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Abstract

To ensure survival, seize opportunities, and resist threats in the unpredictable business scenario, companies
increasingly adopt practices that enable intra-entrepreneur behavior. This behavior is characterized by the alignment
of company members in search of innovative solutions for the development of the organization and building a
competitive advantage. The current study reflects on the importance of intra-entrepreneurship and innovation for the
competitiveness of the organization. This article discusses the development of intra-entrepreneurship, its
characteristics, the factors that precede it, and also reflects on the relationship between intra-entrepreneurship,
innovation, and competitiveness of organizations. The methodological approach consisted of a systematic
descriptive-discursive review of the academic literature with research in databases (CAPES Journal Portal, EBSCO
HOST, and Web of Science). The keywords used were: corporate entrepreneurship, intra-entrepreneurship,
innovation, competitiveness, and competitive advantage (in Portuguese and English). The research found that
intra-entrepreneurship and innovation go hand in hand. Together, they constitute dynamic and holistic processes in
which employee behavior, combined with favorable organizational factors, affect the development of organizations
and the possibility of developing a competitive advantage, not limited to new companies. This article contributes to
the literature on intra-entrepreneurship, reinforcing its importance, along with innovation for organizational
development. As a practical implication, the current work demonstrated the need to increase attention and
appreciation of human capital as a strategic factor for achieving competitive advantage in organizations. For future
research, we suggest seeking quantitative research that confirms the relationship between intra-entrepreneurship,
innovation, and organizational performance.
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1. Introduction

Traditional organizational structures have shown adequate functioning in environments characterized by stability
(Volberda, 1996; Porter, 1999). However, since the 1950s, the market and competition changed (Porter; Linde, 1995).
The market stability that enabled organizations to enjoy sustainable competitive advantage eventually turned into
short periods of advantage, punctuated by frequent interruptions (D'Aveni; Gunther, 1994).

According to Stalk (1988), in the 1960s, organizations demonstrated a trend towards cost optimization as a strategy
to achieve a competitive advantage. During the sixties, organizations prioritized increasing product variety, making
factories more flexible, reducing the cycle time of the production process, and product distribution (Stalk, 1988). In
the 1980s, organizations began to direct their strategies towards human resource practice initiatives (SCHULER and
Macmillan, 1984). In the same decade, the adoption of systems began, which link organizations to suppliers,
distribution channels, and customers (Johnston & Vitale, 1988).

The term intrapreneurship emerged in the 1980s to characterize the internal entrepreneurship of organizations
(Pinchot, 1985). The intrapreneur presents characteristics and profiles very similar to those of the entrepreneur, but in
different contexts. Intrapreneurs differ from traditional workers because traditional workers have a more passive
view, and do the things they are told to do, whereas intrapreneurs are, at the same time, thinkers and executors,
planners and workers (Pinchot, 1989).

Since the 1990s, competition has been guided by the globalization of markets, the rapid evolution of technology, the
reduction of the product life cycle, and the increased aggressiveness of competitors (Volberda, 1996; Santos et al.,
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2017). This phenomenon has transformed the structure of organizations, now focused on becoming more competitive
because the business world demands from organizations a high capacity to adapt to customer needs. This context is
characterized by transitory competitive advantages, despite the need to be sustained for the perpetuation of
companies in the market (Kanuri and Mcleod, 2016). The competitive advantage is built through the interaction
between internal and environmental factors (Ringov, 2017). Thus, the strategic analysis models and tools are based
on external (economic and industrial) and internal analysis of the firm, mainly focusing on human resources (Noble,
2019).

The current business scenario is highly unpredictable. To ensure survival in this environment, companies seek to
develop their ability to adapt, creating mechanisms to identify the changes needed to take advantage of opportunities
and resistance to market threats. Consequently, organizations increasingly seek to adopt practices that enable
intrapreneur behavior in their premises, and according to the conception of (Schumpeter, 1982), this behavior is
characterized by the alignment of company members in search of innovative solutions for the development of the
organization and the construction of competitive advantage.

In this way, intrapreneurship and innovation go hand in hand and are dynamic and holistic processes in which the
behavior of employees combined with favorable organizational factors affect organizational development (Lechner
& Gudmundsson, 2014). Thus, innovation depends on the intrapreneur's ability to be creative, which becomes a
critical component in the process of opportunities recognition (Alvarez & Barney, 2014). Studying the phenomenon
that relates intrapreneurship and innovation is a crucial factor in understanding its role in the survival, success,
development, and maintenance of competitiveness of organizations (Urban & Wood, 2015). It fosters discussion on
the need to value human capital in companies, as well as the development and adoption of technology.

The current article presents reflections on how intrapreneurship evolved, its characteristics, factors that precede it,
and to discuss the role of intrapreneurship and innovation in the development and competitiveness of organizations,
by checking the available academic literature. The article is structured in 5 chapters. After this introductory chapter,
methodological aspects are addressed. In the sequence, the literature review is dealt with, which is subdivided into
the following themes: origin, evolution and characteristics of the term intrapreneurship; factors that precede
intrapreneurship; innovation concepts and classifications; competition between firms; and the relationship between
intrapreneurship and innovation in generating the competitive advantage of organizations is discussed. Finally, the
discussion and concluding remarks are presented.

2. Methodological Aspects

The study selected and analyzed scientific articles published in journals and indexed in databases based on
intra-entrepreneurship, innovation, competitiveness, and competitive advantage. Therefore, it is a systematic review
of the literature (Brizola & Fantin, 2017), of a descriptive-discursive nature (Gomes & Oliveira, 2014).

The methodological approach searched the available literature from different research in databases (Ebsco Host,
Portal de Perid@licos CAPES, and Web of Science) using as keywords the terms: corporate entrepreneurship,
intrapreneurship, innovation, competitiveness, and competitive advantage (in Portuguese and English). No form of
filter was used to limit periods, areas of publication, and other tools available in the databases. Their accessibility and
scope justify the use of these databases. The use of more than one database allowed a more comprehensive coverage
of the survey. The keywords used in the research are justified because they represent the goal of the research and the
related themes.

Table 1 shows the search results in the three databases for each keyword. The period was obtained in the database.

Table 1. Search results according to keyword and database

Database Keyword Results Period

CAPES Intraempreendedorismo 58 2008-2018
CAPES Intrapreneurship 2,495 1985-2018
CAPES Inovag® 17,906 1800-2018
CAPES Innovation 1,724,489 1600-2018
CAPES Competitividade 9,956 1987-2018
CAPES Competitiveness 523,682 1999-2018
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CAPES Vantagem Competitiva 3,454 1992-2018
CAPES Competitive Advantage 2,689 1992-2018
Web of Science Intraempreendedorismo 0 1945-2018
Web of Science intrapreneurship 286 1945-2018
Web of Science InovaG® 36 1945-2018
Web of Science Innovation 188,319 1945-2018
Web of Science Competitividade 6 1945-2018
Web of Science Competitiveness 43,431 1945-2018
Web of Science Vantagem Competitiva 1 1945-2018
Web of Science Competitive Advantage 27,670 1945-2018
EBSCO HOST Intraempreendedorismo 0 1986-2018
EBSCO HOST intrapreneurship 163 1986-2018
EBSCO HOST InovaG® 446 1986-2018
EBSCO HOST Innovation 149,369 1986-2018
EBSCO HOST Competitividade 62 1986-2018
EBSCO HOST Competitiveness 23,368 1986-2018
EBSCO HOST Vantagem Competitiva 31 1986-2018
EBSCO HOST Competitive Advantage 19,245 1986-2018

Source: Survey data

Initially, the selection of the bibliographic material considered three criteria: most cited authors (e.g., Antonic,
Hisrich, Peters, Shepherd, Dornelas, and Zahra), classical authors (e.g., Pinchot, Schumpeter, and McClelland), and
current researches (published in the last 5 years). In this phase, we have selected 100 works. Later, we evaluated and
analyze their content, to know the research goals of each article. After that, we selected 81 works as references for
our research. This approach allowed us to debate the existing relations between intra-entrepreneurship and
innovation, together with its possible impacts on the development and competitiveness of organizations.

3. Literature Review

In the following sections, some aspects related to intrapreneurship are presented. This topic aims to provide the
reader with more knowledge of intrapreneurship evolution, characteristics, and the factors that precede it, as well as
its relationship with innovation and competitiveness.

3.1 Evolution and Characteristics of Entrepreneurship

The term entrepreneurship was coined in the eighteenth century by Cantillon, focusing on the economic function of
the entrepreneur. Since then, researchers contributed to the theme and concept of entrepreneurship. The contributions
of the entrepreneur to (McClelland, 1972) strengthened the recognition of the entrepreneurship role for society and
its consequences for economic development. (Shumpeter, 1982) Defended entrepreneurship as a source of innovation,
driving productivity, and competitiveness of organizations.

The term intrapreneurship emerged in the 1980s, with the advances in entrepreneurship literature and the
entrepreneurial profile, when researchers incorporated the new concept created by Pinchot (1985) to highlight
internal entrepreneurship in organizations. Entrepreneurial practices within organizations can have good adhesion,
development, and innovations when someone assumes and performs the function of an intrapreneur (Pinchot, 1989;
Pinchot & Pellman, 1999).

(Schumpeter, 1982) states that the ability to identify and explore opportunities are striking characteristics of the
entrepreneur, in addition to the ability to take calculated risks and make the best use of available resources. In this
sense, intra-entrepreneurship, internal corporate entrepreneurship (Jones & Butler, 1992) or corporate
entrepreneurship (Stopford & Baden-Fuller, 1994) refer to the concept of entrepreneurship as the process of
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discovering and developing an opportunity, of creating value through innovation and taking advantage of this
opportunity at the expense of human resources and capital in a new or existing company (Churchill, 1992).

In this way, the intrapreneur presents characteristics and profile very similar to the entrepreneur, but in different
contexts. Intrapreneurs are active within organizations, adopting within this environment the practice and culture of
creativity, proactivity, and innovation. The intrapreneur instigates innovation within organizations, establishing a
favorable environment for the creative and innovative process (Hisrich & Peter, 2004).

Intrapreneurs differ from traditional workers. The later accept the notion that their visions have no value, and all that
is required or desired of them is to do the things they are told to do. However, intrapreneurs are, at the same time,
thinkers and doers, planners and workers. They have this need because they would hardly find anyone to carry out
their plans in their place, and they would possibly not allow it (Pinchot, 1989).

In this sense, the intrapreneur plays an essential role as an agent of change in organizations. (Filion, 2004)
conceptualizes intrapreneur as the individual who holds the competence to lead and advise the organization where he
works on the alternatives, paths, and what should be done for development and innovation. Intrapreneurship is
characterized by actions of change and optimization of organizations with a focus on customers and stakeholders
(Hashimoto, 2006). (Dornelas, 2009) considered the behavior of people and groups, in the direction of renewal and
innovation within organizations as one of the characteristics of intrapreneurship.

(Daokui Li, Feng, & Jiang, 2014) highlighted that, in a dynamic and competitive environment, the leading
organizations that want to maintain themselves in the market should always seek and support the intrapreneurs. They
consistute a potential agenda for change in the search for a better revitalization and high performance of the company,
through innovation in products and processes (Thus, Zahra, Randerson, & Fayolle, 2013). Emphasized that
intrapreneurs seek in corporate environments to discover new paths and solutions for the improvement or innovation
of products, projects, and organizational processes.

The competencies are related to the desire for self-realization of the intrapreneur, passing through its potential to plan
and transform ideas into results and opportunities, transform its freedom, incentive, and resources of the environment
where it works into innovations, dedicating it hard to convert ideas into products (Pinchot, 1989). Thus, becoming an
agent of change in the work environment depends on the space created for the exercise of ideas and creativity, as
well as the constant search for growth and professional achievement and career, which together can culminate in
excellent results for organizations and society (Pinchot, 1989).

In the acceleration of innovation within companies, no matter the hierarchical level, the intrapreneur is the strategic
agent of change. The basis of the entrepreneur is directly linked to his innovative capacity, willingness to experience
emotions, risks, the relative degree of dependence in decisions, and development of ideas (Filion, 2004). Vision
already addressed by (Pinchot, 1989), when highlighting the intrapreneur as a driver of growth and expansion of an
organization, through innovation, presenting a differentiated and advantageous behavior for corporations in the
competitive context.

(Russell, 1999) adds that internal innovations require direct actions from motivated employees and are influenced by
organizational practices and characteristics of the business environment. Therefore, intrapreneurs individuals cannot
be seen as threats to the system and organizational structures. The vision of an intrapreneur is not only quantitative or
theoretical but also demonstrates a feeling for the business. He is an active participant in the organizational system
and not an enemy. He may not even eventually comply with pre-established rules, but most of the time, he follows
them and is aware of their importance.

Among the most predominant characteristics in researches that deal with the theme are the innovative, proactive and
creative behavior, the ability to seek and explore opportunities, initiative, independence and self-confidence, desire
for growth and personal and professional self-realization (Pinchot, 1989; Dornelas, 2003; Hisrich & Peters, 2004;
Emmendoerfer, Valadares, & Balbi, 2008).

The development of intra-entrepreneurial characteristics and competencies depends on a motivating environment of
organizations concerned and dedicated to the growth and development of their products and processes to meet the
expectations of customers and the market. Thus, the individual can only perform personally and professionally in the
environment of organizations, from the moment he is encouraged to develop their entrepreneurial skills, becoming an
entrepreneur inserted in the organizational environment (Hisrich & Peters, 2004).
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3.2 Preceding Factors of Intrapreneurship

Intrapreneurship is based on the exercise of creativity for innovation within companies, based on the actions of
entrepreneurs within organizations that are committed as if they own the company (Dornelas, 2003). Other structural
dimensions favorable to intra-entrepreneurship are rooted in marketing, technological base, available resources,
investments, and team (Pinchot, 1989).

According to (Pinchot, 1989), the marketing area consists of an encouraging environment for the intrapreneur by
enabling a rapid progression of projects and the dissemination of new products. Thus, the critical aspects that provide
an environment of intrapreneurship are sedimented in investments in research and development, in a robust
technological base, channeling of resources to relevant areas, stimulation of the personnel structure for innovation.

Concerning the organizational dimension, (Hashimoto, 2006) highlighted the need to discuss intrapreneur autonomy
so that decisions can be made and supported by top management. The team of managers must provide an
environment of favorable conditions for innovation; one of them is the freedom of creation to achieve the
organizational objectives (Emmendoerfer, Valadares, & Balbi, 2008).

In this context, the development and support of intrapreneurs become a new potential for organizations to develop,
perpetuate, maintain, or increase their insertion and participation in the market. Capturing and developing
intrapreneurs becomes an escape valve for companies to face the competitiveness of the market, amidst the
uncertainties and challenges posed by the dynamics of the environment in which they are inserted. For the promising
development of business, especially in environments of uncertainty, the organizations that propose to generate and
develop intrapreneurs or corporate entrepreneurs stand out from those that do not give importance to it (Valadares &
Emmendoerfer, 2009).

The development of intrapreneurs provides benefits to the organization and stimulates the individual to go in search
of organizational objectives to achieve their own individual goals. Thus, these employees gain a sense of
responsibility, the burden, and bonus for the innovation of their work process and products (Stoner & Freeman,
1999).

Intrapreneurship is stimulated by the internal environment of the organization, shaped by the behavior of
management, management style, and guidance; transparency in communication, exchange of ideas and knowledge;
favorable environment and open to change, learning and implementation of new ideas; flexible, informal
organizational structure with few hierarchical levels; long-term strategy; organizational systems and practices that
encourage creativity and innovation (Goosen et al., 2002).

The management and orientation mode are the variables belonging to the organizational environment that allows
modeling of intrapreneur behavior. Management style influences intrapreneurship by creating conditions for
employees to promote their ideas, implement improvements, recognize and reward their actions, and provide
adequate resources and operating procedures (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001).

The organizational environment favorable to the development of intra-entrepreneurship necessarily involves the
effectiveness and transparency of communication, the fluidity of information, and knowledge sharing. However, the
quality and quantity of information and communication will influence the innovative and intra-entrepreneurial
actions (Zahra, 1991).

Thus, the informal organizational structure and more loose limits are characteristics that contribute to the best and
easiest access to information facilitating intrapreneurship (Baum & Wally, 2003). (Daft, 2009) highlighted the
organic organizational structure with a reduced number of hierarchical levels that encourages teamwork and closer
interaction, provides greater flexibility, adaptability, and more clear articulation within organizations. The author
also adds that the environment conducive to change represents a corporate culture that stimulates the sharing of
knowledge, learning, and the development of innovation.

Another characteristic of the organizational environment favorable to intrapreneurship and innovation is the
valuation of long-term strategies, the incentive to systematic planning and the strategy of resource management,
adaptation, and long-term focus are crucial strategic factors (Goosen et al., 2002), which increase the capacity of the
organization to compete and gain competitiveness (Zahra, 1993).

In this context, the role of leaders as facilitators of innovation of an organization's employees should be highlighted
(Rosing, Frese, & Bausch, 2011). Direct managers and leaders play an important role in critical support and support
in overcoming internal limits, as well as providing a balance between the rigidity of procedures and the availability
of sufficient time and resources for experiments at a team level (Chiaburu, Lorinkova, & Van Dyne, 2013).
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(Shalley & Gilson, 2004) noted the importance of the leader striving to ensure the structure of entrepreneurial work
environment that provides creative results, to value the importance of the contribution of each intrapreneur
(HUsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009) supporting the best and most innovative ideas (Rosing et al., 2011).

Team leaders need to act as facilitators, from the bottom up, in intrapreneurship initiatives, when the organization
tends to encounter difficulties in actively managing intrapreneurship (Palanski & Vogelgesang, 2011). According to
(Leroy, Palanski, & Simons, 2011), team leaders enable innovation by increasing the level of autonomy and
decision-making they have about their teams, stimulating the individual initiatives of their leaders.

Corporate climates that support entrepreneurship must provide appropriate reward systems, top management support,
explicit goals, and appropriate organizational values, which signal to employees that the action of entrepreneurial
behavior is desirable (Hornshy et al., 2009).

3.3 Innovation: Concepts and Classifications

The term innovation appeared during the industrial revolution in the 20th century. At that time, (Schumpeter, 1934)
argued that the growth of the economy would be related to the reorganization of its activities, whether through the
implementation of new routines, the readjustment of existing processes, or the launch of new products and services.
The author proposed the concept of “creative destruction”, where to build something new requires deconstructing
what already exists.

Some authors were concerned with classifying the types of innovation. (Hisrich, Peters, & Shepherd, 2012) consider
three types of innovation, namely: revolutionary innovation, technological innovation, and common innovation.
Table 2 shows the concept pointed out by the authors for these three types of innovation and their peculiarities.

Table 2. Types of innovation according to (Hisrich, Peters, & Shepherd, 2012)

Type of innovation Characteristics

v It is the rarest kind of innovation;
v They generally have unique characteristics;
. . . v Future innovations are developed from this;
Revolutionary innovation

v It should be protected to the maximum by patent registration;

v'Examples: Steam engine, airplane, wristwatch, computer, airplane,
automobile, nanotechnology, etc.

v'It occurs more frequently than technological innovation;
o . v'It is not at the same level as discovery and scientific advances;
Technological innovation ]
v'They also need protection (patents);

v Examples: laptops, tablets, iPhones, smartwatches, jet aircraft, and others.

v'It occurs more frequently;

v'They usually extend a technological innovation in order to generate a
different and more effective commercial appeal;

. . v'They are usually born from an analysis and market demand (Market-pull);
Common innovation

v'The pressure for technology supply does not affect its creation
(technology-push);

v'Examples: Change in the format of product packaging, change in the layout
of products on shelves, new distribution means, etc.

Source: Adapted from (Hisrich, Peters, & Shepherd, 2012)

The (Oslo, 2018) defines four types of innovations related to the activities of companies, namely: product
innovations, process innovations, organizational innovations, and marketing innovations.
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According to the Manual, product innovations involve significant changes in the potential of products and services.
They include entirely new products and services and important enhancements to existing products. Process
innovations, on the other hand, represent significant changes in production and distribution methods.

Organizational innovations refer to the implementation of new organizational methods, such as changes in business
practices, in the workplace organization, or the company's external relations. Marketing innovations, on the other
hand, involve the implementation of new marketing methods, including changes in product design and packaging,
product promotion and placement, and pricing methods for goods and services.

In this sense, the theme innovation is commonly cited in the academic and business environment to characterize a
novelty or a modification in something that already exists (Quinello & Nicoletti, 2009). (Hashimoto, 2006) pointed
out that to be considered an innovation, the change can be of large or small proportion as long as it is positive and
causes improvements or a paradigm shift.

The spirit of innovation is considered by (Hisrich, Peters, & Shepherd, 2012) as a key element of intrapreneurship.
The authors also indicate that the increase in competitiveness among companies spread the need for intrapreneurship
development, together with the need for innovation to survive in a competitive market.

The next chapter discusses this relationship between intrapreneurship, innovation, and competitiveness.
3.4 Competition Between Organizations

After 1871, the concept of competition (Stingler, 1957) and the way firms compete (Pereira, 2015) became a
recurrent target of studies in the economic sciences. Until then, the global market was characterized by stability and
lack of competition (Porter & Linde, 1995). At that time, competition was hardly noticed in most sectors and regions.
Even when there were competitors, the rivalry was mild. This allowed for the prevalence and domination by a few
firms, which relied on the formation of cartels and government. (Porter, 1999).

The market and competition have changed, especially since the 1960s and 1970s (Porter & Linde, 1995). These
changes consisted in the replacement of stability where firms remained for long periods in a competitive position by
competition characterised by short periods of advantage, punctuated by frequent interruptions (D'aveni & Gunther,
1994). Since the nineties, the rules of competition have been drastically changed, mainly by the influence of the
globalization of markets, the rapid evolution of technology, the shortening of the product life cycle and the increased
aggressiveness of competitors (Volberda, 1996).

In this environment, with the advancement of information technology, especially with regard to communication and
data transfer, companies, which previously competed with a small group of local companies, began to compete with
companies located in the most diverse regions of the world (Santos et al., 2017). This phenomenon has transformed
the structure of organizations, now focused on becoming more competitive, because the business world, today,
demands from organizations a great capacity for dynamism (Santos et al., 2017). Competition increases the
productivity and profitability of firms, especially those in the private sector. As Adam Smith observed, the greater
the number of competitors in the market, the greater the effort of firms to obtain gains and thus outperform their
competitors (Sledge, 2011). In this way, firms began to be pressured to innovate in order to survive, develop and
remain competitive (Urban & Wood, 2015) in this new social, cultural, human and economic context (Schwab,
2017).

As they have already stated (H&ansson & Snehota, 1989), "No business is an island". With this statement, the
authors suggest that regardless of their location, most businesses are affected by global competition. For this reason,
even domestic firms should consider businesses located in the most different regions of the world as rivals. Second
(Sledge, 2011), the expansion of the Internet has allowed small businesses, with virtually no physical structure, to
compete and gain market share in the world economy. For the author, the accessibility to international travel and the
increase in disposable income, created possibilities for the increase in worldwide demand for products and services
that were previously local only.

The comparative advantage in resources allows the firm to achieve superior performance through a position of
competitive advantage in some segment or market segments (Hunt & Morgan, 1995). In this environment,
competitors try to neutralize and, or, outperform the advantageous firm through acquisition, imitation, substitution or
major innovation (Hunt & Morgan, 1995). The new paradigm of competition is based on dynamics and innovation,
surpassing the firms with greater innovative capacity (Porter & Linde, 1995). Around the world, organizations are
continually trying to develop new and innovative ways to increase their competitiveness (Rao & Holt, 2005).
Therefore, global competition is a topic that calls the attention of several segments, such as employees, corporate
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directors, government managers and scholars (Sledge, 2011). For (Porter, 1999), it advises that companies and
regions should develop their ability to compete.

For (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997) the ability to innovate refers to the firm's ability to integrate, build and
reconfigure internal competencies in order to react or bring about changes in the business environment. Firms should
consider innovation in terms of business models and not just in terms of new products or new industrial processes
(Tell et al., 2016). Innovation, especially in the face of great competitive pressure, is considered a strategic factor for
the survival and growth of firms (Pascucci, 2018). The ability of a firm to innovate determines the speed and degree
of alignment of the firm's resources, including its business model(s) to meet customer needs and aspirations. To do
so, firms must be able to periodically transform aspects of their structure and culture, as well as detect and seize
opportunities. In this way, firms are able to proactively reposition themselves to deal with threats and opportunities
as they arise (Teece, 2018).

The capacity for innovation can be taken as a particularity of each firm (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997), or
considered as a characteristic of an industry, as systemic properties, resulting from shared routines and practices that
develop in a particular way (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). The industry operates with a constant cycle of innovation
and imitation, where companies seek innovative capabilities to gain advantage. In this cycle, as they succeed, other
companies in the industry follow suit, taking loans, adapting and improving what their competitors are doing
(Lampel & Shamsie, 2003).

Both the scope and maintenance of a position depends on the market and industry pressure. A company loses its
competitive position in the competitive market when it fails to respond to external changes (Lado, Boyd, & Wright,
1992). A sustainable and strong competitive position can be achieved by offering unique products and services, with
lower costs and good characteristics, compared to its main competitors (Side, Boyd, & Wright, 1992). Competitive
advantages, sustained over time, whether in cost or differentiation (Newbert, 2008), lead to increased performance,
profitability and, or, market share (Kamukama et al., 2017).

According to (H&ansson & Snehota, 1989) firms are considered effective and competitive when they manage to
accumulate resources throughout their existence, through interaction with the environment in which they are inserted.
For the authors, this accumulation is fundamental to their existence. In this sense, the concept of competitive
advantage can be defined as a compound of value creation superior to competitors (Ghemawat & Rivkim, 2006), in
terms of growth and profitability (Brito & Brito, 2014). A strong competitive position, besides being considered a
key success factor for companies, can indicate market power (Maertens, 2018). In addition to tangible resources,
firms are composed of idiosyncratic and difficult to negotiate assets and skills, such as know-how. According to
(Teece, 2007), sustainable advantage requires unique dynamic resources. In this sense, knowledge and information
are considered fundamental sources of wealth (Stewart, 1998), as intangible resources that influence the creation of
value in firms (Perez & Fama 2006).

3.5 Intrapreneurship, Innovation, and Competitiveness

Innovation plays a vital role in the development of organizations and the economy by stimulating the disruption of
the balance of a stable scenario through entrepreneurial individuals who can articulate and combine resources to
offer goods and services that meet the needs of consumers and the market (Schumpeter, 1934). Innovation also
contributes to the development of a country since it brings important contributions to its economic growth (Cameron,
1996).

The ability to innovate is considered a determining factor for the competitiveness of organizations. Thus, it is
necessary to discuss, observe, and analyze the role of innovation through intrapreneurship in business development
and success (Schumpeter, 1934).

With an essential role in the conception and maintenance of competitive advantage in organizations, innovation is a
relevant strategy to reinvigorate them (Bessant et al., 2005). The closed innovation, the base of large companies,
which considered as a competitive advantage to have the most intelligent people and the best resources, assuming
that a discovery or development will give the company the advantage of first commercializing the innovation, and
thus, winning the market (Chesbrough, 2003). For open innovation, an emerging area that has developed with the
evolution of the media, globalization, the need to disseminate knowledge, and a higher number of investment options
(Di Petta, 2018) All those are fundamental for maintaining competitive advantage and necessarily pass through
entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship.

Open innovation extends to the intra-organizational, extra-organizational, inter-organizational, sector, regional
innovation systems, and society levels. The relationship between open innovation and entrepreneurship also occurs at
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all these levels and can contribute to the entrepreneur identifying opportunities in different contexts and types of
organizations (Abella et al., 2018). (Abella et al., 2018) highlight that open innovation has relevant implications for
entrepreneurship in new ventures, as well as for intrapreneurship. As the authors emphasize, few studies emphasized
the relationship between entrepreneurship and open innovation.

Intrapreneurship underwent an evolution in the last 40 years to qualify as a strategy that could contribute and
stimulate innovation and deal with the competitive realities of globalized world markets (Kuratko et al., 2015).
Intrapreneurship and innovation started to move together and are not limited to new ventures, but constitute dynamic
and holistic processes in which the behavior of employees allied to favorable organizational factors affect the
development of organizations (Lechner & Gudmundsson, 2014).

In this way, organizations that in the past did not value and recognize intrapreneurship as something useful for their
development began to foster entrepreneurship and innovation to survive, achieve success, and remain competitive in
increasingly dynamic markets (Urban & Wood, 2015).

Innovation is closely linked to the intrapreneur's ability to be creative and to present what author (Urban, 2017) calls
an "entrepreneur alert”, which was recognized as a critical component of the process of identifying opportunities,
where individuals neurologically identify opportunities of more lasting value (Alvarez & Barney, 2014).

According to (Valliere, 2013), the identification of entrepreneurial opportunities is based on the entrepreneur's
cognitive structure, which allows him to identify quick responses to challenges in the environment. Thus, the spirit of
intrapreneurship that permeates the organization is essential to ensure a continuous flow of innovation.

4. Discussion

With the literature review, it was possible to verify that the term intra-entrepreneurship is not new, originating in the
1980s, when the strategies of the firms presented a direction for the practices focused on human resources, as a way
to achieve competitive advantage. The innovative capacity is part of the essence of the intra-entrepreneur (Orchard,
2015), together with characteristics such as self-confidence, perseverance, willingness to take risks, and others. This
behavior can be stimulated, mainly by an environment conducive to the development of intra-entrepreneurship,
which is characterized by the promotion of innovation (Orchard; Ribiere & Achtzehn, 2018). This environment is
what encourages intra-entrepreneurship and defines the investments to be made in innovation in organizations.
Leadership is a relevant factor in this context (Orchard; Ribiere & Achtzehn, 2018).

Organizations exist in a context of hypercompetition and therefore need to continually innovate in order to maintain
or improve their competitive advantage over their competitors. Intra-entrepreneur plays a crucial role in this search.
He is the one who directs the organization, identifying opportunities for improvement, both internal and external, as
well as threats. The identification of the need to adopt new technologies is part of this search for organizational
development. Thus, intra-entrepreneurship, technology, and innovation are components that can together provide
better results and consequently, competitive advantage to organizations. As pointed out in the previous chapters, the
literature makes these conclusions possible.

In this sense, the academy deals with studies that enable the evolution of knowledge on intra-entrepreneurship issues,
innovation, and competitive advantage in organizations. A vast list of studies on the themes can be found, as shown
in Table 1. In the practice of organization management, managers seem to encourage employee autonomy and
creativity. The job market itself requires that job applicants have characteristics of the intra-entrepreneur profile. The
competition scenario is conducive to the adoption of these premises as an integral part of the organizations' strategies.
Thus, organizational structures and leadership styles tend to adapt to this reality.

Because technology, production processes, and products are often easily imitated, organizations tend to sustain their
competitive advantage through their intangible assets. In this sense, intra-entrepreneurship becomes a relevant tool in
organizations' strategy. The consumer profile is currently demanding and increasingly values good service and
convenience. The human factor in organizations, combined with technology and innovation, present themselves as
solutions for effective and efficient service to consumer demands. The organizations that previously distinguished
the best leaders from others for their intelligence, commitment, energy, the courage of conviction, integrity, began to
expect these qualities from almost all that make up their structure. Thus, the time when some rational managers were
able to manage everything with rational numbers, it seems, was just an anomaly, or part of a somewhat archaic era
(Huey & Sookdeo, 1994), very different from the current era that is characterized by the fast pace and constant
change.
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5. Concluding Remarks

The current article contributed to the knowledge of the intra-entrepreneurship theme through a literature review,
addressing the development of the concept, characteristics, and preceding factors. Here, we also discuss the
relationship between intrapreneurship and innovation and their impact on the development of organizations.

The term intrapreneurship was coined in the 1980s by (Pinchot, 1985) to characterize the entrepreneurs inserted
within the organizations. Intrapreneurs differ from entrepreneurs and also from other employees who work in
organizations. Intrapreneurs differs from entrepreneurs in terms of contexts of operation, and the entrepreneur has a
more wide radius of action. As for the traditional employees, the intrapreneur differs in the way of acting and
thinking. Among other characteristics of the intrapreneur, we highlight the innovative, proactive and creative
behavior, the ability to seek and explore opportunities, initiative, independence and self-confidence, desire for
growth and personal and professional self-realization, and willingness to assume risks responsibly.

Intrapreneurship is stimulated by the organization's internal environment, shaped by management behavior,
management style and orientation. It is also influenced by transparency in communication, exchange of ideas and
knowledge; a favorable environment open to change, learning and implementation of new ideas; flexible, informal
organizational structure with few hierarchical levels; long-term strategy; organizational systems and practices that
encourage creativity and innovation; appropriate reward, explicit goals, support from senior management and
appropriate organizational values. All that function as a signal to employees that the action of entrepreneurial
behavior is desirable.

According to (Lechner & Gudmundsson, 2014), intrapreneurship and innovation go hand in hand and constitute
dynamic and holistic processes in which the behavior of employees, combined with favorable organizational factors,
affect the development of organizations and the possibility of developing competitive advantage, not limited to new
undertakings. Companies adopt intrapreneurship and innovation in an attempt to survive, succeed, and remain
competitive in the markets (Urban & Wood, 2015). In this way, it is perceived as a relationship between
intrapreneurship and innovation as factors that can provide positive impacts on the performance of organizations and,
consequently, on their competitiveness.

This article contributes to the literature on intrapreneurship, demonstrating its importance, together with innovation
for organizational development. The practical contribution of the article is in the approach of the themes in order to
stimulate the managers to be interested in the agenda, which is important for the management in the current global
context, given the effects of globalization on the competition. The study presents the limitation of the little deepening
of the theme. For future research, we suggest seeking empirical, quantitative and qualitative research, which confirm
the relationship between intrapreneurship, innovation and organizational performance.
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