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Abstract: Nowadays, service sector workers face an increasingly demanding environment in terms 
of intrapreneurial behaviour due to the key role it plays in the survival of firms and the elimination 
of threats in the organisational environment. This paper investigates the antecedents of 
intrapreneurial behaviour in the service sector in southern Spain, analysing the interrelationships 
between authentic leadership, practised creativity, autonomy, and meaningful work. This study 
employs a quantitative approach through the distribution of a questionnaire. A total of 333 
employees in this sector responded to the research questionnaire. The results show that both 
meaningful work and creativity are direct antecedents of intrapreneurial behaviour. In contrast to 
these variables, authentic leadership was found to have significant negative effects on 
intrapreneurial behaviour, although it is essential for promoting employee creativity and autonomy 
and for fostering the perception of meaningful work. Finally, no significant relationship was found 
between autonomy and intrapreneurial behaviour. This research provides empirical results that can 
help broaden the understanding of intrapreneurial behaviour by highlighting the importance of 
balanced authentic leadership and offering guidance to organisations in designing a work climate 
that enhances organisational effectiveness. 

Keywords: authentic leadership; intrapreneurship; meaningful work; practised creativity; work 
autonomy 

 

1. Introduction 

For decades, entrepreneurship has been associated primarily with the establishment of a 
company or business venture. However, entrepreneurship is fundamentally an attitude as well as a 
behaviour and a perspective that shapes one’s understanding of the environment and consequent 
actions [1]. In this context, there is an escalating demand within organisational settings for employees 
who manifest intrapreneurial conduct [2], owing to its contributions to innovation, performance, and 
economic growth.  

In this regard, the term intrapreneurship behaviour (IB) will refer to the process by which an 
employee identifies and make the most of opportunities throughout innovation, proactivity and 
willingness to take risks, so that the organisation develops new products, services or procedures, 
improving competitiveness and organisational performance [3]. Unlike traditional entrepreneurship, 
intrapreneurship does not imply that workers leave their organisation or risk their capital to pursue 
their ideas independently, but that they will use the organisation’s resources to innovate and drive 
change within the organisation [4]. In this way, intrapreneurial behaviour (IB) arises when 
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employees, characterised by an anticipatory vision, develop new innovative ideas or procedures that 
add value to the organisation, exerting a positive effect [5]. 

Consequently, IB has become a critical skill for the success of today’s companies as it allows 
organisations to identify business opportunities, develop innovative solutions and implement them 
in the work context [6]. Given its implications for development and growth within organisations and 
its inherently autonomous and individualistic nature, both scholarly and managerial literature have 
exhibited burgeoning attention towards the investigation of mechanisms to foster it, as well as the 
variables that can engender such an orientation among employees [7,8]. 

Our aim, therefore, in this study will be to analyse these variables and propose an integrated 
model of IB. Thus, the present study will make several contributions. 

Firstly, our study will broaden the understanding of IB from an individual perspective, an area 
that is less well-studied compared to the more business-oriented approach to entrepreneurial 
behaviour. Secondly, our work will analyse which variables influence intra-entrepreneurial action, 
as well as the interactions between them, providing a more complete picture. Finally, this study will 
have practical implications by enabling managers to implement human resource policies and 
practices that promote intrapreneurial behaviour among their employees. 

The study of Intrapreneurial Behaviour (IB) has become relevant in recent years due to the 
growing number of employees who have knowledge and skills and whose entrepreneurial spirit is 
not oriented towards the creation of new companies, but who do present an ideal profile to become 
intrapreneurs [9]. This is why, as authors such as Soltanifar et al. [10] point out, it is essential to 
implement organisational policies that promote the IB of its employees, since, if the organisational 
culture is resistant to change and reluctant to experiment with new ideas, this could discourage the 
intrapreneurial spirit.  

Several studies have found that the antecedents with the greatest impact on IB have been both 
organisational and employee characteristics [11,12]. 

Numerous authors have focused their research on the impact of leaders, specifically on how 
their leadership style influences the IB of their employees. In this regard, authentic leadership (AL) 
style, which emphasises a positive psychological state and engenders trust among employees, has 
been posited to stimulate entrepreneurial behaviours [13]. Authentic leaders, through their 
managerial conduct, could therefore serve as a catalyst for engendering intrapreneurial behaviours 
among their subordinates, as they establish a work environment conducive to innovation and 
creativity [14]. Therefore, and taking as a reference previous studies such as the one conducted by 
[15], our first working hypothesis establishes that:  

H1: Authentic Leadership (AL) influences positively the Intrapreneurial Behaviour (IB) of employees.  

As explained above, contemporary organisations allocate substantial resources to boosting the 
creativity and high-quality, innovative ideas of their workforce [16]. It is crucial to emphasise that, 
although interrelated, creativity and innovation, are distinct constructs. While practised creativity 
(PC) is the generation of ideas, innovation involves the efficacious realisation of these 
conceptualisations [17]. Consequently, creativity is considered a starting point for organisational 
improvement [18]. 

Several studies [19,20] have suggested that AL can play an instrumental role in fostering PC. 
Specifically, it has been argued that an atmosphere characterised by equitable and transparent 
interactions, facilitated by AL, can engender a work environment wherein employees are endowed 
with the latitude and autonomy to explore and experiment with their ideas [21,22]. Hence, in line 
with the existing literature supporting the positive and crucial role of AL in promoting PC, we proffer 
the following hypothesis: 

H2: Authentic Leadership (AL) will significantly and positively influence the Practised Creativity (PC) of 

workers. 
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The influence of AL extends to the formation and preservation of meaning in the occupational 
endeavours of subordinates [23]. Given that authentic leaders engender a sense of communal 
belonging through the articulation of a shared vision and objectives, they, consequently, amplify the 
existential significance ascribed to professional tasks [24]. Furthermore, the presence of an AL pattern 
of altruistic motivation fosters a greater sense of belonging by developing a stronger identification 
with the organisation and providing stronger social support [25]. Corroborating this perspective, [26] 
found that, authentic leaders by empowering their followers, authentic leaders foster an enhanced 
perception of responsibility and value and, consequently, enrich the meaning attributed to their work 
(MW). Based on this literature review and existing findings, we propose the following hypothesis:  

H3: Authentic Leadership (AL) has a positive influence on the meaning employees attribute to their work 

(MW). 

Furthermore, to achieve a comprehensive understanding of the multifaceted influence of AL on 
organisational behaviour, authors such as Leroy et al. [27] have scrutinised the interaction between 
this style of leadership and the propensity for autonomous conduct among employees in a 
professional context. This interest is underpinned by the observation that authentic leaders cultivate 
an occupational environment characterised by heightened degrees of individual freedom, self-
assurance, and opportunities for personal growth [28]. Within this framework, AL is postulated to 
engender elevated work autonomy (WA), thereby empowering employees to more efficiently 
leverage their skill sets and domain-specific knowledge. This, in turn, precipitates extra-role 
behaviours [29], redounding to the long-term benefit of the organisation and cultivating a deeper 
sense of identification with both the institutional entity and its leadership [30]. Therefore, based on 
the existing literature, we set out the following hypothesis: 

H4: Authentic Leadership (AL) is positively related to greater Work Autonomy (WA). 

The concept of autonomy has garnered attention due to its correlation with other salient 
organisational behaviours, such as employee creativity or meaning ascribed to work. In this sense, 
previous studies have identified how WA is an antecedent factor that promotes creativity in the 
workplace [31,32]. Caniels [33] further contend that organisations distinguished by creativity are 
often associated with environments typified by a high degree of autonomy and minimal structural 
constraints. This observation stems from the notion that the employees endowed with a creative 
orientation necessitate circumventing bureaucratic impediments to attain the liberty requisite for 
conceptual exploration [34]. This facilitative environment gains significance when considering that 
optimal levels of WA activate a psychological state conducive to the emergence of creative output, as 
highlighted by recent empirical studies [35]. Therefore, in consonance with the research, we proffer 
the ensuing hypothesis:  

H5: The greater the Work Autonomy (WA), the greater the Practised Creativity (PC). 

Conversely, enhanced WA has been empirically correlated with an augmentation in the 
existential significance attributed to work, as it engenders an environment conducive to self-
determination and thereby amplifies the intrinsic value ascribed to the tasks undertaken [36]. An 
autonomy of work environment motivates employees to take responsibility for their results, which 
leads them to experience a greater sense of control and a greater sense of meaning in their work [23]. 
When levels of autonomy are elevated, employees are afforded a broader latitude to derive 
substantive benefits from the leadership styles of their supervisors, thereby amplifying the 
perception of work-related meaningfulness [37,38].  

Therefore, based on the existing literature, we propose the following hypothesis:  

H6: Work Autonomy (WA) at work exerts a positive influence on the development of Meaningfulness at Work 

(MW). 
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Finally, both variables (MW and PC) are also closely related.  

Several researchers [39,40] have found that MW tends to stimulate employees’ creativity. In this 
line, authors such as Amabile and Pratt [41] argue that the perception of work as meaningful can 
increase creative persistence. In this context, setbacks are reframed as incremental progress, thereby 
instilling a belief in the inherent value of creative endeavours. This salient dimension of MW not only 
stimulates employee engagement in knowledge management processes but also acts as a fulcrum for 
generating organisational creativity and innovation [42]. Therefore, based on the existing literature, 
we propose the following hypothesis: 

H7: Meaningfulness of Work (MW) significantly influences employees’ Practised Creativity (PC). 

It is pertinent to investigate the synergistic interaction of these multifactorial variables with 
respect to employees’ intrapreneurial behaviour. Empirical consensus suggests that individuals who 
associate a high sense of significance with their work tend to exhibit a deeper commitment to their 
work [43]. This effort leads to an increase in various positive organisational outputs, including 
innovation [44]. The conception of work as intrinsically meaningful amplifies the predisposition to 
contribute to collective well-being, thereby boosting the deployment of skills and resources in the 
realisation of innovative achievements [45]. Recent investigations [46] corroborate that this 
heightened sense of significance in the work domain translates into an increase in motivation and, 
consequently, an increase in the effort level of innovative contribution (linked to intrapreneurial 
behaviour) for the benefit of the organisation. On this basis, we formulate the following hypothesis: 

H8: The perception of Meaningful Work (MW) exerts a significant influence on Intrapreneurial Behaviour 

(IB). 

Furthermore, workplace autonomy emerges as an instrumental construct in facilitating IB as it 
grants employees the discursive and operational latitude to modify their work patterns in pursuit of 
objectives that catalyse innovative thinking [47]. Earlier, some authors [48] highlighted the 
importance of autonomy in their studies, noting that a work environment that promotes autonomy 
attracts and retains creative talent, motivating employees through freedom in their work tasks. Since 
then, the relationship between WA and IB has been the subject of study [49,50]. These studies have 
shown a positive association between high levels of WA and an increase in the generation of IB within 
the organisation. Therefore, based on the existing literature, we propose the following hypothesis: 

H9: The perception of Work Autonomy (WA) maintains a positive and statistically significant correlation with 

Intrapreneurial Behaviour (IB). 

Finally, in concordance with prior argumentation, it is pivotal to acknowledge another 
component that significantly intersects with IB, such as PC. In this vein, Amabile [51] posits that PC 
serves as an essential conduit for the success of innovation, which, in turn, acts as precursor to IB, 
enabling employees to identify opportunities, formulate innovative solutions and adapt to shifting 
business landscapes. Aligned with this perspective, creative role identity has also been identified as 
an important factor in stimulating innovative behaviours [52,53]. Considering the research that 
demonstrates the positive relationship between PC and IB as outlined in the studies by [54], we 
hypothesise the following relationship: 

H10: Practised creativity (CP) shows a positive correlation with Intrapreneurial Behaviour (IB) 

In summary, taking into consideration intrapreneurial behaviour and the relationship among 
several variables, we propose in our study the following research model as illustrated in Figure 1: 
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Figure 1. Research model. 

2. Materials and Methods 

2.1. Sample and Data Collection 

In order to test each of the working hypotheses, we carried out a study to a sample of workers 
in three service sector companies in southern Spain. 

In total, 615 questionnaires were disseminated, with a response rate of 337 (54.79 %). 
Nevertheless, four questionnaires (0.65%) were subsequently excluded from the data analysis for 
various reasons such as incomplete data, multiple responses to the same item or lack of response. 
Consequently, the final sample for analysis comprised 333 employees, with ages ranging from 18 to 
64 years and a mean age of 38 years (SD=2.8). In terms of tenure, the employees had been with the 
companies for periods ranging from less than one year to 25 years, with the most frequent tenure 
range being between 1 and 3 years. Regarding gender distribution, there was a slight predominance 
of females in the sample (55.6% female; 44.4% male). 

2.2. Measures 

As for the measuring instruments, we used the following standardised questionnaires. 

2.2.1. Authentic Leadership 

For the assessment of Authentic Leadership, we employed the Spanish version of the Authentic 
Leadership Questionnaire [55,56]. This instrument is constituted of 16 items and is structured around 
four key dimensions: Self-Awareness (the leader’s cognisance of how their conduct may influence 
others); Relational Transparency (the extent to which the leader presents themselves authentically to 
others); Balanced Processing (the leader’s capacity for objective goal-setting and judicious data 
analysis prior to decision-making); and Internalised Morality (the leader’s self-regulation of 
behaviour in accordance with personal values and principles, particularly in the face of external 
pressures). Responses were garnered using a Likert scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (Always or 
Almost Always). 

2.2.2. Work Autonomy and Meaningful Work (MW) 

For the measurement of Work Autonomy (WA) and Meaningful Work (MW), we utilised the 
corresponding dimension from Spreitzer’s Psychological Empowerment Instrument [57], adapted 
into Spanish [58]. The dimension WA include four items and assesses the extent to which an 
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individual perceives that he or she can exercise control over his or her work environment and act 
independently in making work-related decisions. The dimension MW consists of three items that 
assess the relevance and value an employee attaches to his or her job, referring to his or her personal 
norms and beliefs. Participants responded on a 7-points scale ranging from 1 (Very Little) to 7 (Too 
much). 

2.2.3. Practised Creativity 

For the assessment of the Practised Creativity (PC) variable, we employed the Practised 
Creativity dimension from the Creative and Potential Creativity Scales, developed by DiLiello and 
Houghton [59] in its Spanish version [60]. This scale consists of five items and evaluates the extent to 
which an individual actively engages in creative behaviours within their work environment. 
Response options were provided on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly 
Agree). 

2.2.4. Intrapreneurial Behaviour 

Lastly, the variable of Intrapreneurial Behaviour (IB) was assessed utilising the Intrapreneur 
Behaviour scale developed by Stull and Singh [61] and adapted to Spanish [62]. This 7-item scale is 
bifurcated into two subscales: Innovation and Risk-taking. All items were measured on a scale 
ranging from 0 (Strongly disagree) to 4 (Strongly Agree). 

2.3. Data Analysis 

To test each hypothesis, we conducted various statistical analyses. 
Initially, for the descriptive analysis, including measures of central tendency, dispersion, and 

asymmetry we utilised the statistical software SPSS© v.25. 
Subsequently, in order to determine the variance explained and the relationships between the 

endogenous variables posed in the model, we applied partial least squares structural equation 
modelling (PLS-SEM), ensuring both its reliability (through Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients), 
composite reliability (CR) and convergent validity through external loadings and average variance 
extracted (AVE). In addition, discriminate validity was tested using validated criteria [63]. Finally, 
this analysis allowed us to estimate the mean variance explained, the effect size and the statistical 
significance of the coefficients associated with each of the routes that make up the proposed model 
[64]. 

3. Results 

In order to test our working hypotheses, we carried out various analyses of the data obtained. 
Firstly, we examined the factorial structure as well as the loadings of each item from the different 

questionnaires employed in the study. Upon the analysis, it was decided to eliminate one item from 
the Intrapreneurship Behaviour variable (IB4 “I find new ways of doing things”) and one from 
Authentic Leadership (AL1 “My supervisor says exactly what they mean”), due to their factorial 
loadings being lower than 0.6 [65], thereby validating the remaining items with their respective 
constructs. 

Subsequently, we analysed the reliability of the final items. As we can see in Table 1, all 
constructs exhibited robust levels of reliability as evidenced by Cronbach’s Alpha, as well as 
Composite Reliability (CR). In each case, scores exceeded the threshold of 0.7 [66]. Furthermore, we 
also examined the presence of Common Method Bias, a phenomenon prevalent in studies utilising 
the PLS-SEM method due to the measurement technique which can impact the relationship between 
constructs as well as the validity of the study’s conclusions [67]. Collinearity indicative of CMB is 
deemed significant when the VIF values exceed 5. However, the VIF coefficients in our study remain 
below this threshold, confirming that our proposed model does not suffer from collinearity issues. 

Additionally, to evaluate the convergent validity of the proposed model, an analysis of Average 
Variance Extracted (AVE) was conducted [63]. Convergent validity assesses whether various items 
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of a construct measure the same underlying dimension and as such, should be highly correlated. The 
data presented in Table 1 corroborate that all five instruments achieved predictive values exceeding 
50% of the variance. 

Table 1. Outler loadings, AVE, Cronbach’s alpha and CR. 

Latent variables  Ítems Outer loading VIF AVE Alfa 

Cronbach 

CR 

Authentic leadership AL_2 0.774 2.432 0.598 0.951  0.957 

 AL_3 0.841 3.524    

 AL_4 0.704 1.902    

 AL_5 0.691 1.894    

 AL_6 0.816 3.003    

 AL_7 0.635 1.817    

 AL_8 0.778 2.316    

 AL_9 0.826 2.894    

 AL_10 0.779 2.499    

 AL_11 0.723 2.193    

 AL_12 0.853 4.599    

 AL_13 0.880 2.023    

 AL_14 0.653 3.143    

 AL_15 0.829     

 AL_16 0.770 2.446    

       

Work Autonomy WA_1 0.825 2.434 0.763 0.895 0.928 

 WA_2 0.837 3.072    

 WA_3 0.894 4.072    

 WA_4 0.933 1.996    

       

Practised creativity PC_1 0.842 2.291 0.624 0.848 0.892 

 PC_2 0.826 2.123    

 PC_3 0.685 1.498    

 PC_4 0.765 1.630    

 PC_5 0.823 1.993    

       

Meaningful Work MW_1 0.876 1.975 0.714 0.798 0.882 

 MW_2 0.889 2.227    

 MW_3 0.764 1.456    

       

       

Intrapreneurial 

behaviour 

IB_1 0.739 1.660 0.580 0.856 0.892 

 IB_2 0.796 1.917    

 IB_3 0.714 1.923    
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 IB_5 0.726 2.070    

 IB_6 0.755 2.168    

 IB_7 0.832     

Note:CR= composite reliability; AVE= Average variance extracted   

To Evaluate the Discriminant 

To evaluate the discriminant validity of the instruments under consideration, we applied the 
Fornell and Larcker’s criteria whereby the square root of the AVE for each construct must exceed the 
correlations existing between that construct and all other constructs in the model. In Table 2, the 
elements on the principal diagonal (highlighted in bold) represent the square root of the AVE for each 
construct, while the off-diagonal elements represent the correlations between constructs. 

Table 2. Means, standard deviation and correlation. 

  Fornell- Larcker 

 

 M SD WA PC IB AL MW 

Work Autonomy 

(WA) 

5.19 1.165 0.873     

Practised Creativity 

(PC) 

3.72 0.787 0.683** 0.790    

Intrapreneurial 

Behaviour (IB) 

3.74 0.677 0.385** 0.489** 0.761   

Authentic 

Leadership (AL) 

3.46 0.949 0.489** 0.486** 0.249** 0.774  

Meaningful Work 

(MW) 

5.51 0.914 0.338** 0.537** 0.498** 0.338** 0.845 

Note: Square root of AVE on diagonal; correlations between constructs are shown below the 

diagonal; *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01  

Once the reliability and validity of the instruments have been verified, as well as the 
intercorrelation between each of the variables, we carried out a structural model analysis. We 
referenced the path coefficient (β) to ascertain the contribution of each of the predictor variables on 
the endogenous variable. Additionally, we employed the R-squared value to assess the explanatory 
power of the model. Bootstrap resampling was conducted with 10,000 cases to test the proposed 
hypothesis. The outcomes of the hypothesis testing can be observed in Table 3 and in Figure 2. 

Table 3. Validation of Research Hypothesis. 

  Hypothesis Coefficient CI P Values T Statistics F2 Sig 

H1: AL-> IB 

 

-0.130 (-0.252; -0.004) 0.040 2.054 0.015 Partial 

H2:AL -> PC 0.298 (0.218; 0.380) 0.000 7.368 0.151 Yes 

H3: AL-> MW 0.253 (0.150; 0.359) 0.000 4.743 0.068 Yes 

H4: AL ->WA 0.522 (0.448; 0.594) 0.000 13.853 0.375 Yes 
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H5: WA-> PC 0.453 (0.341;0.550) 0.000 8.484 0.321 Yes 

H6: WA-> MW 0.385 (0.253; 0,506) 0.000 5.924 0.157 Yes 

H7: MW-> PC 0.177 (0.062; 0.295) 0.003 3.007 0.054 Yes 

H8: MW -> IB 0.321 (0.203; 0.429) 0.000 5.513 0.102 Yes 

H9: WA-> IB 0.019 (-0.138;0.171) 0.811 0.239 0.000 No 

H10: PC->IB 0.406 (0.269; 0.549) 0.000 5.663 0.100 Yes 

Note: WA= Work Autonomy; Al= Authentic leadership; PC=Practised Creativity; MW= 

Meaningful Work; IB= Intrapreneurial behaviour 

From this table, we can see that all the working hypotheses were significantly confirmed, except 
for Hypothesis 1 (AL -> IB) which, although we obtained a significant relationship, its effect was 
negative and contrary to that established in our initial hypothesis. Specifically, elevated levels of 
authentic leadership engendered a diminution of intrapreneurial behaviour, counter to our original 
postulation of a positive correlation between the two variables. Furthermore, Hypothesis 9 (WA->IB) 
could not be substantiated; work autonomy did not maintain a significant relationship with 
development of intrapreneurial behaviour. 

We also assessed the effect size of the variables with respect to the hypotheses (f2) taking as a 
reference the threshold proposed by Cohen [68] in which values of 0.02, 0.12 and 0.35 indicate small, 
medium, and large effect size (see Table 3). 

The obtained data from the analyses indicate several nuanced relationships among the variables 
under consideration. Specifically, although AL has a marginal impact on IB and MW as suggested by 
Hypotheses 1 and 3 respectively, it does manifest a moderate to high effect on both PC and WA, 
corroborated by Hypotheses 2 and 4. Concurrently, WA wields a moderate influence on PC and MW, 
as posited in Hypotheses 5 and 6. MW, in contrast, has a low impact on both PC and IB, consistent 
with Hypothesis 7 and 8. Lastly, it is divergent from WA, which does not exhibit any significant effect 
on IB as denoted by Hypothesis 9, PC does indeed exert a low effect, proved by Hypothesis 10. 

Finally, Figure 2 offers a graphical representation of the relationships among each of the 
predictor and endogenous variables (β) within the proposed study model, as well as their respective 
explanatory power (R2) for each relation. 

 

Figure 2. Structural Model. 
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As can be seen in Figure 2, all R2 values were greater than 0.27 [69], supporting the explanatory 
power of the model. Furthermore, we calculated the goodness-of-fit of the model using the 
standardised root mean square residual (SRMR), which was 0.064, which, being below the threshold 
of 0.08 [70], corroborates the satisfactory fit of the proposed model. 

In line with the results presented, all the proposed relationships of the model are significant, 
except for the one established between autonomy and Intrapreneurial Behaviour, thus invalidating 
its mediating role between this dependent variable and authentic leadership. This result can be seen 
in Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3. The Moderating Effect of Work Autonomy. 

Finally, we analysed the predictive power of the model using the PLS Predict technique with ten 
folds and a single repetition, following the guidelines set forth by Shmueli et al. [71]. This 
methodology is recommended since, unlike the correlation coefficient (R2), it allows us to assess both 
the explanatory power and the predictive capacity of the model in a dataset different from the 
originally selected sample [72]. To carry out a more accurate assessment, the value of the coefficient 
of determination (Q2), was considered. In our case, we found that all indicators exceeded the 
threshold of 0, which confirms the predictive validity of the proposed model [73]. 

4. Discussion 

From the results obtained from our data analysis, several conclusions could be drawn. 
In our study, we have investigated four antecedents of intrapreneurial behaviour in the 

workplace -authentic leadership, practised creativity, work autonomy and meaningful work- within 
a sample of service sector workers in Spain as well as the interrelationship between them through a 
theoretical model. This exercise has led us to formulate ten working hypotheses. 

The empirical findings of the study have confirmed eight of the hypotheses set out in the 
research model. 

One of the findings was the relationship between authentic leadership style and the 
development of intrapreneurial behaviour. While our initial working hypothesis suggested a positive 
relationship between the two, the analysis of the data obtained in our study has revealed a significant 
yet negatively signed relationship between them. A plausible explanation for this finding may be 
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that, although authentic leadership is generally perceived to inspire and motivate employees towards 
entrepreneurial behaviour, this approach may have other, less proactive ramifications on employees. 
This phenomenon can be attributed to the fact that an authentic leader may attach rigidly to their 
own values and beliefs, which in turn could constrain the generation and exploration of new ideas 
and approaches among subordinates. Such rigidity could cultivate an environment wherein 
subordinates feel heightened pressure to conform to these specific beliefs and values. In addition, this 
leadership style tends to promote team cohesion, which could lead to greater group conformity and 
complacency, thereby limiting the emergence of more innovative individual ideas that could lead to 
intragroup conflict or tension. In any case, these findings corroborated some of the results found in 
other studies with different leadership styles, such as transactional or digital [74,75] where the 
leader’s characteristics – including the pursuit of the status quo– likewise limit support for risk-taking 
and innovation and thus constrain the development of intrapreneurial behaviour. 

In contrast to the aforementioned effect, authentic leadership does exert a positive effect on other 
antecedent variables, such as creativity. This aligns with the academic literature, which postulates 
that the distinctive traits of the authentic leader are fundamental for fostering creativity [76]. This 
positive relationship can be attributed to the fact that the behaviours of authentic leaders generate an 
environment of greater emotional security among employees, thus encouraging the generation of 
innovative and unconventional proposals. On the other hand, our research confirms that authentic 
leadership style is a key factor in fostering greater meaningfulness at work [77]. This may be 
attributed to the ability of authentic leaders to generate a sense of belonging that translates into 
greater identification with the organisation and provides strong social support. Consequently, it is 
corroborated that leaders within an organisation can represent a key contextual factor, capable of 
instilling in employees a sense of pride for their affiliation to the organisation and the perception that 
it contributes to a greater common good [78]. 

Another antecedent variable was work autonomy, where we found that authentic leadership 
style has a significant and positive impact. This link can be elucidated by the predilection of authentic 
leaders to cultivate an organisational environment that prioritises open and honest communication. 
Within such an environment, employees often feel empowered to make decisions pertinent to their 
work roles. This finding is congruent with the work of [79] who delineated analogous relationships 
in their respective research. 

Besides, similar to other authors [80], we have scrutinised and corroborated the role of autonomy 
as a precursor to creativity. This may be attributable to the fact that employees, unencumbered by 
stringent supervision and endowed with the capacity for self-organisation and self-regulation, 
experience heightened personal responsibility, which, in turn, catalyses creative thinking and the 
generation of novel ideas. We have also found that autonomy influences the perception of meaning 
in work. Specifically, when employees possess the liberty to autonomously select their work activities 
and tasks, these activities and tasks are perceived as more meaningful. 

Furthermore, our proposed model supports the notion that meaningful work positively 
influences creativity. This relationship underlines the relevance of intrinsic motivation in creative 
behaviour, aligning with previous research [81,82]. This relationship between meaningful work and 
creativity can be explained by the fact that when work is perceived as meaningful, it instigates a 
motivational process that encourages the generation of innovative ideas and strengthens the 
persistence of creative efforts, even in the face of challenging work circumstances. Simply put, 
employees operate more efficiently and creatively when they experience a positive emotional state in 
relation to their work. 

In our model, we also postulate that meaning of work and creativity are antecedents of 
intrapreneurial behaviour, the first and the third of which have been empirically corroborated. In this 
regard, when individuals perceive their work as intrinsically valuable, they develop a sense of 
contribution to a broader goal. This sense of contribution, in turn, translates into an increased 
propensity to deploy skills and resources in innovative activities associated with intrapreneurship. 

Finally, the study reveals that work autonomy does not have a significant relationship with 
intra-entrepreneurial behaviour, contrary to the effect expected in our model. A possible explanation 
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for the absence of a relationship between these variables could be that a high degree of autonomy 
may result in employees becoming disengaged from established organisational goals and strategies, 
generating a potential strategic misalignment that may inhibit intrapreneurial initiatives. 

It has also been demonstrated that practised creativity is directly related to this variable. Our 
findings empirically support the argument for the importance of creativity in the entrepreneurial 
process [83] and in the belief that intrapreneurs must be creative because of what is required or 
expected of them. 

4.2. Implications and Contributions 

This study contributes to the theoretical field of intrapreneurship by focusing specifically on four 
important elements. We have discovered connections between leadership and other organisational 
behaviours that reveal that, while it promotes creativity and autonomy among subordinates, it can 
also hinder intra-entrepreneurial behaviour. This leads us to investigate this relationship and its 
effectiveness within contexts. Furthermore, the lack of a relationship between job autonomy and 
employee creativity suggests that autonomy may not be sufficient to foster creativity in the 
workplace. This paves the way for developing frameworks that incorporate several variables to 
explain the multitude of factors involved in stimulating creativity. Furthermore, this study 
underlines the importance of meaningful work and creativity in driving intrapreneurship, 
complementing previous findings with other focused on a specific sector and region. 

The results of this research also have practical implications for organisations and their leaders. 
First, it highlights the importance of supervisors being aware of how their leadership style can 
influence the intrapreneurial behaviour of their subordinates. To minimise the effect, leaders should 
adopt a certain level of adaptability in their principles and convictions, which will encourage their 
team members to think while maintaining a balance between team unity and fostering innovation. In 
addition, we believe that there is a need to reconsider the way management approaches are applied. 
We should re-evaluate the idea of giving autonomy to improve creativity, which could lead to the 
development of more effective organisational policies. It is therefore crucial that organisations and 
their leaders create working environments that foster creativity and make work meaningful. By 
adopting these approaches, organisations can develop strategies that encourage intrapreneurial 
behaviour within their workforce, thereby promoting both innovation and overall effectiveness. 

Finally, this study provides evidence that highlights the importance of meaningful work and 
practised creativity in promoting entrepreneurial behaviour in the workplace. Organisations and 
leaders that pay attention to these factors and prioritise their development have the potential to 
cultivate a dynamic work environment and ultimately this can translate into improved performance 
and sustainable competitive advantage. 

4.3. Limitations and Future Recommendations 

The study has identified some limitations that should be considered by researchers. 
One significant constraint is the sample size and specificity which may affect the generalizability 

of our findings. While we have made efforts to address this limitation through the use of some 
complex statistical tools (such as PLSpredict) we suggest expanding the research scope to include 
regions and economic sectors in future investigations. 

A second limitation is related to the survey design, where data was collected at a point, in time 
potentially allowing for causality or endogeneity issues. When conducting cross-sectional or even 
traditional longitudinal studies, it is important to keep in mind that research constructs may not 
remain stable over time. Therefore, in order to draw conclusions and account for these fluctuations, 
we suggest further longitudinal studies that establish causality and take into account both positive 
and negative aspects. Additionally, future research should differentiate between intra- and 
interpersonal levels, employing multi-level analysis to offer a more nuanced understanding of the 
phenomena under scrutiny. 

Finally, there is a vast literature on leadership models, leading to an ongoing debate on the 
appropriateness of each model. Therefore, we propose that future research should incorporate other 
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models of leadership styles, seeking an integrated approach that allows for a more comprehensive 
understanding of the interaction between the relational and cognitive variables examined in this 
study on intrapreneurial behaviour. 
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