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Abstract. This study presents the adaptation and validation of The Employee
Intrapreneurship Scale (EIS) for the Ukrainian context. The research was conducted during
the period of large-scale social and economic transformations caused by the war in Ukraine,
which highlighted the crucial role of employees’ proactive and innovative behaviour for the
resilience and sustainability of organisations. The study involved 324 respondents from
different sectors and types of organisations. A rigorous process of linguistic translation and
expert evaluation was followed by statistical analyses of reliability and validity. The results
confirmed the high internal consistency of the Ukrainian version of the scale (Cronbach’s
o = .94; McDonald’s w = .94) and sufficient discriminant validity of all items. Factor analyses
demonstrated that a shortened two-factor Ukrainian model best fits the data, with “strategic
renewal behaviour” and “venture behaviour” as core components. Convergent validity was
supported by significant correlations with entrepreneurial self-efficacy, creativity, need for
achievement, and risk-taking. The adapted Ukranian version (EIS-UA) proved to be a
reliable and valid instrument for measuring intrapreneurial behaviour of employees in
Ukraine. The scale can be applied in organisational psychology research, HR practices,
leadership development, particularly in contexts of crisis, innovation, and post-war recovery.

Keywords: employee intrapreneurship, scale, adaptation and validation, linguistic
adaptation, strategic renewal behaviour, ventur behaviour.

Kpeagenuep Oxcana, T'oprieBcbki Mapbsn, [lomocnaBcbka lOnisn. Ilepexnan,
Ky/JIbTypHa ajzanrania Ta Bamigu3anis [lIkanu iHTpanpeHepchbKOl NOBEeJiHKH IPalLiB-
HUKIiB B YKpaiHi.

Anorauis. lle nocnimkeHHs npescTaBisie afanTaLio Ta Baxifganito kanu iHTpanpe-
HepcbKol moBezinky npaniBHuKiB (EIS) mst ykpaiHcbkoro koHTeKcty. JlociipKeHHs] TPUBAIO B
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nepioZ, MacIITaOGHUX COIia/IbPHO-eKOHOMIYHMX TpaHcpopMalliid, CIPUYMHEHUX BilHOIO B
VYKpaiHi, $iIKi MiAKpec/JWIu BUpILIaJbHYy POJIb NPOAKTUBHOI Ta IHHOBALIIHOI NMOBeJiHKU
MPALiBHUKIB JIJIS1 CTIAKOCTI Ta CTA/ZIOCTi OopraHidauiil. Y mocmimpKeHHi B3sUIM y4acTh 324 pec-
NMOHJEHTH 3 Pi3HUX CEeKTOpPiB Ta THIB opraHizauiil. PerenpHuil mpouec niHIBiCTUYHOrO
nepexsaZly Ta eKCIepTHOI OLiHKU CYIPOBO/KYBaBCsl CTATUCTUYHUM aHa/Ii30M HaJilHOCTI Ta
BaJsliJHOCTI. Pe3ynbraTy miATBepAUIN BUCOKY BHYTPILIHIO y3TrO/DKEeHICTh YKPAlHChKOI Bepcil
wkamu (o KponGaxa = 0,94; w MakgoHanpia = 0,94) Ta [JOCTAaTHIO AMCKPUMiHAHTHY
BaJIIHICTD yCiX MyHKTiB. PaKTOPHMI aHaIi3 MOKa3aB, 1[0 CKOpPOYeHa JBOpaKTOPHA yKpaiH-
CbKa MOJZe/Ib HaliKpallle BiJ[IOBiJJa€ JAHUM, 3 «IIOBEJIHKOI CTPATeriYyHOro OHOBJIEHHS» Ta
«BEHYYPHOIO MOBEJIIHKOIO» SIK OCHOBHMMHU KOMIIOHeHTaMu. KoHBepreHTHa BasifHicTh Oyna
HiATBep)KeHa 3HAYHUMH KOpeJISILlisIMU 3 MiANPUEMHHIBKOI0 caMoedeKTHBHICTIO, KpeaTHB-
HIiCTIO, MOTPe0O0I0 B JOCSATHEHHSX Ta CXWIBHICTIO JO PU3MKY. AZAaNTOBaHA yKpPaiHOMOBHA
Bepcist [lIkanu inmpanpenepcbkoi nogedinku npayieHukie (EIS-UA) BusiBuiacs HafiiiHUM Ta
Ba/IiJHUM IHCTPYMEHTOM [JIs BUMIPIOBaHHsI BHYTPILIHBOIIANIPUEMHHULIBKOI (iHTpamnpeHep-
CHKOI) TIOBE[IHKH TMpalliBHUKIB B YKpaiHi. [IIkasa Moxe 6yTH 3aCTOCOBaHA B JOCIIiHKEHHSX
OpraHi3aliifHOl IICUXOJIOTil, MpPaKTHULl YIpPaB/IiHHS IepCOHA/IOM, PO3BUTKY JIiIepCTBa,
30KpeMa B KOHTEKCTi KpU3HY, IHHOBALii Ta MiC/IIBOEHHOTO BiTHOB/ICHHSI.

Knrouoei cnoea: iHTpanpeHepcbKa MOBeJiHKA MPALIiBHUKIB, IIKaja, aJanTalis Ta
BaJ/liAM3allisl, JIHIBICTUYHA aJalTallisi, MOBeJiHKA CTPATeriyHOro OHOBJIEHHsI, BeHYypHa
TOBe/IiHKa.

Introduction

The current socio-economic conditions in Ukraine, including a full-scale war,
economic instability, labour market changes, and large-scale social
transformations, significantly affect the functioning of organisations and the
internal dynamics of labour collectives. In such conditions, the internal
behaviour of staff becomes critical to ensuring the sustainability, adaptability,
and efficiency of organisations. The behaviour of employees, their
innovativeness, idea generation, propensity for entrepreneurship, and strategic
development are directly related to the survival and growth of organisations in
crisis conditions.

Despite the importance of this topic, there is still a lack of adapted,
standardised measurement instruments in Ukraine that would allow for
reliable and valid measurement of intra-organisational entrepreneurial
behaviour in the context of Ukrainian realities. Most available methods were
developed in other socio-cultural and economic contexts and, without
appropriate adaptation, may not reflect the specifics of Ukrainian
organisations, especially in times of war.

Thus, the adaptation and standardisation of methods for studying staff
intra-organisational entrepreneurial behaviour in the Ukrainian context is a
scientifically and practically relevant task. It will help improve the quality of
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empirical research in organisational psychology and provide a tool for practical
application in HR and management in organisations.

The concept of "intrapreneurship” was first introduced into scientific
circulation by G. Pinchot in 1978. The researcher understands intrapreneurship
as the development of an entrepreneurial spirit within an existing organisation
(Pinchot & Pinchot, 1978). A more focused definition of employee
intrapreneurship is the actual proactive behaviour of employees aimed at
creating new business for the organisation (i.e., venture behaviour) and
improving the organisation's ability to respond to internal and external
developments through restructuring processes, structures, roles and
responsibilities (i.e., strategic renewal behaviour; Gawke et al., 2017).

Despite the recent surge of interest in the concept of "intrapreneurship”
across both scientific and practical domains, studies of its components,
features, and development factors are quite rare (Blanka, 2019). To stimulate
more research on this topic, the "Employee Intrapreneurship Scale (EIS)" was
developed by Gawke et al. (2019). The EIS, according to its developers, allows
researchers to systematically study employees' intrapreneurial behaviour and
improve understanding of its drivers and consequences at the individual and
organisational levels.

"The Employee Intrapreneurship Scale (EIS) has already been adapted to a
number of different national samples, including Vietnamese (Luu, 2020) and
Romanian employees (Tisu et al., 2021). The results of this research showed
that the instrument's factor structure could be reproduced across different
samples: the actions of internal entrepreneurship are represented by two
highly correlated latent indicators: strategic renewal and corporate venturing
behaviour. These two sub-scales also show high Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities.
The authors of the Romanian adaptation emphasise that, from a practical
perspective, their validated national version of the EIS provides consultants
and human resource professionals with a scientifically sound tool for
measuring and identifying intrapreneurship among employees. Identifying and
measuring difficulties, problems, and dysfunctions in organisations can help to
eliminate problems and negative aspects in practice, but complementing these
indicators with measurements that correctly identify positive aspects, such as
employee initiative and proactive contribution, can make a truly positive
contribution to the functioning of the organisation (Tisu et al., 2021).

The purpose of the current study isto adapt the Employee
Intrapreneurship Scale (EIS) to the Ukrainian population. By testing the
reliability and discriminant validity of its translated statements in a Ukrainian
sample of organisations' personnel, a valid and reliable standardised Ukrainian
version of the EIS-UA measurement instrument will be created.
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After a careful translation of the items, the following hypotheses will be
tested: Hypothesis 1: the internal structure with two related latent factors
(strategic renewal and venturing behaviour) can be replicated in the EIS-UA.
We will also test if both factors correlate as expected with the other variables in
the nomological network. Hence, we will contend that Strategic Renewal and
Venturing Behaviour, as measured with the EIS-UA, will correlate positively
with a) entrepreneurial self-efficacy, b) creativity, c) need for achievement, d) need
for independence/autonomy, and f) (balanced) risk-taking (Hypothesis 2).

Method

Organisation and Procedure of the Survey

This study used a cross-sectional survey design and was conducted online as
part of a comprehensive study of intra-organisational entrepreneurial
behaviour among staff in business organisations and the factors influencing its
development during the war. The survey was conducted via Google Forms and
distributed via social media, messengers (Telegram, Viber), and email. Before
the test, participants had to read and accept an online informed consent.
Participation in the study was voluntary and free of charge; participants were
informed of the study's scientific objectives. The survey results were not
disclosed to the respondents.

Sample of the Study

The study involved 324 respondents working in organisations of various forms
of ownership, sizes, and areas of activity. Women predominated among the
participants - 66.7 % (n = 215)- while men accounted for 33.3 % (n = 107). The
respondents ranged in age from 18 to 64 years; the average age was 34.4 years,
and the median age was 34 years, indicating that both young professionals and
experienced employees participated.

The educational level of the respondents varied: one completed higher
education - 50.6 % (n = 164), several higher or specialised educations - 22.8 %
(n = 74), a scientific degree - 7.4 % (n = 24), vocational education - 5.2 %
(n = 17), secondary general education - 2.8 % (n = 9), secondary specialised
education - 1.2 % (n = 4). In addition, 9.9 per cent (n = 32) of respondents are
currently pursuing higher education.

The type of organisation where the participants work could be classified as
private companies (71.3 %; n = 231), public institutions (21.6 %; n = 70), or
international companies (7.1 %; n = 23). Thus, the sample predominantly
reflects the private sector.
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The analysis of the professional sphere of activity showed a significant
diversity: trade/sales - 22.2 % (n = 72), accounting, finance, audit - 17.0 %
(n = 55), education and science - 13.0 % (n = 42), media, PR, advertising — 8.0 %
(n = 26), non-governmental and social organisations - 8.6 % (n = 28), IT -
5.9 % (n = 19), medicine - 4.9 % (n = 16). Other areas were represented by a
smaller number of participants, which together provide a broad professional
palette for the study.

Thus, the survey sample is statistically and socially representative for
analysing organisational behaviour. It includes respondents of different
genders, ages, levels of education, professional employment, and
organisational hierarchy, which allows for intergroup comparative analysis. A
significant proportion of the participants have medium or high levels of
professional experience, as well as experience in organisations with different
lengths of service and sizes. The sample structure provides a reliable basis for
studying the relationships among organisational context, management
practices, and employees' initiative behaviour. Of particular interest is the
distribution of assessments of the practice of rewarding initiative, which
demonstrates its presence in most organisations but indicates fragmentation
and a lack of systematic recognition of employees' initiative.

Measurement Instruments

The intrapreneurial behaviour of employees was measured using the full
version of the EIS scale (Gawke et al., 2019). The instrument consists of 15 items
with response options ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always). The scale includes
two separate factors - strategic renewal behaviour (e.g., "l am engaged in
creating new projects in my organisation”) and venturing behaviour (e.g., "I am
engaged in implementing changes in my organisation").

The Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy Scale (De Noble et al., 1999), Ukrainian
adaptation by Kredentser and Abdullayeva (2011), was used to measure
entrepreneurial self-efficacy.

Personal characteristics related to employees’ entrepreneurial inclinations
were measured using the General Entrepreneurial Talent Test (GET TEST)
(Pachkovsky, 2006). GET TEST makes it possible to determine the level of the
following entrepreneurial personal characteristics: a) creativity, b) need for
achievement, c) need for independence/autonomy, and d) (balanced) risk-
taking. The measurement scale included 54 statements, to which respondents
responded "yes" (I agree with this statement) or "no" (I disagree with this
statement).
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Statistical Analysis

Calculations were made using Jamovi software (version 2.3.28) and SPSS
(version 26). To test the questionnaire's internal reliability, Cronbach's alpha
and McDonald's omega were calculated. Ferguson's delta was used to test the
discriminant validity of the statements. To test convergent validity, the
correlations between the EIS scores and results from other methods assessing a
person's entrepreneurial qualities were analysed. To determine the internal
structure of the scales, an exploratory factor analysis using maximum
likelihood and the Oblimin rotation was performed. To select the most
appropriate model, confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation
modelling were carried out. The model fit was assessed using Goodness-of-fit
indices and recommended thresholds. An optimal model is characterised by a
low 2, an acceptable y?/df ratio, an RMSEA (root mean square error of
approximation) value < .08, as well as high CFI (Comparative Fit Index) and
TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) values (= .90, preferably = .95).

The translation of the EIS methodology (linguistic adaptation) from
English to Ukrainian was carried out in three stages. At the first stage
of linguistic adaptation, the text of the scale was translated directly (from
English into Ukrainian) by two translators: Translator 1 had a Ci1 level of English
and a PhD in psychology; Translator 2 had a degree in English philology.

At the second stage of linguistic adaptation, the text of the methodology
was translated backwards (from Ukrainian into English) by two translators:
Translator 3 was a native English speaker, had a sufficient command of
Ukrainian and a degree in psychology; Translator 4 had a pedagogical degree in
English, had been living in the United States for a long time, and was fluent in
Ukrainian.

At the third stage of linguistic adaptation, an expert committee was
established, comprising a psychologist (Doctor of Psychology), an English-
language philologist (PhD in Education), and a Ukrainian-language philologist
(PhD in Philology). Each expert analysed the proposed translation and gave it a
score from 1 to 5. Based on the scores and discussion of differences, a version
was agreed upon that best reflects the author's original questions while
accounting for the linguistic features of Ukrainian philology.

Results

Discriminant validity

The discriminative validity of the statements was assessed using Ferguson's
delta index, which reflects the completeness of implementation across all
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possible manifestations of the measured property. This indicator (index) has a
maximum value of 8=1 (with a uniform distribution) and a minimum value of
8=0 (when all subjects received the same score). Based on the results of the
test, no statements were excluded from the methodology. As shown in Table 1,
all 15 items have sufficient distributional capacity (.78-.86).

Reliability analysis

The next step was to assessthe reliability of the Employee Internal
Entrepreneurship Scale. To assess the internal consistency of the methodology,
Cronbach's « and McDonald's w coefficients were calculated. The indicators
indicate high reliability for the scale: Cronbach's a is .940, and McDonald's w
is .942. Both coefficients exceed the generally accepted threshold of .9o,
indicating excellent internal consistency of the test items and the scale's
homogeneity (Table 1).

Table 1
Statistical indicators of item reliability

Item M SD Correla Delta If item dropped
number tion of Ferguson Cronbach @ McDonald's w
1 4.58 1.62 .76 .82 .93 .94
2 435 172 .76 .85 .93 .94
3 4.49 1.67 .80 .85 .93 .94
4 410 1.67 77 .85 .93 .94
5 3.77 155 .62 .82 .94 .94
6 3.64 179 74 .86 .93 .94
7 415 1.65 79 .85 .93 .94
8 3.60 1.68 .66 .85 .94 .94
9 2.83 181 .68 .82 .04 .94
10 3.98 1.69 32 .85 .95 .95
1 2.60 173 .61 .78 .94 .94
12 3.41 176 .69 .86 .94 .94
13 3.95 190 73 .86 .93 .94
14 4.30 180 .69 .86 .94 .94
15 339 1.95 75 .85 .93 .94

At the next stage, the empirical data were used to conduct a confirmatory
factor analysis to test Hypothesis 1, which posited that the EIS-UA would
have the same 2-factor structure as the original EIS. In addition, alternative
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models were tested to find the best-fitting model for the Ukrainian sample. We
tested 4 models: Model 1, "Original”; Model 2, "Short original form"; Model 3,
"Short UA form"; and Model 4, "Short UA balanced form" (Table 2).

Table 2
Correspondence indices of the questionnaire models with different factor
structures (based on the results of confirmatory factor analysis)

Model Chi-sq. CMI RMS LOgo- PCL

(df),p N/df EA NOgo OSg Cfl TL
532
Model 1. "Original” (89), 597 12 am1-.a3 .000 .87 .85
.000
Model 2.
"Short original form"
136
! scale.: (19), 717 14 12-.16 .000 .92 .89
questions 1, 2, 3, 4
2 scale: 1000
questions 9, 10, 11, 14
Model 3.
"Short UA form"
1 scale: questions 1, 73
2,3 (19), 3.83 .09 .07-12 .001 .97 .95
2 scale: .000
questions 11, 12, 13,
14, 15
Model 4
"Short UA balanced
form" 107
1 scale: (19), 567 12 .10-.14 .000 .95 .93
Questions 1, 2, 3, 4 .000
2 scale:

questions 11, 13, 14, 15
Notes: Chi-sq. - empirical value of Chi-square statistic; df - the degrees of
freedom; p - significance level; LOgo-NIgo - value of RMSEA confidence
interval.

As shown in Table 4, the best-fit indices were obtained for Model 3 ("Short UA
Form"), which includes two scales: the first based on items 1, 2, and 3; the

second on items 11-15. This model demonstrated a satisfactory level of fit: x%(19)
=73, p < .001; CMIN/df = 3.83; RMSEA = .09 (90% CI: .071-.117); PCLOSE = .001;
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CFI = .97; TLI = .95. The high CFI and TLI values indicate a good model fit, and
the RMSEA is within an acceptable range.

Model 4 ("Short UA Balanced Form") had somewhat lower but still
satisfactory results. Each scale has four items. The values were: ¥x3(19) = 107,
p < .0o1; CMIN/df = 5.67; RMSEA = .120 (90% CI: .099.143); CFI = 0.95;
TLI = .93. Although RMSEA was slightly high, the indices overall showed an
acceptable fit.

In contrast, Models 1 ("Original”) and 2 ("Short Original”) both showed
poorer fit compared to other models, as reflected in the following statistics: for
Model 1, ¥3(89) = 532, p < .001; RMSEA = .124; CFI = .869; TLI = .846; and for
Model 2, ¥2(19) = 136, p < .001; RMSEA = .14; CFI = .92; TLI = .89. These results
indicate that both models fit the empirical data less well than the alternatives.

To further verify the internal structure of the measurement scale, we
conducted an exploratory factor analysis of the data using the maximum
likelihood method with an oblique rotation (Table 3). According to our study's
data, the factor structure of the authors' proposed scale in its full version is not
confirmed. The results of the exploratory factor analysis showed that the short
Ukrainian version of the scale found in our study most closely reproduces the
two-factor model of the author's English-language version. As a robustness
check of the questionnaire's latent structure, exploratory factor analysis was
conducted for three modified versions of the scale: Model 2 "Short Original
Form", Model 3 "Short UA Form", and Model 4 "Short UA Balanced Form".

As shown in Table 3, Model 2, the "Short original form"of the
methodology, accounts for 60.7% of the variance and forms 2 factors with
loadings of 37.3% and 23.5%, respectively. Model 3 "Short UA form",which
includes questions 1, 2, and 3 (1 factor - 27.7% of variance) and 1, 12, 13, 14, and
15 (2 factor - 37.8% of variance), covers a total of 65.5% of variance and has
better scale consistency. Factor loadings range from.556 to 0.982, with the
highest values for questions 1 (.982) and 2 (.864). Model 4, "Short UA Balanced
Form", which includes questions 1, 2, 3, 4 (1 factor - 31.6% of variance) and 11, 13,
14, and 15 (2 factor - 36.4% of variance), covers a total of 68% of variance.
Factor loadings were stable and high (in particular, question 1 - .976; question
13 - .867), except for questions 3 and 4, which had lower loadings but were still
within acceptable levels. All three modifications demonstrate an acceptable
factor structure, but Model 4, "Short UA Balanced Form", was best in terms of
explained variance (68.0%) and factor loading stability. To conclude,
Hypothesis 1 is confirmed, and the 2-factor structure can be replicated in the
Ukrainian version of the EIS. However, the instruments are not completely
equivalent because the item factor loadings differ. Fig. 1 shows the internal
structure of the two-factor shortened model of the Ukrainian-language version
of the Employee Intrapreneurial Behaviour Scale (EIS-UA), which includes two
factors: F1 “Strategic Renewal Behaviour” and F2 “ Venture Behaviour”.
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Table 3
Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis
Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
"Short original form" "Short UA form" "Short UA balanced form"
Ques-  Factor loadings Ques- Factor loadings Ques- Factor loadings
tion tion tion
1 .934 1 .082 1 .976
2 .950 2 .864 2 874
3 769 3 556 3 370 554
4 .617 1 .585 4 442 427
9 .837 12 .619 n .534
10 186 132 13 .848 13 .867
1 727 14 .829 14 .815
14 .617 15 762 15 749
% 37.3 23.5 % 37.8 27.7 % 36.4 31.6
disp. 60.7 disp. 65.5 disp. 68.0
Figure 1

The Internal Structure of the Two-Factor Abbreviated Model of the Ukrainian-
Language Methodology "Employee Intrapreneurial Behaviour Scale (EIS-UA)"

ED= e &7 D,
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A detailed description of the content of each model is presented in Table 4.

Table 4

Comparison of Scale Items in Different Models

Model 1. Model 2. Model 4.

"Original” "Short original form"  "Ukraine Short
balanced form"

F1 «Strategic renewal F1 «IloBepgiHka CTpaTeriyHoro

behavior» OHOBJICHHS»

1. I undertake activities 1. I undertake activities 1.5l BXuBaw 3axoiB

to realize change in my
organization.
2. | undertake activities
to change the current
products/services of my
organization.

3. I contribute ideas for
strategic renewal for my
organization.

4. 1 conceptualise new
ways of working for my

organization.
5. I utilise insights of
other experts to
innovate in my
organization.
6. I undertake activities
that change the
structure of my
organization.

7. I undertake activities
that change the work
practices of my
organization.

8. I exploit opportunities
in the labor market or
society to renew my
organization.

to realize change in my
organization.
2. I undertake activities
to change the current
products/services of my
organization.

3. I contribute ideas for
strategic renewal for my
organization.

4. 1 conceptualise new
ways of working for my
organization.

00 3AIMCHEHHS 3MiH
B MOIl OpraHisauii.

2.5l BXuBaw 3axojiB
OO 3AIMCHEHHS 3MiH
y MMOTOYHUX
MPOAYKTaxX/MocCayrax
MOE1 OpTraHi3ariil.

3.5l npononyro igel
CTpaTeriYHoOro
OHOBJIEHHSI [IJISI MOE€E1
oprasisartiil.

4.5 pospobnsito HOBI
criocobu pobotu  AJist
MOE1 OpTraHi3ariil.

253



Oksana Kredentser, Marjan J. Gorgievski, & Yuliia Domoslavska

F2 «Venture behavior»
9. | undertake
activities to set up new
business units.

F2 «BenyypHa nmoBegiHKka»

9. | undertake
activities to set up new
business units.

10. | undertake 10. | undertake -

activities to reach a activities to reach a

new market or new market or

community with my community with my

organization. organization.

11. I undertake 11. I undertake 11. 5 BxxMBaro 3axofiB, AKi
activities that result in activities that result in npusBoOAATH i (o}
new departments new departments cTBOpeHHs HOBUX
outside of my outside of my JernapTaMeHTiB mo3a
organization. organization. Me)XXaMM MO€1 OpraHi3ariil.

12. | conceptualise new - -
ways of service for my
organization.

13. | undertake -
activities that result in

13. S BXKuBa 3axofiB,
pe3y/IbTaTOM SIKUX € HOBI

new projects within IIPOEKTHU y MOIU
my organization. oprasisartiil.
14. | actively establish 14. I actively establish 14. b AKTUBHO
new collaborations new collaborations Hamaromxyo croiBmpanio 3
with experts outside of with experts outside of ekcriepramu B iHIIKX
my own profession. my own profession. npodecisix.

15. | conceptualise new - 15. 51 po3po6II0 KOHI el

products for my HOBUX MPOAYKTiB/MOCTYT
organization. JJIs1 MO€1 OpraHi3aliil.
To test the validity of the scales, we wused the procedure for

determining convergent validity, which involves analysing the correlation
coefficients obtained when establishing relationships between indicators
of intra-organisational entrepreneurial behaviour of employees (strategic and
venture behaviour) and indicators from other psychodiagnostic techniques
that measure related psychological phenomena. We used the following
methods for testing: the "Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy Scale" (De Noble et al.,
1999, adapted by Kredenzer & Abdullayeva, 20m1) and the GET TEST
(Pachkovsky, 2006). In line with Hypothesis 2, statistically significant positive
correlations were found between the scales of "strategic behaviour" and
"venture behaviour" and the corresponding scales of all related constructs,
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except one (need for autonomy, Hz2), which confirms the convergent validity of
the scale based on the theoretised nomological network (see Table 5).

Table 5

Results of the Convergent Validity of the EIS Indicators (r, Pearson)
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 Vi
1. SB ---

2. VB T4TEE -

3. ESE 483***  506*F*  ---

4. Creativity 247F% 249 3157 -

5' Pqeed' ﬁjr *%* * *%k%* **%k%*

Achievement 2 8 129 337 225 o

6. Need for

Independence/ .089 .079 A86%*F  224*F*  126%  ---
Autonomy

**x*x *k* *Ahx

7. Risk-taking .257*** 292

377 357

*p <.05, **p<.o1 *** p<.o01

Thus, "strategic renewal behaviour” (SB) correlates with "entrepreneurial self-
efficacy” (ESE) (.483; p < .001) and with all entrepreneurial abilities except
"need for independence/autonomy”, namely, "creativity" (.247; p < .001), " need
for achievement” (.158; p < .o1), "risk-taking" .257; p < .001). The scale "venture
behaviour" (VB) correlates with "entrepreneurial self-efficacy" (.506; p < .001)
and with all entrepreneurial personal characteristics except "need for
independence/autonomy”, namely, "creativity" .249; p <.001), "need for
achievement" (.129; p < .05), and "risk-taking" (.292; p < .0o01). Thus, the data
obtained indicate high consistency with conceptually similar constructs.

To formulate the test norms, we conducted a preliminary check of the
empirical data for normality. We used Plochinsky's (Bosniuk, 2020) approach,
based on the analysis of skewness and kurtosis and their standard errors (see
Table 6). According to Plochinsky's criterion, a distribution is considered
normal if the skewness (A) and kurtosis (E) values do not exceed 3 times their
representativeness error or standard error (mA and mE). As the results show,
the distributions of the indicators "strategic renewal behavior" and "venture
behavior" are normal.

The test norms of the shortened version of the methodology are presented in
Table 7.
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for the Main Indicators of the Methodology (N=324)

Descriptive statistics Strategic Venture
renewal behaviour
behaviour

Asymmetry coefficient (A) .0682 154

Standard error of skewness (mA) 135 135

Kurtosis coefficient (E) -.648 -.776

Standard error of kurtosis (mE) .270 .270

Minimum 4 4

Maximum 28 28

Average value 17.5 14.2

Standard deviation 6.03 6.1

Shapiro-Wilk test (p-level of <.001 <.001

significance)

Table 7

Test Norms by Subscales of the Employee Intrapreneurial Behaviour Scale (EIS-UA)

High level Medium level Low level

Strategic renewal > 24 13 - 23 <12

behaviour

Venture behaviour > 20 9-19 <8
Discussion

The aim of this study was to adapt the Employee Intrapreneurship Scale (EIS)
into Ukrainian using a sample of personnel from Ukrainian organisations of
various types and forms of ownership. For this purpose, we applied the
linguistic adaptation procedure and the necessary list of statistical procedures,
including: exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analyses using
structural equation modelling (SEM), reliability tests of the scale and its sub-
scales, and a test of the construct validity using correlational analyses that
linked the EIS-AU subscales to several constructs that can theoretically be
linked to intrapreneurial behavior.

We found that the measurement instrument has high internal consistency
and satisfactory discriminant validity of all items. The construct validity of the
scales was also confirmed (Hypothesis 2): indicators of "strategic" and
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"venture" behaviour are significantly correlated with related psychological
constructs, particularly entrepreneurial self-efficacy, creativity, need for
achievement, and risk-taking.

The lack of correlation with the indicator “need for independence/
autonomy” can be explained, in our opinion, by the fact that personnel in
organisations with an intrapreneurial orientation do not seek complete
independence, but rather aim to demonstrate intrapreneurial behaviour within
the organisational structure. This is consistent with existing approaches
(Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001).

However, the study's results did not fully replicate the factor structure of
the author's original English-language scale. The structure of the short version
of the original English-language scale was partially confirmed (Hypothesis 1).
Namely, the scale "Strategic renewal behaviour" in the Ukrainian version
included the same items as the English-language one (items 1-4). As for the
scale "Venture behaviour", the correspondence was only partially confirmed
(2 of 4 items). This factor did not include items on the scale, such as "9g. I
undertake activities to set up new business units" and "10. [ undertake activities
to reach a new market or community with my organization". In addition, the
Ukrainian-language scale included items not included in the short English-
language version. For example, "13. I undertake activities that result in new
projects within my organization" and "15. I conceptualize new products for my
organisation”.

In our opinion, such results can be explained by the cultural and historical
factors in the development of Ukrainian organisations. Ukrainian
entrepreneurship has developed only in the last 30 years. Before that, this type
of activity was prohibited and accompanied by many negative stereotypes and
stigmas. A relatively new phenomenon in Ukrainian management is
“intrapreneurship”. This type of employee activity within the organisation is
still sometimes perceived negatively by some managers and owners. Therefore,
issues related to the first scale and the organisation's development are
confirmed in Ukrainian realities, while those related to purely entrepreneurial
activity (creation of new business units, entry into new markets) are still in the
process of formation.

Thus, based on the results of linguistic adaptation, expert assessment, and
reliability and validity analyses, it was confirmed that the shortened two-factor
version of the instrument is the most suitable for use in the Ukrainian sample.

Confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses revealed that Model 4 —
“Short UA Balanced Form” — provides the best fit to the empirical data, has a
stable factor structure, and explains the largest share of variance.

The results of this study are promising, although a few limitations need
to be acknowledged. First, the sample of organisations is heterogeneous in
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terms of areas of activity and forms of ownership. Perhaps our results may
change if we study only business organisations or only government
institutions. Secondly, the organisations studied were mostly located in Kyiv,
which could also have affected the results. It may be that intrapreneurship is
more common or accepted in some sectors or regions than in others, which
could result in slightly different outcomes across specific sectors, such as
business organisations versus state institutions, or across regional areas, such
as urban versus rural. Our study did not allow for analysing sector or regional
differences in more detail, which might be an interesting avenue for future
research. Thirdly, a significant background factor that could have influenced
the study's results is the war in Ukraine. The study was conducted during the
constant shelling of the territory where the organisation’s employees work and
live. This may, in our opinion, shift the focus from “development” to “resilience
and preservation”.

Therefore, the prospect of our study is to conduct a retest in organisations
of the same sphere and form of ownership in other regions of Ukraine, under
peaceful conditions.

Despite these limitations, the adapted Ukrainian version of the Employee
Intrapreneurial Scale (EIS-UA) has broad practical applications across
psychological and managerial domains. Due to its high reliability, validity, and
structural stability, the EIS-UA can be used effectively:

e In applied psychological research, in particular in the fields of
organisational psychology, labour psychology, and economic psychology,
to study the motivational, cognitive, and behavioural factors of staff
innovation activity;

e In HR analytics and personnel management, to identify the potential for
initiative, strategic thinking, and entrepreneurial activity among
employees, which is especially relevant in the processes of recruitment,
evaluation, and development of personnel.

e In leadership and management competence development programmes, to
foster innovative thinking among managers of different levels, stimulate
proactive behaviour, and support internal entrepreneurship in organisations;

e In organisational development and change systems, to diagnose
organisational culture, climate, level of support for innovation, and
transformational potential of teams;

e In educational institutions and business schools, for research and training
purposes in management, entrepreneurship, organisational behaviour,
and HRM programmes;

e In supporting organisations that are innovating, transforming their
structure, or adapting to uncertainty, in particular, in the context of war
and post-war recovery.
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Conclusions

In sum, we conclude that the EIS-UA is a universal tool that can be integrated
into interdisciplinary research and practice that involves the study and
development of human capital in the context of the innovation economy. The
adapted Ukrainian version of the EIS-UA scale is a valid, reliable, and
informative tool for studying the intra-organisational entrepreneurial
behaviour of employees in Ukrainian organisations, especially in the context of
social transformations and war. The EIS-UA has a high potential for use in
scientific research, HR diagnostics, and personnel management.
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Appendix

IlIkana inTpanpeHepcbkoi moBexinku npaniBHuKiB (EIS-UA)
(The Employee Intrapreneurship Scale)

Incrpykuis: OuiniTe, 6y acKa, 3aIPONOHOBAHI TBEPKEHHS 33 HACTYITHOIO IIKAJIOK0:

1= HIKOJIY; 2= PiIKO; 3= IHKOJIN; 4= Pery/sIpHO; 5= 4aCTO; 6= AyXKe 4acTo; 7= 3aBXAU

TekcT MeTOAUKHU

1. 5l BXUBaIO 3aX0iB 00 3/ iCHEHHs 3MiH B MOIM opraHisariil.

2. Sl BXuBaw 3axofiB WIOAO 3JIMCHEeHHS 3MiH Yy HMOTOYHUX IIPOAYKTaX/MOCIyrax MO€l
oprasisariii.

3. Sl mpomnoHy1o ifel cTpaTerivyHOro OHOBJIEHHS JIJISI MO€1 OpraHisaliil.

4. 51 po3po06sito HOBi crtOCcO6M po6OTH JJIs1 MOET OpraHi3zaliii.

5. 51 BXXUBaIO 3ax0fiB, SIKi MPU3BOJATH 4O CTBOPEHHS HOBHUX JeNapTaMeHTIB I103a MeXaMH
MO€1 opraHisauii.

6. 5l BX1Balo 3ax0/1iB, pe3y/IbTaTOM SIKUX € HOBI IIPOEKTH Yy MOIi1 opraHisaii.

7. 5l aKTHBHO HaIArO/KYIO CIIBIPALIIO 3 €KCIIepTaMU B iHIIKX podecisx.

8. 51 po3po6isito KOHLEMNIii HOBUX MPOAYKTIB/MOCIYT JJIs1 MO€T OpraHisauii.

Kirou:

IToBegiHKa cTpeTerivHOrO OHOBJIEHHS: 1-4.
BenuypHa noBepiHKa: 5-8
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