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$%675$&77KHHQWUHSUHQHXULDOEHKDYLRXURI ÀUPVLVXVXDOO\VWXGLHGLQKLJKWHFKFRQWH[WV
because innovation is considered essential for high velocity environments. Research in service
industries, namely low-tech, is less common. In this study, we explore how corporate entreSUHQHXUVKLSLVUHOHYDQWIRUKRWHOÀUPVDQGGHVFULEHWKHPDLQGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQKLJKHQtrepreneurial and low entrepreneurial hotels. Results from 13 hotels suggest the relevance of
LQWHUQDORUJDQL]DWLRQDOFRQGLWLRQVIRULQWUDSUHQHXUVKLSWRHPHUJH,QWKHFDVHRI KRWHOÀUPV
extra-role employees’ entrepreneurial behaviour is a relevant source of innovation because
of employee-client interactions. Our study also suggests relevant propositions for future emSLULFDOUHVHDUFKFRQFHUQLQJFRUSRUDWHHQWUHSUHQHXUVKLSLQKRWHOÀUPV.H\ZRUGV Corporate
entrepreneurship; Hotel; Intrapreneurial behaviour; Strategy.
5(680(1 El comportamiento emprendedor de las empresas es normalmente estudiado en
contextos tecnológicamente avanzados porque la innovación es considerada esencial en ambientes de alta velocidad. La investigación en la industria de servicios, nombradamente de baja tecnología, es menos común. En este estudio, explotamos como el espíritu empresarial corporativo es
relevante para las empresas del sector hotelero y describimos las principales diferencias entre los
hoteles con alto y bajo dinamismo emprendedor. Los resultados de 13 hoteles sugieren la relevancia de condiciones organizacionales internas para que el espíritu de empresa pueda emerger dentro de la misma. En el caso de las empresas del sector hotelero, el comportamiento emprendedor
de los empleados diligentes es una fuente de innovación importante debido a las interacciones
empleado-cliente. Nuestro estudio también sugiere propuestas relevantes para pesquisa empírica
futura relacionada con el espíritu empresarial corporativo y las empresas del sector hotelero. 3DODEUDVOODYH: espíritu empresarial corporativo; hotel; comportamiento intraemprendedor; estrategia.
5(6802: O comportamento empreendedor das empresas é normalmente estudado em contextos tecnologicamente avançados porque a inovação é considerada essencial em ambientes de
alta velocidade. A investigação na indústria de serviços, nomeadamente de baixa tecnologia, é
menos comum. Neste estudo, exploramos como o empreendedorismo corporativo é relevante para as empresas do setor hoteleiro e descrevemos as principais diferenças entre os hotéis
com alto e baixo dinamismo empreendedor. Os resultados de 13 hotéis sugerem a relevância
de condições organizacionais internas para que o espírito empreendedor possa emergir dentro
da empresa. No caso das empresas do setor hoteleiro, o comportamento empreendedor dos
empregados diligentes é uma fonte de inovação importante devido às interações empregado-cliente. O nosso estudo também sugere propostas relevantes para pesquisa empírica futura
relacionada com o empreendedorismo corporativo nas empresas do setor hoteleiro. 3DODYUDVFKDYH: empreendedorismo corporativo; hotel; comportamento intra-empreendedor; estratégia.
0DULDGH/XUGHV is a lecturer of Management at Estoril Higher Institute for Tourism
and Hotel Studies (Portugal). She holds a Ph.D. in Management from the University of Évora
and is a research collaborator with the Center for Advanced Studies in Management and EcoQRPLFVRI WKH8QLYHUVLW\RI eYRUD &()$*(8( $XWKRU·VHPDLOOXUGHVFDOLVWR#HVKWHSW
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INTRODUCTION
Corporate entrepreneurship has become an established stream of
research. For early strategy scholars, the basic ‘entrepreneurial probOHP· 0LOHV 6QRZ ZDVWRDGGUHVVWKHSULQFLSDOTXHVWLRQRI 
strategy content, that is ‘what business shall we enter’. More recently,
the emphasis shifted to the methods, practices, and decision-making
styles managers use to act entrepreneurially (Lumpkin& Dess, 1996).
Entrepreneurial organizations are those that try to obtain a competitive advantage by habitually making dramatic innovations and taking
challenging risks (Miller& Friesen, 1982).
Previous research in the domain, reveals that corporate entrepreneurship requires an organization-wide entrepreneurial orientation or
proclivity (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Matsuno,
Mentzer, & Ozsomer, 2002) that instigates entrepreneurial actions,
namely at individual-level (Hornsby, Kuratko, & Zahra, 2002; Kuratko,
Ireland, Covin, & Hornsby, 2005). These actions may eventually result in outcomes, such as sustained regeneration (Dess, Ireland, Zahra,
Floyd, Janney, & Lane, 2003), organizational rejuvenation (Dess HWDO,
2003), strategic renewal (Dess HWDO, 2003; Floyd & Lane, 2000; Guth
*LQVEHUJ DQGRUGRPDLQUHGHÀQLWLRQ 'HVVHWDO, 2003) that
might imply internally developed new ventures (Burgelman, 1983; Guth
& Ginsberg, 1990). Many authors agree that corporate entrepreneurship is, in many organizations, much more a question of culture and
employee behaviour1, than of established research and development
processes. Zahra (1996) states that corporate entrepreneurship implies
creating a work environment that gives employees an opportunity to
use their creative skills, quicken a company’s response to the market
and creating an organizational culture that fosters cross-functional collaboration. In fact, in his seminal work, Burgelman (1983) suggests the
interaction between individual and organizational factors, towards corporate entrepreneurship. “Corporate entrepreneurship would seem to
depend both on the capabilities of operational level participants to exploit entrepreneurial opportunities and on the perception of corporate
management that there is a need for entrepreneurship at the particular
moment in its development” (Burgelman, 1983, p. 1355).
Employees’ entrepreneurial behaviour might be a particularly relevant
FRQFHSWIRUKRWHOÀUPVEHFDXVHRI WKHVWUDWHJLFLPSRUWDQFHRI HPSOR\ee-client interactions. These types of services depend on their employees’ behaviours and willingness to initiate or participate in activities that
H[WHQGWKHÀUPLQQHZGLUHFWLRQV+RZHYHUPRVWUHVHDUFKGHYHORSHG
VRIDULVPRVWO\FRQFHUQHGZLWKKLJKWHFKPDQXIDFWXULQJÀUPVDQGZLWK
more structured ways of corporate entrepreneurship, such as corporate
venturing, rather than on employees’ entrepreneurial behaviour.
In this article, we use a multiple-case design to explore the relative
importance of an organization-wide entrepreneurial proclivity, and of
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HPSOR\HHV·HQWUHSUHQHXULDOEHKDYLRXUIRULQQRYDWLRQLQKRWHOÀUPV
2XUREMHFWLYHLVWZRIROGWRÀOOWKHJDSLQVWUDWHJLFHQWUHSUHQHXUVKLS
OLWHUDWXUHUHJDUGLQJORZWHFKVHUYLFHVÀUPVDQGWRGUDZVRPHSURSRsitions that may serve as springboards for future research.
ENTREPRENEURIAL ORIENTATION/PROCLIVITY
In 1983, Miller examined the entrepreneurial style of top management
WHDPVDQGVXJJHVWHGWKDWDQHQWUHSUHQHXULDOÀUP´HQJDJHVLQSURGXFW
PDUNHWLQQRYDWLRQXQGHUWDNHVVRPHZKDWULVN\YHQWXUHVDQGLVÀUVWWR
come up with ‘proactive’ innovations, beating competitors to the punch”
S (QWUHSUHQHXULDORULHQWDWLRQUHIHUVWRWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFK
top management is inclined to obtain a competitive advantage for the
ÀUPWKURXJKWDNLQJEXVLQHVVULVNVIDYRXULQJFKDQJHDQGLQQRYDWLRQDQG
FRPSHWLQJDJJUHVVLYHO\ZLWKRWKHUÀUPV &RYLQ 6OHYLQ 
Several researchers (e.g. Barringer & Bluedorn 1999; Caruana Morris,
&Vella, 1998; Covin & Slevin, 1989; Morris, Avila, & Allen 1993) have
adopted an approach based on Miller’s (1983) original conceptualization.
It seems there is a consensus around the three underlying dimensions
of the organizational proclivity to act entrepreneurially – innovativeness,
proactiveness and risk taking. Miller’s (1983) conceptualization implies
WKDWRQO\ÀUPVWKDWH[KLELWKLJKOHYHOVRI DOOWKHGLPHQVLRQVVKRXOGEH
regarded as entrepreneurial. On the contrary, Lumpkin & Dess (1996)
argue that even though all dimensions are important to understand the
entrepreneurial process, they may occur in different combinations.
,QQRYDWLYHQHVV
The concept of innovativeness comes from Schumpeter. Schumpeter’s
(1942) ‘creative destruction’ by which wealth is created when new goods
or services disrupt existing market structures because they cause the shift
RI UHVRXUFHVDZD\IURPH[LVWLQJÀUPVWRQHZWKHÀUPVHPSKDVL]HVWKH
UROHRI LQQRYDWLRQLQWKHHQWUHSUHQHXULDOSURFHVV,QQRYDWLYHQHVV´UHÁHFWV
DÀUP·VWHQGHQF\WRHQJDJHLQDQGVXSSRUWQHZLGHDVQRYHOW\H[SHULPHQtation, and creative processes that may result in new products, services, or
WHFKQRORJLFDOSURFHVVHVµ /XPSNLQ 'HVVS ,QQRYDWLYHÀUPV
RIWHQDUHÀUVWWRPDUNHWZLWKQHZSURGXFWRIIHULQJV &RYLQ 6OHYLQ 
5LVNWDNLQJ
&DQWLOORQ in/XPSNLQ 'HVV ZKRZDVWKHÀUVWWR
formally use the term entrepreneurship, argued that the principal factor
that separated entrepreneurs from hired employees was the uncertainty

36

CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN HOTELS

and riskiness of self-employment. Thus, the concept of risk taking is
a quality that is frequently used to describe entrepreneurship. In the
FRQWH[WRI VWUDWHJ\ÀUPVZLWKDQHQWUHSUHQHXULDOSURFOLYLW\DUHRIWHQ
characterized as risk-takers that incur in heavy debt or make large resource commitments in the interest of obtaining high returns by seizing opportunities in the marketplace.
3URDFWLYHQHVV
Proactiveness suggests a forward-looking perspective that is accompanied by innovative or new-venturing activity. To Lumpkin and Dess (1996,
p. 146), proactiveness refers to “taking initiative by anticipating and pursuing
new opportunities and by participating in emerging markets”. ProactiveQHVVZDVXVXDOO\XVHGWRGHSLFWDÀUPDVWKHTXLFNHVWWRLQQRYDWHDQG´WKH
ÀUVWWRFRPHXSZLWKSURDFWLYHLQQRYDWLRQVµ 0LOOHUS +RZHYHU/XPSNLQDQG'HVV  VXJJHVWWKDWDÀUPFDQEHQRYHOIRUZDUG
WKLQNLQJDQGIDVWZLWKRXWDOZD\VEHLQJWKHÀUVWWRLQQRYDWH
INTRAPRENEURIAL BEHAVIOUR
The recognition of the importance of individual behaviour for the
corporate entrepreneurship process emerges from seminal works in the
ÀHOG HJ%XUJHOPDQ3LQFKRW %XUJHOPDQ  VXJJHVWV
that innovation in organizations is the result of two distinct behavioural
SURFHVVHV7KHÀUVWRI WKHVHLVZKDWWKHDXWKRUFDOOVLQGXFHGVWUDWHJLF
behaviour, while the second process is called autonomous strategic beKDYLRXU:KLOHLQGXFHGVWUDWHJLFEHKDYLRXULVVHHQDVWKHRIÀFLDOSDWK
for innovation, Burgelman (1983) proposes that as long as operational-level participants see opportunities that exceed those proffered by
top management, autonomous strategic behaviour will occur. Pinchot's
(1985) focus is on the individual characteristics of the entrepreneurial
employee or intrapreneur. An intrapreneur is someone who possesses
entrepreneurial skills and uses them within a company instead of using them to launch a new business (Pinchot, 1985).
The major activities of intrapreneurs include opportunity perception,
idea generation, designing a new product or another recombination of
resources, internal coalition building, persuading the management, resource acquisition, planning and organizing (de Jong & Wennekers, 2008).
These are activities similar to those of an independent entrepreneur. In
fact, the traditional concept of entrepreneurship shares many key behavioural characteristics with employee entrepreneurial behaviour, such as
taking initiative, opportunity pursuit without regard to presently available
resources, and some element of ‘newness’ (de Jong & Wennekers, 2008).
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At the same time, intrapreneurship distinctly belongs to the domain of
‘employee behaviour’ and thus faces the same kind of limitations and
opportunities for support from the organizational context.
(PSOR\HHV·HQWUHSUHQHXULDOEHKDYLRXUPD\EHFODVVLÀHGDVH[WUDUROH
behaviour. Pinchot (1985) described intrapreneurs as those who may
get in trouble because they go beyond formal job descriptions. In this
study, the focus is on workers that reveal extra-role behaviours related
to innovation, that occur either inside or outside the current strategy.
Intrapreneurs are workers that go beyond their job descriptions, proYLGLQJYDOXDEOHKHOSWRLQQRYDWHVRPHDVSHFWRI WKHLUÀUPV7KLVLV
consistent to what Zahra (1991) calls the ‘informal activities’ through
which entrepreneurial behaviour might occur.
METHOD
An exploratory multi-case study was chosen as the most suitable
method for this study, because of the need to gain an understanding
RI WKHEURDGHUFRQWH[WRI FRUSRUDWHHQWUHSUHQHXUVKLSLQKRWHOÀUPV
7KLUWHHQ KRWHO ÀUPV ZHUH VHOHFWHG 7KH UHDO QDPHV ZHUH PDGH
DQRQ\PRXVIRUFRQÀGHQWLDOLW\7KHFDVHVWXGLHVDUHH[SORUDWRU\DQG
are not intended to be “ideal types”. Generalizability from these cases
is neither intended nor expected. However, by selecting thirteen hotels that explore different segments and operate under different strategic conditions, the intent was to identify similarities and differences
in approaches to corporate entrepreneurship. The sample of hotels is
varied, ranging from middle scale to luxury, and including both smaller and larger units, independent or belonging to domestic or internaWLRQDOFKDLQV7KHQXPEHURI HPSOR\HHVUDQJHIURPWRDQG
WKHDJHRI WKHÀUPIURPWR\HDUV7DEOHFKDUDFWHUL]HVWKHFDVHV
7KUHHGDWDVRXUFHVZKHUHXVHG7KHVRXUFHVZHUHÀUPGRFXPHQWDWLRQ PDLQO\SUHVHQWDWLRQEURFKXUHVDQGDQQXDOUHSRUWV WKHÀUP·V
website, and a questionnaire directed to senior executives. The questionnaire targeted senior executives because of their likely familiarity
with company-wide strategic actions, especially corporate entrepreneurship efforts (Zahra, 1991). The three sources of data provided a
form of triangulation in the analysis of results.
)URPHDFKÀUP·VGRFXPHQWDWLRQDQGZHEVLWHLQIRUPDWLRQFRQFHUQLQJWKHUHOHYDQFHRI LQQRYDWLRQIRUWKHÀUP·VVWUDWHJ\ZDVH[WUDFWHG
,QIRUPDWLRQFRQFHUQLQJWKHÀUP·VYDOXHVDQGH[SHFWDWLRQVIURPHPployees were also considered relevant. This information was compared
to key-informants answers in the questionnaire. The questionnaire addressed three relevant dimensions for our study: entrepreneurial proclivity, intrapreneurial behaviour, and innovation outcomes. We used Mat-

CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN HOTELS

38

suno HWDO V (2002) entrepreneurial proclivity (EP) scale, which measures
innovativeness, risk taking and proactiveness. The executive rated the
ÀUPV·HQWUHSUHQHXULDOSURFOLYLW\RYHUWKHSUHFHGLQJ\HDUSHULRGXVLQJ
a 5-Point Likert-type scale where ‘1’ corresponds to low EP and ‘5’ represents high EP. The measurement items at the lower level were aggregated by summing the scale. Table 2 shows the dimensions of EP and
respective items considered in the questionnaire (Matsuno HWDO, 2002).
7DEOH²&DVHVFKDUDFWHULVWLFV
)LUPDJH
\HDUV

1UHPSOR\HHV
IXOOWLPHHTXLYDOHQW

Luxury / Independent

90



H2

Upscale / Domestic chain

51

148

H3

Luxury resort / International chain

31

180

H4

Upscale / Independent

8

15

H5

Upscale / Independent





H6

Middle scale / Independent

18

85

+

Upscale / Independent



15

H8

Upscale / International chain

16

55

H9

Middle scale / Independent

31

48

H10

Upscale / Independent

35

24

H11

Luxury / International chain

32



H12

Upscale / Independent

12

21

H13

Upscale / Independent

31

50

Hotel

7\SH

H1

7DEOH²(QWUHSUHQHXULDOSURFOLYLW\
'LPHQVLRQV
,QQRYDWLYHQHVV

3URDFWLYHQHVV

,WHPV
When it comes to problem solving, we value creative new solutions
more than the solutions of conventional wisdom.
Top managers here encourage the development of innovative marketing strategies, knowing well that some will fail.
:HÀUPO\EHOLHYHWKDWDFKDQJHLQPDUNHWFUHDWHVDSRVLWLYHRSSRUWXnity for us.
0HPEHUVRI WKLVÀUPWHQGWRWDONPRUHDERXWRSSRUWXQLWLHVUDWKHU
than problems.
We value the orderly and risk-reducing management process much
more highly than leadership initiatives for change (reverse-coded).

5LVNWDNLQJ

7RSPDQDJHUVLQWKLVÀUPOLNHWR¶SOD\LWVDIH· UHYHUVHFRGHG 
Top managers around here like to implement plans only if they are
very certain that they will work (reverse coded).
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Concerning intrapreneurial behaviour, we used an adapted version
of Pearce II HWDO’s  HQWUHSUHQHXULDOEHKDYLRXUVFDOH7KHVFDOH
proposed by these authors is used to assess a particular individual’s
intrapreneurial behaviour and is focused on behaviours that illustrate
how intrapreneurs interact with others within the organization. We
DGDSWHGWKLVVFDOHDVWRUHÁHFWWKHGHJUHHLQZKLFKHDFKRI WKHEHKDYiours apply to the totality of the workforce over the preceding 3-year
period as perceptioned by the executive. Respondents are asked to
make a choice on a Likert-type 5-point scale. The score, calculated as
the average between the sum of the items for managers and the sum
RI WKHLWHPVIRUQRQPDQDJHULDOHPSOR\HHVDVVHVVHVDÀUP·VSRVLWLRQ
RQDFRQWLQXXPZKHUHDKLJKHUVFRUHFRUUHVSRQGVWRDÀUPZKHUH,%
is generalized across the organization, and a low score corresponds to
DÀUPZKHUH,%LVVHOGRPSUHVHQW7KHLWHPVFRQVLGHUHGLQWKLVVFDOH
are shown in Table 3.
7DEOH²,QWUDSUHQHXULDOEHKDYLRXU
,WHPV
Our employees are able to describe vividly how things could be in the future and what is
QHHGHGWRJHWWKHÀUPWKHUH
Our employees encourage their colleagues to take the initiative for their own ideas.
Our employees inspire their colleagues to think about their work in new and stimulating
ways.
Our employees create an environment where people get excited about making improvements.
Our employees get people to rally together to meet a challenge.
Our employees boldly move ahead with a promising new approach when others might be
more cautious.
Our employees display an enthusiasm for acquiring skills.
Our employees ‘go to bat’ for the good ideas of their colleagues.
2XUHPSOR\HHVGHYRWHWLPHWRKHOSLQJRWKHUFROOHDJXHVÀQGZD\VWRLPSURYHRXUSURGucts and services.
Our employees quickly change course of action when results are not being achieved.
2XUHPSOR\HHVHIÀFLHQWO\JHWSURSRVHGDFWLRQVWKURXJK¶EXUHDXFUDWLFUHGWDSH·DQGLQWR
practice.

Innovation, as an output of corporate entrepreneurship, was measured using an adapted version of Zahra HWDO’s (2000) scale. The scale
KDVLWHPVLQWRWDOÀYHLWHPVRQSURGXFWLQQRYDWLRQDQGÀYHLWHPV
on process or organizational innovation (Table 4). Using a 5-point
scale, respondents rated their companies’ emphasis over the previous
three years.

CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN HOTELS

40

7DEOH²,QQRYDWLRQ
'LPHQVLRQV

,WHPV
Creating radically new products for sale in the company’s existing markets
Creating radically new products for sale in new markets

3URGXFW
LQQRYDWLRQ

Commercializing new products
%HLQJWKHÀUVWFRPSDQ\LQ\RXULQGXVWU\WRLQWURGXFHQHZSURGXFWVWRWKHPDUNHW
Investing heavily in cutting edge R&D
%HLQJWKHÀUVWFRPSDQ\LQWKHLQGXVWU\WRGHYHORSDQGLQWURGXFHUDGLFDOO\
new technologies

%HLQJWKHÀUVWLQWKHLQGXVWU\WRGHYHORSLQQRYDWLYHPDQDJHPHQWV\VWHPV
3URFHVVDQG Introducing innovative human resource programs to spur creativity and
organizational innovation
LQQRYDWLRQ
%HLQJWKHÀUVWLQWKHLQGXVWU\WRLQWURGXFHQHZEXVLQHVVFRQFHSWVDQG
practices
&KDQJLQJWKHRUJDQL]DWLRQDOVWUXFWXUHLQVLJQLÀFDQWZD\VWRSURPRWHLQQRYDWLRQ

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
:LWKLQFDVHVDQDO\VLV
When comparing results regarding entrepreneurial proclivity, intrapreneurial behaviour, and innovation outcomes (Figure 1) within each
case, we can observe that in most cases the results for each variable are
VLPLODUZLWKLQFDVHV7KLVPHDQVWKDWLQPRVWFDVHVKRWHOÀUPVZLWK
higher entrepreneurial proclivity also show higher results for intrapreneurial behaviour and higher results for innovation. Similarly, hotels
with lower entrepreneurial proclivity show lower results for intrapreneurial behaviour, as well as for innovation.
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+RZHYHUWKHUHDUHVRPHH[FHSWLRQV7KHVHDUHFDVHV+++
DQG+++DQG+VHHPXQDEOHWRWUDQVIRUPLWVOHYHOVRI HQtrepreneurial proclivity into similar levels of innovation outcomes.
&DVH+LVLQWKHRSSRVLWHVLWXDWLRQ+HUHZHKDYHDKRWHOÀUPWKDW
is able to obtain relatively high levels of IB and innovation outcomes,
without a high entrepreneurial proclivity.
7KHDQDO\VLVRI ÀUPV VWUDWHJLHVIURPWKHRWKHUGDWDVRXUFHVUHYHDOV
WKDWRQO\WKUHHÀUPVFOHDUO\H[SUHVVDVWUDWHJLFFRQFHUQZLWKLQQRYDWLRQ
7DEOH 7KHVHÀUPVDUH++DQG+)RXUKRWHOVH[SUHVVWKH
strategic importance of the workforce. These are H3, H8, H11, and H13.
7DEOH²)LUPV·VWUDWHJLFLQWHQW
Case

0DLQVWUDWHJLFFRQFHUQV

6WUDWHJLFLPSRUWDQFHRI WKH
ZRUNIRUFH

H1

Location
Luxurious features of the facilities
History

No reference

H2

Variety of services and activities available to guests No reference

H3

Customized service
Location
Luxurious features of the facilities

H4

Location
Atmosphere provided by the architecture and
design features of the facilities
Partnerships

H5

Location

H6

Location
No reference
Variety of activities and services available to guests

+

Location
Atmosphere provided by the architecture and
design features of the facilities
Environmental concerns
Orientation towards product innovation

No reference

H8

Price/quality ratio
Location
Client-oriented service

Reference to employees’ knowhow, as well as their dedication
and commitment

H9

Location
Variety of activities available to guests
Price/quality ratio

H10

Atmosphere provided by the design features of
the facilities
No reference
Product innovation is a concern

H11

Customized service
Attention to details
Luxurious atmosphere

Various references to the imporWDQFH RI  HPSOR\HHV DV WKH ÀUP·V
best competitive advantage; the
ÀUPHQFRXUDJHVHPSOR\HHLQLWLDWLYH

No reference
No reference

No reference

References to the importance
of employees’ commitment and
dedication
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FRQW
Case

0DLQVWUDWHJLFFRQFHUQV

6WUDWHJLFLPSRUWDQFHRI WKH
ZRUNIRUFH

H12

Location
Variety of activities available to guests

No reference

H13

Quality of service
Innovation is a concern

Reference to employees’ experience

&URVVFDVHVDQDO\VLV
(QWUHSUHQHXULDOSURFOLYLW\ In the thirteen hotels studied, entrepreneurial proclivity ranged from 20 to 30 (maximum possible: 35).
5HVXOWVVKRZWKDWFDVHV+++DQG+DUHWKHPRVWHQWUHSUH
QHXULDOÀUPV )LJXUH 7KHUHODWLYHO\OHVVHQWUHSUHQHXULDOÀUPVFRU
respond to cases H12, H10, H9, H8, H1 and H5. Comparing the
characterization variables on Table 1 to these results, we observe that
segment, being independent or belonging to a chain, age, and size did
not seem to justify the difference between the groups, concerning entrepreneurial proclivity.
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)LJXUH(QWUHSUHQHXULDOSURFOLYLW\ WRWDODQGE\GLPHQVLRQ

A closer look at the results on entrepreneurial proclivity shows that
the dimension of entrepreneurial proclivity where there is more difference between entrepreneurial and less entrepreneurial hotels is risk-
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taking (ranging from 6 to 10). Some hotels are more entrepreneurial,
mainly because they are more risk-takers than others.
,QWUDSUHQHXULDOEHKDYLRXU Concerning intrapreneurial behaviour,
the difference between cases is wider than that observed for entrepreneurial proclivity, ranging from 22 to 52 (maximum possible of 55).
The cases that reveal higher levels of intrapreneurial behaviour are H3,
H4, H10, and H13 (Figure 3). Only cases H3 and H4 were amongst
those with higher entrepreneurial proclivity. In fact, H10 is amongst
WKHOHVVHQWUHSUHQHXULDOÀUPVRI WKHVDPSOH7KLVPD\VXJJHVWWKDW
some internal conditions, other than entrepreneurial proclivity, might
be present to instigate these high levels of intrapreneurial behaviour.
This is consistent with Calisto and Sarkar (2010). Of course, these IB
results may also be dependent on the individuals themselves, not only
on the organizational conditions. However, even that takes us to the
importance of human resource management policies, mainly concerning the selection of employees.



 
 

 

 

 



 











 



 

 

)LJXUH²,QWUDSUHQHXULDOEHKDYLRXU

In general, the results for the questionnaire do not contradict the data
on the hotels’ strategic intent (see Table 5). H3, H11 and H13 express
a strategic relevance of the workforce and report relatively high levels
RI LQWUDSUHQHXULDOEHKDYLRXU7KHVHÀUPVUHO\RQLWVZRUNIRUFHH[SH
rience and initiative. In case H8, the strategic concern with employees
does not translate into high levels of intrapreneurial behaviour, but it
LVDOVRDÀUPVWUDWHJLFDOO\FRQFHUQHGZLWKVHUYLFHOHYHOV7KHVHUHVXOWV
suggest that the strategic relevance of human resources is higher when
WKHÀUP VVWUDWHJLFLQWHQWLVEDVHGPRUHRQVHUYLFHWKDQRQORFDWLRQ
or facilities. This is because employees are often in a unique position
to observe changing customer needs and suggest new approaches for
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improving the service delivery process (Raub, 2008). Intrapreneurial
behaviours allow for the continuous tailoring of products and services
and/or the improvement of internal processes and systems.
,QQRYDWLRQ Regarding innovation, we can observe in Figure 4 that
LQPRVWFDVHVWKHUHLVQRVLJQLÀFDQWGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQWKHUHVXOWVIRU
product innovation and results for process/organizational innovation.
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This might be related to the characteristics of hotel businesses, where
service delivery processes are most times undistinguishable from its
output, as production and consumption happen simultaneously. The
exceptions are H4 and H11, where product innovation is higher than
SURFHVVDQGRUJDQL]DWLRQDOLQQRYDWLRQ7KHPRVWLQQRYDWLYHKRWHOÀUPV
DUH+++DQG+7KLVLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHGDWDRQVWUDWH
JLFLQWHQWDVWKUHHRI WKHVHIRXUÀUPVH[SUHVVDVWUDWHJLFRULHQWDWLRQ
WRZDUGVLQQRYDWLRQ+DQG+DUHÀUPVZLWKKLJKHQWUHSUHQHXULDO
SURFOLYLW\DQG+DQG+DUHÀUPVZKHUHLQWUDSUHQHXULDOEHKDYLRXU
is high. This suggests that innovation might be obtained by developing
entrepreneurial proclivity or by instigating intrapreneurial behaviour.
FUTURE RESEARCH
This study covers an important gap in strategic management literature, concerned with the relation between innovation outcomes and
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entrepreneurial behaviour of managers and employees in low-tech
VHUYLFHÀUPV+RZHYHUWKHVWXG\KDVOLPLWDWLRQVDVWKHUHVXOWVRI WKLV
VWXG\FDQQRWEHJHQHUDOL]HGQRWHYHQWRRWKHUKRWHOÀUPV4XDQWLWDtive studies are needed. In spite of that, results from within cases and
cross-cases analysis suggest the following propositions:
1. Segmentation is not related to corporate entrepreneurship;
2. Belonging, or not, to a chain (domestic or international) is not
related to an hotel’s corporate entrepreneurship, unless it is a
corporate policy;
3. Risk taking is the most relevant dimension in entrepreneurial
KRWHOÀUPV
4. Firm’s strategies are related to corporate entrepreneurship;
5. When service differentiation is a main strategic intent, entrepreneurial proclivity and/or intrapreneurial behaviour are high;
6. ,QKRWHOÀUPVWKHDVVRFLDWLRQEHWZHHQLQWUDSUHQHXULDOEHKDYLRXU
and innovation is stronger than the association between entrepreneurial proclivity and innovation;
6SHFLÀFLQWHUQDOFRQGLWLRQVDUHQHHGHGRWKHUWKDQHQWUHSUHQHXULDO
proclivity, for intrapreneurial behaviour to emerge;
8. Human resources’ strategic management practices are associated
with intrapreneurial behaviour.
These propositions can be used as a springboard for future research.
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(Endnotes)
1 The entrepreneurial behaviour of employees is sometimes called ‘intrapreneurship’.
The notion of ‘intrapreneur’ is derived from the concept of entrepreneur from the entrepreneurship literature.
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