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1. INTRODUCTION 
Today, the effective use of human resources has been accepted by everyone in 

order to talk about the efficiency and effectiveness for organizations. Channeling 

the energies and synergies of human resources to the right area and seeing 

themselves as a part of the organization they are in will secure the future of the 

organization. The production of innovations through this resource is one of the 

few important points that organizations will care about in order to survive in a 

rapidly changing world. At this point, intrapreneurship offers organizations the 

opportunity to produce innovations through their own resources. In this study, it 

is aimed to determine the level of intrapreneurship of banking sector employees 

and to examine their intrapreneurship according to various demographic 

variables. 

 

2. LIFE OF ORGANIZATIONS AND THE CONCEPT OF MATURE 
ORGANIZATION 
Organizations are social forms that emerge as a result of entrepreneurship to 

achieve a goal. Although a period of time is not determined for their life at first, 

a significant part of them have to end their activities in the early stages of their 

lives. Organizations also go through a similar life cycle stages just like the life 

stage of a living thing. 

 

Adizes; stating that there are life cycles of people, products, markets and even 

societies, he emphasized that the existence of stages such as birth, growth, 

maturity, old age and death and different behavior models will emerge in each 

life cycle. (Adizes,1979:4). Lester, another researcher on the subject; defines 

the organizational life cycle as a structure that appeals to intuition and states 

that organizations gradually pass through a life as predicted by the science of 

biology. (Lester et al. 2008:37).  

 

According to some authors, the concept of 'maturity' can also be used for certain 

sectors. What is meant here is that the sector has maturity characteristics due 

to its unique conditions. (Freitas et al. 2013:446).  

 

For example, it is assumed that the banking sector has turned into a mature 

sector. Maturity stage as a stage encountered after the establishment and 

growth stages of the organization.   
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According to Cameron and Whetten, while effectiveness for each of the 

departments and units is absolutely critical, effectiveness at all levels is bound 

to decline as the organization matures(Cameron and Whetten, 1981:266). As 

an organization matures, the spirit of entrepreneurial discovery transforms into 

satisfaction, and a slow and gradual transformation over time begins regarding 

risk adaptation, inward focus. The driving force of the past becomes insufficient 

to produce alternative futures, basic abilities become fundamental rigidities. 

(Kuhn and Marsick, 2005:32). 

 

2.1. Intrapreneurship in Mature Organizations 
Sometimes 'intra-organizational entrepreneurship '(Meydan,2011:25-40)(Basım 

and Şeşen,2009:41-60), preneurship in company (Yaşlıoğlu and Aydınlık, 

2013:171-180), ‘internal entrepreneurship’(Yazıcıoğlu et al. 2011:273-283) tried 

to be explained with concepts such as and it generally accepted as 

intrapreneurship.  

 

Intrapreneurship is a popular concept that has gained importance for 

businesses. In today's world, where global competition is increasingly 

intensified, the business environment adopts as an important goal to develop 

the entrepreneurial element and employees within the organization. (Zahra et 

al. 2000:947-946).  Pinchot(1985), one of the authors who first addressed the 

concept, describes entrepreneurs who realize intrapreneurship as 'key 

individuals with extraordinary dreams apart from their job descriptions'. 

 

There are many definitions related to the concept of intrapreneurship, most of 

which are in the foreign literature. Some of these definitions are as follows; 

 

• According to Bosma and others (2010:8) Intrapreneurship refers to 

'the presence of a sense of responsibility and initiative by 

employees in large organisations, usually for new or innovative 

business and service practices'. 

• According to Fry (1993:373), intrapreneurship is 'innovative 

products and processes developed by creating an entrepreneurial 

culture within an existing organization'.. 

• Leslem(1986:10), 'it is a phenomenon that sharpens the functional 

division between management and investment, and bridges 

investment and development'. 



 
 

 324 

• Başar (2013:21) defines intrapreneurship as 'entrepreneurship 

within an existing organization (business)'. 

• Stoner and Freeman (1992: 157) also describe intrapreneurship as 

'the environment within an existing organization where the need for 

innovation is identified and encouraged'. 

 

Intrapreneurs, on which the literature on intrapreneurship focuses, are 

individuals and groups within the organization who use independent initiatives 

in bottom-up innovation practices(Madu, 2011:42).  

 

Enslin (2010) characterizes intrapreneurs as yet unknown heroes of 

entrepreneurship and defines these individuals or groups as those who think 

and act like 'entrepreneurs' within existing organizations.   

 

The intrapreneur is a special type of 'entrepreneur' and draws many key 

behavioral patterns from the 'entrepreneur'; takes initiative, chases opportunities 

and seeks innovation (Bosma et al. 2010:8). While Kuratko and Hodgetts (1992) 

define intrapreneurs as 'individuals who set goals on their own initiative and 

achieve their goals without needing the help of others', they relatively reduced 

the responsibility of organizations to identify intrapreneurs and provide 

opportunities. 

 

According to Pinchot (1985), the characteristics of intrapreneurs are as follows; 

• Freedom of authority (authority to use initiative), 

• Purpose and reward-oriented motivation, 

• Confidence strengthened with organizational support, 

• Ability to work with multiple environments, 

• Project-oriented, time-limited working skills, 

• Innovative, questioning, harmonious, open-minded approach, 

• Able to take risks within the boundaries drawn by the organization. 

 

According to Altınay (2004:430), intrapreneurs strive to transform the ideas they 

want to turn into profitable products and services into opportunities, and this 

effort provides the opportunity to develop 'innovative' solutions to the problems 

of the business. According to Özkara et al. (2006:221), an entrepreneur is seen 

as a brave, agile, innovative person who sees and evaluates opportunities and 

can take risks. 
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The intrapreneur is, in most cases, a 'salary' individual working within large 

organizations and concentrated on overcoming key hurdles in achieving set 

goals. Special constraints (corporate hierarchy, organizational structure, etc.) 

that are not applicable to the entrepreneur limit the intrapreneur and the 

intrapreneur operates within these constraints(Letsie, 2013:98). 

 

2.1.1. Dimensions of Intrapreneurship 
Although there are different dimensions in the literature, the most common 

dimensioning is as follows 

 

2.1.1.1. Innovation 
Innovation is to increase existing resources by developing new approaches and 

methods and/or to make them efficient, to contribute to technology and product 

knowledge while creating products or services in this direction. In terms of 

intrapreneurship, innovation is a mandatory choice for organizations, especially 

when the market for products and services narrows, competitive pressure 

increases and organizations have to survive in dynamic environments. 

 

Although innovation is grouped by some authors as 'product-related' and 

'technology-related production process' innovations(Antoncic and 

Hisrich:2003:17),  Innovativeness, which is accepted throughout the literature 

as the main dimensions of intrapreneurship, should be defined as a holistic 

approach accepted as a sustainable process and perception in the 

intrapreneurship process. 

 

2.1.1.1.1. Strategic Innovation 
The concept of strategy was first and widely used in military dispatch and 

administration. Among the features of the strategy, there are principles such as 

developing long-term policy for the future, being strong, ensuring the 

appropriateness of purpose and means, effective use of the power at hand, and 

being flexible and cautious. In an economically, socially and administratively 

competitive environment, strategy brings with it connotations of innovation, 

development, activity and harmony with the environment(Bircan, 2002;13). 

Strategic renewal means re-creating the existing mission and changing it 

towards creativity, changing the system and adopting an innovation-oriented 

structure of the organization. (Bozkurt, 2009;39). 
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Mature organizations are often on the way to providing incremental 

improvements to existing offerings, with a focus on new products and services, 

where the spirit of innovation dwindles. Many famous organizations choose this 

traditional path of business growth, designing an innovative product or service, 

growing in global markets, and trying to maintain it for as long as possible. (Kuhn 

and Marsick, 2005:28). 

 

2.1.1.2. Proactivity 

Proactiveness, which Ağca and Kurt (2007:96) define as 'searching for 

opportunities and using initiative in order to catch the change in the 

environment', should also be expressed as one of the most important elements 

that an intrapreneur, who has to exhibit the reflection of its sense of 

entrepreneurship, by taking initiative. 

 

Proactive behavior, which is one of the most prominent functions of 

entrepreneurship is in essence an act of speed and progress. If entrepreneurial 

individuals or organizations prefer and implement proactive approaches, the 

organization will be better equipped to reach the target in the environment they 

are in and to develop planned responses to the situations they will encounter on 

the way. 

 

Proactive behavior, which is one of the most prominent functions of 

Intrapreneurship, is in essence an act of speed and progress. If entrepreneurial 

individuals or organizations prefer and implement proactive approaches, the 

organization will be better equipped to reach the target in the environment they 

are in and to develop planned responses to the situations they will encounter on 

the way. 

 

2.1.1.3. Risk taking 

One of the most important characteristics that an entrepreneur should have is 

the courage to take risks. An entrepreneur is an individual who sees and feels 

the opportunities of the risk in front of the threats it contains. According to Kaya 

(2001:544), the tendency to take risks is the key element used to distinguish 

between managers and entrepreneurs. From this point of view, it would not be 

wrong to state that intrapreneurs will take risks similar to the entrepreneurs, and 

that the risk incurred will be higher than the manager and lower than the 

entrepreneur.  
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The risks that the intrapreneur individual undertakes in the innovation process 

are those that are likely to turn into efficiency and benefit within the scope of 

proactivity skills, but also include harm and danger. The fact that the risks taken 

by the entrepreneur and the intrapreneur are different risks should also be 

expressed at this point. The risk taken by the entrepreneur is crucial and acute 

for the continuation of the organization. The risk taken by the intrapreneur 

carries the possibility for the organization to consume the resources allocated 

for intrapreneurship activities without adding value. The intrapreneur may cause 

a certain amount of budget-resource loss with the risk he has taken. The type 

and intensity of the risk to be taken by the intrapreneur is not allowed to be the 

risks that will endanger the existence of the business, otherwise the intrapreneur 

will have started to use the rights and authorities that the entrepreneur should 

use. 

 

2.1.1.4. Autonomy 

When autonomy is considered in an organizational sense, it can be 

characterized as a concept that expresses acting independently from the 

suffocating organizational barriers that stifle individuals and groups. (Lumpkin 

and Dess, 1996:140).  

 

Autonomy is to have a sense of independence and authority on the way to 

success in many situations such as forming ideas, making decisions, developing 

new forms of action, working units. Many organizations may prefer to reduce the 

level of hierarchy within the organization and to assign more authority to their 

activity units in order to establish autonomy in order to increase intrapreneurship 

within their bodies(Ağca and Kurt, 2007:96). 

 

3. RESEARCH 

3.1. Purpose and importance of the research 

The aim of the research is to determine the intrapreneurship of the employees 

in the mature organizations to be researched and to analyze it according to 

various demographic variables. At this point, it is important in terms of research 

results and applied field. 

 

3.2. Research population and sample 

Within the scope of this study, field research was conducted to test the 

hypotheses developed after the literature review. In this study, in which the data 

were collected by the survey method, the bank enterprise operating in the 
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service sector was taken as a basis. The universe of the research consists of 

the employees of the Mediterranean Regional Directorate of a national bank and 

the branch employees affiliated to this regional directorate. 

 

While determining the number of samples related to the study, Yazıcıoğlu and 

Erdoğan (2004) acted on the basis of the numbers related to the sample sizes 

that should be drawn from different sized universes for sampling errors of a = 

0.05 and ± 0.05 regarding the number of samples that should be drawn 

according to the population number. The number of samples to be collected 

despite the population sizes stated by the researchers is given in the table 

below. 

 

                               Table 1: Sample Sizes for a=0,05 

 +0.05 Sampling 

Error universe size p=0.5  q=0.5 

100 80 

500 217 

750 254 

1000 278 

2500 333 

5000 357 

10000 370 

25000 378 

50000 381 

100000 383 

1000000 384 

10000000 384 

Source: Yazıcıoğlu Y. and Erdoğan, S. (2004). 

 

There are 39 branches and a total of 429 personnel operating in 5 different 

provinces under the responsibility of the regional directorate, which is the subject 

of the research. Questionnaires were delivered to bank employees through face-

to-face interviews and also online. All of the employees were tried to be reached, 

380 people were reached, and 317 survey forms, which were returned and 

available, form the basis of our research. 

 

3.3. Research limitations 

One of the most important limitations of the research is the difficulties 

encountered in reaching the target audience and collecting data, which are 

encountered in many survey studies. While the target audience of the survey 

was determined as the Mediterranean Regional Directorate of a private national 
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bank, the attitudes of the management and employees regarding allocating time 

in their busy working schedule and their limitations in sharing information are the 

most important factors limiting the survey. Another important factor is the time 

constraint in the process of delivering the questionnaire to the target audience, 

ensuring that it is answered, and taking it back again. Another important 

limitation of the research is that it was conducted in only one regional directorate 

and branches affiliated to it, depending on time and cost criteria, within the 

framework of a sample that can be considered narrow considering all the 

employees of the bank. 

 

The fact that the research is carried out in a single sector is a limitation, and it is 

thought that it is possible to compare the results by including different sectors in 

the research to be done in other studies.  

 

3.4. Research hypothesis 

The research hypothesis is set up as follows. 

H1. There is a significant relationship between the intrapreneurship of mature 

organizational employees and demographic variables. 

 

3.5. Data collection 

The questionnaire form used in the research consists of two parts, the 

information form with demographic questions and the intrapreneurship scale. In 

the questionnaire form used in the research, a scale consisting of five-interval 

metric expressions containing different dimensions to measure intrapreneurship 

was used. In the literature review, it was seen that the scale used for 

intrapreneurship was mostly developed by Naktiyok (2004), and the scale 

consisting of 21 expressions and 4 dimensions developed by Durmaz (2011), 

was used by making use of this scale. 5-point Likert type scale was used in the 

research, starting from "Strongly Disagree" and continuing to "Strongly Agree". 

In the first part, there are questions to determine the socio-demographic 

characteristics of the participants such as age, marital status, gender, 

educational status, total working time in the profession, the unit they work and 

their positions in the workplace; In the second part of the questionnaire, there 

are 21 statements to measure intrapreneurship. 

 

Statistical package programs were used to evaluate the information obtained 

through surveys as a result of the research by transferring them to the computer 

environment and the data were analyzed by statistical package program. In 
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addition, in order to test the effects on the variables, reliability analysis, 

explanatory factor analysis, multiple regression analysis, one-way analysis of 

variance (anova) and T-test analyzes were used in the study. 

 

3.5.1. Internal Consistency Analysis and simplification of the 

scale 

Reliability, which is one of the features that the scale should have, is an indicator 

of the stability of the measurement values obtained in repeated measurements 

under the same conditions with a measurement tool (Öncü, 1994). Reliability 

can be calculated by various methods in statistics and the numerical value 

obtained is called the reliability coefficient. The most commonly used method for 

calculating the reliability coefficient is the Cronbach's Alpha coefficient obtained 

with the SPSS package program. This coefficient varies between 0 and 1 (Avcı, 

2005: 164). 

 

In order to talk about the reliability of the scale used in the research, the Alpha 

coefficient should be 0.65 and above (Kuyumcu, 2011:80). At the same time, it 

can be said that the closer the Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient is to 1, the higher 

the reliability of the scale. The following table shows the reliability analysis 

results for the questions of intrapreneurship in mature organizations. 

 

First of all, internal consistency test was applied in reducing the questions of the 

scale consisting of intrapreneurship expressions obtained as a result of the 

literature review. In order to increase the internal homogeneity of the scale, the 

item-total correlations and statistics showing the internal consistency of the 

remaining variables (Alpha if item deleted if a variable is deleted) were 

evaluated. The intrapreneurship scale was included in the questionnaire as 21 

questions without any changes as in the literature. By looking at the correlation 

values of the expressions, 5 expressions with low factor loading were removed 

and a total of 16 questions were processed for analysis. As a result of the test 

performed after the reductions were made, the Cronbach's Alpha value for 

intrapreneurship was determined as α= 0.823. 

 

Table 2:  Intrapreneurship Scale Reliability Analysis Results 

 

 

 

 

MAIN FACTORS CRONBACH’S ALPHA 

Intrapreneurship in Mature 

Organizations 

Number of samples:  317  Number of expressions:21  

CRONBACH’S ALPHA: ,823  
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Reliability analysis was performed using the SPSS 22.0 package program. As 

seen in Table 2, the Alpha values obtained as a result of the reliability analyzes 

applied for intra-organizational entrepreneurship in mature organizations were 

found to be sufficient in terms of being higher than the lower limit (0.70) required 

for the scale accepted in the field of social sciences to be considered reliable. 

With these results, it is seen that the internal consistency ratio of the scale of 

intrapreneurship questions in mature organizations is high.  

 

3.5.2. Validity of the scale 

Validity is the degree to which a measurement tool can accurately measure the 

feature it aims to measure without confusing it with any other feature (Tekin, 

1977). Validity of the scale means that it is free from systematic and random 

errors. If the scale is reliable, it means that random errors have been eliminated 

during the measurement process. A scale is reliable if it does not contain random 

errors. However, this depends on the scale being free of systematic errors. 

Therefore, for a scale to be 'valid' it must be 'reliable', but being 'reliable' does 

not mean that it is 'valid' (Yükselen, 2011:115-116). Even if the reliability of the 

measurement tool is determined with an appropriate method, since the reliability 

is related to the stability of the measurement tool, the procedure is "What is 

wanted to be measured with the measurement tool used?", "Can the items 

accurately measure what is intended to be measured?" cannot answer the 

questions (Gümüş, 1977). For this purpose, in the study, firstly, studies were 

carried out to determine whether the meaning validity was provided or not. 

 

3.6. Research findings 

In this section, the findings obtained as a result of the research are mentioned. 

First of all, the demographic characteristics of the participants were examined, 

and then analyzes such as explanatory factor analysis, difference analysis and 

regression analysis were applied. 

 

The demographic characteristics of the participants as a result of the research 

are summarized in the table below. 
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3.6.1. Demographic characteristics of participants 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3: Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

 

In the first part of the questionnaire, a total of 11 questions were directed to 

determine the demographic characteristics of the research participants. The last 

two questions of the questionnaire consisting of age, gender, marital status, total 

working time at the current workplace, position, working time in the current 

position, education level, department, bank and the region where the bank is 

located, are the questions of all participants in the same bank. It was not taken 

into account in the evaluation due to its work in the region. These last two 

demographic questions can be used in a similar and detailed study. 

 

As can be seen in Table 3, the demographic characteristics of the participants 

E
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e 
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EXPRESSIONS Frequency % 
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e 

W
o
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p
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ce

 

EXPRESSIONS Frequency % 

20-25 71 22,4 0-5 Years 155 48,9 

26-30 89 28,1 6-10  Years 111 35,1 

31-35 87 27,4 11-15  Years 41 12,9 

36-40 46 14,5 16-20  Years 8 2,5 

41-45 14 4,4 
21  Years and Above 2 0,6 

46 years and above 10 3,2 

E
d

u
ca

ti
o

n
 S

ta
tu

s 

High school 16 5 

P
o

si
ti

o
n

 a
t 

W
o

rk
 

Authorized 123 38,7 

Associate Degree 22 6,9 Director's Assistant 68 21,6 

Licence Degree 243 76,7 Director 81 25,5 

Master Degree 33 10,4 Manager 22 6,95 

Doctorate 3 1 Security 23 7,25 

W
o

rk
in

g
 T

im
e 

in
 

C
u

rr
en

t 
P

o
si

ti
o

n
 

0-3  Years 147 46,4 

W
o

rk
in

g
 D

ep
ar

tm
en

t 

Security 23 7,3 

4-7  Years 117 36,9 Operation 116 36,6 

8-11  Years 42 13,3 Agriculture 16 5 

12-15  Years 9 2,8 Individual services 65 20,5 

16 Years and Above 2 0,6 SME\Business 62 19,6 

G
en

d
er

 Woman 146 46.1 Regional 16 5 

Man 171 53.9 Management 19 6 

M
ar

it
al

 

S
ta

tu
s 

Married 186 58,7    

Single 131 41,3 
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were tested using frequency and percentage statistics. 53.9% of the research 

participants are men and 46.1% are women. According to the marital status 

variable, 186 people and 58.7% of the participants are 'Married', 131 people and 

41.3% are 'Single'. When the research participants are examined over the age 

variable; It is possible to say that the highest number of participants is between 

the ages of 26-30. The share of this group in the total participant rate is 28.1%, 

and the total number of participants in this age group is 89. As a result of the 

examination of the participants over the variable of educational status, it is seen 

that the group with the highest frequency consists of those who state their 

education level as undergraduate. The share of those with a bachelor's degree 

in the total participants is quite high, with 76.7%, and the number of those with 

a bachelor's degree is 243. When the position variable in the workplace is 

examined, it is seen that the group with the highest number of participants is 

those who work in the authorized position with 123 people. This group takes a 

share of 38.7% from the total. Authorized positions respectively with 81 people 

and 25.5% share, directors, 68 people and 21.6% share, assistant directors, 23 

people and 7.25% share, security employees and finally Managerial positions 

are followed by 22 people and a share of 6.95%. 

 

When the departments in which the bank employees work are examined, it is 

seen that the total number of participants is 317, with 116 people, the operation 

staff has the highest number. The share of this group among all employees is 

36.6%. Retail Marketing employees with 65 people and a share of 20.5%, 

Enterprise-SME employees with a share of 62 people and 19.6%, security 

employees with 23 people and a share of 7.3%, respectively. There are 19 

people, with a 6% share, employees in managerial positions, and lastly, the 16-

person cluster and 5% share with the same number and ratio of agricultural unit 

employees and regional directorate employees. 

 

When the variable of working time of the participants in the workplace is 

examined; It is seen that the number of those who are in the 0-5 year working 

range has a high rate of 48.9% with 155 people. When the last one of the 

demographic variables in our research, 'Time working in the current position', is 

examined, it is seen that the number of participants in the 0-3 years range is 147 

and the ratio of all participants is 46.4%. This ratio is respectively; 117 people 

with 36.9% in the 4-7 years range, 42 participants in the 8-11 years range with 

13.3%, 9 participants with a rate of 2.8% in the 12-15 years range, and the last 

2 employees with a current position of 16 years or more follow with a rate of 

0.6%. 
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3.6.2. Explanatory Factor Analysis 

Explanatory factor analysis (EFA) was applied to test the construct validity of the 

scale. Explanatory factor analysis is factor analysis that is used to derive new 

independent variables (factors) from each other with fewer (k<p) and 

independent from each other by using the covariance or correlation matrix of the 

data. With this method, fewer factors explaining the original variability from p 

number of variables are determined, and the factor loads, factor coefficients, 

factor scores of these factors are calculated, and scores that are highly 

correlated with the original variables but not among themselves are derived 

(Özdamar, 1999). 

 

The scales used in the research are theoretically strong as they have been 

tested in other studies and their validity and reliability have been proven. In 

addition, explanatory factor analysis was applied to test which factor did not 

include the survey variables. 

 

3.6.2.1. Intrapreneurship Scale Explanatory Factor Analysis 

As a result of the reliability analysis carried out for the intrapreneurship scale, it 

was seen that the Cronbach's alpha value of the scale was 0.823. The fact that 

the result is very close to 1 indicates that the scale has a high percentage of 

reliability. 

 

Table 4 shows the separated dimensions and the values obtained as a result of 

the explanatory factor analysis of the intrapreneurship scale. 
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Table 4: Factor Analysis Results Regarding the Intrapreneurship Scale 

 

The dimensions of intrapreneurship that emerged as a result of factor analysis 

are as follows: 

 

1.Factor: Proactivity 

When the general variance percentages of the proactivity factor are analyzed, it 

is seen that this factor constitutes 16.43% of the explained variance. All 4 

statements in the proactivity dimension of the scale developed by Durmaz 

(2011) from Naktiyok were included in the questionnaire, and statement number 

Variables 
Factor Loads 

Eigen 
Values 

Explained 
Variance 

Cronbach's 
Alfa 

1 2 3 4    

Factor 1:  Proactivity (P) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

2,63 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16,43 ,743 

P14 My organization uses the ideas of its 
employees in long-term planning. 

,796       

P15 My organization uses time, money and human 
resources effectively to evaluate opportunities. 

,772    
  

 

P3 My  organization leaves free space to its 
employees in a new project. 

,669       

P21 My organization supports its employees in 
developing new applications and innovations 

,614    
  

 

Factor 2:  Autonomy (A) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2,33 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

14,60 ,717 

A16 I can make decisions without consulting my 
superiors while innovating about my business. 

 ,768   
  

 

A9 I prefer to take on a mission alone  ,714      

A19 In business life, my own thoughts are more 
important than the opinions of others. 

 ,700      

A17 I can disable my organization's standard 
procedures when innovating 

 ,605      

Factor 3:  ınnovation (I) 2,23 13,97 ,698 

I12 I strive to innovate about my work   ,679     

I6 I am open to new ideas   ,657     

I7 My organization encourages its employees to 
be innovative 

  ,630     

I13 My institution attaches importance to R&D 
activities, technological developments and 
innovation. 

  ,589  
  

 

I5 My institution reduces bureaucracy for the 
emergence of new ideas 

  ,510     

Factor 4: Risk Taking(R) 

 
 

1,89 

 

11,82 ,599 

R10 Environments of uncertainty also create an 
opportunity to attack. 

   ,774    

R11 I do not refrain from making drastic changes 
when I am on an important job. 

   ,683    

R20 I like risky jobs with opportunity.    ,613    

Total variance explained :   56,82         KMO sample adequacy measurement :  ,794  ,         Chisquare : 1355,615   P:,000 
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2 of the 4 statements 'My institution tries to be ahead instead of following other 

businesses' and statement no. 8 'My institution follows developments. Although 

they were excluded from the scale because they did not carry a sufficient factor 

load, statements 14 and 21 in the original scale were included in the same way 

under the proactivity dimension, while the expression number 3 under the 

autonomy dimension 'My institution gives free movement to its employees in a 

new project' is associated with risk taking. The statement numbered 15 under 

the dimension 'My institution uses time, money and human resources effectively 

to seize opportunities' was included under the proactivity dimension as a result 

of the EFA. The statement 'My institution benefits from the ideas of its 

employees in long-term planning' had the highest factor load of 0.796. 

 

2.Factor: Autonomy 

When the general variance percentages of the autonomy factor are analyzed, it 

is seen that this factor constitutes 14.60% of the explained variance. All 6 

statements in the autonomy dimension of the scale were included in the 

questionnaire, while 2 statements out of 6 were gathered under the other 

dimensions, while the statements 9-16-17-19 were gathered under the same 

dimension. As a result of the EFA, no other expressions were included under 

this factor other than the other factors. The statement number 16, 'I can take 

decisions without consulting my superiors while producing innovations about my 

job' had the highest factor load with 0.796. 

 

3.Factor: Innovation 

When the general variance percentages of the innovation factor are analyzed, it 

is seen that this factor constitutes 13.97% of the explained variance. All 5 items 

in the innovation dimension of the scale were included in the survey, and 18 out 

of 5 items 'Empowering subordinates helps to come up with innovative ideas' 

was removed from the scale because it did not carry sufficient factor load, but 

no. 5 under the autonomy dimension 'My institution uses bureaucracy for the 

emergence of new ideas'. The expression 'reduces' was included under the 

innovation dimension as a result of the EFA. The expression 'I strive to innovate 

in my work' had the highest factor load of 0.679. 

 

4.Factor: Risk Taking  

The risk-taking factor in the study constitutes 11.82% of the explained variance. 

All 6 statements in the risk-taking dimension of the scale were included in the 

questionnaire, and statements 10, 11, and 20 out of 6 were gathered under the 

risk-taking factor by carrying sufficient factor loads. The statement number 1 'I 
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take any risk for the success of my mission' and the statement number 4 'I am 

brave when making decisions under uncertainty' were excluded from the 

evaluation because they did not have sufficient factor load. The one with the 

highest load is the expression 'Ambiences of uncertainty also create an 

opportunity to attack'. 

 

3.6.3. Difference Analysis 

In this part of the research, for the main purpose of the research, the information 

about whether there are statistically significant differences between the sub-

dimensions of intrapreneurship and demographic variables was tried to be 

determined by difference analysis (“t” test and ANOVA). 

 

The table below summarizes whether there is a significant difference between 

the four sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship and the demographic variables 

such as gender and marital status. 

 

Table 5: “T-Test” Between Intraprenaurship Dimensions and Gender and 

Marital Status 

 

     Factors                                                                              “t” Test                                              

 Gender  
F and Sig. 

 
 

Marital 
Status 
F and Sig. 

 

Factor 1:Proactivity  4,314/,039  7,141/,008  
Factor 2:Autonomy  1,474/,226  ,011/,917  
Factor 3:Innovation  4,916/,027  14,665/,000  
Factor 4:Risk Taking  1,627/,203  1,236/,267  

 

As a result of the 't-test' conducted to determine the differences between the 

four sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship and the demographic variables 'gender' 

and 'martial status'; It was determined that there were significant differences 

between the proactivity dimension and both gender and marital status variables, 

and between the innovativeness dimension and both gender and marital status 

variables. Another remarkable point is that there was no difference between the 

dimensions of autonomy and risk taking and these two demographic variables. 
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Table 6: “Anova Test” Between Intraprenaurship Dimensions and Demographic 

Variables 

 

     Factors                                                                              Anova (F)                                                 

Age Working 
Period 

Education Pozition Working Period 
of Current 
Pozition 

Working  
Departmant 

Factor 1: Proactivity ,392/,854 ,443/,777 2,662/,033 ,991/,423 1,344/,253 2,742/,013 
Factor 2: Autonomy 1,263/,280 2,507/,042 ,837/,503 ,339/,889 ,713/,584 ,712/,640 
Factor 3: Innovation ,863/,506 2,401/,050 3,728/,006 ,438/,822 ,490/,743 1,432/,202 
Factor 4:Risk Taking 1,346/,245 3,399/,010 2,401/,050 ,720/,609 1,037/,388 1,495/,179 

 

Table 6 summarizes whether there is a significant difference between the four 

sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship and six demographic variables. 

 

As a result of the difference analysis between the dimensions of 

intrapreneurship and seven demographic variables; No significant differences 

were found between age, position and working time in the current position and 

intrapreneurship dimensions. On the other hand, significant differences were 

found between the demographic variable of working time and the dimensions of 

autonomy, innovativeness and risk taking. There are significant differences 

between education, another demographic variable, and proactivity, 

innovativeness and risk-taking dimensions. Finally, it is seen that there is a 

significant difference between proactivity and the department worked. 

 

3.6.4. Review of the research hypothesis 

In order to test the developed hypothesis, difference (t test, anova) and 

regression analyzes were performed. With these analyses, the tables showing 

the acceptance and rejection of the main hypothesis and its sub-hypotheses are 

given below. 

 

H1. There is a significant relationship between intrapreneurship and 

demographic variables 

 

When the relationship between intrapreneurship and demographic variables is 

examined statistically, it is possible to generate 36 sub-hypotheses from 4 

dimensions and 9 demographic variables, but demographic variables that are 

thought to contribute to the study are included in the subject. Below is the table 

showing the sub-hypothesis results of the main hypothesis of the relationship 

between intrapreneurship and demographic variables. 
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Tablo 7: Sub-Hypotheses of the H1 Hypothesis 

Hypothesis Content Accept/Reject 

H1. There is a significant relationship between intrapreneurship and demographic variables Accept 

H1a1. There is a significant difference between proactiveness, which is one of the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, and the 
age variable. 

Reject 

H1a2. There is a significant difference between the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, autonomy and age. Reject 

H1a3. There is a significant difference between innovativeness, which is one of the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, and the 
age variable. 

Reject 

H1a4. There is a significant difference between risk taking, which is one of the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, and the age 
variable. 

Reject 

H1a5. There is a significant difference between the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, proactivity and gender. Accept 

H1a6. There is a significant difference between the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, autonomy and gender. Reject 

H1a7. There is a significant difference between the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, innovativeness and gender. Accept 

H1a8. There is a significant difference between risk taking and gender variable, which is one of the sub-dimensions of 
intrapreneurship. 

Reject 

 H1a9. There is a significant difference between proactivity, which is one of the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, and the 
variable of educational status. 

Accept 

H1a10. There is a significant difference between the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, autonomy and educational status. Reject 

H1a11. There is a significant difference between innovativeness, which is one of the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, and the 
variable of educational status. 

Accept 

H1a12. There is a significant difference between risk taking, which is one of the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, and the 
education level variable. 

Accept 

H1a13. There is a significant difference between proactivity, which is one of the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, and the 
variable of working time in the workplace. 

Reject 

H1a14. There is a significant difference between autonomy, which is one of the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, and the 
variable of working time in the workplace. 

Accept 

H1a15. There is a significant difference between innovativeness, which is one of the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, and the 
variable of working time in the workplace. 

Accept 

H1a16. There is a significant difference between risk taking, which is one of the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, and the 
variable of working time at the workplace. 

Accept 

 

In order to test the H1 hypothesis, demographic variables such as age, gender, 

educational status and working time at the workplace, which are thought to 

contribute to the research, were included in the hypotheses. 

 

There was no significant difference between all the dimensions of 

intrapreneurship and the demographic variable of age. While the expected 

situation is that there is a difference between age and these sub-dimensions, no 

significant difference was found between any sub-dimension and the age 

variable. When the age ranges of the research participants are examined, it is 

seen that there is an accumulation of 93% in the 20-40 age range. The banking 

sector is a sector with a high turnover rate and a high density of young workers. 

It is thought that the concentration of the participants in the specified 20 age 
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range will result in such a result. 

 

While there is a significant difference between the gender demographic variable 

and the sub-dimensions of intrapreneurship, innovativeness and proactivity, 

there is no significant difference between the dimensions of autonomy and risk 

taking. Although the ratio of women and men among the research participants 

is almost equal. 

 

While there was no significant difference between the educational status 

variable and only the autonomy sub-dimension, there were significant 

differences between the innovativeness, proactiveness and risk-taking 

dimensions. Considering that 76% of the participants have a bachelor's degree, 

it can be concluded that those in this education group are prone to innovation, 

proactivity and risk taking. 

 

While there was no significant relationship between the demographic variables, 

the variable of working time at the workplace and proactivity, one of the sub-

dimensions of intrapreneurship, it was concluded that there were significant 

differences between the other three dimensions. When the distribution of 

working time in the workplace is examined, it is seen that the participants in the 

0-10 years range are at a very high level, such as 84%. It is expected that the 

participants, who are in the first years of their professional life, will exhibit a 

proactive, innovative and risk-taking behavior. 

 

As explained in detail above, it was concluded that there is a significant 

relationship between demographic variables and intrapreneurship, which is the 

H1 hypothesis. 

 

4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

As organizations grow, their ability to act decreases, decisions are taken late as 

they cannot overcome bureaucratic walls, and this result brings inertia. Inertia 

creates great disadvantages for organizations and even shortens the life of the 

organization. Even though the inertia of organizations seems to be a normal 

consequence of their life cycles, a solution to delaying this end or getting out of 

inertia is through internal entrepreneurship. 

 

Being able to produce innovation for the future of a small or large organization, 

a country or even the world is an indispensable part of the business. Being able 
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to produce innovation is as important as bringing this innovation to a sustainable 

point and maintaining it is of vital importance. For organizations, gaining 

competitive advantage and surviving is likewise being able to produce 

innovation, and the most effective way of producing innovation is through 

internal entrepreneurship. Because in organizations that can include 

intrapreneurship, the members of the organization will be included in the game, 

and as a result, both themselves and their organizations will win. On the other 

hand, intrapreneurship includes autonomy, proactivity, risk taking and 

innovation, and organizations that can keep these dimensions alive will have 

another important advantage. 

 

As underlined in the previous sections, intrapreneurship finds a place for itself 

in an existing organization and plays a role in the renewal and transformation of 

the organization as a result of an initiative. Researchers concluded that 

intrapreneurship provides 'revitalization' and 'performance improvement' to 

businesses. According to Duobiene (2013:591), successful regeneration of 

mature organizations depends on top management's ability to tolerate mistakes 

and encourage employees to take risks. 

 

Risk taking and innovation are among the dimensions of intrapreneurship, and 

according to Thornberry (2001:526), intrapreneurship is a function that can bring 

flexibility and vitality to organizations that face the risk of recession. 

 

Naktiyok and Kök (2006) state that intrapreneurship helps profitability, strategic 

renewal, innovation, knowledge acquisition and action for international success. 

If the literature about the results of intrapreneurship is briefly mentioned; It is 

stated that intrapreneurship positively affects business performance (Augusto & 

Caldeirinha, 2012), it affects individual and organizational decisions and product 

characteristics in order to evaluate different opportunities with entrepreneurship 

(Parker, 2011), organizations with intense intrapreneur character have more 

growth capacity than others. (Antoncic and Hisrich,2001), it provides effective 

use of resources and increases firm performance (Zahra, 1991:262), the intense 

efforts of internal entrepreneurs on innovation have a significant effect on 

motivating organizational employees (Yaghoubi et al. 2008:15), and internal 

entrepreneurship increases employee satisfaction. It has been stated by the 

researchers that it increases the number of qualified employees and prevents 

them from leaving the organization (Kaya and Arkan, 2005:8). 

 

It is very important for businesses to get the highest possible benefit from their 
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internal customers. In terms of business, this resource is the cheapest as well 

as the only resource that can make a difference from other inputs. One of the 

ways to use this resource effectively is through intrapreneurship. As emphasized 

in the literature, intrapreneurship not only increases the motivation and 

productivity of employees, but also eliminates negative consequences such as 

leaving the job. At this point, business owners should first transform their 

organizational culture into a structure that encourages intrapreneurship. 
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