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Abstract: Several colleges and universities in the Middle East have been undertaking significant
initiatives to forge and foster corporate entrepreneurship. The viability and success of those initia-
tives rest upon the input of faculty, possessing to various degrees an entrepreneurial orientation
that revolves around innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactivity. This study investigates the extent
to which individual-level factors moderate the influence of faculty entrepreneurial behavior on
the entrepreneurial orientation of higher education institutions in Kuwait. These factors include
gender, academic qualifications, teaching experience, school affiliation, scientific productivity, in-
dustrial experience, and professional certification. Data were collected using questionnaires filled
by 291 faculty members, and the model was analyzed using structural equation modelling. The
differences for each faculty characteristic in the structural path coefficients were tested using the
Z-score statistics. The eight hypotheses that were partially validated as the most notable findings
indicate that entrepreneurial orientation among male or business faculty has a greater impact on
their institutions” organizational, entrepreneurial orientation. In contrast, the differences for the
rest of the moderating characteristics were insignificant. The originality of this study pertains to
the fact that the scope of faculty intrapreneurship does not seem to be strongly affected by any
individual-level characteristic.

Keywords: faculty intrapreneurship; entrepreneurial orientation; faculty characteristics; structural
equation modelling

1. Introduction

Corporate entrepreneurship reflects a strategy that organizations adopt to pursue in-
novation and expansion. Similarly, intrapreneurship represents an employee’s willingness
and engagement towards achieving their entrepreneurial vision (Amo 2010).

In recent years, corporate entrepreneurship gained significant attention from scholars
(Boon et al. 2013; Woo 2018). It draws on the individual contributions of organizational
members (Kearney 2013). It reflects the activities carried out by the employees in pur-
suit of organizational development and expansion (Hornsby et al. 2013). Kreiser et al.
(2021) demonstrated that corporate entrepreneurship stems from the exhibition of an
entrepreneurial strategic vision (or strategic intentionality), a pro-entrepreneurial orga-
nizational architecture, and a strong entrepreneurial orientation among the employees
expressed in terms of innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking. The internal fit be-
tween those three elements yields positive implications on the firm’s financial performance.
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Indeed, the effectiveness of organizations depends to a large extent on how internal
competencies are built and upgraded. Employees are micro actors who initiate change at the
macro-organizational level as they undertake intrapreneurial activities based on practice
and learning (Kim 2012). Organizational members participate in activities that enable
them to access and accumulate value-adding resources (Hobfoll 2001). In their systematic
review, Wahyudi et al. (2021) portrayed entrepreneurial orientation as one of the core
aspects of corporate entrepreneurship along with other constituents, i.e., entrepreneurial
management, entrepreneurial leadership, and performance.

Evidence shows that employee intrapreneurship contributes to gaining personal
resources and increases work engagement (Gawke et al. 2017). Moreover, it was argued
that employee intrapreneurship is the source of several organizational outcomes, namely
innovation capacity, market growth, and financial performance (Bierwerth et al. 2015).
Promoting employee intrapreneurship is rewarding to organizations in terms of innovation
and adaptivity to the organizational environment. Effective organizations encourage their
staff to engage in voluntary information manipulation and to foster innovative mindsets
(Park et al. 2014), notably through effective and spiritual leadership (Farrukh et al. 2021;
Usman et al. 2021).

Intrapreneurship at the individual level designates the activities characterized by
initiation, risk-taking, and ideation (de Jong et al. 2015). However, in this study, we
will explore the implications of faculty intrapreneurship at the organization’s level and
examine how the entrepreneurial orientation of faculties could support the entrepreneurial
orientation of the higher education institutions (HEI) in Kuwait. The majority of previous
studies conducted on academic entrepreneurship have mainly observed the implications
pertaining to the university business venturing, i.e., university spin-offs (Audretsch 2014;
Cviji¢ et al. 2019; Fini et al. 2017). In fact, this is an instance of corporate entrepreneurship
driven by the organization’s entrepreneurial orientation, i.e., strategy-making processes
aiming to enhance the organizational purpose and develop competitive advantages (Bakar
and Mahmood 2014; Rauch et al. 2009). A firm’s entrepreneurial orientation encompasses
innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness (Covin and Slevin 1989).

The present research aims to investigate the extent to which individual characteristics
moderate the relationship between the entrepreneurial orientation of the academic staff and
the entrepreneurial orientation of their HEIs. More specifically, this study will examine the
moderating effects of gender, qualifications (Ph.D. Masters), teaching experience, affiliation
(business; engineering), scientific productivity, professional experience, and professional
certifications. There is no empirical evidence that describes the internal processes sup-
porting corporate entrepreneurship in academic settings, essentially those pertaining to
the engagement of academic staff. Only one recent study indicates that intrapreneurial
behavior among academic and non-academic personnel in Latvian universities is correlated
with an employee’s initiative but with no association with neither risk-taking nor personal
initiative (Valka et al. 2020). Therefore, this research will address this gap by suggesting
and validating a framework that highlights the individual and organizational dynamics of
entrepreneurial orientation at Kuwaiti HEIs and their relationship.

2. Theoretical Background

The literature largely depicted intrapreneurship as an antecedent of corporate per-
formance (Burgelman 1983). The pro-entrepreneurship cognitions of either managerial
or non-managerial staff in the form of beliefs, attitudes, and values that are non-context
specific and are likely to strengthen corporate entrepreneurship at the firm’s level (Ireland
et al. 2009). A recent study proved that employee engagement positively mediates the
relationship between corporate entrepreneurship and business performance (Ahmed et al.
2020). As a construct, intrapreneurship is defined as “the process by which teams within
an established company conceive, foster, launch and manage a new business that is distinct
from the parent company but leverages the parent’s assets, market position, capabilities or
other resources” (Wolcott and Lippitz 2007).
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Employee behavioural factors (i.e., subjective norms, attitude towards intrapreneur-
ship, and perceived behavioural control) and how they perceive the entrepreneurial orienta-
tion of their organization positively influence the strategic renewal behaviour and venture
behaviour (Do and Luu 2020). Indeed, individual intrapreneurship identifies and exploits
market opportunities that allow the organization to reinvent its offerings and strengthen
its competitiveness (Neessen et al. 2019). Employees” entrepreneurial activities flourish
when they operate in an organic and flexible organizational structure (Nielsen et al. 2019).
Previous studies show that employee intrapreneurship is influenced by a myriad of factors
such as managerial support (Lizote et al. 2014; ul Hagq et al. 2018), engaging leadership
(Nielsen et al. 2019), job design (Mustafa et al. 2018), and organizational justice (ul Haq
et al. 2018).

Ahmed et al. (2020) posit that employees” engagement and their contribution to the
business performance will be enhanced when an organization provides proper treatment
to employees through management support, sufficient time to accomplish the work duties,
the autonomy to work at the manager’s own discretion, clear organizational boundaries,
and a reward system for creativity and innovation.

Gawke et al. (2017) identify two types of behaviour that derive from employee in-
trapreneurial activities, i.e., new business venturing and strategic business renewal. While
new business venturing refers to firms’ expansion into new product markets, strategic
business renewal focuses on enhancing organizational competitiveness and its capacity to
cope with internal and external changes (Gawke et al. 2017, 2019; Yang et al. 2009). Strate-
gic business renewal also encompasses adapting the organizational structure, optimizing
resource allocations, and revitalizing product and service offerings (Ireland et al. 2003).

HEIs could be recognized as organizational environments wherein corporate en-
trepreneurship is taking place. Indeed, they draw upon a competence-based approach
supported by a dynamic of knowledge creation and sharing between the academic per-
sonnel (Bratianu et al. 2020). In today’s competitive educational environment, faculties
are expected to adopt an entrepreneurial orientation that revolves around innovativeness,
risk-taking, and proactivity (Hayat 2011). This idea is consistent with the view of organiza-
tional members as precursors of corporate entrepreneurship through the individual and
collective actions and risk-taking behaviours that they undertake (Kearney 2013). Such
actions and behaviours could be recognized as reflecting individual intrapreneurship in an
HEI setting. Faculties have a prominent role in nurturing the entrepreneurial orientation of
those HEIs through their industry links, engagement in different committees, and close
collaborations with the management and the administrative staff (Clark 2004).

In addition, academics’ contributions occur through another area of HEI corporate
entrepreneurship, namely students’ engagement and service to the community. Faculties
act as mentors to students who undertake initiatives for the sake of local communities and
organizations (Davis and Jacobsen 2014). Faculties can also support the competitiveness
of their institutions and their impact within local communities when they incorporate
the latest innovations and technological tools into their academic activities to make the
business competitive (Meilani and Ginting 2018).

Another area that requires faculty intrapreneurship is university spin-offs (spin-outs in
the British dictionary). A company is founded to exploit the results of university research,
and the university will invest in protecting its research intellectual property in return
for getting shares in the company. Faculty members with intrapreneurial orientation are
necessary to initiate contacts with the industry, identify potential clients, provide demon-
strations that present the value of their research output or inventions, and take active roles
in forming the spin-off to commercialize research output. University spin-offs (USOs) play
an important role in maintaining sustainability, enhancing their local economic position,
and assisting universities in their major mission of teaching and research (Shane 2004).
As colleges and universities are in a constant development cycle in relation to updating
their academic programs and expanding their offerings, they need to be proactive and
innovative to recruit new students in a competitive environment. Intrapreneurial faculties
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take practical steps to benefit from Alumni and industry advice in developing current
and new courses, initiating new minors and majors, and creating centres of excellence in
various fields (Brooksbank and Thomas 2001).

3. Hypotheses Development

Figure 1 above illustrates the central assumption adopted in this study which stipulates
that faculty intrapreneurship is a potential driver of significant changes in HEIs in different
aspects. Consistent with a large body of scholarship (Ireland et al. 2009; Kreiser et al. 2021),
the entrepreneurial behaviours exhibited by organizational members are key to corporate
entrepreneurship. As stated in Hypothesis 1 hereunder, we expect to observe the same
type of relationship in the context of higher educational institutions in Kuwait.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Faculty Entrepreneurial Orientation (FEO) positively influences the En-
trepreneurial Orientation of Higher Education Institutions in Kuwait (EOHEI).

Figure 1 also illustrates a possible moderating effect on the main relationship argued
for in Hypothesis 1 and exerted by faculty characteristics such as gender, academic qualifi-
cations, and industry experience. Previous studies have indicated that gender and personal
innovativeness influence faculty utilization of media tools and cutting-edge technologies
(Aldahdouh et al. 2020). Another study proved that race and gender shape the attitude
of academic staff towards the adoption of online education tools (Riggs 2019). Serinkan
et al. (2013) demonstrated that female workers in the banking sector have a stronger
entrepreneurial posture than their male counterparts. These assertions contradict the
findings of Adachi and Hisada (2017), who found that, in general, women have a lesser
inclination towards intrapreneurship than men. However, the study shows that women’s
intrapreneurial orientation is stronger when a small firm employs them. The present
research does not establish any specific outcome expected as the literature provided a
mitigated view about the gender effect.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Gender moderates the relationship between Faculty Entrepreneurial Orien-
tation (FEO) and the Entrepreneurial Orientation of Higher Education Institutions in Kuwait
(EOHED.

Moderated by
Faculty characteristics
(gender, academic qualification,

teaching experience, school

affiliation, scientific

4 N\~ ™

Faculty Entrepreneurial . . X
Entrepreneurial Orientation

Orientation f HEI (EOHEI)
of H
(FEO)

- 2N /

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework.

Similarly, the Martiarena (2013) study reveals that higher educational qualifications
are typical of highly intrapreneurial employees. The possession of higher qualifications
should be associated with more valuable contributions in fulfilling the growth plans of
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colleges and universities. Most faculty appointed to committees and top management
positions in HEI in Kuwait are Ph.D. holders. Thus, they may be exerting a more significant
role in the corporate entrepreneurship plans of their institutions than other faculty with
lower qualifications.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Academic Qualifications of a faculty member (Master’s, Ph.D.) moderate
the relationship between Faculty Entrepreneurial Orientation (FEO) and the Entrepreneurial
Orientation of Higher Education Institutions in Kuwait (EOHEI).

Cumulating experience in teaching could allow faculty members to derive and test
proposals that could be disseminated eventually in their HEIs as winning practices if proven
to be valuable. Therefore, teaching experience is believed to play a positive moderation
role in the relationship between FEO and HEIEO.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Teaching Experience moderates the relationship between Faculty Entrepreneurial
Orientation (FEO) and the Entrepreneurial Orientation of Higher Education Institutions in Kuwait
(EOHED).

As no evidence was traced in previous research, the study findings will determine the
nature of the moderation effect relevant to faculty affiliation. However, the engineering
faculty may have more potential to access, adapt and integrate a large array of technologies
into their work. Hence, we would expect the effect of FEO on HEIEO to be stronger among
engineering faculties.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). The School Affiliation (Business or Engineering) moderates the relationship
between Faculty Entrepreneurial Orientation (FEO) and the Entrepreneurial Orientation of Higher
Education Institutions in Kuwait (EOHEI).

Faculty specialization into their respective research streams is believed to develop their
capacity to harness exceptional knowledge within their area of interest and reinforce their
capacity to cooperate with key academia or industry stakeholders. As a result, scientific
productivity is expected to increase the FEO effect on HEIEO.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Scientific Productivity in terms of the number of publications in peer-reviewed
journals moderates the relationship between Faculty Entrepreneurial Orientation (FEO) and the
Entrepreneurial Orientation of Higher Education Institutions in Kuwait (EOHEI).

Furthermore, the amount of experience earned by a faculty in business consulting
supports them in commercializing their scientific production (Hayter 2013). Additionally,
the amount of training received supports an individual’s capacity to identify opportunities
when conducting explorative activities (Kraus et al. 2019). Overall, faculty exposure to
the industry dynamics and the real issues organizations encounter could translate into
effective teaching and research agendas executed under their HEI umbrella. Hence, the
cumulation of a significant industry experience is supposed to positively moderate the
causal effect of FEO on HEIEO. Consequently, the present study will test and validate the
below hypothesis:

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Industrial Experience moderates the relationship between Faculty En-
trepreneurial Orientation (FEO) and the Entrepreneurial Orientation of Higher Education In-
stitutions in Kuwait (EOHEI).

Following the previous hypothesis (H7), earning professional certifications is another
channel for faculties to increase their involvement as practitioners, whether locally or
globally. The professional certifications offer valuable opportunities for faculties to expand
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their professional networks, which could be beneficial in supporting their academic duties
and, ultimately, their contributions to the corporate entrepreneurship of their HEIs.

Hypothesis 8 (HS8). Professional Certification moderates the relationship between Faculty En-
trepreneurial Orientation (FEO) and the Entrepreneurial Orientation of Higher Education Institu-
tions in Kuwait (EOHEI).

4. Research Design

An empirical investigation was conducted using primary data collected through ques-
tionnaires to test the research hypotheses. The questionnaire comprised three blocks, i.e.,
faculty characteristics, faculty entrepreneurial orientation, and entrepreneurial orientation
of the organization (see questionnaire statements in Appendix A). Faculty members from
the engineering and business colleges who work in HEIs in Kuwait were the target popula-
tion. Choosing these two colleges is due to their existence in most Kuwaiti universities.
The respondents were asked to rate each statement in the questionnaire on a 5-point Likert
scale (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). Each construct was measured based on
scales validated and used in previous studies.

Sampling Frame, Instrument, and Data

The questionnaire was sent to 341 faculty members who work in Kuwait private and
public HEI across business and engineering schools. The total population is approximately
400 faculty members who are distributed over four engineering colleges (one in a public
university and three in private universities) and six business colleges (one in a public
university and five in private universities). The survey was sent to all faculties with an
available and valid email address and was conducted from June to October 2020 using
convenience sampling. By the end of October 2020, 291 usable responses were collected,
representing a response rate of 85% and about 73% of the whole population. According to
empirical standards, the sample size and response rates are acceptable (Cochran 1977). The
descriptive statistics pertaining to the respondents are provided in Table 1 below:

Table 1. Distribution of the Sample. (Source: data collected through the questionnaire survey).

Variable Category n Y%
Gend Male 196 67.4
ender Female 95 32.6
Mast MBA 64 26.8
Education Level as ;r;]/j 186 73.2
25-34 years 53 18.2
Age 35-44 years 152 52.2
>45 86 29.6
HEI1 43 14.8
HEI 2 42 14.4

HEI 3 26 8.9

Emplover HEI 4 28 9.6
ploy HEI5 95 32.6
HEI 6 34 11.7

HEI7 14 4.8

HEI 8 9 3.1
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Table 1. Cont.

Variable Category n %
— Business 210 72.2
Academic Field Engineering 81 27.8
0-1 120 41.2
Number of 2-5 128 439
Publications 6-10 26 8.8
More than 10 17 59
Authority-Compliance (efficiency)—1 81 27.8
Impoverished Management (laissez-faire management)—2 38 13.1
Management Style Country Club Management (friendly atmosphere)—3 40 13.7
Middle of the Road Management (balancing work and people)—4 79 27.1
Team Management (trust and respect)—5 53 18.2
Descriptive statistics
Teaching Experience Mean =12.6 Stdev = 6.2 Min =0 Max =33
Industrial Experience Mean = 4.5 Stdev = 4.6 Min =0 Max =25

5. Analysis and Results

Data were cleaned and analyzed using SPSS 24.0 and AMOS 25 software (SPSS Inc.,
Chicago, IL, USA). The research model was tested with maximum likelihood estimation
using structural equation modelling (SEM). Such a method is recognized to be adequate
for multiple regression modelling. SEM allows testing multi-equation regression models
and multiple concepts measures that fit our research model. Additionally, the SEM method
considers the correlations between the model variables.

5.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis and Scale Reliability Analysis

All items included in the survey were re-analyzed and validated with internal reli-
ability values, Cronbach Alpha, and Bartlett’s test (Hoque et al. 2018). The instruments
used to capture Faculty Entrepreneurial Orientation (FEO) and Entrepreneurial Orientation
of the higher education institution (EOHEI) were evaluated and validated based on 291
responses collected; 33 items were included in the survey, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Theoretical Background /Support for Scale Items, variables, and constructs.

Item Description Theoretical Background

Construct/variable: faculty entrepreneurial Orientation (FEO)

Farrukh et al. (2017)—4 items

de Jong et al. (2015)—2 items

Farrukh et al. (2017)—3 items
de Jong et al. (2015)—items

Innovativeness—6 items

Risk-taking—6 items

Proactivity—3 items de Jong et al. (2015)
Risk-taking—3 items Hughes and Morgan (2007)
Innovativeness—3 items Hughes and Morgan (2007)
Proactiveness—3 items Hughes and Morgan (2007)
Competitive aggressiveness—3 items Hughes and Morgan (2007)
Autonomy—=6 items Hughes and Morgan (2007)

Sample adequacy for factor analysis was verified and proven to be significant at a
5% level based on Kaiser-Meyer—Oklin (KMO) and Bartlett’s Sphericity with a chi-square
value of 5867.888 (df = 528).

The KMO statistic (0.864) exceeds the cut-off value of 0.50 (Hair et al. 2013). The
results obtained by running factor analysis using Varimax rotation (Costello and Osborne
2005) resulted in cross-loadings (>0.40) or communalities (<0.30) (Hair et al. 2012), and
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eigenvalues more than one were taken as references. This analysis allowed the extraction
of three factors, which explain a total variance of 66.7%.

Further to conducting the internal reliability and exploratory factor analyses, only
three items were discarded from the FEO construct, i.e., items 18, 23, and 30. Cronbach

alpha values were also above the cut-off point of 0.7 for all variables and constructs with
0.73 for FEO and 0.845 for EOHEL

5.2. Measurement Model Estimation and Fit

Before conducting the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the Kaiser-Meyer—Olkin
(KMO) test was conducted to check the sampling adequacy. Bartlett’s test of sphericity
(Bartlett 1954) was also conducted to investigate the factorability of the data. Table 3 shows
the suitability of the data for CFA and SEM, the KMO results of 0.813 (above 0.6 according
to (Pallant 2013)), and a significant test statistic of sphericity at 0.1% level (p < 0.001).

Table 3. KMO and Bartlett’s Test.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.813
Approx. Chi-Square 1290.708
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity df 105
Sig. 0.000

The confirmatory data analysis is conducted based on the proposed model confirming
the number of constructs and the measured items loading. Using CFA to fit the results
of our constructs, a Principal Components Analysis (PCA) with a Varimax Rotation was
carried out, and the results are summarized in Table 4. The total variance explained for
the model ranged from 51.94 to 79.91%, with a total of 64.74% for FEO and 66.5% for
EOHEL The factors with component values less than 0.4 were considered to have a weak
correlation with the factor, and normally they are removed from the analysis. No items
were removed from the analysis as they all meet the criteria as illustrated in Table 4. The
results also show that the sign of the items is the same, which indicates the measure fits the
data well. Furthermore, all dimensions were above the recommended value of 0.7 (Moore
and Benbasat 1991), ranging from 0.701 (proactivity) to 0.935 (Autonomy). The overall
internal consistency estimate was 0.821 for FEO (12 items) and 0.92 for EOHEL

Table 4. Percent of variance, Cronbach’s Alpha, and component loading range.

Dimension Number of Average Variance Cronbach’s Component
Items Extracted (AVE) Alpha Loading Range

FEO 12 64.74 0.821
Innovativeness 6 51.94 0.777 0.621-0.766
Risk-Taking 6 57.66 0.718 0.530-0.924
Proactivity 3 57.67 0.701 0.718-0.800

EOHEI 18 66.5 0.92
Autonomy 6 79.91 0.935 0.734-0.933
Risk-taking 3 72.06 0.805 0.667-0.785
Innovativeness 3 72.02 0.803 0.786-0.883
Proactiveness 3 75.01 0.833 0.826-0.906
Competitive 3 67.75 0.753 0.780-0.869

aggressiveness

The measurement model was also used to validate the conceptual model (Moussa
et al. 2020; Al-Momani et al. 2011; AlQudah et al. 2021), which argues for interrelation-
ships between the two core constructs (FEO, EOHEI) and the moderating effect of faculty
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characteristics (gender, teaching experience, etc.) The results derived from the measure-

ment model are shown in Table 5. FEO and EOHEI indicators and variables were highly
significant at the alpha level of 0.001. As shown in Table 5, the goodness-of-fit (GOF) for
all constructs were satisfactory based on the goodness-of-fit criteria (GFI, AGFI, CFI, and
NFI > 0.90 and RMSEA < 0.07), suggesting that the hypothesized measurement model
greatly fits the data. Overall, the measurement model results supported convergent, dis-
criminant validities, and reliability of the measures used in the hypothetical study model.

Table 5. Statistics of Measurement Analysis (FEO and EOHEI).

Constructs, Variables, and Items Standardized Weights

Goodness-of-Fit Indicators

Accept. Standard Fit

FEO Item GFI 0.972 >0.90
Innl 0.485 *** AGFI 0.940 >0.90
Inn2 0.507 *** CFI 0.986 >0.90
I . Inn3 0.381 *** NFI 0.952 >0.90
nnovativeness Inn4 0.500 *** RMSEA 0.036 <0.07
Inn5 0.680 ***
Inn6 0.648 ***
1.0 *ok N
. . RT1 0.306
Risk-Taking RT2 0.304
RT3 0.354
1.0 EE
Proactivit Prol 0.722*
Y Pro2 0.520 ***
Pro3 0.557 ***
EOHEI
1.0 *** GFI 0.971 >0.90
Autol 0.514 *** AGFI 0.923 >0.90
Auto2 0.515 *** CFI 0.996 >0.90
Autonomy Auto3 0.588 *** NFI 0.980 >0.90
Auto4d 0.538 *** RMSEA 0.028 <0.07
Autob5 0.449 ***
Autob 0.402 ***
1.0 *** 1.0 *** 1.0 *** 1.0 *#**
0.439 *** 0.706 *** 0.702 *** 0.616 ***
0.618 *** 0.769 *** 0.871 *** 0.362 ***
Risk-taking 0.633 0.818 *** 0.792 *** 0.501 ***
RT1 0.439 ***
RT2 0.618 ***
RT3 0.633
1’0 bt
I . Innl 0.706 ***
nnovativeness Inn2 0.769 ***
Inn3 0.818 ***
1.0 ***
P . Prol 0.702 ***
roactiveness Pro2 0.871 ***
Pro3 0.792 ***
1.0 s
Competitive CA1 0.616 ***
aggressiveness CA2 0.362 ***
CA3 0.501 ***

Note: *** is significant at the 0.001 level.
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5.3. Structural Model Results and Hypothesis Testing

The SEM results for the main hypothesis between FEO and EOHEI and the moderating
effect of faculty characteristics are summarized in Table 6 with the goodness-of-fit indices
(GOF). GOF indicates that the hypothesized model fits the data well, and all GOF indicators
are above the recommended values (Bagozzi and Yi 2012).

Table 6. Results of structural equation model BASIC Model (direct relationship between FEO and EOHEI).

Construct Variables Regression Weights  Standardized Weights Goodness-of-Fit Indicators
FEO — EOHEI 0.348 0.381 *** GFI 0.986 >0.9
Innovativeness — FEO 1.000 1.115 *** AGFI 0.953 >0.9
Risk-taking — FEO 0.269 0.301 *** CFI 0.994 >0.9
Proactivity — FEO 0.558 0.561 *** NFI 0.983 >0.9
EOHEI RMSEA 0.045 <0.07
Competitive o
aggressiveness — EOHEI 0-785 0-590
Proactiveness — EOHEI 1.289 0.869 *** R? 0.21
Innovativeness — EOHEI 1.518 0.913 ***
Risk-Taking — EOHEI 1.035 0.667 ***
Autonomy — EOHEI 1.000 0.573 ***

Note: *** is significant at 0.001 level.

According to the data provided in Table 4, FEO is significantly and positively in-
fluencing EOHEI with a standardized weight of 0.164 (p-value < 0.001). FEO explains
21% of the total variation in EOHEI (R-squared). This is consistent with the findings of
previous studies, which advocate the positive effect of individual intrapreneurship on
the entrepreneurial activity at the organizational level (Bakar and Mahmood 2014; Clark
2004; Neessen et al. 2019). Thus, those results fully validate hypothesis 1. As shown in
Table 4, the carbon strategy construct is satisfactory (GFI, AGFI, CFI, and NFI > 0.90 and
RMSEA < 0.07), suggesting that the hypothesized model fits the data well. Proactivity and
innovativeness have the greatest contribution to the FEO construct. Concerning EOHEI,
autonomy and innovativeness are the highest contributors.

The results show also that FEO variables are significant, i.e., innovativeness, risk-
taking, and proactivity. The most important factor in FEO (based on standardized weights)
is innovativeness (1.115), and the least one is risk-taking (0.301). Similarly, EOHEI factors
are significant to EOHEI with a maximum standardized weight (importance) of 0.913 for
innovativeness. Competitive aggressiveness and autonomy have the least weight in EOHEI
with 0.6 weight.

5.4. Assessment of Moderating Effect (Multi-Group Comparison)

This section used multigroup analysis in SEM to see if the proposed relationships be-
tween FEO and EOHEI would vary across different conditions of the moderating variables
(characteristics of respondents).

The primary testing method between two groups is based on checking their differ-
ence. These differences stem from structural differences in the path coefficients, not from
measurement differences across groups. We tested for differences in the structural path
coefficients for that analysis by using the Z-score statistics.

The results (Table 7) indicate small differences across both genders and show that
the intensity of faculty entrepreneurship effect is significantly stronger among males than
females (p-value < 0.01). Therefore, hypothesis 2 is partially supported.
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Table 7. SEM results for the relationship between FEO and EOHEI subject to gender.
Path Estimate Estimate Z-Score Goodness-of-Fit Acceptable
Male Female Indicators Standard Fit
OrgEntr — FacEntr 0.504 *** 0.004 —1.97 ** GFI 0.971 >0.90
F_RT — FacEntr 0.351 *** 0.003 —1.468 AGFI 0.904 >0.90
F_Pro — FacEntr 0.786 *** 0.005 —2.389 ** CFI 0.986 >0.90
Org_Comp — OrgEntr 0.729 *** 0.716 *** —0.054 NFI 0.967 >0.90
Org_Pro — OrgEntr 1.143 *** 1.399 *** 0.850 RMSEA 0.048 <0.07
Org_Innov — OrgEntr 1.317 *** 2.088 *** 1.698 *
Org_RT — OrgEntr 1.005 *** 0.891 *** —0.496
Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10.

Proactivity is important to faculty entrepreneurship on the construct level for males
but is insignificant for females (p-value < 0.05). Moreover, organizational innovativeness
is important to HEI entrepreneurship for both males and females, despite the fact this
dimension is significantly higher among males than females (p-value < 0.1). Faculty risk-
taking is a significant factor in male faculty’s entrepreneurial orientation. However, it is
insignificant for females.

The examination of the moderating effect of academic qualifications indicated in
Table 8 shows no significant differences between Ph.D. and Master’s holders in almost
all relationships studied in our model. Even though the relationship between faculty
entrepreneurial orientation and the organization’s entrepreneurial orientation is only
significant among Ph.D. holders, the difference between Master’s and Ph.D. holders is
insignificant. Hence, hypothesis 3 has no support as per our results.

Table 8. SEM results for the relationship between FEO and EOHEI subject to Academic Qualification.
Path Estimate Estimate Z-Score Goodness-of-Fit Acceptable
Master’s Ph.D. Indicators Standard Fit
OrgEntr — FacEntr 0.161 0.424 *** 1.328 GFI 0.965 >0.90
F_RT — FacEntr 0.352 0.233 *** —0.427 AGFI 0.904 >0.90
F_Pro — FacEntr 0.626 0.543 *** —0.174 CFI 0.983 >0.90
Org_Comp — OrgEntr 1.038 *** 0.720 *** -1.135 NFI 0.961 >0.90
Org_Pro — OrgEntr 1.375 *** 1.253 *** -0.416 RMSEA 0.049 <0.07
Org_Innov — OrgEntr 1.446 *** 1.548 *** 0.317
Org RT — OrgEntr 1.152 *** 0.976 *** —0.656

Note: *** p-value < 0.01.

The same result can be derived for the relationship between faculty risk-taking and
proactivity on the one hand, with FEO on the other hand. Those relationships are significant
for Ph.D. holders and are insignificant for master’s holders.

As reported in Table 9, teaching experience moderately shapes the FEO effect on
EOHEL Indeed, some differences exist between faculty with more than ten years of teaching
experience and the less experienced ones. Specifically, the relationship between FEO and
EOHETL is only significant for the more experienced faculty (p-value < 0.01). In addition,
proactivity is significantly important to faculty entrepreneurial orientation among the more
experienced group (ten years of teaching experience or more). Still, it is not important
(significant) for less experienced faculties. Overall, we can state that hypothesis 4 is partially
supported.
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Table 9. SEM results for the relationship between FEO and EOHEI subject to Teaching Experience.
Estimate Estimate Goodness-of-Fit Acceptable
Path Exp1l Exp2 Z-Score Indicators Standard fit
OrgEntr — FacEntr 0.009 0.625 *** 3.353 *** GFI 0.982 >0.90
F RT — FacEntr 0.015 0.323 *** 1.445 AGFI 0.905 >0.90
F_Pro — FacEntr 0.030 0.755 *** 1.785* CFI 0.993 >0.90
Org_Comp — OrgEntr 1.280 *** 0.663 *** —1.472 NFI 0.981 >0.90
Org_Pro — OrgEntr 2.119 *** 1.032 *** —2.118 ** RMSEA 0.044 <0.07
Org_Innov — OrgEntr 2.489 *** 1.214 *** —2.114 **
Org_RT — OrgEntr 1.627 *** 0.858 *** —2.077 **
Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10.

In regards to the effect of faculty school affiliation (business or engineering), our
results reported in Table 10 suggest the existence of a significant (p-value < 0.05) relation-
ship between FEO and EOHEI for business faculty. This relationship is not significant
for engineering faculty. This provides partial support to hypothesis 5. Additionally,
“faculty proactivity” and “risk-taking” are significant dimensions for business faculty
entrepreneurial orientation (FEO) but not for their engineering counterparts. Yet, this
difference is not significant.

Table 10. SEM results for the relationship between FEO and EOHEI subject to School Affiliation.
Estimate Estimate Goodness-of-Fit Acceptable
Path Bus Eng Z-Score Indicators Standard Fit
OrgEntr — FacEntr 0.484 *** 0.095 —2.272 ** GFI 0.970 >0.90
F RT — FacEntr 0.317 *** 0.149 —0.888 AGFI 0.911 >0.90
F_Pro — FacEntr 0.622 *** 0.348 —0.694 CFI 0.989 >0.90
Org_Comp — OrgEntr 0.564 *** 2.581 ** 1.648 NFI 0.968 >0.90
Org_Pro — OrgEntr 0.998 *** 3.662 ** 1.618 RMSEA 0.042 <0.07
Org_Innov — OrgEntr 1.159 *** 4.936 ** 1.675*
Org_RT — OrgEntr 0.931 *** 1.794 *** 1.284

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10.

Table 11 above shows the effect of scientific productivity measured in the number of
academic articles published in peer-reviewed journals. The results show that the faculty
members with stronger research records (Pub2) contribute significantly more strongly to
the corporate entrepreneurship undertakings of their HEIs. Research into the active faculty
within their areas of specialization reflect the ability to turn ideas into action, act as team
players by establishing cooperation with colleague researchers, demonstrate proactive
communication skills with key stakeholders from academia and the industry, and lead
research projects. However, the difference between the two groups (Engineering and
Business faculty) is insignificant. Thus, hypothesis 6 is partially supported.

Table 11. SEM results for the relationship between FEO and EOHEI subject to Scientific Productivity (academic research

and publications).

Path Estimate Estimate 7-S Goodness-of-Fit Acceptable
a Pub1l Pub2 core Indicators Standard Fit
OrgEntr — FacEntr 0.254 *** 0.774 ** 1.349 GFI 0.978 >0.90
F_RT — FacEntr 0.312 *** 0.020 —1.756 * AGFI 0.927 >0.90
F_Pro — FacEntr 0.530 *** 0.726 ** 0.530 CFI 0.996 >0.90
Org_Comp — OrgEntr 0.930 *** 0.638 *** —1.353 NFI 0.978 >0.90
Org_Pro — OrgEntr 1.479 *** 1.164 *** —-1.326 RMSEA 0.028 <0.07
Org_Innov — OrgEntr 1.757 *** 1.242 *** —1.87 *
Org RT — OrgEntr 1.460 *** 0.536 *** —4.715 ***

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10.
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Table 12 above indicates the findings pertaining to hypothesis 7, highlighting the
potential moderating effect of an individual’s industrial experience on the relationship
between faculty entrepreneurial orientation (FEO) and Entrepreneurial Orientation of
higher education institutions (EOHEI). Overall, there is little support for hypothesis 7 as
the positive relationship between FEO and EOHEI is only significant among the more expe-
rienced faculty. However, no comparison could be established with the less professionally
experienced faculty as the information drawn from Table 10 shows the insignificance of the
difference between the two groups.

Table 12. SEM results for the relationship between FEO and EOHEI subject to Industrial Experience.

Path Estimate Estimate Z-Score Goodness-of-Fit Acceptable
Ind_Exp1 Ind_Exp2 Indicators Standard fit
OrgEntr — FacEntr 0.179 0.437 *** 1.420 GFI 0.987 >0.90
F_RT — FacEntr 0.302 * 0.265 *** —0.207 AGFI 0.922 >0.90
F_Pro — FacEntr 0.380 * 0.650 *** 1.085 CFI 0.996 >0.90
Org_Comp — OrgEntr 1.601 *** 0.569 *** —2.25** NFI 0.986 >0.90
Org_Pro — OrgEntr 2.135 *** 1.073 *** —2.061 ** RMSEA 0.033 <0.07
Org_Innov — OrgEntr 2.868 *** 1.231 *** —2.368 **
Org_RT — OrgEntr 1.553 *** 0.869 *** —2.098 **

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10.

The results also show that both groups of faculty members (i.e., low versus high
industry experience) think that organizational competitive aggressiveness, organizational
proactivity, organizational innovativeness, and organizational risk-taking are important
to the organization’s entrepreneurial orientation. Nonetheless, faculties with lower in-
dustrial experience score significantly higher in regards to organizational competitive
aggressiveness, organizational proactivity, organizational innovativeness, and organiza-
tional risk-taking (p-value < 0.05).

Finally, the moderating effect of professional certification measured in terms of the
number of professional certificates a faculty member holds was examined. The results
reported in Table 13 show no significant differences between faculties with less or more
professional certificates regarding the central relationship between FEO and EOHEI Thus,
hypothesis 8 is not supported.

Table 13. SEM results for the relationship between FEO and EOHEI subject to Professional Certification.

Path Estimate Estimate Z-Score Goodness-of-Fit Acceptable
Certl Cert2 Indicators Standard Fit
OrgEntr — FacEntr 0.466 *** 0.430 *** —0.176 GFI 0.982 >0.90
F_RT — FacEntr 0.670 *** 0.222 *** —2.262 ** AGFI 0.929 >0.90
F_Pro — FacEntr 0.952 *** 0.590 *** —1.406 CFI 0.997 >0.90
Org_Comp — OrgEntr 1.147 *** 0.677 *** —1.396 NFI 0.981 >0.90
Org_Pro — OrgEntr 1.803 *** 1.126 *** —1.592 RMSEA 0.027 <0.07
Org_Innov — OrgEntr 2.414 *** 1.306 *** —1.877 *
Org RT — OrgEntr 1.302 0.976 —1.035

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10.

However, faculties with one or fewer professional certificates (i.e., Certl) think that
organizational innovativeness is more important to organizational, entrepreneurial orienta-
tion than those with more professional certificates. Similarly, the risk-taking component is
significantly more important to faculty entrepreneurial orientation among faculties with
fewer professional certificates (i.e., Certl).
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6. Discussion

The present study explores the moderating effect of selected individual factors on the
relationship that reflects the positive influence of faculty entrepreneurial behaviour on the
entrepreneurial orientation of higher education institutions in Kuwait. In a country rich in
entrepreneurial culture, this is a modest and ambitious attempt to explore intrapreneurship
away from the industry, particularly academic organizations.

The selected demographic and personal factors empirically demonstrated various sig-
nificant effects. Male faculties with industrial experience and affiliation to business schools
have a stronger intrapreneurial behaviour that influences the corporate entrepreneurship
of their universities or colleges. Male faculties have demonstrated higher risk-taking be-
haviour than females. Their previous experiences, proactive approach could explain this
and the interactions between the opportunities faculties had with the industry. On the
other hand, faculties with teaching experience greater than ten years scored higher on
proactivity in their entrepreneurial behavior due to their accumulated experiences.

These results can be interpreted as being consistent with the previous findings of Boon
et al. (2013), who conducted a focused study on fostering intrapreneurial competencies
of employees in the education sector. It highlighted the important role of organizational
culture in encouraging proactivity and risk-taking as elements of intrapreneurial behaviour.
These dimensions were examined based on Bagheri and Pihie (2011), who integrated a
model of entrepreneurship, which views entrepreneurial learning as a process that happens
through experience of facing the challenges of new ventures, and social interaction and
observation followed by reflection on gained experiences to draw lessons from them. They
consider entrepreneurship as both scenarios and cast enactments that require building
the ability to envision the future and inspire people to accomplish that vision. As per
Sinha (2021), these competencies stem from the intersection of cognitive (mental), affective
(emotional), and behavioral capabilities that form the “soft-spot”, which leads to individual
intrapreneurial behavior.

Therefore, faculties with a higher entrepreneurial orientation can influence their peers
and share their envisioned opportunities with their superiors who steer the corporate
entrepreneurship of their institutions. Kumar and Parveen (2021) indicated a positive
and significant effect of the environment and organizational factors on intrapreneurship.
Employees reciprocate management support in positive initiatives such as participation in
self-renewal activities and changing approaches for process innovation. Moreover, a study
by Merta et al. (2021) indicated that intrapreneurship had a significant positive effect on
the work spirit, and work spirit significantly mediated the effect of intrapreneurship on
organizational performance. Although this study focused primarily on personal factors
rather than personality traits or competencies, it supports the findings of Woo 2018 in
relation to career adaptability, which is a contemporary competence. Employees utilize
resources to cope with new work demands and diverse environments. Career adaptability
was found to mediate the relationship between openness and intrapreneurship and between
conscientiousness and intrapreneurship. Both personality traits are associated with risk-
taking and proactivity, which are core elements of the individual entrepreneurial orientation
(Savickas and Porfeli 2012).

Consequently, it will be an opportunity for future research on academic institutions
to include personality traits and other demographic variables in addition to gender, such
as age and marital status. Age, for example, is related to maturity and could generate
interesting findings in relation to risk-taking and entrepreneurial behaviour. Azoulay et al.
(2018) indicated that the average age of a successful start-up founder is forty-five years old.

On the other hand, the current study focused on faculties affiliated with business
and engineering schools, hoping to access a sample that can generate interesting findings
through our social networks in these schools. However, it would be interesting if a similar
study was conducted in a context that includes faculties affiliated with different schools
such as Art and Science.
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Appendix A

7. Conclusions

This study contributes to the body of literature and research on intrapreneurship
in private universities and colleges, demonstrating corporate entrepreneurship related
to the international growth patterns in private education worldwide. Higher education
institutions will pay more attention to fostering their corporate entrepreneurship and
creating new differentiation opportunities in a competitive environment.

Henceforth, this study confirmed a positive association between the faculty en-
trepreneurial orientation and the entrepreneurial orientation of their institutions (EOHEI).
It also sheds light on some personal factors of faculty working in private academic institu-
tions that have empirically demonstrated a moderating effect on the relationship between
FEO and EOHEIL

The results of this empirical study provide indications to recommend introducing
collaborations between faculties in the school of business and faculties in other schools and
offering business training courses and opportunities to do mutual projects with the industry.
These recommendations will help faculties in academic institutions develop a higher
level of entrepreneurial behaviour or intrapreneurship orientation in their institutions. In
addition, these recommendations can be generalized on the student level as they will help
elevate the entrepreneurial behaviour of non-business students.

Similarly, the results indicate that the proactivity of long-serving faculties with ten
years of experience or more can benefit their institutions in turning ideas and plans into
actions and concrete achievements, which successful and ambitious organizations strive to
achieve.
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Table Al. Measurement Scale *.

Construct

Statements Assessed by the Respondents

Faculty Entrepreneurial Orientation (FEO)

Innovativeness

In the course of my work, I generate creative ideas
I attempt to convince people to support an innovative idea
I visualize a clear plan of action when I consider ways to make a new idea happen
I am particularly good at realizing ideas at work
In the course of my work, I develop new processes, services or products
I search out new techniques, technologies and/or product ideas
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Table A1. Cont.

Construct Statements Assessed by the Respondents

I boldly move ahead with a promising new approach when others might be more cautious
I will be willing to move to another organization and give up some salary in exchange for the
chance to try out my ideas if the rewards for success were adequate
In the course of my work, I will take calculated risks despite the possibility of failure
If large interests are at stake, I reqularly go for the big win even when the risks are considerably
high
I take risks in my job
I first act and then ask for approval, even if I know that would annoy other people

Risk-taking

I identify long term opportunities and threats for the company
Proactivity I am known as a successful idea seller
I put effort in pursuing new business opportunities

Entrepreneurial Orientation of the Higher Education Institution (EOHEI)

The term ‘risk taker” is considered a positive attribute for people in our organization
Risk-taking People in our organization are encouraged to take calculated risks with new ideas
Our organization emphasizes both exploring and experimenting new ideas

We actively introduce improvements and innovations in our organization
Innovativeness Our organization is creative in its methods of operation
Our organization seeks out new ways to do things

We always try to take the initiative in every situation (e.g., against competitors, in projects and
when working with others)
We excel at identifying opportunities
We initiate actions to which other organizations respond

Proactiveness

Our organization is intensely competitive
Competitive aggressiveness In general, our organization takes a bold or aggressive approach when competing
We try to undo and out-maneuver the competition as best as we can

Employees are permitted to act on their own ideas without interference
Employees perform jobs that allow them to make and instigate changes in the way they perform
their work tasks
Employees are given freedom and independence to decide on their own how to go about doing
Autonomy their work
Employees are given freedom to communicate without interference
Employees are given authority and responsibility to act alone if they think it to be in the best
interests of the business
Employees have access to all vital information

HRM Effectiveness

I have the possibility to develop new research and/or teaching programs
I have a part in faculty decisions about investments in new projects

Decentralization I monitor data on my productivity (ex. research output, administrative tasks, lecture planning)
I determine my work flow
Employees are sufficiently involved
Participation I am given the possibility to participate in decisions that affect my work (ex. deciding about the

grade distribution in courses taught, choice of the textbook, etc.)
I am satisfied with my possibility to participate in decisions that affect my work

I feel a part of my department
I feel a part of my faculty/school
Contacts I am adequately informed about what is going on in the faculty/school
I am adequately informed about changes that affect my job
I frequently have off-the-job contacts with my colleagues
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Table A1. Cont.

Construct Statements Assessed by the Respondents

How many days per year you obtained off-the- job training activities (ex. attending workshops
outside your institution)?
How many days per year you obtained on-the-job general skills training not directly related to
your current job?
How many days per year you obtained on-the-job skills training directly related to your current
job?

Training and development

Employment security This faculty/school does enough to avoid layoffs

I frequently have off-the-job contacts with my work colleagues
Social interactions I feel very much a part of my work group
I feel very much a part of my faculty/school

Compensation How would you rate your academic salary?

Which management style fits best your manager or management team:
Impoverished/Management (laissez-faire management)/Country Club Management (friendly
atmosphere)/Middle of the Road Management (balancing work and
people)/Authority—Compliance (efficiency)/Team Management (trust and respect)

Style of management

I am adequately informed about what is currently going on in the faculty

Communication I am adequately informed about changes that affect my job

Which of the two performance appraisal styles below best fits your faculty/school:

Performance appraisal Judgmental-oriented or Developmental-oriented

Note: * The survey questions were sourced from the following references (more details in Table 2): de Jong et al. (2015); Farrukh et al.
(2017); and Hughes and Morgan (2007).
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