behaviour, this is referred to as 

management support. This support includes the championing of innovative ideas and providing the 

resources people require to take action. Top leaders are for example found to emphasize stories 

about previous employee achievements by cherishing successful intrapreneurs as 'heroes'
54

; or 

demonstrate intrapreneurial behaviours themselves
55

. The most emphasized values are a learning 

orientation, risk allowance, and autonomy. First, being open to new ideas
56

, and encouraging 
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communication and information sharing 
57

 are important signallers that an organization is willing to 

learn and change for the better. Furthermore, they can monitor the organization’s external 

environment, and use this information to ensure continual organizational learning by adapting to 

this external environment
58

. 

 

Third, a lot of ideas get stuck in organizational red tape. Therefore, several authors emphasize the 

importance of setting up certain processes, procedures, and structures to streamline the 

intrapreneurial process.  For example, Mohanty
59

 suggests managers make their organizational 

commitment clearer to employees by using distinct policies and practices along with the dedication 

and willingness to make systematic changes. These processes not only suggest a commitment, they 

are designed to lower the potential thresholds employees might experience when they have a new 

idea. As such they are thought to enable intrapreneurial behaviours in all employees and are 

designed to develop good ideas in an efficient and effective manner
60

. Additionally, providing 

employees with sufficient freedom to act
61

, or the encouragement of work discretion and autonomy
62

 

has a positive impact on intrapreneurial behaviours. This can for example occur by delegating 

responsibility to lower levels in the organization is beneficial
63

. 

  

Fourth, in ample organizations, the scarcest resource today is time. For organizations to show their 

true commitment to intrapreneurship, it is crucial to not overwhelm employees with too much work. 

Time availability or allowing sufficient slack time in the workload of individuals to pursue new 

opportunities, is helpful to allow exploration and new idea generation, but crucial to transform an 

idea into reality. Many intrapreneurs start of experimenting with new ideas in their personal time. 

However, once the idea is developed enough it will require ever increasing time and will become 

too much to be combined with other day to day tasks. Ideally, once an idea is approved by the 

organization, intrapreneurs will receive sufficient time to bring it to fruition. 
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Fifth, there is a lot of risk involved with intrapreneurship. Allowing trial & failure, celebrating 

learning from mistakes, or at the very least not punishing failures are crucial. Intrapreneurial 

organizations require a greater degree of risk acceptance on the part of their employees
64

. New 

opportunities might not always be profitable, some not even in the long run. Top leaders who 

emphasize their allowance and even appreciation of failures were found to encourage 

intrapreneurship
65

.  

 

Last, more and more organizations today start an official intrapreneurship trajectory. These 

trajectories are often described as intrapreneurship contests or programmes and represent a 

structured way to gather new ideas, decide which are best, and allow their implementation. Ideally, 

not only individuals with an idea are allowed to enter these trajectories. Not all intrapreneurs enjoy 

making their ideas reality, and others really like to spur innovation but lack a concrete idea. 

Therefore, allowing both profiles to enter trajectories is found to be beneficial.  

 

Team climate 

While larger organizations often suffer from organizational rigidity, on a team level, usually a lot 

more flexibility is possible. Ideally, intrapreneurs experience a supportive direct supervisor, a 

conducive team climate and a focus on both creating new ideas and putting them into action in their 

team.  

 

First, team leaders can have an important role in stimulating intrapreneurship. Thanks to their direct 

contact with their employees, they are in the ideal position to facilitate and support ideas and to 

coach and encourage the employees to take initiative. For example, Kuratko, Ireland, Covin, and 

Hornsby
66

 note the importance of ‘shepherding’ by middle managers. Others refer to coaching
67

, 

political support,
68

 or championing
69

 the same phenomenon. More specifically, team leaders are 

supposed to provide their employees access to resources and their expertise, use their network and 

status to act as brokers to other parts of the organisation, and stimulate their employees to reflect on 

how they can improve efficiency of existing business operations
70

. Or, team leaders can help to 

identify and exploit opportunities, but also create and endorse an environment in which 

 
64

 Z Block and I.C. MacMillan, Corporate Venturing (Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press, 1993). 

65
 Mohanty. 

66
 Donald F Kuratko and others, ‘A Model of Middle-Level Managers’ Entrepreneurial Behavior’, Entrepreneurship 

Theory and Practice, 29.6 (2005), 699–716. 

67
 Ingrid Wakkee, Tom Elfring, and Sylvia Monaghan, ‘Creating Entrepreneurial Employees in Traditional Service 

Sectors: The Role of Coaching and Self-Efficacy’, International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 6.1 

(2010), 1–21. 

68
 Pinchot. 

69
 S. W. Floyd and B. Wooldridge, ‘Middle Management Involvement in Strategy and Its Association with Strategic 

Type: A Research Note’, Strategic Management Journal, 13.1 (1992), 153–67. 

70
 Wakkee, Elfring, and Monaghan. 



 

 

 

34 

intrapreneurial behaviour can thrive
71

. They can also use their role to promote autonomous or 

informal corporate entrepreneurial activities
72

 and strategic alternatives to top management
73

. In 

addition, team leaders are thought to coach employees to better deal with the ambiguity about role 

expectations that comes with the increasing emphasis on entrepreneurial behaviour in 

organizations
74

. 

 

Second, teams are ideally ambidextrous, or both focusing on opening (generating new ideas) and 

closing (realizing these ideas) behaviours. For firms to be successful in the short and long run, it is 

necessary to be both these explorative and exploitative simultaneously. Since intrapreneurial 

processes are often iterative and chaotic, intrapreneurs should be able to flexibly switch between 

exploration and exploitation as the situation requires. On a team level, an effective leader needs to 

foster both exploration and exploitation, and has to be capable of flexibly switching between both. 

Thus, ambidextrous leadership consists of three elements (1) encouraging doing things differently 

and experimenting, giving room for independent thinking and acting, and supporting attempts to 

challenge established approaches, (2) streamlining, taking corrective action, setting specific 

guidelines, and monitoring goal achievement, (3) and allowing the flexibility to switch between both 

as the situation requires. 

 

Last, team climates for innovation have also been found to be conducive to intrapreneurship
75

. 

More specifically, teams who have a shared vision (which ideally helps fulfil an organizational 

vision), are focussed together on providing excellent work together, experience enough safety to 

speak out and to be vulnerable amongst teammates, and who receive practical support when they 

take initiative, are more likely to behave intrapreneurially. Thus, if an organization values 

intrapreneurship and this is made more tangible on a team level, this will aid intrapreneurship. 

Alternatively, the corporate strategy remains a mere superficial message, a flavour of the month, to 

be replaced by the next new hype, and irrelevant when compared to the day-to-day business reality. 
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Human Resources 

Human resources departments play an important role in attracting and maintaining intrapreneurial 

employees. For example, ideally, they take intrapreneurial (sub)behaviours into account when 

recruiting new employees. Assessment centres investigate applicants’ inclination to ‘make a 

change’. For example, proactive personality (taking action to influence one’s environment and bring 

about change
76

 need for achievement (undertaking activities and tasks that involve personal 

responsibility for outcomes, and that require individual effort and skill;
77

, locus of control (the extent 

to which individuals believe that their actions affect outcomes
78

, and self-efficacy (one’s efficacy 

beliefs concerning the implementation of change
79

 have been found as stable characteristics of 

intrapreneurs compared to non-intrapreneurial employees. 

 

Second, intrapreneurs are found to have a stronger learning orientation than other employees
80

. They 

more often learn about work related topics independently in their personal time, find it more 

important to keep up to date about new evolutions at work and beyond, and have a big hunger for 

all things new. Skill development could either be focussed on the intrapreneurial enablers and sub 

behaviours (see intrapreneurial behaviour below), or on very practical competencies that support 

them practically when they come forth with an idea (e.g., training on how to pitch or develop a 

business plan). Given the knowledge intensity of the intrapreneurship process
81

, it is unsurprising to 

find that higher levels of human capital are positively associated with intrapreneurship
82

 and that 

top leaders of entrepreneurial firms tend to make systematic investments in employee skills
83

. 

Additionally, for intrapreneurs, who are most often found to be intrinsically motivated
84

, providing 

them with training can be an important reward or incentive. Intrapreneurs also prefer different ways 

of training. Table 1 below details how organizations could tailer their training offerings to more and 

less intrapreneurial individuals. 
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Table 1. Taking intrapreneurship into account in a training offering
85

 

More intrapreneurial employees Less intrapreneurial employees 

Demand based 

Indicate what trainings they require when 

they require them. Provide enough time 

for them when they ask for it. 

Structured offering 

Create an interesting and diverse offering and 

allow employees to choose. 

Flexible methods 

Learning can happen everywhere and at 

any time. Sitting in a classroom together is 

often a waste of time. 

In class learning 

Learning in a group gives a positive dynamic and 

encourages enthusiasm. 

Action learning 

Theory is a sidestep. Learning comes from 

running difficult new projects and getting 

additional coaching for support.  

Practical learning 

Theory and practice complement each other. 

Without practical applications, the impact of 

learning will decrease. 

External challenges 

Sharing knowledge with like-minded 

employees from other divisions or other 

companies give new oxygen and 

challenges. 

Safety helps to learn 

A trusted context creates the safety required for 

learning. 

Letting go 

Learning is the intrapreneurs 

responsibility and will be put into practice 

by the intrapreneurs themselves. 

Follow up 

Pre- and after trajectories help with application 

of the learnings and application in one’s own 

job. 

 

Last, intrapreneurial initiative should be encouraged through sufficient rewards and 

reinforcements. Most companies provide a financial incentive for intrapreneurs, for example, in the 

form of a bonus, gift, or raise. However, intrapreneurs are found to be intrinsically motivated 
86

. 

Following the cognitive evaluation theory
87

, rewards could thwart this intrinsic motivation, as 

success is no longer attributed to competence and individuals will feel less autonomy. Therefore, 

solely focusing on large financial rewards could actually undermine future intrapreneurship or only 

encourage intrapreneurial behaviours from less intrapreneurial employees. Financial rewards are 

ideally only seen as a token of fairness (e.g. if an idea saves the company a lot of money, it would 

 
85

 Source: Deprez, J. (2016). Intrapreneurschap. Van passieve uitvoerder naar ondernemende medewerker. In: J. 

Schenning, R. Simons, T. Besieux (Eds.), Mensenorganisaties: 24 evoluties onder de loep, Chapt. 17, (281-293). 

Zaltbommel: Uitgeverij Thema 

86
 Seibert, Kraimer, and Crant. 

87
 Edward L. Deci and Richard M. Ryan, Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination in Human Behavior (New York 

and London: Plenum, 1985). 



 

 

 

37 

be considered fair to share some of this with the person coming up with the idea in the first place). 

However, financial rewards are often a minefield with less intrapreneurial individuals becoming 

jealous and bitter or intrapreneurs not considering the reward actually fair. Therefore, the emphasis 

should lie on different forms of rewards. For example, top leaders provide internal opportunities 

such as developmental training, funding and mentoring for intrapreneurs so they can utilize their 

skills, capabilities and knowledge. However, also the allowance of sufficient budget and time for 

new projects is often highlighted
88

. 

 

Task design  

Intrapreneurship is increasingly becoming a part of explicit expectations and job descriptions. 

However, not only these ‘full time intrapreneurs’ will actually demonstrate intrapreneurial 

behaviour. For most employees, intrapreneurship is an extra role behaviour, something they do next 

to their day-to-day tasks. However, to encourage intrapreneurial behaviour, jobs are best to consider 

providing sufficient autonomy, variety and customer interaction.  

 

First, job autonomy, or the degree to which the job provides freedom, independence, and discretion 

in the process and procedures
89

 is a first important aspect. When employees are allowed to make 

certain decisions, gain freedom from excessive control and allowed the potential failure which goes 

hand in hand with taking risks, they are more likely to behave intrapreneurially. Autonomy enhances 

felt responsibility and flexible role orientations, which encourages employees to devote more effort 

to bring change to the workplace
90

. Autonomous employees are better motivated and are better able 

to implement innovative ideas, because they feel to be in control and able to deal with bottlenecks 

during the implementation phase. As such, job autonomy has been empirically correlated with 

innovativeness
91

, but also with personal initiative, idea implementation and problem solving
92

. 

 

Second, when jobs have too little challenge or are monotonous, employees can feel crippled.  Job 

variety, or “the degree to which a job requires a variety of different activities in carrying out the 

work, which involve the use of a number of different skills and talents of the person”
93

 helps 
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employees to interpret and position their work in the broader work context, and as such, stimulates 

them to develop ideas about how to change work-related products or processes
94

. Doing different 

tasks are found to inspire carry-over effects and new ideas to existing tasks. Also, empirically it is 

found that job variety encourages intrapreneurial behaviours such as innovative work behaviour
95

, 

personal initiative
96

, and problem solving and risk-taking
97

. 

 

Last, employees in some jobs, such as managers and sales workers, were found to behave more 

intrapreneurially than others
98

. Authors have determined that this is due to their increased exposure 

to ‘outsiders’. For example, through customer contact, employees gain a better understanding into 

market needs and wants and it allows inspiration for optimization of current service offerings
99

. 

Similarly, contact with suppliers, knowledge institutes and competitors provide individuals with 

better access to the competitive offerings and the nature of the market. As such, these individuals 

usually find it easier to recognize new business opportunities
100

. Therefore, employees are ideally 

encouraged or structurally obligated to interact with outsiders. 

 

A note on organizational size 

Intrapreneurship occurs in small,
101

 and large organizations alike
102

. However, the focus of the extant 

academic work has mainly been on larger organizations. In smaller organizations, however, HR 

practices are not usually as developed, and less formal structures and procedures exist. Also, the 

owner of the firm will have a much larger impact on the organizational culture and acceptance of 

intrapreneurship, leaving the impact of team leaders much smaller than in larger firms. Smaller 

organizations wanting to encourage intrapreneurship will thus have to resort to different methods. 

To highlight some of the main differences between intrapreneurs’ experiences when working in 

large versus small company, we summarize the main literature in Table 2 below. 
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Table 2. Comparison of corporate entrepreneurship in large and small organizations 

 Large organization Small organization 
How 
intrapreneurship 
occurs 

Usually quite formalized. A lot of 

effort is spent on detecting 

intrapreneurial ideas and passing them 

through an innovation funnel. Without 

this, intrapreneurs work under the 

radar and focus on improving their 

current tasks. 

Informal and spontaneous. 

Intrapreneurs feel part-owner, pay 

attention to spotting opportunities and 

work to solve existing problems. They 

can completely reshape the 

organization in duo with the owner. 

Formalized procedures take the fun 

out of this. 

Detection of 
potential 
intrapreneurs 

Intrapreneurs and their ideas often get 

lost in the crowd and/or hemmed in 

by inflexible and paralysing systems. 

Formalized initiatives aid to detect 

ideas and intrapreneurs (e.g. idea box, 

intrapreneurship contest). 

Intrapreneurs are easily identified. 

They let themselves known by sharing 

ambition, showing themselves through 

ideas, etc. Focus is on matching or 

convergence, rather than detection. 

Main inhibitor of 
intrapreneurship 

Formal procedures and rigid structure. Business owner hogging all ideas and 

responsibility. 

Intrapreneurship-
manager dyad 

Focus of top management on 

intrapreneurship does not always 

trickle down. Often problems arise 

with managers below who are worried 

that team objectives are not met, 

maintenance of status quo, and/or feel 

threatened by too intrapreneurial 

subordinates.  

If business owner is on board, then 

fewer problems with management 

arise. The distance between 

intrapreneur and business owner is 

small and not hindered by hierarchical 

layers. If intrapreneur’s ideas match 

the owner’s vision, the coupling 

between intra- and entrepreneur is 

usually harmoniously. 

Anonymity of 
intrapreneurs 

Intrapreneurs can operate below the 

radar to avoid opposition of their 

ideas. Too much visibility can create 

jealousy or irritation amongst 

colleagues. Being under the radar 

limits the need for cooperation of 

support of colleagues. 

Intrapreneurs are very visible and 

quickly comes to the attention of the 

rest of the workforce. They are more 

vulnerable to criticism and opposition 

of others which may cause project 

failure if there is insufficient 

cooperation of others. 

Enhancement and 
rewards 

Often use symbolic or financial 

recognition, more freedom to pursue 

new projects, training, and some form 

of capital (e.g., bonus, productivity 

payment, shares) or ‘intra-capital’ 

(i.e., budget to pursue projects more 

freely). 

While promotion is often used, it has 

been denounced as intrapreneurs more 

often seek autonomy and freedom, 

and are driven by intrinsic motivation. 

Rewards are less formalized and often 

forgotten. Budget are usually less 

flexible and less formal options exist. 

Promotion is less denounced in 

smaller companies. It gives them 

closer access to the business owners 

and their mentorship/learning 

opportunities. 
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Strategic renewal Intrapreneurs are sometimes defined 

as those contributing to strategic 

renewal. However, this is a lot more 

difficult in large organisation who 

often struggle to just get their strategy 

known to their workforce. 

Intrapreneurs often operate within the 

from of this strategy rather than 

reshape it. 

Intrapreneurs can take the lead, along 

with the business owner. It is easier 

for them to actually affect or shape the 

strategic direction of the organisation. 

The initiative of the intrapreneur thus 

shapes the organisation, rather than 

the opposite, as is the case in large 

organisations.  

Consequences of 
dissatisfaction in 
intrapreneurs 

When intrapreneurs are not taken 

seriously or are dissatisfied, they will 

either change jobs (e.g. going to a 

competitor or start their own 

company– some even take their best 

colleagues along with them) or stop 

taking initiative and ‘just do their 

job’. A small minority will stubbornly 

keep pushing their ideas – even 

though it does not make them popular. 

Given the size of the company, this 

can be disruptive but not really 

threatening. 

Dissatisfied intrapreneurs follow the 

same behavioural pattern in small 

companies. However, having a star 

employee leaving will have a greater 

impact on the organisation, especially 

when this intrapreneur poaches 

colleagues and becomes a competitor. 

Consequence of 
failed 
intrapreneurial 
initiative 

Intrapreneurs are usually required to 

make business plans, and internal 

decision procedures are tailored to 

preventing losses by choosing the best 

projects. When a project or idea fails, 

this usually does not have a severe 

impact on the liquidity of the 

organisation.  

Initiative and decision making is more 

informal and/or based on the gut 

feeling of the owner. Failed projects 

have a bigger impact due to fewer 

financial resources. 

 

3.4.2. Intrapreneurial behaviour 
 

Behavioural enablers 

How behaviour is formed and as such can be stimulated is a question that has kept researchers busy 

for the biggest part of the last century
103

. In the field of entrepreneurship and per extension 

intrapreneurship, this question is very often addressed with the use of the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour
104

. More specifically, this theory states that norms, attitudes, and perceived behavioural 

control (sometimes also referred to as self-efficacy or self-confidence) impact intentions and 
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eventual behaviour. As such, any attempt to encourage employees’ behaviour should target these 

factors. The theory of planned behaviour model is summarized in Figure 6 below. 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Theory of Planned Behaviour 

 

Intentions are presumed to be the most stable and important precursor of behaviour. In other words, 

if a person does not even have the intention to behave intrapreneurially, chances are slim to none 

that he or she will actually demonstrate this behaviour. Companies wanting to get a better 

understanding of the bottom-up intrapreneurship potential in their organization, even if there is no 

visible intrapreneurship today, are thus advised to take a closer look at the intrapreneurial intentions 

of their employees. Ideally, a substantial number of employees will have intrapreneurial intentions 

and setting up corporate entrepreneurship policies should transform these intentions to actual 

behaviour. However, not all employees feel the desire to behave intrapreneurially. All too often, 

people have become discouraged after unsuccessful intrapreneurship attempts, feel thwarted by 

colleagues or supervisors, or do not see any added value of intrapreneurship. In this case, solely 

focussing on corporate entrepreneurship will be insufficient. In this case, the antecedents of 

intentions should be further investigated. 
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Intentions have three distinct antecedents
105

. First, subjective norms capture the opinions of social 

reference groups (such as colleagues, family and friends), regarding whether the individual should 

engage in the behaviour. For example, when a potential intrapreneur is surrounded by colleagues 

who oppose any new idea, a leader who puts initiative down by stating that any idea worthwhile has 

already been investigated in the past, or even family members and friends who consider 

intrapreneurship stupid because ‘you do not get paid for that’, they will likely start to become 

discouraged. On the contrary, exposure to entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs at work or in private life 

is found to be very beneficial. Second, attitudes refer to the individual’s evaluation (favourable or 

unfavourable) of the target behaviour. More specifically, individuals have different implicit images 

concerning intrapreneurship. Behaving intrapreneurially could be perceived as useless, futile, 

unimportant and tiring. However, it could equally be perceived as attractive, useful, wise, and 

inspiring. Depending on the internal image one has concerning intrapreneurship, they will be more 

or less likely to behave as such. Last, perceived behavioural control (PBC), or the perceived 

capability of performing a behaviour, PBC is two-dimensional: it subsumes (a) (perceived) self-

efficacy, or “people’s beliefs about their capabilities to exercise control over their own level of 

functioning and over events that affect their lives”
106

, which focusses on confidence in one’s ability 

to perform a particular behaviour and (b) controllability or as ‘beliefs about the extent to which 

performing the behaviour is up to the actor’
107

, which entails belief of having control over their own 

behaviour. Or in other words, if I believe that I am able to change my environment by acting 

intrapreneurially and if I actually feel that I have the right competencies for being intrapreneurial, I 

will have a high sense of PBC and I will be more likely to want to behave intrapreneurially. 

Companies could thus encourage PBC by providing relevant skills trainings and/or by encouraging 

smaller forms of initiatives that help build the confidence for ever increasing intrapreneurship.  

 

Specific skills and abilities are at play in intrapreneurship. For example, the more a person possesses 

relevant skills and knowledge in her or his work domain; the more she or he will be capable to take 

initiative. Furthermore, more general abilities are relevant, e.g., the ability to recognize unexploited 

opportunities in the market (strategic scanning;
108

, being able to develop and manage a personal 

network
109

, having political skills to promote ideas
110

, or training intrapreneurial sub behaviours. 
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Intrapreneurial sub behaviours 

In the assessment report (Deliverable 2), different definitions of intrapreneurship were highlighted. 

More specifically, it was said to include the following four features:  

 

• The entrepreneurial behaviour of employees and the development of new ventures within 

the existing structure of an organisation. 

• A bottom-up approach to creating and developing ideas that can enhance the 

competitiveness or productivity of the company from within the company. 

• It can involve new products/services, or the setting up a new business entity, for the 

employer.  

• A system that allows an employee to act like an entrepreneur within a company. 

 

While the latter definition refers to corporate entrepreneurship, the former three (ventures, ideas, 

and products) indeed are considered important aspects of intrapreneurial behaviour. For example, 

in practice intrapreneurs are asked to continuously innovate and improve existing products and 

services as part of their job description
111

 and Amazon
112

, develop new products via intrapreneurial 

projects
113

, or are allowed sufficient time for experimentation next to other responsibilities
114

. 

However, in the academic literature, intrapreneurship is often regarded even broader than this. For 

example, intrapreneurs are described as disrupting an equilibrium
115

, changing the status quo
116

, 

taking initiative regardless of their leaders’ permission
117

, actively resisting
118

, challenging what is 

taken for granted
119

, focussing on improving situations, and correcting problems
120

, showing 

initiative and taking action
121

, identifying and exploring of opportunities by individual workers to 
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advance the organization
122

, and as ‘people who identify opportunities, and act on them’
123

. A recent 

review provides an overview of these different conceptualizations (see Table 3 below).  

 

Table 3. Overview of themes within the definitions of intrapreneurship
124

 

 

 

These different definitions and interpretations of intrapreneurial behaviour likely stem from the fact 

that intrapreneurs usually perform one or more of these behaviours concurrently. For example, 

intrapreneurs could start off by taking the initiative to improve their jobs or tasks, or to use their 

own best practices and implement them amongst their teammates. And once they find that this goes 

smoothly, they can even carry their ideas forward in the entire organization or consider larger ideas 

such as coming up with new products. Whilst going against the flow, they take the risk to potentially 

lose face if things go awry. Employees who are currently already recognising opportunities, doing 

something proactively with them, come up with new ideas, use their network to create a support 

base, and improve or completely renew can already be considered intrapreneurial. As a result, it is 

advised that they are identified by the organization and stimulated to scale up these desired 

behaviours. 
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4. ASSESSING INTRAPRENEURSHIP ECOSYSTEMS 

In the previous section we highlighted what the tangible outcomes of intrapreneurship are, and how 

both an external and internal ecosystem jointly operate to shape intrapreneurship in certain regions. 

In this section, we will elaborate on how to assess the different aspects of our framework.  

 

4.1. Intrapreneurial outcomes 

Intrapreneurial outcomes have often been measured in the academic literature. Below we will add 

the most common ways of assessing several outcomes. Some of these can be objectively measured, 

while others require a self-assessment by employees themselves or a peer-assessment to evaluate. 

Previous research highlighted that the impact of internal intrapreneurship ecosystems is stronger on 

subjective measures than on objective measures. This is likely due to the fact that not all innovations 

are easily captured in objective criteria (e.g., not all service improvement is visible to top 

management) or are as visible at each stage of idea development. Also, potential spill over effects 

or other unintended positive outcomes of internal ecosystems can positively influence the subjective 

performance assessment, which is less likely the case of objective performance. Therefore, we 

include both where applicable. Table 4 below details the most relevant intrapreneurial outcome 

assessments. 

 

Table 4. Overview of intrapreneurial outcome measures 

Category Sample assessments 

New product / service 
innovation 

• Objective: number of patents registered, number of new 

products or services launched, etc. 

• Subjective: employees can be asked about the following 

statements: ‘Innovation outputs I was often successful at 

work in implementing my ideas and putting them in practice’, 

‘Many things I came up with are used in our organization’, 

‘Whenever I worked somewhere, I improved something 

there’
125

 

Current product / service 
improvement 

• Objective: % of time employees have for improvements, 

number of products that have been significantly improved 

• Subjective: employees can be asked about the following 

statements: ‘I came up with ideas to improve the way in 

which my core tasks are done’, ‘I suggested ways to make my 

work unit more effective’, ‘I involved myself in changes that 

are helping to improve the overall effectiveness of the 

organization’, ‘When I work on something, I always leave 

things better than I initially found them’
126

 

 
125

 Marin Lukes and Ute Stephan, ‘Measuring Employee Innovation: A Review of Existing Scales and the 

Development of the Innovative Behaviour and Innovation Support Inventories across Cultures’, International Journal 
of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 2016, 1–53. 

126
 Mark A. Griffin, Andrew Neal, and Sharon K Parker, ‘A New Model of Work Role Performance: Positive Behavior 

in Uncertain and Interdependent Contexts’, Academy of Management Journal, 50.2 (2007), 327–47. 



 

 

 

46 

Corporate venturing • Objective: number of employees in charge of a corporate 

ventures, number of ventures created in past year, total 

number of corporate ventures 

• Subjective: Employees are asked about their venturing 

behaviour using statements: ‘I undertake activities to set up 

new business units’, ‘I undertake activities to reach a new 

market or communities with for organization’, ‘I undertake 

activities that result in new departments outside of my 

organization’
127

 

Increased job performance • Objective: KPI attainment, number of successful ideas, 

supervisor rated performance score on   

• Subjective: self-assessment or supervisor-assessment on 

statements such as: Rate your general work performance on a 

0-to-10 self-anchoring scale in which 0 is defined as the 

“worst possible work performance” and 10 “the best possible 

performance”
128

 

Increased firm performance • Objective: % revenue increase, total revenue, personnel 

growth, number of customers, … 

• Subjective: assessment of top management on how well they 

feel the company is performing (taking into account context 

such as recession, COVID, etc.) 
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4.2. External ecosystem 

For the assessment of external ecosystems, many international databases and sources exist. We will 

offer some suggestions to measure each external ecosystem category and when applicable will refer 

to a relevant international database. All information is summarized in Table 5 below.  

 

Table 5. Overview of external ecosystem assessments 

Category Sample assessments Relevant sources 

Values and 
culture 

• Amount of intrapreneurial networks or consortia 

in a region 

• Presence of intrapreneurship campaigns (e.g. 

intrapreneur of the year contest) 

• Presence of events showcasing successful 

corporate ventures and consortia 

• Existence of other policies to promote entre- and 

intrapreneurship 

• Cultural and social norms  

Global 

Entrepreneurship 

Monitor, European 

Business and 

Innovation Centre, 

Business Europe, and 

the Cluster 

Collaboration 

Network 

 

Innovation 
capacity 

• Percentage of workers employed in different 

relevant sectors 

• Amount of research institutions, coworking 

spaces, living labs, etc. 

• Number of start-ups, corporate ventures, and 

scale-ups in the region. 

• Concentration of R&D facilities in the region 

• Gross domestic expenditure on R&D relating to 

GDP 

Eurostat Structural 

business statistics at 

regional level, Start-

up Heatmap Europe, 

Eurostat R&D 

intensity, Eurostat 

Structural business 

statistics at regional 

level; Regional 

Competitiveness 

Index 

 

Human 
capital 

• Percentage of the population with higher degree 

• Number of international scientists and researchers 

in region 

• Amount of universities and business schools in 

region 

• International rating and accreditation of schools 

present in region 

• Percentage of knowledge-intensive job vacancies 

that remain unfilled 

• Number of policies aimed at attracting a skilled 

workforce 

Eurostat tertiary 

education and 

training statistics, 

regional job vacancy 

websites, Financial 

times business school 

ranking 

 

Geographic 
factors 

• Percentage of small vs larger towns in region 

• Average distance (in km) between neighbouring 

regions 

• Amount of train- and bus stations and frequency 

of trains and busses 

• Quality of the motorways 

• Proximity to airports and harbours 

Eurostat Inland 

transport 

infrastructure, 

Eurostat European 

Regions; Regional 

Competitiveness 

Index  
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• Amount of official partnerships with other regions 

or countries 

Formal 
institutions 

• Presence of corruption in a region 

• Quality of public services, civil service and 

credibility of government 

• Amount of bureaucracy in public sector 

Transparency 

International 

Corruption 

Perception Index, 

World Bank 

Governmental 

Effectiveness Index, 

Worldwide 

bureaucracy indicator 

Idea 
transforming 
system 

• Amount of grants and funds available to local 

businesses 

• Amount of intrapreneurial training sessions and 

providers in region 

• Availability of business and innovation coaching 

programmes 

• Well-developed financial sector in the region 

• Presence of business angel networks 

• Presence of crowdfunding platforms or other 

alternative financial support 

Business Angels 

Europe, Gini banking 

coefficient, Regional 

Centres and Agencies 

for entrepreneurship 

and innovation 

support, OECD 

Scoreboard on 

financing SMEs and 

entrepreneurs, 

Eurostat Structural 

business statistics  

 

 

Quality of 
life 

• Schooling and day-care waiting times and quality 

• Number of hospital beds and physicians per 100 

000 habitants 

• Number of cultural programmes and festivals in 

region 

• Number of reported crimes per year 

• Air and water pollution concentration 

• Proportion of households with broadband 

connection 

Eurostat Education 

and training 

statistics, Eurostat 

Health Statistics, 

Quality of life index, 

Europe Crime Index 

by City, Air quality 

Index, Eurostat 

(2018) Households 

that have broadband 

access  

 

Dynamic 
economic 
texture 

• Proportion of established vs. nascent firms in 

region 

• Average number of days needed to launch new 

firm 

• Amount of high-tech organizations in a region 

• Number of innovative businesses in region and/or 

businesses supporting innovation 

Global 

Entrepreneurship 

Monitor, Regional 

Ecosystem 

Scoreboard, State of 

European Tech, 

Regional Innovation 

Scoreboard, Ease of 

doing business Index 

 

4.3.  Internal ecosystem 

Contrary to the assessment of external ecosystems, there are no specific available databases to 

compare corporate entrepreneurship or intrapreneurial behaviour amongst countries or regions. 

Rather, the different aspects of internal ecosystems are usually measured using validated 
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questionnaires. These surveys are then assessed by top management team and/or employees to gain 

a good understanding of the internal ecosystem of the organization. In this section, we will provide 

some examples of the most relevant items for each sub aspects of the internal ecosystem. For a quick 

scan of the internal ecosystem, the items in Table 6 should suffice. As some companies could prefer 

investigating certain subcategories in greater detail, the integral surveys are added in appendix C 

too. 

 

Table 6. Overview of internal ecosystem assessments 

Category Sample assessments 

Organizational 

culture 
• Entrepreneurial orientation: [In dealing with competitors, my firm] 

is very often the first business to introduce new products/services, 

administrative techniques, operating technologies, etc.
129

 

• Top management support: Senior managers encourage innovators to 

bend rules and rigid procedures in order to keep promising ideas on 

track
130

 

• Organizational structure: When I have a good idea, I know where to 

go with it
131 

• Time availability: I feel that I am always working with time 

constraints on my job. (reversed)
132

 

• Allowing trial & failure: When I fail, I risk not being promoted or 

laughed at afterwards. (reversed)
133 

• Intrapreneurship trajectory: My organizations organizes an 

intrapreneurship contest or trajectory 

HR • Recruitment: When recruiting, we attach importance to 

entrepreneurial qualities
134 

• Skill development: In this organization there is training to help 

intrapreneurs to realize their ideas
135

. 

 
129

 Lumpkin and Dess. 

130
 Jeffrey S. Hornsby, Donald F. Kuratko, Daniel T. Holt, and others, ‘Assessing a Measurement of Organizational 

Preparedness for Corporate Entrepreneurship’, Journal of Product Innovation Management, 30.5 (2013), 937–55. 

131
 L. R. Muroff, ‘Implementing an Effective Organization and Governance Structure for a Radiology Practice.’, 

Journal of the American College of Radiology, 1.1 (2004), 26–32. 

132
 Hornsby, Kuratko, Holt, and others. 

133
 M. D. Cannon and A. C. Edmondson, ‘Failing to Learn and Learning to Fail (Intelligently): How Great 

Organizations Put Failure to Work to Innovate and Improve.’, Long Range Planning, 38.3 (2005), 299–319. 

134
 C. J. Chen and J. W. Huang, ‘Strategic Human Resource Practices and Innovation Performance—The Mediating 

Role of Knowledge Management Capacity.’, Journal of Business Research, 62.1 (2009), 104–14. 

135
 Chen and Huang. 



 

 

 

50 

• Rewards/reinforcements: When employees come up with new ideas, 

they get more career opportunities or training
136

. 

Team climate • Supportive team leader: My supervisor is generally… acting friendly 

and considerate
137 

• Ambidextrous team: I am encouraged to experiment with new ways to 

get my work done.
138

 

• Team climate for innovation: We take a critical look at our weaknesses 

together
139

. 

Task design140 • Job autonomy: The job allows me to make a lot of decisions on my 

own. 

• Job variety: The job requires the performance of a wide range of tasks. 

• External interaction: The job involves interaction with people who are 

not members of my organization. 

Behavioural 

enablers141 
• Intrapreneurial attitude: I consider intrapreneurship to be. . . 

unpleasant–attractive 

• Intrapreneurial norm: People at work who are important to me think 

that I should take steps to be intrapreneurial in the next 12 months 

• Intrapreneurial PBC: If I wanted to, I could take steps to be 

intrapreneurial in the next 12 months 

• Intrapreneurial intention: I intend to take steps to be intrapreneurial in 

the next 12 months 

Intrapreneurial 
sub behaviours 

• Opportunity recognition: How many ideas for new businesses did you 

think of in the past month?
142

 

• Idea promoting/networking: I make important organizational 

members enthusiastic for innovative ideas
143 

• Proactive behaviours: I am known as a successful issue seller
144
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• Incremental & radical innovation: I develop new products or 

services.
145 

• Risk taking: When large interests are at stake, I go for the 'big win' even 

when things could go seriously wrong
146 

 

5. INTERNATIONAL INTRAPRENEURSHIP ECOSYSTEMS 

 

In our exploration, we have mainly focussed on five countries that have a good reputation when it 

comes to intrapreneurship. We investigated both the external and internal ecosystem and have 

selected some interesting case studies. These case studies are included in full in Appendix D.  

 

Similar to our exploration of the literature and the discussions we had with experts, we did not find 

any specific policies tailored to intrapreneurship in the countries we investigated. Nor, when we 

broadened our search, did we find any specific intrapreneurship policies in any other country. 

However, all the countries we explored did have policies targeted to benefit entrepreneurship and 

innovation. As we have highlighted in section three, entrepreneurship and innovation policies and 

ecosystems benefit intrapreneurship too. Therefore, we have used the lens of our intrapreneurship 

framework (i.e., the external intrapreneurship ecosystem) to explore current practices in Slovenia, 

Estonia, Denmark, Finland, and the Netherlands. When comparing these five core countries for this 

report, we will start by providing a general overview of their external intrapreneurship ecosystem. 

We will then go into detail by sharing some inspiring case studies from these countries on the 

external intrapreneurship ecosystem. 

 

As we have stated earlier, nationwide internal ecosystems do not really exist. While most companies 

in a country or region will be affected by the same external ecosystem, they will still have their own 

unique organizational culture, mix of employees, leadership styles, etc. Therefore, we have also 

explored different case studies on internal intrapreneurship ecosystems in Slovenia, Estonia, 

Denmark, Finland, and the Netherlands. Additionally, we have again broadened our scope and 

describe some best practices that have been well documented in the literature. In our sampling, we 

aimed to (1) find examples and best practices of most of the elements of the internal intrapreneurship 

ecosystem and (2) include as many companies as possible that are similar to the South-East region 

companies in sector and size. 
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5.1. An analysis of five countries 

We will first elaborate a bit more on the external intrapreneurship of Slovenia, Estonia, Denmark, 

Finland, and the Netherlands. Our goal is not to provide a very detailed analysis, but rather give a 

general overview of the country and its external intrapreneurship ecosystem. As such, we are able 

to better understand similarities and differences with (South-East) Ireland and identify the aspects 

that are particularly inspiring. 

 

First, Slovenia is a nation of 2.097m people147. GDP per capita is €23,165 with growth set at 3.2% 

and an unemployment rate of 5.1%
148

 It is a country with a working population trending down while 

young under 15 and over 65s are trending upward. The population as a whole is not growing
149

. 

Slovenia was a part of Yugoslavia and fought a short war in 1991 to achieve independence
150

. The 

period post-independence saw a dramatic change in the economy as it moved from a YU client base 

to a broader global client base. In 2003, Slovenia passed two referendums leading to membership 

of the EU and NATO. The period following membership of EU saw a period of unsustainable 

growth and banking loan-deposits ratio veering out of control. As the economy recovered, it faced 

into the global economic crisis and slid back into recession. Growth recovered in 2014 and is 

relatively high for the Eurozone
151

. COVID will see a contraction of 7% in 2020 real GDP with 7% 

growth expected in 2021
152

. Slovenia like the South-East Region is dominated by SME employment 

and output; has a history of manufacturing and value add trading; is dependent on exports and has 

seen dramatic increases in both wealth and innovation over the last twenty years. Unlike the South-

East Region, Slovenia has a higher focus on mechanical engineering and a lower focus on Software 

development; has no comparable history of emigration with a significant diaspora; is not impacted 

by Brexit and has an older age profile. Twinning of economic regions such as Graz (Austria) and 

Maribor have been very successful and suggest opportunities for the South-East Region. 

 

Looking at the external ecosystem, Slovenia is doing well. Based on a broad definition of 

intrapreneurs, as those who are actively involved and have a leading role in at least one stage of 

intrapreneurial activities, there were 9.2% of such individuals in Slovenia in 2019. This ranks 

Slovenia 3rd among the 21 European economies
153

. They are ranking 32
nd

 on the WIPO Global 

Innovation Index 2020
154

, and their performance in terms of Ease of Doing Business globally is 

37
th155

. Transparency International has Slovenia as 35
th
 of 180 countries in its Corruption 
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Perceptions Index
156

 and also when it comes to Quality of Life, they are doing well (they came 14
th
, 

just ahead of the USA
157

). Slovenia has 4 universities (two of which are top ranked globally) with 

37 faculties, 3 art academies or professional colleges, and 10 single higher education institutions 

established as private institutions. Public higher education is free of charge for native full-time 

students and for students from EU countries. 59% of the population speaks English as a second 

language
158

. Innovation and Entrepreneurship are highly valued and promoted in terms of 

Government Policy.  

 

Second, Estonia is a nation of 1,329,460 people
159

. Their GDP is 6.4 billion euros.
160

 The territory 

of Estonia consists of the mainland and of 2,222 islands on eastern coast of the Baltic Sea, covering 

a total area of 45,227 km2. In 1987, the peaceful Singing Revolution began against Soviet rule, 

resulting in the restoration of de facto independence on 20 August 1991. In 1992, radical economic 

reforms were launched for switching over to a market economy, including privatisation and currency 

reform
161

. Estonian foreign policy since independence has been oriented toward the West, and in 

2004 Estonia joined both the European Union and NATO. The economic policy focus of Estonia
162

 

is focussed on: Estonia’s reputation abroad, the innovation readiness and courage of enterprises, and 

making the right choices when distributing the limited resources of a small country. Compared to 

the South East, the ecosystems seem to be a lot more structured and less fragmented. However, what 

makes Estonia interesting is not the ecosystem, but the innovation in digitisation of government and 

their use of modern communication techniques to engage with their stakeholders and how they are 

reinventing their economy after the soviet era. There is overlap with some of the business 

opportunities that Estonia is focussing on, such as fintech, food and engineering
.163

 

 

Concerning the external intrapreneurship ecosystem, it is worth noting that Estonia outperforms 

Slovenia on the WIPO Global Innovation Index and on Ease of Doing Business (respectively 

ranking 25
th164

 and 18
th165

). Estonia ranks 10
th
 (out of 64, or 6.3% of employees

166
) in entrepreneurial 

employee activity and ranks 1st in total early-stage entrepreneurial activity.
167

 They have a large 
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start-up presence (865 start-ups per capita) and have the most number of unicorns per capital 

globally
168

. Estonia is a frontrunner in digitalization with 98% of companies established online (ever 

increasing due to e-residency) and a large number of native ICT unicorns.
169

 Currently there are 9 

Centres of Excellence, 6 competence centres, 13 public universities, 1 private university, and 5 

private institutions, the unicorns from Estonia are Skype,  Playtech, TransferWise, Bolt and 

Pipedrive. The support system is highly structured through Enterprise Estonia, with an emphasis on 

digital delivery. Separately, they have Start-up Estonia. They are working on making Estonia one 

of the world's best places for start-ups by focusing on these 4 building blocks: ecosystems, smart 

people, smart money and friendly regulation. In total they have partnerships with 110 organisations 

in Estonia,
170

 which is mapped here https://start-upestonia.ee/start-up-ecosystem. Intrapreneurship 

is not explicitly mentioned in the ecosystems. 

 

Third, Denmark is a nation of 5.825m people
171

. Denmark supports a high standard of living—its 

per capita gross national product is among the highest in the world—with a GDP per capita of 

€60,170
172

. The 2020 Legatum Prosperity Index™ which uses proxies such as access to education, 

health care, safety and security and good governance ranks Denmark number one in the world
173

. 

Due to the impact of the Coronavirus epidemic, unemployment rates in the Capital Region of 

Denmark grew from 4.8% to 6.9%
174

. Advisory firm KPMG estimates a loss of over 100,000 Danish 

jobs in 2020, as well as 4,500 bankruptcies as a consequence of COVID-19.
175

 The Danish economy 

is based primarily on service industries, trade, and manufacturing; only a tiny percentage of the 

population is engaged in agriculture and fishing. Denmark is a design-focused country with a 

population who are open to adopt new products and technologies. According to the intrapreneurs 

consulted, there are no programmes for internal entrepreneurship in established organisations. The 

country is more focussed on attracting global start-ups in life sciences, cleantech and various areas 

of digitalisation. 

 

The last measure of employee entrepreneurship activity (GEM) in Denmark took place in 2014
176

. 

While there are no more recent numbers available, Denmark scored incredibly high (11.2%, just 

0.1% behind global leader Qatar). Denmark has slipped to 4
th
 place in the Ease of Doing Business 
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index.
177

 Transparency International places Denmark in first place
178

 of the 180 countries in its 

Corruption Perceptions Index and this despite the 2020 “Mink scandal”
179

 associated with the 

Covid-19 pandemic. Denmark only narrowly place second behind Switzerland in The Quality of 

Life index
180

. Denmark is ranked 6
th
 on the WIPO Global Innovation Index 2020

181
, however WIPO 

also reveals that Denmark produces less innovation outputs relative to its level of innovation 

investments. The country ranks high on articles and patents, but low on the transfer of this work 

towards innovation. Denmark boasts some of the highest ranked universities in the world with the 

top Danish performer, The University of Copenhagen placed 33
rd

 in the world. Denmark ranks as 

one of the top English-speaking countries in Europe
182

. The World Economic Forum placed 

Denmark 10
th
 on the 2019 Global competitiveness report

183
 and 11

th
 on innovation ecosystem. 

Several bodies exist in Denmark to boost Innovation. The National Centre for Public Sector 

Innovation (COI) contributes to the public sector becoming more efficient and delivering services 

and products of a higher quality through innovation. The Danish Central Government, Danish 

Regions and Local Government Denmark own and finance COI, while a steering group, consisting 

of three members from each party, is responsible for the overall strategy, selection and prioritization 

of focus areas and planning of the general evaluation of COI’s work. Some commentators that 

Denmark could benefit from a more collaborative approach. “The Danish mentality is: when there’s 

a storm around the world it’s a slight wind in Denmark.”
184

 With that in mind, Denmark could 

benefit from global collaboration to achieve greater results. Food sector companies in Denmark are 

benefiting from a project backed by the European Regional Development Fund. In CPH-FOOD2, 

companies work with researchers from two universities to create new products and processes. This 

is an encouraging comparison for Ireland’s South East, which is developing in a similar fashion and 

benefits from University knowledge transfer. When we interviewed Danish intrapreneurs for this 

report, they reported that they feel the focus of governmental and success metrics are on start-ups 

and scaleups, much like in the other Nordic country studied for this report: Finland. 

 

Fourth, Finland, is a nation of 5.536m people
185

. Finland supports a high standard of living with a 

GDP per capita of €48,783
186

. The 2020 Legatum Prosperity Index™ which uses proxies such as 
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access to education, health care, safety and security and good governance ranks Finland number five 

in the world
187

. Due to the impact of the Coronavirus epidemic, the number of unemployed was up 

by 48,000 in December 2020, year-on-year. Finland’s biggest lender, Nordea Bank, forecast that the 

Finnish economy would shrink 7% in 2020 because of the pandemic. The intrapreneurs interviewed 

for this report reported a lack on intrapreneurial support. They reported that the large focus of 

government support is on start-ups and scaleups, much like in the other Nordic country studied for 

this report: Denmark. 

 

From an ecosystem perspective, Finland scored well. 5.6% of the population are intrapreneurs, 

according to the 2017 GEM report
188

 (last participation of Finland), placing them 16
th
 out of 64 

countries. They are placed in 20
th
 place in the Ease of Doing Business index

189
, do not have a lot of 

corruption (3rd place globally
190

), fall just behind Denmark on  The Quality of Life index
191

, and 

are ranked 6
th
 on the WIPO Global Innovation Index 2020

192
. According to GEM (Global 

Entrepreneurship Monitor), Finland ranks highly in physical infrastructure. Finland, unlike the 

South-East Region has a strong entrepreneurial presence in the capital city region of Helsinki, Espoo 

and Vantaa. Other business hubs are Tampere and Turku. Finland performs the same in innovation 

inputs as in innovation outputs in 2020 (however, both are slightly lower than the two previous 

years). Finland boasts the best education system in the world, credited with creating one of the 

world’s most innovative economies
193

. The University of Helsinki placed 74
th194

 in the world and 

Finland ranks as one of the top English-speaking countries in Europe
195

. The World Economic 

Forum placed Finland 11
th
 on the 2019 Global competitiveness report

196
 and 7

th
 on innovation 

ecosystem in 2020, down four places since 2019.
197

  

 

Last, the Netherlands is a nation of 17.3 million inhabitants with a GDP of 760 billion euros. The 

Netherlands has an open economy, which is trade oriented. The economy is built on the exploration 

of gas fields since 1957 and is depending on trade with Germany (25% of its trade is with Germany). 

They have a very central geographical position in Europe and are home to one of Europe’s largest 

ports (Rotterdam) and airports (Amsterdam Airport). There are 1.9 million companies registered in 
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the Netherlands, of which 78% is a one-person company and only 0.6% are > 100 fte. Since 2011, 

the Dutch Policy on innovative entrepreneurship is based on the top sector strategy. A top sector is 

a sector where this sector is leading in the world on research, innovation and growth. There are 9 

different sectors:  Agri & Food; Chemistry; Creative Industry; Energy; Life Sciences; Logistics: 

High Tech Systems and Materials; Water & Maritime; Horticulture; ICT. Each sector has its own 

specific policies, which is based on certain regions. For example, the Agri & Food sector is based 

around the Wageningen University and the High-Tech Systems and Materials is based around the 

Delft University. The Netherlands’ large sectors are the Green sector (2
nd

 export country in the 

world), transport and banking. 

 

In the Netherlands, each year there are over 300.000 start-ups of which >40% fail within 3 years. It 

is ranking 5
th
 on the Global Innovation Index 2020. Six percent of employees were found to be 

intrapreneurs in the latest GEM study. There are two particularly innovative regions: first, the 

Brainport Region around Eindhoven which was awarded the most innovative region in the world in 

2019. In this region clusters formed around the Eindhoven University, Philips and the automotive 

sector. Second, the Amsterdam region, where clusters are around the creative industry and ICT. One 

of the significant developments is that more and more innovative start-ups are now growing towards 

a scale up. The last years we see more and more scale ups where in former years most start-ups stay 

small (up to 10 fte). Since 2016 there is the NLGroeit (Dutch Scaleup Program) program. The 

government invest in a program for scaleups. Each year an excess of 400 companies follow this 

program. 

 

When comparing these countries to the situation in Ireland, they do not really seem to outperform 

Ireland. For example, Ireland has a significant higher GDP per capita than any of the five other 

countries (€ 89,383), outperforms Slovenia and the Netherlands in ease of doing business, has a 20
th
 

place globally on the corruption index, is considered having an innovation performance above 

expectations by WIPO (15
th
 rank, thus performing better than Estonia and Slovenia) with a better 

score on output than on input, and has a very well developed external ecosystem (as discussed in 

deliverable 2).  In Table 7 below, we have used this input and some other global metrics to better 

be able to compare the external ecosystem of Ireland with Slovenia, Estonia, Denmark, Finland, and 

the Netherlands. Also, from this Table it is clear that Ireland is actually performing quite well 

concerning its external ecosystem, compared to these five other countries. 
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Table 7. Comparison of the central five countries with Ireland 

Dimension Slovenia Estonia Denmark Finland the Netherlands Ireland Source 
Value and Culture 2.47 3.86 2.82 2.73 3.68 3.35 Cultural and social norms from 

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 
(out of 5)  

Innovation 
capacity 

20th (not in top 20- 
not mentioned) 

11th 6th 9th (not in top 20- 
not mentioned) 

Integration of several aspects by 
Mthanti and Ojah198  

Human capital 45% 46% 49% 47% 51% 57% analogous to Lee and Kim199 % of 
population with tertiary education is 
described as the most crucial factor  

Geographic factors -.02 - 0 -0.5- -0.2 0.2-0.5 0.2-0.5 0.5-1 0-0.2 Based on European regional 
competitive index (higher score is 
better. Score range from -1 to 1) 

        

Formal institutions 19th 12th 9th 10th 7th 2nd Integration of several aspects by 
Mthanti and Ojah200  

Idea transforming 
system 

120 172 269 222 299 374 Based on the private credit to GDP 
ratio as per Mthanti and Ojah201– 
higher score means more developed 
banking sector  

Quality of life 14th 11th 2nd 4th 3rd 27th https://www.numbeo.com/quality-
of-life/rankings_by_country.jsp 

Dynamic economic 
texture 

37th 18th 4th 20th 42nd  24th Based on Ease of Doing Business 
Ranking 

 
198 T. Mthanti and K. Ojah, ‘Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO): Measurement and Policy Implications of Entrepreneurship at the Macroeconomic Level.’, Research Policy, 46.4 (2017), 
724–39. 
199 K. Lee and B. Y. Kim, ‘Both Institutions and Policies Matter but Differently for Different Income Groups of Countries: Determinants of Long-Run Economic Growth Revisited.’, 
World Development, 37.3 (2009), 533–49. 
200 T. Mthanti and K. Ojah, ‘Institutions, Human Capital and Entrepreneurial Orientation: Implications for Growth Policy.’, Journal of Entrepreneurship and Public Policy, 2018. 
201 Mthanti and Ojah, ‘Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO): Measurement and Policy Implications of Entrepreneurship at the Macroeconomic Level.’ 
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5.2. External ecosystem case studies 

After investigating the five core countries for this report, we wanted to share some policies which we 

deemed particularly interesting for the Irish context. All cases are discussed in detail in Appendix D. 

Table 8 below summarized its main findings. 

 

Table 8. External ecosystem case studies 

Case study Link to intrapreneurship 

ecosystem framework 

Main lessons learnt 

MIT Regulation -

The Netherlands 

Dynamic economic texture Cooperation between companies in the 

most promising sectors is crucial for 

Intrapreneurship. 

WBSO Tax 

(Dutch Policy on 

Innovation) 

Dynamic economic texture A general tax regulation like the WBSO is 

most profitable for the bigger companies 

whereas smaller SME companies do not 

have the resources to profit from it. 

Cohesion policy - 

Slovenia 

Dynamic economic texture Stakeholder management and political 

backing is crucial for policy success 

Start-up permit - 

Finland 

Human capital & innovation 

capacity 

Innovative start-up founders from outside 

Europa can apply to the Finnish 

Immigration Service after a business model 

assessment. 

Start-up 

Denmark 

Human capital & innovation 

capacity 

Similar to Finnish approach, however free 

guidance from business experts and access 

to a strong ecosystem is offered to 

successful applicants. 

Entrepreneurship 

education for all - 

Estonia 

Human capital Every student receives entrepreneurship 

education. Entrepreneurship education is 

recognised as a cross-‐curricular objective 

at all levels of schooling. 

 

Looking at these different policies, we notice that Finland, Denmark and Estonia have a similar 

interest to Ireland: attract highly educated and entrepreneurial profiles. Estonia is particularly 

successful in attracting digital business through its e-residency programme. This allows 

entrepreneurs from outside Europe to establish a virtual business in the EU. Finland and Denmark 

rather focus on other types of start-ups and allow founders of successful start-ups to come and live 

in their country. Denmark even provides free guidance of business experts and access to their 
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ecosystem to improve chances of success. In Ireland, too, similar initiatives exist (e.g., aided by 

enterprise Ireland202), though not with the same numbers of start-ups as for example Estonia. Ireland 

does, however, differentiate itself by focussing on the return of Irish expats who gained global 

business experience.203 Additionally, the entrepreneurship in Estonia is rather elaborate and highly 

regarded internationally. In the Netherlands, the focus is on the specified Top sectors. The main 

policy is to stimulate cooperation within these sectors. The focus is on creating an ecosystem where 

start-ups are gathered around innovative regions. Although there is a regulation to invite high-

educated entrepreneurs to settle in the Netherlands (like in some countries above), this is only a 

small contribution to the success of the region structure. The main general policy in The Netherlands 

is a tax regulation on innovation. It helps by creating jobs in R&D, but the critique is that is does 

not stimulate intrapreneurship in smaller companies. Irish policymakers could focus on these 

examples to renew current practices.  

 

5.3. Internal ecosystem case studies 

In each of the five core countries, we also explored at least one organizational case in greater detail. 

As stated before, we targeted companies that illustrated best practices related to different aspects of 

our internal ecosystem and who were as similar as possible to the South-East region. For example, 

we selected the Danish case of Spar Nord bank for several reasons. The reasons included the variety 

of activities the bank pursued to drive innovation from open innovation to data mining to customer 

service. In addition, the Spar Nord case provides a valuable comparison to Ireland’s Southeast. Spar 

Nord pursued a decentralised approach to enable local branches to retain their uniqueness while 

benefitting from central support and digital systems. Spar Nord publishes investor relations 

information and board reports which was valuable reference to compare against case studies. 

 

All of the cases can be found in Appendix D, along with the cases on the external ecosystem. 

However, we have also summarized them in Table 9 below. We also included some additional cases 

from outside our five core countries, which we found particularly relevant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
202 https://www.enterprise-ireland.com/en/Start-a-Business-in-Ireland/Start-ups-from-Outside-Ireland/Are-you-
Eligible-/ 
203 https://www.irishtimes.com/life-and-style/abroad/30-ways-to-support-returning-irish-emigrants-recommended-to-
government-1.3418328 
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Table 9. Internal ecosystem case study overview  

Case study Link to intrapreneurship 
ecosystem framework 

Main lessons learnt 

Wehkamp.nl – 
the 
Netherlands 

Supportive team leader & top 
management support 

Intrapreneurship can be allowed to grow 
under the radar in teams and then later 
implemented in the entire organization by 
top management 

Rabobank 
Innovation 
Factory – the 
Netherlands 

Organizational structure Each business line has an innovation lead. 
They are responsible for renewal from 
within. This prevents corporate ventures 
from not having enough support or 
becoming a spin-out. 

Create – the 
Netherlands 

Organizational support & task 
design 

Intrapreneurship allowed a start-up to 
become a scale-up. Key factors were long 
term focus, varied and autonomous jobs, 
and supportive structures. 

Stora Enso - 
Finland 

Organizational structure & 
values and culture (external) 

In their accelerator programme, 
intrapreneurs join forces with start-ups to 
address specific issues. This collaboration is 
enables structurally between several Nordic 
companies 

Spar Nord - 
Denmark 

Job autonomy & behavioural 
enablers 

Decentralized ownership and strong central 
support (‘act local’) encourage the 
entrepreneurial spirit of employees in local 
branches.  

Production 
plant - Estonia 

Job autonomy, top management 
support & behavioural enablers 

Implementing a lean manufacturing 
framework failed due to lack of resources, 
human capital and autonomy. Additionally, 
top management was unable to create 
enough support. 

Volkswagen - 
Rwanda 

Entrepreneurial orientation Being confronted with market obstacles, 
intrapreneurs proposed redefining their 
market proposition/strategic direction with 
excellent results 

Malaysia 
Airlines - 
Malaysia 

Organizational structure & 
allowing trial and failure 

‘Laboratories’ come ups with creative 
solutions to specific issues in the 
organization 

Banking 
sector - 
Georgia 

External interaction & 
organizational structure 

Intrapreneurship must be led by customer 
insights – pilots are effective to align top 
management and create buy-in 

 
Additionally, we discovered some additional international examples that we thought would be worth 

sharing. It goes beyond the scope of this report to discuss all these different examples in detail. 

However, these cases have been well documented in the literature. In Table 10 below, we describe 

the main relevance of these cases. The interested reader can get more detailed information these 

further by looking at the reference afterwards. Similar to the other cases, these cases will be used to 

inspire Deliverable four (the toolbox) too. 
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Organization Link to intrapreneurship 

ecosystem framework 
Description 

Vertex204 Organizational structure Vertex Pharmaceuticals launched VOICE, 
Employees who have their ideas selected go on to 
build cross-functional teams, develop refined 
proposals and execute their business plans. 

Starbucks206 Organizational structure To foster market awareness, Starbucks hosts an 
internal platform called Workplace to enable 
employees to share insights. 

Maersk206 Organizational structure Maersk have ‘growth corners’, which are half-day 
events, where employees can pitch new ideas, 
experts are invited to hold talks, or you can take the 
microphone and talk about what’s on your mind. 

Dropbox206 Intrapreneurship trajectory  Dropbox holds an annual hackathon for all its 
employees. 

Adobe206 Rewards / reinforcements 
 

Adobe received considerable press for its Kickbox 
program—literally a box containing money (a 
$1,000 gift card employees can use to validate their 
idea), innovation tools and templates, caffeine (a 
Starbucks gift card), and sugar (a candy bar).13 
Michael Schrage’s model of conducting a “5 × 5 × 
5” experiment (giving 5 people $5,000 and 5 weeks) 
is popular amongst many. This is now used at 
thousands of organizations from multi-nationals 
(3M, Cisco, Caterpillar, MasterCard, Swisscom, 
P&G) to educational institutions (ETH, UNSW, 
USC), government agencies (DARPA, United 
Nations) and non-profits (Peace Corp, Gates 
Foundation, Kickstart-Innovation). 

PPG206 Organizational structure PPG, an innovative coatings company whose 
products cover everything from your mobile phone 
to your desk, launches innovation challenges in 
which teams from research centres across the globe 
compete to find solutions to common problems. 
They hold idea-sharing parties where researchers 
and salespeople interact to explore new uses for 
technologies. They manage their innovation funnel 
like a “bow tie”9—in from the left, a flow of many 
ideas narrowing down to a few that have enough 
potential to warrant launching, and out to the right, 
an expanding revenue flow that will come from new 
products as they scale.  

Johnson and 
Johnson206 

Behavioural enablers Johnson & Johnson’s Accelerate Enterprise 
Leadership (AEL) program has proven especially 
effective for developing the skills of leadership, 
innovation, and corporate entrepreneurship in a real-
time, hands-on context.  

Lowe205 Allowing trial and failure In order to motivate senior management to conduct 
radical experiments and challenge the core 
organisation that they work so hard to protect, you 
need to have a compelling story. This is why 
Lowe’s Innovation Labs began to produce science 
fiction comics for their senior management.  

Intuit206 Organizational structure Intuit assembles small “discovery teams,” like the 
ones behind SnapTax and PersonalPro, around 
promising ideas. 

Intuit208 Time availability Intuit also supports experimentation with 
“unstructured time.” All associates are encouraged 
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204 Kaihan Krippendorff, Driving Innovation from Within: A Guide for Internal Entrepreneurs (Columbia Business 
School Publishing., 2019). 
205 Transforming Legacy Organizations: Turn your Established Business into an Innovation Champion to Win the 
Future Kris &Oslash Stergaard Wiley, July 2019 
206 Humanocracy, Gary Hamel and Michele Zanini , Harvard Business Review Press, August 2020 
207 The Art of Impossible: A Peak Performance Primer Steven Kotler, Harper Wave, January 2021 
208 Transforming Legacy Organizations: Turn your Established Business into an Innovation Champion to Win the 
Future Kris &Oslash Stergaard Wiley, July 2019 

to spend 10 percent of their time working on a 
passion project. 

Adidas208 Intrapreneurship trajectory The Adidas Innovation Academy, is a ten- week 
initiative that taught employees how to think like 
game changers. Over four weeks, employees were 
challenged to turn their insights into business ideas. 

3M207 Job autonomy and time 
availability 

3 M has research budget of over $1 billion, allowing 
employees the freedom to experiment with 15 
percent of that amounts to an annual $150 million 
bet on autonomy. As with Google, the products that 
have emerged from 3M’s 15 Percent Rule have 
more than covered this bet.  

IBM208 Organizational structure & 
allowing trial & failure 

IBM believes that every company needs to build an 
army of angel investors. The benefits—more ideas, 
more passion, fewer blind spots, and faster 
development—are critical to building an 
evolutionary advantage. 
After several small-scale experiments, the company 
launched its first enterprise-wide funding platform, 
ifundIT in 2013. Each of the company’s twenty 
thousand IT employees was given a maximum of 
$2,000 to invest. Once an investment proposal 
attracted $25,000 in peer funding, it moved forward 
as an officially sanctioned project. Christened 
“Cognitive Build,” the project kicked off with a 
round of brainstorming that bubbled up 8,361 ideas. 
Perhaps most importantly, IBM’s internal market 
gave unconventional ideas the chance to develop 
and attract a following before facing executive 
scrutiny. 

Maersk208 Entrepreneurial orientation The logistics giant Maersk has also established their 
version of an X division called Maersk Growth, 
work, which looked at megatrends and their 
expected impact on the world in 2030–2050 to 
identify the biggest long-term potentials. The idea is 
that this self-contained Growth unit can get 
resources, special data, customers, and testing 
opportunities from the parent company while 
allowing the unit to operate with the agility of a 
start-up and, not least, to set up systems for the 
parent organisation’s entrepreneurial initiatives. 

Digifunds210 Rewards / reinforcements 
 

‘Digifunds’. Here, the employees have been invited 
to submit ideas for supply chain improvements that 
could be implemented for 10,000 euros or less. So, 
small innovations. The call was super-simple: 
submit a maximum four-minute-long video, answer 
three questions, and after 48 hours, you’ll be 
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 Table 10. Additional internal ecosystem case studies from literature  

  

Looking at these cases, it is clear that a lot of successful initiatives have been taken over the years 

in different countries. Most of the cases that we found are focussed on setting up a well-designed 

idea identification, funding, and decision-making process, or in other words help build an ideal 

organizational structure. However, initiatives focussing on time availability, skills training and 

 
209 Black Box Thinking: Marginal Gains and the Secrets of High Performance Matthew Syed John Murray, April 2016 
210 Interview with Klaas Kieft, NS 
211 Loonshots: How to Nurture the Crazy Ideas That Win Wars, Cure Diseases, and Transform Industries  
 

informed whether or not you will get the money to 
develop the idea. 

Amazon210 Allowing trial & failure 
 

Amazon has also invented the institutional ‘yes’, 
which means that if a boss rejects a project idea 
from an employee, they should write a two-page-
long argument about why they’ve said no and 
publish it on the intranet. With this rule, a boss 
thinks twice before saying no, giving the idea the 
attention, it deserves. 

Google209 Time availability Since 2004, Google has tapped autonomy as a driver 
with their “20 Percent Time,” wherein Google 
engineers get to spend 20 percent of their time 
pursuing projects of their own creation, 

NS210 Intrapreneurship trajectory & 
organizational structure 
 

The NS organised an internal business plan 
competition. An analysis showed that long decision-
making process, too much detailed planning, lack of 
autonomy and limited client focus were barriers to 
success 

DARPA211 Job autonomy & Organizational 
structure 

 

The DARPA’s principles are elevated autonomy and 
visibility; a focus on the best external rather than 
internal. DARPA is run like a loose collection of 
small start-ups, with no career ladder. Their 
employee badges are printed with an expiration 
date. 
DARPA’s structure has eliminated the benefit of 
spending any time on politics, of trying to sound 
smart in meetings and put down your colleagues by 
highlighting the warts in their nutty loonshots so 
that you can curry favour and win promotions. 
DARPA managers are broadly known in their 
community. They are granted authority to choose 
their projects, negotiate contracts, manage timelines, 
and assign goals. The combination of visibility and 
autonomy creates a powerful motivating force: peer 
pressure. 
In DARPA recognition from peers is a form of 
intangible or soft equity. It can’t be measured 
through stock price or cash flows. But it can be just 
as strong a motivator, or even stronger, as both a 
carrot and a stick. 
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providing autonomy are also popular best practices. In our exploration of different case studies, we 

did find evidence for each aspect in our internal ecosystem, thus reconfirming the relevance of all 

the pieces in our internal intrapreneurship ecosystem. 
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

6.1. Focussing on the South East region in Ireland 

Given the very positive external ecosystem that is in place and indeed its maturity; given the aligned 

stakeholders, well-resourced and informed; given the global connectivity – why have we not seen 

dramatically more formal intrapreneurship emerge in Ireland? The answers from our research 

suggest that Government both local and national have a key role as sponsors creating and giving 

credence to programmes that can support the emergence of formal Intrapreneurial activity within 

SMEs and Enterprise. In this case Ireland has a highly structured sponsorship programme which 

spends €1bn per annum on R&D through Science Foundation Ireland, co-invests in Venture Capital, 

debt products and hybrid investment products to support innovation, grand aids key hires and has 

built a robust R&D credits system to assist companies who want to mitigate risk in their innovation 

programmes. No country researched exceeded this level of sponsorship. The Enterprise Ireland and 

IDA network of international offices is the icing on the cake, allowing access to Irish firms to huge 

networks in markets as far away as West Coast USA, Japan and China. 

 

As stated by a number of experts we interviewed, the role of Government is then to get out of the 

way and allow business to execute those programmes ensuring quality, value for money and 

momentum. To some extent Ireland follows this model engaging external expertise to deliver many 

of its state sponsored programmes, developing models of good governance and transparency. Third 

and 4th level research institutions have a key role both in terms of research and translation of global 

best practice and thinking into an appropriate approach for the local market. The development in 

Ireland of sophisticated engagement with industry exampled by C-Sets shows a momentum at least 

equal to that found in the more developed countries we researched. The role of the university has 

evolved from teaching and research to include the ‘third mission’ of knowledge transfer and beyond 

to the creation of ‘entrepreneurship capital’ which can have a positive socioeconomic impact on 

national economies212. Universities in Ireland have played a key role in attracting FDI but many 

including Colm O’Gorman in the study of entrepreneurship in Ireland would argue that their impact 

on driving innovation, entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship has been less impactful. 

 

Furthermore, in an age where university funding is increasingly based on impact, the emerging 

Technological University of the South East could play a key role in ramping up innovation and 

specifically intrapreneurship in the region. DCU have a centre for Family Businesses. Perhaps as a 

priority, TUSE might consider an inter-disciplinary institute to support and promote 

 
212 D. B. Audretsch and M. Keilbach, ‘Entrepreneurship Capital and Regional Growth’, The Annals of Regional 
Science, 39.3 (2005), 457–69. 
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Intrapreneurship. Infrastructural investment is key to the success of the region and key to ramping 

up innovation and intrapreneurship. The realignment of EU logistics post Brexit is a major 

opportunity for the South East. Physical and digital infrastructure will see that opportunity turned to 

growth. Access to broadband is still an issue in Ireland in a way that would be surprising to even 

some of the emerging economies researched for this paper. It is especially a drag outside of large 

urban areas. Physical infrastructure is also invested more in those urban areas.  

  

The final catalyst that might allow the South East to grow local intrapreneurship to a level in line 

with its potential would be a profound rethink of education – placing curiosity and resilience as key 

outcomes of all education from Pre-school through to lifetime learning. Understanding the language 

of innovation must surely be at the centre of this change of direction.   Education in Ireland is focused 

on final exams – primarily the Leaving Certificate which is more about remembering facts than 

understanding them; more about preparation for university than preparation for work and lifelong 

learning; more about the outcome of a single day for the student than the learning of a decade or 

more as you could argue the International Baccalaureate might be described. This Edwardian 

approach to education is a drag on the potential of the economy to produce and sustain intrapreneurs 

and innovation in general. 

 

Despite the suggestions above, as it was also described in the assessment report (Deliverable 2), the 

external ecosystem in South-East Ireland is actually quite dense and well developed. Plenty of other 

regions could use these policies and setup as a best practice. However, looking back to what the 

assessment report identified at the internal ecosystem level, there is a fertile soil for 

intrapreneurship – at least in some middle and large organizations. For example, the report 

highlighted one company running a structured innovation ideation process which is championed by 

the CTO. The company’s intranet includes a dashboard where anybody in the organization can log 

ideas that can be brought to the innovation board. The company’s intranet includes a dashboard 

where anybody in the organization can log ideas that can be brought to the innovation board. Another 

company operates a Lean and Agile Continuous Improvement programme. Leveraging this, there is 

a formal ideation structure. The structured process involves accelerator tools to speed up the process 

resulting from intrapreneurial initiative. Yet another company, a medium-size Irish multinational 

ICT company, developing security monitoring systems for international markets. The company had 

always operated an ideas box in which people could make suggestions, which was rarely used. In 

response, the company, in conjunction with a local university, organized an 18-month bespoke 

training programme for its employees. Staff worked on identifying inhibitors and ideas of how to 

do things differently. 

 



 
 
 

68 

However, when drafting the assessment report, researchers were pointed towards successful 

companies, rather than focussing on a getting a detailed assessment or benchmark of the internal 

ecosystem in the region. Data from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor suggests there is ample 

room for improvement in the South-East Region with 5.9% of employees currently acting as an 

intrapreneur. Following the latest numbers, 99.8% of companies in Ireland is an SME213. While the 

examples above might work for some SMEs, especially for micro-organizations (92.8% of all 

organizations in Ireland), it is not evident to put forth official structures to guide ideas, order bespoke 

training programmes, or even have a CTO or innovation team. While we do not have a detailed 

assessment of their internal ecosystems, anecdotal evidence points to the fact that mainly on the 

internal ecosystems, opportunities for betterment lie. 

 

Similarly, the main barriers and challenges as identified in the assessment report (Deliverable 2 - 

Table 6), are solely focussed on the internal ecosystem level. More specifically, the researchers 

described the main hurdles which relate to management support (e.g. lack of engagement by 

management and lack of appointed resources), time availability (e.g. employees are not given time 

to improve things), rewards and reinforcements (e.g. intrapreneurs do not receive training and are 

not invited to help build the venture based on their idea), entrepreneurial orientation (e.g. no 

companywide commitment to innovation and entrepreneurship), organizational structure (e.g. 

subsidiary autonomy, process for idea selection, and overinvolvement of owner), recruitment and 

skill development (e.g. bounded skills and need for training of employees) and job autonomy (e.g. 

allowing employees decision latitude). No specific mentions were made of factors on the team level, 

nor were some of the other aspects of the internal ecosystem discussed. However, discussions with 

international experts that were conducted in the preparation of this report do emphasize the 

importance of all aspects of our model. It is thus possible that the interviewed companies for the 

assessment report were unaware of some of the enabling elements that were already present in their 

organization. 

 

6.2. Working towards an intrapreneurship toolbox 

Given the already extensively developed external ecosystem and the fact that the currently identified 

obstacles mainly lie in the internal ecosystem, we propose that the South-East region will benefit 

most from a toolbox that focusses on the internal ecosystem. Therefore, moving forward in this 

project, we will mainly focus on aiding organizations to better identify the gaps in their current 

internal intrapreneurship ecosystem. We aim to develop a toolbox that will: 

 

 
213 https://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/ep/p-bii/bii2015/sme/ 
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A. Help organizations assess the current gaps and obstacles in their internal 

intrapreneurship ecosystem. 

B. Allow organizations to position themselves on a maturity scale – thus pinpointing 

their most relevant points of action. 

C. Provide organizations with specific actions, that can help them progress their 

internal intrapreneurship ecosystem. 

 

To this end, we will use the input from this technical report. More specifically, aim A will be based 

on section 4 from this report, aim B will be inspired by an aggregated version of our theoretical 

model which was based on academic research and discussions with experts and practitioners, and 

aim C will draw from the different best practices and interesting cases that were discovered in the 

process of writing this report.  

 

While we are in the progress of developing the intrapreneurship toolbox (Deliverable 4), we want 

to already share some first insights. More specifically on the maturity model (aim B) that will help 

organizations identify the progress and next steps for their internal intrapreneurship ecosystem. 

Given the detailed nature of our current intrapreneurship ecosystem framework, and after 

discussions with potential users in the South-East region, we reworked our framework to a include 

less fragmented but rather a more conceptual approach. For example, in this maturity model we refer 

to ‘systems’ instead of corporate entrepreneurship, ‘people’ to incorporate aspects of intrapreneurial 

behaviour and ‘output/results’, which remained similar to our intrapreneurial outcomes. Now, 

instead of discussing organizational culture and task design in detail, in ‘systems’ we rather paint a 

picture of the most relevant sub aspects for an organization that is more or less progressed on this 

dimension will look like. As such, this should be more recognizable and easier to navigate for 

organizations wanting to use the toolbox. A draft version of the maturity model can be found in 

Figure 7 below.  

 

For organizations wanting to move from one maturity stage to another, several actions can inspire 

taking the next step. For example, the Dutch company Create provides an interesting framework for 

companies seeking to use intrapreneurship to scale up. Also, concerning the main barriers that were 

identified in deliverable 2 we can learn a lot from these international best practices. For example, 

wehkamp.nl and the banking sector in Georgia on the other hand, both emphasize the relevance of 

pilots to reshape the corporate culture and align top management. Inuit and Google both benefit 

from allowing employees respectively 10% and 20% time for passion projects to give 

intrapreneurship enough room to breathe. Also when it comes to structuring intrapreneurship to not 

get stuck with a multitude of irrelevant ideas or being unable to decide which ideas are best, 

initiatives such as the adobe kickbox program or the accelerator programme by Stora Enso could be 
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valuable best practices. We will use these different case studies and tie them to the different stages 

of the maturity framework. 

 

6.3.  First check with steering committee 
To double check the factors identified we organised a short workshop with a number of the SMEs 

on the steering committee. We wanted to get a practical perspective and a view on the relevance of 

those factors for the smaller SMEs. Here is a summary of the conversation: 

 

• There is a large difference between small companies and larger enterprise. In smaller 

companies (up to about 15 staff), culture is much more important than structure. In fact, 

structure is an impediment. In companies of that size, the role of the entrepreneur is crucial 

for success in intrapreneurship activities. 

• When companies are small, it is the perfect time to embed intrapreneurship in an 

organisation. 

• The entrepreneur/CEO/owner manger initiates intrapreneurship by creating a culture of 

autonomy. The rules: 

o Failure is OK 

o Respect new idea 

o Trust your team 

o Reward innovation 

o Recruit likeminded people 

• With larger companies or scale-ups, the central role of the entrepreneur can have a 

detrimental effect. It is better to introduce formal structures, such as for example a project 

management office (a referenced in report 2). Formalisation created freedom and clarity. 

The lessons: 

o Appoint a manager 

o Weekly sprints 

o Training (Agile and lean) 

o Share the successes 

• Timing as an issue (part of embedding intrapreneurship as the companies scale) 

• The importance of letting staff express and work on new ideas (standard answer is yes) and 

not to micro manage. 

• Respect the ideas and respect the staff 

• The importance of finding the right mix of staff (not everyone needs to be an intrapreneur) 

• Compliance as a factor 

• Hiring policy as a factor 
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• No time for training, focus on learning by doing 

• The importance of everyone understanding the strategy and common goals of the company. 

• The importance of information flows (the more staff is fully aware, the better). 

• There is a need for outreach and communication of the benefits of intrapreneurship for 

SMEs, with a specific focus on sales, profit and turn over and the direct impact on the bottom 

line. 

• Intrapreneurship experts need to be credible. 

 

We asked about government policy: 

• In the remit of EI and maybe the LEOs 

• EI LEAN programme as a possibility to introduce intrapreneurship (links with 

Declan/Chris)  

• The need to develop case studies 

• The idea of organising a national conference on intrapreneurship (as was done with LEAN) 

• Simple application process (Estonia?) 

• Fiscal measurement  

• Support with workshops, training and networks 

 

In relation to the toolbox we learned the following 

1. The need for a communication pre-step to convince owner managers of the benefits, that 

should include case studies. 

2. Credibility is a factor 

3. Embedding as a compelling reason to introduce intrapreneurship 

4. Focus on learning by doing  

5. The difference between formal and informal intrapreneurship and the link with the growth 

stage of the company 
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Figure 7. Draft maturity instrument for internal ecosystem 
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6.4 Conclusions 

In this report, we have described an intrapreneurship ecosystem framework, based on the latest 

insights from academic research and several expert interviews. Doing so, we found that from an 

external ecosystem perspective, values and culture, innovation capacity, human capital, geographic 

factors, formal institutions, idea transforming systems, quality of life, and dynamic economic 

textures, each play a role in encouraging intrapreneurship in a region. Inside companies, on the other 

hand, it is important to note the relevance of a conducive organizational culture, team climate, HR, 

and task design. Additionally, employees preferably have the right behavioural enablers and 

intrapreneurial sub behaviours to help them in taking larger intrapreneurial initiative.  

 

After identifying how the different aspects of the external and internal intrapreneurial ecosystem 

can be assessed, we investigated these in Slovenia, Estonia, Denmark, Finland, and the Netherlands. 

This international comparison showed that compared to these five countries, Ireland already has 

quite an elaborate and well-designed external ecosystem. Some additional case studies were 

discussed to provide food for thought for the next step in Ireland’s external ecosystem. For the 

internal ecosystem, we found that case studies most often described conducive organizational 

structures, means of providing autonomy and sufficient time, and some ideas on allowing more trial 

and failure in organizations. As these aspects are in line with some of the most heard concerns and 

barriers in the South-East Region, we feel they are particularly valuable and inspiring for the local 

businesses. 

 

We ended our report by refocussing on the South-East region. More specifically, we revisited the 

most prominent barriers to intrapreneurship as discussed in the assessment report (Deliverable 2) 

and discussed how certain case studies could inspire action to overcome these obstacles. We also 

discussed the draft maturity instrument for internal intrapreneurship ecosystem as it will be further 

developed for Deliverable 4. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A. Overview of interviewed companies and countries 
 

Company / Organization Country 

Academy of Finland Finland 

CEO of Rwanda Development Board and Cabinet Minister Rwanda 

Chairman of Georgia's largest Digital Agency, LeavingStone Georgia 

Chairman of Georgia’s Innovation and Technology Agency Georgia 

Climate-KIC Netherlands 

Columbus Denmark 

Cooper Engineering Ireland 

Corporate Venturing Network Netherlands 

Danske Bank Denmark 

DG WUSME Austria 

DSM Netherlands 

Economist, Kigali Rwanda 

EEX Finland 

Elite home products Ireland 

Embassy of Finland in Singapore Finland 

Enterprise Ireland Ireland 

Estonian Chamber of Commerce and Industry Estonia 

Family Business Network Ireland 

Fexco Ireland 

Flow Maritime Accelerator Norway 

FTI Ireland 

FTI Consulting UK 

Government Advisor, Policy Expert & Researcher Slovenia 

Growth Mindset Lab Denmark 

GSK Ireland 

Head intrapreneurship academy, RBS UK 

ICC Scotland 
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Innovation Academy, UCD Ireland 

JaMaSer Finland 

Kinetic Labs Ireland 

KONE Finland 

Luman/Siemens Germany 

Luminor Estonia 

MIT USA 

Nixdorf Ireland 

Nokia Finland 

NS Netherlands 

Oikas Consulting Slovenia 

Otto-von-Guericke University Magdeburg Germany 

professor innovation, ASU UK 

Rabobank Netherlands 

SafeMotos Kigali Rwanda 

Security and International Affairs Analyst Georgia 

Shorla Pharma Ireland 

Singularity University USA 

Skillnets Ireland 

Spyre group Israel 

Strategic banking corporation Ireland Ireland 

Swedbank Estonia 

Taiwan Start-up Institute Taiwan 

Tall Tech University Estonia 

TDC Group Denmark 

Technology Park Ljubljana Georgia 

UNDP Switserland 

University College Cork (UCC) Ireland 

University of Michigan Rwanda 
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Appendix B. Interview protocol and questions 
 

Definition Intrapreneurship. Rather than trying to cover the concept in one sentence, it is better to 
identify a number of aspects that cover the term: 

 
• The entrepreneurial behaviour of employees and the development of new ventures 

within the existing structure of an organisation. 
 

• It is a bottom-up approach to creating and developing ideas that can enhance the 
competitiveness or productivity of the company from within the company.  

 
• It can involve new products/services, or the setting set up a new business entity, for the 

employer.  
 

• A system that allows an employee to act like an entrepreneur within a company  
 
So, it is about new ventures within the existing structure of the organization. But it can involve 
(temporary) spin-ins into external institutions (universities, research centers and so forth). 
Corporations may (eventually) even decide that the venture is better externalized, leading to spin-offs. 
 

1. Government Policy 

Questions Prompts 
Does your country have specific policies to support 
intrapreneurship in companies? 
 
Can you outline these policies and their overall success 
 

Fiscal stimulation programs 
Support programs 
Subsidies 
Scholarships 
Training programs 
Cross sectoral exchange 
programs 
Convention and seminars 

What policy has been the most successful in the last ten 
years? 
 

 

If available, can you send us a copy or evaluation of that 
policy? 
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2. Proven programs for companies (best practices) 

Questions  Prompts  
Do you know any programs that have been successful in 
promoting / supporting intrapreneurship within companies in 
the last ten years? 

Projects for companies to work 
on intrapreneurship 
Intrapreneurship models 
companies use 
Workshops available for 
companies 
Handbooks they use 
Successful retreats 
 

Can you share best practices you have witnessed? URL 
Handbooks 

What can we learn from the best practices you just mentioned? 
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Appendix C. Detailed overview of internal intrapreneurship ecosystem assessments 
 

Concept Reference Items 
Organizational culture 

 
  

Entrepreneurial 
orientation 

Lumpkin & 
Dess, 1996 

[In dealing with competitors, my firm] typically initiates actions which 
competitors then respond to.  
[In dealing with competitors, my firm] is very often the first business to 
introduce new products/services, administrative techniques, operating 
technologies, etc.    
[In general, the top managers of my firm have] a strong tendency to be 
ahead of others in introducing novel ideas or products.    
[In general, the top managers of my firm favor] a strong emphasis on 
R&D, technological leadership, and innovations.    
Very many new lines of products/services [marketed in the past 5 
years].    
Changes in product or service lines have usually been quite dramatic.     
A strong proclivity for high risk projects (with chances of very high 
returns).    
Owing to the nature of the environment, bold, wide-ranging acts are 
necessary to achieve the firm’s objectives.    
When confronted with decisions involving uncertainty, my firm 
typically adopts a bold posture in order to maximize the probability of 
exploiting opportunities.    
[My firm] typically adopts a very competitive “undo-the-competitors” 
posture.    
My firm is very aggressive and intensely competitive.   

Top management support Hornsby, 
Kuratko, Holt 
& Wales, 2013 

People are often encouraged to take calculated risks with ideas around 
here.  
This business unit supports many small and experimental projects 
realizing that some will undoubtedly fail.    
Senior managers encourage innovators to bend rules and rigid 
procedures in order to keep promising ideas on track.    
Those employees who come up with innovative ideas on their own 
often receive management encouragement for their activities.    
Money is often available to get new ideas off the ground.  

Organizational structure Inspiried by 
Muroff, 2004 When I have a good idea, I know where to go with it. 

  In my organization, we have an allocated process to decide which ideas 
are worthwhile exploring further. 

  Skilled leaders make decisions on which ideas to move forward with. 
  I trust that our appointed decision making team for innovation makes 

good decisions. 
  Decisions on which ideas get resources are transparent to me.   

  
Time availability Hornsby, 

Kuratko, Holt 
& Wales, 2013 

I have just the right amount of time and workload to do everything well.  

I always have plenty of time to get everything done.    
I feel that I am always working with time constraints on my job. 
(reversed)    
My co-workers and I always find time for long term problem solving.    
During the past three months, my workload kept me from spending 
time on developing new ideas. (reversed) 
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Allowing trial & failure inspired by 

theoretical 
work of 
Cannon & 
Edmondson, 
2005 

In my organization, failure is considered a natural by-product of a 
healthy 
process of experimentation and learning  
Here, being intrapreneurial involves learning from intelligent failure 
and 
communicating the lessons broadly in the 
organization    
When I fail, I risk not being promoted or laughed at afterwards. 
(reversed)  

Intrapreneurship trajectory no validated 
scales available My organizations organizes an intrapreneurship contest or trajectory 

HR 
  

  
Recruitment Chen & Huang, 

2009 When recruiting, we attach importance to entrepreneurial qualities.    
In this organization we recruit people who have the potential to 
generate entrepreneurial ideas.  

Skill development Chen & Huang, 
2009 

In this organization there is training to help intrapreneurs to realize their 
ideas.   
All workers can be coached on innovative or intrapreneurial ideas if 
they wish.    
There is a wide range of general training and development opportunities 
for employees.  

Rewards/reinforcements Chen & Huang, 
2009 

People receive a financial reward (e.g. bonus) if they behave in an 
intrapreneurial manner or come up with new ideas.  
When employees come up with new ideas, they get more career 
opportunities or training.    
Employees can choose between different forms of remuneration (eg 
means of transport, net wages, training, etc.) 

Team climate 
 

  
Supportive team leader Yukl, 2002 My supervisor is generally… acting friendly and considerate   

… patient and helpful    
… showing sympathy and support when someone is upset or anxious    
… looking out for someone’s interests    
… listening to complaints and problems  

Ambidextrous team Nemanich & 
Vera, 2009 

My team implements most of my new ideas.  
When I share a new idea it gets a thorough review by my supervisor.     
I am encouraged to experiment with new ways to get my work done.    
Quickly adopting best practices is the way I add value to my team.    
Making revisions or enhancements to the way we work is the way I add 
value to my team.    
I look for new ways to do things by learning what has worked for 
others.    
Efficient execution of my job requires following established 
procedures.  

Team climate for 
innovation 

Anderson & 
West, 1998 - 
shortened 
Kivimaki & 
Elovainio, 
1999 

In this team we have a 'we go for it together' attitude.  

People in my team keep each other informed.    
Colleagues in this team feel understood and accepted.    
In this team we really make an effort to exchange information with each 
other.    
We look for new ways to look at problems. 
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We take the time in this team to develop new ideas.    
In this team we work together to develop and apply ideas.    
This team is prepared for easy questions.    
We take a critical look at our weaknesses together.    
In this team we build further on each other's ideas.    
In our team we agree on what our objectives are.    
The team goals are clearly understood by everyone.    
The team goals are achievable for everyone.    
The goals of our team are important to the organization. 

Task design 
 

  
Job autonomy Humphrey & 

Morgeson, 
2016 

The job gives me a chance to use my personal initiative or judgment in 
carrying out the work.  
The job allows me to make a lot of decisions on my own.    
The job provides me with significant autonomy in making decisions.    
The job allows me to make decisions about what methods I use to 
complete my work.    
The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and 
freedom in how I do the work.    
The job allows me to decide on my own how to go about doing my 
work.  

Job variety Humphrey & 
Morgeson, 
2016 

The job involves a great deal of task variety.  

The job involves doing a number of different things.    
The job requires the performance of a wide range of tasks.    
The job involves performing a variety of tasks.  

External interaction Humphrey & 
Morgeson, 
2016 

The job requires spending a great deal of time with people outside my 
organization.  
The job involves interaction with people who are not members of my 
organization.     
On the job, I frequently communicate with people who do not work for 
the same organization as I do.     
The job involves a great deal of interaction with people outside my 
organization. 

Behavioural enablers 
 

  
Intrapreneurial attitude Kautonen, Van 

Gelderen & 
Fink, 2015 

I consider intrapreneurship to be. . . unpleasant–attractive  

. . . useless–useful     

. . . foolish–wise    

. . . negative–positive    
 . . . insignificant–important    
. . . tiresome–inspiring  

Intrapreneurial norm Kautonen, Van 
Gelderen & 
Fink, 2015 

My colleagues and supervisor think that I should behave 
intrapreneurially in the next 12 months   
My best friends and family members believe that I should take steps to 
be intrapreneurial at work in the next 12 months     
People at work who are important to me think that I should take steps to 
be intrapreneurial in the next 12 months  

Intrapreneurial PBC Kautonen, Van 
Gelderen & 
Fink, 2015 

If I wanted to, I could take steps to be intrapreneurial in the next 12 
months   
If I took steps to be an intrapreneur in the next 12 months, I would be 
able to control the progress of the process to a great degree myself     
It would be easy for me to be intrapreneurial in the next 12 months  
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If I wanted to take steps to be intrapreneurial in the next 12 months, no 
external factor, independent of myself, would hinder me in taking  

Intrapreneurial intention Kautonen, Van 
Gelderen & 
Fink, 2015 

I plan to take steps to be intrapreneurial in the next 12 months   

I intend to take steps to be intrapreneurial in the next 12 months     
I will try to take steps to be entrepreneurial at work in the next 12 
months 

Intrapreneurial sub-behaviours 
 

  
Opportunity recognition Nicolaou, 

Shane et al 
(2009) 

I enjoy thinking about new ways of doing things  
I frequently identify opportunities to start-up new businesses (even if I 
may not pursue them)    
How many ideas for new businesses did you think of in the past month?    
I frequently identify ideas that can be converted into new products or 
services (even if I may not pursue them)    
I generally lack ideas that may materialize into profitable enterprises 
(reversed).  

Idea 
promoting/networking 

Janssen (2000) I mobilize support for innovative ideas   
I acquire approval for innovative ideas    
I make important organizational members enthusiastic for innovative 
ideas  

Proactive behaviours De Jong et al 
(2013) I identify long term opportunities and threats for the company   

I am known as a successful issue seller    
I put effort in pursuing new business opportunities  

Incremental & radical 
innovation 

Deprez et al 
(2021) I produce ideas to improve work practices.   

I sort out new possibilities to gain financial means, reduce costs or 
improve service.    
I come up with new ways to use technology more effectively in my 
work    
I develop new products or services.    
I create completely new ideas for difficult issues.     
I generate completely new solutions for old problems.  

Risk taking De Jong et al 
(2013) I take risks in my job    

When large interests are at stake, I go for the 'big win' even when things 
could go seriously wrong 

   
I first act and then ask for approval, even if that would annoy other 
people 

 

 

  



 
 
 

82 

 

Appendix D. Overview of relevant intrapreneurship programmes and case studies 

On the following pages we present our findings regarding the case studies. 

- MIT Regulation | The Netherlands 
- WBSO Taks | The Netherlands 
- Create – Building an Intrapreneurship Company | The Netherlands 
- Rabobank – Innovation Factory | The Netherlands 
- Wehkamp – Online Retailer | The Netherlands 
- Production Plant | Estonia 
- Education Program | Estonia 
- Volkswagen | Rwanda 
- Banking Sector | Georgia 
- Innovation Park Ljubljana | Slovenia 
- Peter Wostner | Slovenia 
- The Start-Up Denmark Program | Denmark 
- Spar Nord | Denmark 
- Start-Up Permit | Finland 
- Stora Enso | Finland 
- Malaysia Airlines | Malaysia 
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MIT Regulation | The Netherlands       
 
 
 
Summary     
The MIT regulation is a subsidy for cross sectoral 
innovation for SME’s. The purpose is to link 
innovative SME’s to the topsectors. 
 
Context 
Government policies on innovation and 
intrapreneurship 
 
Approach 
The goal is to get more cooperation between the 
knowledge centers in the top sectors and the SME’s. 
The budget is annually 60 million for 1.700 projects. 
Most of the budget is spend on feasibility studies. 
www.bedrijvenbeleidinbeeld.nl 
 
Lessons Learnt 
The more specific MIT regulations is a success for 
SME’s. The main problem here is the budget 
available. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
Success cases 
20.000 companies applied 
 
 
 
 
 
Link to model 
Policies from government 
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WBSO Tax (Dutch Policy on innovation) The Netherlands     
 
 
 
Summary 
The main dutch policy on innovation is the WBSO 
Tax regulation. 
Positive for big companies, but SME companies do 
not apply or are denied because of the way the 
regulation is set up 
 
Context 
Government policies on innovation and 
intrapreneurship 
 
Approach 
The main policy in the Netherlands is the WBSO tax 
regulation. 
It is a wage costs subsidy. Basically, the company 
does not have to pay some wage-taxes for R&D 
researchers. 
Within this policy there are three main regulations: 

• The normal rate is 40% discount on the wage 
tax 

• For startups the discount is 50% 
• For innovations there is a second discount on 

the profits you make with this innovation 

In 2019 20.000 companies applied for the tax 
regulation for 85.000 fte. 
The costs for the WBSO are 1.5 billion annually. 
 
Lessons learnt 
There are different opinions on the WBSO tax 
regulations. Mostly big company provide and 
relatively the SME companies do not apply for it. 
They often do not have specific R&D employees. 
Secondly there is critic on the way you have to apply 
for the WBSO. Before you start you have to hand in 
a plan woth the specifications of the FTE’s working 
on innovation. Often SME’s do not have such a plan 
and cannot qualify for the WBSO. 
 
Success cases 
20.000 companies applied 
 
 
 

 

 
 
Link to model 
Policies from government 
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Create – Building an intrapreneurship company | The Netherlands   
 
 
Summary 
Starting in 2016, Create focused on 
intrapreneurship and grew out to be a scale up 
in 4 years.  
 
Context 
Martijn Apeldoorn had his own Web design 
bureau which was successful. In 2016 he 
decided to work on value instead of return and 
become a scaleup company.  
 
Approach 
Martijn named his company Create and 
followed the next steps:  
1. In 2016 he started by bringing a winning 
team together. Each team-member knew that 
this was not about earning money but about 
creating value. 
2. In 2017 they started using the scrum 
methodology. First, they made software on 
behalf of third parties. In that year it operated 
as a normal ICT firm. 
3. In 2018 they started making their own apps, 
mostly in cooperation with a third party. 
Instead of the normal transaction model they 
started from the beginning by participating in 
the new product. Once the product was 
developed and introduced in the market, they 
set up a second entity which was self-
supporting from the start. 
At the end of 2018 Create had already three 
successful new companies in housed. 
 4. In 2019 Martijn introduced the Unicorn 
Hunt method. It means that within create it is 
all about the lean innovation method of 
scanning the market, identifying the problem 
and make the solution.   
5. In 2020 Create decided that they would only 
invest in new companies if they had a 
sustainalble impact on society. So again, it is a 
choice for the future instead of the present. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Lessons learnt 
The case of Create shows: 

- Intrapreneurship is about strategy and 
a long-term focus 

- Intrapreneurship is about creating 
structures in which every employee 
knows what to deliver and what to 
expect 

- Intrapreneurship is about ownership. It 
will only be successful if it is clear what 
the degrees of freedom are within the 
total organization 

 
Success cases 
www.create.nl 
www.talenz.nl 
www.createcare.nl 
www.kubisk.nl 
www.planning-4.nl 
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Rabobank Innovation Factory | The Netherlands      
 
Summary 
The Rabobank is one of the leading banks in 
the world. They have a department: the 
innovation factory. The model which is being 
used is the 3 Horizons Model of Mc Kinsey. 
 
Context 
The Innovation Factory is handling H2 and H3 
(new business models). 
 
Approach 
Within the bank we choose for an approach in 
which the business units (business lines) are in 
the lead. So, we did not choose for an 
Innovation Hub in which this Hub is 
autonomous and leading in strategy for new 
PMC’s. The main reason for this is that a part 
of the innovations at the end of the funnel are 
making a spin-inn into the business lines of the 
bank (besides the spinouts as a startup. To be 
successful as a spin-inn there has to be a 
connection from the start otherwise the not-
invented-here-syndrom will take place.  
 
Each business line has an innolead: a manager 
who is composing innovation thesis based on 
problems the business line is coming across. 
In a strategy session these theses will be 
configurated into idea leads. One of the 
business champs (working in the Innovation 
Factory) then works this basic idea into a 
business concept. 
The innovation team for this idea will be 
composed of people from both the business 
line and the innovation factory. 
 
The 4 services are: 
Open Innovative Consultancy 
Reaching out to the knowledge network 
outside the bank. 
Coaching 
Sparring partners for the business lines. Inside 
the bank. 
Design and Validation 
Designing the value proposition of new ideas 
Training 
to create the right mindset in the bank. 
 
 

 

 

 
Lessons Learnt 
The team will follow the Rabobank Innovation 
Roadmap (the funnel): 
 

 
 
The Innovation Factory helps the business 
lines within Rabobank to accelerate their 
innovation on — in particular — horizon 2 and 
horizon 3. 
 
References 
Gert-Jan Berghuis | Lead Innovation Factory 
Bank 
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Wehkamp.nl | The Netherlands                                
 
Summary 
Wehkamp, a Dutch online retailer made a 
significant shift in their business model via a 
change program. Employees changed from 
rigid and complacent to intrapreneurial. 
 
Context 
After a 60-year period of working as a 
catalogue company, where products were 
ordered twice a year, the company produced a 
huge catalogue, and customers used postcards 
and telephone to buy the products, Wehkamp 
underwent a huge change. Fundamental 
changes in the retail industry (e.g., fast 
fashion) and technology (e.g., internet and 
software) urged a new business model. Now, 
just as a business owner, teams of employees 
run their own shops, making ordering and 
pricing decisions, tracking their stock in real-
time, and changing promotions and emphasis 
flexibly (e.g., first snow). Today, Wehkamp 
considers all employees as being 
intrapreneurial. 
 
Approach 
Rebellion against the catalogue started, under 
the radar, in the electronics department, where 
some intrapreneurial employees identified 
challenges (e.g., the improved pace of retail 
collections) and came up with solutions (e.g., 
the use of a website). They were allowed to 
pilot the use of a website for their own 
division. Team tasks were redefined by the 
team to fit their new purpose. Once this gained 
traction, top management took this case to 
emphasize intrapreneurship in the entire 
organization. The new job design was the 
blueprint for the rest of the organization. Top 
management decreased formalization and 
control, celebrated intrapreneurial employees, 
regardless of whether they failed or succeeded, 
provided sufficient resources, and anchored 
intrapreneurship in interna land external 
expectations. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
Lessons learnt 
 

 
 
 
 
Link to model 
Corporate entrepreneurship - organizational 
culture and job design.  
 
References 
Deprez, Euwema, & Leroy, (2018) Three 
chronological steps toward encouraging 
intrapreneurship: Lessons from the Wehkamp 
case, business horizons 
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Intrapreneurship of the few
Maintaining general

intrapreneurship
Instigating general
intrapreneurship
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UNFREEZE
• Try out initiative in 

pilot teams.
• Increase team leaders’ 

autonomy to allow
initiative.

• Provide intrapreneurs
the opportunity to
manage the projects
based on their ideas.

• Identify your burning
platform/need for
change.

CHANGE
• Emphasize

importance of 
intrapreneurship as 
solution.

• Corporate redesign, 
board behaviors and
vision are alligned.

• Reduce thresholds
and formalisation for
more idea sharing.

• Fairness drives morale
and new initiative.

REFREEZE
• External rebranding

helps maintain
internal changes.

• Reserve sufficient
time and resources for
renewal.

• Celebrate and reward
success together.

• Continuously
adjusting the scope 
and support maintains
intrapreneurship.
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Production Plant | Estonia        
 
Summary 
Continues improvement as a platform 
 
Context 
An Estonian production plant started in the 
1990’s when Estonia became independent 
from Soviet Union. Most of the products 
manufactured in Tallinn plant are delivering to 
the target market’s customers located in 
Eastern Europe and Central Asia.  
The production plant is part of a network of 
family businesses, with the headquarters in 
Scandinavia. Packaging design was the in the 
headquarters. All process modifications needed 
to be negotiated with the central design unit in 
the headquarters. Focus was strictly on 
production. Staffing levels are just below 250. 
 
About three years ago the management of the 
Estonian production plant decided to start a 
business reengineering project in order to 
increase efficiency of the complete the 
production cycle including the packaging 
department and become more entrepreneurial 
within the network of companies. The main 
objective was to establish a lean manufacturing 
system for all parts of the supply chain. The 
project work used Kaizen events in different 
department of the manufacturing company in 
order to develop a lean manufacturing 
framework. The aim of the events in the 
packaging department was to reduce the 
packaging material cost and to create a new 
design for the full product packaging. The 
target of the project was to reduce the cost in 
the packaging department up to 65%. 
 
The project failed. The causes: 
 

- Centralized organizational structure  
- Applying new solutions to the 

production line needed more time than 
what the company expected.  

- A lack of authority in decision making 
and the dependency from the 
headquarters  

- The involved employees were not well 
acquainted with the lean framework  

- Complex communication and decision  

 
 
 

 

processes. 
- The time needed to change the mind 

set of front-line workers who are 
responsible for more cooperation, 
coordination and for innovation and 
continuous improvements 

- The main policies of the owners were 
to force the cooperation between firms 
of the family group with the 
consequence that competition was 
abolished which reduced significantly 
the competitive advantages of the 
whole holding.  

- Lack of intrapreneurial freedom and 
decision power among employees.  

- The lack of information flows.  
 
Approach 
The findings from the studies were conform 
the success/failure factors. 
 
Lessons learnt 
The lesson from the case study in the context 
of teh findings about family business and 
continues improvement in report 2 is that you 
need to create the right conditions and set the 
right framework. The reasons the project failed 
correspond with the success factor we have 
identified in our literature study, ie structure, 
training, autonomy, culture and information 
flow. 

INTRAPRENEURIAL OUTCOMES 
New product | service innovation 

Current product | service improvement 
Corporate Venturing 
Increased Job performance 
Increased firm performance 

 
EXTERNAL ECOSYSTEM  
Values and culture Formal institutions 
Innovation capacity Idea transforming system 
Human Capital Quality of life 
Geographic factors Dynamic economic texture 

 



 
 
 

89 

Education Program | Estonia        

 

Summary 

In 2015, the Ministry of Education and 

Research launched the entrepreneurship 

education programme to systematically 

promote entrepreneurial training on all levels 

of education. Since 2020 The Education and 

Youth Board (Harno) is the government 

agency that deals with the implementation of 

Estonian education and youth policy 

 
Context 

In Estonia, at the national level,  several 

Ministries and the Estonian Chamber of 

Commerce have adopted a policy document on 

the promotion of entrepreneurship 

education entitled “I am an 

entrepreneur”. Entrepreneurship education is 

recognised as a cross-‐curricular objective  at 

all levels of schooling. The goal of the 

entrepreneurship education programme is to 

provide access to entrepreneurial training to all 

students in schools of general, vocational and 

higher education. 

 
The Estonian government is teaching 

entrepreneurship at every student at third level. 

They expect that will in future create more 

intrapreneurial activity. In 2015, the Ministry 

of Education and Research launched the 

entrepreneurship education programme to 

systematically promote entrepreneurial training 

on all levels of education. 

 

A quote from the minister of education: 

“Everyone need not, and indeed will not, 

become an entrepreneur but entrepreneurial 

skills and knowledge accompanied by an 

enterprising attitude help everyone better 

succeed in life.” Edu Tegu 

 
Approach 

Since 2020 The Education and Youth Board 

(Harno) is the government agency that deals 

with the implementation of Estonian education 

and youth policy. In Estonia, at the national 

level, several Ministries and 

the Estonian Chamber of Commerce have 

adopted a policy document on the promotion 

of entrepreneurship education entitled “I am an  

 

 

entrepreneur”. Entrepreneurship education is 

recognized as a cross-‐curricular objective at 

all levels of schooling. The goal of the 

entrepreneurship education program is to 

provide access to entrepreneurial training to all 

students in schools of general, vocational and 

higher education. 

 

An example of an initiative to gearing the 

education to intrapreneurship is Edu Tegu. 

 
Following the guidelines from the 

Entrepreneurship Competence Framework 

(EntreComp), Estonia developed a training 

module (two full days, 16 academic hours of 

mini-lectures and teamwork in an auditorium) 

aiming at increasing the level of 

intrapreneurship competence of undergraduate 

students of European HEIs.  

 

Students work in teams of 3–6 to learn about 

the components of a business model, practice 

modelling a business on their business ideas 

and practice communication of their business 

models to an audience. Having completed the 

course (module), a student:   

 

Understands how economic value-creation 

happens through business activities in the 

context of a firm  

Knows the components of a business model 

and relationships between them 

Is able to model a business around a business 

idea 

Has improved on teamwork skills  

Has an increased self-efficacy in relation to 

communicating and presenting business ideas, 

concepts and models to others 

 

Success cases 

https://xn--ettevtluspe-jfbe.ee/wp-

content/uploads/2016/08/EDUTEGU_voldikud

_ENG_4.pdf 
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Volkswagen | Rwanda        
 
Summary 
Cars produced in Kigali were at a cost so high 
that most could not afford them. The team 
innovated by creating a ride hailing app and 
service where the quality becomes a 
competitive advantage rather than a 
disadvantage. 
 
Context 
The busines model of manufacturing and 
selling into the local market will always be 
difficult given the preponderance of end of like 
cars coming to Kigali from countries like 
Ireland. The reality is that the design and cost 
base of the cars produced by VW in Rwanda 
are not a product market fit. Other companies 
such as Tata addressed this challenge by 
producing a really simple and cheap car. It is 
puzzling that VW could not go down this 
route. It may be that government encouraged 
them to go the route they went as it offered 
higher prestige than producing a "Tata Nano" 
vehicle. 
 
Approach 
The approach is to compete with ride hailing 
competitors by leading with the quality and 
finish of new VW cars which are a huge leap 
forward for end users compared to the end-of-
life cars used by cabbies in most emerging 
economies. 150 of the first full year’s 
production target of 600 in 2019 was dedicated 
to the ride hailing service. They used a local 
software development firm to deliver the 
app.https://www.dw.com/en/germanys-vw-
rolls-first-car-off-its-rwanda-assembly-line/a-
44420272 
 
 
Lessons learnt 
The most important lesson is that 
intrapreneurship should be in a broader context 
than solving the corporation's challenges. This 
innovation certainly is of some value for VW, 
allowing it to test out ideas far from critical 
media and indeed from HQ should it fail. It is 
less value for the local economy. This really is 
not product market fit. The depth of impact is  

 
 

 

 
not here and many sceptics view it as being 
more about PR and CSR than genuine value 
creation. It is not good for the environment. 
Kigali like most African cities is overwhelmed 
by traffic which drives down efficiency in so 
many ways. 
 
Success Cases 
Open Innovation 
 
Link to model 
Storaenso.com / Sulapac.com Antti Vuolli, 
Head of New Digital Business & Startups at 
Stora Enso 
 
References 
In contact with CEO of VW Mobility Rwanda, 
interviewers gave insights as did local and 
international media. 
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Banking Sector | Georgia       
 
Summary 
In a small economy like Georgia 
transformational growth is only possible 
horizontally. If organizations like the two big 
banks, there is a generational chasm between 
the highly educated risk takers under 40 and 
the more conservative bankers over 40. How 
they solved this challenge by intrapreneurship 
is fascinating. 
 
Context 
Georgian families place huge emphasis on 
education and produce a large cadre of 
university educated young people with 
ambition and huge understanding of the global 
context Georgian business works within. The 
banks saw this as an opportunity and attracted 
in many of the brightest and the best. They 
also saw the cultural reality that the older 
banking leadership class had little in common 
with these new Georgians and that a culture 
clash was inevitable. The solution was to give 
many of these young people their head, 
allowing them the autonomy to create new 
businesses that leveraged off the brand value 
and resources of the bank to create horizontal 
growth.  
 
Approach 
Just as was the case with Malaysia Airlines the 
approach was to drive customer experience. By 
having a laser focus on this challenge and by 
actively listening to customers they improved 
not only the core banking experience but also 
unearthed many valuable spin out businesses. 
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/financial
-services/our-insights/banking-
matters/becoming-one-of-georgias-first-agile-
banks 
 
Lessons learnt 
Intrapreneurship must be led by customer 
insights; growth is not always possible, change 
is inevitable for survivors in any sector 
whether large or small. Pilots are the cheapest 
and most effective way to align top 
management around innovation and  
 

 
 

 

 
 
intrapreneurial programmes. Top management 
buying is critical. 
 
References 
Becoming one of Georgia’s first agile banks, 
Mauerhoefer and Jerenz, McKinsey & 
Company 
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Innovation Park Ljubljana | Slovenia      
 
Summary 
Slovenia lost its core market of Yugoslavia after the 
Balkan Wars. Demand, route to market and purpose 
for the economy were damaged beyond recognition. 
How would they survive as a small regional nation? 
 
Context 
While all this is true, the damage was mitigated by 
a number of factors. Unlike many Eastern 
economies, Slovenia had access to Western 
technologies and business ideas. Slovenia had some 
direct routes to western markets. 3rd and 4th level 
institutes had good relationships with business and 
had muscle memory of developing innovation with 
them. These were all critical to survival but more 
was needed. A shared language was needed around 
Intrapreneurship, a newly minted purpose was 
needed for the economy and most importantly new 
connections were needed to generate demand and to 
finely tune production to suite new markets. 
 
Approach 
The approach was multidimensional. Innovation 
Park Ljubjana became a fulcrum for all 
stakeholders to connect in new ways to each other. 
They invested in education to ensure that shared 
language around purpose in general and Innovation 
specifically. They worked with larger companies to 
ensure that they had product market fit. Where they 
did not have the products that new western markets 
wanted they engaged in cooperation with research 
institutes to reimagine them. Where they lacked the 
sophistication to hook in with European and global 
supply chains they worked with business schools to 
learn how to use these new business tools. They set 
up "Twin Offices" in Israel, Germany, China and 
India. Interestingly the Israeli office was tasked 
with attracting sales and investment not just from 
Israel but also from the US. Connective tissue was 
critical to the second approach. They set up the 
Start Up Association to again spread the language 
and ideas that underpin a start-up community.  
 
Lessons learnt 
Lessons learned are that the success of an 
intrapreneurship ecosystem has many parents. The 
cohesion policy in Slovenia allows the challenges 
to be considered through many lenses. Government 
sponsorship is critical. It gives credence to the often 
nebulous ideas at the start of any eco-system as 
complex as a national innovation system. 
 

 
 

Ups created a cadre of innovation experts who not 
only built their own businesses but also some who 
migrated into the larger established businesses to 
create Intrapreneurship programmes. Awards were 
given at state and regional level to promote 
innovation with individuals and companies 
recognised. The piece that still needs work is the 
impact the park had on education. The director says 
his dream would be to see an equivelent to Maths 
Gymnasia developed. These would be schools 
where young people with a propensity to be 
innovators would be unspoilt by the mainstream 
education and receive the skills and frameworks to 
excel once graduated. 
 
Success cases 
Success of this eco-system is readily evident. 
Unlike most of South East Europe, many large 
business concerns survive and have reinvented 
themselves. Not all the grand ideas back in the 
1990's have succeeded but the momentum of the 
Innovation Park meant that successes outweighed 
failures. Today Slovenia is one of the most 
successful economies in terms of GDP per capita, 
in stark contrast with neighbours like Serbia and 
BiH. The success of the development of a shared 
langauge for business, Government and research 
institutes must be recognised as one input into the 
effectiveness of government and the transparency 
of how it governs. This made early entry to EU and 
NATO possible which had profound impacts on the 
sustainability of Slovenia's economic success story. 
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Peter Wostner, Innovation in Government around Cohesion Policy| Slovenia 
 
Summary 
Slovenian application for European innovation 
funding was turned down. The approach was 
found to lack impact, transparency and to 
address the needs of the stakeholders including 
Europe. 
 
Context 
The government recognized that this was an 
existential threat to the research and innovation 
eco-system in Slovenia. They hired in Peter 
Wostner as an external expert who understood 
the stakeholders and was prepared to break 
things to make the policy better. Critically he 
was committed to executing the policy and not 
simply writing it. 
 
Approach 
The approach to this innovation was from the 
start to engage all the stakeholders explaining 
the innovative approach, being honest about 
the cost of change and using leverage to move 
the project forward in the face of significant 
political pressure to do otherwise. The support 
of Europe gave Peter and his team the 
legitimacy to survive short term massive 
domestic pressure and keep on track to execute 
on the new strategy. 
 
Lessons Learnt 
The political challenges to executing these 
policy imperatives were endless: 
 • Institutes that were impacting on those 
imperatives got funding, those that 
underperformed did not. 
 • Government and the administration were 
forced to deliver on their promises 
  • Peter’s team was responsible for leading 
both policy and execution 
 • Trust was built up – an ecosystem of people 
who trusted each other and backed each other 
up when they came face to face with 
transactional politics 
 • When there were challenges to the cohesion 
team – and they were constant – the EU 
Commission played a critical role ensuring that 
there was full political support whoever was  
 

 
 

 

 
elected, a complete mandate and credibility 
with all stakeholders 
 • “Without political backing beyond a single 
government period, transformational processes 
just don’t work” 
 • The importance of the administration, the 
protectors of the long term like “Sir 
Humphrey” in “Yes Prime Minister”. 
Administration needs seasoned hands who 
know how systems work, have built up muscle 
memory about how departments and processes 
react to change and how to mitigate the risks of 
those reactions. 
 • Attract the best and retain the best of our 
people for Public Service. 
 
References: 
From Projects to Transformations: Why Do 
Only Some Countries and Regions 
Advance?The Case of the Slovenian S4. Peter 
Wostner 
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The Startup | Denmark           
 
 
Summary 
Startup Denmark is a visa scheme for non-EU/EEA 
entrepreneurs. Applicants apply on the basis of a 
business plan which is evaluated by an independent 
expert panel. If the panel approves the business 
plan, they become eligible to apply for a residence 
and work permit as a self-employed entrepreneur. 
The Startup Denmark program offers free guidance 
from business experts and access to a strong 
ecosystem of both public and private entrepreneurs 
to grow new businesses. 
 
Context 
Denmark boasts 6 publicly funded business 
development centers at 12 different locations 
around the country. Each center offers free, 
independent and professional guidance – targeted to 
fit the specific needs of individual businesses. The 
centers offer guidance on loans, venture capital and 
other funding sources. Beyond ease of doing 
business, trust and top rating as an innovation hub, 
Denmark is also a hub for cutting-edge companies 
in a variety of industries. This includes some of 
Europe’s top clusters regarding life science, ICT, 
design, cleantech, food, maritime and sustainable 
energy. 
 
Approach 
Denmark offers a large network of public and 
private entrepreneur supporters, accelerators and 
incubators. The country offers access to pitch 
competitions, investment funds, collaborative 
research centers and much more to unleash the 
potential of any startup.  
Funding options include. Innovation Fund 
Denmark: investing in new initiatives to create 
growth and employment in Denmark. The Danish 
Growth Fund: aimed at promoting the creation and 
growth of new companies through investments, 
loans and guarantees. 
 
Extra information 
Healthy funding activity highlights that many 
Danish business models have proven their viability. 
In the past year more than DKK 4 billion has been 
invested in the 100 most attractive start-ups. The 
success of the Startup Denmark visa scheme has 
contributed to a positive perception of the startup 
scene and thus VC market in Denmark. 

 

Lessons learnt 
The EY Venture Capital and start-ups in Denmark 
2020 reports on the 2019 v 2018 results for 
Denmark startup, M&A and VC activity. 2019 
delivered strong performance for Denmark with 
funding rounds within the €5–10m bandwidth and 
several deals exceeding the €10m mark. These 
funding activities were accompanied by an active 
M&A market, which indicates that many Danish 
business models have proven their viability. EY 
reported an improved perception of the VC market 
in Denmark in terms of the number of active VC in 
the market and the level of funding for young 
digital and life science ventures. New funds in 2019 
totaled €2.8b versus €0.7b in 2018. New funding 
volume of the top 10 start-ups totaled €309m versus 
€269m in 2018. This funding activity highlights 
that many Danish business models have proven 
their viability. In the past year more than DKK 4 
billion has been invested in the 100 most attractive 
start-ups. It remains to be seen how the Covid-19 
pandemic has impacted 2020 results. 
 
Success cases 
External ecosystem: Idea transforming system and 
funding opportunities. 
 
Link to model 
https://innovationsfonden.dk/en 
https://vf.dk/en/ 
https://startupdenmark.info/startup-denmark-
guide 
https://assets.ey.com/content/dam/ey-sites/ey-
com/da_dk/topics/transaction-advisory-
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Spar Nord | Denmark          

 

Summary 
1n 2002, the bank implemented a strategy, dubbed 

"Local Strategy", which delivered unprecedented 
growth, even throughout the financial crisis. 

Employees and local branches were given 
autonomy to deliver results as they saw fit for their 

locality. To adapt to the changing landscape, Spar 
Nord considers an intrapreneurial mindset more 

important than ever before.  

 
Context 
We selected Spar Nord bank for several reasons, 
including the variety of activities the bank pursued 

to drive innovation from open innovation to data 
mining to customer service. In addition, the Spar 

Nord case provides a valuable comparison to 
Ireland’s Southeast. Spar Nord pursued a 

decentralized approach to enable local branches to 
retain their uniqueness while benefitting from 

central support and digital systems. The core of 
Spar Nord’s business model is local commitment 

combined with strong central support. Spar Nord 
consists of local entities with extensive autonomy 

in areas such as customer service, market 
canvassing and employee conditions.  

 
Approach 
Spar Nord supports local autonomy to empower 
local branches to engage with their local 

communities. They call this strategy quite simply: 
 

"A Local Strategy". The bank considers this 
approach attracts a beneficial entrepreneurial spirit 

in their workforce and enables each branch to offer 
a genuine personal touch. However, changes in 

customer needs means the customer now wants the 
best of both worlds, truly personalized service in 

both the physical world and the digital one. The 
bank has embraced data to offer insight- 

driven advice to their customers. 

 

 

With the foundational work of a local and personal 

touch built over the course of two decades, the bank 
now offers this same ethos in a digital realm. They 

consider digitalization means they can become even 
more personal.  Spar Nord refer to this approach as 

“the personal bank in a digital world”. Beyond their 
core belief in customer engagement, the bank also 

believes in eco-system engagement with open 
innovation a core part of their strategy.  Spar Nord 

has experienced ten years of growth in both the 
retail and the business customer market. Customer 

volumes grew from 269,000 in 2010 to 384,000 in 
2020, while credits arranged rose from DKK 78 

billion to DKK 137 billion, and the total business 
volume from DKK 145 billion to DKK 291 billion. 

As a result, Spar Nord currently holds a market 
share of around 4% of the total Danish market for 

bank, leasing and mortgage loans.  
 
Lessons learnt 
Corporate entrepreneurship, local autonomy and 
strategy. 

 
Success cases 
The Corporate Startup: How Established 
Companies Can Develop Successful Innovation 

Ecosystems by Tendayi Viki  
 

https://www.sparnord.com/en/investor-
relations/financial-communication/accounting-

risks/2020/annual-report-2020/ 
https://www.sparnord.com/en/investor-relations/ 
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Start-Up Permit | Finland        
 
Summary 
Finland offers government support to newly formed 
business. The “Finnish Startup Permit” (formed in 
April 2018) is one such initiative that gives high 
potential entrepreneurs the opportunity to build a 
startup and integrate into the local eco- system. 
 
Context 
Finland boasts a thriving startup ecosystem with a 
blend of talented entrepreneurs, investors, hubs, 
accelerators and early-stage funding. Successful 
startup s includes Sulapac, Oura and Enevo. 
Accelerators include NewCo Helsinki, xEdu, 
Gorilla Ventures and Combient Foundry. The 
education system in Finland deserves huge credit, 
with initiatives that began as far back as the 1970s, 
such initiatives have paid off handsomely today. 
Today, Finland is acclaimed as one of the top 
education systems in the world. Leaving school 
early is never a case of financial difficulties, 
because it is free, including school books. If people 
lose their jobs, they receive free training. Finland’s 
Aalto University has created a free online course to 
teach would-be entrepreneurs some of the basic 
skills of setting up a company another signal that 
the Finns consider education and innovation as 
synonymous. The education system in Finland 
deserves huge credit, with initiatives that began as 
far back as the 1970s, such initiatives have paid off 
handsomely today. Today, Finland is acclaimed as 
one of the top education systems in the world. 
Leaving school early is never a case of financial 
difficulties, because it is free, including 
schoolbooks. If people lose their jobs, they receive 
free training. Finland’s Aalto University has created 
a free online course to teach would-be 
entrepreneurs some of the basic skills of setting up 
a company another signal that the Finns consider 
education and innovation as synonymous.  
 
Success cases 
External ecosystem: Idea transforming system and 
education system. 
 
Link to model 
Riku Mäkelä and Tapio 
Peltonen.https://www.businessfinland.fi/en/do-
business-with-finland/startup-in-finland/startup-
permit#stored 
 

 

 
Approach 
Business Finland offers strong governmental 
support to newly formed businesses. A great 
example is “Finnish Startup Permit” (formed in 
April 2018) that gives high potential entrepreneurs 
the opportunity to build a startup and integrate into 
the local eco- system. This program is designed to 
entice innovative startup founders coming from 
countries outside the European Union. Before 
applying to the Finnish Immigration Service, 
entrepreneurs must undergo an assessment from 
Business Finland. Business Finland evaluates 
whether a business model, team and resources show 
potential for rapid international growth. After 
passing this step, validated startups receive an 
Eligibility Statement to be accompany their Startup 
Permit application. The permit is issued for 
maximum of two years, after which it can be 
renewed. The permit does not involve investments 
or financial support. 
Creating a trusting, ease-of-business and easy to 
navigate eco-system attracts global startups. The 
permit ensures Finland is on the list for 
consideration when founders consider where to 
base their fledgling organizations. 
 
Lessons learnt 
Topline Statistics. 4,000 startup companies begin 
operating in Finland each year. There are around 
300–400 startups, which have grown significantly 
over a three-year period. In 2019, Business Finland 
provided innovation funding €168m for Finnish 
startup companies.  Helskinki Statistics:  #1 in the 
world in local connectedness among founders, 
investors and experts.  #4 in world's rising startup 
hubs by Startup Genome Studyis home to over 500 
tech startups. 
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Stora Enso | Finland         
 
Summary 
Open innovation is at the heart of Stora Enso’s 
approach to intrapreneurship. Collaborating 
with startups means their combined expertise 
creates new value. A prime example is their 
recent collaboration with Finnish sustainable 
biotech scaleup Sulapac to mass produce a 
sustainable alternative to the plastic straw. 
 
Context 
We chose Stora Enso to illustrate that even one 
of the oldest organisations in Finland can drive 
successful intrapreneurial activity by engaging 
in open innovation. 
 
Approach 
To engage the startup eco-system in Finland, 
Stora Enso developed two parallel initiatives, 
with different goals. The Stora Enso 
Accelerator Program and the Combient 
Foundry Venture Client Program. Innovation 
experts Scott D. Anthony, Clark Gilbert and 
Mark Johnson call this approach a Dual 
Transformation, a focus on transforming the 
organization with internal forces, such as 
existing capability and resources while 
simultaneously engaging external forces such 
as startups and emerging technologies.  
 
The Stora Enso Accelerator Program is a 
leadership program where Stora Enso 
employees collaborate with start-ups over a 
few months on specific themes such as 
sustainability and digital business. The 
Combient Foundry is a joint initiative between 
several large Nordic companies aiming to find 
start-ups as business partners in a systematic 
way. Since, 2017, Stora Enso screened over 
1100 start-ups and established deeper 
collaboration with 22 of them, including 
Sulapac is a Finnish biocomposites startup. 
The product made a fully biodegradable 
material from sustainably sourced wood and 
plant-based material. In 2019, Sulapac 
collaborated with Stora Enso to sound a death 
knell for the plastic straw.  
 

 

 

 
Lessons learnt 

 
The Combient Foundry program was ranked 
9.4/10 by the start-up participants in 2019.  
 
New funds in 2019 totaled €2.8b versus €0.7b 
in 2018. New funding volume of the top 10 
start-ups totaled €309m versus €269m in 2018.  
 
The Danish infrastructure and broadband 
coverage are advantageous for startups. Ireland 
can benefit from improvements in 
infrastructure. Ireland’s National Broadband 
Plan (NBP) is the largest and possibly most 
ambitious infrastructural project in rural 
Ireland since rural electrification, spanning 
96% of Ireland’s land mass.  
 
Success Cases 
Open Innovation 
 
Link to model 
Storaenso.com / Sulapac.com Antti Vuolli, 
Head of New Digital Business & Startups at 
Stora Enso 
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Malaysia Airlines | Malaysia       
 
Summary 
Malaysia Airlines has set up what it calls 
“laboratories”, small groups of people brought 
together on an ad hoc basis to address specific 
issues— “raising revenues”, for instance. The 
group stays together for a month or so, until it 
has fulfilled its agreed-upon “exit criteria”. 
Working in a laboratory, says the airline's 
CEO, “is not a job; it's a calling”. 
 
Context 
The iSpace was created in collaboration with 
technology partners and academia such as Tata 
Consultancy Services (TCS), IBM Bluemix, 
Amadeus, Telekom Malaysia (TM) and 
University of Malaya. The lab is part of 
Malaysia Airlines’ continued efforts towards 
digital transformation and a key component to 
improve the airline’s customer experience and 
overall operational efficiency. The lab will 
serve as a testing ground to incorporate 
multifaceted aspects of the digital experience. 
The 8,300 square-foot facility has a capacity to 
house 100 people. The lab is part of Malaysia 
Airlines’ continued efforts towards digital 
transformation and a key component to 
improve the airline’s customer experience and 
overall operational efficiency. The lab will 
serve as a testing ground to incorporate 
multifaceted aspects of the digital experience. 
The 8,300 square-foot facility has a capacity to 
house 100 people. The company hopes that 
these innovative solutions will enable 
efficiencies at critical touch points such as the 
tracking of special handling passengers, an 
interactive social media app that offer 
passengers personalized destination content, as 
well as an upgrade bidding app which can be 
used on mobile devices. Bellew added that 
“these apps have great potential and will add 
tremendous value to its product offerings”. 
 
Approach 
The approach led by Irishman, Peter Bellew, is 
to view intrapreneurship as a role anyone in the 
organisation can take part in. It is not "inline". 
As numerous writers have contended,  
 

 

 
intrapreneurship to succeed must have its own 
space, figuratively and physically to succeed. 
The interesting approach here is that this is 
customer facing and specifically focused on 
digital transformation that should transform the 
company's CX. 
 
Lessons learnt 
The big lessons from this project are the value 
of bringing in external thinking and expertise; 
the need to give intrapreneurship projects their 
own space and autonomy; the critical 
importance of purpose in motivating successful 
intrapreneurship projects. 
 
Success cases 
Bellew has suggested that the success stories 
are not limited to the apps and CX 
improvements that have emerged from his 
iSpace. The real success story is that it has 
changed the organizations culture, raised 
personal confidence and allowed a large 
number of his crew to develop new skills and 
attitudes that they bring back to their regular 
roles in the organization. 
 
References 
Bennis, W. and Biederman, P.W., “Organizing 
Genius: The Secrets of Creative 
Collaboration”, Addison-Wesley, 1997; new 
edn, Nicholas Brealey, 1998 
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