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Abstract 

Intriguingly, it has been found that M&A can often result in performance deficits, which are attributed to various factors related 
to the M&A process. While the cause of this performance dip remains largely unexplained, the literature suggests that IEO might 
be an explaining factor. Hence, this study explored the multifaceted nature of Individual Entrepreneurial Orientation (IEO) in SMEs 
that were involved in M&A by answering the research question "How do the factors that impact entrepreneurial orientation differ 
between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs in SMEs?". This research question is answered using a mixed-methods approach, using 
primary data collected by field research in the form of a questionnaire and by conducting interviews. The investigation of the 
determining factors for IEO opened the black box of IEO determinants and identified education, decision-making, strength, 
autonomy and organizational culture as key predictors for IEO in SMEs. These factors were found to significantly influence one or 
more factors of IEO, those factors being risk-taking, innovativeness, proactivity, passion, and perseverance. In addition, a 
comparative intergroup analysis between entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs was conducted, though merely any significant 
differences were discovered. The results showed that a higher degree of passion was observed among the intrapreneurial group. 
The equal level of most IEO factors between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs, and the higher level of passion of intrapreneurs 
provides an interesting contradiction to common believe which is recommended to explore in further studies. This study also 
examined the effects of mergers and acquisitions (M&A) on IEO. While M&A did not significantly influence IEO, the possibility to 
express IEO was impacted by organizational limitations, trust, and autonomy levels post-M&A. The findings have wider implications 
for the study of entrepreneurship and M&A. Thus, this research not only extends our understanding of the factors influencing IEO 
but also provides valuable insights for business management and industry stakeholders to develop strategies stimulating IEO in 
SMEs. 
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1. Introduc�on 
The Dutch insurance intermediary market has 
undergone a process of consolida�on in recent years. 
This phase is characterized by a trend of mergers and 
acquisi�ons (M&A) among intermediaries, leading to 
a concentra�on of market power among a smaller 
number of larger firms. The case-study company is an 
insurance broker that specializes in providing non-life 
insurance services for individuals and businesses, as 
well as mortgages. In response to the consolida�on 
trend, the case-study company has sought to 
capitalize on this phase by acquiring smaller, locally-
rooted intermediaries. As of the beginning of 2023, 
the case-study company comprises between 50 and 
100 subsidiaries. The local offices exploited by the 
case-study company are classified as small and 
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). Underlying each 
M&A is an agreement that differs for every taken-
over subsidiary, where agreements are made on 
ownership and management. Not all entrepreneurs 

who sell their company to the case-study company 
leave. Many of the (former) entrepreneurs con�nue 
their ac�vi�es, some of them with a limited number of 
shares while others are re-employed without owning 
any of the shares. The case-study company places a 
strong emphasis on reaching an agreement that 
enables the con�nua�on of the strong and local 
entrepreneurial network.  
 
Not only for the case-study company but rather 
globally, M&A has become an increasingly popular 
strategy for companies to grow and expand their 
business. M&As are also commonly used as a strategy 
for value crea�on and growth, although contrary 
results have been found by researchers (Corporate 
leadership council and McKinsey & Company, derived 
from Vazirani, 2012). Most M&A’s have led to nega�ve 
firm performance a�er M&A, inherited from the 
uncertain nature of M&A transac�ons and their o�en 
poorly designed strategies leading to high risk. 
Notably, 77 percent of the M&As that technically 
succeed s�ll failed in achieving the ini�ally stated goals 
(Corporate leadership council and McKinsey & 
Company, derived from Vazirani, 2012). These 
nega�ve post-M&A effects appear on an 
organiza�onal and personal level and have been 
iden�fied as contribu�ng factors to M&A failure. The 
exis�ng body of literature provides evidence for 
moderate levels of (individual) entrepreneurial 
orienta�on ((I)EO) to dampen the nega�ve effects of 
M&A (Simpson & Sariol, 2022). While EO has 
tradi�onally been studied as an organiza�onal 
construct, it has more recently been studied as both 
an individual and organiza�onal construct. The 
construct of (I)EO is suggested to help mi�gate the risk 
involved in M&A that eventually results in M&A 
failure.  
 
However, the impact of M&A on IEO is not fully 
understood yet. EO is linked to dampening possible 
nega�ve post-M&A effects, hence leading to beter 
performance (Simpson & Sariol, 2022). As IEO is linked 
to beter post-M&A performance, it is crucial to 
understand the influence of M&A on IEO. Research to 
date provides evidence that organiza�onal changes 
that are inherent to M&A affect IEO. A comprehensive 
academic assessment of the organiza�onal changes 
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caused by M&A that influence IEO is lacking, as well 
as an intergroup assessment of IEO differences 
between entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs. However, 
despite the absence of a comprehensive academic 
assessment, literature provides evidence for post-
M&A effects on EO that widely vary. These post-M&A  
effects have been found to nega�vely influence EO in 
most cases. However, again, a comprehensive 
overview of post-M&A effects on (I)EO is lacking. 
 
The goal of this study is to grant insight into the 
previously opaque determinants of, differences 
between, and M&A effects on IEO of intrapreneurs 
and (former) entrepreneurs in SMEs. Hence, 
contribu�ng to the exis�ng literature on M&A 
combined with IEO, and to provide points of aten�on 
to integra�on managers during and a�er M&A to 
enhance or establish IEO. Consequently, the research 
ques�on is: "How do the factors that impact 
entrepreneurial orientation differ between 
intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs in SMEs?". Within 
the context of this study, the entrepreneurs are 
considered to be the former entrepreneurs who have 
sold their company either fully or par�ally. Although 
the former entrepreneur, who sold all of his or her 
shares, is technically transformed into an 
intrapreneur, this person is s�ll considered an 
entrepreneur in the context of this study due to his or 
her entrepreneurial history. Answering the research 
ques�on starts with research on determining factors 
of IEO, followed by differences between 
intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs, and finally, post-
M&A changes in IEO are retrieved. The previous leads 
to the following sub-ques�ons:  
 
1. "What are the determining factors for IEO among SMEs?"  
2. "How does IEO differ between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs in SMEs?”  
3. "In what way does participating in a merger or acquisition 
affect the IEO of entrepreneurs in SMEs who transition into 
intrapreneurs within the acquiring organization?"  
 
Sub-ques�ons one to three are examined by using a 
mixed-methods approach. The first part of the 
proposed mixed-methods approach is a 
ques�onnaire, while the second part of the mixed-
methods approach consists of interviews. The core 
purpose of the ques�onnaire is to func�on as a tool 

to gather quan�ta�ve data to determine IEO and the 
proposed independent variables. The interview is 
used to gain a deeper qualita�ve insight into the 
effects of M&A. Moreover, the interviews also serve 
as a robustness check of the conceptual framework 
deducted from theory. Hence, sub-ques�ons one and 
two are based on the ques�onnaire, whereas the 
interviews are the fundament of answering sub-
ques�on three.  
 
The present study contributes to the exis�ng body of 
knowledge on M&A and entrepreneurial orienta�on 
by providing quan�ta�ve research on factors that 
influence IEO as presented by Santos et al. (2020) in 
the context of sub-ques�on one, as well as exploring 
intergroup differences between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs in the context of sub-ques�on two. 
Furthermore, a qualita�ve understanding of the 
percep�on and experiences encountered by 
individuals within the case study company is provided 
in the context of sub-ques�on three, being insurance 
intermediary companies involved in M&A. The study 
will also aim to iden�fy any paterns or commonali�es 
in sub-ques�ons one to three among the experiences 
of different entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs. The 
findings of this research have important implica�ons 
for companies that are considering M&A as a strategy 
for growth, as well as for the intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs within the acquired company. 
Furthermore, the study will also contribute to the field 
of entrepreneurship by clarifying how M&A can 
impact IEO and on what factors integra�on managers 
should focus on to enhance individual 
entrepreneurship. The study will also be relevant for 
academics and prac��oners in the field of strategic 
management, as it will provide insights into how 
companies can navigate and succeed in the M&A 
environment.  
 
The prac�cal relevance of this thesis is twofold. First, 
this study provides valuable insights for companies 
considering or having recently undergone M&A. The 
findings of this study support companies and 
integra�on managers by enhancing their 
understanding of the poten�al impact of M&A on IEO 
within an acquired company, and how to retain and 
support intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs with their 
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entrepreneurial mindset. This informa�on is 
par�cularly useful for companies that are looking to 
maintain or increase post-M&A firm performance by 
enhancing IEO. Second, the findings of this study are 
also valuable for individuals within an acquired 
company. The study will provide insights into how 
M&A can impact IEO, and how they can navigate and 
succeed in their new M&A environment. This 
informa�on is par�cularly useful for individuals who 
have an entrepreneurial mindset and want to 
con�nue to iden�fy and pursue new opportuni�es 
within the acquired company. Furthermore, the 
insights generated by this study may also be relevant 
for policymakers and regulators who are interested in 
understanding the effects of M&A on the workforce 
and the economy.  
 
First, the current state of the literature is given in 
sec�on two; theore�cal framework. Derived from the 
available literature and the background of the 
situa�on, the conceptual framework is provided in 
sec�on three. Sec�on four provides the methodology 
used in this research. Sec�on five provides the 
statement of results, whereas the sixth sec�on 
discusses the result. Following up on the discussion, 
sec�ons seven, eight, nine and ten men�on 
implica�ons, limita�ons, the conclusion, and 
recommenda�ons. 
 
2. Theoretical framework 
This theore�cal framework provides a 
comprehensive but concise overview of the current 
posi�on of research on M&A, (I)EO, and the effects of 
M&A on (I)EO. First, a specific summa�on of 
knowledge on the topic of IEO is stated, where a 
specific look is taken into the impact, factors, and 
influencing variables. Following up on the knowledge 
of IEO, available literature on intergroup differences 
between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs is stated. 
Finally, the limited amount of research on the effects 
of M&A on IEO is stated. 
 
2.1 (Individual) entrepreneurial orientation 
Research on EO is embraced by researchers as a 
supercharger for the iden�fica�on and seizure of new 
opportuni�es in business environments and is found  
 

as an antecedent for innova�on and growth. As a key 
driver for organiza�onal performance, the topic has 
been extensively researched concerning the thriving 
factors behind the construct of EO. EO is 
mul�dimensional and found to be explained by 
various factors. 
 
The academic community has extensively explored 
the implica�ons of EO. Numerous effects of EO have 
been highlighted in the exis�ng literature by several 
studies. O�en recurring, EO has been linked to 
posi�vely affect firm performance. Further specifying 
these effects on firm performance, (I)EO is found to 
affect profitability, growth, sustainable performance, 
technological opportunism, innova�on performance, 
and product innova�on (Matos, 2021; Tang et al., 
2008; Yadegaridehkordi et al., 2023; Cho & Lee, 2020; 
Urban and Maphumulo, 2021). To a more personal 
extent, entrepreneurial abili�es have been found to 
explain behavior in the workplace (Bolton & Lane, 
2012). Of specific relevance to this study is the finding 
of Hunt (2021). Hunt (2021) linked moderate levels of 
EO to genera�ng posi�ve returns for the acquiring 
firm, whereas low and high levels of EO are linked to 
the destruc�on of value. 
 
Despite the clear effects of EO, the extensively 
researched topic of EO has divided researchers since 
the fundaments of EO were laid. In the late 20th 
century, the fundaments for current research were 
formed (Miller, 1983; Covin & Slevin, 1989; Lumpkin & 
Dess, 1996). Early research had a main focus on 
organiza�onal-level EO, whereas in more recent years 
EO on the individual level is more extensively being 
researched. Preliminary, ini�al studies focused on EO 
as an organiza�onal construct (Miller, 1983; Covin & 
Slevin 1989; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Although Miller 
(1983) already proposed the concept of EO on the 
individual level, it was not up to the 21st century that 
scholars showed an interest in IEO. Recently, the topic 
of EO has gained a lot of aten�on and has been 
researched extensively on an organiza�onal and 
personal level and in different dimensions. Although 
an in-depth review of organiza�onal EO is beyond the 
scope of this research as this study focuses on IEO, the 
fundaments of IEO originate from organiza�onal  
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entrepreneurial orienta�on (OEO). 
 
In all those years of research on (I)EO, there have 

been many atempts to achieve consensus on the 
defini�on of IEO. However, litle consensus is 
achieved, indica�ng the need for more research to 
face this lack of consensus on the (I)EO construct. 
Commonly, the all-encompassing EO term is referred 
to as the ability of organiza�ons to capture 
opportuni�es to improve firm performance. The sub-
level of EO, IEO, is generally referred to as the EO on 
the individual level where an individual’s abili�es are 
used for business strategy. In recent years however, 
researchers have shown a growing interest in EO as a 
mul�-dimensional construct that contains individual 
as well as organiza�onal EO (Bolton & Lane, 2012; 
Ferreira et al., 2016; Badoiu et al, 2020). The 
existence of IEO is acknowledged by Covin & Slevin 
(2014) and found to interrelate with OEO (Niemann 
et al. 2022). The call by Covin and Slevin (2014) 

regarding more research and agreement on the 
construct of EO remains in dispute.  
 
The characteris�cs of (I)EO have been researched 
extensively. The fundamental work of Miller (1983) 
and research to date overarchingly use the 
organiza�onal as well as the IEO construct as risk-
taking, innova�veness, and proac�vity. However, 
follow-up research provided litle consensus about 
addi�onal factors that belong to the core of OEO. Due 
to the rise of IEO as opposed to OEO, the concept of 
intrapreneurial orienta�on has gained more aten�on 
as opposed to EO, although the literature on this 
bifurca�on in IEO remains scarce. Covin & Slevin 
(2014) recommended addi�onal research on the EO 
construct as derived from the lack of consensus on the 
defini�on of the construct in literature.  
 
The research of Bolton & Lane (2012) provided a solid 
ground for follow-up research as requested by Covin 
& Slevin in 2014. Gerschewski et al. (2016) and Santos 
et al. (2020) iden�fied and confirmed the IEO 
construct to consist of five variables: proac�veness, 
innova�veness, risk-taking, passion, and perseverance 
as an extension of the framework of Bolton & Lane 
(2012) and is visually presented in Figure 1. Niemann 
et al. (2022) explain organiza�onal drivers and 
personal drivers as interrela�ng and as the cause of 
IEO. The division between these outer and inner 
drivers is fundamental and presented in Figure 2. In 
the context of this case study, entrepreneurs who 
have just sold their company and have become 
intrapreneurs are also referred to as entrepreneurs. 
The EO construct is to be divided into an outer and 
inner dimension. The inner dimension exists out of 
personality and experience (Carrier, 1996; Padi et al., 
2022), whereas the outer dimension exhibits proper 
organiza�onal mechanisms for the mobiliza�on and 
u�liza�on of resources (Yang et al., 2018; Badoiu et al., 
2020). 
 
Taking a closer look at the model as proposed by 
Santos et al. (2020), the five factors represent IEO 
(Figure 2). These five factors of IEO are characterized 
by their unique set of predictor variables which are 
considered the independent variables, categorized 
into outer drivers and inner drivers. More specifically, 

Figure 1: EO model 
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outer drivers represent external influences on IEO 
that can be altered by the organiza�on, while inner 
drivers are related to personal believes, backgrounds, 
and other personal characteris�cs. Literature 
provides evidence for predic�ng variables on IEO that 
arise from personality as well as organiza�onal 
characteris�cs. The interdependent rela�onship 
between the inner and outer dimensions is expected 
to influence innova�veness, risk-taking, proac�vity, 
passion, and perseverance in the model of Santos et 
al. (2020). 
1. Risk-taking is generally identified as the 

willingness to engage in activities with uncertain 
outcomes. Several factors have been found to 
influence risk-taking. Demographic factors (Falk & 
Matulich, 1976), social and cultural factors 
(Kreiser et al., 2010), autonomy (Horswill & 
McKenna, 1999), psychological states (Tixier et 
al., 2014), financial incentives (Coles et al., 2006; 
Schedlinsky et al., 2017), experience (Menkhoff et 
al., 2006), and organizational culture (ElKelish & 
Hassan, 2014) are identified as influential factors 
of risk-taking. Specifically important concerning 
organizational culture, authors have considered 
and confirmed that group influence is a 
tremendous influencer on risk-taking. In general, 
talking about opportunities in a group setting and 
the group influence on feeling competent is a 
thriving factor for risk-taking (Krueger & Dickson, 
1994; Wallach et al., 1962, Woodside, 1972). 

2. Innovativeness is generally referred to as the 
tendency to generate new ideas and the 
implementation of these new ideas to improve 
services, processes, or products. Several factors 
have been found to influence innovativeness, 
such as demographic factors (Camelo-Ordaz et al., 
2011), available resources (Camelo-Ordaz et al., 
2011), market conditions (Camelo-Ordaz et al., 
2011), autonomy (Gebert et al., 2003), and 
leadership style (Dunne et al., 2015; Knight, 1965; 
Katrinli et al., 2009; Hoang et al., 2020; Camelo-
Ordaz et al., 2011). 

3. Proactivity is generally referred to as the 
tendency to take initiative and act in advance of a 
future situation, rather than simply responding to 
it. Proactivity contains social and cultural factors 
(Kreiser et al., 2010), leadership style (Martin et 

al., 2013), and organizational culture (Wanberg 
&Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000). Key findings that 
emerge from research about proactivity arise from 
employees’ affect towards and from the 
organization (Fu Lam et al., 2014). However, an 
overly positive affect is related to impairing focus 
and motivation which results in hindering 
engagement in proactive behavior (Fu Lam et al., 
2014). 

4. Perseverance is referred to as persistent work on 
a demanding task (Buechel et al., 2018). Research 
on the predicting factors on perseverance 
provided, organizational culture (Buechel et al., 
2018), motivation (Vollmeyer & Rheinberg, 2000), 
prior experience (Mattingly et al., 2016; DiMenichi 
& Richmond, 2015), autonomy (Hernández, 2020), 
self-confidence (Buechel et al., 2018; Gerhards & 
Gravert, 2016) and financial incentives (Incekara-
Hafalir et al., 2023) as key factors of 
determination. 

5. Passion is generally referred to as a strong feeling 
of enthusiasm or excitement for something. 
Passion is influenced by a variety of factors, 
including demographic factors (Balon et al., 2013), 
cultural factors as represented in the presence of 
role models (Fellnhofer, 2017), autonomy 
(Carpentier & Mageau, 2019), and self-confidence 
(Lafrenière et al., 2011). 

 

To summarize, academics have broadly researched EO 

Figure 2: Overview of predictor variables. The rows represent the predicted 
significant independent variables, the columns represent the factors of IEO, 
and the numbers represent the corresponding sources. 
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and found it to be a key driver for firm performance. 
EO is acknowledged to consist of IEO and OEO. Five 
factors are found to make up the IEO construct, of 
which predictor variables are explored (Figure 2). The 
very few published results of determining factors of 
IEO lead to the following sub-question: 
 
"What are the determining factors for IEO among 
SMEs?" 
 
2.2 Differences between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs 
Where initial studies started with a broad definition 
of EO, further studies on EO have differentiated EO 
into a broader scope containing IEO and OEO. 
Furthermore, IEO contexts are identified as 
intrapreneurial and entrepreneurial orientation. In 
general, research refers to intrapreneurs as 
employees within a company who act like 
entrepreneurs by developing and identifying new 
business opportunities within the company (Bager et 
al., 2010; Carrier, 1996; Martiarena, 2011). 
 
Entrepreneurs, on the other hand, are individuals 
who start and run their businesses. Whereas 
entrepreneurs have dominated the topics of research 
in the second half of the 20th century, intrapreneurs 
have gained more attention of scholars in the past 
two decades. Moreover, the distinction between 
entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs leads to the 
emphasis on intergroup differences that are inherent 
to IEO. 
 
The competencies of entrepreneurs and 
intrapreneurs are found to deviate from each other, 
establishing important recognition of the 
subcategories intrapreneurial and entrepreneurial 
orientation within IEO. However, research to date 
shows contrary findings regarding differences or 
similarities between the IEO scope of intrapreneurs 
and entrepreneurs. To date, intergroup differences 
between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs in the 
context of IEO have not been researched.  
Intrapreneurship has been identified as a crucial 
factor in preventing a lack of innovation in 
organizations (De Lourdes Prado et al., 2012). The 
competencies of intrapreneurs are more focused on 

competence and growth (Bager et al., 2010), with 
lower confidence in entrepreneurial skills but higher 
human capital skills (Martiarena, 2013). However, 
their potential is not widely acknowledged, as 
Martiarena (2013) found that intrapreneurs tend to 
fail in recognizing business opportunities despite 
possessing higher human capital skills. Although 
emphasized by De Lourdes Prado et al. (2010), 
research by Engle et al. (1997) has shown that 
intrapreneurs are less innovative compared to 
entrepreneurs. Adding to the contradiction, 
Brockhaus (1980) found no difference in risk-taking 
between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs. 
 
In conclusion, the intergroup difference between 
intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs in the context of IEO 
has not been researched to date. Literature shows 
preliminary evidence of intergroup differences 
between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs in the 
context of IEO. However, the effects illustrated by the 
literature are either unrelated to the five-factor model of 
Santos et al. (2020) or lead to inconclusive results (Figure 
3).  

Despite the presence of preliminary evidence of 
intergroup differences between entrepreneurs and 
intrapreneurs (Figure 3), specific literature on IEO 
intergroup differences within the five-factor model 
(Santos et al., 2020) is either inconclusive or not 
available at all. Hence, the following sub-question is 
proposed: 
 
“How does IEO differ between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs in SMEs?” 

Figure 3: Comparison of entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs in literature 
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2.3 The impact of M&A on IEO 
M&A is an increasingly prominent and relevant 
construct that is present in worldwide daily business 
and is studied broadly by scholars. This interest in 
corporate finance and strategy has been present for 
several decades, and as a result, M&A has been 
studied to great extents. The definition of M&A has 
developed over the years. The papers that are used in 
this theoretical framework generally refer to M&A as 
the combination of previously independent firms into 
one larger firm, whereas more recent research takes 
specifies M&A as a construct that includes the merger 
of business and management processes. 
 
In 2019, 49,849 M&A events have been conducted 
around the globe, representing 3.7 trillion US Dollars 
(Mergers and Acquisitions Statistics, IMAA as derived 
from Simpson & Sariol 2022). Notably, 77 percent of 
the M&As that technically succeed still failed in 
achieving their initially stated goals (Corporate 
leadership council and McKinsey & Company, derived 
from Vazirani, 2012). The failure of retrieving initially 
stated goals leads to value destruction, stressing the 
importance of a well-understood M&A trajectory. 
M&A is a widely studied phenomenon in the field of 
business and finance and is widely considered and 
accepted for acquiring a share or control in a 
company. Despite the extensive research on M&A, 
the understanding of the complexities of the M&A 
process is limited, as well as the complex 
interrelationships involved (Gomes et al., 2012). This 
highlights the need for further research in this area to 
better understand the dynamics of M&A and to 
develop effective strategies for success.  
 
In recent years, the study of the effects of M&A on 
organizational performance has been a dominant 
topic in the field of business research. The effects of 
M&A are divergent, reaching from enhancing to 
destroying value depending on the level of 
uncertainty present in the market (Haleblian et al., 
2009). Despite the potential benefits of M&A, such as 
acquired synergies, prior research has consistently 
found that the majority of M&As result in negative 
effects on firm performance. The negative effects of 
M&A on firm performance are inherited from the 
uncertain nature of M&A transactions and their often 

poorly designed strategies leading to high risk 
(Hossain, 2021). The cause of higher risk after M&A is 
two-fold, rooted in the organizational changes such as 
changing management, leadership, integration, and 
potential job losses due to restructuring and their 
effects that in its turn reflect on personality traits. A 
proper strategy should take the organizational and 
personal effects of M&A into account, high costs and 
significant losses are risked otherwise. Simpson & 
Sariol (2022) propose a solution to dampen post-M&A 
negative performance by ensuring IEO,  IEO is linked 
to dampening the negative effects on post-M&A firm 
performance. More specifically, the research of 
Simpson & Sariol (2022) linked lower levels of 
uncertainty after M&A to higher levels of EO. 
 
Diving deeper into the effects on organizational 
performance, academic researchers have extensively 
examined the various factors that contribute to this 
lower organizational performance experienced after 
M&A. Causes have been identified by various post-
M&A effects such as changes in management, 
leadership, integration, and potential job losses due to 
the restructuring of the organization (Gomes et al., 
2012). These effects are found to influence personality 
traits (Teerikangas, 2010), showing the 
interrelatedness between organizational changes and 
personality traits. This links to the concept of IEO, 
which is based on personality traits.   
 
In reality, M&A is often found to negatively influence 
firm performance, such as innovation (Cloodt et al., 
2006). While organizational changes can act as a 
catalyst for innovation and growth when employees 
are given new opportunities to take on more 
responsibilities and develop new skills, organizational 
changes also lead to a decrease in motivation and job 
satisfaction when the focus after M&A is shifted to 
integration and cost-cutting (Ahammad et al., 2012), 
as previously found by Giessner in 2011. The major 
findings of Giessner (2011) show that organizational 
changes related to M&A facilitate the decline of post-
M&A employees' perception of organizational 
identification. Formal acknowledgment, social 
incentives, and organizational freedom are 
manifested as the thriving factors of post-merger 
organizational identification. Financial incentives are 
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often used for the alignment of interests with the 
(new) company’s interests, although having a weak 
connection to organizational identification. However, 
the findings of the effects of financial incentives on 
post-M&A performance are inconclusive and need 
additional research. While some studies, such as 
Guest (2009), have found no significant effects of 
financial incentives on post-M&A performance, other 
researchers have reported more nuanced findings 
(Bonner et al., 2000; Zollo & Singh, 2004). 
 

In conclusion, research to date has failed to assess 
the impact of M&A on the combined five factors of 
IEO (Figure 4), although effects outside of IEO factors 
have been identified. Despite the organizational 
changes caused by M&A and organizational factors 
that have proven fundamental for IEO, it is merely 
risk-taking and innovativeness that has been 
researched separately in the context of M&A. As a 
following, the exact effects of M&A on the factors of 
IEO remain unclear. The lack of comprehensive 
understanding of M&A effects on IEO leads to the 
following sub-question: 
 
"In what way does participating in a merger or 
acquisition affect the IEO of entrepreneurs in SMEs 
who transition into intrapreneurs within the acquiring 
organization?" 
 
3. Conceptual framework 
IEO has been identified as a relevant construct due to 
its proposed positive effects on post-M&A. While 
(I)EO is proposed to dampen the negative effects on 
post-M&A performance (Simpson & Sariol, 2022), 
marginal evidence is identified for post-M&A effects 
on IEO itself. The relationship between M&A and the 
corresponding effects on post-M&A IEO within the 
company subjected to M&A remain unclear. 

Specifically for taking-over companies in a 
consolidating market, the effects of M&A on IEO are 
specifically interesting. Hence, the central research 
question related to this research is: 
 
"How do the factors that impact entrepreneurial 
orientation differ between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs in SMEs?" 
 
 
 

This study aims to address the effects of M&A on the 
IEO that is present into M&A subjected companies 
after M&A. Theory leads to a trifurcation of concepts 
as given in the sub-questions: 

1. "What are the determining factors for IEO  
     among SMEs?" 
2. “How does IEO differ between intrapreneurs  
     and entrepreneurs in SMEs?” 
3. "In what way does participating in a merger or  
     acquisition affect the IEO of entrepreneurs in  
     SMEs who transition into intrapreneurs within  
     the acquiring organization?" 

 
First of all, the determining variables of the factors of 
IEO among SME insurance brokerages are assessed 
(Figure 5). The assessment of the predictor variables, 
the independent variables in this study, is the 
fundament of understanding changes after M&A. As 
proposed by Santos et al. (2020), IEO is a latent 
variable that is assessed by five factors: risk-taking, 
innovativeness, proactivity, passion, and 

Figure 5: Effects of M&A on IEO in literature 

Figure 4: Conceptual model based on literature of IEO 
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perseverance. However, the five factors are found to 
be influenced by a wide range of context-influenced 
variables. The variables that are of specific influence 
on IEO within SMEs have not been determined before 
but are rather interesting due to the consolidating 
market SMEs such as Dutch insurance brokers are in. 
Hence, the following hypothesis is stated: 
 
H1: The level of IEO among SMEs is significantly 
influenced by various context-related determinants1. 
 
Literature provides little agreement on the 
differences and similarities between intrapreneurs 
and entrepreneurs in relation to IEO. Available 
literature merely sheds light on potential differences 
in risk-taking and innovativeness but is inconclusive. 
While literature shows differences between 
entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs, these differences 
do not directly relate to IEO. The differences between 
entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs are not fully 
researched in the context of IEO in compliance with 
the model of Santos et al. (2020). However, general 
entrepreneurial skills are found to be higher in 
entrepreneurs. Hence, the following hypothesis is 
stated: 
 
H2: Entrepreneurs score significantly higher on risk-
taking, innovativeness, proactivity, passion, and 
perseverance than intrapreneurs2. 
 
The increasing prevalence of M&A has attracted 
widespread attention from academic researchers in 
the field of business and finance. Researchers have 
identified a limited number of factors that influence 
IEO after M&A. However, organizational changes that 
are inherent to M&A are linked to the influence of 
IEO. It is clear that the understanding of the 
complexities of the M&A process and the 
corresponding interrelationships with the factors of 
IEO are limited and require further research. 
Although it is clear that most M&As fail to achieve the 
initially stated goals, literature is yet to provide 
insight into the factors that cause a change in IEO 

 
1 In the context of hypothesis one, the independent variables are the inner and outer level 
variables as presented in figure 2, whereas the dependent variable is one of the five IEO 
factors: risk-taking, innovativeness, proactivity, passion, and perseverance. For each 
factor, the significant determinant variables are assessed individually (a = 0.05 or a = 0.10). 

after M&A. There is limited evidence in the literature 
that indicates post-M&A effects of increased risk and 
decreased innovativeness, while the post-M&A effects 
on proactivity, passion, and perseverance remain 
unclear. However, due to the organizational changes 
inherent to M&A and the research by Giessner (2011) 
that shows that organizational changes related to 
M&A facilitate the decline of post-M&A employees' 
perception of organizational identification, a post-
M&A decrease in proactivity, passion, and 
perseverance is expected.  Hence, within the context 
of this research the following proposition is stated: 
 
P1: As a post-M&A effect on former entrepreneurs an 
increase in risk-taking and a decline in innovativeness, 
proactivity, passion, and perseverance is expected in 
SMEs. 
 
4. Methodology 
4.1 Research design 
The current state of knowledge on variables that 
affect IEO is scattered through various research papers 
and is lacking a comprehensive overview. Moreover, 
the context of IEO within consolidating SMEs remains 
unexplored. This research aims to achieve broader 
knowledge about IEO and M&A effects on IEO within 
SMEs. This research is conducted in an unique setting 
with the cooperation of one of the largest Dutch 
insurance intermediaries that consist of 50 to 100 SME 
subsidiaries. These subsidiaries are managed by either 
a newly introduced intrapreneur or by the (former) 
entrepreneur who has partially or fully sold their 
shares. The former entrepreneur is, in the light of this 
research, placed in the category of entrepreneurs due 
to their broad former entrepreneurial experience, in 
contradiction to their intrapreneurial counterparts. 
This setting provides a unique opportunity to analyze 
company and sector-specific data. As a result, the 
following sub-questions with their corresponding 
hypotheses/ propositions are stated: 
 
1. "What are the determining factors for IEO among 
SMEs?" 

2 In the context of hypothesis two, the independent variable is the dichotomy of being an 
intrapreneur or entrepreneur, whereas the dependent variable is risk-taking, 
innovativeness, proactivity, passion, and perseverance. Each factor is assessed individually 
(a=0.05). 
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H1: The level of IEO among SMEs is significantly 
influenced by various context-related determinants. 
 
2. “How does IEO differ between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs in SMEs?” 
 
H2: Entrepreneurs score significantly higher on risk-
taking, innovativeness, proactivity, passion, and 
perseverance than intrapreneurs. 
 
3. "In what way does participating in a merger or 
acquisition affect the IEO of entrepreneurs in SMEs 
who transition into intrapreneurs within the acquiring 
organization?" 
 
P1: As a post-M&A effect on former entrepreneurs an 
increase in risk-taking and a decline in innovativeness, 
proactivity, passion, and perseverance is expected in 
SMEs. 
 
Sub-questions one to three are proposed to be 
researched by a mixed-methods field-research 
approach. The study will include a questionnaire for 
the collection of quantitative data on the EO of intra/ 
entrepreneurs, as well as semi-structured interviews 
to explore explanatory factors for the quantitative 
findings.  
 
The first sub-question is stated to define the variables 
that influence the five factors of IEO in SMEs. The five 
factors of IEO are measured and based (Appendix A - 
Questionnaire) on the research of Santos et al. 
(2020), while the independent variables in the five-
factor model of IEO arise from the diverse literature 
that is present (Figure 2) and is additionally verified 
by the conducted interview. Given the constrained 
sample size, the analysis of the impact of all 
independent variables in one model was hindered by 
statistical limitations, thereby rendering its feasibility 
unattainable. The independent and dependent 
variables are measured using Likert scales, the nature 
of the Likert scale provides the ability to quantify the 
results. As the predicting variables for the levels of 
IEO remain unclear, sub-question one is assessed by 
conducting a quantitative analysis with primary data 
acquired from the proposed questionnaire (Appendix 
A – Questionnaire). In this questionnaire, data on 

independent variables and the individual level of EO is 
acquired. These independent variables are tested for 
significance as an influencer on its linked IEO factor as 
indicated by the existing body of literature.  
 
The second sub-question is formulated to retrieve 
differences between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs. The group of entrepreneurs also 
contains entrepreneurs that keep working in the new 
company, but have sold all shares. Researchers have 
not found agreement on differences or similarities 
between these groups of intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs. Hence, this research proposes an 
analysis of similarities and differences between the 
five factors (Santos et al., 2020) extracted from 
intrapreneurs that originate from the company taking 
over and entrepreneurs that have become 
intrapreneurs within the same company as a result of 
the M&A. Sub-question two is assessed by conducting 
a quantitative analysis with primary data as acquired 
from the proposed questionnaire (Appendix A – 
Questionnaire), whereas a specific distinction and an 
intergroup comparison between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs are made. 
 
The third sub-question specifically aims to retrieve the 
thriving factors behind the post-M&A change of IEO of 
former entrepreneurs that have become 
intrapreneurs in the newly formed company after 
M&A. Sub-question three is assessed by conducting a 
qualitative analysis of primary data acquired from the 
proposed semi-structured interviews. The qualitative 
data acquired is supposed to retrieve experiences and 
perceptions of thriving post-M&A effects of changes in 
IEO. 
 
4.2 Collecting data 
The conducted research is a mixed-methods approach 
where the focus is on quantitative and qualitative 
primary data. The quantitative data acquired by the 
questionnaire is the fundament for the assessment of 
hypotheses one and two. Qualitative primary data is 
gathered and used to find the cause of post-M&A 
changes in IEO expected to find in hypothesis two of 
the qualitative data. The total population that was 
available for data collection is limited to 
approximately 80% of all case-study company 
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subsidiaries as some intrapreneurs or entrepreneurs 
are responsible for and running multiple subsidiaries.  
 
Sub-question one and sub-question two both use the 
data collected by the questionnaire (Appendix A – 
Questionnaire). Data is collected from intrapreneurs 
and entrepreneurs within the researched case-study 
company. 53 respondents participated, which is 
approximately 70% of the available population. Of 
this, 21 former owners and 32 branch managers 
(Appendix D – Descriptive statistics independent 
variables) responded. Quantitative data is the 
fundament for hypotheses one and two, providing 
the raw data needed for the analysis of hypotheses 
one and two. Qualtrics is used to conduct the 
questionnaire, providing the raw data for further 
analysis.  
 
Sub-question three is analyzed using the qualitative 
data collected from the semi-structured interviews 
(Appendix B – Semi-structured interview guide). The 
semi-structured interviews lead to insights regarding 
the thriving factors for change and the experience of 
IEO as a result of M&A in SMEs. Hence, the semi-
structured interviews are conducted before the 
questionnaire. The approach of first conducting the 
semi-structured interviews is used as quality control. 
Whether or not the questions are understood, their 
clarity and quality are assessed and reviewed when 
the results of the questionnaire indicate problems. 
The semi-structured interview participants are 
chosen based on a sub-sample. For this, simple 
random sampling is used on a subset that has been 
distinguished by the number of years since the 
(former) entrepreneur joined the case-study 
company to explore experiences and perceptions in 
more detail. The semi-structured interviews were 
conducted until no new facts are brought up, which 
resulted in the analysis of four interviews. The 
interview questions are designed to elicit information 
on their experiences and perceptions of the changes 
that occurred as an effect of the M&A and had an 
impact on the IEO. The raw data retrieved from the 
interviews is stored as a voice recording of the 
interview. 
 

4.3 Preparing data 
Once the qualitative and quantitative primary data 
were collected, the data required preparation before 
it could be analyzed. The analysis of the quantitative 
data was executed in SPSS, statistical software 
produced by IBM. The results of the analysis are 
downloaded directly as an SPSS extension as provided 
by Qualtric’s services. The questionnaire data has 
been cleaned and prepared for analysis, which 
included checking for missing data, errors, and 
outliers. In case of outliers, irrelevant or missing data, 
listwise deletion techniques have been used. The last 
step included the transformation of data, variables 
‘Function’ and ‘Education have been recoded. 
 
The interview data is transcribed, coded, and analyzed 
using Gioia’s model of grounded theory. With the 
Gioia method, a systematic analysis of patterns and 
themes regarding common experiences and 
perceptions in the data is identified. 
 
4.4 Analyzing data 
The questionnaire data were analyzed using 
descriptive statistics and inferential statistics. 
Descriptive statistics such as means and standard 
deviations are proposed for summarizing the data and 
providing a general overview of the data. Inferential 
statistics such as the Gioia method, independent 
samples t-tests, and multiple regression analyses are 
used to test hypotheses and draw conclusions about 
the data. 
 

1. Hypothesis one is researched by conducting 
multiple regression of the independent 
variables on the five factors of IEO (Santos et 
al., 2020). The dependent variables are the five 
factors of IEO, testing for significant 
independent variables (Appendix A - 
Questionnaire). The coefficients, significance, 
and model fit are important results of the 
multivariate regression. The results are 
deemed statistically significant at the * level 
when a = .05, and statistically significant at the 
** level when a = 0.10.   

2. Hypothesis two is researched by conducting 
independent samples t-tests for each of the 
five factors of IEO (Santos et al., 2020). The 
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dataset is separated by using a dummy-
variable for the function of the respondent. 
The differences are deemed statistically 
significant at the * level when a = .05, and 
statistically significant at the ** level when a = 
0.10.   

3. Proposition one is analyzed by using the Gioia 
method of grounded theory, where a 
systematic analysis of patterns and themes 
leads to the identification of common 
experiences and perceptions in the data. 

 
The analysis prerequisites comply with the 
assumptions belonging to the corresponding 
statistical tests. Hence, there must be compliance 
with the following assumptions: 
 
Multiple regression analysis, assumptions of 
hypothesis one: 

1. Dependent variable scale – the data needs to 
be measured as a scale variable; 

2. Linear relationship - checked by scatter plots 
and partial regression plots; 

3. The constant variance of the error terms, 
checked by homoscedasticity of the error 
terms; 

4. Uncorrelated error terms. The 
uncorrelatedness of the error terms; 

5. Independence of the error terms, which is 
hard to check. This study assumes 
uncorrelatedness of the error terms;  

6. No perfect multicollinearity, measured by the 
VIF value; 

7. Normality of the error term, checked by the 
Shapiro-Wilk test; 

 
Independent samples T-test, assumptions of 
hypothesis two: 

1. The dependent variable must be measured on 
a continuous scale, which is met due to the 
use of the Likert scale for measuring the 
dependent variable being the five factors of 
IEO; 

2. The independent variable must consist of two 
categorical variables, which is met by using 
the two categories of intrapreneur and 
entrepreneur; 

3. There should be no significant outliers in the 
differences between the two related groups, 
which is checked by plotting the data in, for 
example, box plots. 

4. The differences in the dependent variable 
should be approximately normally distributed, 
being checked by plotting the data. 

 
Gioia-method, assumptions hypothesis three: 

1. The measured item must be a social construct,  
     which is true. 
2. The participants must be knowledgeable. The         
     participants are expected to be knowledgeable   
     due to their experiences within the company. 

 
Upon analysis, the descriptive statistics (Appendix C – 
Descriptive statistics dependent variable and D – 
Descriptive statistics independent variables), and the 
assumptions for the statistical tests (Appendix E - 
Assumptions) are tested and approved. Regarding the 
independent samples T-Test, the normality 
assumption was violated, leading to the partial use of 
the Mann-Whitney-U test for which the assumptions 
were fulfilled. 
 
After collecting and preparing the data, the 
quantitative data related to sub-question one and two 
were analyzed, looking for statistical significance on 
the 5% level (a = 0.05) and the 10% level (a = 0.10). 
Following, the qualitative data were analyzed for 
recurring post-M&A events impacting the IEO of the 
(former) entrepreneur and a conclusion was formed. 
 
4.5 Reliability and validity 
The used mixed-methods approach provides a 
comprehensive approach to answering the main- and 
sub-questions by using the questionnaire and 
interview data. 
 
The content validity is ensured by the extensive 
research on the effects of M&A, (I)EO, and the 
predicting variables on IEO in literature as well as the 
quality control by first conducting semi-structured 
interviews to assess the content validity of the 
questionnaire. The mixed-methods design uses both 
qualitative and quantitative data. The triangulation of 
data provides an in-depth understanding of the facets 
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of M&A that influence the factors of IEO by 
exploration, as well as a concise understanding of the 
influence of M&A on IEO. Also, a mixed-methods 
approach provides an examination of the same 
phenomenon from multiple perspectives and enables 
the validation of findings by cross-checking results 
from both the quantitative and qualitative data. The 
usage of the proven measurement model for IEO 
(Santos et al., 2020) in the questionnaire (Appendix A 
- Questionnaire) contributes to content validity. The 
construct validity of the survey used in sub-questions 
one and two is ensured by using descriptive statistics 
and inferential statistics. The use of Gioia’s method of 
grounded theory used for the analysis of the 
qualitative results of sub-question three contributes 
to the validity of this study. Adding to the overall 
validity of the model is the approach of first 
conducting interviews, on which the validity of the 
questionnaire is assessed. 
 
The reliability of the study is secured by a consequent 
approach of the questionnaire and interviews, in 
which content is crafted to ensure the accurate 
reflection of the research objectives. The approach is 
structured and traceable, ultimately increasing 
confidence in the validity of the results. In addition, 
answer measurement by using the Likert scale 
contributes to the quantifiability of results.  
 
Furthermore, the proposed research is prone to 
social desirability bias and obtrusiveness as well as 
the sample’s restriction to one company’s 
subsidiaries that have undergone M&A. Also, the 
subsidiaries in the sample can still be prone to 
sampling bias, although the usage of simple random 
sampling. These biases and limitations introduce 
difficulties in generalizing findings to the whole 
population. 
 
4.6 Ethical considerations 
To ensure the rights, dignity, and well-being of 
participants research ethics are taken into account. 
Privacy, confidentiality, consent, and fair and 
unbiased research are prominent factors that ensure 
the ethics of research. The research is conducted in a 
safe, physical, or digital, environment. In advance of 
researching a participant, a consent form is handed 

over. Without agreement on the consent form, the 
person cannot participate in the research. The ethics 
of this research was assessed and approved by the 
research ethics committee of the University of 
Twente, to ensure proper research ethics. 
 
Privacy and confidentiality are ensured during and 
after the study. Although the results cannot be fully 
anonymized, the results will not be discussed with 
others nor be traceable to the specific participant. 
Also, the research is conducted physically and digitally, 
stressing the importance of data management and 
security. The data is stored locally as well as in the 
cloud to ensure the accessibility and security of the 
data. 
 
Before the data gathering, the participant is asked for 
his/ her consent for participating in the research and 
processing and storage of their data for one year. The 
consent form contains accurate information about the 
aims of the study, privacy, confidentiality, and data 
security. Moreover, the consent form emphasizes that 
participants are not coerced or deceived into 
participating. 
 
5. Results 
The results of sub-question one to three are discussed 
individually. Sub-question one and two start are 
analyzed, followed by the statement of statistical 
results. While the results are mentioned in this 
section, the corresponding assumptions and a further 
breakdown of the summarized results as well as 
descriptive statistics are presented in Appendix C, D, 
E, F, G, H, and I.  
 
5.1 Contextual determinants of IEO 
In tables 1 to 5, the results from the multiple 
regression analysis are presented. First, the 
assumptions were checked (Appendix E - 
Assumptions) and approved. The multiple regression 
analysis is conducted to determine the relationship 
between the independent variables as presented in 
the literature and consequently the conceptual model, 
and the dependent variable.  
 
The proposed model in table 1 for the dependent 
variable ‘risk-taking’ has an explained variance of 
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0.233 (R Square = 0.233), indicating that about 23.3% 
of the variation in risk-taking is explained by the 
model. In the proposed model, education (β = 0.114, 
p<0.05), the strength of decision-making (β = 0.652, 
p<0.05), and autonomy (β = 0.277, p<0.05) are found 
to significantly contribute to predicting the 
dependent variable ‘risk-taking’ at the 5% level (α = 
0.05). The independent variables Age (β = -0.012, 
p>0.05), Gender (β = 0.424, p>0.05), Marital status (β 
= 0.088, p>0.05), Psychological state (β = -0.008, 
p>0.05), Country born (β = -0.008, p>0.05), Incentives 
(β = 0., p>0.05) and Organizational culture (β = 0.137, 
p>0.05) did not reach statistical significance in the 
model, suggesting that they do not have a significant 
linear relationship with the dependent variable ‘risk-
taking’ in this study.  

 
Table 1: Risk-taking model 

The proposed model in table 2 for the dependent 
variable ‘innovativeness’ has an explained variance of 
0.120 (R Square = 0.120), indicating that about 12% of 
the variation in innovativeness is explained by the 
model. In the proposed model, education (β = 0.137, 
p<0.05) is found to significantly contribute to 
predicting the dependent variable ‘innovativeness’ at 
the 5% level (α = 0.05). The independent variables 
Age (β = -0.002, p>0.05), Gender (β = -0.002, p>0.05), 
Marital status (β = -0.027, p>0.05), Autonomy (β = -
0.023, p>0.05), Market (β = 0.064, p>0.05), 
Leadership style (β = 0.062, p>0.05), and Resources (β 
= 0.124, p>0.05) did not reach statistical significance 
in the model, suggesting that they do not have a 
significant linear relationship with the dependent 
variable ‘innovativeness’ in this study.  

 
Table 2: Innovativeness model 

The proposed model in table 2 for the dependent 
variable ‘proactivity’ has an explained variance of 
0.147 (R Squared = 0.147), indicating that about 14.7% 
of the variation in proactivity is explained by the 
model. In the proposed model, Country born (β = 
1.145, p>0.05), Organizational culture (β = 0.208, 
p>0.05), and Leadership style (β = 0.079, p>0.05) did 
not reach statistical significance in the model at the 5% 
(α = 0.05). nor the 10% (α = 0.10). level, indicating that 
they do not have a significant linear relationship with 
the dependent variable ‘proactivity’ in this study.   

 
Table 3: Proactivity model 

The proposed model in table 4 for the dependent 
variable ‘passion’ has an explained variance of 0.227 
(R Square = 0.227), indicating that about 22.7% of the 
variation in passion is explained by the model. In the 
proposed model, Education (β = 0.158, p<0.10) and 
Role models (β = 0.333, p<0.10) are found to 
significantly contribute to predicting the dependent 
variable ‘passion’ at the 10% level (α = 0.10). The 
independent variables Age (β = -0.19, p>0.05), Gender 
(β = 0.112, p>0.05), Marital status (β = -0.167, p>0.05), 
and Self-esteem (β = -0.037, p>0.05) did not reach 
statistical significance in the model, suggesting that 
they do not have a significant linear relationship with 
the dependent variable ‘passion’ in this study.  

 
Table 4: Passion model 

The proposed model in table 5 for the independent 
variable ‘perseverance’ has an explained variance of 
0.233 (R Square = 0.233), indicating that about 23.3% 
of the variation in perseverance is explained by the 
model. In the proposed model, Organizational culture 
(β = 0.288, p<0.10 ) is found to significantly contribute 
to predicting the dependent variable ‘perseverance’ at 
the 10% level (α = 0.10).  
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Table 5: Perseverance model 

While addressing the research sub-question "What 
are the determining factors for IEO among SMEs?" 
along with its corresponding hypothesis (H1): The 
level of IEO among SMEs is significantly influenced by 
various context-related determinants, intriguing 
insights about the determinants of IEO in SMEs have 
been unveiled. Four out of five models revealed 
significant relationships (Figure 6 and Appendix F – 
Results sub-question one) with a subset of 
independent variables, although not uniformly across 
all dimensions. The main predictors of IEO were 
education, the strength of decision-making, and 
autonomy for the dependent variable ‘risk-taking’, 
education for the dependent variable 
‘innovativeness’, and organizational culture for the 
dependent variable ‘perseverance’. In contrast, the 
tested independent variables do not demonstrate a 
statistically significant influence on the dependent 
variable ‘proactivity’, further stressing the complex 
dynamics of IEO.  
 

 
Figure 6: Significant predictors of IEO 

 
5.2 Comparative analysis of intra- and entrepreneurs 
To compare the results of intra- and entrepreneurs, 
an independent samples T-test is conducted. First, 
the assumptions are checked. The assumptions are 
met for risk-taking, innovativeness, and proactivity. 
However, the normality assumption for dependent 

variables passion and perseverance are violated. The 
central limit theorem does not hold due to the limited 
group sample size. Hence, the Mann-Whitney-U test is 
conducted for variables passion and perseverance.  
 
In table 6, the independent T-test finds no evidence at 
the 5% level (α = 0.05) nor the 10 % level (α = 0.10) 
that the dependent variables show statistically 
significant intergroup differences.  
 

 
Table 6: Independent samples T-test risk-taking, innovativeness, and 
proactivity 

In table 7, the conducted Mann-Whitney-U test 
finds a statistically significant intergroup difference 
for passion (U = 213,500, p<0.05) at the 5% level (α 
= 0.05), while the Mann-Whitney-U test finds no 
significant intergroup difference for perseverance 
(U = 329,000, p>0.05).  
 

  
Table 7: Mann-Whitney-U test Perseverance and Passion 

While addressing the research sub-question “How 
does IEO differ between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs in SMEs?” along with its corresponding 
hypothesis (H2): “Entrepreneurs score significantly 
higher on risk-taking, innovativeness, proactivity, 
passion, and perseverance than intrapreneurs”, our 
comparative analysis of the IEO characteristics 
between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs within SME 
insurance brokers reveals a nuanced picture. The 
statistical tests that have been applied do not find 
support for a broad intergroup difference in risk-
taking, innovativeness, proactivity, or perseverance 
(Appendix G – Results sub-question two). These 
findings challenge the hypothesis that intrapreneurs 
score significantly higher across all tested IEO 
dimensions. Interestingly, however, is that a 
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statistically significant difference was found for 
passion (U = 213.500, p<0.05), where intrapreneurs 
score significantly higher on passion than 
entrepreneurs.  
 
5.3 Effect of M&A on IEO 
The results of the M&A are visually represented in 
appendix H. In terms of risk-taking and proactivity, 
the findings suggest that there are no significant 
changes after participating in a merger or acquisition.  
 
However, there is a distinct shift noted in the sphere 
of innovation. While the capacity to innovate seems 
to remain, the focus seems to shift from a broad 
entrepreneurial perspective in the former situation to 
a narrower, organizationally provided back-office 
innovation in the new organization. One of the 
interview participants summarizes this finding very 
well: “When you are a stand-alone insurance 
intermediary, you are not solely an insurance advisor. 
(…). Your job will also include HR, IT, bookkeeping, and 
administration. You cannot fall back on anything or 
anyone. Your self-sustainability and self-reliance are 
extremely high. However, when you join the group 
(the case study company, red.), you will let these parts 
of your job go as it will be centralized. You can focus 
on serving the customer. Hence, innovation arises in 
your customer care and efficiency”. 
 
The passion of the former entrepreneurs seems to 
remain consistent post-acquisition, albeit with a 
horizontal shift. One of the participants in the 
interviews mentioned: “My passion remains 
unaffected at first glance. However, my passion has 
now shifted. Now that I can let things go, I have more 
time to go back to the roots of my passion; to focus on 
content”. The passion seems to become more 
focused on their core interest areas, implying a 
potential realignment of their professional focus 
within the new organizational structure. 
 
The issue of perseverance presented mixed results, 
with indications of perseverance remaining at the 
same level, decreasing, or even increasing in some 
instances. One of the participants mentioned: “My 
perseverance has increased since the M&A. Due to the 
introduced organizational limitations I am 

experiencing restrictions, showing the need for me to 
be stubborn and be more perseverant”, while another 
quote shows the opposite: “Now that I have sold my 
business partially, I have found more peace in just 
accepting things as how they are”. This could be 
attributed to individual differences and personal 
adaptations to the new circumstances brought by the 
merger or acquisition. 
 
Importantly, the results seem to point towards a 
perceived constraint on entrepreneurial activities due 
to the new organizational structure. While the core 
post-M&A problems do not directly relate to the five-
factor model of Santos et al. (2020), this constraint 
appears to stem from organizational limitations, 
generalist approaches, and a lack of agility, autonomy, 
communication, and trust. These findings marginally 
suggest that some of the facets of IEO factors risk-
taking and perseverance are affected as a result of the 
post-M&A organizational changes although not 
mentioned by the interview participants, as 
organizational culture is a statistically significant 
predictor of perseverance and autonomy is a 
statistically significant predictor of risk-taking.  
 
When controlling for trust and communication, the 
results seem to change to some extent. However, 
there is not enough evidence to prove that 
communication and trust statistically influence the 
factors of IEO (Appendix I – Controlling IEO for 
communication and trust), as the statistical 
significance of communication and trust is low 
(p>0.10). As there is no literature supporting the 
inclusion of the independent variables trust and 
communication to be included in the model and the 
lack of statistical significance, independent variables 
trust and communication are omitted from the model.  
 
The case-study company seems to add value by 
facilitating innovation in back-office processes, but for 
these individuals to truly flourish as intrapreneurs, the 
findings suggest they require greater trust and 
autonomy. “The group (the case-study company, red.) 
can provide a solution by providing human capital or 
automated processes distantly. (…). By doing this, time 
is created meaning there is more slack for us to be 
proactive and increase profitability”, but this is 
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contradictory to how the case-study company is 
putting its strengths into practice: “There are two 
kinds of trust, the first includes having access to 
someone’s money while the second kind is the one 
where you have to ask for everything. In my 
experience, the second kind of trust is what we get. 
Although there is trust, it is not enough to express my 
entrepreneurial abilities”. 
 
While addressing the research sub-question "In what 
way does participating in a merger or acquisition 
affect the IEO of entrepreneurs in SMEs who transition 
into intrapreneurs within the acquiring 
organization?" along with its corresponding 
proposition (P1): “As a post-M&A effect on former 
entrepreneurs an increase in risk-taking and a decline 
in innovativeness, proactivity, passion, and 
perseverance is expected in SMEs”, it seems that the  
post-M&A environment in SMEs is complex. The risk-
taking and proactivity of former entrepreneurs 
appear to remain unaffected. Regarding innovation, 
there appears to be a partial exclusion of innovation 
by the (former) entrepreneur, as back-office 
innovation is mostly excluded (Appendix H – Results 
sub-question three). In addition, there seems to be a 
discernible change in passion areas. Also, post-M&A 
effects on perseverance appear to vary widely, 
possibly indicating personal adaptation mechanisms 
that are at play as a response to the post-M&A 
environment.  
 
6. Discussion 
This study aims to identify how the factors that 
impact IEO differ between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs. To answer this research question, the 
following three sub-questions are discussed. 
 
1. "What are the determining factors for IEO among SMEs?"  
2. "How does IEO differ between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs in SMEs?” 
3. "In what way does participating in a merger or acquisition affect the IEO of 
entrepreneurs in SMEs who transition into intrapreneurs within the acquiring 
organization?"  

 
To answer the main research question, the sub-
questions have been thoroughly analyzed. Grounded 
on extant literature, the findings of this research are 
generally surprising.  
 

6.1 The determining factors of IEO 
Existing literature has highlighted the effects of EO as 
it is linked to profitability, growth, sustainable 
performance, technological opportunism, innovation 
performance, and product innovation (Matos, 2021; 
Tang et al., 2008; Yadegaridehkordi et al., 2023; Cho & 
Lee, 2020; Urban and Maphumulo, 2021). While Hunt 
(2021) linked moderate levels of EO to generating 
positive returns for the acquiring firm, low and high 
levels of EO are linked to the destruction of value. 
However, this IEO is a multi-dimensional construct 
that has been constructed by five variables, risk-
taking, innovativeness, proactivity, passion, and 
perseverance (Santos et al., 2020). This combination 
of drivers makes up the IEO construct (Niemann et al., 
2022).  
 
The existing body of literature indicates various 
factors that influence the five factors of IEO. 
Hypothesis one: “The level of IEO among SMEs is 
significantly influenced by various context-related 
determinants” was found to be partially supported by 
the results. In general, for every factor of IEO, there 
were none to a few independent variables showing 
enough evidence to significantly influence the model 
that rises from the literature.  
 

Starting with risk-taking: education, the strength of 
decision-making, and autonomy were identified as 
significant predictors for the dependent variable risk-
taking, which is one of the five core components of 
IEO. These results align with the established 
understanding that demographic factors like 
education equip individuals with the necessary 
knowledge to take calculated risks (Falk & Matulich, 
1976). In addition, the strength of decision-making 
(Krueger & Dickson, 2007)  is confirmed to statistically 
significantly influence the risk-taking of an individual, 
indicating the necessity of the ability to take decisions 
to be risk-taking. In a similar vein, autonomy is proven 
to influence the amount of risk-taking as well. It aligns 
with the sense of control engendered by autonomy 
and robust decision-making to enable individuals to 
plunge into uncertain waters (Horswill & McKenna, 
1999). However, the other variables that are identified 
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in the existing body of literature to influence risk-
taking lack evidence for statistical significance. This 
might imply that the propensity to take risks is more 
reliant on internal individual characteristics than 
external factors in this context.  
 
Turning to innovativeness, which is another pillar of 
IEO, there is solely education that influences 
innovativeness as a significant determinant. This 
aligns with the belief that education stimulates the 
creativity of a person (Camelo-Ordaz et al., 2011). The 
insignificant influence of the other independent 
variables of the theoretical framework requires 
further exploration of the dynamism of IEO within 
SMEs.  
 
Remarkably, the model provided by the theoretical 
framework did not show any significant determinants 
for proactivity in the tested sample, stressing the 
complexity of the IEO concept. While previous 
research has linked proactivity to leadership style and 
organizational culture (Martin et al., 2013; Wanberg 
& Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000), these determinants are 
found to be statistically insignificant in this study. This 
suggests that, in the context of SMEs, other factors 
that are not considered in this study potentially drive 
proactivity.  
 
Passion is found to be statistically significantly 
influenced by the education level and the presence of 
role models, despite at a less stringent level (α = 
0.10). The impact that education makes on passion 
underscores the very importance of knowledge 
acquisition that contributes to fueling enthusiasm 
and excitement about one’s work (Balon et al., 2013). 
Moreover, the presence of influencing role models 
within the organization highlights the need for 
inspirational figures to cultivate the passion of 
individuals within the organization. However, the 
literature indicates that demographic variables and 
self-esteem should significantly influence passion. 
Contrary to the findings from these studies, other 
demographical variables and self-esteem lacked 
significance in this study. These results imply the 
enhancement of passion by knowledge acquisition, 

but strongly question the relationship between 
demographic variables or self-esteem with passion. 
 
Lastly, organizational culture was found to be a 
significant predictor of perseverance. This finding 
aligns with the theory that supportive and 
encouraging work environments can stimulate 
persistency while working on demanding tasks. 
However, independent variables that are associated 
with perseverance, such as motivation and self-
confidence, did not reach statistical significance.  
 
Overall, the results of sub-question one indicate a set 
of specific determinants that reveal the intricate 
dynamics of IEO within SME insurance brokerages. It is 
noticeable that each dimension of IEO is influenced by 
a unique set of determinants, explicitly showing the 
multidimensional nature of IEO. As such, it would be 
imprudent to address IEO as a monolithic construct 
without taking into consideration the complexities 
that arise from its context. A plausible explanation for 
these findings is the organizational and industry-
specific contexts Dutch SME insurance brokers are 
operating in. While most statistically significant 
predictor variables are unique and thus not recurring 
among the five factors of IEO, education is recurring in 
the context of risk-taking, innovativeness, and 
passion. The cause for unique statistically significant 
independent variables is hard to establish without 
more context. The repetition of education as a 
statistically significant predictor is noteworthy. This 
repetition of education as a statistically significant 
predicting variable is potentially explained by the 
education and qualification that is demanded to work 
as an insurance advisor in the Dutch insurance 
industry. While there is this absolute minimum 
education level before one may operate in the Dutch 
insurance industry, higher education may still lead to 
a better understanding, interpretation, and execution, 
explaining the relationship between higher education 
and higher IEO scores.  
 
The results show that higher education is related to 
higher predictions of IEO factors risk-taking, 
innovativeness, and passion. These findings imply the 
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demand for higher education for a relatively better 
understanding of contexts, boosting IEO scores.  
 
6.2 Comparative analysis between the IEO of 
entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs  
The outcomes presented in this study were 
somewhat unexpected considering the existing body 
of literature. Sub-question two: “How does IEO differ 
between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs in SMEs?” 
was hypothesized to be answered by (H2): 
“Entrepreneurs score significantly higher on risk-
taking, innovativeness, proactivity, passion, and 
perseverance than intrapreneurs”, contrary to the 
findings of this study. The findings of this study show 
no evidence of significant differences between 
intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs in SMEs, except for 
passion. 
 
These results support the research findings of 
Brockhaus (1980). There are no differences in risk-
taking tendencies between entrepreneurs and 
intrapreneurs. While theory indicates the presence of 
intrapreneurs as a crucial factor for the prevention of 
lacking innovation in organizations, we found no 
evidence that intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs have 
different tendencies to innovate, hence our findings 
suggest that entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs exhibit 
similar levels of innovativeness and proactivity. These 
results are in contrast with the widely accepted 
notion that entrepreneurs possess greater innovative 
and proactivity skills.  
 
Despite the widely accepted notion that 
entrepreneurs possess higher entrepreneurial skills 
than intrapreneurs, this study highlights that one 
does not outperform the other in terms of IEO, except 
for passion. The data showed a significant distinction 
between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs when it 
comes to passion. Intrapreneurs are found to have 
significantly higher levels of passion. This is in line 
with the idea that intrapreneurs are driven by a 
commitment to the organization’s mission and vision, 
whereas the (former) entrepreneur sold his business.  
 
Although the lack of statistically significant intergroup 
differences, the descriptive statistics of intrapreneurs  
 

and entrepreneurs in SMEs provide important insights 
into IEO. Moderate levels of IEO have been linked to 
dampening the negative effects of M&A (Simpson & 
Sariol, 2022), suggesting to help mitigate the risk 
involved in M&A that eventually results in M&A 
failure. Looking at the descriptive statistics, the results 
show that the score of the five factors ranges between 
5.0 and 5.8 on a seven-point Likert scale, indicating a 
higher than moderate tendency on IEO. Assuming this 
is true, this higher-than-moderate tendency entails a 
higher risk of not-dampening the negative effects of 
M&A (Simpson & Sariol, 2022). When assuming this is 
not true, either post-M&A negative effects are 
dampened when IEO scores are moderate or the risk 
of not-dampening post-M&A negative effects remains 
the same as IEO scores are lower than moderate. 
 
This study underscores the complexity of 
intrapreneurial and entrepreneurial behavior in the 
SME insurance broker sector, where many smaller 
stand-alone businesses are taken over. The market is 
considered to be in a consolidation phase, stressing 
the importance of consciousness of intrapreneurial 
and entrepreneurial differences. The results show no 
difference between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs, 
except for passion. This finding is not surprising and is 
potentially rooted in the characteristics of the dataset. 
The data subset of entrepreneurs is identified by 
entrepreneurs who have fully or partially sold their 
shares in the company, not without reason. This 
reason for fully or partially selling the shares in the 
company is expected to be related to the results of this 
study as passion is lower for the (former) 
entrepreneur. In addition, of primary interest are the 
higher than moderate scores on IEO. These higher-
than-moderate scores enlarge the risk of not-
dampening the post-M&A lack of performance but 
rather increase the risk of lacking post-M&A 
performance (Simpson & Sariol, 2022). Hence, the 
taking-over company needs to (re)assess the IEO 
capacities of hired intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs. 
Without this (re)assessment, the taking-over company 
is at risk of hiring intrapreneurs or (former) 
entrepreneurs with higher or lower than moderate 
IEO capacities, increasing the post-M&A risk of lacking 
performance.   
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6.3 Effect of M&A on IEO 
The results as shown in this study nuance our 
understanding of the impact M&A has on the IEO of 
former entrepreneurs within SMEs. In contrast to the 
initial proposition: “As a post-M&A effect on former 
entrepreneurs an increase in risk-taking and a decline 
in innovativeness, proactivity, passion, and 
perseverance are expected in SMEs”, the outcome is 
more nuanced. The findings of this study show that it 
is the post-M&A environment that changes rather 
than the IEO of the (former) entrepreneur. The results 
show that the (former) entrepreneurs mention no 
change in their IEO perception, but feel limited due to 
the new organizations' characteristics. 
 
The risk-taking and proactivity levels possessed by the 
former entrepreneurs did not appear to change post-
M&A. This information is rather important to counter 
the general expectation of a reduced appetite for 
proactivity and risk in a post-M&A environment. The 
results suggest that the propensity of former 
entrepreneurs to take risks and proactively seek 
opportunities remains largely consistent as compared 
to pre-M&A.  
 
However, the way innovativeness is expressed faces 
change. Whereas the (former) entrepreneur had to 
innovate on every aspect themselves, the newly 
formed organization provides innovation processes 
of which innovation on efficiency is most prevalent. 
This development contributes to the (former) 
entrepreneurs' focus on more stringent issues that 
require innovation. In other words, the taking-over 
company is a source where innovation takes place, 
creating a shift in the innovative area of attention of 
the (former) entrepreneur. This study’s findings 
partially support the findings of Cloodt et al., 2006, 
who highlighted that M&A often leads to an ultimate 
decrease in innovation. This case study shows that 
there is a local decline in innovation, but reveals that 
process-related innovation is centralizing.  
 
Passion was also found resilient to M&A, but noted a 
shift in focus. The former entrepreneur reports that 
the work they are passionate about is returning to 
them, rather than having to do tasks they have never 
liked to do but belonged to being an entrepreneur. 

This, however, shows that although the passion of the 
entrepreneur is shifting or increasing, the results of 
sub-question two show that the passion of 
entrepreneurs is still significantly lower than that of 
their counterparts, the intrapreneurs.   
 
The results for the IEO factor Perseverance were not 
consistent, indicating potential personal adaptations 
to the new circumstances brought on by the M&A. 
Whereas one adapts to show larger perseverance to 
reach goals, others just (partially) drop out.  
 
A main comment on the post-M&A changes in IEO has 
shown to be the organizational restriction introduced 
by the M&A, according to the former entrepreneurs. 
Organizational limitations, generalist approaches, a 
lack of agility, and a lack of autonomy are profoundly 
mentioned as core limitations to expressing IEO in the 
newly formed, post-M&A, organizational landscape.  
 
In addition, the former entrepreneurs mention 
autonomy, trust, and support of back-office processes 
as a core facility that they experience to contribute to 
post-M&A performance. These findings marginally 
suggest that some of the facets of IEO factors risk-
taking and perseverance are affected as a result of the 
post-M&A organizational changes, as organizational 
culture is a statistically significant predictor of 
perseverance and autonomy is a statistically 
significant predictor of risk-taking. The found post-
M&A organizational changes can potentially dampen 
the ability of (former) entrepreneurs to express IEO, 
despite their intrinsic intentions remaining 
unchanged. These results are not surprising. Whereas 
SMEs are generally characterized by lower 
bureaucracy, larger organizations often tend to 
introduce higher levels of bureaucracy and formality. 
The characteristics of bureaucracy and formality imply 
less agility and autonomy.  
 
Overall, the results show that (former) entrepreneurs 
do not experience a change in IEO as an effect of M&A, 
with an exception for passion. However, a major 
implication experienced by (former) entrepreneurs is 
that it is not the change in IEO but rather the ability to 
express their IEO capacity that is a result of M&A. The 
newly formed organizational structure introduces 
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difficulties for the (former) entrepreneur in being 
agile and autonomous, supposed to arise from an 
increase in bureaucracy and formality.  
 
6.4 Central research question 
To come back to the central research question: "How 
do the factors that impact entrepreneurial orientation 
differ between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs in 
SMEs?", there is no unequivocal answer. The results 
and discussion imply that there is no universal 
theoretical framework for IEO that functions for 
every industry or company. However, the results of 
this study show statistical significance for predicting 
factors on IEO in SMEs. Although some predicting 
variables are found to statistically significantly 
influence IEO, no significant differences in IEO 
between entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs were 
found except for passion. The lack of statistically 
significant differences between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs implies a large intergroup IEO equality. 
The results of this study furthermore lacked evidence 
for post-M&A effects on the IEO of the (former) 
entrepreneur but provided evidence for post-M&A 
effects on the ability to express IEO. These results 
show that it is rather the new organization that 
imposes new limitations on the practical expression 
of IEO.  
 
7. Implications 
7.1 Theoretical implications 
The results of this study provide several theoretical 
contributions. First, this research extensively 
contributes to the existing body of literature on IEO 
by the investigation of determinants within SMEs, 
more specifically: Dutch SME insurance brokerages. 
The analyzed five dimensions; risk-taking, 
innovativeness, proactivity, passion, and 
perseverance are influenced by a specific set of 
deemed universal factors, while not all expected 
independent variables have shown statistical 
significance.  
 
Furthermore, this study also revealed that there are 
no significant differences in IEO characteristics 
possessed by intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs, 
except for the passion of intrapreneurs. Contrary to 
the dominant belief that entrepreneurs have higher 

entrepreneurial skills than entrepreneurs, the results 
of this study suggest that there is no significant 
intergroup difference concerning risk-taking, 
innovativeness, proactivity, and perseverance traits.  
 
Lastly, the results of this study provide a nuanced 
perspective on the effects of M&A on IEO. The results 
provide evidence that the IEO traits of a person do not 
change, while the ability to put IEO traits into practice 
is influenced by M&A. These insights can lead to a 
more comprehensive theoretical framework that 
connects M&A, IEO, and organizational changes to 
gain a deeper understanding of the dynamics that are 
involved in M&A processes.  
 
7.2 Practical implications 
From a practical point of view, this study offers several 
insights. Within SMEs, education, decision-making 
strength, and autonomy play a crucial role in 
stimulating risk-taking behavior and innovativeness, 
which may be leveraged to nurture an organizational 
environment that promotes these factors, further 
enhancing risk-taking and innovativeness. This study 
provides reason for taking-over companies to provide 
an environment where these named facets can 
flourish controllably, as there is an indication of higher 
than moderate IEO scores. These higher-than-
moderate scores are found to introduce risks of not-
dampening negative post-M&A effects on firm 
performance. 
 
Moreover, the absence of significant differences 
between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs in the 
context of IEO demands reassessing the added value 
of, often expensive, employment of former 
entrepreneurs compared to intrapreneurs. Combined 
with the heightened passion of intrapreneurs, 
intrapreneurs can prove to be of more value than 
former entrepreneurs. This finding has significant 
implications on the perceived added value of the 
retainment of the former entrepreneur, which is 
perhaps more expensive than hiring an intrapreneur 
when considering and comparing pay and earnings. 
The findings imply that an intrapreneur is having the 
same entrepreneurial abilities but with higher passion. 
In other words, the acquiring company must rethink 
the added value of entrepreneurial involvement and 
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relate to the cost and profit ratio of this 
entrepreneurial involvement. In other words, 
intrapreneurs might lead to higher performance due 
to the same or higher levels of IEO, introducing a 
better cost and profit ratio. While this research 
mainly focuses on personal characteristics, external 
characteristics must be taken into account. It is not 
solely a person’s characteristics, it is also the access 
to resources like networks and many other kinds of 
resources. In other words, this study only shows 
findings based on the differences of inputs in 
personal characteristics. This study recommends that 
future researchers use an approach that takes into 
account external networks and resources to gain a 
broader and clearer understanding of the role that 
external characteristics play in the assessment of the 
perceived benefit of employing former 
entrepreneurs.  
 
Regarding M&A, this study indicates that post-M&A 
organizational changes limit the ability of former 
entrepreneurs to express IEO, despite the little 
impact the M&A has on their IEO. A strong piece of 
advice is to (re)design post-M&A integration 
processes in a way that dampens the organizational 
limitations and its general, in-agile approaches and to 
enhance autonomy and maintain trust while creating 
a more efficient back-office process. To incorporate 
this advice, the M&A process must be reformed to 
focus more on the specific needs and talents of the 
to-be-integrated subsidiary and to find possibilities to 
put these needs and talents into practice. In this 
journey, mutual trust can arise which provides the 
core fundament for autonomy and incorporating 
more agile processes, both leading to a better 
expression of IEO. While doing so, transparency and 
effective communication are proposed as an effective 
mechanism to incorporate back-office processes 
which are referred to as a strength. In conclusion, the 
insights of this study support decision-making 
processes related to M&A and post-M&A integration.  
 
7.3 Directions for future research 
This study provides a fundamental understanding for 
future research in several directions. First, future 
studies can contribute to the literature by exploring 
all predicting variables of the five dimensions of IEO. 

This would result in a better prediction of IEO, 
enhancing the explained variance by the models of 
this study.  
 
Secondly, the heightened passion amongst 
intrapreneurs that has been discovered in this study 
provides a viable ground for future research. It deeply 
questions the drivers of entrepreneurs and 
intrapreneurs, future research could explore what 
fuels this passion and how it can be used by 
organizations.  
 
Third, this study provides ground for future research 
on M&A strategies. The results of this study show that 
the strategies involved in M&A can result in an 
environment where personal abilities cannot fully 
flourish. Hence, future research on the post-M&A 
impact on the ability to express personal strengths is 
recommended.  
 
Finally, this study focused on intrapreneurs without 
entrepreneurial experience and entrepreneurs who 
have fully or partially sold their shares in their 
company. Future research should also focus on 
entrepreneurs of stand-alone SMEs who have not sold 
their shares to isolate differences between 
entrepreneurs who were willing to (partially) sell their 
shares as opposed to entrepreneurs not willing to 
(partially) sell shares, possibly including other 
countries or industries to provide further insights into 
the universality of this study’s findings.  
 
8. Limitations 
This study faced several limitations which have a 
potential impact on the research's reliability, validity, 
and generalizability.  
 
The first challenge encountered is the sample size of 
the analysis. The relatively small sample size of 53 
participants limited the statistical power of the 
research. The relatively small sample size impeded the 
ability to draw more significant conclusions about 
distinct groups. The limited sample size also 
prohibited a check of all independent variables on 
each factor of IEO to look for possible significant 
predictors for the model that have not been brought 
up by literature yet.  
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Second, the research design inherently brings 
limitations. This study provides in-depth and context-
specific insights, leading to a potential compromise 
on the generalizability of findings. The 
‘entrepreneurs’ that are referred to in this study have 
partially or fully sold their shares in the previous 
stand-alone SME insurance intermediary, potentially 
influencing the results due to the presence of a 
specific sub-sample of entrepreneurs. Furthermore, 
this study did not include a time-series analysis, 
limiting the understanding of a potential time and 
cause-effect relationship. 
 
Third, bias is introduced as this research is conducted 
as a case study as data of only one company 
consisting of several subsidiaries are analyzed in this 
study. Hence, broad generalization of findings across 
different companies or industries might prove to be 
difficult. Future research could aim to explore a 
broader diversity of companies to help validate and 
generalize findings.  
 
At last, the nature of this research made the results 
prone to social desirability bias due to the obtrusive 
nature of the study. It is recommended that future 
studies consider these biases and design measures to 
mitigate these effects. 
 
9. Conclusion 
This study identified and compared the distinctive 
drivers of IEO in and between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs in SMEs by using a mixed-methods 
approach. The results of this study provide new 
insights into the impacting factors of IEO, differences 
between entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs, and the 
effects of M&A on IEO.  
 
Our case study exploration of IEO determinants 
among a SME insurance broker found that the level 
of IEO is significantly influenced by several factors. 
The most prominent factors that have been found to 
influence IEO are education, strength of decision-
making, autonomy, and organizational culture. Each 
factor of IEO – risk-taking, innovativeness, proactivity, 
passion, and perseverance – is influenced by a unique 
set of determinants where deviance is acknowledged 
between theory and practice within SMEs. The 

findings underscore that existing models do not fully 
capture all variables that significantly influence IEO.  
 
Contrary to the hypothesis that intrapreneurs would 
score higher on the IEO dimension than 
entrepreneurs, this study has found negligible inter-
group differences between intrapreneurs and 
entrepreneurs, with an exception for passion. The 
passion of intrapreneurs is statistically significantly 
higher, supporting the idea that intrapreneurs are 
driven by their commitment to the organization’s 
mission and vision. Nevertheless, the results of this 
study challenge the prevailing assumption of 
entrepreneurs being in the possession of greater skills, 
which could provide fertile ground for future research 
to further investigate the underlying reasons for 
similarities and differences. 
 
The impact of M&A on IEO showed nuanced results. 
The initial hypothesis expected a post-M&A decline in 
IEO, while the study found a contrasting result 
indicating IEO remained mostly consistent post-M&A. 
However, there is a strong indication that M&A 
imposes organizational restrictions that limit the 
expression of IEO of the former entrepreneur. This 
highlights the need for the taking over company to 
foster an environment that supports the 
entrepreneurial drive of the acquired company, to 
prevent the dampening of positive post-M&A effects.  
 
In conclusion, this study underscores the complexity 
of IEO within SMEs encountering consolidation, and 
the need to enhance environments that stimulate IEO 
in a post-M&A landscape. This study shows 
differences and similarities between intrapreneurs 
and entrepreneurs, and the factors that impact them, 
which are key insights to enhance IEO in SMEs. The 
insights acquired by this study provide viable ground 
to reshape policies and practices that drive the IEO 
environment for SME Brokerages in the Netherlands 
and beyond.  
 
10. Recommendations 
Pre-M&A, major cultural changes are recommended 
to be incorporated into the taking-over company. An 
agile and autonomous work environment should be 
fostered, encouraging agility and flexibility in 
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responding to changes and is expected to vacate the 
organizational limitations in the expression of IEO. 
Within this context, employees will experience more 
freedom and flexibility to explore new ideas, make 
decisions, and respond quickly to market 
opportunities, empowering autonomy and 
proactivity.  
 
During the M&A trajectory, identifying the IEO scores 
of the former entrepreneur before integration is 
fundamental to assess a potential mismatch between 
the expected moderate levels of IEO or to prevent a 
lack of passion within the newly formed organization. 
Of great importance is assessing the passion and 
motivation of the former entrepreneur, which must 
be carefully assessed. Based on this passion and 
motivation analysis, provide opportunities to the 
former entrepreneur that specifically fits this 
person’s range of passion. By doing so, the passion 
and thus the (IEO) performance of the former 
entrepreneur is expected to increase. 
 
Additionally, a strong recommendation for relatively 
easy improvements is to make better use of the 
perceived strengths of the M&A during the M&A 
trajectory. For example, the centralization and 
innovation on back-office processes to increase 
efficiency is perceived as very valuable, and is 
recommended to incorporate as soon as possible in 
the M&A trajectory.  
 
A post-M&A recommendation is to provide proper 
education and, most prominently, proper guidance. 
As this study found an indication that IEO scores are 
found to be generally higher than moderate, but also 
when IEO scores appear to be lower than moderate, 
education and guidance provide proper tools to 
reduce the risk of not-dampening the negative effects 
of post-M&A performance and give integration 
managers more control on post-M&A performance 
and risk.  
 
As it is considered an impactful incorporation with an 
expected large effect on risks and post-M&A 
performance, it is advised to start with incorporating 
the assessment of IEO scores and assess needs. This 
is to be followed by the provision of customized work 

environments where needed to enhance passion and 
thus performance. In addition, the IEO scores are 
directly of use to assess whether or not the (former) 
entrepreneur or intrapreneur is in need of education 
or guidance, limiting the risk of not dampening post-
M&A negative effects on performance.  
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Appendix A – Questionnaire 
The independent influencing variables are solely based on the framework as provided in Figure 2. The level of 
entrepreneurship is measured as provided in the measurement model of Santos et al. (2020). 
 

Code Question Answer range 
   

Introductory questions (influencing variables) 
Age What is your age? Open question (0 when rather not 

told) 
Feelings How are you feeling 

today? 
1, bad To 7, perfectly 

fine 
Gender What is your gender? Male, Female, other 
Marital_status What is your marital 

status? 
Single, Married, Living together 
with partner 

Education What is your highest 
achieved educational 
level? 

Elementary school, high school, 
MBO, bachelor, master, other, 
none 

Income What is your income? Open question (zero when rather 
not told) 

Work_experience How many years did you 
work in the same or 
comparable role? 

Open question (99 when rather not 
told) 

Motivation How motivated do you 
feel at work? 

1, 
absolutely 
not 

To 7, 
absolutely 

Self_esteem Do you believe you are 
inferior to other in the 
organization? 

1, 
absolutely 
not 

To 7, 
absolutely 

Country_Born What countrie(s) have you 
lived in longer than 5 
years? 

Open question 

Convidence I am convinced I can 
successfully fullfill my job 

1, 
absolutely 
not 

To 7, 
absolutely 

Role_models The organization provides 
role models to me 

1, 
absolutely 
not 

To 7, 
absolutely 

Psychological_state How have you been 
feeling lately? 

1, very 
unhappy 

 7, very 
happy 

   
Substantive questions, rather generic (influencing variables) 

Strength_decisionmaking Are you strong in making 
decisions? 

1 
(absolutely 
not) 

To 7 
(absolutely) 

Incentives Do you get any additional 
bonusses? 

Yes/ no/ rather not say 

Market How challenging is the 
current market? 

1 (very 
challenging) 

To 7 (not 
challenging 
at all) 

Results What was the EBIT of the 
subsidiary you are 
responsible for? 

Open numerical question 

     
Central questions, dependent variable 



31        

R1 I like to venture into the 
unknown and make risky 
decisions 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

R2 I am willing to invest a 
great deal of time and/or 
money into something 
that can give high returns 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

R3 I tend to act boldly in risky 
situations 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

I1 I often like to try new and 
unusual activities 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

I2 In general, I prefer a 
strong emphasis on 
innovative approaches 
rather than previously 
tested and used 
approaches. 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

I3 I prefer, when I learn 
something new, to try to 
do it my way than to do it 
like everyone else does. 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

I4 I am in favour of trying 
out new approaches to 
problem solving rather 
than using methods that 
others often use. 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

PR1 I usually act in 
anticipation of future 
problems, needs or 
changes. 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

PR2 I tend to plan projects in 
advance 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

PR3 I would rather get up and 
put projects in motion 
than sit around waiting 
for someone else to do it 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

PA1 I have a passion for 
finding good business 
opportunities, developing 
new products or services, 
exploiting business 
applications and creating 
new solutions for existing 
problems and needs. 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

PA2 I am passionate about the 
process of gathering the 
financial, human and 
social resources (e.g. 
contacts and 
partnerships) needed to 
create a new business. 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

PA3 I have a passion for 
envisioning, growing and 
expanding my business. 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 
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PA4 I am passionate about 
what I do, and, when I am 
away from my business, I 
cannot wait to return 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

PE1 I have achieved goals that 
took me some time to 
reach. 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

PE2 I have overcome setbacks 
to meet major challenges. 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

PE3 I always finish what I start. 1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

PE4 Setbacks do not 
discourage me 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 

PE5 In many complex 
situations, I persist in 
achieving my goals 
despite seeing others give 
up. 

1 (strongly 
disagree) 

to 7 (strongly 
agree) 
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Appendix B – Semi-structured interview guide 
Goal: "Explore the experienced factors that changed risk-taking, innovativeness, proactivity, passion, and 
perseverance"  
 
Required materials: None  

1. Welcome  
i. Short introduc�on of researcher, par�cipant, and consent  
ii. Introduc�on to the research topic  
iii. Consent for recording & processing 

2. Ques�ons  
a. Introduc�on of par�cipant 
b. Conduct the ques�onnaire verbally (only the central ques�ons) and add the following follow-up 

ques�ons: 
i. Was there anything that changed during M&A that influenced your risk-taking? 

1. What are the causes of the change? Or, why was there no change? 
2. Is there anything that the case-study company can do to beter the environment for 

risk-taking? 
ii. Was there anything that changed during the M&A that influenced your innova�veness? 

1. What are the causes of the change? Or, why was there no change? 
2. Is there anything that the case-study company can do/ could have done to improve 

the environment for innova�veness? 
iii. Was there anything that changed during the M&A that influenced your proac�vity? 

1. What are the causes of the change? Or, why was there no change? 
2. Is there anything that the case-study company can do/ could have done to improve 

the environment for proac�ve behavior? 
iv. Was there anything that changed during the M&A that influenced your passion? 

1. What are the causes of the change? Or, why was there no change? 
2. Is there anything that the case-study company can do/ could have done to improve 

your passion? 
v. Was there anything that changed during the M&A that influenced your perseverance? 

1. What are the causes of the change? Or, why was there no change? 
2. Is there anything that the case-study company can do/ could have done to improve 

your passion? 
c. Test the ques�ons related to the independent variables+ ask about organiza�onal iden�fica�on 

3. Candidate ques�ons  
i. Are there any ques�ons that you want to ask me?  
ii. Is there anything le� you want to add to the conversa�on?  

4. Reflec�on  
i. Were there any difficul�es understanding the ques�ons?  
ii. What are some �ps/ tops?  

5. Wrap-up  
Thank you again for par�cipa�ng in this interview. The interview will be transcribed and sent to you for confirma�on. 
Results will be anonymized and confiden�al.  
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Appendix C – Descriptive statistics dependent variable 
First, the descriptive statistics of the dependent variable are shown. The five factors of IEO are measured using the 
questionnaire as provided by the research of Santos et al. (2020). After computing the variables into the score 
represented by the five factors, the results are controlled for outliers. The last table shows the descriptive statistics 
without outliers.  
 
Descriptive statistics 
 

With outliers 

 
Descriptive statistics former owners Descriptive statistics branch managers 
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Outlier check 
 

Former owners 
With outliers Without outliers (pairwise exclusion) 

 

 
 

 

Branch managers 
With outliers Without outliers (pairwise exclusion) 

  
 
Descriptive statistics corrected for outliers 
 

(Former) entrepreneurs, computed scores 

 
Intrapreneurs, computed scores 
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Appendix D – Descriptive statistics independent variables 
 

Descriptive statistics former owners + branch managers 

 
Descriptive statistics former owners Descriptive statistics branch managers 

  
 
Outlier check 
 

Age Gender Education3 

   
 Marital status Feelings3 Psychological state 

 
3 The leverage points in the independent (control) variables are neglected as they are deemed to represent true outliers.  



38        

   
Work experience Income3 Motivation3 

   
Self-esteem Confidence3 Role models3 

   
Strength decisionmaking Market3 Communication3 

   
Leadership style Trust3 Autonomy3 

   
Business culture3 Resources3 Incentives (recode yes/no) 

   
Country born3   
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Appendix E - Assumptions 
 
Hypothesis number: one 
Measured by: multiple regression 
Assumptions: 

1. Dependent variable scale – the data needs to be measured as a scale variable; 
Assumption one is met due to the use of the Likert-scale. The problem that arises when using ordinal data in 
regression, being that the distance between points is unclear, is disregarded by using the Likert-scale 
consequently.   

2. Linear relationship - checked by scatter plots and partial regression plots and; 
3. Constant variance of the error terms, checked by homoscedasticity of the error terms; 
4. Uncorrelated error terms. The uncorrelatedness of the error terms; 

Risk-taking 

 
Conclusion linearity: The results indicate linearity 
Conclusion homoscedasticity: The results look approximately homoscedastic 
Conclusion correlation of error terms: The error terms are not correlated 
 
Innovativeness 

 
Conclusion: The results indicate linearity 
Conclusion homoscedasticity: The results look approximately homoscedastic 
Conclusion correlation of error terms: The error terms are not correlated 
 
Proactivity 
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Conclusion: The results indicate linearity 
Conclusion homoscedasticity: The results look approximately homoscedastic 
Conclusion correlation of error terms: The error terms are not correlated 
 
Passion 

 
Conclusion: The results indicate linearity 
Conclusion homoscedasticity: The results look approximately homoscedastic 
Conclusion correlation of error terms: The error terms are not correlated 
 
Perseverance 

 
Conclusion: The results indicate linearity 
Conclusion homoscedasticity: The results look approximately homoscedastic 
Conclusion correlation of error terms: The error terms are not correlated 

 
5. Independence of the error terms, which is hard to check. This study assumes uncorrelatedness of the error 

terms;  
6. No perfect multicollinearity, measured by the VIF value; 

Risk-taking 
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Conclusion: The presented VIF-values are lower than 5.0, indicating that there are no signs of perfect 
multicollinearity.  
 
Innovativeness 

 
Conclusion: The presented VIF-values are lower than 5.0, indicating that there are no signs of perfect 
multicollinearity. 
 
Proactivity 

 
Conclusion: The presented VIF-values are lower than 5.0, indicating that there are no signs of perfect 
multicollinearity. 
 
Passion 
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Conclusion: The presented VIF-values are lower than 5.0, indicating that there are no signs of perfect 
multicollinearity. 
 
Perseverance 

 
Conclusion: The presented VIF-values are lower than 5.0, indicating that there are no signs of perfect 
multicollinearity. 

 
7. Normality of the error term, checked by the Shapiro-Wilk test and visually represented by a normality plot of 

the residuals; 
Risk-taking 

Normality plot Normal p-plot Shapiro-wilk test 

 

 

 

Conclusion: There is no evidence to reject the hypothesis that the error term is not normally distributed (p > 0.05) 
   

Innovativeness 
Normality plot Normal p-plot Shapiro-wilk test 
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Conclusion: There is no evidence to reject the hypothesis that the error term is not normally distributed (p > 0.05) 
   

Proactivity 
Normality plot Normal p-plot Shapiro-wilk test 

 

 

 

Conclusion: There is no evidence to reject the hypothesis that the error term is not normally distributed (p > 0.05)  
   

Passion 
Normality plot Normal p-plot Shapiro-wilk test 

 

 

 

Conclusion: There is enough evidence to reject the hypothesis that the error term is not normally distributed (p > 
0.05). However, the central limit theorem provides that the sample size (n>50) is large enough to neglect non-
normality. 

   
Perseverance 

Normality plot Normal p-plot Shapiro-wilk test 
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Conclusion: There is enough evidence to reject the hypothesis that the error term is not normally distributed (p > 
0.05). However, the central limit theorem provides that the sample size (n>50) is large enough to neglect non-
normality. 

 
Hypothesis number: two 
Measured by: independent samples T-test 
Assumptions: 

1. The dependent variable must be measured on a continuous scale, which is met due to the use of the Likert scale 
for measuring the dependent variable being the five factors of IEO; 

2. The independent variable must consist of two categorical variables, which is met by using the two categories of 
intrapreneur and entrepreneur; 

3. There should be no significant outliers in the differences between the two related groups, which is checked by 
plotting the data in, for example, box plots. The assumption is met, as visually presented in appendix C. 

4. The differences in the dependent variable should be approximately normally distributed, being checked by 
plotting the data. This assumption is violated, and as the dataset is divided into subgroups the central limit 
theorem is not applicable. Hence, the Mann-Whitney U test is a suitable, non-parametric, solution. To conduct 
the Mann-Whitney U test, assumptions must be checked: 

a. The sample drawn from the population is random, which is met due to the nature of the questionnaire. 
b. Independence within the samples and mutual independence is assumed, which is met due to the nature 

of the questionnaire.  
c. An ordinal measurement scale is assumed, which is met due to the use of the Likert-scale.  

 
Hypothesis number: three 
Measured by: Gioia-method 
Assumptions: 

1. The measured item must be a social construct, which is true. 
2. The participants must be knowledgeable, the participants are expected to be knowledgeable due to their 

experiences within the company. 
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Appendix F – Results sub-question one 
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Appendix G – Results sub-question two 
Risk-taking, innovativeness, and pro-activity 

 
Perseverance Passion 
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Appendix H – Results sub-question three 
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Appendix I – Controlling IEO for communication and trust 
Risk-taking 

 

 
Innovativeness 

 

 
Proactivity 

 

 
Passion 
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Perseverance 
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