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Abstract: The research for this study examined the extent to which organisational factors, represented
by perceived organisational support and workplace incivility, and individual factors, represented by
core self-evaluation (CSE), predicted intrapreneurship. The key hypothesis was that CSE would be as-
sociated with intrapreneurship and that incivility and perceived organisational support would serially
mediate this relationship. Participants were 410 working adults who volunteered to complete a series
of questionnaires measuring CSE, incivility, perceived organisational support, and intrapreneurship.
Analysis showed a serial mediation effect between CSE and intrapreneurship through incivility and
perceived organisational support. By integrating both individual and organisational antecedents of
intrapreneurship from the perspective of CSE, the research illustrates the significant role CSE plays in
determining to what extent intrapreneurial behaviours will be exhibited. Findings from this study
provide insights for both organisations and researchers in determining the fundamental relationships
between individual and organisational factors in predicting intrapreneurial behaviours.

Keywords: intrapreneurship; core self-evaluation; perceived organisational support; incivility;
serial mediation

1. Introduction

Encouraging employees to think and work more like entrepreneurs, known as in-
trapreneurship, has become increasingly prevalent in knowledge-based industries. In-
trapreneurship has been linked to increased innovative business performance [1,2] and
employee engagement [2,3] as well as to corporate performance [4]. There has been ex-
tensive research undertaken concerning the key success factors of intrapreneurship [5–7],
and to a lesser extent, the barriers to intrapreneurship [8,9]. Research to date has focused
primarily on organisational factors, as these are largely within the control of the orga-
nization. However, there has been growing research demonstrating the importance of
personality, particularly traits of risk-taking and self-efficacy on intrapreneurship [10].
Unfortunately, interest in organisational factors and personality factors has largely oc-
curred in parallel [7,11] with few studies investigating the combined effects of these factors
on intrapreneurship [12,13]. The uptake of workplace initiatives aimed at promoting
intrapreneurial thinking and behaviour provides strong motivation to consider both in-
dividual and organisational factors affecting intrapreneurship in tandem to establish an
evidence base that is currently incomplete.

Using the lens of the approach/avoidance theoretical framework [14], this study aims
to understand to what extent organisational factors, represented by the facilitative effect of
organisational support and the inhibitory effect of incivility, and individual factors, repre-
sented by core self-evaluation (CSE), influence intrapreneurship. Specifically, the research
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investigates the prospect of serial mediation, testing whether incivility and perceived organ-
isational support serially mediate the relationship between CSE and intrapreneurship. By
adopting an interactionist approach, examining both the individual and the organisational
context, a more thorough understanding of the factors that influence intrapreneurship can
be attained.

Numerous learning theories have been utilised to explain our understanding of in-
trapreneurship [7]. However, with the inclusion of CSE as a determinant of intrapreneur-
ship, the approach/avoidance motivation framework, which has roots in personality
research, offers a comprehensive explanation of intrapreneurship that has not yet been
explored. In addition, research into intrapreneurship, including its antecedents, has more
often explored the moderating effect of individual factors, such as personal initiative
or CSE [15], rather than considering personality as a lens through which to analyse the
relationship between organisational factors and intrapreneurship.

The paper is structured as follows. The first section outlines the theoretical founda-
tions for the research, defining intrapreneurship and introducing the key organisational
(i.e., perceived organisational support and incivility) and individual (i.e., CSE) factors
thought to predict intrapreneurship. The approach/avoidance theoretical framework will
also be introduced to model the hypothesised relationships. The next section details what
procedures and materials were utilised to conduct the research, followed by the major
findings. The paper concludes with a discussion of the key findings, the theoretical and
practical implications for management practices, as well as limitations and future directions
for research.

1.1. Intrapreneurship

Based on the results of a recent meta-analysis [11], at least 73 definitions of in-
trapreneurship exist. Approximately half of the definitions focus on intrapreneurship
as an organisational characteristic while the remaining half concentrate on individual
behaviours. The authors propose a new definition of intrapreneurship which integrates
both organisational and individual aspects—one that the current research will adopt as it
positions the intrapreneur within an organisational context:

“Intrapreneurship is the process whereby employees recognise and exploit opportu-
nities by being proactive and by taking risks, in order for the organisation to create
new products, processes or services, initiate self-renewal or venture new businesses
to enhance the competitiveness and performance of the organization.” [11] (p. 7).

Unlike entrepreneurs who develop an innovative idea within their own business for
personal gain and profit [16], intrapreneurs develop their ideas within organisations [10].
Though they may derive personal gain and success from the idea, their innovations ulti-
mately benefit the organisation in which they work.

1.2. Perceived Organisational Support and Incivility

Organisational support is commonly cited in the extant intrapreneurship literature
as a key predictor of intrapreneurship [17]. It refers to the degree to which an organi-
sation appreciates employees’ contributions and well-being [18]. Rather than looking at
intrapreneurship from the perspective of managers, several scholars [19,20] argue that how
employees perceive their environment, in terms of how much or little support is received
from the organisation, is likely to impact employee intrapreneurship behaviours. Perceived
organisational support (POS) has been linked to how much effort employees exert on the
job [21], and management support, a facet of organisational support [1], has been shown
to facilitate the generation of new ideas, which is an antecedent of intrapreneurship [22].
Indeed, increased levels of management support have been identified as an enabling
factor of intrapreneurship [20,23] and have been found to positively predict innovation
and performance [1,24].

Tolerance for risk-taking is another fundamental component in the creation of new prod-
ucts, processes or services, and central to the definition of intrapreneurship. Hisrich [25] found
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that new ideas are generally developed through trial and error. Consequently, organisational
support is required to foster an environment that accepts failure and embraces ambiguity.
Teamwork and tolerance for mistakes have also been cited as organisational factors that
enhance intrapreneurship, in addition to job satisfaction [25,26]. More recently, perceived
organisational support has been found to positively predict employee intrapreneurial in-
tention [20]. Based on this body of research, the current work hypothesises that perceived
organisational support will positively predict intrapreneurship (H1).

Building on the literature linking organisational support to intrapreneurship, recent
studies have focused on how deficits in an organisation’s environment, such as workplace
incivility, can suppress intrapreneurship. Workplace incivility is described as “low-intensity
deviant workplace behavior with an ambiguous intent to harm” [27] (p. 457). Incivility
is different from other forms of workplace aggression such as bullying in that incivility
is lower in intensity and unclear in its intent to damage, in contrast with bullying which
is more overt and purposeful. However, consistent with bullying, incivility is associated
with a range of negative individual and organisational outcomes. Workplace incivil-
ity affects employee engagement, job performance and satisfaction [28], and employee
turnover [29]. Individuals who experience incivility in the workplace tend to distrust
their organisation [30] and engage in less discretionary citizenship behaviours [31]. Impor-
tant to intrapreneurship, incivility has been found to negatively affect collaboration and
creativity [32], both of which are precursors to intrapreneurship.

Yariv and Galit [13] were amongst the first to ask the question and empirically in-
vestigate whether workplace incivility can inhibit intrapreneurship. Drawing on social
exchange theory [33], the authors proposed and tested a mediated model where incivility
both indirectly (via organisational support) and directly predicted intrapreneurship. They
reasoned that if employees perceived a lack of organisational support, as is the case with
workplace incivility, employees would be less resourceful in generating new ideas. The
result of their work with over 21 organisations showed that organisational support directly
predicted intrapreneurship and fully mediated the relationship between incivility and in-
trapreneurship. Therefore, in line with Yariv and Galit [13], the current work hypothesises
that perceived organisational support will fully mediate the relationship between incivility
and intrapreneurship (H2).

Interestingly, Yariv and Galit [13] hypothesised, but did not find support for, a nega-
tive relationship between incivility and intrapreneurship. One potential explanation for
this nonsignificant result is that the researchers did not consider the importance of the
individual. Certainly, recent work suggests that individual differences may act as a bound-
ary condition on the processes translating perceived organisational support into actual
intrapreneurial behaviour [20].

1.3. Core Self-Evaluations

Intrapreneurs are often described as being high in creativity, innovation, vision, flex-
ibility, persistence, resilience, and risk-taking. More recent studies have also linked the
individual difference variables of high self-esteem, self-efficacy, internal locus of control,
low neuroticism and intrapreneurial self-efficacy with intrapreneurship [7]. In light of this
work, the current research proposes the personality trait, core self-evaluations (CSE), as
an important predictor of intrapreneurship, as well as a variable likely to shed some light
on how incivility and perceived organisational support impact intrapreneurial behaviours.
CSE captures an individual’s assessment of their worth, confidence, capabilities, and level
of control over their life and circumstances [34]. This broad personality trait consists of
four superordinate traits including: self-esteem; generalised self-efficacy; emotional stabil-
ity; and locus of control [34]. Individuals high in CSE have a positive self-concept about
themselves and their ability to impact their environment and tend to experience higher
levels of job satisfaction, engagement, motivation, and work performance [35–38], while
individuals very low in CSE have been found to experience a pay penalty, receiving on
average six percent less in income [39].



Merits 2022, 2 49

CSE is thought to be particularly relevant to intrapreneurship, considering the breadth
of research demonstrating direct relationships between CSE facets and intrapreneurial
behaviour [40] as well as research identifying CSE as a subconstruct of intrapreneurial
self-efficacy [20,41]. CSE has also been repeatedly linked to workplace creativity [42], a
precursor to intrapreneurship [15]. Further convergent evidence is provided by a recent
comprehensive review on entrepreneurship which demonstrated the important influence
of self-efficacy on the development of entrepreneurial intentions and mental states as
well as on entrepreneurial behaviour, venture creation and entrepreneurial performance
outcomes [40]. Taken together, the extant research provides compelling evidence to suggest
that CSE is likely to predict intrapreneurship (H3).

1.4. CSE and the Approach/Avoidance Motivation Framework

In addition to influencing outcomes directly, CSE can have an indirect effect on out-
comes through appraisals individuals make [37]. The approach/avoidance motivation
framework [14], based on Gray’s biopsychosocial theory of personality [43], provides a
theoretical framework to explain the effect of CSE on intrapreneurship through incivility
and perceived organisational support. It suggests that most experiences can be classified
according to whether they facilitate moving toward (approaching) or moving away from
(avoiding) stimuli. To date, this framework has predominantly been used to explain and
understand both the effects of CSE and workplace aggression [44,45]. The current research
contends that the approach/avoidance motivation framework provides a useful tool in
explaining how individual and organisational factors interact to predict intrapreneurship.

Conceptualising CSE in line with the approach/ avoidance motivation framework
indicates that higher levels of CSE are linked with a strong approach disposition and weak
avoidance disposition [45], suggesting that individuals high in CSE are more sensitive to
positive stimuli and less sensitive to negative stimuli. In contrast, individuals who score
low in CSE are more sensitive to negative stimuli and less sensitive to positive stimuli [44].
It is theorised that acts of workplace aggression, such as workplace incivility where the
intent is unclear [46], may produce feelings of anxiety—an avoidance-based emotion—
leading to avoidance-based behaviours [47]. Therefore, an individual high in CSE should
be less sensitive to workplace incivility than an individual low in CSE. This outcome could
then be further influenced by organisational support (or lack thereof), which depending
on the perception of the individual, may serve to increase (or decrease) intrapreneurship.
Shalley et al. [48] support this view, suggesting that contextual characteristics such as work-
place relationships and management support interact with personal characteristics such as
personality to predict creativity. This is an important distinction as policies and practices
can be developed to improve organisational factors such as incivility and organisational
support. Therefore, we hypothesise that CSE influences intrapreneurship, such that indi-
viduals high in CSE will exhibit higher intrapreneurship (H3), but that this effect is likely
to be mediated by both incivility and perceived organisational support (H4).

1.5. The Current Research

Figure 1 provides a visual representation of the current research and illustrates the
serial mediation relationship investigated. The prediction of serial mediation is supported
by findings that employees hold management responsible for the levels of incivility within
their organisation [49]. Furthermore, organisations that condone workplace incivility fail
to provide supportive environments in which employees can feel safe to take risks in the
pursuit of creativity [13,48]. As a result, workplace incivility likely reduces intrapreneur-
ship through creating deficits in the work environment necessary for intrapreneurship
to flourish.
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Figure 1. The relationship between CSE and intrapreneurship mediated by incivility and perceived
organisational support.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants and Procedure

A total of 415 working individuals (169 males, 243 females, 3 participants identified as
“other” or “preferred not to say”) 18 to 71 years old (M = 33.01 years, SD = 11.67) took part
in the study. Five cases had missing data, and the final sample size was 410. Participants
worked across a wide range of occupations, including finance and insurance (18.3%), retail
(16.1%), hospitality (12.0%), or health and community services industries (11.3%). The
remaining 42.3% worked in various industries ranging from education to government and
administration. Most participants held bachelor (54.2%) or postgraduate qualifications
(14.2%). Job tenure ranged from less than one year to over 26 years (M = 5.32 years,
SD = 4.91), with 60.0% of participants working in nonsupervisory or nonmanagement roles.

Participants were recruited from three sources: Mechanical Turk (MTurk), an online
crowdsourcing marketplace, LinkedIn, and first-year university psychology students. Par-
ticipants recruited through MTurk were paid USD 2.50 to complete the online survey, with
those recruited from LinkedIn not receiving any compensation. University students were
eligible for course credit. Data were gathered via an online survey where participants
were asked to complete a series of published psychometric questionnaires administered via
Qualtrics, an online survey platform. In addition to the focal variables, control variables in-
cluding gender, age, employment status, educational attainment, tenure, and management
status, were also collected.

2.2. Measures

Intrapreneurship was measured using an adapted version of the intrapreneurship scale
developed by De Jong et al. [13,50]. This is a nine-item questionnaire that asks respondents
to rate their intrapreneurship behaviours, specifically innovativeness, proactiveness and
risk-taking. An example item includes: “I search out new techniques, technologies and/or
product ideas”. Responses were recorded using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(not at all) to 5 (very often). Cronbach’s alpha was .90.

The core self-evaluation scale (CSES) [34] was used to measure CSE. The CSES consists
of 12 items answered according to a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A sample item is: “I am confident I get the success I deserve
in life”. The CSES is a direct and reliable measure of CSE, is well suited for research and
screening purposes [51] and offers good convergent and divergent validity as demonstrated
by strong correlations with global self-esteem, generalised self-efficacy, locus of control,
and neuroticism [34]. Cronbach’s alpha was .90.

Perceived organisational support was measured using two factors from the Alpkan et al. [1]
organisational support questionnaire, which was adapted from items developed by
Kuratko et al. [52]. The first factor, “management support for idea generation” (management
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support), refers to the encouragement of entrepreneurial idea generation and development, with
the second factor, “tolerance for risk-taking”, indicating recognition of risk-taking intrapreneurs
even if they fail. A sample management support item is: “Developing one’s own idea is en-
couraged for the improvement of the organisation”. A sample tolerance for risk-taking item
is: “Individual risk-takers are often recognised for their willingness to champion new projects,
whether eventually successful or not”. These factors each consisted of four items, answered us-
ing a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s
alphas of .85 and .89 were found for the management support and tolerance for risk-taking
subfactors, respectively.

Incivility was measured using the workplace incivility scale (WIS) [53], which assesses
employees’ experiences of incivility via 10 questions. A sample item is: “During the past
year, have you been in a situation where your supervisor or co-workers made demeaning,
rude or derogatory remarks about you?”. Questions were rated on a five-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (once or twice a year) to 5 (everyday) relating to the frequency of uncivil
behaviours. Cronbach’s alpha for this factor was .90.

2.3. Analyses

To test the hypotheses, including (H4) that incivility and perceived organisational
support would mediate the relationship between CSE and intrapreneurship, a double me-
diation was run using the PROCESS macro v2.16 [54] Model 6 in SPSS v.25. Bootstrapping
was set at 10,000 replications [55], which generated total, direct and indirect effects, testing
whether the indirect effect of CSE on intrapreneurship was mediated by incivility and
perceived organisational support. In this model, CSE was the predictor, incivility and
perceived organisational support were the mediators and intrapreneurship was the crite-
rion. Dummy-coded gender, employment status, educational attainment and management
status, as well as age were added to the model as covariates.

3. Results
3.1. Descriptives

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for all variables are presented in Table 1. As
expected, CSE, perceived organisational support and intrapreneurship were all significantly
correlated. Incivility was significantly negatively correlated with CSE and perceived or-
ganisational support, but not with intrapreneurship. Intrapreneurship, CSE and perceived
organisational support were also significantly positively correlated with age, working
status and management status. Intrapreneurship and CSE were also significantly positively
correlated with tenure.

3.2. Hypothesis Testing

A set of multiple regression analyses were conducted to test for serial mediation and
the results are shown in Table 2.

The total effect as outlined in Table 2 reflected the overall explanation of intrapreneur-
ship through CSE. Examination of the individual path coefficients in Figure 2 shows that
the path representing the relationship between CSE, and incivility (path a1) was statistically
significant and negative, t(402) = −6.33, p < 0.001, while the path representing the relation-
ship between CSE and organisational support (path a2) was statistically significant and
positive, t(401) = 4.29, p < 0.001. The relationship between incivility and intrapreneurship
(path b1) was statistically significant and positive, t(400) = 2.23, p = 0.026, similar to the
relationship between organisational support and intrapreneurship (path b2), t(400) = 6.58,
p < 0.001 (supporting H1). These results suggest that greater levels of CSE are related to a
decrease in incivility and an increase in perceived organisational support, which in turn
relates to an increase in intrapreneurship.
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations and intercorrelations between research variables (N = 410).

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.

1. Gender - _
2. Age −0.10 * -
3. Work status −0.28 *** 0.48 *** -
4. Education level −0.16 ** 0.43 *** 0.49 *** -
5. Tenure −0.11 * 0.58 *** 0.36 *** 0.25 *** -
6. Management status −0.10 * 0.17 *** 0.29 *** 0.22 *** 0.20 *** -
7. CSE −0.09 0.20 *** 0.20 *** 0.06 0.19 *** 0.13 ** -
8. Perceived
organisational support −0.13 * 0.11 * 0.20 *** 0.12 * 0.09 0.15 ** 0.32 *** -

9. Incivility −0.02 −0.13 * −0.06 0.00 −0.40 0.09 −0.30 *** −0.33 *** -
10. Intrapreneurship −0.21 *** 0.19 *** 0.29 *** 0.21 *** 0.15 ** 0.33 *** 0.31 *** 0.40 *** −0.05 -
M 0.59 32.97 0.59 0.68 5.27 0.40 4.82 2.91 1.49 2.67
SD 0.49 11.71 0.49 0.47 4.89 0.49 1.08 0.92 0.64 0.91

Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. The following variables were dummy coded: gender (0 = male/prefer not
to say; 1 = female); work status (0 = part time/casual; 1 = full time); education level (0 = secondary qualification or
below; 1 = bachelor or postgraduate qualification); management status (0 = non-management; 1 = management).
All correlations are Pearson correlations, except those which include a dummy-coded variable. In these cases, the
correlation is Point Biserial.

Table 2. Serial mediation model of CSE on intrapreneurship through incivility and perceived organi-
sational support.

Effect Type Effect Size
(B)

Standard Error
(SE)

95% CI a

LL UL

Total Effect 0.21 0.04 0.13 0.28
Direct Effect 0.16 0.04 0.08 0.24
Total Mediated Effect 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.09
Mediation through perceived
organisational support 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.09

Mediation through incivility −0.03 0.01 −0.05 −0.01
Serial mediation through
incivility and perceived
organisational support

0.02 0.01 0.01 0.04

Note: CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit. a Significance achieved if LLCI and ULCI does
not include zero.
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The relationship between incivility and perceived organisational support (path d)
was also statistically significant but negative, t(401) = −5.99, p < 0.001, proposing that
higher levels of incivility are related to decreased levels of perceived organisational support.
The path representing the relationship between CSE and intrapreneurship (i.e., path c)
was significant, t(402) = 5.46, p < 0.001 (supporting H3). However, in the presence of the
mediators, the effect of CSE on intrapreneurship (i.e., path c’) was reduced, yet remained
significant, t(400) = 4.07, p < 0.001. Therefore, mediation was confirmed due to the reduction
in the effect size of CSE on intrapreneurship with the inclusion of incivility and perceived
organisational support as mediators (supporting H4).

The total effect of CSE on intrapreneurship was 20.93%, of which 15.95% was at-
tributed to the direct effect of CSE on intrapreneurship. The overall effect through the
mediators was significant with an effect size of 4.98%, of which 5.39% was due to perceived
organisational support as a single mediator, and −2.68% due to incivility as a single media-
tor (supporting H2). As serial mediators, incivility and perceived organisational support
accounted for 2.27% of the indirect effect. Results show that 10.85% of the total effect of
CSE on intrapreneurship is accounted for by the indirect serial effect through incivility and
perceived organisational support.

4. Discussion
4.1. Mediation Effects

Table 3 lists the hypotheses tested and the outcomes based on the statistical analyses
of the data.

Table 3. Summary of hypotheses.

Path Hypothesis Accepted/Rejected

Perceived Organisational Support→
Intrapreneurship

H1. Perceived organisational support will
positively predict intrapreneurship. Accepted

Incivility→ Perceived Organisational
Support→ Intrapreneurship

H2. Perceived organisational support will
mediate the relationship between incivility and
intrapreneurship.

Accepted

CSE→ Intrapreneurship H3. High levels of CSE will positively predict
intrapreneurship. Accepted

CSE→ Incivility→ Perceived Organisational
Support→ Intrapreneurship

H4. Incivility and perceived organisational
support will mediate the relationship between
CSE and intrapreneurship.

Accepted

As can be seen in Table 3 and Figure 2, as a single mediator, incivility significantly
mediated the relationship between CSE and intrapreneurship. This finding aligns with
current research relating CSE to workplace incivility, showing that employees who pos-
sess high self-efficacy are better equipped to cope with the negative effects of workplace
incivility [56]. The results of the current work extend prior research conducted on abusive
supervision and creativity, with CSE as a moderator of abusive supervision [57]. Both
the current study and the research conducted by Zhang et al. [42,57] identifies CSE as
a potential protective factor against interpersonal mistreatment. However, the current
study illustrates the relationship through the lens of CSE and the approach/avoidance
motivation framework, suggesting that individuals with higher levels of CSE are inherently
less sensitive to the adverse effects of incivility, thereby reducing any potential damage.
Overall, these results establish a more comprehensive understanding of how CSE, working
through incivility, predicts intrapreneurship.

As a single mediator, perceived organisational support was a significant and more
powerful mediator of the relationship between CSE and intrapreneurship than incivility.
Although this specific mediating relationship has not been examined before, previous
research exploring organisational support as a function of intrapreneurship has found
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comparable results using a similar employee-oriented method, revealing an indirect effect
of work context on intrapreneurship [58]. These findings offer a practical application of the
approach/avoidance motivation framework, illustrating how CSE shapes how individuals
interpret their work context in terms of the organisational support they experience.

It was further found that incivility and perceived organisational support would serially
mediate the relationship between CSE and intrapreneurship. These results indicate that
although CSE is likely to influence an individual’s levels of incivility, which in turn reflects
how they interpret organisational support, which then affects their capacity to exhibit
intrapreneurship, it is to a relatively small degree. This finding is consistent with the
approach/avoidance motivation framework, which posits that individuals high in CSE
are less sensitive to negative stimuli such as incivility, where the intent can be ambiguous.
They are also more sensitive to positive stimuli such as organisational support in the form
of available management support and tolerance for risk-taking, resulting in an increase
in intrapreneurship. This relationship has not been previously explored, and despite its
small effect size, this finding contributes to our current understanding of the critical role
CSE plays in how we perceive and interpret our work environment and how our self-views
shape resulting behaviours.

4.2. Intrapreneurship and Incivility

Interestingly, instead of incivility negatively relating to intrapreneurship, a significant
positive relationship was found. In line with prior research [13], no significant correlation
was found between incivility and intrapreneurship. However, when added to the regression
model, incivility positively predicted intrapreneurship, but without the inclusion of the
other predictors, no relationship was observed. As the analyses also revealed significant
correlations between incivility, CSE and perceived organisational support, incivility may
be acting as a suppressor variable. Hierarchical regression was used to test this premise.
When added to the regression equation, incivility increased the predictability of CSE and
perceived organisational support in determining intrapreneurship, indicating the likelihood
of shared variance between incivility and other predictors of intrapreneurship. However,
because the VIF statistics for each variable (including incivility) ranged from 1.04 to 1.2, all
well below the 5 cut-off [59], it is still appropriate to include incivility, despite it being a
potential suppressor variable, in the regression model.

Incivility is low in intensity and can be ambiguous in its intent [27]. Therefore, due
to its low intensity and controlling for other factors, incivility may not have a direct re-
lationship to intrapreneurship. Andersson and Pearson [27] stated that incivility could
be attributed to instigator ignorance, target misinterpretation or hypersensitivity. This
aligns with the approach/avoidance motivation framework to describe the effects of CSE
on intrapreneurship, such that an individual low in CSE is more likely to be sensitive
to the effects of uncivil behaviour, which will in turn influence intrapreneurship. How-
ever, controlling for CSE, incivility may not be sufficiently intense to have a direct effect
on intrapreneurship.

4.3. Intrapreneurship and Perceived Organisational Support

The results showed that perceived organisational support was positively associated
with intrapreneurship. This is consistent with existing research, finding similar rela-
tionships between management support and intrapreneurship [1,20] and tolerance for
risk-taking and intrapreneurship [2,13]. Management support is essential to promote in-
trapreneurship as it serves as a reliable indicator that management is receptive to new
ideas and innovations. This support can shape and extend the parameters of existing
organisational policies and procedures, paving the way for further innovation and formali-
sation of future organisational practices. Management support also encourages potential
intrapreneurs to realise opportunities, and in doing so, creates an environment of trust
where employees feel safe to take risks in order to develop ideas that ultimately benefit
the organisation. This is particularly important when ideas fail, as a lack of confidence by
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management in these ambiguous circumstances is likely to have an inhibitory effect on
future innovation [26].

4.4. Intrapreneurship and Core Self-Evaluation

The results are the first to demonstrate an empirical link between CSE and intrapreneur-
ship and build on the cumulative knowledge that facets of CSE, such as self-efficacy [15,41],
self-esteem and risk-taking [60], are key to fostering creative competencies directed at the
creation of new ideas and/or ventures. This also aligns with relevant CSE theory proposing
that CSE can have a direct influence on outcomes through emotional generalisation [37],
suggesting that one’s self-views are likely to have a spillover effect into other domains, in
this case, intrapreneurship.

4.5. Theoretical and Practical Implications

The current work highlights the practical utility of the approach/avoidance motivation
framework. To date, this framework has been used to explain both CSE and workplace
aggression but not how CSE relates to organisational support or intrapreneurship. Individ-
uals who score high in CSE possess a stronger approach disposition and are more likely to
interpret available organisational support such as tolerance for risk-taking positively, and
as a result, they are more likely to engage in intrapreneurship. In contrast, low CSE individ-
uals are more influenced by unfavorable work environments [38], and because of their low
self-esteem and external locus of control, they are likely to interpret the same tolerance for
risk-taking as threatening because of the potential for failure. This finding illustrates the
importance of individual traits such as CSE when researching organisational behaviour.

The findings of the current research also have implications for organisations. To pro-
mote intrapreneurship, organisations need to take action such as using personality testing
at recruitment to better select those employees high in CSE (or a similar approach-focused
trait) to ensure that employees possess the personality traits shown to have a significant
impact on intrapreneurship, However, employee selection alone is not enough to promote
intrapreneurship. The research suggests that work context also affects intrapreneurship.
Employee perceptions of key workplace factors such as workplace encouragement of cre-
ativity, autonomy, resources, work pressures and organisational impediments play some
role in promoting intrapreneurship [7,60]. Therefore, formally designed workplace policies
and practices aimed at changing both formal and informal work environments in terms
of a more supportive culture where risk-taking is embraced will also impact the level of
intrapreneurship within organisations.

4.6. Limitations and Future Directions

Like all research, the findings of the current research should be interpreted within
context. First, the study relied on self-reported data. Although the use of self-reported data
is common in organisational and management research and is particularly appropriate in
the measurement of personality [61], it is acknowledged that self-report measures have
some limitations in comparison with objective measures.

A second potential limitation was the use of a cross-sectional design, making it im-
possible to infer causality. It is possible that reverse causality could be occurring, with
the expression of intrapreneurship causing organisations to be more supportive, resulting
in increased employee CSE. The relationship may also be bidirectional, with individual
and workplace factors both causes and consequences of intrapreneurship. However, based
on the relevant theory and empirical research to date, the proposed model offers a fitting
account of relationships explored.

5. Conclusions

The current research highlights the importance of organisations being cognisant of how
individual and organisational factors interact to impact intrapreneurship. Initiatives to cul-
tivate intrapreneurship will be more impactful when combined with strategies that improve
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employee CSE. CSE plays a significant role in determining to what extent intrapreneurship
will be exhibited and acts as a lens with respect to how facilitative or inhibitory employees
interpret their work environment, with respect to workplace incivility and organisational
support. This research makes an important new contribution to the literature providing
insights into how individual and organisational factors impact intrapreneurship.
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