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Abstract: Employee task performance plays a critical role in driving organizational suc-
cess, and understanding its interaction with employee psychological status is essential for
unlocking a workforce’s full potential. Psychological ownership has been shown to signifi-
cantly influence performance outcomes, making it crucial to explore how these dynamics
shape individual effectiveness. This study attempts to gain a deeper understanding of how
employees’ sense of ownership influences their intrapreneurial behavior and contributes to
enhanced task performance outcomes within organizational settings. A sample of full-time
employees based in the United States provided 523 responses on an online questionnaire.
The hypotheses were tested using SmartPLS. The findings support that intrapreneurial
behavior exhibits full mediation of task performance’s relationship with psychological own-
ership. The outcomes indicate that when employees feel a sense of personal responsibility
and attachment to their work, it significantly fosters their innovative actions and enhances
their performance, thereby contributing to organizational success. This study contributes to
the existing literature by arguing that employees who feel attached to the organization take
more responsibility, improve performance, and proactively establish creative innovations
to foster organizational success. Study limitations and recommendations are discussed.

Keywords: intrapreneurship; psychological ownership; task performance; mediation

1. Introduction
Employees’ behavior and attitudes within an organization are highly instrumental to

its efficiency and, thus, its competitiveness (Nasifoglu Elidemir et al., 2020). Employee job
performance defines the effectiveness and efficiency of individuals in meeting their assigned
work roles and responsibilities (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996) and is characterized
as contextual or task performance (Coleman & Borman, 2000). The dimension of “task
performance” (TP) covers activities undertaken by employees as part of their job description,
participating directly in organizational productivity (Coleman & Borman, 2000). There is a
widely held view that employee work performance actively influences teams, departments,
and organization’s productivity, efficiency, and overall effectiveness (Carpini et al., 2017).
Consequently, organizations are interested in the factors of enhancing their human assets
abilities (Meijerink et al., 2022).

Employees’ psychological attachments to an organization can also cause both be-
havioral and attitudinal consequences, facilitating a continuous association with that
organization (Pierce et al., 2001). Employees’ perception of “psychological ownership” (PO)
is central to their relationships within and with their workplace and inculcates enhanced
responsibility and commitment (Pierce et al., 1991; Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004). This results
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in improved TP and accountability, contributing directly to the organization’s success
(Md-Sidin et al., 2009; L. Wang et al., 2019). PO is defined as a state in which individuals
feel the ownership target belongs to them besides allowing the expansion of one’s self-view
to include the object of ownership (Pierce et al., 2003; Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004). Employees’
feelings of ownership of the organizations in which they work can be overwhelmingly pos-
itive for those organizations (Dawkins et al., 2017). Distinct from other attachment-related
variables (e.g., organizational commitment and organizational identification), the unique
attribute of PO is the feeling of possessiveness; hence, employees feel that the organization
is in some way their own (Pierce et al., 2003).

Intrapreneurship has gained significant interest in scientific research and business
practices. Its importance has increased lately, given its demonstrable role in innovation,
performance, competitiveness, and returns (Galván-Vela et al., 2021; Hernández-Perlines
et al., 2022). Firms desire to foster “intrapreneurial behavior” (IB) and more efficacious
IB decision-making internally to improve competitiveness (Melović et al., 2022). IB has
been found to stimulate sustainable growth, reflecting the need to align economic with
socio-environmental objectives (Méndez-Picazo et al., 2021). Pinchot and Soltanifar’s (2021)
pioneering explanation of “intrapreneurship” refers to it as entrepreneurship by individ-
uals “within” existing organizations. It pertains to the role of employees who contribute
to creating innovations of any kind within an organization (J. De Jong & Wennekers,
2008). The entrepreneurship literature usually distinguishes between IB and “corporate
entrepreneurship”, which are bottom-up and top-down phenomena (i.e., driven by em-
ployees or management), respectively (J. P. J. De Jong et al., 2015). IB is a key element of
effective employee performance since the current business environment lacks predictability,
making high levels of adaptivity and proactivity necessary (Covin et al., 2020; Griffin et al.,
2007; Ritala et al., 2021).

Recently, there has been an increase in studies that link PO with organizational benefits,
such as employee attitudes and behavior in the workplace (Zhang et al., 2021); however,
only a few studies considered the possibility that the feeling of ownership may catalyze
employees’ desires to improve their own performance (Dawkins et al., 2017). The diverse
findings of existing studies range from PO encouraging employees to improve their perfor-
mance (Brown et al., 2014; Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004) to findings indicating no significant
effects (Mayhew et al., 2007). Such divergent outcomes highlight that the relationship
between PO and TP has not been definitively recognized, and there is still a need for further
investigation.

The reviewed PO literature demonstrates that the effect of PO on IB and TP is under-
studied (Atatsi et al., 2021; Prasetyo & Napitupulu, 2019). This is quite interesting because
previous research on organizational behavior suggests that innovation and creativity are
important factors (in addition to PO) in terms of whether employees participate in en-
trepreneurship (Avey et al., 2009; Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004). Recently, IB was acknowledged
to have a positive relationship with organizational performance (Fellnhofer et al., 2016),
consequently leading to a research focus on characteristics and demographic variables that
differentiate intrapreneurs and other employees (e.g., Huang et al., 2021; Neessen et al.,
2019) to help them maintain competitive performance. However, few researchers have
examined the possible effect of IB on employee work performance (Mahmoud et al., 2022).
Moreover, PO is very poorly understood in terms of its impacts and relations with other
variables in organizational outcomes (Dawkins et al., 2017; Feldermann & Hiebl, 2022).
Thus, examining the mediating mechanisms within an organizational context is vital and
contributes to the theoretical fields of PO. A review of the existing literature proposes
that IB and PO are a current and central issue (Alghamdi & Badawi, 2023; Batool et al.,
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2023; Gawke et al., 2018; L. Wang et al., 2019); however, the mediating role of IB in the
relationship between PO and TP is under-explored (Prasetyo & Napitupulu, 2019).

These gaps in the literature may hinder our understanding of concepts and minimize
their practical applications. Accordingly, this study aims to examine the mediating role
of IB in the relationship between PO and TP. The central research questions guiding
this study are the following: (1) Does employees’ sense of PO influence their TP within
organizational settings? (2) Does IB mediate the relationship between PO and employee
TP? We answer these by combining the PO theory (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004) and self-
verification theory (SVT) (W. B. Swann & Buhrmester, 2012; W. Swann & Pelham, 2002) to
explain that employee IB mediates the relationship between PO and TP.

PO theory suggests that PO’s sense of possessing tangible or intangible objects cul-
tivates feelings of efficacy. This feeling of efficacy is reflected in one’s belief in their
competencies and capabilities (Dawkins et al., 2017; Pierce et al., 1991). As such, feeling like
an organization owner might result in positive self-views of being a capable intrapreneur
or innovator. For instance, employees who foster a high level of PO feel as though they are
the organization’s owners. This mindset means taking full responsibility and accountability
for decisions regarding organizational destiny as well as proactively embracing risks when
choosing innovative opportunities that may enhance the growth of the organization. In
the entrepreneurship literature, this is referred to as “entrepreneurial self-efficacy”, which
refers to employees’ self-directed drive and capability to engage in entrepreneurial activities
effectively (Zhao et al., 2005).

While PO theory suggests that employees who feel like owners will develop positive
self-views of themselves as capable intrapreneurs, it falls short of explaining how feelings
as business owners might evolve into improving TP. We, therefore, turn to SVT which
proposes that individuals are driven to confirm their self-views, desiring others to perceive
them as they see themselves (Shepherd & Haynie, 2011; W. Swann, 1982). Thus, while we
draw from PO theory to suggest that feeling ownership elicits positive self-views of being a
skilled intrapreneur, we further theorize that the development of these positive self-views
will motivate employees to self-verify their ability to innovate and make calculated risks by
fulfilling regular work role requirements outstandingly.

We therefore theorize that employees with high levels of PO will also show high levels
of IB and TP. As such, they will be able to verify their self-views (as intrapreneurs) and signal
to themselves and others that they are indeed capable of improving their TP, specifically in
a highly competitive employment environment. This need for self-verification is considered
a significant source of human behavior since individuals are motivated to take action to
confirm their self-views. These two theoretical aspects allow us to provide a comprehensive
understanding of motivation and behavior in the workplace.

This study contributes to the PO literature by showing how PO can improve employees’
performance. Several studies have demonstrated the positive effect of PO on employee
work behavior and attitude (Hao et al., 2024; Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004; Zhang et al., 2021),
and we add to the limited literature on the mechanisms of PO encouraging employee
TP through IB as a novel mediator. The only study specifically found to relate PO to
entrepreneurship was by Hamrick et al. (2024), who found that PO can enhance employees’
performance, while simultaneously (and counter-productively) inspiring them to leave the
organization and start their own venture. Conversely, we claim that while PO can boost
entrepreneurial intentions, this is more likely to be directed to the organization’s benefit, as
employees, in exhibiting IB, are ipso facto already attached to it emotionally.

This claim adds to the PO literature (Avey et al., 2009) by considering IB to be a
pro-organizational behavioral outcome. Furthermore, this study identifies PO as an an-
tecedent of IB, supporting the claim that employee IB is an effective way to evaluate their
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belongingness (Sieger et al., 2013). The findings indicate that improved IB can arise from
employees’ accruing an ownership ideation concerning the organization in which they
operate. This posits that PO is a significant driver of IB. The interdisciplinary research
strategy utilized in this research contributes to a more comprehensive understanding of
such complex phenomena. Besides integrating the PO and SVT theoretical paradigms, we
can offer a better insight into how PO influences IB and, in turn, affects TP.

The next sections explain the study’s theoretical background, supporting theories, and
applied methodology used to derive theoretical and empirical implications, followed by
the results and discussion.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Psychological Ownership

PO is defined as “a state in which individuals feel as though the target of ownership
(or a piece of that target) is theirs”(Pierce et al., 2003). PO reflects an affective and cognitive
belief employees feel toward their organizations, which can be overwhelmingly positive
for those organizations. Because employees consider their organization to be part of
their self-identities (Belk, 1988), they develop positive attitudes toward it (Van Dyne &
Pierce, 2004). PO is distinguished from other forms of attachment in that it is not based
on relational processes such as those formed during interpersonal interaction and social
exchange (Dawkins et al., 2017), but instead is an identity-based process and forms the
basis of employees’ organizational membership (Pierce et al., 2003). The appeal of the
concept has continually increased in studies of organizational behavior and human resource
management (Avey et al., 2009; Batool et al., 2023). In this study, we mainly focus on PO
directed at the organization, as previous studies demonstrate that organization-based PO is
a stronger predictor of key employee attitudes than job-based PO (Dawkins et al., 2017).

Prior studies have demonstrated that PO has an explanatory power in predicting
employees’ performance (Zhang et al., 2021). Scholars have explained the PO motivation
as it infuses self-efficacy, a sense of belongingness, and attaining self-identity (Pierce et al.,
2003). The fulfillment of such needs explains why employees who develop possessive
feelings toward their organizations are stimulated by this PO to present affect-driven
behaviors, such as TP and OCBs (Dawkins et al., 2017).

2.2. Task Performance

Job performance defines employee’s task achievement and role fulfillment (Van Scotter
& Motowidlo, 1996). Researchers categorize job performance as contextual or TP, the latter
of which consists of all employees’ activities included in the conventional expectations of
their role in relation to organizational productivity (Coleman & Borman, 2000). Growing
research has examined the positive effects of PO on employee attitudes, motivation, and
behavior in performing given tasks (Pierce et al., 2001), finding that PO is associated with
organizational citizenship behaviors (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004), affective commitment
(Avey et al., 2009), job satisfaction (Avey et al., 2012), openness to changes (Liu et al., 2019),
as well as reduced workplace deviance (Dawkins et al., 2017).

3. Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development
3.1. Psychological Ownership and Task Performance

The psychological attitudes of employees could positively maintain these behaviors as
researchers explain that the main components of PO are autonomy (Mumford et al., 2002)
and self-efficacy (Tierney & Farmer, 2011), which inspire individuals with higher levels of
PO to create more organizational outcomes. Distinct “promotive” and “preventative” forms
of PO were suggested by Avey et al. (2009), who conceptualized PO based on regulatory
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focus theory, which proposes that there are two self-regulatory systems in individuals
(Higgins, 1997, 1998).

Promotive self-regulation relates to accomplishments and is concerned with fulfilling
aspirations, which may lead to a willingness to take risks. It comprises four dimensions
necessary to motivate development and improvement: self-efficacy, accountability, sense
of belongingness, and self-identity. Employees with promotive PO are more willing to
enhance their work performance when they perceive that this improved performance may
benefit the organization because they perceive organizational enhancement as personally
fulfilling (Avey et al., 2009).

On the other hand, the preventative self-regulation system is concerned with obligations
and devises goals to reduce punishment. Employees with a preventative approach to PO may
be less willing to modify the current performance because they seek to maintain the status
quo and avoid change and risk potential to ensure predictability, stability, and safety; hence,
they may experience anxiety regarding performing their jobs (Avey et al., 2009).

Although there has been increasing attention toward understanding the impacts of
PO on employee performance (Mayhew et al., 2007; Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004; Wagner et al.,
2003), studies have reached inconsistent findings. For example, Bai et al. (2024) examined
the impact of job-based PO on innovative work behavior and job performance, but found
no significant predictive influence. Similarly, Mayhew et al. (2007) found a non-significant
relationship between organization and job-based PO and job performance. In contrast, a
recent meta-analysis showed that PO can greatly increase employee performance relative to
identification with and commitment to the organization (Zhang et al., 2021). A useful study
of organization-based PO and supervisor-rated job performance demonstrated that its effect
on job performance was marginally significant (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004). Likewise, Brown
et al. (2014) found a strong relationship between job-based PO and sales performance.

Such studies claim that PO motivates employees to generate innovative and original
ideas for the organization’s benefit (Lee & Kim, 2021), and to put greater effort into their
roles (Brown et al., 2014). Based on PO theory, we argue that employees who develop a
sense of PO and themselves as “owners” perceive the target of ownership (organization) as
part of their self-concept and, ultimately, their self-identities (Pierce et al., 2003). Hence,
PO generates feelings of shared responsibility for the organization’s success. It motivates
them to engage in behaviors that advance and protect the organization (TP) to sustain
and enhance their consistent self-images as capable and skilled individuals. Such an
argument is consistent with previous studies showing that PO encourages a sense of
responsibility through extensive efforts that benefit the organization (C. H. Park et al., 2013)
and demonstrating a positive influence of PO on performance (Han et al., 2015; Mustafa &
Sim, 2022). Based on the previous discussion, we propose the following:

H1. PO significantly and directly affects TP.

3.2. Psychological Ownership and Intrapreneurship Behavior

Organizations are interested in building a culture that promotes their strategic vision
and encourages creativity to improve performance from the employee to the organization-
wide level (Blanka, 2019; Giang & Dung, 2022; Maritz, 2010). Intrapreneurship is a bottom-
up initiative by employees within an organization, taking the drive to start innovations
without explicit agreement from top management to introduce new ideas for the company’s
benefit (S. Park et al., 2014). Thus, researchers define IB as pursuing, evaluating, and
exploiting innovative opportunities within an organizational context (Bae et al., 2014;
Gielnik et al., 2017). These practices inspire a culture of creativity and promote individual
innovation and entrepreneurship in organizations (Pinchot, 1985). The IB literature covers
three commonly cited dimensions: being innovative, taking appropriate risks, and being
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proactive (J. P. J. De Jong et al., 2015), to which a recent study added behaviors of “strategic
renewal” and “new business venturing” (Giang & Dung, 2022).

Researchers attempting to understand IB’s antecedents have demonstrated that com-
bining individual and organizational factors facilitates entrepreneurial behavior in orga-
nizations. For example, instrumental organizational-level factors include management
support, rewards, and organizational boundaries (Hornsby et al., 2002; Kuratko et al.,
2005). Meanwhile, individual-level attributes have been recognized as dispositional traits,
demographic characteristics, values, and attitudes (Blanka, 2019; Heinonen & Toivonen,
2008; Neessen et al., 2019). More recently, psychological states have been shown to affect
entrepreneurial behavior (Sieger et al., 2013), suggesting that self-confidence and initiatives
influence entrepreneurial behavior (Heinonen & Toivonen, 2008). However, the individual-
level psychological antecedents of intrapreneurs still require more investigation (Dawkins
et al., 2017; Mahmoud et al., 2022).

Employees’ feelings of ownership of the organization become an extension of their
self-concept (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004). This expansion of one’s self-concept can appear in
the form of individuals’ positive beliefs in terms of their ability to control or influence the
object of ownership (Dawkins et al., 2017). The concept of the “extended self” with regard
to PO suggests the identification of employees with their organizations, whereby workers
feel that the organization in which they work is aligned and to some degree integrated
with their own sense of self. This imbues a continuum of self-identity that encompasses
organizational activities and goals, whereby employees perceive that their own interests
and goals are aligned with those of the organization and, consequently, work hard for
themselves and ipso facto for the organization (Pierce et al., 2004).

This also relates to PO being associated with an increased sense of personal respon-
sibility for the target of possession (Pierce & Jussila, 2011). Therefore, employees who
experience a sense of PO will have intrinsic motivation and a feeling of responsibility
toward their organization and will proactively assume responsibility for their work out-
comes. Such employees may be more proactive in using available resources to improve
their organization’s situation by voluntarily engaging in IB to develop and exploit business
opportunities (Jussila et al., 2015). The feeling of responsibility implies that their percep-
tions of their roles will expand, making them more likely to move beyond the boundaries
set by their actual roles (Prasetyo & Napitupulu, 2019) and promote their attitudes toward
change (Pierce & Jussila, 2011).

Previous studies have also found that PO is significantly related to extra-role behavior
(Mayhew et al., 2007; O’Driscoll et al., 2006). Employees who have high levels of PO
engage in pro-organizational and collectivistic behaviors, seeking to attain organizational
objectives such as profitability and growth (D.-S. Chung, 2019). This means that PO can
motivate employees to engage in IB. In this regard, Mustafa et al. (2016) discussed the
mechanisms by which PO motivates engaging in entrepreneurial behavior in business.
First, ownership encourages a sense of personal responsibility towards the firm, resulting
in employees’ need to express their care by presenting the willingness to nurture their firm.
Moreover, PO inspires feelings of empowerment and autonomous leading in those who
feel the ownership of the business has an impact on business actions and destiny. Finally,
the ownership ability to inspire a sense of control leads those feeling high PO to feel the
ability to control the environment. The self-efficacy theory explains this in terms of the
control the employee feels over their ability to form the environment being conducive to a
greater likelihood that they will participate in IB.

Also, this feeling of belongingness strengthens employees’ proprietary ideation and
perceived responsibility towards their organization, which energizes them to participate in
activities beyond the narrow scope of their formal and compulsory duties (i.e., IB) (Liu et al.,
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2019). Researchers have specifically noted that PO is positively related to innovation among
employees in their behavior in the workplace (Y. W. Chung & Koo Moon, 2011; Woo et al.,
2019). Feelings of ownership may also inspire positive evaluative judgments, promoting
employees to reciprocate organizationally beneficent behaviors (Pierce et al., 2004), such
as IB. It has been abundantly attested by previous studies that greater PO is associated
with greater proactiveness among employees (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004), including taking
self-initiated, anticipatory actions (Parker et al., 2010; Wagner et al., 2003).

Despite the importance of PO as a positive attitude and IB as constructive workplace
deviance, it has rarely been studied until very recently (Yıldız et al., 2015), and few re-
searchers have examined the relationship between PO and IB (Giang & Dung, 2021; Mustafa
et al., 2016). We propose that employees with more PO experience greater perceived re-
sponsibility for organizational activities (Pierce et al., 2004), and that this is associated with
increased IB due to greater command over environmental resources and opportunities
(Bandura, 1997). Such emotional states can ultimately result in IB and other proactive traits
and activities (Spreitzer, 1995). Though these behaviors are beyond the scope of formal job
definitions, they add value to organizations and help achieve organizational goals (Robbins
& Galperin, 2010), due to the close alignment of the latter with employees’ own self-efficacy
and needs, as discussed above (Zhao et al., 2005).

It should be noted that there are some potential drawbacks of PO, as demonstrated by
numerous studies, such as an increased tendency to ignore ethical issues and engage in “pro-
organizational” unethical behavior (e.g., employees bending or breaking the rules when
this is perceived to be in the organization’s best interests) (Batool et al., 2023; Umphress
et al., 2010; L. Wang et al., 2019; Xu & Lv, 2018). High levels of PO might push employees to
engage in unethical behaviors in the interest of the organization whereas stronger feelings
of ownership stimulate employees to hide knowledge from co-workers as they believe it is
their target of ownership that belongs to them (Batool et al., 2023). Those employees with
high PO would have stronger avoidance motivation by focusing on avoiding losses and
protecting their ownership, leading them to display a stronger tendency to exhibit negative
workplace behaviors such as territorial behavior and knowledge hiding (L. Wang et al.,
2019). As PO is a double-edged sword, managers should be mindful and provide correct
guidance for employees’ pro-organizational behaviors (Xu & Lv, 2018). On the other hand,
W. Wang et al. (2024) claimed that PO induces an individual’s self-efficacy, which in turn
enhances self-esteem and prevents the tendency to behave unethically.

However, we argue that IB can, in general, be considered a legitimate tool whereby
employees can express their concerns to ensure the growth and survival of the organization
(Hornsby et al., 2002; Kuratko et al., 2005). Our argument is based on the assumption that
ownership motivates employee’s IB through its effect on feelings of empowerment and
autonomy and their impact on company actions, decisions, and performance (Van Dyne &
Pierce, 2004). A recent set of studies showed that employees who feel empowered are more
likely to be creative and engage in entrepreneurial behavior (Alghamdi & Badawi, 2023;
Bhatnagar, 2012).

As previously discussed, the promotive aspect of PO enhances performance; we argue
that it also influences employee IB. Employees with strong feelings of organizational PO
are more willing to move beyond the contract obligations and have a promotive focus
concerned with fulfilling hopes to benefit the organization. They exhibit their care by
increasing their willingness to take risks that are strategically aligned with the long-term
objectives of the organization (Avey et al., 2009). Their accountability and motivation
to improve the organizational outcome will balance caution with opportunity in a way
that ultimately benefits the organization. Based on the previous discussion, we propose
the following:
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H2. PO significantly and directly affects IB.

3.3. Intrapreneurship Behavior and Task Performance

IB can be seen as a vital source of organizational growth and success as it positively
impacts both individual and organizational performance (Fellnhofer et al., 2016). The
literature supports cultivating intrapreneurial environments related to higher profits and
sales growth, improved performance, and increased employee satisfaction (Auer Antoncic
& Antoncic, 2011). However, studies on the positive effect of IB on TP are lacking (Mahmoud
et al., 2022).

When workers practice creativity and innovation, this positively extends their range
of skills, thus influencing their performance (Geisler, 1993; Hayati & Caniago, 2012). For
instance, Berisha et al. (2020) suggested that employees’ initiative to improve their work
empowers them to be top performers. Where the unidimensional IB is the summation
of risk taking, pro-activeness, and innovativeness (Mahmoud et al., 2020), it allows us to
conceptualize IB as a vital resource for opportunity exploitation (Covin & Slevin, 1991) as
well as for improving employee performance (Bakar et al., 2015; Mahmoud et al., 2018).
The SVT regarding the motivational process allows us to argue that IB can positively relate
to improved TP, as employees trying to verify their abilities to perform work outstandingly
are likely to be more innovative and proactive intrapreneurs (Gawke et al., 2018). This
premise allows them to position themselves as experts in meeting their work requirements,
thereby permitting them to take calculated risks that can lead to organizational advantage.

Intrapreneurs think across different organizational units’ boundaries, which provides
them with the ability to push creativity, the exchange of ideas and knowledge, and strategic
renewal. They also act proactively in networks and establish relationships inside and
outside the organization (Pinchot & Soltanifar, 2021). These skills and ties enable them to
be open-minded and discover opportunities to enhance their TP. Also, scholars assume
that IB contributes to a more resourceful work context (Mcfadzean et al., 2005) as well as to
personal achievement. The self-initiated effort (innovation and opportunity exploitation)
increases positive affect and energy at work. Such experiences may energize employees
to handle work tasks more effectively (Gawke et al., 2018). Therefore, we hypothesize
the following:

H3. IB significantly and directly affects TP.

3.4. Intrapreneurship Behavior Mediates Between PO and TP

PO is an extended self-feeling of the object of ownership, whereby employees develop
self-views about themselves as business owners; they will strive to enhance their current
performance to ensure continued self-verification. SVT suggests that effortful motivation
for self-verification may have performance-enhancing effects (W. B. Swann & Buhrmester,
2012; W. Swann & Pelham, 2002). For instance, individuals try to demonstrate to themselves
and others their ability to achieve high performance by allocating their energy and cognitive
resources toward improving current work outcomes (Cable & Kay, 2012). Employees may
feel interested in demonstrating their skills and competencies by engaging in IB to verify
self-views and signal that they are proficient in performing better in their current work
tasks, specifically considering the relativity of being described as a top performer in the
employment context.

PO also relates to a sense of confidence in abilities and control, leading to employees
setting higher expectations and aiming for superior goals (e.g., entrepreneurial projects),
which leads to increased work effort. Reaching these goals successfully and being on
top in performance confirms employees’ self-views (Bandura, 1997). Indeed, scholars
propose that employees can increase their work performance levels by demonstrating
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their intrapreneurial skills, innovativeness, and proactiveness (J. P. J. De Jong et al., 2015;
Newman et al., 2019). Individuals who feel confident in their abilities to identify new
business opportunities, create new products, take risks, develop efficiencies, and think
creatively should verify their ability to perform at higher levels and work to validate their
efficacy beliefs. This is applied by recognizing that the achievement of long-term complex
goals (e.g., being a top performer) requires the pursuit and attainment of intermediate
goals (e.g., presenting IB abilities) that help individuals work toward a higher-order goal
(such as TP) (Hom et al., 2012). Employees thus strive to prove their competence in unstable,
unpredictable employment conditions.

Van Dyne and Pierce (2004) suggested that PO could enhance motivation and perfor-
mance but should also be integrated with other organizational strategies. From a theoretical
standpoint, their findings challenge some of the expectations set by earlier research, using a
broader approach to enhance the performance rather than expecting a stronger, more direct
impact on performance (Md-Sidin et al., 2009). Accordingly, scholars call for a re-evaluation
of these assumptions, indicating that the dynamics of performance are more complex than
what was previously proposed and calling for the exploration of how PO interacts with
other variables and conditions in the workplace to influence performance. Scholars have
argued that the relationship is “unlikely to be direct” and likely entails mediation in the
connection (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004). However, few researchers have explored possible
mediating mechanisms between PO and performance outcomes (Feldermann & Hiebl,
2022). Accordingly, we suggest IB as one such mediating mechanism theorized to evolve
from PO and help explain the link between PO and TP. To the best of our knowledge, this
study is the first to examine the mediating role of IB in the relationship between PO and
employee task performance.

The literature confirms the positive relationship between PO and innovation (D.-S.
Chung, 2019), and entrepreneurial behavior in employees (Giang & Dung, 2021; Mustafa
et al., 2016; Prasetyo & Napitupulu, 2019). For example, Giang and Dung (2021) examined
job-based PO in nonfamily employees’ international intrapreneurship within family firms.
Also, Prasetyo and Napitupulu (2019) found a relationship between PO and managers’
entrepreneurial behavior. This evidence was also replicated by Mustafa et al. (2016), who
explained that the PO process affects the entrepreneurial behaviors of corporate middle
managers through the mediating role of job satisfaction. Similarly, studies found that
employee engagement in IB effectively increases their work performance (Ahmad et al.,
2012; Berisha et al., 2020; Griffin et al., 2007; Leong & Rasli, 2014). Moreover, Hamrick
et al. (2024) confirmed that PO indirectly affects job performance through entrepreneurial
self-efficacy. Accordingly, we expect that IB could act as a mediator between PO and
employee TP. For instance, employees who experience firm PO are predisposed to be more
proactive in their organizational role, innovating and taking risks that generally improve
performance (Atatsi et al., 2021). This study, therefore, assumes that IB has a mediating
impact on the relationship between PO and TP.

H4. IB mediates the relationship between PO and TP.

3.5. Research Model

Based on the identified hypotheses derived from analyzing the existing literature, the
research model employed in this study is exhibited in Figure 1.
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4. Research Methodology
4.1. Sampling and Procedure

The target sample included working employees at companies in the USA. The study
strategy deployed a quantitative questionnaire as the main data collection method, subject
to subsequent statistical analysis. The unit of analysis was full-time employees currently
working at different organizational levels. This study employed a non-probability sampling
method, specifically convenience sampling. Due to the lack of access to a comprehensive
employee database in the USA, a formal sampling frame could not be established. As a
result, participants were selected based on their availability and willingness to participate.
We recruited participants to voluntarily contribute to our study through a cloud research
website, Prolific. This website is described as one of the two best online providers that offer
high-quality data for questionnaires (Douglas et al., 2023). Further, an online survey link
was sent to the targeted population, which was restricted to full-time employees with at
least one year of organizational tenure. Following previous studies (Mayhew et al., 2007;
Tsai, 2021), we did so to ensure that participants spent enough time with their current
organization to express psychological relatedness. We also explored the sample profile
by asking participants to answer questions regarding demographic characteristics such as
gender, age, and work experience. Previous studies have shown that these demographic
characteristics could influence an individual’s perception of ownership and their behavior
(LePine & Van Dyne, 1998; W. Wang et al., 2024). After the listwise deletion procedure,
523 usable questionnaires out of 545 were used in the analysis due to the removal of re-
sponses with missing data or failed attention checks. The final sample comprised 57% males
and 43.0% females, mostly holding a bachelor’s degree or higher. Also, 45.9% had 16 years
or more of work experience, while 55.3% had worked with their company for six years.
Table 1 presents the socio-demographic profile of the sample.

Table 1. Sample characteristics (N = 523).

f %

Work Experience
1–2 years 14 2.7%

11–15 years 105 20.1%
16+ years 240 45.9%
3–5 years 55 10.5%

6–10 years 109 20.8%

Education
Doctorate degree (PhD/other) 25 4.8%

Graduate degree (MA/MSc/MPhil/other) 100 19.1%
High school diploma/A-levels 105 20.1%

Undergraduate degree (BA/BSc/other) 293 56.0%
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Table 1. Cont.

f %

Age (years)
20–29 115 22.0%
30–39 187 35.8%
40–49 111 21.3%
50–59 69 13.2%
60+ 22 4.2%

Organizational tenure (years)
1–2 64 12.2%
2–5 170 32.5%
5+ 289 55.3%

Company type
Large private enterprise 127 24.3%

Micro enterprise 31 5.9%
Other 107 20.5%

Publicly listed/traded enterprise (e.g., listed on a stock exchange) 90 17.2%
Small and medium-sized enterprises (SME) 168 32.1%

Sex
Female 225 43.0%
Male 298 57.0%

4.2. Variables Measurement and Questionnaire Design

The structural equation model analysis considers two integral components: the eval-
uation of the measurement model and the structural model. The measurement model
comprises validity analysis, where convergent and discriminant validity analyses are ap-
plied. Assessing the internal consistency of the measures was carried out by applying
Cronbach’s alpha (α) and composite reliability (CR) analyses (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015;
Sarstedt et al., 2017). Moreover, the convergent validity of the measures was measured
by the factor loading values and the average variance extracted (AVE) (J. J. Hair et al.,
2014). Furthermore, for the assessment of discriminant validity, Fornell–Larcker criteria
and Heterotrait–Monotrait ratio (HTMT) analyses were carried out.

The structural model evaluates the relationship between the variables and explains
how these variables are related to each other (Coulacoglou & Saklofske, 2017). We used
bootstrap sub-sampling for the bias-correction and confidence intervals of each model,
alongside a 5000 bootstrap sub-sample technique, a non-parametric approach considered
appropriate for normality violation with a non-normally distributed data set (Preacher &
Hayes, 2008; Sarstedt et al., 2017; Streukens & Leroi-Werelds, 2016). Additionally, the direct
and indirect effects of mediation were measured by the structural model.

A five-point Likert-type scale (with responses ranging from (1) “strongly disagree” to
(5) “strongly agree”) was employed for participants to express their responses. All study
measures were derived from the literature and had high Cronbach’s α scores and validity,
as listed below with example items:

“Psychological Ownership” Measure: a seven-item scale developed by Van Dyne and
Pierce (2004) (α = 0.91) (e.g., “I feel a very high degree of personal ownership for this
organization”).

“Intrapreneurship Behavior” Measure: a fifteen-item scale developed by Stull (2005)
(α = 0.93) (e.g., “In the course of my work, I generate useful new ideas”; “In the course of
my work, I do things that have a chance of not working out”).

“Task Performance” Measure: a five-item scale developed by Koopmans et al. (2011)
(α = 0.78) (e.g., “I always think about the results I must obtain’ and “I plan my work to
finish it on time”).
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“Attitude Toward the Color Blue” (ATCB) Measure: a seven-item scale developed by
Miller and Simmering (2023) (α = 0.95). This marker variable evaluates the questionnaire’s
Common Method Variance (CMV), which is a crucial statistical tool.

4.3. Common Method Bias Assessment

Both procedural and statistical methods were applied to control and reduce the poten-
tial CMV that might arise due to the nature of the data collection method (Podsakoff et al.,
2003). Procedurally, participants were assured of the confidentiality of their participation
and data anonymity, and two attention check questions and randomly ordered question-
naire items were used to minimize the possibility of artificial or deceptive responses by
participants (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977). Statistically, the researcher
added the marker variable ATCB (Miller & Simmering, 2023). As reported in the following
section, there was no difference in the correlation between variables before and after ATCB
was applied, either in value or significance. ATCB and other substantive variables had the
lowest correlations and had no significant changes. To detect if variables were inflated,
simple correlations were examined, and the correlations among the observable variables
were within the acceptable range (Spector, 2006). These consistent findings, empirical
evidence, theoretical argument, and previous research make it possible to dismiss any
CMB concerns.

4.4. Statistical Procedure

Smart-PLS non-parametric methodology is considered an appropriate statistical tool
for structural equation modeling (SEM). It can be applied to both exploratory and explana-
tory investigations and non-normally distributed data for both small and large sample
sizes in predictive modeling (Latan et al., 2023). Smart-PLS modeling does not rely on
the conventional approach fit indices used to obtain the model fit statistics, in contrast to
covariance-based implementations. Analysis through Smart-PLS can be completed with a
minimum sample size requirement, and it can operate on any N number of samples. In
contrast to covariance-based SEM, Smart-PSL SEM works on a single-item construct for
a formative indicator and a minimum three-item construct as a reflective measurement
indicator in the modeling. Also, it is worth highlighting that PLS-SEM can operate with as
few as ten items, and does not require a large sample size (D. X. Peng & Lai, 2012). In this
study, we applied discriminant and convergent validity analyses, and the analysis results
are reported as described in the following section.

5. Results
5.1. Overview

The means, standard deviations, correlations, and reliabilities, as well as the CMV
correlation above the reliability for all variables, are displayed in Table 2. It is not surprising
that a positive association was found between PO and IB (r = 0.43, p < 0.001) and TP
(r = 0.18, p < 0.001). Also, IB was related to TP (r = 0.34, p < 0.001).

Table 2. Pearson product-moment correlation analysis between study variables (N = 523).

Variables M SD 1 2 3

1. Psychological Ownership (PO) 20.57 7.14 - 0.41 *** 0.18 ***
2. Intrapreneurial Behavior (IB) 47.54 8.40 0.43 *** - 0.30 ***

3. Task Performance (TP) 16.62 2.14 0.18 *** 0.34 *** -
Note. *** p < 0.001, M = Mean, SD = Standard deviation. Below the diagonal elements are the correlations
between the constructs. Correlations above the reliabilities are when “Attitude Toward the Color Blue” (ATCB)
is controlling.
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5.2. Measurement Model Assessment

The outcomes confirmed that the internal consistency of the study variables was
found to be appropriately fit, and the CR and α for all the variables were found within the
acceptable range (>0.70–0.95, respectively) (Sarstedt et al., 2017). Furthermore, the AVE for
all the variables was found to be acceptable except for the variable IB, whose AVE value
was less than 0.50. However, the CR for IB was greater than 0.60, thus the convergent
validity of the construct was still considered acceptable (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Moreover,
the loadings on each factor were detected, and the results indicated that the value of factor
loadings on each item was adequate (see Table 3).

Table 3. Measurement properties of model 1 constructs (n = 523).

Construct Items Loading Range α CR AVE

TP 5 0.66–0.79 0.78 0.79 0.53
IB 15 0.43–0.82 0.91 0.93 0.48
PO 7 0.44–0.92 0.91 0.93 0.68

Note. α = Cronbach’s alpha, CR = Composite reliability, AVE = Average variance extracted.

Moreover, the evaluation of the discriminant validity was carried out using Fornell–
Larcker criteria (Table 4) and HTMT (Table 5), whereby the square root of the AVE for
a specific construct should be greater than any of the correlations of this construct with
other constructs. The outcomes of the Fornell–Larcker criteria (Table 4) showed that the
square root of AVE (the values diagonally displayed in bold) was greater than the value of
the correlation between the variables, confirming that the criteria of discriminant validity
of 0.80 were met, as recommended by statistical analysts, thus discriminant validity was
supported (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Kline, 2023). These convergent and discriminant
validity findings prove the measurement model’s construct validity. As suggested by
Sarstedt et al. (2017), the value of the correlation should be less than 0.90. The HTMT
results (Table 5) showed that the values of inter-construct correlation were found to be <1,
indicating the discriminant validity of the measures used.

Table 4. Discriminant validity of measures (Fornell–Larker criteria).

Variable 1 2 3

1. TP 0.73
2. IB 0.41 0.70
3. PO 0.20 0.45 0.82

Note. Bold diagonal values indicate square root of AVE.

Table 5. Heterotrait–monotrait criteria (HTMT) discriminant validity.

Variable 1 2 3

1. TP -
2. IB 0.21 -
3. PO 0.31 0.47 -

5.3. Structural Model

The structural model was evaluated, and the path between the direct, indirect, and
interaction effects was observed for hypothesis testing and mediation. The analysis results
are shown in Tables 6 and 7.
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Table 6. Evaluation of structural model.

Path
Direct Effect Standard Error

(STDEV) f 2 T Statistics
Bias-Corrected CI

β 2.5% CI 97.5% CI

PO :IB 0.45 *** 0.04 0.09 10.89 0.358 0.518
IB :TP 0.40 *** 0.05 0.07 8.08 0.295 0.491
PO :TP 0.02 0.05 0.00 0.42 −0.071 0.116

Note. *** p < 0.001, β = Beta, ƒ2 = effect size.

Table 7. Estimate of the indirect path effect.

Path Effect
Standard Error

(STDEV) f 2 T Statistics
95% CI

LL UL

PO : IB : TP 0.180 *** 0.03 0.08 9.27 0.130 0.226
Note. *** p < 0.001.

The structural model was tested by investigating the β, p-value, R2, f 2, and Q2 esti-
mates. Whereas β measures the strength of the relationship between the observed variables,
R2 explains the overall predictability of the structural model (J. F. Hair et al., 2012). Addi-
tionally, the p-value signifies the significance level to determine whether a hypothesis is
supported. In addition to looking at changes in R2, we considered f 2, which represents the
meaningfulness of the effect size of each predictor. Moreover, in SmartPLS, the blindfolding
procedure helps to generate values of Q2, which applies a sample reuse technique that
omits part of the data matrix and uses the model estimates to predict the omitted part.
Studies recommend values of β above 0.20 (J. F. Hair et al., 2012) and R2 and f 2 values
above 0.13 and 0.15, respectively (J. F. Hair et al., 2012).

SEM based on Smart-PLS provides an estimate of the Q2, the index used to measure the
predictive power of the models. Q2 shows how well the study model can forecast the result
variables in the model based on the predictor factors. The authors propose that Q2 has a
value between 0 and 1, whereby values nearer to 1 signify higher predictive significance,
and values conversely nearer to 0 imply poorer predictive relevance. Additionally, the
structural model’s predictive ability can be assessed using the R2, often referred to as the
“coefficient of determination”, which combines the influence of exogenous (independent)
variables on endogenous (dependent) variables (Tenenhaus et al., 2005). According to
Sarstedt et al., the recommended values of R2 are classified according to their predictive
power as follows: 0.25 “weak”, 0.50 “moderate”, and 0.75 “strong”.

Tables 6 and 7 display the β, p-values, R2, f 2, and Q2 of the hypothesized structural
model. The β and R2 values were above the minimum threshold limit, and the p-values
showed that all the model paths are significant except for the PO and TP. As for the f 2,
all the paths showed weak relationships (f 2 = 0.07–0.09). Table 8 shows the Q2 values of
the dependent constructs: Q2

(IB) = 0.27 and Q2
(TP) = 0.12. All the Q2 values were above

zero, providing support for the predictive relevance of the conceptual model (J. J. Hair
et al., 2014). Based on the R2, f 2, and Q2 estimates, the hypothesized model had reasonable
explanatory power.
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Table 8. Predictive relevance and power of endogenous variables.

Exogenous Variables Endogenous Variables Q2 R2

PO
TP 0.12 0.08 *IB

PO IB 0.27 0.31 ***
Note. *** p < 0.001, * p < 0.05.

5.4. Hypothesis Testing

The analysis results of the direct effects (Table 6) revealed that PO was an insignificant
predictor of TP (β = 0.02, t = 0.42 p < 0.68) rejecting H1. Moreover, PO was a significant
predictor of IB (β = 0.45, t = 10.89, p < 0.001) accepting H2. Further, the analysis showed
that IB was a significant predictor of TP (β = 0.40, t = 8.08, p < 0.001) accepting H3.

The mediation analysis results (Table 7) showed that IB mediates between PO and TP.
The indirect relationship was significant (β = 0.18, t = 7.27, p < 0.001), accepting H4 and
indicating a full mediation role of IB. Figure 2 displays the statistical model of mediation.
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6. Discussion
6.1. Main Outcomes

The study proposed a mediating model to examine the effects of PO on TP. Utilizing
PO theory (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004) and the SVT (W. B. Swann & Buhrmester, 2012; W.
Swann & Pelham, 2002), we hypothesized that IB would act as an explanatory mechanism
that explains the relationship between employee psychological status and their behavior.
More specifically, this paper tested the indirect relationship of PO on TP through IB. The
results confirm all hypotheses except for the direct relationship between PO and TP, which
was found to be insignificant, thus indicating the full mediation role of IB between PO and
TP and successfully answering the research questions.

The outcomes of this research are contrary to our hypothesis of the direct impact
of PO on TP, aligning with previous studies (Mayhew et al., 2007; Van Dyne & Pierce,
2004). The relatively scant amount of studies examining the impact of PO on TP provides
contradictory results, indicating negligible or non-significant effects (Dawkins et al., 2017).
To demonstrate our findings, they imply that employees feeling a sense of organizational
ownership do not directly manifest this in improved TP efficiency. This could be explained
by the limited variability among employees’ role performance because of role constraints.
Therefore, PO could be less important in mandatory role requirements, but relevant to any
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volitional behavior, such as extra-role behaviors. Also, such findings suggest that external
factors (e.g., socio-demographic characteristics and organizational support actions) may
substantially affect TP.

The outcomes of our research affirm previous studies in demonstrating a significant
impact of PO on IB (Giang & Dung, 2021; Mustafa et al., 2016). This indicates that employees
who sense ownership over their organizations are more likely to be proactive in solving
problems and improving outcomes, go beyond the minimum requirements, and seek
innovative ways to achieve organizational success (O’Driscoll et al., 2006; Parker et al.,
2010; Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004; Wagner et al., 2003). This finding challenges the belief that
employee PO increases the possibility of exhibiting dysfunctional deviant behavior (Batool
et al., 2023; Umphress et al., 2010; L. Wang et al., 2019; W. Wang et al., 2024; Xu & Lv, 2018).

This study also empirically examines the proposed conceptual model, arguing for the
positive impact of IB on TP (Bakar et al., 2015; Mahmoud et al., 2018). The study found
support for the positive direct impact of IB on TP, confirming a previous study (Mahmoud
et al., 2022), and it extends the latter’s results by including employees at all levels. For
instance, IB may assist in building a resourceful work environment where employees can
engage in a self-directed learning and collaboration setting. This context enhances the
sense of professional growth and increases positive feelings and energy at work. Such
experiences energize employees to handle work tasks more effectively.

The most critical finding of this study is that PO indirectly affects TP only through
IB. Employees with a high sense of ownership towards the firms in which they work
are predisposed to undertake innovative behavior, being proactive and taking risks that
ultimately benefit the firm, thus improving performance. For instance, PO does not directly
enhance TP; instead, it motivates employees to engage in IB, while intrapreneurial action
improves their performance. When employees feel a sense of PO over their organization,
they are more likely to take proactive actions. Those individuals who are driven by
a sense of responsibility and the motivation to improve organizational outcomes will
assess potential risks and align them with the long-term firm objectives, aiming to gain a
competitive advantage. PO encourages employees to demonstrate IB by taking initiative,
strategically calculating risk, suggesting improvements, and tackling problems creatively.
These behaviors improve their TP as employees become more invested in finding innovative
ways to achieve better results.

However, Van Dyne and Pierce (2004) demonstrated that PO encourages helping
behaviors. This finding suggests an alternative explanation where employees who feel a
strong sense of ownership are more inclined to engage in voluntary and supportive actions
that benefit both their coworkers and themselves by figuring out alternative solutions for
challenges. Similarly, PO has also been shown to foster learning behaviors, as employees
feel more personally invested in their growth and the acquisition of new skills that can
contribute to their work performance (Dawkins et al., 2017). This aligns with the idea that
PO encourages behaviors that extend beyond what is required in the job description. Also,
employees who feel psychologically attached to their organization are often stimulated by
a sense of responsibility and are willing to share their insights, expertise, and resources,
which leads to improved collaboration. Thus, they contribute to knowledge-sharing and
knowledge-receiving behaviors (Han et al., 2010). Since PO can encourage information
sharing and the establishment of high-quality communications within the organization
(Carberry et al., 2024), these behaviors are vital for improving decision-making processes
and thus could enhance individual task performance.
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6.2. Theoretical Implications

This paper has multiple theoretical contributions that shed light on possible expla-
nations regarding the interplay between employee psychological status and TP. First, this
paper contributes to the literature on PO and PO theory (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004) by
arguing for the influence of employee organization-based PO on their IB. Such influence is
argued to benefit them by increasing their TP. Several studies have argued for the impact of
PO in the workplace, yet few have investigated IB as an explanatory mechanism through
which such an effect takes place (Hao et al., 2024; Mustafa & Sim, 2022; H. Peng & Pierce,
2015; Zhang et al., 2021). In other words, employees with high levels of PO not only feel
attached to the organization and take responsibility, but they also proactively go beyond the
formal work role expectations and establish creative innovations to foster organizational
success (Prasetyo & Napitupulu, 2019).

Additionally, the current study adds to SVT (W. B. Swann & Buhrmester, 2012; W.
Swann & Pelham, 2002) by exploring IB–employee TP issues. Simply put, intrapreneurs
can enhance their work performance, since experiencing extensive business investigation
allows them to gain novel skills that will later support their performance. Finally, this
paper contributes to the employee work performance literature (Coleman & Borman, 2000;
Koopmans et al., 2014) by examining the TP as a behavioral manifestation of IB. For instance,
the study investigates TP as the outcome of interest employed by those who psychologically
feel like the owners of an organization and those with high levels of IB.

6.3. Practical Implications

Our study has several implications for practice. Organizations are recommended to
cultivate a sense of PO among their employees. In developing a work environment where
employees can manifest a deep sense of responsibility and attachment to their work roles,
the organization creates a productive workplace. For instance, employees are more likely
to develop a sense of ownership when they understand their role in the organization and
see how their work contributes to its success. Moreover, when employees are involved in
setting their work goals as well as the organization’s goals, they take ownership of these
goals and feel the responsibility for achieving them. Also, giving employees the freedom to
choose how to approach tasks and challenges and take the initiative inspires innovative
thinking and experimentation that contribute to the firm’s success.

Moreover, organizations should modify their leadership development programs to
highlight an understanding of the role of empowering and involving team members. Lead-
ers can be trained to foster a sense of ownership within their teams by involving members
in problem-solving and process improvement initiatives. Leaders can also learn how to
give their team members more autonomy, decision-making authority, and opportunities
for innovation. This, in turn, can positively affect the relationship with co-workers and
leadership and develop a deeper connection to their roles.

Since IB is the key mechanism linking PO to improved TP, organizations and managers
should promote IB by giving employees the support, structure, and resources to verify their
entrepreneurial self-views. Encouraging the freedom to propose new service offerings or
operational strategies stimulates one to think like an entrepreneur and enables employees
to respond quickly to challenges or opportunities. Hence, organizations that cultivate a
sense of ownership and IB increase job satisfaction and performance results and reduce the
likelihood of employees seeking other employment opportunities.

7. Conclusions, Limitations, and Recommendations for Future Research
Understanding the interplay between employee PO and their performance has recently

become increasingly interesting for researchers. This growing interest reflects a broader
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recognition of the significant impact that PO can have on various organizational outcomes.
In this study, we suggest that PO influences employees’ TP indirectly by inspiring IB
through activities such as engaging in innovation practices, being proactive, and risk
taking. Such experience expands employees’ mental and physical skills and abilities,
allowing for better TP. PO encourages employees to perceive their work as an extension
of themselves, motivating them to take greater initiative and demonstrate a heightened
sense of responsibility; this heightened sense of ownership can catalyze IB. By engaging in
related behaviors, employees lead to increased confidence and autonomy and broaden their
knowledge base, which further supports employees’ ability to perform tasks efficiently and
tackle challenges more effectively. Thus, psychological ownership enhances employees’
engagement and motivation and also indirectly influences their task performance by
cultivating behaviors essential for success in dynamic and competitive environments.

Although our current work has several strengths, some limitations need further discus-
sion. First, the data for this study were collected using a self-reported survey. This might
present concerns about generalization, social desirability effects, and CMB (Podsakoff et al.,
2003). However, self-reports for PO are considered more methodologically appropriate
to explore this variable, as it is intrinsically meant to reflect individuals’ own personal
insights and perceptions about themselves (e.g., rather than conventional productivity KPIs
in actual work outcomes) (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004; Zhao et al., 2005). Also, Fuller et al.
(2016) suggested that studies using a single source of data are not necessarily predisposed
to CMB. Another limitation regards the generalizability of the study findings. The use
of convenience sampling may introduce sampling bias. The study’s sample may not be
representative, restricting our ability to generalize the findings to the broader population.

A further limitation is that a cross-sectional study design was employed, whereby a
snapshot view of a single time point’s data was used, which lacks longitudinal insights
into hypothesized relationships over time (Bowen & Wiersema, 1999). Moreover, although
this study shows that intrapreneurs function more efficaciously, in line with existing
research (Berisha et al., 2020; Mahmoud et al., 2022), the relationship between IB and
performance can be complex, and claiming the direction of causality must be undertaken
cautiously (Gawke et al., 2018; Ritala et al., 2021). Future research is recommended to adopt
a longitudinal design when re-examining the study’s relationships, with multi-time data
collection (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010), to mitigate such limitations.

Second, it is worth noting that prior results examining the relationship between PO
and performance have been inconsistent (Brown et al., 2014; Dawkins et al., 2017; Van
Dyne & Pierce, 2004), which encourages an examination of the processes that mediate this
relationship (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004). This study sought to contribute to answering this
call, finding support for IB as a mediating mechanism between PO and work performance.
However, this proposed mediated model is open for an extension, and other moderating
variables may be instrumental between PO and IB, as well as between IB and TP. For
example, future studies can identify and introduce contextual factors, such as organizational
cultures and leader entrepreneurial orientation.

Third, this study focused only on the positive consequences of PO. However, some
studies conclude that PO may produce unfavorable behavior, such as knowledge hiding
(Batool et al., 2023). Thus, there is a need for further research to investigate the predictive
effect of PO on pro-organizational unethical behavior in depth.
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