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ABSTRACT
This study was carried out to examine the impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance in selected small medium scale enterprise. in Akure south Local Government, Ondo State. Specifically, the study examined the impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance in Akure south Local Government, Ondo State. The study employed the survey descriptive research design. A total of 50 responses were validated from the survey. From the responses obtained and analysed, the findings revealed that intrapreneur is an employee who is tasked with developing an innovative idea or project within a company. Also, intrapreneurship refers to a system that allows an employee to act like an entrepreneur within a company or other organization. The study recommend  that Organization Managers should pay close attention to the identified factors affecting their Intrapreneurs  in other to be able to improve their innovation performance.further more,Organizations should also give priority to intrapreneurship in practice for the growth of the organization.






CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1 BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
The intrapreneur is that individual under the employment of an entrepreneur who takes an initiative into a new project of developing a new product or service within the larger organization of the entrepreneur. The intrapreneur possesses the characteristics of an entrepreneur but operates within the firm of the entrepreneur using entrepreneurial capabilities without bearing the associated risks of those activities. Intrapreneurs are typically assigned special projects to work on within the entrepreneurial firm. The difference between Entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs are that while the entrepreneur takes responsibility from the start of the firm  to finish, the intrapreneur takes responsibility for projects within the already established firm of the entrepreneur. The similarity is that just as the entrepreneur is focused on starting the firm to produce goods or services, intrapreneurs seek the resources, policies and technologies that will help in the achievement of the initiated project towards the production of a new product or service and increase the company’s productivity. The intrapreneur developes the skill  for recognizing and solving important problems within the firm  and the independence to analyze and understand trends necessary for planning the company’s future thereby improving organizational performance. They strategize and determine methods for staying ahead of competition. Some Intrapreneurs often take executive leadership of the firm over time. It is important that entrepreneurial firm motivate the efforts of intraprenuers for successful ventures.
 1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
The intrapreneur possesses the characteristics of an entrepreneur but operates within the firm of the entrepreneur using entrepreneurial capabilities without bearing the associated risks of those activities. Intrapreneurs are typically assigned special projects to work on within the entrepreneurial firm. The difference between Entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs are that while the entrepreneur takes responsibility from the start of the firm  to finish, the intrapreneur takes responsibility for projects within the already established firm of the entrepreneur.
However the challenges still remains that the concept of intrapreneurship is still not understood by many therefore implementing it if not well understood could lead to a colossal failure and waste of resources. Many of the challenges faced in the process of intraprenuership include Strategy Conflicts; many new ideas of intraprenuers do not finally make it to the market due to improper strategic alignment as many owners of firms do not approve of strategies that contradict the initial organizational strategy. Leadership Conflicts; Often leadership conflict emerges as a result of the new initiative by the intraprenuer .Resource Conflicts; The issue of funding also constitute a fundamental problem confronting the intraprenuer as the needed funds may not be readily approved by the entrepreneur to implement the project fully to completion.
CULTURE CONFLICT ;
Implementing a new project within an existing organization may require a whole new cultural value which may not be easily welcomed .Some staff in the existing firm who are not part of the project may develop resentment thereby causing conflict in the process.  Young Entrepreneur Council (2017).
1.3 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
The intrapreneur   is that individual under the employment of an entrepreneur who takes an initiative into a new project of developing a new product or service within the larger organization of the entrepreneur. The intrapreneur possesses the characteristics of an entrepreneur but operates within the firm of the entrepreneur using entrepreneurial capabilities without bearing the associated risks of those activities. Intrapreneurs are typically assigned special projects to work on within the entrepreneurial firm. The difference between Entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs are that while the entrepreneur takes responsibility from the start of the firm to finish, the intrapreneur takes responsibility for projects within the already established firm of the entrepreneur. The research objective therefore seek
To determine the impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance.
1.4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS
What is intraprenuership?
What is the impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance?
 1.5 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY
The study shall elucidate of the prospect of intraprenuership and the challenges inherent with a view to proffer recommendations for a successful intraprenuership.
The intrapreneur developes the skill  for recognizing and solving important problems within the firm  and the independence to analyze and understand trends necessary for planning the company’s future thereby improving organizational performance. They strategize and determine methods for staying ahead of competition. Some Intrapreneurs often take executive leadership of the firm over time. It is important that entrepreneurial firm motivate the efforts of intraprenuers for successful ventures.
 1.6 RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS
Ho The impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance is low
Hi The impact of entrepreneurial organization on organizational performance is high

1.7 SCOPE OF THE STUDY
The study focuses on the appraisal of the impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance.
1.8 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
The study was confronted by some constraints such as logistics and geographical factors.
1.9  DEFINITION OF TERMS
Entrepreneur DEFINED
An entrepreneur is a person who takes a considerable amount of risk to own and operate the business, with an aim of earning returns and rewards, from that business. He is the most important person who envisions new opportunities, products, techniques and business lines and coordinates all the activities to make them real.
[bookmark: _GoBack]INTRAPRENUER DEFINED
 An intrapreneur is an employee of the organization who is paid remuneration according to the success of the business unit, for which he/she is hired or responsible. The primary difference between an entrepreneur and intrapreneur is that the former refers to a person who starts his own business with a new idea or concept, the latter represents an employee who promotes innovation within the limits of the organization.
ORGANISATIONAL PERFORMANCE DEFINED
Organizational performance relates to the effectiveness and efficiency with which the organization is being managed .The firm must produce the right product at maximum output with minimum cost and input. Organizational performance must reflect in maximum profit or financial returns, market value, minimum cost and high shareholder value.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
[bookmark: _Toc43312039]INTRODUCTION
Our focus in this chapter is to critically examine relevant literatures that would assist in explaining the research problem and furthermore recognize the efforts of scholars who had previously contributed immensely to similar research. The chapter intends to deepen the understanding of the study and close the perceived gaps.
Precisely, the chapter will be considered in three sub-headings:
· Conceptual Framework
· Theoretical Framework
[bookmark: _Toc43312040]2.1	CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Intrapreneur

Intrapreneurship is defifi ned as entrepreneurship in organizations (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). The term is not new but popular for almost three decades in academic and business area (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001; Letsie, 2017; Menzel, 2008). Intrapreneurship is the marketing of new products or services that the firm has never marketed hitherto, it requires new materials, new human resources or new information (Sharma & Chrisman, 2007). Terms such as intrapreneuring (Pinchot, 1985), corporate entrepreneurship (Burgelman, 1983; Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Jeffff rey S. Hornsby, Naffziger, Kuratko, & Montagno, 1993; Stopford & Baden‐Fuller, 1994), corporate venturing (Macmillan, Block, & Narasimha, 1986; Miles & Covin, 2002) and internal corporate entrepreneurship (Jones & Butler, 1992) have been used in order to describe the phenomenon of intrapreneurship (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). However, intrapreneurship can be seen as the most appropriate concept to characterize entrepreneurial activity within an existing organization (Christensen, 2004). According to Thornberry (2001), intrapreneuring, fifirst espoused by Pinchot (1985), is an attempt to take the mindset and behaviors that external entrepreneurs have, and inculcate these characteristics in their employees. The concept of intrapreneurship in the study (Antoncic, 2000) was seen in various forms. In these defifi nitions, the concept is defifi ned as “a process in which the individuals in the organization chase opportunities independently of the resources they control”, doing new work to get opportunities and giving up old habits” and “the spirit of entrepreneurship in an existing organization”. As we see from these definitions, it can be understood that an existing organization creates or renews new organizations or innovations in the organization (Agca & Yoruk, 2015). Intrapreneurship has been described as an entrepreneurial action within an organization (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2003) focusing mainly on the establishment of new ventures. Kolchin and Hyclak (1987) have suggested that intrapreneurship had been narrowly defifined as the development of new products or businesses, proposing that intrapreneurship can also be the introduction of a new process or the adaptation of an existing one. Antoncic and Hisrich (2003) have described intrapreneurship as a sub-fifield of entrepreneurship, consisting of innovative activities within an organization that creates new services and products strengthening the competitive position of the organization. Intrapreneurship often focuses on non-core business activities (Nielsen, Peters, & Hisrich, 1985) that serve to add extra values to organizations (Gapp & Fisher, 2007). According to the literature study, proactiveness, risktaking, innovativeness, competitive aggressiveness, and autonomy have been studied as entrepreneurship variables at fifi rm level (Wales, Gupta, & Mousa, 2013). Menzel (2008) emphasizes that employees must have entrepreneurial potentials for intrapreneurship and at the same time, organizations and managers must have an understanding of supporting entrepreneurship within organizations. In general, when the defifi nitions and relevant concepts in the literature are examined, intrapreneurship can be regarded as the creation of new possibilities and capabilities for both customers and employees, by using the facilities and capabilities of the organization. Intrapreneurship refers to a process that drives on within an existing company, regardless of its size, and leads not only to new business initiatives, but also to other innovative activities and orientations such as the development of new products, services, technologies, administrative techniques, strategies, and competitive positions (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). 
How intrapreneurship can be measured and what its dimensions are discussed in the literature (Gapp & Fisher, 2007; Kayalar & Arslan, 2016; Larsson, 2010). The ENTRESCALE (Khandwalla, 1977) and the corporate entrepreneurship scale (Zahra, 1991) were developed as two main measures of intrapreneurship but both lack validity for cross-national competitive comparisons and do not link all four dimensions of intrapreneurship when used independently (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). Then Antoncic and Hisrich (2001) integrated these two scales in order for measuring intrapreneurship. Based on the previous study, Antoncic (2000) determined that intrapreneurship has seven dimensions: new business venture, product/service innovation, process innovation, self-renewal, risk-taking, proactivity and aggressiveness. In later work, Antoncic and Hisrich (2001) developed a scale with four competitive dimensions: these are new business venturing, innovativeness, self-renewal and proactiveness. New business venturing occurs when “individuals and small teams form entrepreneurial groups having capacity of convincing others to change their behavior, and inflfl uencing the creation of new resources inside an organization (Sharma & Chrisman, 2007). The innovativeness dimension refers to product and service innovation with an emphasis on development and innovation in technology (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). The self-renewal dimension is related to the transformation of organizations through the renewal of key ideas on which they 
are built (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Zahra, 1991). The fifinal dimension, proactiveness, 
is associated with aggressive posturing related to competitors (Knight, 1997). In Larsson’s (2010) study, intrapreneurship has fifi ve dimensions: autonomy, innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness and proactiveness. The term proactiveness is associated with capacity of fifi rms managing to take initiative and shaping the environment and creating new demand and needs. Risk-taking is to continue to venture despite the awareness of risk and to be able to take a certain risk (Alpkan, Ergun, Bulut, & Yilmaz, 2005). Competitive aggressiveness was accepted as a fifi rm’s ability to react to provide competitive advantage (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Autonomy suggests a person or a team acting independently to produce for achieving new ideas or visions (Lassen, Gertsen, & Riis, 2006; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Kayalar and Arslan (2016) suggest a 4-dimensional scale to measure intrapreneurship. They employed this scale in their studies and stated that its validity and reliability were high. These dimensions are risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness, self-renewal and autonomy. Another component of the intrapreneurship process is the organization itself because intrapreneurship is essentially carried out within an existing organization. The organization has quite diffff erent and distinguishing features from the people who make up it, and therefore it is of an independent element. Organizations using a strategy to achieve their own goals have their own value structure and culture. If an organization wants to become an entrepreneur one, it must be able to continuously develop its own organizational structure, culture, systems and processes, and try to adapt to its surroundings (Naktiyok, 2004: 61)
Innovation Performance 
Organizations need to reshape themselves according to market conditions and to offff er new products in order to ensure continuity in uncertain environments. In this context, innovation has vital importance in increasing the economic performance of organizations. Innovation can be seen as the creation, development or commercialization of a new idea (Ahuja & Lampert, 2001; Luecke, 2008; Shumpeter & Schumpeter, 1934). Innovation also involves the introduction of new products, services, systems, processes or the adaptation of existing ones (Gapp & Fisher, 2007). According to Orfifi la-Sintes and Mattsson (2009), innovation should be new to the firm; it is not compulsory for the market to be new and it has no importance if the innovation was developed by itself or by another fifi rm (Arslan, 2012). The important thing in innovation is that it is perceived as new and used to solve a problem (Arslan, 2012; Ottenbacher & Gnoth, 2005; Rogers, 1976). However, according to Meeus and Oerlemans (2000), in an innovation, contribution to the economic performance of the organization is quite essential (Ergun, Bulut, Alpkan, & Demircan-Cakar, 2004). As fifi rm-level innovations are often considered as product or process innovations (e.g. Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005) traditional categories may be insuffificient for service-related innovations (e.g. Bitran & Pedrosa, 1998; de Jong, Bruins, Dolfsma, & Meijaard, 2003) Service innovation may include both product and process innovations, or as de Jong et al. (2003) stated, due to the simultaneity of services, product and process innovations usually coincide (Aas & Pedersen, 
2011). Most researchers agree that innovation in service fifi rms has some more diff erent characters than in manufacturing ones (e.g. de Jong et al., 2003; Johne & Storey, 1998) Innovations in the service sector are often non-technological. They mostly contain small and incremental changes in processes and procedures. Many service innovations do not have very radical characters and have often already been implemented in other service organizations (de Jong et al., 2003). Another issue contributing to the complexity of service innovation is that its activities are found in both service and manufacturing fifirms (Aas & Pedersen, 2011). In practice, most innovations appear to be a mixture of major and minor changes and of adaptations of existing services. The distinctions between product and process innovations are less suitable to adequately describe innovation in service sectors. These innovations are rarely limited to offff er change in the characteristics of the service. Researches show following four dimensions can be used to describe a new service: the service concept, the client interface, the service delivery system and technological options (Hertog, 2000; Bilderbeek, Hertog, Marklund, & Miles, 1998). These dimensions appear to be quite useful to describe the diversity of innovation in services (de Jong et al., 2003). The basic cultural features necessary for the innovation to take place include trust, the attitude of risk-taking to experience new ideas, the diversity of employees’ education, the willingness to share information and to cooperate (Dervitsiotis, 2010). It would not be wrong to say that innovation has different structural characteristics in the service sector such as hospital. In the context of a hospital, innovation involves emerging new services and the innovative behavior of organizational employees. Measuring the innovation performance of organizations is one of a very controversial issues in the literature (Atuahene-Gima, 1996; Avlonitis, Papastathopoulou, & Gounaris, 2001; Dobni, 2000; Zhao, 2005). While more visible criteria such as product widespread, organizational effff ectiveness, expansion of product range are suggested during the development of a product (Alegre, Lapiedra, & Chiva, 2006), different criteria are proposed in service sectors (Atuahene-Gima, 1996). If the sentence of “innovation should be new for the organization and not for the sector” is taken into account, it is revealed that the perceptions of employees are also important when the innovation is measured. Hospitals are large, complex and dynamic organizations (Dias & Escoval, 2013). So that it would not be wrong to claim that innovations in hospitals, as a service sector, have different structural characteristics. When considered in the context of a hospital, innovation involves devising new services and innovative behaviors of the employees in the hospital. In this study, the scale developed through considering these definitions that we talked about so far was used. In order to measure the innovation performance, the scale validity and reliability 
of which conducted by Ayazlar (2012) was employed. This scale was based on the work of Hu and Sun (2009). The scale has two sub-dimensions: service innovation behavior (6 items) and new service development (8 items). Expression of organization in this scale has been replaced by hospital. Hospital innovation is an indispensable element for the competitiveness and high-class performance of hospitals and excellent care (Irwin, Hoffff man, & Lamont, 1998). Hospital innovation is defifi ned as medical and administrative one (Alexander, Weiner, Shortell, Baker, & Becker, 2006; Fernández, 2001; Wu & Hsieh, 2011). Medical innovation involves a new technology or a new method for effective diagnosis, treatment and prevention of disease. Administrative innovation contains new service process for internal or external work (Wu & Hsieh, 2011). The positive attitude of the employees towards the organization and innovation in the adaptation of it for an organization has an important role in the easy implementation and acceptance of the innovation (García-Goñi, Maroto, & Rubalcaba, 2007). In a sense, employees must be demonstrating innovative behaviors. The main role of hospital managers is to create the right climate for innovation and to prepare the hospital system (Lega, 2009). Nevertheless, it is inevitable that they should manifest positive attitudes towards innovation like their employees.
Organizational Factors 
When we think intrapreneurship and innovation are valid in existing organizations, it is impossible to imagine that the characters of the organization have no effff ect on intrapreneurship and innovation. In the literature, there are many studies on which characteristics of organizations are effff ective in this process (Atuahene-Gima, 1996; Ayazlar, 2012; Kayalar & Arslan, 2016; Zahra, 1991). Some of the factors related to the organization affff ect intrapreneurship positively, but some factors can block it as well (Kuratko, Montagno, & Hornsby, 1990). For example, operational difficulties, inadequate planning, unrealistic corporate expectations, insufficient corporate support, and misreading the market are the blocking factors. Organizational factors are expressed as openness in communication, control mechanisms, environmental scanning intensity, organizational and managerial support, and organizational values (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). In the study conducted by Onay and Cavusoglu (2010), organizational factors affecting intrapreneurship were identififi ed as “organizational and managerial support”, “strategic importance” and “resource existence”. According to Letsie (2017), to flourish intrapreneurship leaders must provide employees with autonomous, empowered and unpunished environment. Leadership is the vital power for the success of any organization (Ho & Fu, 2018). So that the structure and environment of the organizations are the factors that directly affect the intrapreneurship and innovation. Measurement of organizational factors is directly related to the measurement of organizational characteristics assumed to inflfl uence intrapreneurship and innovation. In the literature, many diffff erent scales have been developed to measure these organizational characteristics (e.g. Covin & Slevin, 1989; Kuratko et al., 1990; Zahra, 1993). Based on other studies in the literature, Aslan (2012) has developed a scale measuring organizational factors effective in intrapreneurship and innovation, especially for using in the service sector. According to this scale, leadership, organizational structure, organizational cultures, resource utilization in organizations are influential in innovation and intrapreneurship.
Impact of Intrapreneurship on Organization performance
Traditional metrics are not enough to measure success.  Organizations need to look at the impact that intrapreneurs are having on the organization itself.  Not just in the numbers but in the way they are changing the business model.
1. They are bringing new thinking to the organization.
2. They are dealing effectively with ambiguity and uncertainty.
3. They are energizing and engaging co-workers.
4. They are helping shape and change the culture.
5. They are modeling a new type of leadership.
6. They are finding new ways to execute with precision.
7. They are building strong relationships with customers.
8. They are redefining how work gets done.
9. They are creating new systems and processes.
10. They are helping attract and retain employees.
11. They are re-branding the organization to be more entrepreneurial.
They are making the organization more responsive to market changes.
12. They are leveraging new technology in new and creative ways.
13. They are creating value that has a social and environmental impact.
14. They are leading their companies into the future.
15. And yes, they are having an impact on the bottom line.
These are some of the impacts that intrapreneurs are having on organizations.These impacts are not always bold and forceful, they are often subtle and hidden.  The impact itself may not be felt right away but can be far reaching.  It may not be obvious to the leadership team until it has been integrated into the fabric of the organization.  It may not be acknowledged until something goes right or wrong with an intrapreneurial initiative.  It may not take on meaning until it can be measured and quantified.  But keep in mind that these things are having an impact none the less.
Never before have we seen a shift in power from the organization to the individual.  As Intrapreneurship takes hold in organizations it is not only transforming organizations it is disrupting them. But this disruption is not destructive it is actually constructive.  It is transformative. It is not only an operational shift, it is a behavioral shift that is taking place.  A shift that by its very nature is changing the culture of the organization, the way work gets done and the way the organization operates.
Thanks to the efforts of intrapreneurs that are driving change not because they feel they want to but because they know they need to. They see a very different way of operating then past generations of workers.  That’s why these subtle shifts aren’t always as obvious to the rest of the organization. It is not something that can easily be measured at a point in time but over time.  It is not something that you can assign a high or low value until you see the full impact of it on the organization.  It is not something you can label disruptive if it moves your company forward. Perhaps if we started measuring some of these impacts we would start to see the positive benefits that intrapreneurs and intrapreneurship bring to organizations more clearly.  That aggressively embracing intrapreneurship and encouraging intrapreneurs would accelerate this transformation and minimize the disruption so that organizations can more quickly adapt and respond to market changes.There are a number of organizations that are already doing this and in doing this they are reaping the benefits listed above and achieving the financial goals that have always been the measure of success.
Entrepreneur
Entrepreneurship is discipline (Croci, 2016). Entrepreneurship is a distinct, being a 
discipline by its own right. Croci (2016) also defined entrepreneurship with autonomous discipline that can operate independently as well as interdisciplinary. Other study defines entrepreneurship as “practice begins with action and creation of new organization” (Barot, 2015). Barot (2015) also stated that entrepreneurship is a key to success and every individual that creates a new organization of business means enter into a new paradigm of entrepreneurship. Nevertheless, the entrepreneurship is an activity that shifted the old habits into the new one with fully discipline and independent. Entrepreneurship is an art (Chang et al, 2015). Chang (2015) stated that “art entrepreneurship is relatively new topic of research and the focus area are exploring the management process of entrepreneurship such as creativity and autonomy, capacity for adaptability, and create artistic as well as economic and social value”. There are many definition of entrepreneurship, some of them are seeing entrepreneurship as a process of successful organization, and other define entrepreneurship as building mindset and skills. However, the final destination of entrepreneurship definition is generating jobs opportunities and lead to economic development (Barot, 2015) (Hessels, 2019). Next, entrepreneurship must employ manpower resources with technical and skill labor and managerial talents (Barot, 2015) (Chang et al, 2015). As stated above that entrepreneurship is defined at one point. Hessels (2019) describe entrepreneurship as the intersection to the development economics.
Types of Entrepreneurship 
Barot (2015) on his research stated that there are two types of entrepreneurship. First 
is opportunity-based entrepreneurship. An entrepreneur perceives a business opportunity and develops the business as his career choice. While (Jinjian et al, 2019) in (Baptista et al, 2013) stated that opportunities based entrepreneurship is initiating venture activity because of new idea and personal amplifications. Second, necessity based entrepreneurship. Barot (2015) explained that the new entrepreneur has no option to earn a living. In this case, entrepreneurship is not the choice but compulsion. The people in this stage do not value entrepreneurship; because the situation is exist when there is no other labor market option (Gries et al, 2011). Study done by Aulet, W., and Murray, F., (2013) divided entrepreneurship into two categories. The first category is entrepreneurship which is shaped by innovation-driven. This type of innovation-driven entrepreneurship shares the idea of innovation in business with purpose to pursue the global opportunities. Secondly is small business entrepreneurship or small medium enterprises is another type of entrepreneurship which has a limited access to the global market, serve local markets with traditional way with low competitive advantage. These two types of entrepreneurship is very contrast. Why? Because innovation require talented teams that focused on business model, process, and technology faced by business organization rather than thinking about revenue, cash flow, and jobs over time (Aulet et al, 2013). On the other hand, other studies classify entrepreneurship into different categories; High-growth, technology-enabled, venture capital-backed business (Welter et al, 2016) such as Yahoo, Google, Apple, Amazon, etc which focuses on technology business and 
growth to enable the owner to make billionaires, creates thousands of jobs, and provide 
Managing Entrepreneurship 
Previous studies have suggested some guidance to define entrepreneurship. According 
to (Barot, 2015), to manage entrepreneurship first an entrepreneur must bear the risk of taking business, second face uncertainty and volatility of business especially for those people who start the business at the first time (startup), and last is generating profits. In addition, Barot (2015) suggests some potential tools to participate in the process of goods and services in the wide range at the right time. entrepreneurship such as be an innovator, be an alert to recognize opportunities, and be a skillful. Those characteristics of entrepreneurs will enable new comer to adapt and to have an ability to perceive the market fails and to create new goods to fill the market demand, and then connect them into a single network with different targets. However, in order to 
achieve a success, Barot (2015) also suggests the government to actively deal with 
entrepreneurship activities, such as giving support financing for new entrepreneurs, as 
well as providing some education and training in entrepreneurship. Ifedili (2011) define managing entrepreneurship in the form of entrepreneurship education to increase the interest of participants in entrepreneurship. Ifedili (2011) finally found that students posed positive attitude towards the course. However, it will increase 
academic performance (Nasrullah et al, 2016). 
Organizational performance
According to Richard, the organizational performance includes three specific areas of firm outcomes:
1,financial performance (profits, return on assets, return on investment, etc.);
2,product market performance (sales, market share, etc.); and
3,shareholder return (total shareholder return, economic value added, etc.). Specialists in many fields are concerned with organizational performance including strategic planners, operations managers, finance directors, legal advisors, entrepreneurs owner of the organization. n recent years, many organizations have attempted to manage organizational performance using the balanced scorecard methodology where performance is tracked and measured in multiple dimensions such as:
1. financial performance (e.g. shareholder return).
2. customer service.
3. social responsibility (e.g. corporate citizenship, community outreach).
4. employee stewardship.
The organization itself does not perform any work but its managers are performing their assigned works and in a combination of these performed works is called organization performance.Some factors are to be performed by organization such as human and cultural factors, technology, natural recourses, economic factors, regulatory measures, markets, management philosophy, organizational culture Goals, Value, Beliefs & Norms), organizational climate, motivated behavior and teamwork, structure, technological and physical resources, financial resources, leadership style. In a combination of these resources, the organization gets some outcome such as effectiveness, efficiency, development and participant’s satisfaction. After using all supports and efforts when the organization produces a product or service that is called the organizational performance.
Factors of Organizational Performance
Organizations vary according to the relative influence of a number of factors related to both the objective of the organization and the instruments and strategies chosen to achieve them.These factors, which determine the structure, aims, and activities of the organization, can be grouped into:
External factors: Those from the enabling environments which are not under the control of the organization but which affect its structure and development. They include:
1. Economic factors
2. Socio-economic factors
3. Political-administrative factors
Internal factors: Organizational characteristics, including:
1) Purpose of the organization
2) Organizational instruments
Individual choice factors: Members joint or individual decisions regarding expected costs and benefits. Older studies, especially in the 1970s, focused on the influence of internal factors, while more recent work has emphasized the importance of all three sets of factors.
Organizational Performance Model
A Causal Model of Organizational Performance and Change, or the Burke & Litwin Model, suggests linkages that hypothesize how performance is affected by internal and external factors.It provides a framework to assess organizational and environmental dimensions that are keys to successful change and it demonstrates how these dimensions should be linked causally to achieve a change in performance. The causal model links what could be understood from practice to what is known from research and theory. The model not only discusses how different dimensions link with each other but also discusses how the external environment affects the different dimensions in an organization.The model focuses on providing a guide for both organizational diagnoses and planned, managed organizational change, one that clearly shows cause-and-effect relationships.
2.2	THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Many theories have been advanced to explain the link between workplace environment and employee performance. The study is grounded on two theories i.e. The Two Factor Theory and The Affective Events Theory. 
 Herzberg Two Factor Theory 
The Two Factor Theory was advanced by Frederick Herzberg in 1959. This study is grounded on this theory that has been explored by various scholars to explain the relation between workplace environment and employee performance. Herzberg defined two sets of factors in deciding employees’ working attitudes and levels of performance, named motivation and hygiene factors (Robbins and Judge, 2007). He stated that motivation factors are intrinsic factors that will increase employees’ job satisfaction; wile hygiene factors are extrinsic factors to prevent any employees’ dissatisfaction. The theory pointed out that improving the environment in which the job is performed motivates employees to perform better.
 Herzberg’s theory concentrates on the importance of internal job factors as motivating forces for employees. He wanted to create the opportunity for employees to take part in planning, performing and evaluating their work (Schultz et al., 2010). The content of the theory has been widely accepted as relevant in motivating employees to give their best in organizations. Further research has proved that the employee is more motivated by intrinsic factors as captured by Herzberg’s motivator needs than anything else. There are however other schools of thought that share a different opinion from Herzberg’s. One such scholar is King (2005) who sought to eradicate and evaluate five distinct versions of the Two Factor theory. He concluded that two versions are invalid as they are not supported by any empirical studies. However, the two factor theory can be said to be a truly outstanding specimen 7 for it to last a long period of time without disapproval. It has been a great influence on the body knowledge about workplace motivation and performance. It has generated a great amount of further research by many scholars. It draws its thought from Maslow’s famous hierarchy of needs theory and human behaviour. However due to changes in organizational environment and the advancement in technology, it is necessary to develop new methods of analysis. This will provide new ways of conducting research and revaluating the results of existing findings. 2.2.2 Affective Events Theory The theory was advanced by Howard M. Weiss and Russel Cropanzano in 1996 (Phua, 2012). 
The Affective Events Theory 
explains the link between employees’ internal influences and their reactions to incidents that occur in their work environment that affect their performance, organizational commitment and job satisfaction. It proposes that positive-inducing as well as negative emotional incidents at work have significant psychological impact on employees’ job satisfaction. The impact results into lasting reactions exhibited through job satisfaction, organizational commitment and job performance. According to Ashton-James and Ashkanasy (2005) research to date has supported the central tenets of AET that workplace events trigger affective responses in employees and that these affective responses influence workplace cognition and behavior. They assert that AET is both empirically and theoretically, restricted to events that are internal to the organization. The theory also considers how specific events at work other than job characteristics lead to specific emotional and behavioral responses (Briner, 2000). He posits that these events or things that actually happen at work affect the well-being of employees thus affecting their performance.








CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1	AREA OF STUDY
Akure South is a Local Government Area in Ondo State, Nigeria. Its headquarters are in the town of Akure. It has an area of 331 km² and a population of 353,211 at the 2006 census. The postal code of the area is 340
3.2	RESEARCH DESIGN
Research designs are perceived to be an overall strategy adopted by the researcher whereby different components of the study are integrated in a logical manner to effectively address a research problem. In this study, the researcher employed the survey research design. This is due to the nature of the study whereby the opinion and views of people are sampled.
3.3	POPULATION OF THE STUDY
According to Udoyen (2019), a study population is a group of elements or individuals as the case may be, who share similar characteristics. These similar features can include location, gender, age, sex or specific interest. The emphasis on study population is that it constitute of individuals or elements that are homogeneous in description. 
This study was carried out to examine the impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance in Akure South, Ondo state. Selected small-medium enterprise in Akure south, Ondo State form the population of the study.
The population size is the entire Small medium enterprise in Akure south local government area, Ondo State
3.4	SAMPLE SIZE DETERMINATION
A study sample is simply a systematic selected part of a population that infers its result on the population. In essence, it is that part of a whole that represents the whole and its members share characteristics in like similitude (Udoyen, 2019). In this study, the researcher adopted the convenient sampling method to determine the sample size. 
3.5	SAMPLE SIZE SELECTION TECHNIQUE AND PROCEDURE
According to Nwana (2005), sampling techniques are procedures adopted to systematically select the chosen sample in a specified away under controls. This research work adopted the convenience sampling technique in selecting the respondents from the total population.
In this study, the researcher adopted the convenient sampling method to determine the sample size. Out of all the entire population of small medium enterprise in Akure south local government area, the researcher conveniently selected 80 out of the overall population as the sample size which comprise of 20 super markets, 20 sachet water businesses and 20 bakery businesses,  and 20 restaurant businesses making a total of 80 SMEs as the sample size for this study. According to Torty (2021), a sample of convenience is the terminology used to describe a sample in which elements have been selected from the target population on the basis of their accessibility or convenience to the researcher.
3.6 	RESEARCH INSTRUMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
The research instrument used in this study is the questionnaire. A survey containing series of questions were administered to the enrolled participants. The questionnaire was divided into two sections, the first section enquired about the responses demographic or personal data while the second sections were in line with the study objectives, aimed at providing answers to the research questions.The questionnaire was personally administered by the researcher.
3.7	METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION
Two methods of data collection which are primary source and secondary source were used to collect data. The primary sources was the use of questionnaires, while the secondary sources include textbooks, internet, journals, published and unpublished articles and government publications.
3.8	METHOD OF DATA ANALYSIS
The responses were analysed using the frequency tables, which provided answers to the research questions. The hypothesis test was conducted using the Chi-Square statistical tool, SPSS v.23
3.9	VALIDITY OF THE STUDY
Validity referred here is the degree or extent to which an instrument actually measures what is intended to measure. An instrument is valid to the extent that is tailored to achieve the research objectives. The researcher constructed the questionnaire for the study and submitted to the project supervisor who used his intellectual knowledge to critically, analytically and logically examine the instruments relevance of the contents and statements and then made the instrument valid for the study.
3.10	RELIABILITY OF THE STUDY
The reliability of the research instrument was determined. The Pearson Correlation Coefficient was used to determine the reliability of the instrument. A co-efficient value of 0.68 indicated that the research instrument was relatively reliable. According to (Taber, 2017) the range of a reasonable reliability is between 0.67 and 0.87.
3.11	ETHICAL CONSIDERATION
he study was approved by the Project Committee of the Department.  Informed consent was obtained from all study participants before they were enrolled in the study. Permission was sought from the relevant authorities to carry out the study. Date to visit the place of study for questionnaire distribution was put in place in advance.


CHAPTER FOUR
DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS
INTRODUCTION
This chapter presents the analysis of data derived through the questionnaire and key informant interview administered on the respondents in the study area. The analysis and interpretation were derived from the findings of the study. The data analysis depicts the simple frequency and percentage of the respondents as well as interpretation of the information gathered. A total of eighty (80) questionnaires were administered to respondents of which only fifty (50) were returned and validated. This was due to irregular, incomplete and inappropriate responses to some questionnaire. For this study a total of 50 was validated for the analysis.
4.1	DATA PRESENTATION
Table 4.1: Demographic data of respondents
	Demographic information
	Frequency
	percent

	Gender
Male
	
	

	
	30
	60%

	Female
	20
	40%

	Age
	
	

	20-25
	3
	4%

	25-30
	20
	55%

	30-35
	10
	17%

	35-45
	10
	17%

	45+
	7
	7%

	Marital status
	
	

	Married 
	30
	60%

	Single 
	10
	20%

	divorced
	5
	10%

	separated
	5
	10%


Source: Field Survey, 2021
4.2	ANSWERING RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Question 1:What is intraprenuership?
Table 4.2:  Respondent on question 1
	Options
	Yes
	No
	Total %

	 intrapreneur is an employee who is tasked with developing an innovative idea or project within a company
	50
(100%)
	00
	50
(100%)

	intrapreneurship refers to a system that allows an employee to act like an entrepreneur within a company or other organization
	50
(100%)
	00
	50
(100%)

	Intrapreneurship is the act of behaving like an entrepreneur while working within a large organization.
	50
(100%)
	00
	50
(100%)


Field Survey, 2021
From the responses obtained as expressed in the table above, all the respondents constituting 100% said yes in all the options provided. There was no record of no.
Question 2: What is the impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance?
Table 4.3:  Respondent on question 2
	Options
	Yes
	No
	Total %

	The intrapreneur developes the skill for recognizing and solving important problems within the firm
	50
(100%)
	00
	50
(100%)

	They are bringing new thinking to the organization
	50
(100%)
	00
	50
(100%)

	Intrapreneurship enhances the effect of organizational factors on innovation
	50
(100%)
	00
	50
(100%)


Field Survey, 2021
From the responses obtained as expressed in the table above, all the respondents constituting 100% said yes in all the options provided. There was no record of no.
Question 2: does  intrapreneural organization have impact  on organizational performanc ?
This table was created to get data for the analysis
	Options
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Yes
	50
	100

	No
	00
	00

	Undecided
	00
	00

	Total
	50
	100


Field Survey, 2021
From the responses obtained as expressed in the table above, all the respondents constituting 100% said yes. There was no record of no.
4.3	TEST OF HYPOTHESES
Ho The impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance is low
Hi The impact of entrepreneurial organization on organizational performance is high
Hypothesis One
 The impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance is low
	Response 
	Observed frequencies
	Expected frequencies (E) 
	O-E
	(O-E)2
	(O-E)
  E

	Yes
No
Undecided

	50
0
0

	16.66
16.66
16.66
	33.34
-16.66
-16.66
	1,111.556
-277.555
-277.555

	66.72
-16.65
-16.65
33.42




Degree of freedom =	(row-1) (column-1) 
= (3-1) (2-1)
= 3*1
=2
At 0.05 level of significance, given the above degree of freedom, table value of X2 (ie X2t) = 5.991.
To test our hypothesis, the decision rule is
Accept Ho if X2t>X2cal, and
Reject Ho if X2t<X2cal
Thus, since the X2t (5.991) < X2cal (33.42), we reject Ho and accordingly accept Ha. We conclude by accepting the alternate hypothesis. This implies that The impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance is high


CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION
5.1	SUMMARY
In this study, our focus was to examine the impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance using selected small medium scale business in Akure south  as a case study. The study specifically was aimed at highlighting the impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance.
The study adopted the survey research design and randomly enrolled participants in the study. A total of 50 responses were validated from the enrolled participants where all respondent are drawn from small medium scale businesses
5.2	CONCLUSION
Based on the finding of this study, the following conclusions were made:
1. intrapreneur is an employee who is tasked with developing an innovative idea or project within a company
2. intrapreneurship refers to a system that allows an employee to act like an entrepreneur within a company or other organization
3. Intrapreneurship is the act of behaving like an entrepreneur while working within a large organization.
4. The impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance is high
5.3	RECOMMENDATION
Based on the responses obtained, the researcher proffers the following recommendations:
1) Organization Managers should pay close attention to the identified factors affecting their Intrapreneurs  in other to be able to improve their innovation performance.
2) Organizations should also give priority to intrapreneurship in practice for the growth of the organization.
3) Intrapreneurs should be encouraged and supported  whenever they bring in a new idea for the development of the organization.
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QUESTIONNAIRE
PLEASE TICK [√] YOUR MOST PREFERRED CHOICE AND AVOID TICKING TWICE ON A QUESTION
SECTION A
PERSONAL INFORMATION
Gender
Male [  ]	
Female [  ]
Age
20-25 ( )
25-30  ( )
30-35  ( )
35-45  ( )
45+  ( )
Marital status
Married  ( )
Single  ( )
Divorced  ( )
Separated  ( )
Section B
PLEASE TICK [√] YOUR MOST PREFERRED CHOICE AND AVOID TICKING TWICE ON A QUESTION 
Question 1:What is intraprenuership?
	Options
	Yes
	No

	 intrapreneur is an employee who is tasked with developing an innovative idea or project within a company
	
	

	intrapreneurship refers to a system that allows an employee to act like an entrepreneur within a company or other organization
	
	

	Intrapreneurship is the act of behaving like an entrepreneur while working within a large organization.
	
	


Question 2: What is the impact of intrapreneural organization on organizational performance?
	Options
	Yes
	No

	The intrapreneur developes the skill for recognizing and solving important problems within the firm
	
	

	They are bringing new thinking to the organization
	
	

	Intrapreneurship enhances the effect of organizational factors on innovation
	
	


Question 2: does  intrapreneural organization have impact  on organizational performance?
	Options
	Please tick

	Yes
	

	No
	

	Undecided
	






