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Abstract: - In the present paper we will consider strategiesnobvation, risk and proactivity as entre/
intrapreneurship strategies. This study was doreeRortuguese and in a Polish region. In Portugakégion
was Vale doSousa, located in the northern Portugal. The Pokgjion was Lublin Voivodeship and it is
situated in thesouth-eastern part of the country. The stfodysed on Industrial and Construction sectors.
In order to get a valid sample, a group of 251 $imvere analysed in Portugal, and 215 in Poland.dvew the
minimum sample size in Poland should be 323. Siniseis a work in progress, we are aiming for thisnber

of questionnaires. Each strategy was analysedithdilty for both regions and the results pointed tiack of
culture of entrepreneurship in firms’ managemenhlyOProactivity presented a positive result in &'m
management. Polish firms tend to be more innovadivé more risk takers, while in proactivity Portage
ones present a slightly higher result. Combinirgy gtrategy results, it was possible to identifyt 2% of

Portuguese firms present a low level of entrepresiep,

while 60% of Polish firms present a modetatel.

Considering intrapreneurship good levels, whilettryal account for 5.2% this figure is 19.1% in fPdla

Key-Words: 4nnovation; Risk; Proactivity; Intrapreneurship;rRgal; Poland.

1 Introduction

Entrepreneurship is undoubtedly present in firm

Entrepreneurship strategies in the present work are creation, but the same innovative capacity must be

closer to the concept of Intrapreneurhsip. These
strategies are those related to innovation, risicds a
proactivity. At the same time, they assume a cfucia
role not only to measure intrapreneurship levals, b
also in firms’ management.

Entrepreneurship can be presented from an
external [1], [2], [3], [4] or an internal perspeet
[5], [6], [7]- The strategies analysed in this pape
will be taken into consideration mostly from an
internal perspective. According to several authors
[71, [8], [9], [10], this perspective can be deberl
as Intrapreneurship.

‘Entre’ or Intrapreneurship can be measured by
three factors(1) Proactivity (2) Innovation and3)
Risk propensity [11]. Even finding some studies
suggesting other factors, the overwhelming majority
of literature review, present the concept of

present in firms’ management. This capacity cannot
be implemented by law, but rather depends on
strategy, culture and group relationships that will
contribute to competitive advantages. These
relations must, however, be present in firms’
environment and may be identified through the
firms’ organizational culture. This allows us to
conclude that, if the firm has a culture of inndvat

risk and proactivity, this is probably the resultloe
firms’ mission and strategy.

The analysis of the relationship between
entrepreneurship and strategic management has
shown that entrepreneurial intensity is influenbgd
strategic management and firms’ competitive
advantages.

Innovation in strategic management is a
concept very close to entrepreneurship [3]. Itloan

entrepreneurship as based on the original conceptsPresented as a dimension of intrapreneurship [12].

(Innovation, Risk and Proactivity), though.

In order to be competitive a firm must develop
its innovative capacity [13], [14], [15], [16]. And



since innovation also plays an important role on
adding value to firms’ production, one can argue
that innovation is a way of becoming more
competitive as well.

The importance of

innovation on firm

From this brief literature review it is possible to
conclude that the concepts of entrepreneurship and
intrapreneurship present strong links to the cotscep
of innovation, risk and proactivity.

In what regards differences between small and

management has been widely acknowledged, butlarge firms, the results from a study on people’s

there are those who claim that it involves morentha
just firm growth; innovation also fosters regional
and local development [4]17], [18]. If firms in a
region are able to develop an innovative culture, i
will draw new talents, new capital, and generate
more and better innovation for the region [19]. It
can be said that innovation plays a major role both
in the firms and the region.

In the early 20 century, two other concepts
were added to the concept of innovation in
entrepreneurship: those of risk and uncertainty [1]
Knight referred the probability knowledge on risk
calculation as the main difference between these

efforts to become small firm entrepreneurs through
competency assessment and development indicate
“that the small firm entrepreneur generally excels
in “building a mechanism for talent development”,
while a large firm manager is good at “knowing the
different urgency of elements of a problem” or
“making feasible solutions for actions”. Thus, if a
large firm manager wants to emulate a small firm
entrepreneur, the suggestion is to de-emphasize
methodical thinking and paper work, and to
undertake more human networkig7].

The main question(s) that can be raised after
this brief theoretical review are: How are firms

concepts. On the other hand, uncertainty poses the(small ones) dealing with these concepts? Are they
problem of dealing with non-predictable events. The presenting a healthy strategy? These concepts will
concept of risk is frequently associated with the be analysed within the context of the region in the

concepts of ‘entre’ and intrapreneurship [2], [30],
[21]. Any activity or economic effort is based on a
number of unknown and uncertain factors or
opportunities for the simple reason that its suhigc
located in the future, meaning that risk is always
present in firm management strategies [22]. These
strategies receive both internal and external
influences. A risk taking strategy may be a positiv
factor on or lead to market pioneering [23], which
turn is starting to make room for the concept of
proactivity.

According to the Global Entrepreneurship
Monitoring [24], risk presents a relationship with
opportunity (one of the reasons that justify
entre/intrapreneurship). Opportunity seeking and
exploitation is an evidence of proactivity.

“Being proactive is about making things
happen, anticipating and preventing problems, and
seizing opportunities. It involves self-initiateffoets
to bring about change in the work environment
and/or oneself to achieve a different futurg25].
This definition of proactivity is valid both for
individuals as well as firms.

Entrepreneurship is also a process or a
progression that includes an opportunity sequefce o
events and behaviours (or activities) [26]. These
events or behaviours are expected to be proactive i
what concerns both market reply and market
changes.

Together with innovation risk and proactivity
strategies would lead the firm and region to an
entrepreneurial culture that would improve regional
development.

next chapters.

2 The Regions and the Questionnaire

2.1 The Portuguese Region — Vale do Sousa
The first region where this study was conducted is
composed of 6concelhos (Castelo de Paiva,
Felgueiras, Lousada, Pacos de Ferreira, Paredes,
Penafie) which together form thé/ale do Sousa
Urban Community This region is located in the
North of Portugal, and for statistical purposeis ia
region within NUTE Ill —=Tamega This region has
338,000 inhabitants of which a relatively high
percentage is young people.

Nowadays the main activities in this region are:
shoe making, textiles, manufacture of furniture and
construction.

According to data from the Statistics National
Institute, this region had 34,049 firms registered.
However, information from CofaceMOPE and Work
Ministry reveals the existence of 11,973 firms and
10,231, respectively. After contacts with local
entities, it became clear there is no accurate
information about the exact number of firms, which
led us to believe that the number of firms was
probably close to 12,000.

Small and micro firms account for 97% , which
is well within the class distribution found for
Portugal. The remaining 3% are classified as
medium-sized firms (large firms were not
considered).



2.2 The Polish Region - Lublin

Lublin Voivodeship is one of the largest (1) n=p%*q%*[z/e%)’

voivodeships in Poland, it occupies over Wwhere: _ _

25,000 sq. kilometres, which represents 8 % of the N minimum sample size required;

total Poland’s area. The region has approximately P%: proportion belonging to the specified category;

2.2 million inhabitants, and its population density 97 Proportion not belonging to the specified catggor
equal to 71.3% of the national average, while fe iir\é?jl-ue corresponding to the level of confidence
urbanization index_equals_ 46.7 % of the country’s ?nargiﬁ of error required:

average [28]. This region is composed of 4

subregions (Lubelski, Chetmsko-Zamojski, Bialski According to Saunders [31], since the
Putawsk) which together form the Lublin region. population is less than 10,000 (in Portugal) a
This region is located in the East of Poland. smaller sample can be used without affecting the

Lublin Voivodeship belongs to the one of the accuracy.
most underdeveloped regions in Poland, and it has Tpe adjusted formula is:
the most scattered urban network in Poland [29].
The region of Lublin has 166,027 firms, (2) n={n/[1+(n/N)]}
from which 99.8% are SMEs. where:
An important part of the region's economic n’: adjusted minimum sample size;
structure is the mining industry. The Lublin n:the minimum sample size (as calculated above);
Voivodship is the second biggest coal-mining centre N: total population
in the county- after Silesia - and the Hard Coah/i
in Bogdanka has for many years been the leader Taking innovation as the main factor and
among the most profitable and safest mines in considering variability by country according to the

Poland. results obtained on a pilot test that were:
The economy of the region also encompasses
chemical, wood and furniture, metal and machinery Table 1. Innovation results variability
industries including the aviation industry. Innovative Non-Innovative
Portugal 20% 80%
Poland 70% 30%
2.3 Questionnaire (Sample Population) _ i _
In order to justify the sample used, it is impottan It was possible to find out that a valid sample for
justify the study sector’s choice. Since firmsdne Portugal — formula (2) — is" = 235.47, so 236
to different activity sectors it not easy to analyise observations, and for Poland — formula (1) — is
firms’ management  strategies and  their 32269, S0 323 observations. _
entrepreneurial and innovative actions using alsing The type of questions asked followed a Likert-

approach. The degree and type of entrepreneurshiptyP€ scale (1 to 5), or a Yes or No pattern. Thal to
differs from a clothing store to a technology samples (_:omprls_,ed_ 251 flrm:_:, for Portugal and for
software industry [30]. So, it was decided to limit Poland, since this is a work in progress the result
this study to industrial and construction businesse heré analysed are for 215 firms. Even without
This choice can be justified both by the number of reaching the minimum _requwe(_j, the obtained results
firms operating in these sectors, and by the allow us to draw some interesting results.
importance of these sectors in most economies. Both
industry and construction are important activities
concerning economic added value. 3 Innovation, Risk and Proactivity
Considering the Portuguese data, the number of As it was already mentioned in the beginning o thi
firms engaged in industrial and construction sector paper, the degree of entrepreneurship (or
are around 5,000. On Polish side, SMEs operating intrapreneurship) takes into consideration three
in these sectors account for 33,987, factors: innovation, risk and proactivity. The résu
Considering the difficulties in questioning the of each strategy are presented in the next section.
whole of the population, the study was focused on a For each strategy we present the results in a

valid sample. The following formula, which takes comparative basis between Portugal and Poland.
into account the variability of the factors studied

the confidence interval required and the error
margin was used to calculate the sample size:



3.1 Innovation Strategies justification for the differences on innovation
In order to measure innovation, the questionnaire strategies followed by firms in these regions.

included a table with 14 strategies that could ecor These figures indicate the existence of some
20 points, since some strategies were classified innovative capacity in these regions (stronger in
using different levels of weighting for that purpos Lublin) but there is still a long way to go befaie

Interviewees were asked to mark the strategies proactive  attitude and behaviour towards
that firm had been following in the latest yeardtlfjw ~ organizational change is achieved.

the possibility of marking one or more strategies). This brief analysis about innovation procedures
In order to classify each firm according to their a!lows us to _concluo!e that in these regions are
degree of innovation, 5 categories were created: differences on innovation behaviours.

[0 — 4[: averse to innovation (-)
[4 — 7[: averse to innovation

[7 — 10[: moderate 3.2 Risk Strategies

[10 — 15[: innovative In order to do the risk analysis, the same

[15 — 20]: innovative (+) methodology as for innovation analysis was
followed. Risk strategies could score a maximum of

Global results are presented in Figure 1: 10 points.

The results are presented on Figure 2, and risk

categories were organized as follows:
s I = =3 [0 - 3[: very risk averse
30% - [3 — 5[: risk averse
5% 1, [5 — 7[: risk moderate
il % ) [7 — 9[: risk taker
10% [9 — 10]: risk taker (+)
Averse to Averse to Modzrated Innovative  Innovative (+)
innovation (-)  innovation 0%
OPortugal ®Paland 60% -
50%
Fig. 1. Innovation strategies classification 0% 4
30%
According to figure 1, it is clear that Polish 20%
firms are much more innovative than Portuguese 1gz ' -
ones. While irvale do SouséT) most of firms are T Vewrik RekAese Rk Risciaker Veryrikiaker
in the first two categories (Innovation aversion), e oderated
Lublin (PL) there is a significant percentage ofri$ HPortugal M Poland
classified as moderate or innovative. In factyate Fig. 2. Risk strategies classification

do Sousamnost firms (75%) can be said to be averse
to innovation. Considering the 75% of innovation
averse firms together with the 12% moderate (also a diffe
negative result) is it possible to realize that 83P6
the firms cannot be considered innovative and that
this is an aspect which does not play an important
role in these firms’ management. In Lublin the
negative results (up to moderated) account just for

53%' However,_ even with more tha_m 50%.0f _f!rms which means that in recent years they have adopted
getting a negative result on innovation, a sigaffic 5 \ayimum of 4 risk strategies. In Lublin the same

iri]irg\?gtti?)%e (24,2%) present a moderate approach t0,)vsis present a result of 76%. On the risk taker

Th | ion for the diff h analysis we got 1.6% to Portugal, and 5.2% to
e explanation for the differences on these p,ahq 5o even with a difference not as clean as
results may result, on a more recent process that

: . _ , innovation, it seems that Polish entrepreneurs, at
Poland is leaving after European Union adhesion. least those operating in Lublin present a higher
While Portugal adhered to EU in 1986, Poland just propensity to adopt a risk strategy.

did it in 2004. Since the results of membership are
not immediate, but they occur more significantly
over the first years, this may be a possible

The results of the risk analysis are quite
rent from to those obtained for innovation. In
this strategy it is possible to identify higher
percentages of risk aversion in both regions.
However, it is possible to identify a higher risk
aversion inVale do Sousa Accordingly, 95% of

the firms present a very high level of risk avensio



3.3 Proactivity Strategies
After innovation and risk had been analysed, the
next step was to look into proactivity behaviour in
these firms. Proactivity strategies could score a
maximum of 5 points.
Categories were organized as follows:
[0 — 1[: No proactivity
[1 - 2[: Weak proactivity
[2 — 3[: Moderate proactivity
[3 — 4[: Proactive firm
[4 — 5]: Very proactive firm

70% A
al%
50%
40% -
30%
20%
10%
0%

Mnderate
Proactivity

Proactive

Waak Proactivity

Very Proactive

Table 2. Strategies results

Portugal Poland
Innovation 1.27 2.36
Risk 1.06 1.72
Proactivity 3.49 3.31

Since on the one hand firms are classified as
proactive but are, on the other hand, averse ko ris
and innovation, it can be argued that their marsaager
are willing to change but only when it involves
short-run factors. Innovation and risk are strasgi
that imply changes on a structural level, thosadei
the most important changes.

From innovation, risk and proactivity results it
was possible to calculate the level of
intrapreneurship in these regions. As expectedgsin
the strategies adopted are not focused on a
sustainable growth, the level of intrapreneurskip i
low.

Table 3. Levels of Intrapreneurship

Portugal Poland
O Portugal m Poland
Very low level 2% 0.9%
Fig. 3. Proactivity strategies classification Low level 59.2% 20%
Moderated level 33.6% 60%
Proactivity is undoubtedly the strategy with the Good level 5.2% 17.2%
closest results between both regions. In both regio Very good level - 1.9%

the result seems to be much better than those
obtained for innovation and risk analyses. These
results are clear for both regions, and it migtaval

to conclude, that in both countries, entreprenatgs
opened to change but just in short-run aspectsy or
adopting strategies with short-term results. Insee
that on what concerns structural (and long-run
investment) changes are not so welcome.

4  Conclusion and Further Research
Bearing in mind the relationship between ‘entre’
and intrapreneurship, it is clear that the concepts
innovation, risk and proactivity are associatechwit
entrepreneurship and, when applied to firm
management (strategy), they could lead to
intrapreneurship in firms’ management.

The results revealed some differences between
regions. They present a style of management that is
poor in terms of the strategies analysed in thiepa
Firms were mainly considered innovation and risk
averse. The results are better for proactivityuto
Comparing the results of the strategies on a 1to 5
scale, proactivity takes the lead:

As it is possible to understand from Table 3 in
Portugal we found the Ilowest Ilevels of
intrapreneurship, while in Poland the results ae n
so disappointing.

The weak score does not necessarily entail the
notion there are no entrepreneurs in these regions;
however, according to some studies, these managers
are closer to the definition of firm owners thaatth
of entrepreneurs. Alternatively they can be
described as passive entrepreneurs - they may be
expected to act quickly, even proactively wheneher
is a chance of rapid profit, but as a rule thejofel
the market in what regards structural changes.

The results obtained suggest new research lines
starting by the analysis of some more questiongaire
that are being applied in Poland, in order to have
valid sample and to perform statistical tests. fd t
same time the study will be enlarged in geographica
terms in Portugal, and carried out in other coestri
in order to have different perspectives,
understandings, and justifications for the
characteristics found in different regions.

These results are also interesting because they
show to what extent innovation and risk averse
firms can be competing with other firms — although
how long they will survive using their old strategi
is difficult to say
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