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Abstract: It is widely accepted that intrapreneurial behavior is imperative for any type of organization
to maintain sustainability in terms of growth and performance. In this context, it is also important to
investigate the factors that play a role in promoting intrapreneurship within dynamic industries, such
as the higher education industry. For this purpose, this study aimed to explore the antecedents of
intrapreneurial intention in academic staff to provide theoretical as well as practical contributions for
universities. We used a survey method to collect data with a sample consisting of 236 academic staff
from universities in Northern Cyprus, and tested hypotheses through three different structural models
by using structural equation modeling (SEM). Following a deductive approach to establish constructs
in the models, we treated academic intrapreneurial intention as the dependent variable, and self-
leadership, self-efficacy, and psychological capital as the independent variables. In addition, attitudes
toward intrapreneurship, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control were individually
tested as mediating variables. The results of this study indicate that self-leadership, self-efficacy,
and psychological capital have direct and indirect effects on academic intrapreneurial intention,
and attitudes toward intrapreneurship, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control play a
mediating role between these antecedents and academic intrapreneurial intention.

Keywords: academic intrapreneurship; self-leadership; self-efficacy; psychological capital; higher
education

1. Introduction

Today, major changes have occurred in the roles of academic staff across higher
educational institutes around the world. It is believed that employees who can take the
initiative will undertake important tasks to enhance the performance of their organization
as well as subsequently enhance their expertise [1,2]. In this context, it is determined
that employees who exhibit intrapreneurial behavior have strategic importance across
various realms of society [3]. While organizations encourage their employees to adapt to
their innovative roles [4], employees are expected to be risk-taking, innovative, proactive,
fearless, and autonomous in their approach [5,6].

The concept of intrapreneurship was first introduced by Pinchot as the entrepreneurial
activities of employees within an established organization [7]. It is considered to be the
case that intrapreneurship creates a significant difference and benefit for universities in
an “academic” context as well [2]. It is feasible to analyze and comprehend this term
through varied perspectives. In terms of a behavioral perspective, intrapreneurship is the
embodiment of the spirit of business ownership and actions displayed by people working
in businesses. It includes qualities that encourage individuals to create novel ideas while
embarking on novel endeavors inside the boundaries established by their companies, which
include creativity, independent thinking, taking calculated risks, and the prospect of recog-
nition [7]. Ilonen et al. [8] believe that intrapreneurs have strong feelings of independence
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from society, possession, and determination to generate value. By identifying gaps in the
market, coming up with innovative approaches, and organizing resources, they help busi-
nesses become more successful and profitable. In terms of an intrapreneurial standpoint,
the atmosphere, systems, and procedures that facilitate and encourage business ownership
within long-standing establishments are reflected in intrapreneurship. It flourishes in work
environments that encourage experimenting, accepting failures while acknowledging and
honoring creativity. Soleimanof et al. [9] is of the view that organizations with autonomous
decision making, flattened power structures, and transparent dialogue lines are frequently
ideal environments for intrapreneurial ventures to thrive; they foster an environment that
is conducive to the growth of intrapreneurial behavior by promoting multidisciplinary
cooperation, information exchange, and the development of ideas. Ogbumgbada et al. [10]
argued that intrapreneurship strategically supports a business’s objectives for expansion,
diversity, and stability. By encouraging an environment of ongoing innovation and restora-
tion, it helps firms to adjust to shifting marketplace conditions, technology changes, and
competitive obstacles. Entrepreneurial endeavors function as catalysts for expansion and
providers of an edge over the competition, enabling establishments to investigate novel
marketplaces, create unique offerings, and grasp developing prospects before rivals. Today,
the turbulence, compelling changes, budgetary constraints, and intense competition in
the higher education sector have brought intrapreneurship and innovative thinking to the
forefront [11]. In this framework, employees exhibiting intrapreneurial behavior are seen
to play vital roles in the future of universities [2].

On the way to becoming an “entrepreneurial university” in order to gain a competitive
advantage [12], universities strive for their employees to acquire an entrepreneurial cul-
ture [13]. Audretsch et al. [14] are of the view that the role of university in the quest for an
entrepreneurial society has expanded and subsequently transformed to emphasize improv-
ing entrepreneurship capital and encouraging behavior to succeed in an entrepreneurial
society; nevertheless, a fact that should not be overlooked is that universities were initially
created to foster technology transfer and knowledge-based enterprises. The intrapreneurial
behavior and intention of the academic staff in universities will be an important factor
in increasing the skillsets available to universities [2]. Therefore, universities require em-
ployees who can demonstrate “intrapreneur” approaches in terms of the development of
entrepreneurial ability and culture [11]. While academic staff represent an important part
of intrapreneurial behavior and intention among university employees [9], it is of great
importance for academics to demonstrate their intrapreneurial behavior and views [10].
In this regard, university administrators’ desires to create entrepreneurs will result in
an increase in the interest of intrapreneurial academics [11]. To differentiate scholastic
intrapreneurship from generic intrapreneurship, it is necessary to place the idea inside the
particular settings and goals of higher education institutions. Given the larger context of
academia, intrapreneurship refers to the entrepreneurial ventures undertaken by academics,
scholars, and faculty members in higher education institutions and research facilities. The
main idea is to capitalize on resources from academia, expertise, and experience in order
to tackle social issues, spur inventiveness, and also offer beneficial outcomes to all parties
involved. Paunović et al. [15] are of the view that higher education institutions ought to
improve their research, classroom instruction, and participation by taking into account the
economic, environmental, and social aspects of their operations, in addition to merely their
financial ones. In order to foster a culture of entrepreneurship in remote regions, state and
academia collaboration might be considerably more innovative and strategic than focusing
only on the regulatory function carried out by the former. Fox [16] argues that the main
goals of academic intrapreneurship are the development, advancement, and promotion of
knowledge. It entails converting the intellectual property of others and academic studies
into practical applications, merchandise, and amenities that advance revenue generation
while enriching communities. Academic intrapreneurship emphasizes the development
of knowledge, its propagation, and socioeconomic effects above generic intrapreneurship,
which could be centered on generating profits. This aligns with the greater goal of univer-
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sities becoming accelerators for the development of information and the advancement of
society. There is a vast amount of literature on the entrepreneurial intentions of different
groups; however, studies on intrapreneurial intentions are scarce [2]. In particular, the
intrapreneurial intentions of academics are rare. In their systematic literature reviews,
multiple authors have suggested and argued that it would be valuable to investigate the
roots of intrapreneurship amongst academic staff, which they explained were absent in
the literature [3,11]. Whilst the purpose of this study is to determine the antecedents of
academic intrapreneurship, the fact that it will fill an important gap in the literature reveals
the importance of the research and its contribution to the literature.

The theory of planned behavior (TPB) explains that intention is the indicator of how
much effort people are willing to spend to realize a planned behavior [17]. Ajzen [18]
focuses on the relationships between attitudes towards behavior, social norms, perceived
behavioral control, and intention. This study uses the TPB to explain the antecedents of
academic intrapreneurial intention and tries to make a contribution to the literature by
including self-leadership, psychological capital, and self-efficacy as potential antecedents
in a structural equation model. In this context, this study considers that determining the
effects of variables used with the TPB on the intrapreneurial intentions of academicians will
make a significant contribution to the literature and the higher education sector in general.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Intrapreneurship in an Academic Context

Pinchot argued that intrapreneurship is a composite of the concepts of “intraorga-
nizational” and “entrepreneur”, and that internal entrepreneurs are people who try to
realize ideas within organizations [7]. Intrapreneurship is used to describe entrepreneurial
behavior within an existing organization [19]. While explaining the difference between
entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs, Baurah and Ward stated that corporate entrepreneurship
refers to the entrepreneurial activities of corporate organizations [20]. On the other hand,
intrapreneurs are defined as individuals operating within an enterprise by using the exist-
ing resources of an enterprise with its own structure and policies. According to Rigtering
and Weitzel, corporate entrepreneurship is an innovative process that moves from the top
to the bottom of an organization; on the other hand, they described intrapreneurship as
the entrepreneurial activities of employees from the lower level to the upper level [21].
As stated by Blanka [11], the emergence of new opportunities arises from individuals
rather than organizational processes. With this perspective, the individual dimension of
a business makes intrapreneurship different from corporate entrepreneurship. Engzell
et al. [22] argue that the institutional rationale that intrapreneurs perceive as primarily an
impediment is continually reinforced by educational institutions, which forces individuals
to hone the skills they have whilst proactively integrating reasoning by fusing various
specialized aspects of intrapreneurship, instruction, and development.

It is stated that intrapreneurship is a concept consisting of four dimensions [23,24]:
taking risks from the perspective of intrapreneurship, which means not giving up on an ini-
tiative despite the losses that may occur as a result of the decisions taken and implemented
within an organization [25,26]; innovativeness, which is concerned with the acquisition,
development, and application of new ideas and behaviors [27]; proactive behavior, which
refers to the behavior of entrepreneurial individuals who can take an active role in searching
for opportunities, shaping the competition order and environment, developing strategies
and instigating change, as well as taking an active role in decision-making processes [28];
and autonomy, which is the independent behavior of generating a business idea and taking
it to fruition [29].

There are many facets of and a complicated link between entrepreneurship and in-
trapreneurship. Whereas entrepreneurship entails founding a business of one’s own initia-
tive, intrapreneurship takes place in an already-existing firm, whereby creative thinkers
foster inventiveness and expansion. Similar traits between intrapreneurs and entrepreneurs
include inventiveness, creative thought processes, and leadership abilities, as well as an
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eagerness to continually discover new things; yet, Bosma et al. [30] discovered that in-
trapreneurship and independent business ownership have a negative connection at the
level of the macroeconomic environment, implying a potential settlement between the two
of them. Ionescu and Bolcas [31] went ahead to emphasize the distinctions and points of
convergence across both of these ideas, emphasizing that intrapreneurship is increasingly
prevalent in larger enterprises while entrepreneurship is particularly common in small-
scale enterprises. These studies imply that whereas intrapreneurship might promote the
expansion of businesses, it could additionally have an impact on a company’s size along
with standalone business ownership.

While universities play an important role in economic and regional development [13],
they produce solutions by focusing on social problems [32]. They play an important role
in solving issues such as a sustainable environment, better health conditions, economic
development, and unemployment [33]. Intrapreneurial academic staff and student potential
in universities play a mediating role in transferring knowledge and new technologies from
the research environment of universities to industry-related sectors [34]. Universities play
an important role in the production of quality knowledge and the development of new
projects. Creating strong societies will be possible by growing and developing qualified
knowledge [35]. In this context, it is evaluated that universities that adopt intrapreneurship
will be more likely to generate quality outcomes [36].

2.2. Antecedents of Academic Intrapreneurship

The TPB was used for the first time by Ajzen [37] to explain individual intentions
with the objective of developing a particular behavior. In the context of the theory, in-
tention is an indicator of how much effort people are willing to spend to realize planned
behaviors and to what extent they are willing to reach a goal [38]. In this study, the TPB
developed by Ajzen [38] will be used to explain and predict the intrapreneurial intentions
of academics. Although it is a socially based theory, the TPB is widely used to explain
behaviors in different disciplines [39]. Lin Xu et al. [40] contend that peer pressure has the
tendency to enhance the intentions of students for learning, while it subsequently promotes
such behaviors by reshaping the relationships between the attitudinal dimensions in the
TPB model.

In studies conducted within the scope of planned behavior theory, the relationships
between attitudes towards entrepreneurship, social norms, and perceived behavior control
as well as intention and behavior were empirically proven [41]. In the context of the TPB,
attitudes refer to the attitudes of an individual towards performing a behavior. Funda-
mentally, they are the perceptions of personal desires that serve to perform a behavior.
Perceived behavioral control, on the other hand, refers to the perceived ability to execute
and maintain a target behavior [37]. Neessen et al. [3] and Blanka [11], in their respective
research studies, stated that the theory of planned behavior is the best-constructed theory
in the analysis of entrepreneurial intention in the literature.

The TPB is a widely used theoretical framework in social psychology that aims to pre-
dict and understand human behavior [11]. These three components (perceived behavioral
control, specific norms, and personal attitudes) contribute to the formation of an individ-
ual’s behavioral intention, which in turn is assumed to be most immediate determinant
of behavior [18]. When the studies on intrapreneurial intention are examined, it is found
that perceived behavior control, which is one of the important dimensions of the theory of
planned behavior, is an important determinant of intrapreneurship; for example, this phe-
nomenon was discussed in the studies of [42–44]. As can be understood from the research
model and the studies in the literature mentioned above, perceived behavioral control,
specific norms, and personal attitudes are thought to be related to academic intrapreneurial
intention. In this context, it was decided to propose the following hypotheses in this study:

H1. Attitudes towards intrapreneurship positively affect academic intrapreneurial intention.
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H2. Subjective norms positively affect academic intrapreneurial intention.

H3. Perceived behavioral control positively affects academic intrapreneurial intention.

Neessen et al. [3] and Blanka [11] defined intrapreneurship as individual intrapreneur-
ship as well as organizational intrapreneurship and conducted their research within these
parameters. Individuals’ skills, personal information, past experiences, organizational rela-
tions, motivations, job satisfaction, and behavioral intentions all inform their behavior [11].
When the antecedents of academic intrapreneurship are evaluated in an organizational
context, according to the authors of [45–48], managerial practices, managerial support, and
the training of staff through new methods are explained in the context of organizational
intrapreneurship. Moriano et al. [24], Yulia et al. [49], and Farrukh et al. [50] revealed
that leadership styles comprise one of the antecedents of intrapreneurial behavior within
an organization.

2.3. Self-Leadersip, Self-Efficacy, and Positive Psychological Capital as Antecedents

Self-leadership is the process of influencing oneself by providing the self-management
and motivation that individuals need to perform their duties and jobs [51]. The primary ob-
jective for highlighting the concept of self-leadership in the realm of academic intrapreneur-
ship remains the fact that academic intrapreneurs have to demonstrate responsibility,
originality, and proactive behavior. Self-leadership enables people to accept responsibility
for the decisions that they make while stimulating creativity and subsequently negotiate
challenging academic circumstances in a successful manner. It gives individuals the ability
to do three things that happen to be crucial for intrapreneurial behavior; this encompasses
setting properly identified goals while evaluating their progress over time, along with
adjusting to altered conditions. According to the self-leadership theory, people may shape
themselves through inspiration, conduct, and thought processes to accomplish goals. It
includes techniques for self-regulation that help people overcome obstacles while follow-
ing their objectives on their own. Daud [52], in his research study, has highlighted that
self-leadership has the tendency to enhance the self-confidence of an individual as well as
contribute to the process of good governance. Theoretically, self-leadership increases peo-
ple’s feeling of independence, effectiveness, and adaptability, which subsequently in return
gives people more confidence in being able to take responsibility, be creative, and actively
participate in intrapreneurial activities within professional environments. Self-leadership
sees individuals manage themselves more effectively to improve their lives and jobs by
learning and applying certain behavioral and cognitive strategies [53]. In discussions on
the concept of leadership, it is emphasized that the basis of leadership is self-leadership [54].
D‘intino et al. [53] associated self-leadership with entrepreneurship. Rakib et al. [55] are of
the view that when individuals employ technological resources to manage their web-based
enterprises, their inventiveness as entrepreneurs is greatly influenced by both self-efficacy
and self-leadership at the same time.

There is not any previous research on the relationship between self-leadership and
intrapreneurial intention; however, Moriano et al. stated that transformational leadership
practices have a positive relationship with the intrapreneurial behavior of employees [24].
They also explained that organizational identity plays a mediating role between transfor-
mational leadership and the intrapreneurial behaviors of employees. Farrukh et al. [50]
explained that a transformational leadership approach of managers in universities pos-
itively affects intrapreneurial behaviors. Yulia et al. [49] claimed that university rectors,
academicians, and other employees who adopt a transformational leadership approach
are effective in exhibiting intrapreneurial behavior. In another study on leadership styles,
Edú Valsania et al. [56] stated that there is a positive relationship between an authentic
leadership approach and the intrapreneurial behavior of employees. They also empha-
sized that organizational identity plays a mediating role in the authentic leadership and
intrapreneurial behavior of employees. This literature has provided much support on the
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subject, since diverse authors have written on the concept of self-leadership through varied
prisms. Although the concept of academic intrapreneurship is relatively new and refined,
this research study has established its relevancy through the already-available perspectives
on the subject. On the other hand, the concept of general intrapreneurship relates to the
creation of novel and innovative ventures. This might entail creating novel approaches
to current difficulties or issues, raising a business’s profile, and subsequently boosting
the significance of services [57]. The context and emphasis of academic and general in-
trapreneurship vary greatly from one another. Academic intrapreneurship corresponds
to an educational context, whereby its primary goals are to foster creative thinking, the
transfer of technology, as well as business engagement. Nonetheless, generic intrapreneur-
ship seems broader in its application to just about any kind of business environment and
concentrates on the development of new businesses, projects, and solutions, as well as tech-
nology, with the ultimate objective of enhancing the worth of a business. Furthermore, due
to its provision permitting higher education institutions, along with other organizations, to
maintain control of innovations generated with government assistance, the Bayh–Dole Act
is believed to have a major influence on academic intrapreneurship. Engzell et al. [22] are of
the view that, in light of this Act, researchers in academia now have a motivation to pursue
entrepreneurship, as the business aspect of their discoveries may prove advantageous.
Additionally, as a result of the Act, colleges now have transferring technology centers that
assist academics with the tedious task of marketing their groundbreaking discoveries.

Self-efficacy is described as beliefs about performance levels and abilities that make
an impact on events that affect an individual’s life [58]. The concept of self-efficacy is
relevant due to the fact that academic intrapreneurs have a number of difficulties, such
as negotiating with government agencies, getting past opposition to transformation, and
finding finance for creative ventures. Morelli et al. [59] believe that people with an elevated
sense of self-efficacy possess the capacity to view these difficulties as hurdles that can
be overcome instead of unpassable hurdles. They tend to be more inclined to attempt
measured chances, keep going after innovative concepts with assurance, and remain persis-
tent in the midst of failures. Therefore, self-efficacy acts as a stimulant for intrapreneurial
intentions by encouraging confidence in a person’s ability to plan and carry out busi-
ness operations in an academic setting. When the literature on intrapreneurship and
self-efficacy is examined, authors in their respective research studies stated that employees
with high self-efficacy exhibit innovative behavior and demonstrate intrapreneurial inten-
tions [43,60,61]. Gonzales-Serrano et al. [44] revealed in their study that self-efficacy is an
important determinant of entrepreneurial intent and the association between self-efficacy
and exhibiting entrepreneurial behavior. Armitage and Conner [62] found that self-efficacy
has a strong relationship with the intention to exhibit internal entrepreneurial behavior.
Nicholson et al. [63] stated that students’ self-efficacy positively affects their intrapreneurial
intentions. Chouchane et al. [64] explained that self-efficacy plays an indirect mediating
role in organizational support, intrapreneurial behavior, and intrapreneurial intention.

Intrapreneurial behavior consists of providing all key resources to employees, through
which they can bring motivation and creativity to an organization. The demands and
uncertainty of academic intrapreneurship need people to learn to deal with uncertainty,
disappointments, and adversities. Ghodbane and Alwehabie [65] argue that positive
PsyCap gives people the psychological fortitude, confidence, and flexibility required to
overcome the obstacles that come with pursuing an entrepreneurial career. It makes it
possible for people to stay upbeat, overcome obstacles, and keep trying to come up with
creative alternatives in professional settings. Furthermore, those who score better for
PsyCap are more inclined to be proactive in searching for possibilities, make the best use of
their abilities, and work well with others, all of which contribute to a greater intrapreneurial
desire. Generally, intrapreneurs have high dispositional optimism, which means that
such people expect positive results, even while having no rational justification for their
expectations [66]. Similarly, Turo et al. found that when people have a high tendency
towards optimism, they have an increased likelihood of becoming entrepreneurs [67].
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Hope is the other important dimension for explaining psychological capital. There are
three aspects of hope, namely agency, goals, and pathways. These abilities play a key role
for every entrepreneur in terms of ensuring persistency in pursuing goals and improving the
confidence as well as the optimism of an intrapreneur [68]. Resilience is another element of
psychological capital, which includes adaptation to key risks. Intrapreneurship is a process
that mainly includes a person’s ability to take risks and face threats [6]. In another study,
Peterson et al. found that leaders with high psychological resilience encourage themselves
and their employees in terms of taking risks and exhibiting innovative behaviors [69].

Therefore, it is decided to also propose the following hypotheses:

H4. Self-leadership has a significant impact on intrapreneurial intention.

H5. Self-efficacy has a significant impact on intrapreneurial intention.

H6. Psychological capital has a significant impact on intrapreneurial intention.

Studies examined with a systematic literature review approach include studies on
topics related to intrapreneurial behavior and intrapreneurial intention in different fields.
Evaluations of the theoretical framework regarding intrapreneurial intention in the litera-
ture reveal that the theory of planned behavior is the most comprehensive and valid theory
in explaining intrapreneurship and intrapreneurial intention [3,11]. Studies in the literature
explain that the dimensions of the theory of planned behavior (attitudes, social norms, and
perceived behavioral control) play an important role in determining intrapreneurial behav-
ior and intrapreneurial intention. While multiple studies in the literature are evaluated, it
is explained that different antecedents have been included in the research in determining
the intention and effectiveness of intrapreneurial behavior at the individual level. It is
understood that leadership styles, human capital, self-efficacy, and positive psychological
capital come to the fore among the antecedents identified in studies examined through
a systematic literature review [3,11]. It is also an important factor to highlight how this
concept benefits academic institutions and fosters a sustainable environment that relates to
intrapreneurial behavior. Academic intrapreneurship is a powerful tool that institutions
may use to drive long-term expansion and progress in efficacy. It does this by means of
encouraging inventiveness, improving the educational experience for students, promot-
ing research, and fostering teamwork, while creating a superior environment. Aparicio
et al. [35] are of the view that through the entrepreneurship and imaginative abilities that
characterize their academic communities across the world, universities have a tendency to
promote and foster financial development as well as competitiveness, which may favorably
impact society in the context of the knowledge economy. Sieg et al. [70] have correlated the
concept of academic entrepreneurship with eco-innovation by highlighting the fact that
the primary obstacles and challenges to implementing technological advancement across
academic institutions arise from the insufficiency of funding for carrying out research
projects that are most often neglected and overlooked by the state as well as international
donor organizations.

Whilst the antecedents of this study are explained and evaluated, it is explained
that self-leadership, self-efficacy, and PsyCap directly or indirectly affect intrapreneurial
intention in studies in different periods. At the same time, it is explained that they are
related to the intention of intrapreneurial behavior. In summary, while trying to test the
antecedents of academic intrapreneurial intention in the relevant study, the dimensions of
the relevant theory (attitudes, social norms, and perceived behavior control) in the model
fit of this study, which was created on the basis of the theory of planned behavior, were
determined to be tested as an explainer of academic intrapreneurial intention. In this
context, it was decided to propose the following hypotheses, assuming that they would
play a mediating role between the components of the theory and the antecedents of the
research (self-leadership, self-efficacy, and PsyCap).
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H7. Attitudes towards intrapreneurship play a mediator role between the antecedents (self-
leadership, self-efficacy, and psychological capital) and academic intrapreneurial intention.

H8. Subjective norms play a mediator role between the antecedents (self-leadership, self-efficacy,
and psychological capital) and academic intrapreneurial intention.

H9. Perceived behavioral control plays a mediator role between the antecedents (self-leadership,
self-efficacy, and psychological capital) and academic intrapreneurial intention (Figure 1).
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3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Sample

Data were collected via a survey in the spring semester of 2022. The participants in the
present study consisted of 236 academicians from five different universities in Northern
Cyprus. The academicians were from selected different programs in these universities,
including business administration, banking and finance, civil engineering, architecture,
and medical departments. The academicians’ ages ranged from 23 to 76, with an aver-
age age of 40.90 (SD = 10.92) years. The sample included 108 (45.76 percent) male and
128 (54.23 percent) female academicians. The academicians’ titles ranged from Professor
to Research Assistant. This research method has been particularly chosen because of
its generalizability, cost-effectiveness, and practicality. It has since become possible to
draw conclusions concerning a broader group of people from a selected portion of the
overall population through employing sampling techniques. Considering the fact that it
may sometimes be difficult to investigate an entire community, this is significant. It has
been made absolutely certain that the study findings reflect a rough representation of the
overall population, and may be applied to the targeted group by employing the method
of sampling.

3.2. Scales

The research survey consisted of a 52-item questionnaire that included demographic
features, self-leadership, self-efficacy, PsyCap, attitudes toward intrapreneurship, subjec-
tive norms, perceived behavioral control, and intrapreneurial intention. These factors were
specifically chosen because they may be pertinent to intrapreneurship by demonstrating a
favorable correlation with occupational results and possess the ability to further knowl-
edge of scholastic intrapreneurship. This research attempts to find the critical elements
that might encourage and foster academic intrapreneurship by analyzing the interactions
amongst these elements while revealing the fundamental processes affecting scholastic in-
trapreneurial conduct. All variables were measured via a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging
from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. These items were designed according to
the theoretical construct and measures recommended in the literature.

Self-leadership: Houghton and Yoho [71] further refined the Anderson and Prussia [72]
measure. It was originally composed of 35 items and then developed and adopted by Doğan
and Şahin [73]. In this study, six items were used for measuring self–leadership, including
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“I aspire to excel when working on important issues”. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for
the scale was 0.79.

Self-efficacy: A ten-item scale was used for measuring self-efficacy. The scale was
used by Jerusalem [74]. Tang [75] successfully used this scale in his study on self-efficacy.
A sample item included “I know what to do when faced with a new situation”. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the scale was calculated as 0.91.

PsyCap: The PsyCap assessment measure of Luthans et al. [76] was used. It was
originally composed of 24 items, and was then developed as well as adopted by Oruç [77].
Pandey et al. [78] have indicated a favorable correlation between PsyCap and intrapreneurial
activity. The association underlying intrapreneurship and professional commitment is
mediated by PsyCap, suggesting that PsyCap plays a significant role in encouraging in-
trapreneurial activity. PsyCap has a favorable correlation with both corporate citizenship
conduct and the perceptions of intrapreneurs, indicating that the program might boost
the propensity of the employees to participate in intrapreneurial endeavors. In this study,
12 items were used for measuring PsyCap. A sample item is “I feel confident when giv-
ing information to my colleagues”. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the scale was
determined to be 0.89.

Attitudes toward intrapreneurship: The attitudes toward intrapreneurship scale from
the EIQ (entrepreneurial intentions questionnaire) of Linan and Chen [79] was used. The
ATI scale was adapted and developed by Gonzales-Serrano et al. [44]. It is composed
of five items that measure attitudes toward intrapreneurship. For example, “Being an
academic intrapreneur is important for my career”. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for
the scale was 0.87.

Subjective norms: The subjective norms scale was extracted from the EIQ of Linan and
Chen [79]. It was developed by Gonzales-Serrano et al. [44]. It is composed of five items
that measure the approval of decisions made by people in their close environments, such
as those of family and colleagues. For example, “my academic intrapreneurial behavior is
supported by colleagues”. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the scale was 0.83.

Perceived behavior control: The scale from the EIQ of Linan and Chen [79] was used.
PBC was adapted and developed by Gonzales-Serrano et al. [44]. In this study, it was
composed of five items that measured the level of perceived behavioral control. A sample
item is “I am ready to exhibit and practice academic intrapreneurial behaviors”. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the scale was 0.89.

Intrapreneurial intention: An adaptation of the intrapreneurial behavior scale of Stull
and Singh [80] was created to measure intrapreneurial intention. The scale is composed of
four items. A sample item is “my professional goal is to become an academic intrapreneur”.
Statements indicate different aspects of intention. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the
scale was determined to be 0.92.

4. Results
4.1. Testing Validity and Reliability

Before testing the hypotheses, we verified the validity and reliability of the measure-
ment model. To test the convergent validity, we calculated the factor loadings and average
variance extracted (AVE) scores of the scales. Fornell and Larcker [81] stated that AVE
values greater than 0.5 imply the existence of convergent validity. As shown in Table 1,
the AVE values of the variables are higher than 0.5, thus indicating convergent validity.
Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability (CR) were used to measure the reliability and
internal consistency of the variables, respectively. The Cronbach’s alpha values vary be-
tween 0.797 and 0.928, and the CR values are between 0.861 and 0.948 (Table 1). The lower
threshold for these values is 0.7; therefore, the variables in the model are reliable and have
internal consistency [82].
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Table 1. Validity and reliability of the scales.

Factor n Factor Loading α CR AVE

Self-leadership 6 0.665–0.788 0.797 0.861 0.556

Self-efficacy 10 0.715–0.822 0.913 0.928 0.591

PsyCap 12 0.587–0.858 0.895 0.927 0.588

Attitudes toward intrapreneurship 5 0.771–0.849 0.875 0.909 0.667

Subjective norms 5 0.681–0.869 0.837 0.885 0.608

Perceived behavioral control 5 0.789–0.897 0.899 0.926 0.716

Academic intrapreneurial int. 4 0.872–0.925 0.928 0.948 0.822

n: Number of items; α: Cronbach’s alpha; CR: composite reliability; and AVE: average variance extracted.

4.2. Correlations

Table 2 demonstrates the means, standard deviations, Pearson’s correlation coefficients,
and the skewness as well as kurtosis of the variables included in the research. The skewness
and kurtosis values were estimated in order to determine the distribution of the data. The
values are in the reference range (−1.5, +1.5) and reveal the normality of the data [82].
The correlations between the variables vary between r = 0.28 and r = 0.76. The correlation
results show a significant relationship between intrapreneurial intention and all of the
antecedent factors.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlations.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Self-leadership 4.06 0.68 1

2. Self-efficacy 4.02 0.64 0.54 ** 1

3. PsyCap 4.07 0.55 0.46 ** 0.76 ** 1

4. Attitudes toward intrapreneurship 3.92 0.77 0.44 ** 0.34 ** 0.34 ** 1

5. Subjective norms 3.77 0.77 0.33 ** 0.31 ** 0.29 ** 0.49 ** 1

6. Perceived behavioral control 3.91 0.78 0.45 ** 0.55 ** 0.46 ** 0.60 ** 0.42 ** 1

7. Academic intrapreneurial intention 3.59 0.89 0.31 ** 0.34 ** 0.28 ** 0.44 ** 0.36 ** 0.60 ** 1

Skewness - - −0.584 −0.537 −0.752 −1.09 −0.436 −0.990 −0.456

Kurtosis - - 0.311 0.758 1.33 1.21 .006 1.39 −0.063

** p < 0.05.

4.3. Hypotheses Testing

To test the research hypotheses, we established three different structural equation
models using IBM AMOS 21.0 software. In the models, we treated academic intrapreneurial
intention as the dependent variable; self-leadership, self-efficacy, and PsyCap as indepen-
dent variables; and attitudes toward intrapreneurship, subjective norms, and perceived
behavioral control individually as mediating variables. The AMOS models can be seen in
Figure 2.

The results of the models are presented in Table 3. The first model tests the mediating
role of attitudes toward intrapreneurship on the relationship between the antecedents and
academic intrapreneurial intention. The results of the first model show that self-efficacy
(B = 0.313, SE = 0.145, 95% CI = [0.053, 0.525], p < 0.05) has a significant direct impact on
intrapreneurial intention, while self-leadership (B = 0.168, SE = 0.064, 95% CI = [0.078, 0.296],
p < 0.05) and PsyCap (B = 0.085, SE = 0.053, 95% CI = [0.016, 0.199], p < 0.05) have significant
indirect effects. Thus, the results confirm that attitudes toward intrapreneurship mediate
the effects of self-leadership and PsyCap on academic intrapreneurship, while it does not
mediate the impact of self-efficacy.
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The second model tests the mediating role of subjective norms in the relationship
between the antecedents and academic intrapreneurial intention. The results of the second
model show that self-efficacy (B = 0.291, SE = 0.144, 95% CI = [0.028, 0.500], p < 0.05) has
a significant direct impact on intrapreneurial intention, while self-leadership (B = 0.075,
SE = 0.039, 95% CI = [0.026, 0.158], p < 0.05) has a significant indirect effect. Thus, the
results confirm that subjective norms mediate the effect of self-leadership on academic
intrapreneurship, while it does not mediate the impact of self-efficacy and PsyCap.

The third model tests the mediating role of perceived behavioral control in the relation-
ship between the antecedents and academic intrapreneurial intention. The results of the last
model show that none of the antecedents has a significant direct impact on intrapreneurial
intention, while self-leadership (B = 0.162, SE = 0.065, 95% CI = [0.065, 0.279], p < 0.05) and
self-efficacy (B = 0.311, SE = 0.078, 95% CI = [0.192, 0.455], p < 0.05) have significant indirect
effects; thus, the results confirm that perceived behavioral control mediates the effects of
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self-leadership and self-efficacy on academic intrapreneurship, while it does not mediate
the impact of PsyCap.

Table 3. Hypothesis testing (mediating).

Path Coeff SE p LLCI ULCI

Model 1: Attitudes Toward Intrapreneurship
Direct Impacts

SL → INT 0.060 0.109 0.572 −0.114 0.241
SE → INT 0.313 0.145 0.050 0.053 0.525

PSYCAP → INT −0.055 0.147 0.747 −0.284 0.212
ATTs → INT 0.410 0.107 0.003 0.211 0.565
SL → ATT 0.410 0.094 0.001 0.248 0.563
SE → ATT 0.037 0.119 0.736 −0.167 0.233

PSYCAP → ATT 0.206 0.118 0.093 0.005 0.392
Indirect Impacts

SL → ATTs → INT 0.168 0.064 0.002 0.078 0.296
SE → ATTs → INT 0.015 0.050 0.697 −0.073 0.090

PSYCAP → ATTs → INT 0.085 0.053 0.049 0.016 0.199

Model 2: Subjective Norms
Direct Impacts

SL → INT 0.153 0.106 0.136 −0.015 0.324
SE → INT 0.291 0.144 0.066 0.028 0.500

PSYCAP → INT −0.017 0.147 0.944 −0.244 0.253
SNs → INT 0.302 0.088 0.002 0.157 0.452
SL → SNs 0.248 0.099 0.013 0.082 0.408
SE → SNs 0.126 0.133 0.263 −0.085 0.349

PSYCAP → SNs 0.154 0.138 0.320 −0.074 0.375
Indirect Impacts

SL → SNs → INT 0.075 0.039 0.008 0.026 0.158
SE → SNs → INT 0.038 0.045 0.269 −0.021 0.126

PSYCAP → SNs → INT 0.046 0.044 0.206 −0.018 0.125

Model 3: Perceived Behavioral Control
Direct Impacts

SL → INT 0.066 0.085 0.424 −0.071 0.215
SE → INT 0.018 0.137 0.973 −0.224 0.223

PSYCAP → INT −0.044 0.126 0.757 −0.244 0.177
PBC → INT 0.671 0.080 0.001 0.532 0.799
SL → PBC 0.242 0.092 0.007 0.095 0.402
SE → PBC 0.464 0.109 0.001 0.281 0.638

PSYCAP → PBC 0.109 0.122 0.345 −0.084 0.318
Indirect Impacts

SL → PBC → INT 0.162 0.065 0.007 0.065 0.279
SE → PBC → INT 0.311 0.078 0.001 0.192 0.455

PSYCAP → PBC → INT 0.073 0.084 0.330 −0.053 0.224

5. Discussion

Upon examining the outcomes, it is evident that a robust and affirmative relationship
exists between the antecedent factors, namely self-leadership, self-efficacy, PsyCap (psycho-
logical capital), and the dimensions of the theory of planned behavior (TPB), i.e., attitudes
(ATTs), subjective norms (SNs), and perceived behavioral control (PBC).

In the context of self-leadership, it emerges that it exerts a direct influence on the
dimensions of ATTs and SNs of the TPB while exhibiting an indirect impact on the PBC
dimension. The analysis reveals that all TPB dimensions serve as mediators in the relation-
ship between self-leadership and academic intrapreneurial intention. Previous literature
by Moriano et al. [24], Yulia et al. [49], and Farrukh et al. [50] converges on the affirmative
relationship between transformational leadership and intrapreneurial behavior, with orga-
nizational identity mediating this association. Additionally, Edu Valsania et al. [56] repeat
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these findings, emphasizing the fundamental role of self-leadership as an antecedent to
academic intrapreneurial intention. This underscores the crucial role of self-concept and
motivation in fostering intrapreneurship among academics, who, delegated to manifest
responsibility, originality, and proactive behavior, benefit from self-leadership in navigating
academic challenges; thus, the findings emphasize self-leadership’s mediation between TPB
dimensions and intrapreneurship, presenting a more nuanced perspective that enriches the
existing literature on academic intrapreneurship.

Regarding self-efficacy, it is observed that it directly impacts only the PBC dimension
of the TPB, with an indirect effect on other dimensions. The mediation analysis reveals
that solely the PBC dimension acts as a mediator between self-efficacy and academic
intrapreneurial intention. Previous research by Douglas and Fitzsimmons [43], Globocnik
and Solomo [60], Wakkee et al. [61], and Chouchane et al. [64] validate these findings,
emphasizing the positive influence of high self-efficacy levels on intrapreneurial intention
and behavior, with self-efficacy also mediating the relationship between organizational
support and intrapreneurial behavior as well as intention. Thus, the present study not only
reinforces existing knowledge but also contributes to a more comprehensive understanding
of the interaction between self-efficacy and academic intrapreneurship.

Regarding PsyCap, it is found to have a significant indirect effect on ATTs but not
on the dimensions of SNs and PBC. The mediation analysis indicates that only ATTs
mediate the relationship between PsyCap and academic intrapreneurial intention, with
the dimensions of SNs and PBC playing no mediating role. Previous research by Rego
et al. [83], Avey et al. [84], Peterson et al. [69], Loghman et al. [85], Baluku et al. [86], and
Tosun and Özkan [87] supports these findings, highlighting a positive relationship between
PsyCap and intrapreneurship, with PsyCap fostering creativity, resilience, and proactive
behavior among individuals; thus, this study not only validates existing findings but
also offers insights into the specific pathways through which PsyCap influences academic
intrapreneurship, contributing to a deeper understanding of this relationship.

The significance of the self-leadership approach in academic intrapreneurship behavior
is underscored, indicating a noteworthy contribution to the literature by addressing a gap
in leadership theories. Furthermore, the utilization of comprehensive structural equation
modeling and the inclusion of individual-level variables (self-efficacy and PsyCap) enrich
the research, particularly in the domain of academic intrapreneurship. This study suggests
avenues for future research, emphasizing the need for in-depth examinations of the pro-
cesses through which self-leadership, self-efficacy, and PsyCap influence intrapreneurial
motivation within educational contexts [88]. Future studies across diverse settings are
recommended to validate the identified relationships, alongside targeted interventions
aimed at enhancing PsyCap, self-efficacy, and self-leadership among students and staff to
foster intrapreneurial behaviors; thus, the present study contributes to a more nuanced
interpretation of existing findings while providing novel insights into the dynamics of
academic intrapreneurship.

The main theoretical contribution of the present research to the literature is the applica-
tion of self-leadership, self-efficacy, and PsyCap collectively as independent variables within
a comprehensive model, suitable for the study of intrapreneurship. This novel approach,
tested through structural equation modeling within the framework of the theory of planned
behavior (TPB), examines academic intrapreneurial intention as the dependent variable.
Additionally, attitudes toward intrapreneurship, subjective norms, and perceived behav-
ioral control are investigated individually as mediating variables. This methodological rigor
addresses a major gap identified in previous literature, wherein studies predominantly
focused on organizational-level analyses, thus neglecting an individual-level perspective.
Specifically, Dilorshan et al. [89] underscored this deficiency in their systematic literature
review; therefore, by elucidating the antecedents of academic intrapreneurial intention,
particularly at the individual level, this study significantly enhances the scholarly discourse.
Furthermore, the simultaneous examination of self-leadership, self-efficacy, and PsyCap as
independent variables, which have not been previously explored collectively and are rarely
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investigated within the context of intrapreneurship, imbues this investigation with sub-
stantive significance. This methodological innovation offers a fresh perspective, addressing
a notable weakness in the existing literature. Consequently, it is anticipated that this study
will make a substantial contribution to the field, advancing scholarly understanding of
intrapreneurship dynamics.

6. Limitations and Future Study Recommendations

Though this study’s significant findings will contribute to the literature, there are
certain limitations. First, data were collected from a limited number of academic staff
in specific departments (business administration, banking and finance, civil engineering,
architecture, and medical departments) from five universities of Northern Cyprus. Future
research should have an expanded focus that includes a greater number of academic staff in
a greater number of departments and universities. A possible future study might also focus
on what steps could be taken within university management to support the intrapreneurial
intentions of academicians.

Yet another restriction is the inclusion of a limited number of variables within the
research models referred to in the literature. Therefore, the variables neglected in the litera-
ture, such as organization culture, may be integrated into the model in future studies [11].
The results might have been different if this study was conducted longitudinally. Since
academic intrapreneurial intentions may change over time, a longitudinal study might pro-
vide different outcomes in terms of the academic intrapreneurship antecedents over time;
therefore, a longitudinal study on this topic is recommended for future research. A viable
method for examining the relationships of causality between the preceding elements and
scholastic intrapreneurial ambition as time passes is to conduct longitudinal research.
Through the continuous observation of people in the realm of intrapreneurial activities and
intents, academics can reveal the constantly shifting interactions between distinctive char-
acteristics, norms of society, and environmental elements in an educational context. This
could assist with building stronger conceptual structures, theological bases within societal
hierarchies, and offering insightful information on the cyclical nature associated with aca-
demic intrapreneurship. Another productive line of inquiry is cross-cultural investigation,
especially when examining the impact of culture on scholastic intrapreneurial objectives.
Through the examination of perspectives, guidelines, and behaviors in a variety of cultural
situations, researchers may clarify the socioeconomic factors influencing people’s inclina-
tion for intrapreneurship in higher education environments. In addition to improving the
research’s generalizability, this comparison technique could promote better understanding
concerning the subtle variations in the culture underlying academics’ entrepreneurship.

7. Conclusions

This study intends to provide conceptual understanding and useful recommenda-
tions for educational institutions by means of the rigorous testing of an exhaustive frame-
work on the antecedents of academic intrapreneurial intention amongst academic staff
members. The results of the present investigation show that psychological capital, self-
efficacy, and self-leadership influence academic intrapreneurial intention through both
direct and indirect means. Furthermore, it is shown that the primary objective of academic
intrapreneurial is significantly mediated by attitudes toward intrapreneurship, subjective
norms, as well as perceived control over behaviors. These findings offer insightful informa-
tion on the fundamental processes guiding academic intrapreneurial ambition in higher
education environments.

This study further emphasizes the value of supporting individual characteristics and fi-
nancial assets amongst faculty members with the objective of creating intrapreneurial mind-
sets and intents. Examples of these assets include psychological capital, self-leadership,
and self-efficacy; moreover, the manner by which antecedent variables impact academic
intrapreneurial intention are clarified by the intermediary functions of attitudes toward
intrapreneurship, subjective norms, and impressions of behavioral management. The cre-
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ation of focused initiatives and guidelines meant to encourage an atmosphere of creativity
and entrepreneurship in higher education can be influenced by this extensive knowledge of
the intrapreneurial procedure throughout academia. This study sheds light on the intricate
interactions of personal characteristics, societal standards, and cognitive procedures that in-
fluence academic intrapreneurial motives, which advances both conceptual understanding
along with practical applications. Higher education institutions can more effectively enable
and assist their faculty and students to participate in intrapreneurial activities and promote
positive transformation within their educational atmospheres by resolving such factors.
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