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THE IMPACT OF SELF-EFFICACY ON 
PERFORMANCE MEDIATED BY INTRAPRENEURIAL 

BEHAVIOR AMONG HEALTHCARE MARKETING 
PROFESSIONALS: A MULTIPLE MEDIATION MODEL 

Generally, self-efficacy has a positive impact on job performance. As a standalone attribute, 
self-efficacy does not provide empirical evidence to show the intervening role of 
intrapreneurial behaviors such as proactive, opportunity-recognition, opportunity-taking, 
and networking behavior to facilitate employees' performance. Based on the integrated 
model of intrapreneurial behavior and stimulus-organism-response theory, the mediating 
effect of intrapreneurial behaviors on the direct effect of self-efficacy on performance were 
tested using structural equation modeling. Data was collected using online questionnaires 
from 162 healthcare marketing employees in Nigeria. Results showed that self-efficacy 
independently had a significant influence on performance. Interestingly, self-efficacy had 
no direct effect on performance in the presence of the mediators indicating full mediation 
by proactive and networking behavior apart from opportunity-recognition and opportunity-
taking behavior, which is suggestive of an apparent gap in behavior. The study affirms that 
employees' perceived self-efficacy impacts job performance when the right intrapreneurial 
behavior is displayed. 

Keywords: intrapreneurial behavior, self-efficacy, stimulus-organism-response theory, 
integrated model of intrapreneurship, job performance. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Every performance-driven organization is triggered by the need for employees to 
deliver organizational set goals consistently. Since every organization exists in a highly 
competitive space, especially in pharmaceutical marketing, the standalone attribute of self-
efficacy is not a necessary guarantee that organizational goals will be attained by the 
employee. This is because self-efficacy does not necessarily imply actions but rather a state 
of self-perception (Bandura, 2001; Bandura, 2006). Therefore, the employee is required to 
develop entrepreneurial skills or competencies (also known as intrapreneurial behavior) to 
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navigate through the challenges inherent in the task and business environment, to succeed 
in their designated jobs (Gawke et al., 2019; Oamen, Lawal, 2024). In other words, these 
intrapreneurial behaviors are actions taken by the individual employee when performing 
job-related activities that impact job performance. In the context of the pharmaceutical 
marketing industry, although generally speaking, self-efficacy directly influences 
performance, the connecting and mediating role of intrapreneurial behavior in translating 
employees’ self-perceived capability to actual performance has not been fully empirically 
explored. To empirically address this gap, using structural equation modeling, the 
structural relationships between employee self-efficacy, intrapreneurial behavior, and job 
performance of healthcare marketing professionals were assessed based on substantive 
theory. The theoretical framework of the integrated model of intrapreneurial behavior and 
the mechanism of the stimulus-organism-response theory provided the structure for the 
development of models, hypotheses, and inferences. The purpose of this study is to 
investigate the explanatory (linking) effect of intrapreneurial behavior on the relationship 
between self-efficacy and job performance.  

This paper is presented as follows: first, the theoretical basis, literature review and 
hypotheses development, followed by study methodology. Thereafter, the results were 
presented and extensively discussed in line with extant literature. Finally, the conclusion 
and limitations of the study were presented. 

1.1. Theoretical Framework of the study 

1.1.1. Integrated model of intrapreneurial behavior 

The integrated model of intrapreneurship was synthesized by Neessen et al (2019) and 
aimed to provide an integrated perspective of the attitudes, characteristics, and behavior of 
employees which impacts organizational performance outcomes. The model framed 
intrapreneurship as a bottom-up process in which employees’ exhibit intrapreneurial 
behaviors to support organizational growth and performance. The intrapreneurial behaviors 
are considered to be influenced by the attitudes and characteristics of the employees. 
Neessen et al (2019) affirmed that in the workplace, proactive, opportunity recognition, 
opportunity taking, and networking are critical behavioral aspects of intrapreneurship 
among employees. Furthermore, the model identified the moderating influence of 
organizational factors (such as support from management, organizational climate, resource 
availability, reward structure, etc.) in shaping the feasibility of attaining desired outcomes. 
For an individual employee to produce results and support business growth, more proactive 
persons need to display the right mix of intrapreneurial behavior towards the external 
market and within the organization (Fellnhofer et al., 2016). Likewise, employees would 
actively recognize and utilize business opportunities in a nutshell; intrapreneurial behaviors 
work in tandem with employee characteristics toward delivering the performance goals 
expected of the employee (Fellnhofer et al., 2016). Therefore, the framework of the 
integrated model of intrapreneurship establishes a guideline for testing the impact of 
employee characteristics [such as self-efficacy] on performance with intrapreneurial 
behavior which acts as a mediator. 

Based on the theoretical framework of the study, two models were developed to answer 
critical research questions- Is self-efficacy a standalone predictor of job performance? Is 
the effect of self-efficacy on job performance different in the presence of intrapreneurial 
behavior? Are intrapreneurial behaviors, opportunity recognition, opportunity taking, and 
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networking significant mediators of the relationship between self-efficacy and job 
performance among healthcare marketing executives? 

1.1.2. Stimulus – Organism – Response Theory 

The stimulus – organism – response theory (SOR) advanced by Mehrabian and Russell, 
(1974), and Jacoby (2002) provided the theoretical basis for describing the behavior of an 
individual as it relates to the external triggers from the environment [stimuli S], which leads 
to an internalization or internal, cognitive processing within the individual [organism O], 
leading to an outcome or expected behavior [response R]. The SOR theory has been 
extensively applied in psychology and the behavioral sciences to explain consumer 
behavior; online sales and shopping (Park, Lennon, 2009; Lin et al., 2021; Gong et al., 
2022), marketing (Anisimova et al., 2019), healthcare marketing (Mishra et al., 2022), 
healthcare services (Suess, Mody, 2017), and buying decisions (Jornales, 2023). The SOR 
model is considered an extension of the decision-making model which utilizes the learning, 
reasoning, and perceptive processing capability of an individual to arrive at a reasonable 
decision or action (Hochreiter et al., 2023). 

The SOR theory is an improvement to the simplistic input-to-output model which was 
inherently limited in that it did not accommodate or make provision for the rational 
processes of the individual in making a response or to elicit a behavior. Simply put, the 
theory posits that a stimulus (S) from the environment (internal or external), triggers an 
internal reaction in an individual regarded as an organism (O), which eventually results in 
a behavioral response (R). In other words, the stimuli S influence the cognitive and 
emotional state of the individual which finally results in actions that are reflected as 
behavior (Fu et al., 2021). An individual based on the nature of the stimuli he or she 
receives analyzes it using the cognitive, psychological, and emotional capabilities available 
to him or her to generate rational information before responding to the stimuli (Sun et al., 
2021). The stimulus (S) is the external factor or marker that triggers a reactionary behavior 
from a person or individual. The response R based on the definition of Floh and Madlberger 
(2013) and Perez-Vega et al. (2021) is the delivery of expected outcomes and service based 
on the cognitive, psychological, and emotional processing of the employee. It is noteworthy 
that the behavioral response may have negative or positive outcomes depending on the 
quality of the organism [O] component (Jacoby, 2002).  

1.1.3. Conceptual Framework of the study 

Based on the framework of the integrated model of intrapreneurship and SOR, it is 
plausible that self-efficacy [characteristic] influences Intrapreneurial behavior [proactive, 
opportunity recognition, opportunity taking, and networking] which in turn influences 
organizational performance. In other words, self-efficacy is the stimulus – S which triggers 
the Organism – O [behavior] to yield performance [Response – R]. Hence, a primary focus 
of the study is to further our understanding of the underlying intrapreneurial behavioral 
mechanisms that explain the effect of self-efficacy on job performance using structural 
equation modeling. This research paper expounds the SOR model and integrated model of 
intrapreneurship by comparing results from two structural models – Model 1 which is the 
simplistic input-output model (direct effect of self-efficacy on job performance), and 
Model 2 which explores the indirect effect of self-efficacy on job performance through the 
intervening mechanism of intrapreneurial behavior. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual diagram showing research focus in line with theoretical frameworks 

Note: Solid lines show causal or direct relationships while broken lines show mediating 
effects. 

Source: Author’s conceptualization. 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW  

2.1. Job performance 

Job performance relates to the behaviors and consequent outcomes that result in the 
attainment of set goals. In organizations, job performance may be implied to mean 
engagement in key activities that contribute to the overall performance objectives of an 
organization (Oamen, Lawal, 2024). This invariably means that job performance aligns 
with a set of firm-based behaviors that places the employee in a vantage position to achieve 
expected results (Oamen, 2023). These behaviors could be work prioritization, planning, 
focus on work objectives, right communication skills, work behavior, organizational 
citizenship behaviors, etc. (Bergeron, 2007; Oamen, 2023). Employee performance at work 
can be assessed through a variety of measures namely – daily work reports, superior based 
reports, and self-reported measures. Although daily work reports seem to be the most 
objective measure, they lack strength in feasibility due to work schedule constraints 
(Pransky et al., 2006; Carlos, Rodriguez, 2015). Viswesvaran (2001) defined job 
performance as behaviors that may be subjected to periodic evaluation and/or measurable 
based on the criteria set by the organization. In addition, Kock (2017) from an empirical 
study recommended the use of self-reported measures compared to annual supervisor-
based evaluations for assessing the job performance of employees. This perspective is 
supported by Campbell and Lee (1988) and Carlos and Rodriguez (2015) who posited that 
self-reported measures tend to complement supervisor-based assessment of a subordinate's 
job performance. 

Generally, in research studies, job performance is measured as a construct using 
structured self-measured approaches in which the perspective from the individual 
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employee is sought depending on the study context (Greenslade, Jimmieson, 2007; Molefe, 
2010: Carlos, Rodriguez, 2015; Oamen, Lawal, 2024). Broadly, two dimensions of job 
performance are applied in management literature namely Task and contextual 
performance. Task or In-role performances relate to the activities that are directly 
associated or linked to the execution of given roles and responsibilities (Motowidlo et al., 
1997; Griffin et al., 2000). Contextual or extra role performance refers to those that are not 
directly linked to an employee's primary work responsibilities but are behaviors that 
influence and support colleagues, defend company image, firm reputation, and attitude of 
employees for the attainment of organizational objectives (Motowidlo et al., 1997; Carlos, 
Rodriguez, 2015; Oamen, Lawal, 2024). According to Kock (2017), job performance is 
preferably self-reported instead of supervisor-reported; because more objective 
assessments of performance tend to be achieved when self-reported measures are used. In 
this study, the self-reported approach was adopted with a focus on the task and contextual 
performance of employees involved in healthcare marketing (Oamen, Lawal, 2024). 

2.2. Intrapreneurial self-efficacy 

For intrapreneurial employees, self-efficacy as a construct refers to the belief of an 
individual about his or her ability to perform a task or a job (Bandura, 2001; Bandura, 
2006). It is a characteristic that defines an individual's perception of his or her capability 
to act entrepreneurially in their organization (Wang et al., 2013; Hanson, 2017). Several 
studies have shown that intrapreneurial behavior and performance have a positive 
relationship with employees who display high levels of self-efficacy (Hanson, 2017; 
Urbano et al., 2013; Rutherford, Holt, 2007; Douglas, Fitzsimmons, 2013; Neessen et al., 
2019). Generally, among managers in the pharmaceutical marketing industry in Nigeria, 
self-efficacy has been established to be a positive predictor of job performance (Oamen, 
2022). The construct of intrapreneurial self-efficacy is required because individuals 
without it tend to view uncertainties or challenges as barriers rather than opportunities for 
enhancing performance (Maitlo et al., 2020). Despite the direct relations between self-
efficacy and performance, little research has been done to explore the intervening 
mechanisms of intrapreneurial factors that may explain this effect. 

Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 
Hypothesis 1a (H1a): Intrapreneurial self-efficacy positively influences job performance 
in the absence of intrapreneurial behavior.  
Hypothesis 1b (H1b): Intrapreneurial self-efficacy positively influences job performance 
in the presence of intrapreneurial behavior.  

2.3. Proactive Behavior 

Proactive behavior is exhibited by an individual or employee when he or she anticipates 
situations, business opportunities, risks, and challenges, and takes steps or actions to 
overcome them in the pursuance of individual career, and organizational goals (Crant, 
2000; Crawshaw et al., 2012; Schmitt et al., 2016). Proactive employees make things 
happen and not just wait for things to happen (Pitt et al., 2002). In other words, employees 
display proactive behavior when they look for opportunities, information, and avenues to 
improve their operations (Gulyani, Bhatnagar, 2017; Schmitt et al., 2016). According to 
Crant (2000), proactive employees act by identifying gaps and opportunities, anticipating 
change, and questioning current ways of doing things to create enabling conditions to 
support performance. Proactiveness is exemplified when an employee perceives or 
identifies unfavorable business opportunities that may hurt current or future business 
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(Wongsuwatt, Suntrayuth, 2019). As a consequence, proactive behavior as an 
intrapreneurial behavior supports improved performance outcomes (Crant, 2000; 
Wongsuwatt, Suntrayuth, 2019). In marketing organizations, the business environment is 
ever-changing, and as a result, employers need employees who display proactive behavior 
as an adaptive trait in changing situations (Salanova, Schaufeli, 2008; De Stobbeleir et al., 
2010). From the literature, it is suggestive that self-efficacious employees should 
proactively pursue the attainment of key performance goals in their organization (Pitt et 
al., 2002; Oamen, 2022). In the light of the above review, the following hypotheses were 
generated. 
Hypothesis 2 (H2): Intrapreneurial self-efficacy positively influences proactive behavior. 
Hypothesis 2b (H2b): Proactive behavior positively influences job performance. 

2.4. Opportunity recognition and Opportunity taking or exploitation behavior 

Opportunity recognition and taking behavior is an essential characteristic or trait that 
shows whether an individual or employee identifies and takes advantage of business 
opportunities as they present themselves in the workplace or environment (Shane, 2007; 
Short et al., 2010; Bergner et al., 2023). For employees, this behavior supports the ability 
to identify, and maximize potential opportunities by developing new markets, products, 
and services (Shane, Venkataraman, 2000). According to Shane (2007) and Bergner et al. 
(2023), Opportunity recognition and taking behavior is first presented as a trait in an 
individual which consequently influences actual behavior when opportunities present 
themselves in the business environment. In general, many authors in management literature 
present opportunity recognition and exploitation behavior as a single construct without 
providing a clear distinction between the two dimensions (Nicolaou et al., 2009; Kuratko 
et al., 2005). However, Kuckertz et al. (2016) argued that opportunity recognition and 
opportunity-taking or exploitation behavior should be contextually defined and 
differentiated as separate constructs.  Opportunity recognition behavior as a cognitive 
process identifies opportunities inherent in the market and workplace while opportunity-
taking behavior encompasses the planning, resource utilization, and actual use of the 
opportunities (Baron, Ensley, 2006; Kuckertz et al., 2016). 

2.5. Opportunity Recognition Behavior 

An opportunity is any situation that when harnessed or utilized, has the possibility or 
potential to yield positive outcomes. Therefore, opportunity recognition refers to the ability 
of an individual to identify avenues or situations that have not been harnessed that can 
potentially give economic benefit (Shane, Venkataraman, 2000). According to Gaglio and 
Katz (2001), and Baron and Ensley (2006). Such avenues or situations could be- uncover 
customer or consumer needs, gaps in the supply chain, under-utilized resources or raw 
materials, the effect of changes in technology, changes in specific industries and/or 
industries, new information, organizational changes, market changes, policy shifts, and 
government policy changes (Alvarez, Barney, 2007). These opportunities underscore the 
relevance of intrapreneurial competence in recognizing opportunities when they present 
themselves. Opportunity recognition behavior is a cognitive process that seeks to isolate 
avenues that create opportunities instead of relying on existing businesses. For instance, 
among a group of employees, not all of them can identify opportunities for additional 
business or economic value (Kirzner, 1997; George et al., 2016; Kim et al., 2018). 
According to Kuckertz et al. (2016), opportunity recognition behavior is characterized by 
business opportunity alertness, the quest to seek them, and the collection of key data about 
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products and services. Therefore, in organizations, employees who show opportunity 
recognition behavior are best able to identify opportunities, and perhaps, may be more 
inclined to exploit them (Shane, 2007; Short et al., 2010; Bergner et al., 2023). Wennberg, 
Kim (2014), Planko et al. (2017), and Chen et al. (2019) argued that employees or 
individuals who identify opportunities in the workplace or marketplaces are more likely to 
maximize opportunities to improve performance. 
Hypothesis 3 (H3): Intrapreneurial self-efficacy positively influences opportunity 
recognition behavior 
Hypothesis 3b (H3b): Opportunity recognition behavior positively influences job 
performance  

2.6. Opportunity-taking or exploitation behavior 

The identification or existence of a business opportunity or opening cannot be 
maximized or utilized if they are taken advantage of or exploited for value or benefit 
(Shane, Venkataraman, 2000). By definition, this is the key difference between opportunity 
recognition and opportunity (Jarvis, 2016; Kuckertz et al., 2016). Opportunity-taking 
behavior refers to the ability of an individual or employee to use details of opportunities 
discovered to furnish resources (either financial or human) and organization required to 
generate economic value, profit, and set organizational goals (Wihler et al., 2014; Kuckertz 
et al. 2016). In other words, it is the link between opportunity recognition and performance 
or attainment of goals (Ardichvili et al., 2003). The competitive nature of marketing 
organizations requires that employees use every opportunity at their disposal to attain 
individual and corporate performance goals. 
Hypothesis 4 (H4): Intrapreneurial self-efficacy positively influences opportunity-taking 
behavior.  
Hypothesis 4b (H4b): Opportunity-taking behavior positively influences job performance. 

2.7. Networking Behavior 

According to Wolff and Moser (2006), networking is socially oriented behaviors that 
an employee exhibits to achieve a pool of potentially useful contacts or social networks 
that facilitate future exchange of resources and business. Networking behavior is perceived 
as an important behavioral strategy to support desirable professional outcomes such as 
work growth, improved pay, enhanced job performance, and reduced work stress (Blickle 
et al., 2009; Volmer, Wolff, 2018; Blickle et al., 2012; Wolff, Moser, 2010). Networking 
behavior is an individual-level characteristic that helps a person to get important contacts, 
and information sharing, socialize with colleagues and business partners as well and social 
event attendance is linked to work purposes (Forret, Dougherty, 2001; Wolff, Moser, 2006; 
Wolff, Spurk, 2020). According to Wolff and Spurk (2020), individuals with good 
networking behaviors tend to improve their social capital status. Social capital facilitates 
the desired exchange of favors and resources in sync with organizational objectives (Porter, 
Woo, 2015). Therefore, networking behaviors are formal and informal behaviors exhibited 
by employees with a substantial impact on performance (Blickle et al., 2012; Gibson et al., 
2014).  
Hypothesis 5 (H5): Intrapreneurial self-efficacy positively influences networking 
behavior. 
Hypothesis 5b (H5b): Networking behavior positively influences job performance. 
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2.8. Mediating mechanisms of Intrapreneurial Behavior in the relationship  
       between self-efficacy and job performance 

2.8.1. Mediation analysis 

A mediation effect exists or occurs when the relationship between an independent 
variable and a dependent variable is explained by a third variable called a mediator (Hayes, 
2018; Yoon, 2021). In other words, mediators are the mechanisms through which we can 
assess how the change in a predictor or exogenous variable causes a change in a dependent 
or endogenous variable (Hayes, 2018; Yoon, 2021). Simple mediation models could 
involve a single mediator and complexity increases as the number of mediators in the model 
increases. A multiple mediation model within the framework of structural equation 
modeling involves a simultaneous estimation of the mediation effects of more than one 
intervening variable in a structural model. Mediation models improve our understanding 
of the real-life underlying mechanisms that link the causal relationship to two or more 
variables (Yoon, 2021; Sim et al., 2022).   

In the context of this study, based on the integrated theory of intrapreneurship and SOR 
as presented in Figure 1, we proposed that the effect of self-efficacy on job performance of 
pharmaceutical executives is positively explained by or through the intrapreneurial 
behaviors (proactive, opportunity recognition, opportunity taking, and networking 
behavior) they exhibit. 

Therefore, the following hypotheses were presented as follows: 
Hypothesis 6 (H6): The effect of Intrapreneurial self-efficacy on job performance is 
positively mediated by proactive behavior 
Hypothesis 7 (H7): The effect of Intrapreneurial self-efficacy on job performance is 
positively mediated by opportunity recognition behavior 
Hypothesis 8 (H8). The effect of Intrapreneurial self-efficacy on job performance is 
positively mediated by opportunity exploitation or taking behavior.  
Hypothesis 9 (H9): The effect of Intrapreneurial self-efficacy on job performance is 
positively mediated by networking behavior. 

3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Study design 

A cross-sectional survey study design was used to obtain data from 162 pharmaceutical 
marketing executives in the healthcare industry in Nigeria from April to June, 2024.7 The 
data sample was 162 healthcare professionals based on the recommendation of Memon et 
al (2021) and Kline (2005) on the adequacy of between 100 to 300 respondents for studies 
utilizing structural equation modeling. Data was collected using a mixed approach of 
snowballing and random sampling techniques.  

3.2. Study population and Industry context 

A purposive sample of marketing executives from the healthcare industry in Nigeria 
was selected. This industry is traditionally known to be high-performance driven which 
requires highly motivated and self-driven employees to attain set organizational objectives 
in the short and long term (Oamen, 2021; Oamen, 2022). However, employers and 
managers in the industry are constantly exploring different ways of enhancing employee 
sales performance using training and development programs (Oamen, 2022). In this regard, 
it is appropriate to identify and support employees with the key intrapreneurial attributes 
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that drive performance. This necessitated the need to empirically evaluate the intervening 
role of intrapreneurial behavior in linking self-efficacy and performance in the healthcare 
marketing industry using a representative sample. We adopted self-reported performance 
measures to capture the subjective perspectives of the marketing employees on the key 
variables of the study. 

3.3. Data analysis 

Descriptive statistics was executed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS). Partial least squares or Variance-based structural equation modeling was used for 
model development and hypotheses testing for the study with the Advanced Analysis of 
Composites (ADANCO version 2.4.1; Henseler, 2024). The bootstrapping technique with 
4,999 resamples was applied to obtain a 95% confidence interval (lower and upper limits) 
for significance testing. As a decision rule, the absence or presence of zero value in the 
interval indicates significant and non-significant relationships. 

3.4. Model specification 

As expected for structural equation models (SEM), the study model should be specified 
to develop the study hypotheses. The main predictor or independent model was 
intrapreneurial self-efficacy, and the main dependent variable was job performance. The 
mediator variables used in the model are proactive behavior, opportunity recognition 
behavior, opportunity-taking behavior, and networking behavior. Two hypothetical models 
were tested; Model 1 was the direct effect of Intrapreneurial self-efficacy on job 
performance. Model 2 was the direct effect of Intrapreneurial self-efficacy on job 
performance mediated by intrapreneurial behaviors. 

3.5. Measurement of variables 

The constructs (or latent variables) used for the study were measured using 
measurement items or indicators using Likert scale type scales as presented in Table 1. The 
intrapreneurial self-efficacy construct was measured with 8 indicators on a 4-point Likert 
scale ranging from 1 (rarely) to 4 (always). Proactive behavior was measured with 10 
indicators on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (never) to 5(always). Opportunity recognition 
behavior (5 items), Opportunity behavior (4 items), networking behavior (6 items), and job 
performance (13 items or indicators) were measured on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). 

Table 1. Constructs, Indicators, and Reliability Statistics 

Construct Indicators with standardized factor loadings 
Reliability 
coefficients 

Intrapreneuri
al self-efficacy 

1. When faced with difficult tasks, I am certain I can 
accomplish them [0.534] 

CR = 0.823,  
CA = 0.809, 

  2. I think I can achieve important tasks [0.528]   

  
3. I believe I can succeed at any endeavor to which I 
set my mind [0.343] 

  

  4. I can overcome challenges at work [0.534]   

  
5. I am confident that I can perform effectively in the 
task assigned [0.444] 
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Table 1 (cont.). Constructs, Indicators, and Reliability Statistics 

Construct Indicators with standardized factor loadings 
Reliability 
coefficients 

  6. Even when things are tough, I perform well [0.695]   

  
7. I can solve most problems when I put in the 
necessary effort [0.707] 

  

  
8. When faced with a problem, I find several 
alternative solutions [0.771] 

  

References 
Bandura, 2001; Bandura, 2006; Neessen et al., 2019; 
Oamen, 2022 

  

Proactive  
Behavior 

  
CR = 0.901,  
CA = 0.896, 

  
1. I suggest ideas for solutions to company problems 
[0.609] 

  

  
2. I tried to apply new and effective ways of doing 
things [0.643] 

  

  
3. I make an effort to improve work methods in the 
workplace [0.699] 

  

  
4. I try to express my opinion where it might be useful 
at work [0.565] 

  

  
5. I express my opinion about work issues even if they 
are different [0.514] 

  

  6. I take on tasks that will benefit my career [0.615]   

  
7. I feel a personal sense of responsibility to bring 
about change at work [0.697] 

  

  
8. I am great at tackling problems or changes head-on 
[0.719] 

  

  
9. I am great at turning problems into opportunities 
[0.811] 

  

  
10. I try to learn new ways of doing things at work 
[0.833] 

  

References 
Schmitt et al., 2016; Gawke et al., 2019; Oamen, 
Lawal, 2024  

  

Opportunity 
Recognition  
Behavior 

  
CR = 0.846,  
CA = 0.841, 

  1. I am always alert to business opportunities [0.639]   

  
2. I research potential markets to identify business 
opportunities [0.728] 

  

  
3. I search systematically for business opportunities 
[0.779] 

  

  
4. I look for new information about new ideas on 
products/services [0.698] 

  

  
5. I regularly scan the environment for new 
opportunities [0.749] 
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Table 1 (cont.). Constructs, Indicators, and Reliability Statistics 

Construct Indicators with standardized factor loadings 
Reliability 
coefficients 

References 
Shane, Venkataraman, 2000; Kim et al., 2018; 
Kuckertz et al., 2016,  

  

Opportunity  
taking 
Behavior 

    

  
1. I set up my work schedule to pursue perceived 
business opportunities [0.779] 

CR = 0.798, 
CA = 0.794 

  
2. I am willing to develop my business based on the 
opportunities I perceive [0.712] 

  

  
3. I am willing to collaborate and partner with 
colleagues to pursue business [0.633] 

  

  
4. I am willing to get whatever I need to acquire 
funding for a business opportunity [0.672] 

  

References 
 Shane, Venkataraman, 2000; Jarvis, 2016; Kuckertz et 
al., 2016; 

  

Networking  
Behavior 

  
CR = 0.824, 
CA = 0.806 

  
1. I spend a lot of time and effort social networking 
with colleagues [0.478] 

  

  
2. I invest time to nurture my relationship with 
colleagues [0.592] 

  

  
3. I use the advantage of my relationship with 
colleagues for the good of my organization [0.713] 

  

  
4. I spend a lot of time and effort social networking 
with clients [0.537] 

  

  
5. I invest time to nurture my relationship with clients 
[0.780] 

  

  
6. I use the advantage of my relationship with clients 
for the good of my organization [0.729] 

  

References 
Wolff, Moser, 2006; Porter, Woo, 2015; Volmer, 
Wolff, 2018 

  

Job  
Performance 

  
CR = 0.922, 
CA = 0.918 

  
1. I have the requisite skill/experience to execute my 
job [0.581] 

  

  
2. I perform work roles in line with company 
expectations [0.650] 

  

  3. I attain work goals within assigned timelines [0.769]   

  
4. I put a lot of planning/organization into my work 
activities [0.714] 

  

  5. I attain tasks with maximum output possible [0.803]   

  
6. I am a vital member of my work team due to my 
performance [0.619] 

  

  
7. My work receives my full effort despite the 
challenges I face [0.681] 
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Table 1 (cont.). Constructs, Indicators, and Reliability Statistics 

Construct Indicators with standardized factor loadings 
Reliability 
coefficients 

  
8. I invest in my self-development for the good of my 
organization [0.700] 

  

  
9. I perform tasks not directly linked to my primary 
work role [0.538] 

  

  
10. Mt work activities align with my organization’s 
goals [0.791] 

  

  
11. My personal goals align with organizational goals 
[0.683] 

  

  
12. I am a good communicator in my organization 
[0.651] 

  

  
13. I have good work relationships in my workplace 
[0.620] 

  

References 
Viswesvaran, 2001; Carlos, Rodriguez, 2015; Kock, 
2017; Oamen, Lawal, 2024 

 

Source: Author’s compilation based on literature. 

Table 1 shows factor loadings of each indicator or measurement item forming or 
measuring the latent variables or constructs. Generally, standardized factor loadings 
between 0.3 and 0.7, are considered acceptable (Hair et al., 2009; Blunch, 2016; Cheung 
et al., 2024). Apart from two items [items 3 and 5 measuring self-efficacy], every other 
item was above 0.5. which affirms the convergent validity of the constructs from the 
confirmatory factor analysis, The composite reliability coefficient and Cronbach alpha 
coefficients of each construct were well above the benchmark of 0.7 (Cheung et al., 2024). 
This implies that the indicators or measurement items are measuring their respective 
constructs adequately. 

3.6. Model Fit of Measurement Models (Model 1 and Model 2) 

The measurement model was assessed for model fit to determine if the measurement 
model fits the data adequately. Based on the recommendation of Henseler et al. (2020) who 
stipulated a standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) of less than 0.1. The obtained 
values for model 1 (0.083) and model 2 (0.068) respectively were within acceptable limits. 
Therefore, the model is suitable for further evaluation of construct validity. 

Table 2. Discriminant validity of the Measurement Model 1 

Construct Self-Efficacy Job Performance 

Self-Efficacy   

Job Performance 0.574   

Source: Author’s output from analysis using ADANCO. 

Table 2 shows the discriminant validity between both constructs. Based on the 
recommendation of Henseler et al (2015), the HTMT values should be below 0.85 to justify 
considering the constructs or latent variables in the model as distinct from each other. 
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Table 3. Discriminant validity of the Measurement Model 2 (Heterotrait Monotrait Ratios) 

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Self-Efficacy       

2. Proactive Behavior 0.665       

3. Networking Behavior 0.550  0.486      

4. Job Performance 0.574  0.655  0.676     

5. Opportunity-Recognition Behavior 0.596  0.759  0.637  0.662    

6. Opportunity-Taking Behavior 0.620  0.665  0.646  0.628  0.817    

Source: Author’s output from analysis using ADANCO. 

Similar to model 1, model 2 as presented in Table 3, shows the independence and 
distinctiveness of each construct from the other with HTMT ratios below the strict value 
of 0.85 (Henseler et al., 2015). This is relevant because it justifies the quality of each 
construct as a measure without undue contamination from other constructs in the specified 
model. Therefore, the Models 1 and 2 are valid constructions by the researcher. 

4. RESULTS  

4.1. Demographic Characteristics of Sample 

The survey sample of healthcare marketing executives consists mainly of males (n=111, 
68.5%), and fewer females (n=51, 31.5%). The average age of the respondents was 32.1 
years (standard deviation, SD=4.8) and all participants were first-degree holders (N=162). 
Most respondents work with local or privately owned pharmaceutical marketing companies 
(n=90, 55.6%), and a minority with multinational companies (n=72, 44.4%). Finally, for 
the years of experience in pharmaceutical marketing, the average experience was 4.6 years 
(SD=3.2) with a minimum and maximum value of 2 and 16 years respectively. 

4.2. Direct Effects of Intrapreneurial behavior on job Performance 

As shown in Figure 2 and Table 7, Model 1 assessed the standalone effect of self-
efficacy on the job performance of healthcare marketing professionals; the direct influence 
of self-efficacy was positive and significant (p<0.001). The R-squared (R2) or coefficient 
of determination of Model 1 was 0.372 or 37.2% which based on Cohen’s recommendation 
stimulates that ≥0.1 (small), ≥0.3 (medium), and ≥0.5 (large) (Cohen, 1988). The r-squared 
coefficient is also a measure of effect size; it gives information about the meaningfulness 
or practical significance of a relationship. This result implies that self-efficacy accounts for 
37.2% of the variation or change in job performance (dependent variable). In other words, 
the R-squared value measures how well the predictor or exogenous or independent 
variables in a model predict the outcome, endogenous or dependent variable. 

 

 
Figure 2. The direct effect of self-efficacy on job performance (without mediators) 

Note: ***p<0.001. 

Source: Author’s output from analysis using ADANCO. 
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In structural model 2 as presented in Figure 3, self-efficacy accounted for over 30% of 
each of the intrapreneurial behavioral constructs namely: proactive behavior (0.498 or 
49.8%), opportunity recognition behavior (0.388 or 38.8%), opportunity-taking behavior 
(0.411 or 41.1%), and networking behavior (0.325 or 32.5%). Also, self-efficacy and 
intrapreneurial behavior accounted for a large proportion (61.1%) of the variance in the 
main dependent variable – Job Performance. This confirms the substantial predictive 
capacity of the structural model. 

 

 

Figure 3. Structural model showing test of hypotheses of the direct effects 

Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001. 

Source: Author’s output from analysis using ADANCO. 

4.3. Results of Hypotheses Testing 

Based on the developed models, the proposed hypotheses were tested. 

Table 4. Direct effects of Self-efficacy on job performance (in the absence of mediators) 

Structural Path coefficient t-value p-value 95% C.I Inference 

Self-Efficacy -> Job 
Performance 

0.610 9.738 0.001 [0.503, 0.747] H1 supported 

Source: Author’s output from analysis using ADANCO. 

Hypothesis 1a (H1a) was supported because intrapreneurial self-efficacy had a positive 
and statistically significant effect on job performance. 

 
 
 

0.360* 
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Table 5. Direct Effects of Self-efficacy and intrapreneurial behavior on Job Performance 

Structural Paths β t-value p-value 95% C. I Inference 

H1b: Self-efficacy---> Job 
Performance 

0.039 0.232 0.408 [-0.276, 0.315] not supported 

H2: Self-efficacy--->Proactive 
Behavior 

0.706 12.943 0.001*** [0.604, 0.816] supported 

H2b: Proactive Behavior----> Job 
Performance 

0.360 1.735 0.041* [0.090, 0.655] supported 

H3: Self-efficacy---> Opportunity 
Recognition Behavior 

0.623 9.215 0.001*** [0.493, 0.758] supported 

H3b: Opportunity Recognition 
Behavior---> Job Performance 

0.052 0.145 0.442 [-0.359, 0.488] not supported 

H4: Self-efficacy---> Opportunity 
Taking Behavior 

0.641 8.859 0.001*** [0.502, 0.787] supported 

H4b: Opportunity Taking 
Behavior ---> Job Performance 

0.061 0.200 0.421 [-0.353, 0.480] not supported 

H5: Self-efficacy---> Networking 
Behavior 

0.570 8.526 0.001*** [0.443, 0.704] supported 

H5b: Networking Behavior---> 
Job Performance 

0.408 3.146 0.001*** [0.183, 0.677] supported 

Note: *p<0.05, ***p<0.001. 

Source: Author’s output from analysis using ADANCO. 

Table 5b. Effect Sizes of Direct Effects for Significant Paths 

Hypothesis Cohen's f2 Comment 

H2 0.991 large 

H2b 0.110 small 

H3 0.633 large 

H4 0.699 large 

H5 0.481 large 

H5b 0.211 medium 

Note: f2=Cohen’s effect size, f2 < 0.02 (unsubstantial), f2 ≥ 0.02 (small), f2 ≥ 0.15 (medium), 
and f2 ≥ 0.35 (large or strong). 

Source: Author’s output from analysis using ADANCO. 

As presented in Tables 5 and 5b, Hypothesis 1b showed that self-efficacy in the 
presence of the mediating variables had no significant impact on job performance (t=0.232, 
p>0.05), Hence, hypothesis H1b was not supported by the findings. 

Hypotheses H2 and H2b were supported since self-efficacy had a positive effect on 
proactive behavior (large effect size, f2=0.991), and proactive behavior (small effect size, 
f2=0.110) on job performance respectively. 

Hypothesis H3 revealed that self-efficacy had a positive effect on opportunity 
recognition behavior (large effect size, f2=0.633), but opportunity recognition behavior did 
not significantly influence job performance (H3b not supported). 
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Furthermore, Hypothesis 4 was accepted because self-efficacy positively influenced 
opportunity-taking behavior (large effect size, f2=0.699) but Hypothesis 4b was rejected 
because opportunity-taking did not have any significant impact on job performance. 

Finally, the results show that self-efficacy had a positive and significant effect on 
networking behavior (moderate effect size,f2=0.481); hence, hypothesis 5 is supported. 
Also, hypothesis 5b is supported since networking behavior had a statistically significant 
influence on job performance (small effect size, f2=0.221). 

Table 6. Mediational effects of intrapreneurial behavior on job performance 

Mediation Effects β t-value p-value 95% C.I Inference 

Self-efficacy--->Proactive 
Behavior---> Job Performance 

0.254 1.670 0.048* [0.063, 0.492] 
H6 

supported 
Self-efficacy--->Opportunity 
Recognition---> Job Performance 

0.032 0.142 0.444 [-0.236,0.319] 
H7 not 

supported 

Self-efficacy--->Opportunity 
Taking---> Job Performance 

0.039 0.193 0.423 [-0.238,0.337] 
H8 not 

supported 

Self-efficacy--->Networking 
Behavior---> Job Performance 

0.233 2.648 0.004** [0.101, 0.433] 
H9 

supported 

Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01. 

Source: Author’s output from analysis using ADANCO. 

As presented in Table 6, tests of hypotheses of the mediating or intervening effects of 
intrapreneurial behavior in the relationship between self-efficacy and job performance in 
Model 2, were presented as follows: 

Hypothesis H6 was supported as proactive behavior mediated the causal relationship 
(β=0.254, p<0.05). The mediation effect is full because of the insignificant direct effect of 
self-efficacy on job performance. 

But hypotheses H7 and H8 were not supported since opportunity recognition (β=0.032, 
p>0.05) and opportunity-taking behavior (β=0.039, p>0.05) did not mediate the 
relationship between self-efficacy and performance. 

Finally, networking behavior was a significant mediator (β=0.233, p<0.01) of the 
relationship. Hence, hypothesis H9 was supported. The mediation effect is full since the 
significant indirect effect of self-efficacy on job performance was not statistically 
significant. 

5. DISCUSSION 

The study using empirical data and structural equation modeling attempts to address 
the relevance of intrapreneurial behaviors (proactive, opportunity recognition, opportunity 
taking, and networking behaviors) in translating the influence of self-efficacy on job 
performance. The study was based on the theoretical frameworks of stimulus-organism-
response, and integrated model of intrapreneurship, developed hypotheses to be tested.  

From the study results, a prior analysis of the independent effect of self-efficacy on job 
performance (Model 1) showed a strong direct causal relationship between both constructs 
(β=0.610). The finding aligns with the assertion of extant literature (Hanson, 2017: Neessen 
et al., 2019; Oamen, 2022). However, as a standalone relationship, very little evidence is 
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available to explain the behavioral mechanisms that convert an employee’s perception of 
capability to performance as described by Bandura (2006).  

Model 2 revealed an insignificant effect of self-efficacy on self-reported job 
performance in the presence of intrapreneurial behavior in the presence of mediating 
variables. This finding substantiates the overarching relevance of employee adoption of 
intrapreneurial behaviors in the pursuit of enhanced work performance despite the level of 
perception of self-efficacy of employees in other words; they are mechanisms to ensure the 
attainment of individual and organizational goals (Neessen et al., 2019; Gawke et al., 
2019).  

In study model 2, the results showed that self-efficacy was a significant determinant of 
intrapreneurial behavior (Hypotheses H2, H3, H4, and H5 supported). This means that 
employees with high levels of self-efficacy tend to exhibit positive intrapreneurial 
behaviors to improve performance. This deduction is corroborated by Wang et al (2013), 
Baggen et al. (2016), Hanson (2017), and Maitlo et al. (2020). This means that self-
efficacious employees are more likely to exhibit or apply intrapreneurial behaviors in their 
work than those who do not (Hansen, 2017). 

Interestingly, proactive behavior and networking behavior had a significant impact on 
job performance (H2b and H5b were supported) compared to opportunity recognition and 
opportunity-taking behavior (H3b and H4b were not supported). The direct effect of 
proactive behavior in the study is in sync with studies that affirm that this behavioral trait 
enables employees to respond positively to multifaceted changes in the business 
environment (De Stobbeleir et al., 2010; Wongsuwatt, Suntrayuth, 2019). 

In the same vein, the positive effect of networking behavior on job performance was 
evident among the study population. This is because networking behavior is critical among 
marketing professionals, principally because it is a relational skill or competence that 
focuses on developing social connections that promotion business transactions or 
relationships thereby engenders job performance (Porter, Woo, 2015; Wolff, Spurk, 2020).  

Furthermore, the direct effects of opportunity recognition and opportunity-taking 
behavior on job performance although positive were not substantial in the study. This 
finding contradicts established knowledge that an employee's ability to identify new 
opportunities and alert to improvement determines the possibility of positive work 
outcomes (Wennberg, Kim, 2014; Planko et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2019). Specifically, the 
non-significant effect of opportunity-taking behavior on job performance is contrary to the 
assertion of Sambasivan et al. (2009) as to its positive direct and indirect impact on 
performance. This finding suggests an apparent deficit in this behavioral characteristic 
among healthcare executives. This behavioral gap may be linked to low risk-taking 
behaviors among healthcare marketing executives as discovered in a related study (Oamen, 
Lawal, 2024).  

The mediating effects of intrapreneurial behavior provide insights into how these 
behaviors influence job performance. The full mediation effect of proactive behavior aligns 
with the understanding that employees who anticipate change (in areas of risk, technology, 
opportunities, and challenges) achieve better performance outcomes (Wongsuwatt, 
Suntrayuth, 2019). Therefore, based on the results of this study, proactive behavior 
substantially explains how employees’ perception of ability and capability translates to 
actual job performance. This full mediation effect is also substantial in networking 
behavior which implies that developing and nurturing business relationships enables self-
efficacious employees to improve their performance (Porter, Woo, 2015). This is 
particularly relevant in marketing-based organizations where relationships with internal 
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(within the organization) and external (business clients and associates) customers are 
essential to productivity. Similarly, the full mediation effect of networking behavior 
suggests that the job performance is enhanced when marketing employees channel their 
abilities through effective social relationships and social capital (Wolff, Spurk, 2020). 

Consequently, the study outcomes are aptly justified by the stimulus-organism-
outcome model, in which self-efficacious (stimulus) employees perform well at their jobs 
(outcomes) when they cultivate and apply intrapreneurial behaviors. Hence, assuming that 
self-efficacious employees exhibit better job performance is not a sufficient explanation as 
it may not convey the behavioral aspects that affect this performance. In the same vein, the 
integrated model of intrapreneurship proposed by Neessen et al. (2019) complements the 
stimulus-organism-outcome model, by framing how employee characteristics (self-
efficacious employees) influence behavior, which in turn impact performance. This model 
also helps to identify opportunity recognition behavior and opportunity-taking behavior as 
not sufficiently utilized behaviors among the respondents in the study. 

As a contribution to knowledge, therefore, intrapreneurial behavior (opportunity 
recognition and opportunity-taking) must be cultivated and nurtured within healthcare 
marketing organizations. Management should intentionally pursue this objective as  
a remedial approach to encourage alertness and sensitivity to new business prospects in the 
marketplace. In addition, the human and planning skills required to maximize the 
opportunities uncovered should be taught and demonstrated. 

The study using empirical data and structural equation modeling attempts to address 
the relevance of intrapreneurial behaviors (proactive, opportunity recognition, opportunity 
taking, and networking behaviors) in translating the influence of self-efficacy on job 
performance. The study was based on the theoretical frameworks of stimulus-organism-
response, and integrated model of intrapreneurship, developed hypotheses to be tested.  

From the study results, a prior analysis of the independent effect of self-efficacy on job 
performance (Model 1) showed a strong direct causal relationship between both constructs 
(β=0.610). The finding aligns with the assertion of extant literature (Hanson, 2017; Neessen 
et al., 2019; Oamen, 2022). However, as a standalone relationship, very little evidence is 
available to explain the behavioral mechanisms that convert an employee’s perception of 
capability to performance as described by Bandura (2006).  

Model 2 revealed an insignificant effect of self-efficacy on self-reported job 
performance in the presence of intrapreneurial behavior in the presence of mediating 
variables. This finding substantiates the overarching relevance of employee adoption of 
intrapreneurial behaviors in the pursuit of enhanced work performance despite the level of 
perception of self-efficacy of employees in other words; they are mechanisms to ensure the 
attainment of individual and organizational goals (Neessen et al., 2019; Gawke et al., 
2019).  

In study model 2, the results showed that self-efficacy was a significant determinant of 
intrapreneurial behavior (Hypotheses H2, H3, H4, and H5 supported). This means that 
employees with high levels of self-efficacy tend to exhibit positive intrapreneurial 
behaviors to improve performance. This deduction is corroborated by Wang et al. (2013), 
Baggen et al. (2016), Hanson, (2017), and Maitlo et al. (2020). This means that self-
efficacious employees are more likely to exhibit or apply intrapreneurial behaviors in their 
work than those who do not (Hansen, 2017). 

Interestingly, proactive behavior and networking behavior had a significant impact on 
job performance (H2b and H5b were supported) compared to opportunity recognition and 
opportunity-taking behavior (H3b and H4b were not supported). The direct effect of 
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proactive behavior in the study is in sync with studies that affirm that this behavioral trait 
enables employees to respond positively to multifaceted changes in the business 
environment (De Stobbeleir et al., 2010; Wongsuwatt, Suntrayuth, 2019). 

In the same vein, the positive effect of networking behavior on job performance was 
evident among the study population. This is because networking behavior is critical among 
marketing professionals, principally because it is a relational skill or competence that 
focuses on developing social connections that promotion business transactions or 
relationships thereby engenders job performance (Porter, Woo, 2015; Wolff, Spurk, 2020).  

Furthermore, the direct effects of opportunity recognition and opportunity-taking 
behavior on job performance although positive were not substantial in the study. This 
finding contradicts established knowledge that an employee's ability to identify new 
opportunities and alert to improvement determines the possibility of positive work 
outcomes (Wennberg, Kim, 2014; Planko et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2019). Specifically, the 
non-significant effect of opportunity-taking behavior on job performance is contrary to the 
assertion of Sambasivan et al (2009) as to its positive direct and indirect impact on 
performance. This finding suggests an apparent deficit in this behavioral characteristic 
among healthcare executives. This behavioral gap may be linked to low risk-taking 
behaviors among healthcare marketing executives as discovered in a related study (Oamen, 
Lawal, 2024).  

The mediating effects of intrapreneurial behavior provide insights into how these 
behaviors influence job performance. The full mediation effect of proactive behavior aligns 
with the understanding that employees who anticipate change (in areas of risk, technology, 
opportunities, and challenges) achieve better performance outcomes (Wongsuwatt, 
Suntrayuth, 2019). Therefore, based on the results of this study, proactive behavior 
substantially explains how employees’ perception of ability and capability translates to 
actual job performance. This full mediation effect is also substantial in networking 
behavior which implies that developing and nurturing business relationships enables self-
efficacious employees to improve their performance (Porter, Woo, 2015). This is 
particularly relevant in marketing-based organizations where relationships with internal 
(within the organization) and external (business clients and associates) customers are 
essential to productivity. Similarly, the full mediation effect of networking behavior 
suggests that the job performance is enhanced when marketing employees channel their 
abilities through effective social relationships and social capital (Wolff, Spurk, 2020). 

Consequently, the study outcomes are aptly justified by the stimulus-organism-
outcome model, in which self-efficacious (stimulus) employees perform well at their jobs 
(outcomes) when they cultivate and apply intrapreneurial behaviors. Hence, assuming that 
self-efficacious employees exhibit better job performance is not a sufficient explanation as 
it may not convey the behavioral aspects that affect this performance. In the same vein, the 
integrated model of intrapreneurship proposed by Neessen et al. (2019) complements the 
stimulus-organism-outcome model, by framing how employee characteristics (self-
efficacious employees) influence behavior, which in turn impact performance. This model 
also helps to identify opportunity recognition behavior and opportunity-taking behavior as 
not sufficiently utilized behaviors among the respondents in the study. 

As a contribution to knowledge, therefore, intrapreneurial behavior (opportunity 
recognition and opportunity-taking) must be cultivated and nurtured within healthcare 
marketing organizations. Management should intentionally pursue this objective as  
a remedial approach to encourage alertness and sensitivity to new business prospects in the 
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marketplace. In addition, the human and planning skills required to maximize the 
opportunities uncovered should be taught and demonstrated. 

The study primarily focussed on opportunity tasking, networking, and proactive 
behavior, and hence, other intrapreneurial behaviors such as were not included in the study 
model. Therefore, there is a need for a study incorporating other intrapreneurial behavior 
constructs. Also, this study used self-reported performance measures compared to the 
actual sales performance scores. Hence, there is a possibility of self-report and social 
desirability bias. This should be considered in further studies to give a sense of 
organizational perspective.  

6. CONCLUSIONS 

The study addressed the paucity of empirical evidence to support the connecting and 
mediating role of intrapreneurial behavior in translating employees’ self-perceived 
capability to actual performance on the job. Results showed that self-efficacy 
independently had a significant influence on performance. However, self-efficacy had no 
direct effect on job performance of healthcare marketing professionals in the presence of 
the mediators. Thereby indicating full mediation effects from proactive behavior and 
networking behavior apart from opportunity recognition and taking behaviors. This 
suggests an apparent behavioral deficit in opportunity identification and exploitation 
among respondents.  

The study concludes that while self-efficacy is a direct predictor of job performance 
among employees in an organization, it is essential not to ignore the intrapreneurial 
behaviors that translate this individual characteristic into actual performance. In other 
words, the study asserts that the effect of intrapreneurial self-efficacy on job performance 
is optimally exerted or expressed through the intentional adoption of intrapreneurial 
behaviors. 

The structural model developed from constructs provided a means of evaluating the 
magnitude and presence of dimensions of intrapreneurial behavior in a population of 
interest. However, the structural model revealed that opportunity recognition and taking 
behaviors did not play an intervening role in the relationship. Thus, from the study results, 
it is evident that employees lack the utilization of opportunity recognition and taking 
behaviors in pursuit of their job performance objectives. Thereby substantiating the non-
statistically significant effect of self-efficacy on job performance in the presence of 
intrapreneurial behavioral constructs. As a result, Therefore, it implies that these mediators 
play a pivotal role in translating perceived self ability to execute tasks to actual 
performance.  

Finally, employers and managers should as a matter of practice encourage their 
employees and subordinates to consciously look out for business growth opportunities and 
take full benefit or advantage of them. In addition, healthcare companies should 
intentionally provide targeted training aimed at improving the capacity of healthcare 
marketing professionals to explore opportunities and harness them for organizational 
benefit. 

Acknowledgements 

Declaration of AI: The author declares that he did not use AI or AI-assisted tools during 
the preparation of this manuscript. 



The impact of self-efficacy on performance mediated… 67 

Author Contributions: Introduction, literature review, writing-review and editing, 
methodology, results, conclusion, references: TEO 
Funding: The author declares that no funding was received for the research 
Data Availability Statement: The author declares that the dataset used for the study can 
be obtained on reasonable request 
Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflict of interest 
The author has read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript. 

REFERENCES 

Alvarez, S. A., Barney, J. B. (2007). Discovery and creation: Alternative theories of 
entrepreneurial action. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 1(1–2), 11-26. https://doi.org/ 
10.1002/sej.4   

Anisimova, T., Weiss, J., Mavondo, F. (2019). The Influence of Corporate Brand Perceptions 
on Consumer Satisfaction and Loyalty via Controlled and Uncontrolled Behavior. 
Electronic commerce research and applications, 12(6), 425-439. 

Ardichvili, A., Cardozo, R., Ray, S. (2003). A theory of entrepreneurial opportunity 
identification and development. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(1), 105-123. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0883-9026(01)00068-4 

Baggen, Y., Lans, T., Biemans, H. J. A., Kampen, J., Mulder, M. (2016). Fostering 
entrepreneurial learning on-the-job: evidence from innovative small and medium-sized 
companies in Europe. European Journal of Education, 51(2), 193-209. 

Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: an agentic perspective. Annual Review of Psycho-
logy, 52, 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1 

Bandura, A. (2006). Toward a psychology of human agency. Perspectives of Psychological 
Science, 1, 164-180. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6916.2006.00011.x 

Baron, R. A., Ensley, M. D. (2006). Opportunity recognition as the detection of meaningful 
patterns: Evidence from comparisons of novice and experienced entrepreneurs. Ma-
nagement Science, 52(9), 1331-1344. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1060.0538  

Bergeron, D. M. (2007). The potential paradox of organizational citizenship behavior: Good 
citizens at what cost? Academy of Management Review, 32(4), 1078-1095. https://doi. 
org/10.5465/AMR.2007.26585791   

Bergner, S., Auburger, J., Paleczek, D. (2023). The why and the how: A nexus on how 
opportunity, risk, and personality affect entrepreneurial intention. Journal of Small 
Business Management, 61(6), 2656-2689. https://doi.org/10.1080/00472778.2021. 
1934849 

Blickle, G., John, J., Ferris, G. R., Liu, Y., Haag, R., Meyer, G., Weber, K., Oerder, K. (2012). 
Fit of political skill to the work context: A two-study investigation. Applied Psychology. 
International Review, 61, 295-322. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2011.00469.x 

Blickle, G., Witzki, A. H., Schneider, P. B. (2009). Self-initiated mentoring and career success: 
A predictive field study. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 74, 94-101. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.jvb.2008.10.008 

Blunch, N. (2016). Introduction to structural equation modeling using IBMSPSS Statistics and 
EQS: Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA. 

Campbell, D. J., Lee, C. (1988). Self-Appraisal in performance evaluation: Development versus 
evaluation. The Academy of Management Review, 13(2), 302–314. 

Cheung, G. W., Cooper-Thomas, H. D., Lau, R. S., Wang, L. C. (2024). Reporting reliability, 
convergent and discriminant validity with structural equation modeling: A review and 



68 T. E. Oamen 

best-practice recommendations. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 41, 745-783. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-023-09871-y  

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers. 

Crant, J. M. (2000). Proactive behavior in organizations. Journal of Management, 26(3), 435-
462. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(00)00044-1 

Crawshaw, J. R., Van Dick, R. Brodbeck, F. C. (2012). Opportunity, Fair Process, and 
Relationship Value: Career Development as a Driver of Proactive Work Behavior. Human 
Resource Management Journal, 22(1), 4-20. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2011. 
00169.x 

De Stobbeleir, K. E. M., Ashford, S. J. Luque, M. F. S. (2010). Proactivity with Image in Mind: 
How Employee and Manager Characteristics Affect Evaluations of Proactive Behaviors. 
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 83, 347-369. https://doi.org/ 
10.1348/096317909X479529 

Douglas, E. J., Fitzsimmons, J. R. (2013). Intrapreneurial intentions versus entrepreneurial 
intentions: distinct constructs with different antecedents. Small Business Economics, 
41(1), 115-132. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-012-9419-y 

Fellnhofer, K., Puumalainen, K., Sjogren, H. (2016). Entrepreneurial orientation and 
performance – are sexes equal? International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & 
Research, 22(3), 346-374. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-12-2015-0286 

Floh A, Madlberger M (2013). The role of atmospheric cues in online impulse buying 
Communications: A Multiple Mediation Analysis. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 36, 
33-49. 

Forret, M. L., Dougherty, T. W. (2001). Correlates of networking behavior for managerial and 
professional employees. Group and Organization Management, 26, 283-311. https://doi. 
org/10.1177/1059601101263004 

Fu, S., Chen, X., Zheng, H. (2021) Exploring an adverse impact of smartphone overuse  
on academic performance via health issues: a stimulus-organism-response perspective. 
Beha-viour and Information Technology, 40(7), 663-675. 

Gaglio, C. M., Katz, J. A. (2001). The psychological basis of opportunity identification: 
Entrepreneurial alertness. Small Business Economics, 16(2), 95-111. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1011132102464 

Gawke, J. C., Gorgievski, M. J., Bakker, A. B. (2019). Measuring intrapreneurship at the 
individual level: Development and validation of the Employee Intrapreneurship Scale 
(EIS). European Management Journal, 37(6), 806-817. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.emj.2019.03.001  

George, M. N., Parida, V., Lahti, T., Wincent, J. (2016). A systematic literature review of 
entrepreneurial opportunity recognition: Insights on influencing factors. International 
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 12(2), 309–350. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s11365-014-0347-y   

Gibson, C., Hardy, J. H. I., Buckley, R. M. (2014). Understanding the role of networking in 
organizations. Career Development International, 19(2), 146-161. https://doi.org/ 
10.1108/CDI-09-2013-0111 

Gong J, Said F, Ting H, Firdaus, A., Aksar, I. A., Xu, J. (2022) Do privacy stress and brand 
trust still matter? Implications on continuous online purchasing intention in China. 
Current Psychology, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02857-x 



The impact of self-efficacy on performance mediated… 69 

Greenslade, J. H., Jimmieson, N. L. (2007). Distinguishing between task and contextual 
performance for nurses: Development of a job performance scale. Journal of Advanced 
Nursing, 58(6), 602–611. 

Griffin, M., Neal, A., Neale, M. (2000). The contribution of task performance and contextual 
performance to effectiveness: Investigating the role of situational constraints. Applied 
Psychology: An International Review, 49(3), 517–533. https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-
0597.00029  

Gulyani, G., Bhatnagar, J. (2017). Mediator analysis of passion for work in Indian millennials: 
Relationship between protean career attitude and proactive work behavior. Career 
Development International, 22(1), 50-69. https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-04-2016-0057 

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin. B. J., Anderson, R. E. (2009). Multivariate data analysis  
(7th ed.). Prentice Hall. 

Hanson, J. (2017). Exploring relationships between K-12 music educators' demographics, 
perceptions of intrapreneuring, and motivation at work. Journal of Research in Music 
Education, 65(40), 309–327. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022429417722985 

Hayes, A.F. (2018). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis. 
Guilford. 

Henseler, J. (2024). ADANCO 2.4. Enschede, the Netherlands: University of Twente. 
Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant 

validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Science, 43(1), 115-135. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8 

Hochreiter, V., Benedetto, C., Loesch, M, (2023). The Stimulus-Organism-Response (S-O-R) 
Paradigm as a Guiding Principle in Environmental Psychology: Comparison of its Usage 
in Consumer Behavior and Organizational Culture and Leadership Theory. Journal of 
Entrepreneurship and Business Development, 3(1), 7-16. https://doi.org/10.18775/ 
jebd.2806-8661.2021.31.5001 

Jacoby, J. (2002). Stimulus-Organism-Response Reconsidered: An Evolutionary Step in 
Modeling (Consumer) Behavior. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 12(1), 51-57 

Jarvis, L. C. (2016). Identification, intentions and entrepreneurial opportunities: an integrative 
process model. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 
22(2),182-198. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-02-2015-0041 

Jornales, D. C. (2023). The Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) Model-Based Analysis on 
Appliances Acquisition in the Philippines: An Empirical Study on Consumers’ Behavior 
towards Purchasing Refrigerators. 2nd ASEAN International Conference on Energy and 
Environment. IOP Conference Series: Earth and Environmental Science, 1199(2023) 
012029. https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/1199/1/012029 

Kim, J. Y., Choi, D. S., Sung C-S., Park, j. y. (2018). The role of problem-solving ability on 
innovative behavior and opportunity recognition in University students. Journal of Open 
Innovation, Technology, Market, and Complexity, 4, 4. 

Kirzner, I. M. (1997). Entrepreneurial discovery and the competitive market process: An 
Austrian approach. Journal of Economic Literature, 35(1), 60–85. 

Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. Guilford Press 
Kock, N. (2017). Which is the best way to measure job performance: self-perceptions or official 

supervisor evaluations? International Journal of e-Collaboration, 13(2), 1-9. 
https://doi.org/10.4018/IJeC.2017040101 

Kuckertz, A., Kollman, T., Krell, P., Stockmann, C. (2017). Understanding, differentiating, and 
measuring opportunity recognition and opportunity exploitation. International Journal of 



70 T. E. Oamen 

Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 23(1), 78-97. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-12-
2015-0290 

Kuratko, D. F., Hornsby, J. S. Bishop, J. W. (2005). ’An examination of managers’ 
entrepreneurial actions and job satisfaction. International Entrepreneurship and 
Management Journal, 1(3), 275-291. 

Lin, J., Li, T., Guo, J. (2021). Factors influencing consumers’ continuous purchase intention on 
fresh food e-commerce platforms: An organic foods-centric empirical investigation. 
Electronic Commerce Research Application, 50(3), 101103. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.elerap.2021.101103 

Maitlo, Q., Pacho, F. T., Liu, J., Bhutto, T. A., Xuhui, W. (2020). The role of entrepreneurial 
self-efficacy in resources acquisition in a new venture: the mediating role of effectuation. 
Sage Open, 10(4), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020963571 

Mehrabian, A., Russell, J. A. (1974). An Approach to Environmental Psychology. Cambridge, 
MA: MIT Press. 

Memon, M. A., Ting, H., Cheah, J-H., Thurasamy, R., Chuah, F., Cham, T. H. (2020). Sample 
size for survey research: review and recommendations. Journal of Applied Structural 
Equation Modeling, 4(2), 1-20. https://doi.org/10.47263/JASEM.4(2)01  

Mishra, M. K., Kesharwani, A., Gautam, V., Sinha, P. (2022). Stimulus-Organism-Response 
(S-O-R) model application in examining the effectiveness of public service advertisement. 
International Journal of Business, 27(2), 1-17. https://doi.org/10.55802/IJB.027(2).005 

Molefe, G. N. (2010). Performance measurement dimensions for lecturers at selected 
universities: An international perspective. SA Journal of Human Resource Management, 
8(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajhrm.v8i1.243 

Motowidlo, S. J., Borman, W. C., Schmit, M. J. (1997). A theory of individual differences in 
task and contextual performance. Human Performance, 10(2), 71–83. 

Nicolaou, N., Shane, S., Cherkas, L., Spector, T.D. (2009). Opportunity recognition and the 
tendency to be an entrepreneur: a bivariate genetics perspective. Organizational Behavior 
and Human Decision Processes, 110(2), 108-117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp. 
2009.08.005 

Oamen, T. E. (2021). Analysis of factors influencing pharmaceutical sales workforce 
engagement in pharmaceutical marketing in Nigeria: A structural equation modeling 
approach. Global Journal of Pure and Applied Sciences, 27(4), 405-410. https://doi. 
org/10.4314/gjpas.v27i4.7  

Oamen, T. E. (2022). Analysis of the influence of perceived self-efficacy on organizational 
performance among pharmaceutical managers: a structural equation study. Journal of 
Pharmaceutical Health Services Research, 13(3), 215-223. https://doi.org/10.1093/ 
jphsr/rmac029 

Oamen, T. E., Lawal, B.M. (2024). The influence of intrapreneurial behavior on task and 
contextual performance of employees in healthcare marketing organizations: a LISREL 
multigroup modeling study. Management Dynamics in the knowledge economy, 12(4), 
410-427. https://doi.org/10.2478/mdke-2024-0024 

Park, M., Lennon, S. J. (2009). Brand Name and Promotion in Online Shopping Contexts. 
Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management: An International Journal, 13(2),  
149-160. https://doi.org/10.1108/13612020910957680 

Perez-Vega R, Kaartemo V, Lages, C. R., Razavi, N. B., Männistö, J. (2021) Reshaping the 
contexts of online customer engagement behavior via artificial intelligence: A conceptual 
framework. Journal of Business Research, 129, 902–910. 



The impact of self-efficacy on performance mediated… 71 

Pitt, L. F., Ewing, M. T., Berthon, P.R. (2002). Proactive behavior and industrial salesforce 
performance. Industrial Marketing Management, 31(8), 639-644. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/S0019-8501(01)00171-7 

Planko, J., Cramer, J., Hekkert, M. P., Chappin, M. M. (2017). Combining the technological 
innovation systems framework with the entrepreneurs’ perspective on innovation. 
Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 29(6), 614-625. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
09537325.2016.1220515 

Porter, C., M., Woo, S. E. (2015). Untangling the networking phenomenon: A dynamic 
psychological perspective on how and why people network. Journal of Management, 41, 
1477-1500. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315582247 

Rutherford, M. W., Holt, D. T. (2007). Corporate entrepreneurship – an empirical look at the 
innovativeness dimension and its antecedents. Journal of Organizational Change 
Management, 20(3), 429-446. 

Salanova, M., Schaufeli, W.B. (2008). A Cross-National Study of Work Engagement as  
a Mediator between Job Resources and Proactive Behavior. The International Journal of 
Human Resource Management, 19 (1), 116-131. 

Sambasivan, M., Abdul, M., Yusop, Y. (2009). Impact of personal qualities and management 
skills of entrepreneurs on venture performance in Malaysia: Opportunity recognition skills 
as a mediating factor. Technovation, 29(11), 798-805. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technova 
tion.2009.04.002  

Schmitt, A., Den Hartog, D. N., Belschak, F. D. (2016). Transformational leadership and 
proactive work behavior: A moderated mediation model including work engagement and 
job strain. Journal of occupational and organizational psychology, 89(3), 588-610. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12143 

Shane, S. (2007). A general theory of entrepreneurship. The individual-opportunity nexus. 
Elgar.  

Shane, S., Venkataraman, S. (2000). The promise of entrepreneurship as a field of research. 
Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 217-226. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2000. 
2791611 

Shane, S., Venkataraman, S. (2000). The promise of entrepreneurship as a field of research. 
Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 217-226. 

Short, J. C., Ketchen, D. J., Shook, C. L., Ireland, D. (2010). The concept of “opportunity” in 
entrepreneurship research: Past accomplishments and future challenges. Journal of 
Management, 36(1), 40-65. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309342746  

Sim, M., Kim, S-Y., Shuh, Y. (2022). Sample size requirements for simple and complex 
mediation models. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 82(1), 76-106 

Suess, C., Mody, M. (2017). The Influence of Hospitable Design and Service on Patient 
Responses. Service Industries Journal, 38, 127-147. 

Sun J, Chen P-J, Ren L, Shih EH-W, Ma C, Wang H, Ha N-H (2021). Place attachment to 
pseudo establishments: An application of the stimulus-organism-response paradigm to 
themed hotels. Journal of Business Research, 129, 484-494.  

Urbano, D., Alvarez, C., Turro, A. (2013). Organizational resources and intrapreneurial 
activities: an international study. Management Decision, 51(4), 854-870. https://doi.org/ 
10.1108/00251741311326617 

Viswesvaran, C. (2001). Assessment of individual job performance: A review of the past century 
and a look ahead. In N. Anderson, D. S. Ones, H. K. Sinangil, C. Viswesvaran (Eds.), 
Handbook of industrial work and organizational psychology (Vol. 1, pp. 110-126). Sage. 



72 T. E. Oamen 

Volmer, J., Wolff, H.-G. (2018). A Daily Diary Study on the Consequences of Networking on 
Employees’ Career-Related Outcomes: The Mediating Role of Positive Affect. Frontiers 
in Psychology, 9, 2129. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02179 

Wang, Y. L., Ellinger, A. D., Wu, Y. C. J. (2013). Entrepreneurial opportunity recognition: an 
empirical study of R&D personnel. Management Decision, 51(1–2), 248–266. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741311301803 

Wihler, A., Blickle, G., Ellen III, B. P., Hochwarter, W. A., Ferris, G. R. (2017). Personal 
initiative and job performance evaluations: Role of political skill in opportunity 
recognition and capitalization. Journal of Management, 43(5), 1388-1420. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/0149206314552451 

Wolff, H.-G. Spurk, D. (2020). Developing and Validating a Short Networking Behavior Scale 
(SNBS) from Wolff and Moser’s (2006) measure. Journal of Career Assessment, 28(2), 
277-302. https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072719844924 

Wolff, H.-G., Moser, K. (2006). Development and validation of a networking scale]. 
Diagnostica, 52, 161-180. https://doi.org/10.1026/0012-1924.52.4.161  

Wolff, H.-G., Moser, K. (2010). Do specific types of networking predict specific mobility 
outcomes? A two-year prospective study. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 77, 238-245. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.03.001  

Wongsuwatt, S., Suntrayuth, S. (2019). The influence of risk perception and proactive behavior 
on the performance of firms: the moderating roles of organizational units and types of 
firms. The Journal of Risk Management and Insurance, 23(1), 1-14. 

Yoon, J. H. (2019). Fuzzy Mediation Analysis. International Journal of Fuzzy Systems, 22(1), 
338-349. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40815-019-00727-6 

 
 
 
 
 


