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ABSTRACT 

 

Entrepreneurship has been hailed as the new engine of economic growth in both 

developed and developing countries. It is described as the process of innovatively 

exploring and exploiting opportunities in the midst of risk and uncertainty, by synthesising 

resources to create novel output, often within the context of new organisation formation. 

Exalted as the driving force of innovation, entrepreneurship offers the benefits of increased 

economic efficiencies, alleviation of poverty, bringing innovation to the market, and 

creating jobs and sustained employment. 

 

Traditionally, entrepreneurship was associated with the private sector and for-profit 

organisations, with entrepreneurial innovations considered to be those directed towards 

generating profits. The practice initially received marginal attention in public sector 

organisation management. Public sector organisations are state-owned suppliers of a 

service funded by the government; and are considered to be nationalised organisations; 

therefore their survival is seldom in doubt. However, public sector organisations are 

operating in an environment of increasing uncertainty. This uncertainty stems from their 

openness and consequent exposure to rapid environmental changes. 

 

This study, through researching the literature and quantitative empirical research, focused 

on establishing the levels at which corporate entrepreneurship was practised in the 

Department of Education in KwaZulu-Natal province, South Africa; and the effects this has 

had on organisational performance. In addition, the relationship between entrepreneurial 

orientation and performance was explored. 

 

Factors measuring entrepreneurial orientation were extracted from the literature review, 

and identified as innovativeness, proactiveness and risk taking. Grade 12 university 

entrance passes and through-put rates were used to measure organisational performance. 

 

Data was collected using a structured questionnaire from a sample of 426 Department of 

Education senior executives in the province of KwaZulu-Natal.  

 

The study found that positive and significant relationships exist between all corporate 

entrepreneurship elements: management support for corporate entrepreneurship;  
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organisational tolerance; work discretion; rewards/reinforcement; discretionary time; and  

organisational boundaries. It also found that positive and significant relationships existed 

between entrepreneurial orientation factors (innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk 

taking) and organisational performance measures (university entrance performance and 

output performance). In addition, age was found to significantly influence perceptions of 

innovativeness, proactiveness and management support for corporate entrepreneurship. 

Younger executives felt that there was no management support for corporate 

entrepreneurship in the Department of Education in KZN. However, irrespective of age, 

participants did not believe that the Department of Education was promoting action- and 

results-oriented behaviour in its employees. 

 

All criteria were met to ensure that the research was conducted according to ethical 

research principles. Through this research, education and other public sector departmental 

managers in South Africa can gain insight into the generation of entrepreneurial success, 

as well as the measurements of organisational performance, in order to create 

sustainability and a competitive advantage.  

 

It is recommended that future research on the relationship between corporate 

entrepreneurship and peformance should include poor performing districts in other 

provinces and even other public sector organisations in South Africa. 

 

Key words: entrepreneur, entrepreneurial orientation, corporate entrepreneurship, public 

sector, organisational performance, and entrepreneurial management. 
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CHAPTER 1 

CONTEXT OF THE STUDY 

 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

At the inception of democracy in South Africa; political, social and economic 

integration dominated the national agenda. To achieve this agenda, education was 

prioritised as an area that needed reform and expansion. 

As observed by Modisaotsile (2012:1), to achieve the Millennium Development Goals 

(MDGS) this was to be based on a  much improved education platform with highly 

educated people. There are several reasons why it is important to have an educated 

populace. First, this will serve as the platform on which a knowledge movement 

reflecting the heritage of South Africa can be developed. Secondly, and most 

importantly, a well educated populace is the basis for human development and it is 

responsible for maintaining socially responsible and inclusive political and economic 

systems.  

While there is a general consensus about the importance of education, there are 

signs that the education system is not operating optimally. This is exemplified by 

increasingly poor Grade 12 results and high drop out rates. This is compounded by 

the fact that some Grade 12 learners often cannot meet universities’ minimum 

requirements. 

Lack of focused and competent managers within the Department of Education has 

been cited as one of the challenges causing concern. This led Malan (2016:1) to 

propose a new type of management and leadership. The author believes 

entrepreneurial leadership must be present in the department. In practical terms , this 

refers to leadership with a revolutionary and innovative mind-set. 

This chapter presents the background to the study and  the research problem which 

prompted the study. The chapter also presents the primary and secondary research 

objectives which the study seeks to achieve by the time it is completed. A brief 

overview of the research method to be used in collecting data is also presented. The 

researcher is going to make use of exploratory research techniques when gathering 

empirical data. The chapter also briefly discuss the methods and processes to be 
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followed during the development of data collection tools, defining the research 

population, the sampling methods and processes as well as the overall research 

design. 

1.2 THE ENTREPRENEURSHIP PHENOMENON 

The pursuit of entrepreneurial enquiry is an exercise that has engaged scholars for 

decades (Ozdemirci, 2011:612). This has prompted some interest in the field from 

several other perspectives. However, despite this interest and protracted research 

efforts, multiple definitions of entrepreneurship still exists (Kusumsiri and 

Jayawardane, 2013:26; Berglann, Moen, Roed and Skogstom, 2011:180).  

Despite the fact that entrepreneurship is convoluted and dynamic with a complex set 

of perspectives and constructs, scholars have attempted to conceptualise an 

operational definition (Kusumsiri and Jayawardane, 2013:26). This is because the 

entrepreneurship still has a significant impact on the economy and  which is why it 

still continues to incite significant interest. Several disparate disciplines, including 

mathematical economics, organisational theory and social anthropology have all tried 

to come up with a definition. 

According to Davidsson (2004:4) several entrepreneurship definitions provide critical 

varied social realities. Kusumsiri and Jayawardane (2013:26) note that 

entreprenuership definitions also offer multiple meanings and possibilities to different 

ventures. Consequently, it is conceivable that the field of entrepreneurship would 

benefit more from an exploitation of these multiple possibilities that the various 

definitions presents as they look at entrepreneurship from very different but well 

justified contexts. 

Shane and Venkataraman (2000:260) note that entrepreneurship focuses on the 

discovery and subsequent exploitation of opportunities. Naude (2011:75) and 

Henrekson (2007:94) contends that several disciplines engaged in this pursuit and 

gives perspectives on how this is done. Entrepreneurship, according to Shane 

(2012:11) “examines many outcomes other than business performance…and does 

not require the existence of an organisation, can occur before organisations are 

established, exists in settings in which organisations do not exist, and takes place at 

lower levels than organisation level analysis”. On the other hand, Kuratko (2013:5) 
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defines entrepreneurship as a “dynamic process of vision, change, and creation. It 

requires an application of energy and passion toward the creation and 

implementation of new ideas and creative solutions. Essential ingredients include the 

willingness to take calculated risks; the ability to formulate an effective project team; 

the creative skills to marshal needed resources; the fundamental skill of building a 

solid business plan; and finally, the vision to recognise opportunity where others see 

chaos, contradiction, and confusion”. For the purposes of this study, 

entrepreneurship is defined as “the process of identifying opportunities and 

innovatively engaging in creating, adapting, and managing growth-oriented projects 

with a reward motive”. 

1.3 CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

According to Ginsberg and Hay, 1994:382), corporate entrepreneurship is more than 

“an individual concept but also as an institutional concept within established 

organisations”. Scholars in the field of entrepreneurship agree that the concept exists 

in multiple contexts within organisations. Entrepreneurial beviour within mid and large 

organisations has come to be described as corporate entrepreneurship. According to 

Morris, Kuratko and Covin, 2011:11), corporate entrepreneurship “centres on 

enhancing the organisation’s ability to acquire innovative skills and capabilities, 

resulting in improved organisational performance”. 

Sharma and Chrisman (1999:18) define corporate entrepreneurship thus “the 

process whereby an individual or group of individuals, in association with an existing 

organisation, create a new organisation or instigate renewal or innovation within that 

organisation”. Dess and Lumpkin (2005:147) on the other hand observe that 

“corporate entrepreneurship serves the purpose of creation and pursuit of new 

venture opportunities and strategic renewal”. Covin and Miles (2007:183) 

differentiates between corporate entrepreneurship and external corporate 

entrepreneurship by noting that the former refers to developing new business 

ventures inside established organisation while the later refers to developing business 

ventures outside the parent organisation. 

Kuratko and Hodgetts (2007:55) are of the opinion that entrepreneurship is made up 

of three aspects and these include the following: corporate venturing which is 

necessary for the “creation of new business ideas within the corporate industry”, 
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innovation which involves the creation of new ideas upon which business ventures 

can be based and strategic renewal which relates to organisational structural 

changes and strategic  inclination. 

Some authors have also onsiderably expanded the conceptualisation of 

entrepreneurship (Corbett, Covin, O’Connor and Tucci, 2013). Phan, Wright, 

Ucbasaran and Tan (2009) and Morris et al., (2011) believe that the two constructs of 

corporate venturing and strategic entrepreneurship are what defines corporate 

entrepreneurship. Corporate entrepreneurship includes orientation in established 

organisations and entrepreneurial behaviour. 

Zahra (1991:261) contends that corporate entrepreneurship can either be formal or 

informal but the overall goal is to create new businesses and organisations through 

the dual process of market development and process innovations. The premise of 

corporate entrepreneurship is that there may  be some inidviduals either inside or 

outside formal organisations who think that something can be done better and 

differently. 

However, it needs to be noted that corporate entrepreneurship has some attendant 

challenges. Hisrich et al., (2008:83) comes to the conclusion that the ventures 

formed within organisations far much worse when it comes to performance compared 

to those that are formed by individuals. Secondly, formal organisations also find it 

challenging to establish a competitive advantage in a given niche. Duncan, Ginter 

and Swayne (1998:7) define competitive advantage as “the result of an enduring 

value differential between the services of one organisation and those of its 

competitors in the mind-set of the customer”. Morris et al., (2011: 8) contends that a 

competitive advantage within organisations can be achieved by being “adaptable, 

flexible, fast, aggressive, and innovative” so that they can “adjust to the complex, 

hostile and dynamic environment and also be able to initiate change within that 

environment”. 

1.4 THE IMPORTANCE OF CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

Gantsho (2006:3) points out that experience so far indicates that superior 

organisational performance can be achieved through corporate entrepreneurship. A 

review of literature shows that corporate entrepreneurship is capable of sustaining 
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and promoting organisational performance and competitiveness. Lumpkin and Dess 

(1996) observe that through developing and exploiting value-creating and innovative 

opportunities, organisational performance can be improved through corporate 

entrepreneurship. According to Zahra and Covin (1995), cited in Gantsho (2006:4), 

research findings have shown that improved organisational performance can be 

achieved through corporate entrepreneurship. (Covin, 1999:25), who is in agreement 

with Zahra and Covin (1995) wonders at the reasons why such a causal relationship 

exists. The study also seeks to determine whether such a causal relationship 

between improved organisational performance and corporate entrepreneurship can 

exist in the Department of Education in KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa. 

As a result, there has been  an increase in understanding the consequences  and 

antecedents within established organisations of entrepreneurial orientation (EO). 

While there is a significant number of theories on explaining EO causal relationships, 

there is a dearth of empirical evidence on the ‘corporate entrepreneurship-

performance’ relationship in the public sector in South Africa. 

1.5 ORGANISATIONAL  ANTECEDENTS FOR CORPORATE 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

Hornsby, Kuratko, Holt and Wales (2013) have singled out specific organisational 

antecedents that are key in achieving entrepreneurship within an organisation. 

Kuratko, Montagno and Hornsby (1990) uses the “corporate entrepreneurship climate 

instrument (CECI) which they developed as a diagnostic tool for managing, 

evaluating and assisting an organisation’s internal environment in a manner that is 

conducive to entrepreneurship”. According to Kuratko, Hornsby and Covin 

(2013:939), these antecedents include organisational boundaries; discretionary time; 

rewards / reinforcements, work discretion and management support for corporate 

entrepreneurship. For the purposes of this study, a sixth antecedent is added: 

organisational tolerance for risk and failure. 

Kuratko and Zahra (2002:253) observe that corporate entrepreneurship has often 

been influenced by the antecedents mentioned above. Consequently, organisations 

setting to achieve a competitive advantage  and entrepreneurial climate need to 

ensure that the aforementioned antecedents are significantly improved and promoted 

to ensure both organisational performance and entrepreneurial activities. 
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1.6 ORGANISATIONAL PERFORMANCE 

Morris et al., (2011:403) observes that organisational performance should be the 

ultimate goal of all corporate entrepreneurial activities. Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin and 

Frese (2009:268) define organisational performance as a multidimensional concept 

with varied performance indicators. Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin and Frese (2009:268) 

further contend that the relationship between entrepreneurial activities and 

organisational performance may depend on the performance assessment indicators. 

The authors further argue that a definition of organisational performance should take 

into account qualitative and quantitative outcomes or financial and non-financial 

measures. 

This study uses continued improvement in the quality of learner performance and 

also incorporates managers’ perceptions of performance outcomes in its definition of 

organisational performance. This creates a basis for feedback to engender on-going 

improvements through continued planned strategies to improve identified 

performance dimensions. 

1.7 PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The “main purpose of the study was to explore the relationship between corporate 

entrepreneurship elements and entrepreneurial orientation factors and how they 

influence organisational performance in the Department of Education in KwaZulu-

Natal (KZN), South Africa. The performance of learners in the Department of 

Education in South Africa is very poor (Spaull, 2013:9). The Department of Education 

in South Africa needs to improve learner achievement at all levels, particularly the 

matric results”. The Department of Education needs to improve its performance, and 

this may be achieved through innovation, risk taking, proactiveness and 

entrepreneurially-oriented behaviour (Miller, 1993; Covin and Miles, 1995; Moreno 

and Casillas, 2009; Wekkee, Elfring and Monaghan, 2010). Lumpkin and Dess 

(1996:125) argue that “entrepreneurial behaviour and attitudes are key determinants 

of the ability of an organisation to survive and prosper”. 

The benefits of entrepreneurship have been widely documented and accepted 

(Hughes and Morgan, 2007:636). Organisations can therefore benefit by inducing an 

entrepreneurial orientation. The Department of Education in South Africa is struggling 
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with the challenge of improving the quality of education in the country (Gina, 

2012:22). It is primary research like this which will yield data that will be useful to 

policy formulation and decision-making. 

The research will investigate the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship 

(innovation, risk taking and proactiveness) and organisational performance. The 

organisational performance will be evaluated based on the number of learners who 

pass matric (Grade 12); the “number of learners who pass matric with university 

entrance passes; and the number of learners who pass matric mathematics and 

physical science”, as these are considered the most important subjects required to 

improve the economy of the country. 

1.8 RESEARCH PROBLEM   

According to the Education Innovation (2016:3), the consistently poor learners’ 

academic performance prompted government to conceptualise several initiatives  to 

improve the quality of schooling. The need to find solutions and strategies to improve 

learner performance is particularly important in South Africa given the learners’ poor 

academic performance. Lotz and van der Merwe (2010:131) contend that corporate 

entrepreneurship is key to improving performance in a number of organisations. This 

is supported by several studies that have established a positive correlation between 

entrepreneurially-inclined strategies and improved organisational performance (Zahra 

and Covin, 1995; Wiklund, 1998; Short et al., 2009; Chye, 2012; Fatoki, 2012). This 

suggests that the more organisations behave in an entrepreneurially-orientated 

manner and implements entrepreneurially-orientated strategies, the more it is likely to 

improve its performance. 

Despite the evidence of the benefits that can be generated by entrepreneurially-

orientated strategies in improving organisational performance, the Department of 

Education in South Africa is still lagging behind in the quality of the schooling system. 

This leads one to advance the argument that the poor education quality in South 

Africa exemplied by poor learner performance is a mirror of the failure of the 

Department of Education where a dearth of innovation, ‘entrepreneurial thinking’ and 

entrepreneurial orientation can account for the organisation’s failure to meet its 

mandate and expectations. 
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Therefore, there is a need to investigate the extent to which some form of 

entrepreneurial orientation exists within the Department of Education in South Africa. 

Secondly, there is also need to ascertain the extent to which efforts to inculcate an 

entrepreneurial behaviour and culture within the organisation can influence positively 

the Department of Education’s entrepreneurial orientation to improve the quality of 

the schooling system. 

According to Spaull (2012:1), “there are different views about schooling and 

education in South Africa. While some think that the education system has worsened 

off since 1994, there are some who believe there has actually been an improvement. 

The Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD) (cited by 

SASIX, 2011) contends that learners have performed much worse when compared to 

their peers in international tests. Globally, Brazil, Seychelles, Mauritius, Kenya and 

Botswana are all rated much higher than South Africa. This is compounded by high 

illiteracy levels with Malan (2016:3) estimating that 24% of people above 15 years 

cannot read”. 

The above information indicating the poor state of education in South Africa is 

supported by several studies. The Department of Basic Education (2014:40-43) 

notes that although there has been some improvements in the education sector, 

there are still some areas of concern. For example, in mathematics, the following are 

the national averages: “43% for Grade 6 (a 4% improvement from 2013); and 11% 

for Grade 9 (a 3% decline). Only 65% of Grade 3 learners, 35% of Grade 6 learners 

and 3% of Grade 9 learners, could achieve at least 50% for mathematics. The 

national averages for Home Language are 56% for Grade 3 (an increase of 5%); 

63% for Grade 9 (a 4% improvement); and 48% for Grade 9 (a 5% improvement)” 

(Department of Basic Education, 2014:40-43). This leaves one to relect on whether 

the education system is discharging its mandate considering the poor state of 

education which is expected to be the vehicle through which poor children can 

escape poverty especially considering that the unemployment rate stands at 26.7%. 

Mahmood and Hanafi (2013:83) advance the argument that entrepreneurial 

orientation (EO) contributes significantly to organisational success. Some studies 

have also noted the positive relationship between organisational performance and 

entrepreneurial orientation (Covin and Slevin, 1991:19). This suggest organisations 
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will perform better if they adopt stronger entrepreneurial orientation. Malan (2016:5) 

notes that limited research has been conducted in South Africa on the extent to 

which entrepreneurial orientation can improve organisations. Consequently, it can be 

argued that the limited entrepreneurial inclination by the Department of Education 

can account for its inability to adapt and perform better. Malan (2016:5) further argue 

that the limited entrepreneurial orientation has limited its capacity to facilitate change 

and sustainability within itself. This means the organisation needs new 

entrepreneurial management and leadership with a revolutionary and innovative 

mindset. Reddy, Prinsloo, Netshitangani, Molestane, Juan and van Rensburg 

(2010:1) further note that issues of accountability and quality of education are 

inextricably linked to issues of education management. 

The “research on the relationship between organisational performance, 

entrepreneurial orientation and corporate entrepreneurship in the South African 

public sector in general and the Department of Education in particular, is limited. With 

this background in mind, the study intends to address this gap in research by 

establising the relationship between organisational performance and corporate 

entrepreneurship within the Department of Education, using the key organisational 

antecedents affecting corporate entrepreneurship”.  

1.9 PROBLEM STATEMENT 

The challenge of apparent under-performance and poor results by the Department of 

Education demands “ground-breaking disequilibrating actions” (Schumpeter, 1934; 

1942). Additionally, the challenge requires continued innovative actions to ensure its 

effectiveness in delivering on its developmental mandate. 

Zahra’s (1991) integrated approach will be particularly helpful in answering questions 

to these research problems. The approach stresses the importance of formal and 

informal activities at the project, unit, divisional or organisational level with the 

unifying objective of improving an organisation’s performance and effectiveness. 

1.10 OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESIS OF THE STUDY 

With a number of different programmes and initiatives being implemented by the 

Department of Education to improve learner achievement and quality of education as 

such, the primary objective of the study was to determine the extent the working 
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environment is entrepreneurial and how this affects performance. This would be 

achieved through the five secondary objectives of the study which were: 

• to assess the levels of corporate entrepreneurship practices in the Department 

of Education in KwaZulu-Natal; 

• to explore the relationship between elements of entrepreneurial orientation 

and corporate entrepreneurship environmental elements within the 

Department of Education in KZN; 

• to establish the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation elements and 

organisational performance within the Department of Education in KZN;  

• to establish the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship elements 

and organisational performance within the Department of Education in KZN; 

and 

• to establish whether differences in perception existed among the department’s 

management regarding the entrepreneurial climate within the Department of 

Education in KZN.  

These objectives were measured by a number of hypotheses. These are outlined in 

the next section: 

1.10.1 Hypotheses of the Study 

The following hypotheses were formulated to contextualise various relationships 

within the study. 

H01: There is no statistically significant correlation between innovativeness and each 

of the corporate entrepreneurship elements Ho1 (a-f) in the Department of 

Education in KZN. 

Ho2: There is no statistically significant correlation between proactiveness and each 

of the corporate entrepreneurship elements Ho2 (a-f) in the Department of 

Education in KZN. 

Ho3: There is no statistically significant correlation between risk taking and each of 

the corporate entrepreneurship elements Ho3 (a-f) in the Department of 

Education in KZN. 
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Ho4: There is no statistically significant correlation between innovativeness and 

university entrance performance measurement Ho4a, and output performance 

measurement H0 4b, in the Department of Education in KZN. 

Ho5: There is no statistically significant correlation between proactiveness and 

university entrance performance measurement Ho5a, and output performance 

measurement H05b, in the Department of Education in KZN. 

Ho6: There is no statistically significant correlation between risk taking and university 

entrance performance measurement Ho6a, and output performance 

measurement H06b, in the Department of Education in KZN. 

Ho7: There is no statistically significant correlation between each of the corporate 

entrepreneurship elements and university entrance performance 

measurement Ho7a, and output performance measurement H07b, in the 

Department of Education in KZN. 

H08: There is no statistically significant difference of opinion between the mean 

scores of male and female respondents with regard to how they perceive the 

level of each EO element in the Department of Education in KZN. 

H09: There is no statistically significant difference of opinion between the mean 

scores of male and female respondents with regard to how they perceive the 

level of each of the CE in the Department of Education in KZN. 

H010a: There is no statistically significant difference of opinion between the mean 

scores of male and female respondents with regard to how they perceive the 

level of university entrance performance in the Department of Education in 

KZN. 

H010b: There is no statistically significant difference of opinion between the mean       

             scores of male and female respondents with regard to how they perceive the  

             level of output performance in the Department of Education in KZN.      

H011:  A statistically significant variance does not exist between the mean scores of 

various age groups and how they perceive the level of innovativeness (H011a); 

proactiveness (H011b); risk taking (H011c); management support for CE 
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(H011d); organisational tolerance (H011e); work discretion (H011f); 

rewards/reinforcement (H011g); discretionary time (H011h); organisational 

boundaries (H011i); university entrance performance (H011j); and output 

performance (H011k) in the Department of Education in KZN”. 

H012a: A statistically significant difference does not exist between the mean age 

categories of participants: 1and 2 (H012a1); 1 and 3 (H012a2); 2 and 3 

(H012a3), and their perception of the level of innovativeness in the Department 

of Education in KZN. 

H012b: A statistically significant difference does not exist between the mean age      

categories of participants: 1 and 2 (H012b1); 1 and 3 (H012b2); 2 and 3 

(H012b3), and their perception of the level of proactiveness in the Department 

of Education in KZN. 

H012c: A statistically significant difference does not exist between the mean age 

categories of participants: 1and 2 (H012c1); 1 and 3 (H012c2); 2 and 3 

(H012c3), and their perception of the level of management support for CE in 

the Department of Education in KZN. 

H013: A statistically significant variance does not exist between the mean scores of 

various management levels of respondents with regard to how they perceive 

the level of innovativeness (H013a); proactiveness (H013b); risk taking  

(H013c); management support for CE (H013d); organisational tolerance 

(H013e); work discretion (H013f); rewards/reinforcement (H013g); discretionary 

time(H013h); organisational boundaries(H013i); university entrance 

performance (H013j); and output performance (H013k). 

1.11   IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY 

Society can benefit significantly from an effective education system. This quality of 

education which is provided also determines the level and extent in which education 

can benefit society. Bazaz (2016:40) notes that an effective education system can 

aiso contributes to for social development, but only when all citizens gets just and fair 

opportunities to exercise their education rights. 
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This study is important because it highlights the importance of education in any 

country. Specifically, the study highlights the challenges apparent in the South 

African education system despite various interventions to address them. Despite the 

large budget allocated to education over the previous years, the education quality 

remains consistently poor with the outputs unchanged (Modisaotsile, 2012:2). 

The study also highlights the importance of entrepreneurship as a solution to resolve 

the challenges facing the education system. Eyal (2007:3) observes that being 

entrepreneurially inclined inspires managers to innovate and improve their 

environments and institutions  such as the Department of Education in South Africa. 

By exploring and empirically testing the relationship between organisational 

performance and corporate entrepreneurship within the Department of Education and 

interpreting its results, the study will contribute to the general scholarship on both 

corporate and public entrepreneurship and its organisational performance impact. 

The findings  have management practice implications. 

Covin and Slevin (1998:86)  as well as Miller and Friesen (1982:24) note how 

contemporary instruments for measuring entrepreneurial orientation and corporate 

entrepreneurship antecedents have been “adjusted to the public sector context and 

may serve future research in terms of measurement”. This study contributes to that 

body of knowledge by focusing on public entrepreneurship management. These 

references have nothing to do with the above statement. The examination of the 

relationship between organisational performance and corporate entrepreneurship 

helps to illustrate how entrepreneurship can be operationally implemented. 

The study goes further than just contributing to the literature on “the public sector but 

extends research on corporate entrepreneurship in general. This responds to the call 

to extend corporate entrepreneurship outside the private sector” (Diefenbach, 

2011:5).  

Specifically, the study findings show how education management practices can be 

modelled to support entrepreneurial orientation. The study will also guide policy 

makers and top management in inclining their organisations to be more 

entrepreneurially oriented, which serves to improve performance in their 

organisations which also improves public service delivery. 
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McGrath and MacMillan (2000:450) believe it is important that an “entrepreneurial 

mind-set” be engendered within the Department of Education for the organisstion to 

improve its contribution to development agenda of the country. This study draws on 

existing entrepreneurship literature and applies and adopts from it what is relevant for 

the Department of Education in terms of corporate entrepreneurship. The success 

stories of entrepreneurs, creativity and passionate innovation are embedded in the 

entrepreneurial approach which can contribute to the Department of Education 

improvinf its performance. 

The study aims to develop entrepreneurially-minded managers who can 

conceptualise experimental initiatives within the South African Department of 

Education. These new managers will be alert to emergin opportunities and foster a 

more risk taking and innovative culture. It is expected that the change brought by this 

new form of management cascades down the entire organisation to all its units. 

The study advances a strategy where managers are developed to be corporate 

entrepreneurs themselves and be focused more on seeking opportunities within the 

rest of the education department. Therefore, the objective is to have managers acting 

as mentors mentors in entrepreneurial thinking. In this scenario, the managers would 

adopt a more entrepreneurially-focused outlook, with the aim of encouraging 

employees to try different ways of executing their work and generally removing red 

tape. 

The literature review in this study was designed to elicit from the corporate 

entrepreneurship and general entrepreneurship literature the concepts and principles 

that could be developed, refined and ultimately used in Department of Education to 

usher in a new organisational climate geared towards finding innovative solutions to 

the persistent underperformance challenge. 

1.12  SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

The study seeks to contribute towards the improvement of the Department of 

Education in KZN, and by so doing so, improving the general quality of education in 

South Africa by pointing out the necessity of applying entrepreneurial orientation in 

education. The study’s scope is however limited to the entrepreneurial actions of the 

KZN Department of Education. 
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The scope of the study is further limited by the internal environment of the 

Department of Education and external factors were not accounted for. Because the 

study’s findings cannot be generalised, they will be treated with caution. 

The study considers several factors as responsible for the Department of Education’s 

success, among them entrepreneurial orientation. Factors that were not considered 

included, among others, the demographic composition of the district; the availability 

of resources; level of education of the community where the district is situated; the 

socio-economic status of the community and the geographic location of the district. 

1.12.1 Field of the Study 

This study falls within the discipline of entrepreneurship, with specific reference to 

assessing organisational performance and entrepreneurial orientation of the 

KwaZulu-Natal’s Department of Education in South Africa. 

1.12.2 Geographical Demarcation 

The study was conducted in the twelve education districts in KwaZulu-Natal, South 

Africa. The Province of KwaZulu-Natal, one of the nine provinces in South Africa, is 

located on the east coast of the country. It has a population of 10.5 million people, of 

which 2.7 million are children.  The Province of KwaZulu-Natal covers 94.361 km2 of 

South Africa’s land area, and is the seventh largest province in terms of area, 

constituting 7.7% of the total area of South Africa. It contributes around 16% to the 

national economy (KZN Socio-Economic Review and Outlook, 2017/2018). 

Education “is well-organised in the province of KwaZulu-Natal. In 2017 a total of 153 

624 full-time learners enrolled for the Grade 12 examination (24.2% of the national 

total of 634 527). Over 35 687 of the candidates obtained a university entrance 

(bachelor) pass. This is the best possible pass level a learner can achieve, as it 

qualifies learners to study at any tertiary institution in South Africa. The KwaZulu-

Natal Department of Education contributed 20.70% of all bachelor passes nationally. 

UMgungundlovu was the best performing district in KwaZulu-Natal, with a pass rate 

of 81.51%. All districts in KwaZulu-Natal obtained a pass rate above 60%. The pass 

rate for mathematics was 41.59 % (compared to 51.0% nationally), while the pass 

rate for physical science was 65.11% (nationally, 65.1%). (KwaZulu-Natal 

Department of Education Report on the National Senior Certificate, 2017). For ease 
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of management and administration of education in the province, the Department has 

twelve education districts”. Each district is managed by a district office with a District 

Director in-charge. 

1.13  LAYOUT OF THE STUDY 

The study consists of six chapters. The layout of the study is as follows: 

Chapter 1 – Introduction, purpose, problem statement, scope of the study 

The first chapter outlines the study’s background. The chapter also presents the 

primary and secondary objectives, the hypotheses to be tested and the problem 

statement. Additionally, an outline of the entire study is presented. 

 
Chapter 2 – The Field of Entrepreneurship: Corporate Entrepreneurship (CE) 
                     and Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO)                           
 
The second chapter reviews the literature of corporate entrepreneurship and 

entrepreneurship in general as well as providing respective definitions. The chapter 

also outlines the variables affecting entrepreneurial orientation 

Corporate entrepreneurship is defined and its elements are determined and 

discussed. Conceptual models of corporate entrepreneurship, including public sector 

corporate entrepreneurship, are explained. Corporate entrepreneurship and 

performance of an organisation are also briefly explained in this chapter. 

 

Chapter 3 – Overview of Public Entrepreneurship and the Education Sector in  
                      South Africa. 
 
The third chapter presents an overview of the public sector entrepreneurship. The 

chapter outlines how the public education institutions form part of public 

entrepreneurship. The chapters also shows how principles of entrepreneurship can 

be used to organise the education system. The chapter also discusses the role of the 

education manager and his potential role as a leader of change. Lastly, a state of 

South African education is presented in the chapter and how entrepreneurial posture 

can reorient the education sector in South Africa. 

Chapter 4 – Research Design and Methodology of the Study 
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The fourth chapter presents the research methodology that was followed in the 

collection of empirical data. This includes the sampling, questionnaire design, data 

collection and data analysis. 

Chapter 5 – Presentation and Interpretation of Results 

The fifth chapter presents the analysed empirical data. This includes the 

respondents’ demographics. Some of the statistical tests that were conducted on the 

data includes one way analysis of variance (ANOVA), t-test, factor analysis as well 

as chi-square and Pearson’s moment correlation tests. 

Chapter 6 – Conclusions and Recommendations 

The sixth chapter draws conclusion from both the collected empirical data and 

reviewed literature focusing on the KwaZulu Natal’s Department of Education. The 

chapter recommends areas for further study and determines the extent to which the 

research objectives were met.  
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CHAPTER 2 

THE FIELD OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP: CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
(CE) AND ENTREPRENEURIAL ORIENTATION (EO) 
 
2.1    INTRODUCTION 

This chapter reviews various aspects of entrepreneurship. The chapter seeks to 

presents an overview of entrepreneurship and its relationship with corporate 

entrepreneurship. Some other areas that will be covered by the chapter includes the 

the role of entrepreneurship in the economy; the relationship between 

entrepreneurship and corporate entrepreneurship; the entrepreneurial process; the 

history of the field of entrepreneurship and the various definitions of 

entrepreneurship.  

Kuratko and Hodgetts (2007:xix) stress that: “Not too long ago the field of 

entrepreneurship was considered little more than an applied trade as opposed to an 

academic area of study. The economy was actually based upon entrepreneurship, 

and history has proven that with each downturn in the economy, it is entrepreneurial 

drive and persistence that brings entrepreneurship back”. 

2.2   DEFINITION OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

Shane and Venkataraman (2000:45) perceive “entrepreneurship as a broad label 

which has inspired a miscellany of research is based. Various researchers have 

mentioned that the problem with entrepreneurship is that there is no common 

definition and the boundaries of entrepreneurship research have still not been 

established” (Covin and Wales, 2012; Ucbasaran, Weasthead and Wright, 2001; 

Bruyat and Julien, 2000; Sharma and Chrisman, 1999; Morris, 1998). The term 

‘entrepreneurship’ has been used to define a wide range of activities like managing, 

adapting, founding and creating a venture. 

Table 2.1 summarises various definitions of entrepreneurship from prominent 

researchers in the field of entrepreneurship. 
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Table 2.1: Definitions of Entrepreneurship 

Author Definition 

Schumpeter (1934) “Entrepreneurship is seen as new combinations, including 

the doing of new things, or the doing of things that are 

already being done in a new way. New combinations include 

the introduction of new goods; new methods; opening of new 

markets; new sources of supply; new organisations”. 

Kirzner (1973) “Entrepreneurship is the ability to perceive new opportunities. 

This recognition and seizing of the opportunity will tend to 

‘correct’ the market and bring it back towards equilibrium”. 

Miller (1983) “A firm’s actions relate to product-market and technological 

innovation”.  

Drucker (1985) “Entrepreneurship is an act of innovation that involves 

endowing existing resources with new wealth-producing 

capacity”. 

Kanter (1985) “…the creation of new combinations”. 

Gartner (1985, 1989) “…the process of new venture creation; the process by which 

new organisations come into existence” 

Stevenson, Roberts 

and Groesbeck 

(1985) 

“Entrepreneurship is the pursuit of an opportunity without 

concern for current resources or capabilities”. 

Schuler (1986) “…the practice of creating or innovating new products or 

services within existing organisations, or within newly 

forming organisations” 

Rumelt (1987) “Entrepreneurship is the creation of new businesses, ‘new 

business’ meaning that they do not exactly duplicate existing 

businesses, but have some elements of novelty”. 

Low and MacMillan 

(1988) 

“Entrepreneurship is the creation of new enterprise”. 

Stevenson and 

Jarrilo (1990) 

“…the process by which individuals – either on their own or 

inside the organisations – pursue opportunities without 

regard to the resources they currently control. 

Entrepreneurship is the pursuit of opportunity beyond the 
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resources you control” 

Jones and Butler 

(1992) 

“…the process by which organisations notice opportunities 

and act to creatively organise transactions between factors 

of production so as to create value” 

Krueger and Brazeal 

(1994) 

“…the pursuit of an opportunity irrespective of existing 

resources” 

Timmons (1997) “Entrepreneurship is a way of thinking, reasoning and acting 

that is opportunity obsessed, holistic in approach, and 

leadership balanced”. 

Venkataraman 

(1997)  

“Entrepreneurship seeks to understand how opportunities to 

bring into existence future goods and services are 

discovered, created, and exploited, by whom, and with what 

consequences”. 

Morris (1998) “Entrepreneurship is the process through which individuals 

and teams create value by bringing together unique 

packages of resource inputs to exploit opportunities in the 

environment. It can occur in any organisational context and 

results in a variety of possible outcomes, including new 

ventures, products, services, processes, markets and 

technologies”. 

Sharma and 

Chrisman (1999) 

“Entrepreneurship encompasses acts of organisational 

creation, renewal, or innovation that occur within or outside 

an existing organisation”. 

Shane and 

Venkataraman(2000) 

“…the discovery, creation and exploitation between factors of 

production so as to create surplus value” 

Harding (2002) “…any attempt at new business or new venture creation, 

such as self-employment, a new business organisation, or 

the expansion of an existing business by an individual, team 

of individuals, or established businesses”   

Kuratko and Hodget 

(2007) 

“Entrepreneurship is a process of innovation and new 

venture creation through four major dimensions: individual, 

organisational, environmental and process; that is aided by 

collaborative networks in government, education and 
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institutions. All of the macro and micro positions of 

entrepreneurial thought must be considered while 

recognising and seizing opportunities that can be converted 

into marketable ideas capable of competing for 

implementation in today’s economy”. 

Hisrich and Peters 

(2008) 

“Entrepreneurship is the process of creating something 

different with value by devoting the necessary time and 

effort, assuming the accompanying financial, psychological 

and social risk and receiving the resulting rewards of 

monetary and personal satisfaction”. 

Source: Hitt et al., (2002:22); Welsh et al., (2004:3)      

The table above shows that entrepreneurship can be defined in many ways and 

notably, no one definition overshadows the others nor has been universally accepted 

in the field of entrepreneurship. Morris (1998), while doing a review of the available 

entrepreneurship literature, found 77 definitions of entrepreneurship. From these 

definitions, Morris (1998) summised that most of the definitions are associated with 

“starting or creating a new venture; innovating or creating new combinations of 

resources; pursuing opportunity; acquiring or bringing together necessary resources; 

risk taking; profit-seeking and creating value” (Morris, 1998:73). 

The definition by Jarillo (1986:26) manages to capture the essence and core 

elements of the other definitions that are presented above. The authors state that 

entrepreneurship is “the process of creating value by bringing together a unique 

combination of resources to exploit an opportunity”. This definition captures the core 

elements of entrepreneurship in four main ways. First, the definition denotes that 

entrepreneurship involves putting together some resources in a manner that was not 

previously there. This combination includes facilities, procedures, materials, 

technologies and people. Secondly, the definition shows that entrepreneurship 

involves some opportunity-seeking behaviour. In this context, entrepreneurship can 

be defined as a combination of the pursuit of opportunity using controlled resources 

(Stevenson, Roberts, Sahlman and Hammermesh, 2006:25). Third, entrepreneurship 

can be thought of as a concept which can be broken down into several different 

pieces or stages. Consequently, entrepreneurship, as a process, can be contextually 

applied to any organisation. Lastly, from the definition it can be elicited that 
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entrepreneurship creates value which was not there before. Using the four core 

elements above, entrepreneurship can therefore be perceived as the capacity to 

perceive new opportunities in external environments, to priorities and evaluate these 

new opportunities and then to create value in them through business concepts. 

Timmons and Spinelli (2008:120) extend on the definition of entrepreneurship by 

showing what entrepreneurs actually do. According to the authors they build vision 

from nothing. Timmons and Spinelli (2008:120) also add that entrepreneurship 

involves building a team with complementary talents and skills. 

The field of entrepreneurship has grown exponentially since 1970 “despite the fact 

that there is no singularly acceptable definition of entrepreneurship”. A significant 

amount of research has been conducted in the field since then. 

It is important to study the history of entrepreneurship so as to better understand the 

field’s emergence, development and growth. The next section is going to present a 

brief history of the entrepreneurship field. 

2.3  HISTORY OF THE FIELD OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

Despite its long tradition, entrepreneurship is still a relatively new area of study in the 

academia (Landstrom, 2005; Carlsson, Braunerhjelm, Mckelvey, and Yinenpaa, 

2013:8; Lohrke and Landstrom, 2010). The term “entrepreneur” has been used in the 

French language since the 12th century. It is derived from the French word 

“entreprendre”, meaning “to do” or “to undertake” (Filion, 2011:2; Hisrich et al., 

2008:6; Kuratko and Hodgetts, 2007:32; Wickham, 2006:3). Entreprenuers have 

been recognised since  the 18th century when economist Cantillon (1755) associated 

the “risk-bearing” activity in the economy with the entrepreneur. Cantillon (1755) 

noted discrepancies between demand and supply which created opportunities for 

buying at low prices and selling at higher prices. Cantillon (1755) referred to as 

“entrepreneurs” those people who were aware of these opportunities. Jean-Baptiste 

Say (1803) also took interest in entrepreneurs. Say saw venture creation as the 

driver of economic development. Say and Cantillon (1755) saw entrepreneurs as 

risk-takers because they invested their own money (Groenewald, 2010:37). Say and 

Cantillon (1755) were primarily interested in comprehending the the relationship 

between the economy and the activities of the entreprenuers. From their 
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perspectives, the two saw entreprenuers as risk-takers (Buchanan and Di Piero, 

1980; Leibenstein, 1968), creators of enterprises (Schloss, 1968) and detectors of 

business opportunities (Kirzner, 1979; Penrose, 1959). 

Schumpeter (1928) has been credited for formalising the entrepreneurship field by 

associating entrepreneurship with innovation. 

“The essence of entrepreneurship lies in the perception and exploitation of 

new opportunities in the realm of business … it always has to do with bringing 

about a different use of national resources in that they are withdrawn from 

their traditional employ and subjected to new combinations” (Carlsson et al., 

2012:8). 

Stevenson and Jarillo (1990:19) observe that it was only after Schumpeter’s 

clarification of innovation that both economists and non-economists come to 

acknowledge the connection between innovation and entrepreneurship. 

Some observers place the 1970s as the time when entrepreneurship emerged as a 

field of study. Groenewald (2010:37) cites studies by Birch in 1979 and 1987 who 

concluded that entrepreneurship went beyond forming businesses but also to the 

growth of new businesses. This shows that the growth of existing businesses is 

particularly important to entrepreneurship just as much as starting new ones. In that 

context, Sexton and Smilor (1997:97) saw growth as the essence of 

entrepreneurship. 

According to Carlsson, Braunerhjelm, McKeelvely and Yinenpaa (2012:11), the 

1980s saw the first time entrepreneurship came into the mainstream science of 

management. Two high-profile events enabled this. The first was the first ever annual 

conference on entrepreneurship and the second was the publication of an 

entrepreneurship encyclopaedia which gave a description of the field’s state. 

Carlsson et al., (2012:13) further go on to mark the 1990s as a period of intense 

academic debate regarding entrepreneurship’s contribution to management sciences 

and its overall legitimacy. Some accusations and criticism of the field using multiple 

levels of analysis to guide the field’s research, lack of a unifying framework and lack 
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of precision also came up. Filion (2011:72) argues that it is beyond the bounds of 

possibility to engage a construct that is not defined. 

Cooper (2003:57) further saw the 1990s as ushering in a new practice and 

theoretical era in entrepreneurship. Various observers took entrepreneurship to high 

levels of complexity through conceptualisation, modelling and empirical research. 

Entrepreneurs and managers embraced new business practices and philosophies 

such as organisational flexibility to thrive in increasingly competitive markets, market 

orientation and corporate entrepreneurship 

Stevenson and Jarillo (1990:18) divides the entrepreneurship literature into three 

broad categories: how entrepreneurs act (entrepreneurial management); “why 

entrepreneurs act (the causes of entrepreneurship) and what happens when 

entrepreneurs act (the effects of entrepreneurship)”. The authors attribute these 

differences to the relative academic backgrounds of the researchers. According to 

Stevenson and Jarillo (1990:19), economists dominate on entrepreneurial effects, 

citing the Austrian tradition, German tradition and the Chicago tradition. On the other 

hand, psychologists dominate on the studies which seeks to explain the causes of 

entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurial management studies on the other hand have 

largely been examined from a practical point of view. In spite of these variances, 

there are several overlaps and similaries especially when it comes to defining 

entrepreneurship, with the bulk of the definitions coming from the effect studies as 

they seek to explain what causes entrepreneurship. 

Morris (1998) has proposed that the entrepreneurship field has seven perspectives 

which partly account for how the field has been evolving. These perspectives include 

“the creation of value and the creation of growth; the creation of jobs; the creation of 

change; the creation of innovation; the creation of enterprise and the creation of 

wealth” (Kuratko, Morris and Covin, 2011:10).  Creation is one variables consistent 

amongst all the perspectives. Entrepreneurship is about creating wealth, innovation, 

change and organisations. 

Entrepreneurial research is classified according to Carlsson et al., (2012:9), as 

follows: 
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“Entrepreneurship is about creation. The research domain in the entrepreneurship 

field involves the: 

• creation of new venture opportunities; 

• creation of new combinations of goods and services, methods of production, 

markets and supply chains; 

• recognition, exploitation and exploration of new and existing opportunities; and  

• cognitive processes, behaviours and modes of action to exploit new and 

existing opportunities”. 

This domain classification corresponds with the seven perspectives described by 

Kuratko (Kuratko et al., 2011:10). 

Filion (2011:8) argues that not a single theory on entrepreneurship exists. This is 

because most of the research conducted is from the researcher’s perspective. Bula 

(2012:1) notes that “several approaches can be applied to entrepreneurship studies. 

These include classical theories like Richard Cantillon’s entrepreneur who balances 

demand and supply in the economy by bearing uncertainty or risks; Jean Baptise 

Say, who saw the entrepreneur not as a risk taker but an agent of production in the 

economy and a manager”. There are also neoclassical theories of Alfred Marshall 

introduced the innovation variables to entrepreneurship and sees the entrepreneur as 

constantly seeking opportunities to bring equilibrium to the economy and through 

perfect competition and minimising costs. There is also the Schumpeterian approach 

that saw the entrepreneur as “the creative destroyer of equilibrium through innovation 

and the discovery of opportunities by introducing new products or new processes; 

Kirzner  who introduced the concept of entrepreneur alert, the creation of economic 

shock, and the response of the alert entrepreneur to the same; the Knightian 

entrepreneur, seen as a residual claimant and risk taker in the environment of 

uncertainty”; the approach of Schulz, which sees entrepreneurs using revealed 

information to react to opportunities through changes in behaviour and action.  

Despite the absence of a single theory on entrepreneurship, the general trend now is 

linking valuable opportunities and enterprising individuals rather than the early 

approach of “from identifying people with certain characteristics and personality traits 

who prefer to become entrepreneurs” (Groenewald 2010:39).  
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Although there is no single theory of the entrepreneurship field, one thing common to 

researchers is that they have “shifted their attention away from identifying people with 

certain characteristics and personality traits who prefer to become entrepreneurs, 

towards understanding the link between enterprising individuals and valuable 

opportunities” (Groenewald 2010:39). This demands “a deeper understanding of 

opportunity in the entrepreneurial process, on which the entire concept is assumed to 

be based”.  

Filion (1998:9) recommends that entrepreneurship be defined as a study of the 

practice of entrepreneurs. This will examine the entrepreneurs’ economic and social 

effects; activities and characteristics and the support mechanisms that are being 

used to express entrepreneurial activity. Table 2.2 summarises the research trends in 

entrepreneurship. 

TABLE 2.2 Research Trends in Entrepreneurship Orientation 

Period and topic Perspective Authors and researchers 

What entrepreneurs do 

(1700 – 1950) 

from an economic 

perspective 

Cantillon; Say and 

Schumpeter 

Who are entrepreneurs? 

(1960 – 1980) 

from a behavioural 

perspective 

Weber; McClelland; Rotter 

and De Vries 

What entrepreneurs do and 

their trainability 

(1980 onwards) 

from a management science 

perspective (human 

resources, operations, 

finance) and from an 

education perspective 

Drucker; Mintzburg; 

McClelland;Gibb; Kuratko 

and Hodgetts 

What support entrepreneurs 

need (1985 onwards) 

from a social perspective Gartner; Welsh; Bygrave and 

Reynold 

What entrepreneurial 

activities are, and what 

competences they need to 

perform these activities 

(1990 onwards) 

from an entrepreneurship 

perspective 

Timmons; Vesper and 

Brockhaus 

Source: Filion (1998:10) 

As can be seen from Table 2.2, the notion of entrepreneurship that was established 

by Cantillon in 1755 began from a venture capital and economic perspective. This 
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viewpoint, according to Filion (1998:11), is still pertinent, although it lost its leadership 

to the behaviourist perspectives in the 1950s. The behaviourist approach to the study 

of entrepreneurs lost its dominance in the 1980s when management scientists 

worked on identifying more appropriate support systems for entrepreneurs. The 

1990s produced more research that can be applied to help the practice of 

entrepreneurship, particularly entrepreneurial activities and the related competencies. 

The emergence of a research perspective in the field of entrepreneurship is, 

according to Filion (1998:15), limited and has not led to an evolution in the general 

discipline. For instance, the explosion of behavioural studies of entrepreneurs was a 

consequence of the emergence of the behavioural science, and not vice versa. This 

means that the science of entrepreneurship is, to some extent, shackled by the 

limitations of source paradigms that have unfolded as a result of their application to 

entrepreneurship, and its own incapacity to spawn new paradigms. 

Meyer et al., (2002:25) highlights the importance of entrepreneurship on the global 

economy. This is because the pursuit of knowledge on entrepreneurship still engages 

researchers to investigate the inception, renewal, growth, transformation and failure 

of businesses. Also, the fact that the upside of successfully pursuing businesses is 

employment creation, wealth and economic growth all makes the research on 

entrepreneurship all the more compelling. 

Kuratko and Hodgetts (2007:xxxiii) observe that the sheer number of journal on the 

subject of entrepreneurship is testament to the relative growth of the subject. This is 

further complemented by chairs in entrepreneurship, endowed professorships and 

the development of the 21st Century Entrepreneurship Research Fellows by the 

National Consortium of Entrepreneurship Centres as well as the number of 

academics who have switched to entrepreneurship as their primary area of interest. 

According to Kuratko and Hodgetts (2007: xxxiii),  “Entrepreneurship is the new 

revolution, and it’s about continual innovation and creativity. Entrepreneurship is the 

future of our economy” (Kuratko and Hodgetts, 2007: xxxiii).The next section will deal 

with the reasons why entrepreneurship is important for the future of organisations 

and the world economy as such. 
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2.4   ROLE OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN AN ORGANISATION 

Researchers view entrepreneurship as “the engine that moves the economy and 

society of most nations” (Carree and Thurik, 2002; Acs, 1992; Brock and Evens, 

1989). Barringer and Ireland (2006:14) state that entrepreneurship’s importance in 

organisations and to the economy was first espoused in 1934 by Schumpeter. The 

authors observe that entrepreneurs develop new technologies and products that 

make the current ones obsolete. Schumpeter referred to this process as “obsolete 

destruction” or “creative destruction” meaning that over time obsolete products and 

technologies will give way to new ones and the process of replacing them with much 

better and imporved versions drive up consumer demand for these products which in 

turn creates economic activity. The elements of productivity in the society may also 

be increased by the new products and technologies. 

The overriding reason for the increased interest in entrepreneurship is seen by 

Kuratko et al., (2011:12) to be “the widespread belief that entrepreneurial activity 

stimulates economic growth and development, as well as the performance of an 

organisation. Entrepreneurship is the key element for gaining competitive advantage, 

and hence greater organisational rewards”. 

According to Birch’s (1987) research on entrepreneurship effects, “the 

entrepreneurial function is responsible for economic improvement in society, due to 

its innovation” (Stevenson and Jarillo, 1990:19). Entrepreneurship goes beyond the 

creation of small businesses and paves the way for the legitimisation of the concept 

of corporate entrepreneurship. 

Kuratko et al., (2011:14) observe how entrepreneurship goes more than increasing 

income and per capita income in economic development. Rather, entrepreneurship is 

also responsible for instituting change within an organisation. This growth ought to be 

accompanied by increased output which in turn provides the impetus for more wealth 

to be created and shared between the various entrepreneurs. Kuratko et al., 

(2011:14) also argue that entrepreneurs also play the role of filling gaps created by 

the demand and supply nature of the market. Through their skills, they exploit 

opportunities to address these market imperfections. Besides creating employment 

opportunities, entreprenuers also act as transformative forces within the market 

where they also introduce new goods and services. 
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In order to understand how entrepreneurs implement entrepreneurship in established 

organisations, the process and decision-making activities used by entrepreneurs to 

act entrepreneurially is critical. However, engendering entrepreneurial behaviours, 

practices and innovation in an organisation is challenging as it requires many 

adjustments on structural, managerial and environmental levels (Kim, 2010:790). 

Hence, entrepreneurial behaviour needs to be adjusted and defined clearly before 

being applied in an organisational setting (Kim, 2010: 800). One of the promising 

ways of measuring the means by which entrepreneurial behaviours are engendered 

within established organisations is offered by the concept of corporate 

entrepreneurship.  

The next section will deal with entrepreneurship in an established organisation. The  

review of relevant literature on various elements of corporate entrepreneurship is 

presented. These elements form the theoretical underpinnings of this study.   

2.5   CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

Kuratko (2010:129) discribes corporate entrepreneurship as “a concept which has 

seen multiple transformations and undergone several iterations over the past four 

decades”. This is confirmed by Morris and Kuratko (2002:350) who describe 

corporate entrepreneurship as “behaviour that is entrepreneurially inclined within 

established organisations”. 

Morris, Lewis and Sexton (1994) suggest the extent to which the term entrepreneurial 

behaviour is broad. This was after the authors did a content analysis on books and 

journals on entrepreneurship which they synthesized to seventy-seven definitions. 

From the analysis they noticed that some fifteen key words kept recurring and these 

are: risk taking/uncertainty, pursuit of opportunity, innovation/new product/new 

market, new business/new venture, starting/founding/creating. Because the field of 

entrepreneurship is broad, it is to be expected that the definitions on the subject will 

also be extensive.  

The next sections presents some of the defitions presented in literature on  corporate 

entrepreneurship. 
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2.5.1 Definition of Corporate Entrepreneurship 

Christensen (2005:306) observes that “the roots of corporate entrepreneurship can 

be found in the mid-1970s”. Aloulou and Fayolle (2005:24) on the other hand trace 

the empirical and theoretical roots of corporate entrepreneurship in the work of Miller 

(1983) and Burgelman (1983a; 1983b; 1984). The publication of the works of 

Pinchot’s (1985) marks a watershed moment when corporate entrepreneurship 

became an independent study on its own. 

Despite the attempts by the authors above to situate corporate entrepreneurship in a 

historical and academic context, Guth and Ginsberg (1990:6) and Covin and Miles 

(1999:48) believe that the concept is still in need of a clear definition. This is based 

on the observation of the multiple definitions of entrepreneurship that have been put 

forward, some using different definitions for the same phenomenon and some same 

definition for different phenomenon. This has led to the unanimous observation that 

there is no single definition of entrepreneurship that is unanimously or even widely 

agreed among academics (Russel, 1999). It is worth noting that Schumpeter (1934) 

in his work the “pursuit for a discontinuous opportunity” saw the possibility of 

entrepenurship both as the creation of new businesses as well as innovation and 

taking opportunities within established organisations. 

Different authors have also defined and labelled entrepreneurship differently. Some 

of these labels or tags include strategic entrepreneurship (Hitt, Ireland, Camp and 

Sexton, 2002); strategic renewal (Stopford and Baden-Fuller, 1994), 

entrepreneurial management (Stevenson and Jarillo, 1990); corporate venturing 

(Block and McMillan, 1993); intrapreneurship (Chinho, Hojung  and Chienming, 

2003); internal corporate entrepreneurship (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996) and 

corporate entrepreneurship (Morris, et al., 2011). 

Russel (1999:67) observes that inspite of the fact that there is no consensus among 

academics on the actual meaning of corporate entrepreneurship, contemporary 

scholarship shows that corporate entrepreneurship still is a sub-domain within the 

general field of entrepreneurship. Table 2.6 presents some of the various definitins 

on corporate entrepreneurship, from different academics. 
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TABLE 2.3: Definitions of the Different Corporate Entrepreneurship Tags 

CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP (CE) 

Antoncic (2001);  “CE refers to a process that goes on inside an existing 

organisation, regardless of size, and leads not only to new 

business ventures, but also to innovative activities and 

orientations such as developments of new products, 

services, technologies, administrative techniques, strategies 

and competitive postures”. 

Covin and Miles (1999) “CE refers to the process whereby organisations engage in 

diversification through internal development. Such 

diversification requires new resource combinations to extend 

the organisation’s activities in areas unrelated, or marginally 

related, to its current domain of competence and 

corresponding opportunity set”. 

Zahra (1991; 1993) “CE is a formal or informal activity aimed at creating new 

businesses in established organisations through product and 

process innovations and market developments. These 

activities may take place at the corporate, division, functional 

or project levels, with the unifying objective of improving an 

organisation’s competitive position and financial 

performance. CE also entails the strategic renewal of an 

existing organisation”. 

INTRAPRENEURSHIP 

Antoncic and Hisrich 

(2003) 

“This is a process that goes on inside an existing 

organisation, regardless of its size, and leads not only to new 

business ventures but also to other innovative activities and 

orientations, such as development of new products, services, 

technologies, administrative techniques, strategies and 

competitive postures”. 

CORPORATE VENTURING 

Stopford and Baden-

Fuller (1994) 

“A corporate venture is defined as a business marketing a 

product or service that the parent organisation has not 
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previously marketed, and that requires the parent 

organisation to obtain new equipment or new people or new 

knowledge”. 

STRATEGIC OR ORGANISATIONAL RENEWAL 

Guth and Ginsberg 

(1990) 

“Strategic renewal involves the creation of new wealth 

through new combinations of resources”. 

Stopford and Baden-

Fuller (1994) 

“Organisational renewal alters the resource pattern of 

business to achieve better and sustainable overall economic 

performance. To be sustainable, more pervasive effort is 

needed, involving more than a few individuals and the 

finance function”. 

Zahra(1993;1995; 

1996) 

“Renewal has facets, including the redefining of the business 

concept, reorganisation and introduction of system-wide 

changes for innovation. Renewal is achieved through 

redefining an organisation’s mission through the creative 

redeployment of resources, leading to new combinations of 

products and technologies”. 

Block and McMillan 

(1993) 

“A project is a corporate venture when it involves an activity 

new to the organisation; is initiated or conducted internally; 

involves significantly higher risk of failure or large losses than 

the organisation’s base business; is characterised by greater 

uncertainty than the base business; will be managed 

separately at some time during its life; is undertaken for the 

purpose of increasing sales, profit, productivity, or quality”. 

Ellis and Taylor (1987) “Corporate venturing pursues a strategy unrelated to present 

activities; it adopts the structure of an independent unit and 

involves a process of assembling and configuring novel 

resources”.  

Source: Sharma et al. (1999:13); Maes (2003:3); Ramachandran et al. (2006:83)  

Maes (2003:21) comes up with three key findings from the multiple definitions. First, 

the same author sometimes adopted different definitions for the same terms to 

account for different contexts. Secondly, it also shows that the same phenomenon 

can be labelled differently by different researchers. Third, the same concept can be 
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defined differently by different researchers. To confirm these observations, Maes 

(2003:21) use an example of intrapreneurship and corporate entrepreneurship where 

the same definition is used. 

Morris, Kuratko and Covin (2003:11) are of the opinion that entrepreneurial behaviour 

within large and mid-sized established organisations can be defined as corporate 

entrepreneurship. This is confirmed by Ireland, Kuratko and Morris (2006a:10) who 

observe that  this is the process where individuals in established organisations, 

without regard to present resources, pursue some innovative entrepreneurial 

opportunities. Consequently, these entrepreneurial opportunities can be seen as 

emerging services and goods whose current price exceeds their support, distribution 

and development costs. Srivastava and Agrawal (2010:164) on the other hand 

content that corporate entrepreneurship has always been in existence and the 

definition by Schumpeter (1934) suggests that anyone can be an entrepreneur when 

they use innovation to take opportunities. 

Guth and Ginsberg’s (1990:6) believe that corporate entrepreneurship strength is in 

its central focus on the role that entrepreneurship plays in improving existing 

organisations which can be achieved through venturing activities and innovation 

while leveraging the different capabilities, resources and skills available to 

organisations.  

Kuratko and Hodgetts (2007:55) outline what they think are some of the critical 

components that make up corporate entrepreneurship. This includes corporate 

venturing in organisations already established, innovation which involves the 

introduction of new goods and services on the market and strategic renewal which 

involves overhauling or making some structural changes to existing businesses. 

Durkan (2005:6) offers the following definition for corporate entrepreneurship:  

“Corporate entrepreneurship can be defined as a process that goes on inside an 

existing organisation and that may lead to new business ventures, the development 

of new products, services or processes, and the renewal of strategies and 

competitive postures.” Put differently, corporate  entrepreneurship is important in 

organisations for development of new services, products and processes; revenue 

growth and overall organisational development. In this content, corporate  
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entrepreneurship can be a tool inside organisations used to hasten up the innovation 

of new products and services. 

Wolcott and Lippitz (2007:75) support this statement by saying that “Corporate 

entrepreneurship is a process by which teams within an established organisation 

conceive, foster and manage a new business that is different from the parent 

organisation but leverages the parent’s asset, capabilities and other resources”. 

According to this definition, “corporate entrepreneurship often involves internal 

partners. The resources of the parent organisation and the internal teams of the 

organisation are usually managing the projects. This definition implies that corporate 

entrepreneurship is about improving existing products as it is about developing new 

products and services”. Scott, Rosa and Klandt (1998), as cited by Kenney and 

Majtuba (2007:320), define the concept of corporate entrepreneurship as “the 

process of stimulating innovative ideas and processes. The common goal of the 

concept is wealth creation”. This definition deviates from convention in that it doesn’t 

specifically focus on the improvement of established organisation as a core 

component of corporate entrepreneurship. 

One the other hand, Thornberry (2001:527) argues that “we need to define an 

entrepreneur in order to come-up with an adequate definition of corporate 

entrepreneurship. In this viewpoint an entrepreneur is an individual who is able to 

identify, shape and develop new opportunities and can turn these opportunities into 

new business or ideas”. Covin and Miles (1999:50) give emphasis to 

“innovativeness” in entrepreneurship. They observe that “innovation was the single 

common theme underlying all forms of corporate entrepreneurship”. According to 

Ginsberg and Hay (1994:382), “the concept of corporate entrepreneurship is mainly 

effective when an organisation has to deal with rapidly changing environments. In 

these environments it is often difficult to predict what will happen in the future”. 

Thornberry (2001:528) suggests organisations should focus on identifying emerging 

opportunities so that they can capitalise on these using pre-existing resources. 

Morris et al., (2011:99) and Corbett et al., (2013:812) observe that there has been a 

shift in the scope of corporate entrepreneurship as the conceptualisations have 

expanded. They observe that now there is increased interest in the strategy of 

corporate entrepreneurship which has resulted in improved organisational 
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competitiveness, achievements and performance. Phan et al., (2009:197) and Morris 

et al., (2011:99) believe strategic entrepreneurship and corporate venturing are the 

two categories which make up corporate entrepreneurship. 

Sharma and Chrisman (1999:19) define corporate venturing as “all the 

entrepreneurial activities that do not necessarily involve new business being added to 

the organisation”, According to Corbett et al., (2013:813), these includes as “strategic 

renewal, domain redefinition, organisational rejuvenation, and business model 

reconstruction”. Covin and Kuratko (2010) further observes that “strategic 

entrepreneurship also incorporates the Schumpeterian (disruptive) innovation 

phenomenon, and involves organisation-level innovations aimed at achieving 

competitive advantage”. 

Overall, “corporate entrepreneurship is initiated in established organisations for 

reasons which include performance improvement, strategic renewal, innovativeness, 

and effective configuration of resources as the pathway to developing competitive 

advantage” (Kuratko and Audretsch, 2013: 523).  

The next section presents the summary on the various definitions of corporate 

entrepreneurship. 

Guth and Ginsburg (1990:5) suggested that: 

“The topic of corporate entrepreneurship encompasses two types of 

phenomena: (1) the birth of new businesses within existing organisations, i.e. 

internal innovation or venturing; (2) the transformation of organisations 

through renewal of the key ideas on which they are built, i.e. strategic 

renewal.” 

Zahra (1991:262) states: 

“Corporate entrepreneurship may be formal or informal activities aimed at 

creating new businesses in established organisations through product and 

process innovations and market developments. These activities may take 

place at the corporate, division, functional, or project levels, with the unifying 

objective of improving an organisation’s competitive position and 

performance.” 
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Sharma and Chrisman (1999:18) believes “corporate entrepreneurship is the process 

whereby an individual or a group of individuals, in association with an existing 

organisation, create a new organisation within that organisation.” Kuratko and 

Audretsch (2013:332) makes the distinction between strategic entrepreneurship and 

corporate venturing. Kuratko and Audretsch (2013) offer the following definition of    

strategic entrepreneurship: 

“While corporate venturing involves organisation involvement in the creation of 

new businesses; strategic entrepreneurship corresponds to a broader array of 

entrepreneurial initiatives which do not necessarily involve new businesses 

being added to the organisation. Strategic entrepreneurship involves 

simultaneous opportunity-seeking and advantage-seeking behaviours (Ireland, 

Hitt and Sirmon, 2003). The innovations that are the focal points of strategic 

entrepreneurship initiatives represent the means through which opportunity is 

capitalised on. These are innovations that can happen anywhere in the 

organisation. Management seeks to achieve and maintain a competitive 

position for the organisation by emphasising an opportunity-driven mind-set” 

(Kuratko and Audretsch, 2013:332). 

Hornby, Naffziger, Kuratko and Montagno (1993:35) believe “Entrepreneurship is 

multidimensional and relies on the successful interaction of several activities rather 

than events occurring in isolation”. Kuratko and Audretsch (2013) suggest the need 

to understand the individual variables that make up corporate entrepreneurship in the 

following statement: “Exploring these domains and gaining a sharper focus on the 

corporate entrepreneurship process may be a most important step for scholars 

interested in moving the field forward” (Kuratko and Audretsch, 2013:333). 

Kuratko et al., (2011:49) captures the essence of corporate entrepreneurship by 

arguing that “corporate entrepreneurship is basically new ideals and opportunities 

that are developed within a large organisation”. As Kuratko et al. (2011:49) state, 

corporate entrepreneurship is unique in nature, yet to be a meaningful concept in an 

established organisation it must be woven into the basic fabric of the organisation.  

There are various key elements that contribute to corporate entrepreneurship, such 

as entrepreneurial activities, behaviour, internal organisational processes and 
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strategies.  All these elements contribute to the success of the entrepreneurial 

actions of both the individuals and the organisation as a whole. 

In order to facilitate a better understanding of all the related variables and processes 

that contribute to the field of corporate entrepreneurship, researchers and authors 

have developed a number of conceptual models on corporate entrepreneurship. 

These conceptual models show the external and internal environments determining 

the corporate entrepreneurship phenomenon. The corporate entrepreneurship 

models place emphasis on innovations developed within existing organisations. 

2.6   CONCEPTUAL MODELS OF CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP  

Several conceptual models exist on corporate entrepreneurship. These include 

among others, “an integrated model of entrepreneurship (Mokaya, 2012; Kuratko et 

al., 2011), a model of sustained corporate entrepreneurship (Kuratko et al., 2004); an 

interactive model of corporate entrepreneurship (Hornsby et al., 1993); a conceptual 

model of organisation behaviour (Covin and Slevin, 1991) and the domain model of 

corporate entrepreneurship” (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990). 

There are some marked differences between these conceptual perspectives. 

Collectively, they bring various elements and perspectives to the study of 

entrepreneurship. Singly, none of them can adequately and completely explain the 

concept of  entrepreneurship but collectively they make a compelling case. These 

conceptual persepectives are presented below. 

2.6.1 A Domain Model for Corporate Entrepreneurship (Guth and Ginsberg,  
          1990) 
 
Guth and Ginsberg (1990:5) when defining corporate entrepreneurship, make the 

argument that “entrepreneurship is made up of two variables, the transformation of 

organisations through renewal (i.e. strategic renewal) and the birth of new 

businesses within existing organisations (i.e. venture or internal innovations)”. 

According to Guth and Ginsberg (1990:5), strategic management Is the point of 

departure for corporate entrepreneurship as shown in Figure 2.1.  

The components of this model, developed by Guth and Ginsberg (1990), can be 

described as follows: “The changes in industry competitive structures and the 

technologies underlying them affect the corporate entrepreneurship environment. 
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Opportunities for new products and services stem from new technologies developed 

by others. Both opportunities and problems stem from the potential of a business and 

its competitors in the industry to find new combinations of resources that lead to 

competitive advantage”. Guth and Ginsberg (1990) further posit that an  

organisation’s entrepreneurial behaviour is dependent on the vision, values, 

behaviour and characteristics of its strategic leaders. 

Some authors have noted that the organisations with bureaucratic processes and  

structure tend to be more innovatiove produce new innovative goods and service. 

This lends credednce to the assumption that that corporate entrepreneurship is 

largely influenced by organisational influence (Groenewald, 2010:74). 

Groenewald (2010:74) further outlines some of the factors tha influence corporate 

perfomance. These includes, amongst many others, crisis or severe external threats; 

excess resources which permits organisations to seize upcoming opportunities as 

well as radical change and innovation which may actually induce organisations “to 

look for more opportunities to levelrage on for growth and performance”. 
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Figure 2.1: Fitting corporate entrepreneurship into strategic management 
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Source: Guth and Ginsberg (1990:7) 

As Guth and Ginsberg (1990:8) see it, organisational performance is influenced by 

corporate entrepreneurship. Change and innovation has been seen to be negatively 

affected by management’s short term performance orientation. This is because 

several years are needed before new ventures break even and contribute to 

organisational profitability. 

There are some inherent weakness though with the the Guth and Ginsberg (1990) 

model. First, the model does not acknowledge the influence between strategic 

leadership, the operating environment and corporate entrepreneurship except in the 

case of organisational performance. The other weakness is that there is no 
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assumption that there is a one way influence from organisational activities, 

leadership and the operating environment. 

While it can be conceded that there are some weaknesses in the model, it still has 

relevance to the study as it offers some explanation for the the nature of corporate 

entrepreneurship and also acknowledges the link between organisational 

performance and corporate entrepreneurship. 

2.6.2 A Conceptual Model of Organisational Behaviour (Covin and Slevin, 1991) 

Covin and Slevin (1991) suggests an integrative model that explain the causality 

between an organisation’s internal factors, strategy, environment, posture and its 

performance. The model by Covin and Slevin (1991) is intended to be an 

improvement to the model by Guth and Ginsberg (1990) in that it shows the feedback 

loop between entrepreneurial posture and corporate entrepreneurship factors. 

Additionally, the model by Covin and Slevin (1991) talks about entrepreneurial 

posture in generic terms without referring to any specific type of corporate 

entrepreneurship. 

The key tenets of the model includes the internal and strategic factors influencing 

organisational behaviour as well as the external environment. This model assumes 

that internal variables, the external environment and strategy are all influenced by 

entrepreneurship and all these have a stronger relationship with organisational 

performance. 
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Figure 2.2: The conceptual model of entrepreneurship as organisational  
                    behaviour. 
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Source: Covin and Slevin (1991:11) 

Zahra (1993:7) presents a critique of the model by Covin and Slevin (1991) and 

highlight several areas that can be either extended or improved. The critique is 

elaborated in full below. 

According to Zahra (1993:7), “in terms of the nature of entrepreneurial behaviour, the 

Covin and Slevin (1991) model should consider the intensity, formality, type and 

duration of organisation-level entrepreneurship. Failure to distinguish these four 

dimensions may lead to mis-specification of the relationship between 

entrepreneurship activities and other salient issues, such as the performance of the 
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organisation. In terms of the type of entrepreneurship”, Zahra (1993:9) suggests 

three modifications to Covin and Slevin’s model. The first suggestion includes “a shift 

in the model to differentiate between international and domestic ventures or 

entrepreneurial efforts. The second suggestion is to make a distinction between “new 

ventures within an established organisation’s stand-alone ventures”. The third 

suggestion includes the need to need to acknowledge the significant effect of senior 

executives’ experiences, values and backgrounds. 

Zahra (1993:12) “recommends another three changes to revise and extend Covin 

and Slevin’s model”. Firstly, “the model should recognise the outcomes of 

entrepreneurship (financial and non-financial outcomes). Secondly, the model should 

acknowledge the possibility that growth and profitability are not always guaranteed 

through organisation-type entrepreneurship”. Thirdly, it should be recognised that 

financial and non-financial criteria are useful at different points in the life of an 

entrepreneurial venture”. Zahra (1993:13) proposes an updated organisation-level 

entrepreneurship conceptual framework which is presented in Figure 2.3. 

The proposal by Zahra (1993:13) differs in four main to the one by Covin and Slevin 

(1991). First, the “revised model factors in both the non-financial and financial 

outcomes of entrepreneurial activities. The model further proposes that some 

financial results results can come from the non-financial benefits of entrepreneurship. 

Secondly, the internal set highlights the four subsets of variables including 

organisational culture; managerial process; organisational structure and 

management background values. Third, the model “adopts a broader definition of an 

organisation’s entrepreneurial behaviour than originally proposed. The revised model 

incorporates intensity, formality, type and duration of entrepreneurial behaviour” 

(Zahra, 1993:18). Lastly, “there is a more practical classification of the external 

environment set. It eliminates the technological sophistication variable because it 

appears to be redundant with environmental dynamism. Munificence is added as an 

additional environmental attitude” (Zahra, 1993:18). 

 

 

 

 



43 
 

Figure 2.3: A Revised Conceptual Framework of Organisation-Level            

Entrepreneurship. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Source: Zahra (1993:13)  

                                                                              Indicates a moderating effect            

                                                      Indicates a strong main effect 

                                                      Indicates a weak main effect 

 

The updated model by Zahra (1993b) applies to this study as is appreciates the 

multidimensional nature of entrepreneurship. The model is also relevant in that it 

identifies the link between organisational performance and corporate 

entrepreneurship. 
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entrepreneurial orientation context. The model has five dimensions which are: 

competitive aggressiveness, pro-activeness, risk taking, innovativeness  and 

autonomy. 

Figure 2.4:  Entrepreneurial orientation and performance relationship model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

According to Lumpkin and Dess (1996:136), “entrepreneurial orientation refers to the 

process, practices and decision-making activities that lead to entering new markets 

with existing or new goods and services. In this context, a new entry is the idea that 

underlies the concept of corporate entrepreneurship”. The key characteristics of  

entrepreneurial orientation include willingness to seize opportunities and innovate 

and a propensity to act autonomously (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996:136). 

 

Lumpkin and Dess (1996)’s model presents a framework for corporate 

entrepreneurship that looks at the relationship between organisational performance 

and corporate entrepreneurship as context specific. The model also presumes that 

“the entrepreneurial orientation dimensions may vary independently of each other in 

a given context.  Entrepreneurial orientation is also used to give a broader definition 

of corporate entrepreneurship which acknowledges the relationship between 

organisational performance and corporate entrepreneurship. In this study, however, 

conceptualisation and operationalization of corporate entrepreneurship is broader 

than entrepreneurial orientation”. 

Source: Lumpkin and Dess (1996) 
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2.6.4 An Interactive Model of the Corporate Entrepreneurial Process (Hornsby  
et al., 1993)                  

Hornsby et al., (1993:29) give a description of the individual characteristics and and 

organisational factors whose combination can result in successful corporate 

entrepreneurship. Hornsby et al., (1993:29) argue that the precipitating event could 

be the development of new technology, an acquisition or merger, a change in 

organisation management or something which triggers the interaction between 

organisational factors and individual characteristics. 

Hornsby et al., (1993) outlines some of the organisational characteristics that leads to 

corporate entrepreneurship. Some of these include “organisational structure (which 

is identified in various ways), risk taking (management and employees must be 

willing to  have tolerance for failure and take risks); appropriate use of rewards (the 

rewards need to results based, emphasising individual responsibility, and be 

awarded for behaviour leading to the attainment of goals); resources (which includes 

availability of resources for innovative activities and time) and are management 

support (which relates to the willingness of managers to facilitate entrepreneurial 

projects)”. 

Hornsby et al., (1993:31) argue that although “many organisations do not always 

objectively assess the personality characteristics of either current or potential 

employees, it is important to recognise the influence of individual differences on 

innovative behaviour. This model suggests that this assessment may be efficacious. 

Individuals identified as having entrepreneurial potential could be targeted for 

training, or used for other entrepreneurial opportunities”. Some of the individual 

entrepreneurial characteristics include internal locus of control, goal orientation, need 

for achievement, desire for autonomy and propensity for taking risks. 
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Figure 2.5: An interactive model of corporate entrepreneurship 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Hornsby et al. (1993:31) 

As previously mentioned, entrepreneurship is precipitated by an interplay of 

individual characteristics and organisational characteristics. The impetus to behave 

entrepreneurially happens when there are favourable conditions for such behaviour. 

Examples of precipitating events includes “environmental factors such as hostility 

(threats to the organisation’s mission through rivalry); dynamism (instability in an 

organisational market because of changes); and heterogeneity (developments in the 

market that create new demands for an organisational product)” Hornsby et al., 

(1993:32). Additionally, some precipitating events may also include economic 

changes, changes in consumer demand, cost reduction, development of new 

technologies, a merger or acquisition, changes in management and include the 

development of new procedures. 

The need to develop a business plan comes once the decision to act 

entrepreneurially has been made. The plan includes all phases of start-up research 

needed to clarify the operations involved in a new venture. 
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The model by Hornsby et al., (1993) has relevance to the study as it outlines the 

characteristics that are necessary to foster corporate entrepreneurship in an 

established organisation. These characteristics are discussed later in the chapter. 

2.6.5  A Model of Sustained Corporate Entrepreneurship (Kuratko et al., 2011) 

Kuratko et al., (2004:78) state that “more needs to be known about the specific 

factors that can influence all organisational members to develop entrepreneurial 

behaviour. They developed a model that focuses on the critical organisational factors 

that must exist and be perceived within the organisation in order to develop and 

sustain entrepreneurial activities”. 

The focus of the model is to ensure the on-going sustainability of an organisation’s 

entrepreneurship. The model outlines some of the necessary measures for 

sustainability. These include the perception and subsequent acknowldgement by 

managemenet to allocate resources necessary for entrepreneurship as well as the 

individual members’ capacity to innovate. The model is further based on the premise 

that a trigger is needed for transformation to take place. This is ususally achieved 

through entrepreneurial activity driven by the organisation’s individual members. 

According to Kuratko et al., (2004:78), “the model centres on the individual 

employee’s decision to behave entrepreneurially. Sustained entrepreneurial activity is 

the result of the perception of the individual that several organisational antecedents 

are present, such as top management support, autonomy, rewards, resources, and 

flexible organisational boundaries”.  
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Figure 2.6: A model of sustained corporate entrepreneurship 
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Source: Kuratko et al., (2011:51) 

Entrepreneurial behaviour will result when both the individual employee and the 

leadership in the organisation perceive that the outcomes are equitable, or they meet 

or exceed expectations. Both parties must be satisfied with the outcomes; otherwise 

the amount of entrepreneurial activity will decline. Satisfaction with performance 

outcomes serves as a feedback mechanism for either sustaining the current strategy 

or selecting an alternate strategy. Individuals, as agents of strategic change, must be 

satisfied with the intrinsic and extrinsic outcomes they achieve for their 

entrepreneurial behaviour. The model suggests that, in a major strategic change, 

both individual behaviour and organisational strategy change are instrumental in 

making the change successful (Kuratko et al., 2011:51).   

The model by Kuratko et al., (2004) is relevant and applicable to this study as it 

focuses on the elements necessary for instigating entrepreneurial behaviour, and 
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feedback mechanism to foster corporate entrepreneurship. The model focuses on the 

ability of an organisation to sustain entrepreneurship on an on-going basis. Another 

important aspect of the model which is applicable to this study is its conceptualisation 

that corporate entrepreneurship is the result of the perception by the individual that 

several organisational antecedents (e.g. management support, autonomy, rewards, 

resources, and flexible organisational boundaries) are present.    

The models discussed so far approach entrepreneurship as an overall orientation 

that drives an organisation. They view corporate entrepreneurship as a discrete 

activity or event or behaviour (Kuratko et al., 2011:52). The major thrust behind all of 

these models is a revitalisation of personal creativity, product and process 

innovation, and on-going managerial development in an organisation (Kuratko et al., 

2011:53). The strategies and insights presented in the models can serve as a 

foundation for understanding the increase in entrepreneurial activity within 

organisations, and they can guide the efforts of managers in creating work 

environments supportive of entrepreneurial spirit. 

The next model was developed by Ireland et al., (2009), and is known as the 

integrative model of corporate entrepreneurship. The focus in this model is the on-

going integration of entrepreneurship throughout the entire organisation. 

2.6.6  A Strategic Integrative Model of Corporate Entrepreneurship  

The integrative model of corporate entrepreneurship strategy represents key 

components of corporate entrepreneurship which are necessary for the 

stimulation/nurturing of entrepreneurship within organisations. The focus here is the 

on-going integration of entrepreneurship throughout the entire organisation, which is 

very different from viewing it as a discrete activity or event or behaviour.  

Entrepreneurship is not just something that a person or team does at a point in time, 

but instead should capture the essence of what an organisation is about and how it 

operates (Kuratko et al., 2011:52). 

Defining a corporate entrepreneurship strategy as “a vision-directed, organisation-

wide reliance on entrepreneurial behaviour that purposefully and continuously 

rejuvenates the organisation and shapes the scope of its operations through the 

recognition and exploitation of entrepreneurial opportunity,” Ireland et al., (2009) 
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developed a model that illustrates how a corporate entrepreneurship strategy is 

manifested through the presence of three elements: an entrepreneurial strategic 

vision; a pro-entrepreneurship organisational architecture; and entrepreneurial 

processes and behaviour as exhibited across the organisational hierarchy (Kuratko et 

al., 2011:52). This model, as illustrated in Figure 2.7, has several linkages, which 

include individual entrepreneurial cognitions of the organisation’s members; external 

environmental conditions that invite entrepreneurial activity; top management’s 

entrepreneurial strategic vision for the organisation; organisational architectures that 

encourage entrepreneurial processes and behaviour; the entrepreneurial processes 

that are reflected in entrepreneurial behaviour; and organisational outcomes and 

results from entrepreneurial actions. 

The model shows that an organisation’s entrepreneurial orientation or intensity has a 

direct and positive influence on organisational performance. It does so because it is 

interlaced with the mission and vision of the organisation, the strategies, objectives, 

structures, the everyday operations, and the overall organisational culture. The major 

purpose of this integrative model is to allow for considerable managerial intervention 

to foster corporate entrepreneurship, as organisation leaders begin to understand 

that innovative behaviour by employees should not be an accidental or 

extemporaneous occurrence. 

The strategic integration model by Ireland et al., (2009) is applicable in this study in 

many aspects, as it articulates the critical precipitating elements (such as internal 

environmental variables) appropriate for sustainable corporate entrepreneurship. 

Furthermore, the model acknowledges the multidimensionality of corporate 

entrepreneurship and its effect on organisational performance. An organisation’s 

internal environments are critical components that stimulate organisational 

performance by influencing entrepreneurial activity. 

Based on the extensive interdependence of concepts, as highlighted in Ireland et 

al.’s (2009) multidimensional integrative model, it becomes clear that there is value in 

exploring the relationship between conceptual framework items to determine which 

are more prevalent. 
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Figure 2.7: Strategic integration of entrepreneurship throughout the  
          organisation 
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Source: Kuratko et al., (2011:52) 

It is, however, first necessary to understand why it is of benefit for organisations to 

take part in corporate entrepreneurial activities. 
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• The interactive model, of Hornsby et al., (1993), as shown in Fig. 2.5, 

indicates the characteristics that foster corporate entrepreneurship. It also 

identifies obstacles or barriers to corporate entrepreneurship. 

• The model of sustained corporate entrepreneurship by Kuratko et al., (2004), 

Fig. 2.6, focuses on the factors necessary to develop entrepreneurial 

behaviour and how to sustain entrepreneurship on an on-going basis.  

The model of Covin and Slevin (1991), in Fig. 2.2, focuses on how to integrate 

entrepreneurship throughout the organisation. A specific focus is on entrepreneurial 

process and behaviour.  

These four models can be linked directly to the hypotheses formulated for this study 

(Refer to Chapters 1 and 5 for the research hypotheses). 

The biggest criticism of the development of the model by Covin and Slevin (1991) is 

that it does not consider the intensity, formality and duration of organisation-level 

entrepreneurship, and fails to distinguish these activities from other salient issues 

such as organisational performance. In this regard, Zahra (1993:12) recommended 

that both financial and non-financial criteria and outcomes of entrepreneurship should 

be recognised, as they are useful at different points in the life of an entrepreneurial 

venture. Furthermore, Zahra (1993) argued that the model should acknowledge the 

possibility that profitability and growth are not always guaranteed through 

organisation-type entrepreneurship.  

A model by Antoncic and Hisrich (2004) addresses the various limitations identified 

by corporate entrepreneurial models. A valuable contribution of this model is with 

regard to the importance of organisational support that can be a direct predictor of 

corporate entrepreneurship success. In order to grow faster (Antoncic and Hisrich, 

2004:543), organisations should pursue growth strategies that fit their level of 

corporate entrepreneurship to the level of industry growth and should make sure that 

their level of organisational support translates into the corresponding level of 

corporate entrepreneurship. 

For the purposes of this study, corporate entrepreneurship is considered as a model 

that is adapted by organisations. 
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2.6.8  A Critical Evaluation of CE Models 

The review of the above CE models reveal key features, contributions and weakness 

for each model. Some of these are highlighted below: 

Lumpkin and Dess’ (1996) model defines entrepreneurial orientation in terms of five 

dimensions proactiveness, risk taking, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness 

and autonomy. These dimensions vary independently from each other in a given 

contex. It adds value by considering the relationship between CE and organisational 

performance. Its weakness is that the relationship between CE and organisational 

performance is context specific. This definition of EO that comprises of 5 elements 

have been generally accepted as is the one that comprises 3 elements; innovation, 

risk taking and proactiveness by Miller (1983) and Covin and Slevin 1986,1991). 

• Hornsby and  et al., (1993)’s model focuses on organisational and individual 

characteristics, the participating events, the decision to act intrapreneurialy, 

organisation/flexibility planning, resource availability, ability to overcome 

barriers and idea implematation.  It adds value by putting emphasis on the 

multidimensional and interactive nature of intraprenaurship. Its potential 

weakness is that it has no evaluation of the entire entrepreneurial process. 

 

• Kuratko et al.,’s (2011) intergrative model is a model of entrepreneurial inputs 

and outputs. The value add is its integration of different elements especially off 

entrepreneurship with innovation as a possible output of the entrepreneurial 

process. Its weakness is over simplification of procedures because it views 

entrepreneurship and innovation as a single process. 

 

• The contribution of Covin and Slevin (1991) is that it treats entrepreneurship 

as  organisational behaviour. 

Although these models have a number of weakness, they all contribute some 

valuable new information or a new angle  in the understanding of entrepreneurship. 

This results from the normal academic approach of viewing what currently exists at a 

particular moment, critiquing it  and wanting to add to improve if there is room to do 

so. 

According to Zahra (1993), any single model of corporate entrepreneurship is by 

definition incomple, therefore no one model can fit every organisation. To gain a 
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holistic understanding of models as they can be applied to corporate entreprenurship 

in different organisations which are by their nature highly subjective and complex, 

there is a need to understand model development and implementation. Wolcott and 

Lippitz (2007:24) proposed six steps to implement a model: 

• Creation of a strategic mission for corporate entrepreneurship, 

• Documentation of objectives, 

• Gaining executive support and removal of negativity through strong 

communication, 

• Selection of an appropriate model, 

• Go for low hanging fruit to secure quick wins, and 

• Evolve the model and process/stay flexible and take risk. 

Models that focus on process, service, and product can yield significant results as 

they enhance organisations abilities to be entrepreneurial and more competitive 

through better opportunity recognition and exploitation.  

2.7 The Benefits of Corporate Entrepreneurship 

Beirwerth, Isidor and Kabst (2015) analysed the literature relating to corporate 

entrepreneurship and performance and found that a significant and positive 

relationship exists. “Our results reveal that strategic renewal (Guth and Ginsberg, 

1990), innovation (Zahra, 1991; Kuratko et al., 2014) and corporate venturing 

(Sharma and Chrisman, 1999) positively influence overall, subjective and objective 

organisational performance” (Beirwerth et al., 2015:1). 

One of the key advocates of this positive relationship argument is the article by Zahra 

and Covin (1995): An impact analysis was performed on 108 organisations and it 

was found that a performance index which consisted of profitability and growth 

measurements had a positive relationship with entrepreneurial behaviour (Zahra and 

Covin, 1995; Agca, Topal and Kaya, 2009:15). In a South African study by Goosen, 

Coning and van der Merwe Smit (2002), it was found that innovativeness, 

proactiveness and management’s internal influence were all deemed to be 

components of corporate entrepreneurship and significantly contributed to 

organisational performance (Goosen et al., 2002:23). Despite the significant 

evidence for improved performance, Zahra and Covin (1995) state that corporate 
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entrepreneurship may be risky and have an adverse effect on an organisation’s 

short-term performance. The authors also mention poor organisation, lack of 

strategic focus and dysfunctional organisational politics as factors which detract from 

the effectiveness of corporate entrepreneurial activities (Zahra and Covin, 1995:45). 

Covin (1999) proposes that corporate entrepreneurship is an antecedent to the 

promotion and sustainability of competitive advantage, which plays a role in 

achieving improved organisational performance. Covin (1999:47) states: 

“Schollhammer (1982), Miller (1983), Khandwalla (1987), Guth and Ginsberg 

(1990), Naman and Slevin (1993), and Lumpkin and Dess (1996) , for 

example, have all noted that corporate entrepreneurship can be used to 

improve competitive positioning and transform organisations, their markets, 

and industries as opportunities for value-creating innovation are developed 

and exploited.” 

This statement is further supported by Kuratko et al., (2014:38) who state that 

corporate entrepreneurship is a significant form of corporate innovation and is 

envisioned to be a process that can facilitate an organisation’s efforts to innovate 

constantly and cope effectively with the competitive realities organisations encounter 

when competing in world markets. 

These statements are significant in that they are supportive of the corporate 

entrepreneurial concept. More important than the realisation of increased 

organisational performance is the understanding of the multiple facets of corporate 

entrepreneurship and how these interlink to result in improved performance. “It is 

only after understanding how and why corporate entrepreneurship produces superior 

organisational performance that reservations regarding the possible aberration of the 

relationship can and should be discounted” (Covin, 1999:60). Therefore, the 

concepts of an internal environment for corporate entrepreneurship (organisational 

factors) and entrepreneurial orientation (a proxy of entrepreneurial behaviour) are 

explored in the next sections. 

2.8 THE INTERNAL ENVIRONMENT FOR CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

Kuratko et al., (2005:699) propose that the factors related to a supportive internal 

corporate environment serve as antecedents to promote entrepreneurial behaviours 
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among managers. Such a reciprocal relationship between organisational architecture 

and entrepreneurial behaviour is also supported by Ireland et al., (2009:25). 

Researchers have sought to identify key internal organisational factors that have had 

a bearing on supporting corporate entrepreneurial activities. Although such internal 

factors are plentiful, the literature seems to converge on at least five dimensions 

(Hornsby et al., 2002). The five dimensions related to an organisation’s internal 

environment, which are considered to be antecedents of entrepreneurial activity, are 

explained by Hornsby et al., (2002:260) and were used to develop the Corporate 

Entrepreneurship Assessment Instrument (CEAI). They are top management 

support; work discretion; rewards/reinforcement; discretionary time; and 

organisational boundaries.These elements can also be traced in all the corporate 

entrepreneurship models discussed in Section 2.6. 

For purposes of this study, a sixth corporate entrepreneurship environmental factor is 

included. This factor pertains to the organisational power structure, differences in the 

institutional environment and co-ordination failures.  

The CEAI is a survey instrument desined by Hornsby et al., (2002) to help managers 

and leaders measure internal environmental factors of an organisation. The CEAI 

measures organisational antecedents in a way that provides those that use it with a 

guide to improve corporate entrepreneurship activities (Kontic, Vidicki and Domiavic 

,2017:69). The CEAI questionnaire focuses on the individual perception of corporate 

entrepreneurship. Using the CEAI could help improve entrepreneurial skills of 

individual employees, who are regarded as more important resources when 

entrepreneurial activites need to be pioneered (Kontic et al., 2017:70). As the CEAI is 

used as a guide to improve corporate entrepreneurship activities, it stands to reason 

that it should take the workplace environment into consideration. 

Good workplace relationships help individual employees do their job better and can 

make their going to work every day a joy. Poor relationships in the workplace can 

leave employees demotivated and hence unproductive. Tolerance in principle and 

practice can be a challenge in the workplace for various reason such as personal 

biases, disagreement and prejudices.  Just because tolerance is  a challenge does 

not mean it is  not fixable. Making the right choices on both individual and 

organisational levels will facilitate resolutions in helping overcome the challenges. 
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Tolerance means adopting an open mind in your interactions with others. The 

benefits that come with adoption of tolerance, among others, include creativity 

forstered by open exchange of ideas across a broad spectrum of expertice, respect 

and trust between individual. It must be emphasised that tolerance is the 

responsibility of both the manager and the employee. Tolerance is an indivindual’s 

responsibility that can strengthen organisational initiatives. It is therefore important to 

include a tolerance dimension of the organisation’s environmental factors when 

assessing the individual perception of corporate entrepreneurship in the CEAI. 

Organisational tolerance is the degree of variety of institutional arrangements 

observed in performing a similar activity (Caleman, Zylbersztajn, Pereira and de 

Oliveira, 2017:468). Organisational tolerance is defined by Arnold (2005:625) as the 

distinctive norms, beliefs, principles and way of behaving in an organisation that 

combine to give each organisation its distinct character. Organisational tolerance 

should indicate the employees’ and managers’ willingness to take risks and show a 

tolerance for failure when it happens (Kuratko and Hornsby, 1993:13). The sixth 

organisation environmental factor, in this study, is organisational tolerance. 

The six corporate entrepreneurship environmental factors as applicable in this study 

(top management support; organisational tolerance; work discretion; 

rewards/reinforcement; discretionary time; organisational boundaries) are now 

discussed. 

Hornsby, Kuratko and Zahra (2002:120) developed an instrument that measures 

these factors in an organisation and concluded that the existence of such stable 

organisational factors should be recognised in promoting entrepreneurial activities 

within an organisation. Hornsby et al., (2002) believed that these factors represent a 

succinct description of internal organisational factors that influence managers to 

foster entrepreneurial activity within established organisations. 

Scholars (e.g., Hornsby et al., 2009; Kuratko et al., 2015) have relied on fairly stable 

set of organisational factors to explain corporate entrepreneurship, and recent 

research has shed light on specific factors that include: management support; 

organisational tolerance; autonomy/discretion; rewards/reinforcement; time 

availability and organisational boundaries (Urban,2017:5). These factors are briefly 
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delineated in terms of theory and prior research to indicate their role in the formation 

of the current study hypotheses. 

 2.8.1 Management Support for Corporate Entrepreneurship 

Management support entails a clear direction from the top of the organisation that 

permeates throughout the organisation to motivate, support, and reward innovation 

and entrepreneurial behaviour. In support of this view, the literature refers to the 

willingness of managers to facilitate and promote entrepreneurial activity in the 

organisation (Quinn, 1985; MacMillan, Block and Narasimha, 1986; Sykes and Block, 

1989; Stevenson and Jarillo, 1990; Damanpour, 1991; Kuratko et al., 1993; Peace II 

et al., 1997; Hornsby et al., 1999; Hisrich and Peters, 2002; Morris et al., 2008). 

According to these authors, management support can assume many forms, including 

championing ideas, providing necessary financial and human resources, and 

facilitating the embedding of entrepreneurial activity in the organisational system and 

process. Kuratko (2009:68) mentioned that such behaviour, which reflects 

management support, includes support of employees who bring ideas forward, 

support for small experimental projects and the provision of resources required to 

take entrepreneurial actions. Whipple and Peterson (2009:14) support Kuratko 

(2009:68) by stating that management support may include expertise and 

institutionalisation of the entrepreneurial activity within the organisation’s system and 

processes. According to Whipple and Peterson (2009:14), it is important for top level 

managers to also give inputs, get involved and encourage employees to take 

entrepreneurial actions. Besides encouragement, managers must be in a position to 

assist employees in dealing with the stigma associated with failure, as it discourages 

employees from trying something new. Failure should be seen as an integral part of 

innovation and corporate entrepreneurship. 

Barringer and Buedorn (1999), and Zahra, Kuratko and Jennings (1999), assert that 

the ability of an organisation to increase entrepreneurial activity is also determined by 

the compatibility of its management practices with its entrepreneurial intentions. 

Among the most pertinent of these management practices is strategic management 

leadership (Whipple and Peterson, 2009; Morris and Kuratko, 2002; Ireland et al., 

2009). Strategic leadership implies management facilitation of both incremental and 
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radical innovation in order to enhance the organisation’s competitiveness and its 

tactical operations and processes (Kemelgo, 2002:25). 

Covin and Slevin (1991:72) refer to the behaviour of top management in support of 

entrepreneurship as “entrepreneurial posture”. Adonisi (2003:36) claims that 

entrepreneurial posture comprises three components: strategic management’s 

propensity to support risky ventures; the extent and frequency of product innovation; 

and the pioneering nature of management to engage in proactive competition with 

industry rivals. 

Morris and Kuratko (2002) and many other researchers claim that organisational 

culture plays a key role in an organisation’s ability to develop corporate 

entrepreneurship. However, Sebora, Theeraptvong and Lee (2010:184), assert that 

“pockets or islands of entrepreneurial activity can develop and thrive, at least for a 

while, in cultures that are not in themselves entrepreneurial”. According to this view, 

successful ventures can develop in non-entrepreneurial organisations with the right 

kind of technical interventions. All it takes is a critical mass of “switched on” 

(Thornberry, 2003:338) corporate entrepreneurs, with some championing at the 

leadership level, to start seeing entrepreneurial activity. 

Morris et al., (2008:330) and Scheepers et al., (2008:55) mention that managers 

should encourage rational risk taking, provide open communication and constructive 

feedback, recognise creative work, and provide resources as well as participative 

and collaborative management. According to Scheepers et al., (2008:55), these kinds 

of support from managers encourage employees to solve problems in an innovative 

way, seek opportunities in a proactive manner and embark on moderately risky 

projects. 

The management cadre plays an important role in fostering a culture of corporate 

entrepreneurship in an organisation or part thereof. The first step in the process of 

establishing such an entrepreneurial culture is to secure commitment and support by 

top and middle management. Only after commitment from these levels of 

management may the concept be introduced throughout the whole organisation 

(Hisrich and Peters, 2002:53). This assertion will be tested in Department of Basic 

Education in KwaZulu-Natal, in the present study. 
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Kuratko and Hodgetts (2004:57) came up with the following guideline for managers 

to develop an innovative philosophy in the organisations: 

• Encourage innovation. 

• Use informal meetings whenever possible. 

• Tolerate failure and use it as a learning experience. 

• Reward innovation for innovation’s sake. 

• Expect clever bootlegging of ideas – secretly working on new ideas in the 

organisation’s time. 

• Plan the physical layout of the organisation to encourage informal 

communication. 

• Provide the freedom and encouragement to entrepreneurs which are required 

to develop their ideas. 

• Develop policies that will help innovative employees reach their potential. 

• Educate employees with regard to innovation and entrepreneurship. 

This argument suggests the hypothesis where:  

Hypothesis: Perceptions of management support will positively influence the 

organisational level of (innovativeness, proactiveness and risk taking) 

2.8.2 Organisational Tolerance 

The highly complex environment in which organisations operate requires planning 

systems that are tolerant or flexible in order to allow frequent changes (Kukalis, 

1989:567) and meet the varying needs in the market. Organisational tolerance is the 

extent to which organisational units react to situational changes efficiently, supported 

by administrative relations and situational proficiency (Barrett, Oborn, Orlikowiski and 

Yates, 2012:1449). Rundh (2011:330) defines organisational tolerance as the ability 

of an organisation to respond to, and introduce, change; while Barrett et al., 

(2012:1448) describe it as an organisation’s ability to adapt administratively to 

situational knowledge. Organisational tolerance includes the organisational practices 

and characteristics that demonstrate the willingness to accept, promote, and 

enhance exploration within an organisation (McGrath, 2011:86). Some of these 

practices and characteristics might be embedded in the organisation’s compensation 
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and reward systems and in their organisational and management support (Slutzky, 

2012:10).  

Organisational tolerance is vital for complex innovation to take place 

(Ngamkroeckjoti, Speece and Dimmitt, 2005:287), while ensuring adaptability with 

improved performance (Kaiser, Lindberg and Craig, 2007:42). Kriegesmann, Kley 

and Schwering (2005:57) argue that organisations whose culture displayed a lack of  

tolerance would develop innovative incompetence because creative and fearless 

behaviours would be avoided. Failure has innovative potential when it is understood 

as a learning process that provides information that otherwise would not be available. 

As McGrath (2011:78) explained, managers should understand the need to reduce 

the failure, to engage in experiments constantly, to fail early and often, and to learn 

as much as possible in the process. 

A tolerant structural design is likely to encourage free and open discussion of ideas 

among employees, which is helpful in the successful development of innovative 

corporate entrepreneurial ventures (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993:56; van de Ven and 

Poole, 1995:511). The creation of an entrepreneurial environment is not achieved by 

the implementation of rules, because it is largely a spontaneous process. It is by 

nature an adaptable flexible process (Chung and Gibbons, 1997:10). In this way, 

organisations are able to react swiftly to customer needs and market opportunities 

while avoiding risks (Enderwick and Ronayne, 2004:54). Changing customer 

demands and market responsiveness have to be met with flexible organisation 

policies (Rundh, 2011:336). 

A tolerant response is of strategic importance in a competitive environment. This 

study will use a combination of definitions of organisational tolerance: organisational 

practices and characteristics that demonstrate the willingness to accept, promote, 

and enhance the occurrence of exploration within an organisation (McGrath, 

2011:79); the ability of an organisation to maintain competitiveness and initiate 

change (Rundh, 2011:336) by means of efficient administrative support (Barrett et al., 

2012:1450) in reaction to situational knowledge. Building on this research direction 

and in line with the empirical findings on organisational tolerance, the hypotheses 

predicts that: 
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Hypothesis: Perceptions of organisational tolerance will  positively influence the 

organisational level of  (innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking). 

2.8.3 Autonomy/Work Discretion  

Work discretion is a construct that is affected by a number of factors: degree of 

formality and prescriptiveness; desire for conformance and compliance with set job 

descriptions; degree of rigidity in work formats; desire for consistency from time to 

time and between people doing the same task; desire for individual initiative in 

carrying out tasks; and level of freedom and discretion in one’s own job (Morris et al., 

2008:220).  

According to Morris et al., (2008:330), work discretion involves the commitment of top 

level managers to tolerate failure, provide decision-making latitude, and delegate 

authority and responsibility to managers. Organisations should allow employees to 

make decisions about their own work process and should avoid criticising them for 

failure (Kuratko, 2009:28; Ireland et al., 2009:31; Viswanathan and Gowri, 2004:28). 

According to Ireland et al., (2009:31), tolerance of failure should result in innovation, 

proactive behaviour and risk taking amongst employees. Kuratko (2009:68) and 

Scheepers et al., (2008:55) state that employees have discretion if they are able to 

make decisions about their job performance in the way they believe is effective.  

According to Viswanathan and Gowri (2004:28), entrepreneurs do not have to get 

permission for every move: “freedom and independence is crucial”. Chen et al., 

(2005:531) added that entrepreneurs need creative and independent thinking to 

come up with new ideas and undertake risk. 

In the context of the corporate venturing form of corporate entrepreneurship, 

researchers are unanimous that a high degree of autonomy should be accorded to 

those charged with venturing (MacMillan, 1986; Block and MacMillan, 1995:253).  

According to La Nafie, Nimran, Musadieq and Suyadi (2014:84), increased autonomy 

dramatically increased the success of ventures. As for the characteristics of the 

venture teams, Hill and Hlavacek (1972) found in their study of many cases that 

venture teams, separated from the opening organisation, were multidisciplinary; had 

diffuse authority; were given a broad mission; had direct access to senior 

management; and were not subjected to defined time deadlines. In contrast, a later 
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study by Dunn (1977) found the following characteristics of failed ventures: their 

missions were too broad; too few constraints were placed on their activities; they 

enjoyed too much functional autonomy; and they were not put under enough 

pressure to produce (La Nafie et al., 2014:85). 

It appears from these contradictory views that too much of a good thing can 

precipitate venture failure, as far as autonomy or work discretion is concerned. In 

support of this view, Sebora et al., (2011:184), suggested that management cannot 

abdicate its oversight responsibility, but has to monitor the venturing activity more 

closely. 

In short, the facilitation of entrepreneurship appears more consistently with role 

flexibility and autonomy, which can be achieved if employees enjoy a high degree of 

autonomy and are empowered to exercise discretion and personal initiative in 

performing their jobs. Following this line of reasoning, it is hypothesised that: 

Hypothesis: Perceptions of work discretion will positively influence the organisational 

level of  (innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking). 

2.8.4 Rewards and Reinforcement  

Rewards and reinforcement normally take the form of recognition and incentives. 

Recognition is a reward that occurs after demonstrable innovations or entrepreneurial 

outcomes. In contrast, incentives are designed before an innovation effort starts, and 

they link performance measurements and rewards (Davila, Epstein and Shelton, 

2006:262). 

Morris et al., (2008:330) refer to rewards and reinforcement as the developing and 

using of systems that reinforce entrepreneurial behaviour, highlighting important 

achievements and encouraging the pursuit of challenging work. Rewards and 

reinforcement motivate employees to engage in innovative, proactive and risk taking 

behaviour (Hancer et al., 2009:527; Kuratko, 2009:68; Scheepers et al., 2008:55). 

According to Hancer et al., (2009:527), the use of appropriate rewards can enhance 

managers’ willingness to assume the risk associated with entrepreneurial activity. If 

good performance is not recognised and rewarded there is no incentive for 

employees to take risks (Kearney et al., 2008:303). Scheepers et al., (2008:55) 
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mention that effective reward systems that drive entrepreneurial activity should be in 

line with set goals and provide performance-based incentives and timeous feedback. 

According to Viswanathan and Gowri (2004:31), not only are financial rewards crucial 

for corporate entrepreneurship, but non-financial, emotional rewards are also 

important. “Substantive attention, rather than monetary rewards, is in some cases 

more highly prized”. The authors further opine that emotional rewards include a 

whole set of rewards ranging from recognition, through organisations’ award 

ceremonies and organisation publications, to job enhancement. 

The literature on corporate entrepreneurship highlights the fact that an effective 

reward system that spurs entrepreneurial activity must consider goals; feedback; 

individual responsibility; and result-based incentives (Davila et al., 2006:263). 

In fostering corporate entrepreneurship, recognition is more appropriate than 

incentives. It is important to note that recognition does not have to happen through 

explicit management systems in an organisation. It can happen within the realm of 

personal interactions: praise in the passage, or recognition by peers. In short, people 

are motivated by expected incentives; passion about the activity; recognition; and 

leadership vision that provide a clear sense of purpose. In line with these findings, it 

is hypothesesed that: 

Hypothesis: Perceptions of rewards and reinforcement will positively influence the 

organisational level of (innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking). 

2.8.5 Discretionary Time  

The actual and perceived time availability by employees is an important element in 

facilitating innovation and corporate entrepreneurship (Kuratko, 2009:68). Covin and 

Slevin (1991:9) indicate that entrepreneurial ventures are time-consuming activities 

and, therefore, an organisation’s ability to pursue innovations will be constrained by 

the available time. Hornsby et al., (2013:937) further argue that a key challenge 

facing the pursuit of corporate entrepreneurship as a strategic thrust is resource 

deployment to support strategic entrepreneurial efforts.  Therefore, the resource view 

of strategy holds that the internal resource of an organisation is a source of unique 

and inimitable competitive advantage.  
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Time availability refers to the evaluation of workloads to ensure that individuals and 

groups have ample time to pursue innovations (Hancer et al., 2009: 527; Morris et 

al., 2008:331). Scheepers et al., (2008:56) and Kuratko (2009: 68) postulate that, for 

new and innovative ideas to thrive, employees should have time to incubate their 

ideas. Organisations must therefore be reasonable in assigning workloads to their 

employees; avoiding putting time constraints on aspects of employees’ jobs; and 

allowing employees to work with others to solve long-term problems (Kuratko, 

2009:68). Scheepers et al., (2008:56) mention that, in entrepreneurial work 

environments, employees are allowed to conduct creative entrepreneurial 

experiments in a limited portion of their work time. 

Fostering corporate entrepreneurship requires that individuals be afforded time to 

incubate new and innovative ideas. Therefore, the workload of employees must be 

moderated to such an extent that they are allowed to work with others on time-

consuming innovations.  

Time availability assumes greater importance when attempting to foster radical 

innovation rather than incremental innovation. Radical innovation takes time and is 

accompanied by a risk that the creation may not find its way to the marketplace.  

Therefore, time availability is an essential organisational characteristic for the 

implementation of corporate entrepreneurship. In the present study, employee 

perceptions about time availability in a Department of Basic Education (DBE) 

environment are assessed with the objective of fostering a corporate 

entrepreneurship culture within the DBE. Following this line of reasoning, it is 

hypothesed that: 

Hypothesis: Perceptions of discretionary time will positively influence the 

organisational level of (innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking). 

2.8.6 Organisational Boundaries  

Organisational boundaries refer to the precise explanations of outcomes expected 

from organisational work and the development of mechanisms for evaluating, 

selecting and using innovation (Morris et al., 2008:331). Kuratko (2009:68) believes 

that organisations should avoid having standard operating procedures, and should 

reduce their dependence on narrow job descriptions and inflexible performance 
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standards. Kearney et al., (2008:299) are of the opinion that organisations should 

have loose intra-organisational boundaries. According to Storey (2004:204), 

corporate entrepreneurial activities are promoted by increased flexibility in 

organisations’ policies and procedures. Kearney et al., (2009:37) support Storey 

(2004:204) by indicating that, if organisational policies and procedures are complex 

and impose unrealistic timetables and unrealistic performance benchmarks, they will 

discourage corporate entrepreneurial spirit within the organisation. According to 

Storey (2004:201), flexible policies are considered to be those policies which reduce 

bureaucracy and induce less reliance on rules and procedures. 

 Morris et al., (2008:231) mention that the best option in promoting innovation and 

corporate entrepreneurship is a boundary-less organisation, which refers to the 

elimination of barriers that slow things down and create resistance to change. 

According to Kuratko and Hodgetts (2001:73), these organisational support elements 

are important for organisations to act entrepreneurially. The authors further believe 

that the decision to act entrepreneurially takes place as a result of the interaction 

among the organisational support elements, individual characteristics and 

precipitating events. 

A supportive organisational structure provides the administrative mechanism by 

which ideas are evaluated, chosen and implemented. Bureaucracy leads to 

perceived boundaries and people should be encouraged to look at the organisation 

from a holistic perspective and not be dependent on narrow, standard operating 

procedures, rigid performance standards, or stifling job descriptions. 

Obsolete strategy and bureaucratic structures create barriers to entrepreneurial 

behaviour in organisations. The most familiar forms of bureaucracy include 

hierarchical control, centralised authority and inflexible or fixed functional boundaries 

(Hornsby et al., 2013:57). These authors argue that fixed and static bureaucratic 

organisational forms tend to stifle innovative behaviour. 

According Kuratko et al., (2011:126), in large organisations where established 

bureaucracies are prevalent, the creativity necessary for radical innovation and the 

individual initiative pertinent to embarking on new ventures, are often suppressed. 

The sheer size of these organisations demands that there be control and order, but 

such order and predictability, if strictly adhered to, work against innovation. 
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The next section briefly presents entrepreneurial orientation as an organisation’s 

strategic orientation and the extent to which an organisation innovates, takes risks to 

compete aggressively, and acts autonomously and proactively. Consequently in this 

instance it is hypothesed that: 

Hypothesis: Perceptions of flexible organisational boundaries will positively influence 

the organisational level of (innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking). 

2.9   ENTREPRENEURIAL ORIENTATION (EO) 

Countries such as South Africa operate within a global village where economic 

growth, through various organisations, in different sectors, is of critical importance. 

To achieve the envisaged outcomes, it is expected that an organisation will 

continually innovate (Molokwa, Barreira and Urban, 2013:4) to ensure that it stays 

ahead of its competitors. In today’s turbulent and volatile economic environment, with 

increased competition, scholars such as Fang, Yuli and Hongzhi (2009:102) argued 

that entrepreneurial orientation is a prerequisite for organisational success. Research 

studies conducted over the years (Covin and Slevin, 1998, 1991, 1997; Lumpkin and 

Dess, 1996) affirmed that EO has three dimensions: innovativeness, risk taking and 

proactiveness, which are critical in organisation performance (Sharma and Dave, 

2011:45). 

According to Covin and Lumpkin (2011:25), entrepreneurial orientation refers to the 

simultaneous exhibition of behaviours reflecting risk taking, innovativeness and 

proactiveness; or the domain of activity that includes the dimensions of risk taking, 

innovativeness and proactiveness. On the other hand, McGuineness (2008:8) 

defines entrepreneurial orientation as the process, practice and decision-making 

activities that lead to new approaches. It can happen at organisational and individual 

level (Miller, 1983:10). 

The concept of EO can be traced back to Miller (1983). His often-cited description of 

an entrepreneurial organisation is “one that engages in product-market innovation, 

undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and is first to come up with proactive 

innovations, beating competitors to the punch” (Miller, 1983: 11). Most empirical 

studies in the field of entrepreneurship have used measures based on this 
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conceptualisation that has been extended and elaborated by Covin and Slevin (1991) 

and Lumpkin and Dess (1996). 

Covin and Slevin (1991) have developed a conceptual model of entrepreneurship as 

organisational behaviour. Accordingly, this kind of entrepreneurship is an extension 

of Schumpeter’s idea into organisation-level entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurial 

organisations have, as Covin and Slevin (1991) call it, an entrepreneurial posture and 

are innovative, proactive, and risk taking (Sharma and Dave, 2011:46). 

Entrepreneurial posture is affected by variables, and may affect variables, at the 

organisation, environment, and individual levels (Gcaza, 2013:20). The extent to 

which an entrepreneurial posture is positively related to performance is contingent on 

the environment. Lumpkin and Dess (1996) also identify dimensions that characterise 

entrepreneurial process and study the relationship between EO and organisational 

performance as well as possible moderators. According to Rauch (2009:763), 

“entrepreneurial orientation represents the policies and practices that provide a basis 

for entrepreneurial decisions and actions. Thus, entrepreneurial orientation may be 

viewed as the entrepreneurial strategy-making processes that key decision-makers 

use to enact their organisation’s purpose, sustain its vision, and create competitive 

advantage(s)”. 

In essence, entrepreneurial orientation translates into the capabilities of an 

organisation which distinguish it from its competitors (Miller, 1983; Lumpkin and 

Dess, 1996; Wiklund and Sheperd, 2005) and ensure improved performance 

(Sharma and Dave, 2011:96). The notion of improved organisational performance 

was also affirmed by Corbett, Covin, O’Connor and Tucci (2013), who indicated that 

entrepreneurial orientation is a significant and consistent predictor of organisational 

performance (Corbett et al., 2013: 25).The results from research studies conducted 

by various scholars (Covin and Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Wiklund, 

1999) indicate that there is a significant relationship between entrepreneurial 

orientation and organisational performance (Arief, Thoyib, Sudiro and Rohman, 

2013:72).  

Organisations that adopt high levels of entrepreneurial orientation are growth 

orientated and are more inclined to spot opportunities and to capitalise on them, and 



69 
 

their net worth is positively related to entrepreneurial orientation (Arbaugh, Cox and 

Camp, 2009). 

A further review of the literature indicates that the basis for entrepreneurial activity in 

an organisation is its degree of entrepreneurial orientation (Ghina and Permana, 

2012: 15). Dess and Lumpkin (2005) suggested that entrepreneurial orientation, 

when adopted, has the potential to enhance performance (Wiklund and Shepherd, 

2005:150), which eventually translates into client/stakeholder satisfaction (Ghina and 

Permana, 2012:16). According to Lumpkin and Dess (2005), innovation, 

proactiveness and risk taking are prioritised and this study will only focus on these 

aspects. 

In the next section, the dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation and the summary of 

key terms as used in this study are discussed. 

2.9.1 Dimensions of Entrepreneurial Orientation 

Discussion on the dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation and their conceptual and 

empirical characteristics is on-going. Miller (1983) introduced the three (traditionally 

used) dimensions of innovativeness, proactiveness and risk taking, in order to 

determine whether or not an organisation is entrepreneurial (Sharma andDave, 2011: 

45). Researchers have adopted this original approach (Ireland, Kuratko and Morris, 

2010; Covin and Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Zahra, 1991), although with 

nuances of their own. Authors often provide slightly differing definitions of the 

dimensions, with largely similar meanings. In the following Table 2.3, the definitions 

based on Miller (1983); Covin and Slevin (1989); Lee and Peterson (2000); Kreiser et 

al., (2002); Messeghem (2003) and Tarabishy et al., (2005) are presented. 

Table 2.4: Dimensions of Entrepreneurial Orientation 

Study EO Dimensions Used 

Miller (1983); Covin and Slevin 

(1983) 

Innovation, proactiveness and risk taking. 

Covin and Slevin (1989); Lee and 

Peterson (2000) 

Autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, 

proactiveness, and competitive 

aggressiveness. 
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Kreiser, Marino and Weaver (2002);  

Tarabishy, Solomon, Fernald and 

Saghkin (2005); Messeghem (2003) 

Innovation, proactiveness, and risk taking. 

Source: Sharma and Dave (2011:45) 

Entrepreneurial orientation has its roots in the strategy-making process literature and 

represents the policies and practices that provide the basis for entrepreneurial 

dicisions and acticons (Rauch et al., 2009:763). Based on Miller’s (1983:770) 

conceptualisation that an entrepreneurial organisation is one that enganges in 

product innovation, undertakes somewhat risky ventures and is first to come up with 

pro-active innovations, three dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation were 

identified, namely, innovativeness, pro-activeness,and risk taking. Covin and Slevin 

(1989:76) further refine Miller’s definition by stating that the entrepreneurial 

orientation of an organisation is demeonstrated by the extent to which the top 

managers are inclined to take organisation-related risks (risk taking dimension), to 

favour change and innovation in order to obtain a competitive advantage for their 

businesses (innovative dimension), and to compete with other businesses (proactive 

dimension). While a number of authors have adopted similar definitions (Zahra, 

Jennings and Kuratko, 1999:50; Morris, Kuratko and Covin, 2008:54), others have 

made devious changes that altered the meaning of the construct (Gearge and 

Marino, 2011:992). Dess and Lumpkin (2005:147) define entrepreneurial orientation 

as the strategy-making practices that organisations use to identify and launch 

corporate ventures. This definition seem to be limited to decisions related to the 

launch of new ventures. An orgnaisation may therefore, have a high entrepreneurial 

orientation based on the Covin and Slevin (1989:76) definition, but not necessarily on 

the Dess and Lumpkin (2005:147) definition. 

George and Marino (2011:992) show that several authors have define the domain of 

entrepreneurial orientation as containing fewer ro more dimensions (George and 

Marino, 2011:992). Two other dimensions were added by Lumpkin and Dess (1996: 

139-140), namely, competitive aggressiveness and autonomy. These aurthors argue 

that entrepreneurial orientation includes a and a tendency to be aggressive towards 

competitors. Wang (2008:637) on the other hand, adopted four dimensions namely, 

pro-activeness, competitive aggressiveness, risk taking and innovativeness. This 
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study adopted Lumpkin and Dess’s (1996) approach, who argued that dimensions of 

entrepreneurial orientation can be measured independently of each other in a given 

context (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996:139 - 140) and will focus on innovativeness, 

proactiveness, and risk taking. 

Covin and Lumpkin (2011:885) explain that the entrepreneurial orientation construct 

has been widely debated, but there is no consensus on the approate definition of the 

construct and its dimensionality (Covin and Lumpkin, 2011:856; George and Marino, 

2011:992). 

The three dimensions (innovativeness, proactiveness and risk taking) measuring an 

entrepreneurial orientation are discussed in this section, with reference to the 

education sector. 

2.9.1.1 Innovativeness 

The concept of innovation dates back to Schumpeter’s theory (1934-1942), which 

emphasised that wealth creation was preceded by the disruptive introduction of new 

factors/novelties in the form of products and services (Taylor, 2013:50). According to 

Schumpeter (1934) and Drucker (1979), an entrepreneurial organisation is 

underpinned by inventions of products as well as processes. The concept of 

innovativeness is embodied in an organisation as an attribute that propels it to 

novelties which may have a return on investment (Molokwa et al., 2013). The core of 

entrepreneurship is innovation, which refers to the development of new products or 

services, or re-inventing new processes (Schumpeter, 1934). It was also mentioned 

that innovation can take the form of new or improved services (Kuratko et al., 2011: 

26) which benefit the organisation’s stakeholders and enhance the organisation’s 

performance. Innovation has the ability to ensure business growth and differentiation 

in an organisation (Taylor, 2013). An organisation with an innovative stance is able to 

achieve a significant return on its investment (Ambad and Wahab, 2013) and there is 

a degree of self-reliance on its resources (Hafeez, Shariff and bin Mad Lazim, 

2012:60).  

According to Lumpkin and Dess (1996:142), the innovation dimension of 

entrepreneurial orientation mirrors the propensity of an organisation to engage in new 

ideas and creative processes that may result in new products, services and 
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technological processes. Sharma and Dave (2011:46) further state that Schumpeter 

was among the first to place emphasis on the role of innovation in the entrepreneurial 

process. His views were of creative destruction, by creating wealth when existing 

market structures are disrupted by volatility and uncertainty by the introduction of 

new goods, services, process or procedures that will cause the organisation to grow. 

Innovation has been posited as the most critical trait of the entrepreneurial orientation 

traits (Gcaza, 2013:20). Entrepreneurial orientation may occur along a continuum, 

where one shows the willingness to try a new way of accomplishing tasks by being 

enterprising, inventive, imaginative and resourceful (Kuratko et al., 2011:58). 

Kuratko et al., (2011:58) point out that innovation can take the form of new or 

improved service. They further point out that the innovation frontier is in processes, 

or finding new and better ways to accomplish a task. They argue that innovativeness 

is concerned with the relative emphasis on concepts or activities that represent a 

departure from what is currently available within the organisation; and to what extent 

the organisation is doing things that are unique or different. 

Antoncic and Hisrich (2003) suggest that organisational innovativeness is more 

concerned with products, technologies and administrative innovation and that 

corporate entrepreneurship is more congruent with going beyond these activities, 

insofar as creating new units or even organisations (Kuratko et al.,2011:58). 

From a public sector perspective, innovation denotes improving organisational 

performance. However, it does not come naturally to public sector organisations 

(Tosterud, 1999:120), as there are many features of the public sector which serve as 

barriers to innovation. Research studies by Tosterud (1999) and Ramamuti (1989) 

asserted that the mission and vision of the public sector is mainly influenced by 

political forces and, as such, innovative initiatives may be discouraged or distorted as 

they may be perceived to be politically incorrect, inappropriate or even potentially 

harmful. 

It was further argued by Tosterud (1999) that it is easy to quantify innovation in the 

private sector; whereas it is difficult to measure innovation in the public sector as it 

relates to quantity and quality (Tosterud, 1999:135). A research study by Bartlett and 

Dibben (2010) found that innovation in the public sector often generates internal 

conflict which presents itself in the form of resistance to change, conflicting interests, 
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and fellow employees wanting to maintain the status quo. The study found that 

conflict also manifests at the community and public level where innovation is 

perceived to be an encroachment on existing ‘territories’. The performance of the 

Department of Education will be discussed in more detail later in Chapter 3. 

Following this line of reasoning, it is hypothesed that: Innovativeness will positively 

influence organisational performance. 

2.9.1.2 Risk taking 

According to Dess and Lumpkin (2005:146), risk taking is the willingness of an 

organisation to commit resources to projects, ideas, or processes whose outcomes 

are uncertain and for which the cost of failure would be high. Risk taking denotes a 

different meaning depending on the context in which it is applied. In the context of 

strategy, Baird and Thomas (1985), in Sharma and Dave (2011: 46), outline three 

types of risk: venturing into the unknown; committing a large portion of assets; and 

borrowing heavily. These types of risks are inherent in entrepreneurship, as starting a 

new venture entails some level of personal, financial and psychological risk. Kuratko 

et al., (2011: 66) argue that anything new involves risk, or some likelihood that actual 

results will differ from expectations. 

The emphasis is on risk that is moderate and calculated and involves a reasonable 

awareness of all risks, including financial, technical, market and personal. These 

risks are reflected in various decisions about resource allocation, as well as choice of 

product or service and the market the organisation emphasises. 

Risk taking is an inherent element in an organisation. It is present in the operations 

and processes. Decision-making and risk-taking tendencies do not guarantee high 

returns (Lotz and van der Merwe, 2014:21). Some theorists assert that, through 

entrepreneurship, organisations take higher risks and usually get the associated 

returns, as such risk is accepted as part of the organisation’s strategy and outlook. 

However, Dess and Lumpkin (2005:147) cautioned that organisations should always 

take calculated risks. 

Research indicates that organisations with high risk-taking profiles tend to have a 

matching financial performance (Ambad and Wahab, 2013:98). Previous research 

studies (Klomp and van Leeuwen, 2001; Calantone, Cavusgil and Zhao, 2002; 
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Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin and Frees, 2004; Casillas and Moreno, 2010; Gibb and 

Haar, 2010; Wang and Yen, 2012) confirmed that risk-taking tendencies have a 

direct positive effect on organisational performance, whilst moderate risk takers were 

outperformed by organisations with high risk-taking levels. 

However, from a public sector perspective, Tosterud (1999:139) argued that 

innovation brings with it a certain degree of risk and a high chance of potential failure. 

He argued that the cost and possible magnitude of failure could result in disastrous 

consequences for the public at large, or even the state as a whole. Tosterud 

(1999:142) further argued that innovation is good; however, the costs associated with 

it are too high for a state to bear; therefore he recommended that the public sector 

should choose the safe path in innovating. 

Sadler (1999:28) argued that the public sector gets funding allocated from the fiscus 

and is, therefore, accountable to state representatives who are themselves risk-

averse. The scholar further argued that the state representative’s risk aversion is 

linked to public scrutiny, electoral period and reappointment of office bearers; as 

such, public sector risk management is focused on accountability and control 

mechanisms. It is important to note that, whist entrepreneurial activities in 

government may involve risk taking, the risk need not necessarily have to be 

monetary. In line with such findings, it is hypothesed that: Proactiveness will 

positively influence organisational performance. 

2.9.1.3 Proactiveness 

Proactiveness, as a dimension of entrepreneurial orientation, is concerned with the 

implementation of innovative ideas, taking responsibility, and doing whatever is 

necessary to bring an entrepreneurial concept to fruition. It was defined by Lumpkin 

and Dess (1996:137) as a posture of anticipating and acting on future wants and 

needs in the market place. It involves a high level of commitment and perseverance, 

flexibility and adaptability, and a willingness to take responsibility for possible failure 

(Kuratko et al., 2011:71). Entrepreneurial managers who are proactive are needed in 

an organisation to provide the vision and direction necessary to engage in 

opportunistic expansion. 
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Proactive tendencies also involve acting quickly before the competitor does so, and 

relate to pioneering and initiating practices and behaviours on entering new territories 

ahead of competitors (Xaba and Malindi, 2010:79). They involve being on the lookout 

for future market needs and wants and having the notion of first-mover advantage, 

which gives the organisation a head-start on the market (Taylor, 2013:51). 

Proactiveness requires deliberate and planned actions, because an organisation 

should be in a position to anticipate potential future opportunities through proper 

entrepreneurial actions, so that they can become leaders in the market rather than 

followers (Schillo, 2011:52). Proactive organisations have to have a degree of 

tolerance of failure and should, therefore, be adaptive to changes in the external and 

internal environment (Molokwa et al., 2013:3). Proactiveness behaviours ensure that 

an organisation sets standards and trends that competitors will follow; benefits from 

high profit margins and captures customers’ loyalty. The organisation’s products will 

automatically be authenticated by its brand(s) (Ambad and Wahab, 2013:102). 

Sharma and Dave (2011:46) contend that taking the initiative and pursuing new 

opportunities is, to a large extent, closely linked to entrepreneurship, and is referred 

to as proactiveness. They further state that proactiveness is “seeking new 

opportunities which may or may not be related to the present line of operations, 

introduction of new products and brands ahead of competition, strategically 

eliminating operations which are in the mature or declining stages of the life cycle”. 

For organisations to have entrepreneurial orientation, the internal structure of the 

organisation needs to support the needs of such an environment, because the 

structure of the organisation plays a critical role in determining the entrepreneurial 

orientation of an organisation. Clear communication of roles and responsibilities, 

support of management and high performance-driven systems are critical (Gcaza, 

2013:21).  

Additional dimensions or alternative sets of dimensions have been suggested, none 

of which has achieved wide acceptance (Rauch et al., 2009:763). Lumpkin and Dess 

(1996), for example, suggest adding competitive aggressiveness (direct challenge 

with rivals) and autonomy (independent idea development and implementation) 

(Diefenbach, 2011:15). The latter had previously been used by Burgelman (1983) 

and Mintzberg (1973). On the other hand, Stopford and Baden-Fuller (1994) explicitly 
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exclude risk taking as an attribute of entrepreneurial orientation. Instead, they view 

proactivity, aspirations beyond current capability, team orientation, the capability to 

resolve dilemmas, and team learning capacity as attributes shared by all types of 

entrepreneurial orientation. Debate evolved around whether the dimensions of EO 

should be analysed in combination, or separately. Originally, Miller (1983) considered 

an organisation to be entrepreneurial only if it scored high on all three traditional 

dimensions. This approach has been widely adopted (e.g. Covin and Slevin, 1991). 

On the other hand, Lumpkin and Dess (1996) argue for independently varying 

dimensions of EO. They regard the Miller, Covin and Slevin approach as too narrow 

to capture all types of entrepreneurial organisations. 

The most common view is the association of EO with the three dimensions of 

innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking (Diefenbach, 2011:16). In order to 

determine an organisation’s entrepreneurial orientation, these three dimensions are 

usually combined. 

In this study, EO is considered to be referring to ‘the policies and practices that 

provide a basis for entrepreneurial decisions and actions within the organisation’. 

Within entrepreneurship literature, this study will draw on the entrepreneurial 

orientation research, which is reasonably suitable for the public sector. The term 

entrepreneurial orientation will be used as originally defined by Covin and Slevin 

(1991): an organisation with entrepreneurial orientation is innovative, proactive, and 

risk-taking. The degree of entrepreneurial orientation varies between organisations 

but also between business units or areas within one organisation (i.e. between 

districts within one department of education and between departments within one 

district). At an individual level, the term entrepreneurial behaviour will describe how 

entrepreneurship is practised (Kuratko et al., 2011: 105). Consiquently in this 

instance it is hypothesed that: Risk taking will positively influence organisational 

performance 

In contrast with EO that determined the tendency of the organisation to being 

entrepreneurial, CE will gauge the actual entrepreneurial actions. 

The relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and corporate entrepreneurship 

is discussed next. 
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2.10 ENTREPRENEURIAL ORIENTATION AND CORPORATE  
    ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

Entrepreneurial orientation is one of the phenomena associated with corporate 

entrepreneurship, which Corbett, Covin, O’Connor and Tucci (2013:813) describe as 

the “engine that drives specific acts of corporate entrepreneurship”. According to van 

Rensburg (2013:17), the notion of entrepreneurial orientation was introduced by 

Lumpkin and Dess (1996) as an expansion on the work of Covin and Slevin (1989). 

Entrepreneurial orientation is commonly conceptualised as either the concurrent 

exhibition of behaviours reflecting risk taking, innovativeness and proactiveness, or 

as the domain of activity that includes dimensions of risk taking, innovativeness, 

autonomy, or competitive aggressiveness (Covin and Lumpkin, 2011:326).  

There are basically two conceptualisation approaches for entrepreneurial orientation, 

namely: the composite dimension approach, which is largely associated with Miller’s 

(1983) and Covin and Slevin’s (1989) work; and the multidimensional approach 

commonly associated with Lumpkin and Dess’s (1996) work. According to Covin and 

Lumpkin (2001:860), “these two conceptualisations of entrepreneurial orientation are 

fundamentally different and neither is superior to the other and it is therefore 

important to come to terms with their irreconcilability”. The two conceptualisations 

also require separate construct definitions and measurement models (Covin and 

Lumpkin, 2011:863; Covin and Wales, 2011:694). A review of literature by 

Rosenbusch, Rauch and Bausch (2013:642) shows that debate about dimensionality 

of entrepreneurial orientation constructs still rages on, with some preferring to 

operationalise it unidimensionally, while others operationalise it multidimensionally; 

yet others still conceptualise entrepreneurial orientation multidimensionally but 

operationalise it unidimensionally.  However, notwithstanding the conceptualisation 

challenges associated with the concept of entrepreneurial orientation, it is commonly 

considered that organisations that exhibit high levels of the phenomenon perform 

better than those with low levels of entrepreneurial orientation (Gathungu, Aiko and 

Machuki, 2014:345; Rauch, Wilkund, Lumpkin and Frese, 2009:764). 

The literature study reveals that there is a difference between the concepts 

‘entrepreneurial orientation’ and ‘corporate entrepreneurship’. Entrepreneurial 

orientation is part of corporate entrepreneurship (Covin and Lumpkin, 2011:855). 

According to Urban and Turró (2013:250), corporate entrepreneurship includes 
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entrepreneurial behaviour and orientation in established organisations. Covin and 

Lumpkin (2011:855) clearly indicate that corporate entrepreneurship is a larger 

domain within which discussions about entrepreneurial orientation occur and that 

many scholars consider entrepreneurial orientation to be an aspect of corporate 

entrepreneurship. Corporate entrepreneurship is the bigger and overarching 

phenomenon for describing entrepreneurship within established organisations. There 

is growing recognition of corporate entrepreneurship as an overall construct 

capturing all entrepreneurial activities within established organisations (DeJong, 

Parker, Wennekers and Wu, 2011:4; Sharma and Chrisman, 1999:18). In other 

words, whereas corporate entrepreneurship serves the purpose for “creation and 

pursuit of new venture opportunities and strategic renewal” (Dess and Lumpkin, 

2005:147), entrepreneurial orientation is “the driving force” for corporate 

entrepreneurship (Memili, Lumpkin and Dess, 2010:326). 

According to Rauch et al., (2009:765), entrepreneurial orientation refers to “the 

strategy-making processes that provide organisations with a basis for entrepreneurial 

decisions and action”. Thus organisations with a strong entrepreneurial orientation in 

terms of processes, practice, and decision-making styles that enhance capacity to 

identify and capture entrepreneurial opportunities, tend to possess superior 

competitive advantage (Kuratko et al., 2005b; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996). In this 

respect, organisations that would like to successfully pursue corporate 

entrepreneurship should have a strong entrepreneurial orientation (Dess and 

Lumpkin, 2005).  

As discussed above, EO and CE are two divergent constructs of the organisation 

level entrepreneurship that have focused on different dimensions of entrepreneurial 

phenomena. While EO points out to the orientation of an organisation, especially top 

managers to take entrepreneurial actions, CE gauges the actual entrepreneurial 

actions as the representative of entrepreneurship. If the organisations use one of 

these constructs, they will desin a blind picture of the entrepreneurship phenomena 

in the organisations. In fact, CE just measures the entrepreneurial actions and 

ignores the tendency of an organisation to being entrepereneurial and EO only 

reveals the tendency of the top mangers to entrepreneurship.  
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Because of the complementarities of EO and CE, measurements of the organisation 

level entrepreneurship (Lyon et al., 2000), some studies have presented integrated 

measurements (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001; Kreiser and Davis, 2009). These 

measurements have selected some special indicators of EO and CE and 

synthesising them in an new construct. Kreise and Divis (2009), for example, chose 

innovativeness and proactiveness from EO and strategic renewal from CE, and 

Antonci and Hisrich (2001) combined innovativeness and proactiveness with 

venturing and strategic renewal. While EO indicators have focused on the tendency 

and attitudes of the top manager, CE indicators measured the entrepreneurial 

actions. On the whole, EO cannot account for the whole entrepreneurial situation of 

an organisation and provides an incomplete understanding of organisation level 

entrepreneurship. Along the same line of thought, CE is also not a true 

representation and delivers an incomplete image because it only captures the 

behavioural component while ignoring the attitudinal dimension. Actually, EO 

displays an orientation while CE shows entrepreneurial behaviour and activities 

(Hisseini, 2016:56). Consequently, the two cover separate dimensions of the 

organisation level entrepreneurship (Zahra, 1991) and it is necessary to measure 

both to obtain a complete picture. This study has conceptualised these two 

constructs as two distinct but related dimensions of the organisation level 

entrepreneurship which aims at different characteristics. 

2.11 CORPORATE  ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND ORGANISATIONAL  
    PERFORMANCE 
 

One of the objectives of a business organisation is to improve its performance 

(Otache and Mahmood, 2015:528). This could be in terms of profitability, or overall 

organisational performance.  According to Otache and Mahmood (2015), for any 

organisation to improve its performance, it must consciously undertake certain 

activities, exhibit certain behaviour, and align itself with the dictates of the external 

environment. The literature shows that entrepreneurial activities such as risk taking, 

innovativeness, and proactiveness have a positive relationship with overall 

organisational performance (Barringer and Bluedom, 1999; Bhardwaj and Momay, 

2006; Covin and Slevin, 1991; Hameed and Ali, 2012; Lampkin and Dess, 1996; 

Olakitan and Charles, 2012; Odumeru, 2013). 
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In the longitudinal research of Zahra and Covin (1995), it has been proved that 

corporate entrepreneurship has a positive impact on organisational performance. The 

effect on performance increases over time, suggesting that corporate 

entrepreneurship may be a generally effective means of improving long-term 

organisational performance (Zahra and Covin, 1995:45).  

Zahra and Covin (1995:55) state that corporate entrepreneurship should not be 

viewed as a short-term fix, but as a long-term strategy for achieving superior financial 

performance. Managers should adopt a long-term perspective in developing, 

managing and evaluating corporate entrepreneurship. Zahra and Covin (1995:55) 

found that there is also a possibility that corporate entrepreneurship pays off by 

improving non-financial indicators of organisation performance. 

A review of literature from the business sector reveals that the entrepreneurial 

processes and behaviour of an organisation enhance opportunities to generate 

resources for sustained competitive advantage, and corporate entrepreneurship has 

a positive relationship with performance (Tepthong, 2014:59). Corporate 

entrepreneurship is the organisational capacity for sustaining the competitive 

advantage. Brook (2009:4) describes corporate entrepreneurship as a process 

consisting of five parts: opportunity recognition, concept development, resource 

determination, launch and venture growth, and harvesting the venture.  

Innovation, proactiveness, and risk management have been viewed as the key 

components of corporate entrepreneurship. Davis, Nikolic and Dijkema (2010:708) 

found that organisations that have a preference for innovative activities, risk taking 

and proactiveness are in a more favourable position, in terms of their performance, 

and they stand to compete well with others. Basically, customers take an interest in 

new products, services, and technologies which may result in organisational growth. 

Entrepreneurial organisations believe that they need to be proactive to survive and to 

grow in the market. Compared to passive competitors, proactive organisations can 

be seen as first-movers who can dominate the market. Also for non-profit 

organisations, the progressively more competitive environment has forced them to 

place greater emphasis on innovation for creating activities. Additionally, they have to 

adopt a highly cautious approach in dealing with risk management, with a clear focus 

on the survival of the organisation. Good risk management leads to retaining and 
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accelerating performance in the long term. Corporate entrepreneurship has a 

complex relationship with organisational performance. According to Oeij et al. 

(2010:1), active organisations with corporate entrepreneurship have more often 

reported improved organisational performance. The response of organisations that 

practise corporate entrepreneurship (entrepreneurial organisations) to environmental 

complexity has been, according to Weerawardena and Mort (2006:1), to create the 

need for innovativeness, proactive behaviour, and risk management. Cheng et al., 

(2007:227) found in their study that innovation and proactivity influence a new 

venture’s profit and growth. Fox (2008:429) suggested that the field of corporate 

entrepreneurship offers a framework for continually improving performance. 

In this study, the degree and amount of entrepreneurship (entrepreneurial intensity) 

within the Department of Education as an organisation is viewed as the simultaneous 

demonstration of innovativeness, proactiveness and risk taking. This strategic 

orientation is important in the Department of Education as it aims at improving the 

lives of people in the community; and hence entrepreneurial action is essential. 

Although the Department of Education may not gain financially, it must be able to 

identify new opportunities arising from these actions, seize them, and innovatively act 

to better achieve their overarching objectives. 

Innovativeness, in this study, refers to the extent to which the Department of 

Education tends to do things in new ways. It is an organisational activity to engage in 

novel processes and actions to generate new solutions to problems within the 

organisational context. Organisations exhibiting innovativeness tend to be pursuing 

new combinations that improve operations or offer a new basis to meet 

customer/societal needs (Pearce, Fritz & Davis, 2010). Such organisations welcome 

experimentation, and encourage employees to try new things in the accomplishment 

of their organisational mission. This contrasts with organisations that lack 

innovativeness, that focus on established routines and norms in their operations. The 

nature of the environment in the organisation is likely to determine when 

innovativeness is beneficial for performance (Covin & Slevin, 1989). In the context of 

this study, exhibiting high levels of innovativeness is more likely to create and 

facilitate the type of changes that have a lasting impact. This innovation, and a 

tendency to experiment and act creatively, will lead to more innovative solutions in 

solving complex social issues, accomplishing the organisational mission, and 
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satisfying the, sometimes-conflicting, demands of the public (Morris et al., 2011). 

Such creative solutions, even where the status quo is often not considered ideal 

(Blakely & Bradshaw, 2011:73), will lead to higher levels of organisational 

performance. 

It is not enough, however, to have ideas alone; but a willingness to act on those 

ideas is also important. Organisations can be thought of as catalysts for economic 

development and change in communities; and as such, they must demonstrate 

leadership. Action, as reflected through proactiveness, is one such demonstration. It 

is not enough to have ideas that allow the organisation to better achieve its 

objectives. It must have the will and ability to act on those ideas without waiting for 

others to act first. Proactiveness will enable the organisation to implement its 

innovative ideas. Proactive moves are likely to be perceived positively by 

communities and the public at large and, in turn, will positively impact on the 

organisational performance. 

Risk taking is another vital strategic input for entrepreneurial intensity. Risk taking 

involves the committing of organisational resources to uncertain outcomes. Since risk 

and investment are essential to the economic development process (Blakely & 

Bradshaw, 2011:76), an organisation must take calculated risks in order to effect any 

sort of real change in the community. The very definition of economic development 

requires that changes be made in a particular locale. When the organisation is 

involved in the investment of resources to improve the economic conditions of the 

community it is often necessary to change the status quo. The organisation which is 

unwilling to take such risks is less likely to experience the benefits that come to those 

that do so.  

Entrepreneurial orientation is understood to be the strategy-making process, 

structure and behaviour of an organisation characterised by innovativeness, 

proactiveness, and risk taking. In general, research has found that entrepreneurial 

orientation has a positive impact on organisational performance, but associated 

analysis suggests that the entrepreneurial orientation - performance relationship is 

mediated or moderated by diverse variables (Messersmith and Wales, 2011a). 

Messersmith and Wales (2011a:2) argue that research on mediators is still rare and 
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there is little understanding of the causal mechanisms of how or why entrepreneurial 

orientation affects other variables. 

It is widely argued in the entrepreneurship literature that corporate entrepreneurship 

is operationalised through innovativeness, proactiveness, risk taking, and autonomy 

and competitiveness (Al-Swidi and Mahmood, 2012:720). The above argument is 

supported by George and Marion (2011) when they argue that the innovativeness of 

an organisation, its proactiveness, and its readiness to tolerate risk are crucial factors 

for organisational competitiveness; and hence the need for entrepreneurial strategy 

is becoming more vital, as it is seen as one of the main tools for organisations to 

cope with various challenges in the ever-changing, turbulent and uncertain 

organisational environment. 

Corporate entrepreneurship has been found to directly influence the organisation’s 

ability to generate wealth, as well as growth and profitability (Antoncic and Antoncic, 

2011:84). Goldsmith (2014:26) points out that corporate entrepreneurship has long 

been recognised as a viable means of promoting and sustaining corporate 

competitiveness. 

Over the past thirty years of academic investigation (Goldsmith, 2014:27), it has been 

established that organisations that conduct themselves in an entrepreneurial manner 

operate at a higher level of performance than those that are more conservative in 

nature (Anderson and Yoshihiro, 2013:413). The study by Goldsmith (2014:27) found 

that organisations with high levels of entrepreneurship are more likely to have better 

organisational performance. Even more, entrepreneurship is expected to be 

positively associated with corporate financial and operational performance.  

Although corporate entrepreneurship is said to improve organisational performance, 

not all corporate entrepreneurship activities lead to improved organisational 

performance (Ireland, Kuratko and Morris, 2010:11). Zahra and Covin (1995:45) also 

argue that corporate entrepreneurship can be risky, and detrimental to an 

organisation’s short-term financial performance. Poor communication, lack of 

strategic focus and dysfunctional organisational policies often doom corporate 

entrepreneurial activities.  

 



84 
 

2.12 CONCLUSION 

The overview of the field of entrepreneurship discussed in this chapter presented the 

rationale of the phenomenon of entrepreneurship in established organisations. The 

literature review started with the definition of entrepreneurship. Researchers do not 

have an agreed-upon definition for entrepreneurship, but most definitions correlate 

with Morris’s (1998) seven perspectives: the creation of wealth; the creation of 

enterprise; the creation of innovation: the creation of change; the creation of 

employment; the creation of value and the creation of growth.  

A brief history on the emergence of entrepreneurship was given as well as some 

areas of research, identified by prominent researchers, for future research. 

The entrepreneurial process (identify an opportunity; develop the business plan; 

garner the required resources; manage the enterprise) encapsulates all the activities 

related to entrepreneurship, regardless of the context in which it takes place. 

The researchers in corporate entrepreneurship are in agreement that no single 

definition of corporate entrepreneurship exists. The concept of corporate 

entrepreneurship is used in many ways, and includes concepts like internal corporate 

entrepreneurship; intrapreneurship; corporate venturing; entrepreneurial 

management; strategic renewal and strategic entrepreneurship. A table summarising 

most of the views on the concept of corporate entrepreneurship was given. For the 

purposes of this study, the broad definition of Sharma and Chrisman (1999:18) is 

adopted: “Corporate entrepreneurship is the process whereby an individual or a 

group of individuals, in association with an existing organisation, create a new 

business or instigate renewal or innovation within the organisation”. 

From the literature review, it was very clear why it is necessary for organisations to 

undertake corporate entrepreneurship. Organisations need corporate 

entrepreneurship to grow, integrate and develop entrepreneurial spirit, create and 

sustain competitive advantage and to be adaptable, flexible and innovative. The 

organisation that instils corporate entrepreneurship can gain and sustain competitive 

advantage at all levels of the organisation. Corporate entrepreneurship can affect the 

economy by increasing productivity, improving best practices and enhancing 

competitiveness. 
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Seven conceptual models of corporate entrepreneurship were discussed. Mostly, 

these models were developed to address the various aspects, concepts, processes 

and phenomena of corporate entrepreneurship. Researchers also use these models 

to guide research. As research on corporate entrepreneurship improves, researchers 

are improving and extending existing models of corporate entrepreneurship. The 

biggest criticism of the development of models by researchers in the field of 

corporate entrepreneurship is that most have not been tested empirically. 

The entrepreneurial orientation (consisting of risk taking, proactiveness and 

innovativeness) is used to determine how entrepreneurial an organisation is. 

Entrepreneurial orientation has been used extensively by researchers in the field of 

corporate entrepreneurship. 

A framework for sustainable corporate entrepreneurship was given to guide this 

process. The antecedents for corporate entrepreneurship are very important for the 

purposes of this study. These antecedents are management support; organisational 

tolerance; autonomy/work discretion; rewards/reinforcement; resource/time 

availability and organisational boundaries. 

Lastly, this chapter addressed corporate entrepreneurship as a strategy. A corporate 

entrepreneurship strategy is a set of commitments and actions framed around 

entrepreneurial behaviour and processes that the organisation designs and uses to 

develop current and future competitive advantage. 
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CHAPTER 3 

OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND THE EDUCATION SECTOR 

IN SOUTH AFRICA 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

Research findings from the last decade have shown that it is vital for large 

organisations managed traditionally to support entrepreneurial behaviour at all 

hierarchical levels (Zampetakis and Moustakis, 2010:872). Shaw, O’Loughlin and 

McFadzean (2005:400) argue that “entrepreneurial behaviour within organisations (or 

corporate entrepreneurship) is regarded as a vehicle for increased organisational 

growth, strategic renewal, organisational change, and customer value-added 

services”. 

Zampetakis and Moustakis (2010:872) explain that “the literature demonstrates 

strong consensus that, to some extent, entrepreneurial behaviour is present in all 

organisations, irrespective of size or type (Borins, 2000:499; Drucker, 1985). Drucker 

(1985) argues that almost anyone can be an entrepreneur if the organisation is 

structured to encourage entrepreneurship. However, research on factors or practices 

that motivate entrepreneurial behaviour in the public sector is limited” (Zerbinati and 

Souitaris, 2005:43).  

Kim (2010:782) determines that “the virtues of the traditional ideas about government 

have been challenged, and significant changes have emerged in societal, 

demographic, and cultural movements. The need to be more competitive in an 

unstable environment demands changes in the role of government. The public sector 

has created innovative ways of restructuring and managing governmental 

arrangements as a consequence of administrative reform activities. With the goal of 

performing government tasks effectively, a number of organisation-based 

approaches have been introduced into the public sector, such as privatisation, public-

private partnerships, outsourcing, and entrepreneurship”. 

Boyett (1997:78) argues that “this form of entrepreneurial government has been 

introduced as a means to provide organisation-based practices for better services. 

The adoption of beneficial entrepreneurial practices into the public sector could be a 

sound approach for satisfying citizens’ needs for a more efficient and low cost 
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government.” Kim (2010:781) finds that, “despite the enthusiasm and widespread 

belief in the applicability of entrepreneurial practices to the public sector, there are 

still on-going debates about their suitability to public institutions in terms of the core 

values of the public sector. The idea of public entrepreneurship is to increase 

opportunities, confront challengeable ideas and find ways to offer more public 

choices and benefits, providing high-quality services to citizens”. 

Unlike “privatisation or contracting out, which reduces the public sector’s involvement 

and responsibility as a significant service provider” (Morris and Jones, 1999:73), 

“organisation-based practices like public entrepreneurship provide many advantages 

and have important roles to play in public policy and management” (Bozeman, 

2007:7). Thus, “adopting entrepreneurial practices, such as searching for innovative 

opportunities and providing the opportunity to be proactive, can improve an 

organisation’s capacity for contributing to the public values of sustainability and 

productivity, and could be the best way to resolve perennial perceptions of less-than-

efficient service delivery”. 

Public sector organisations “are often portrayed as bureaucratic, conservative, 

disingenuous monoliths” (Hughes, 1998:371). Drucker (1985:241) proposes that “one 

of the great social innovations required to reform the modern economy is to organise 

the systematic abandonment of outdated social policies and obsolete public service 

institutions”. 

 3.2 PUBLIC SECTOR ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

Ramamurti (1986:143) indicates that “public entrepreneurship appears to be a 

contradiction in terms. Entrepreneurs are usually perceived as individuals who need 

a great deal of freedom to make decisions, take risks and earn a personal fortune. 

The public sector seems like the last place in which such individuals (entrepreneurs) 

would find a home, given the limited autonomy it provides, the extensive bureaucratic 

and political control to which it subjects entrepreneurs, and the limited incentives that 

it offers entrepreneurs for taking risks”.  

Kearney, Hisrich and Roche (2009:28) concur with Ramamurti (1986:145) that the 

“characteristics of the public and private entrepreneur are different. Some aspects of 

the definition of ‘entrepreneur’, used in the context of the private sector, cannot be 
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applied to the public sector. Entrepreneurs in the private sector are commonly profit-

oriented, and this is not appropriate in the context of the public sector, where profit 

making is not the primary goal”. Klein, Mahoney, McGahan and Pitelis (2010:1-15) 

agree with this statement as they state that the “purpose of public sector 

entrepreneurship is to fulfil public interest”. Dhliwayo (2017:3) further endorses the 

assertion by Klein et al., (2010), and states that, for any government, the citizens’ 

welfare is its primary concern. 

Kearney and Meynhardt (2016:543) explain that “enterprise no longer just refers to 

the creation of new business ventures, or the characteristics of model entrepreneurs; 

but it also refers to the ways in which political, social and personal vitality is achieved 

by generalising a particular conception of enterprise to all forms of conduct of 

organisations previously seen as non-commercial, government and its agencies, and 

individuals”. Thompson (1992:209) says ”that entrepreneurs can be found in many 

walks of life: entrepreneurship extends far beyond the small business owner-

manager sector, with which it is globally linked. Large and small organisations, public 

or private sector organisations, all need to be enterprising; although there are too 

many organisations in both the private and public sectors which have restrained 

creativity as they have grown”. 

Definitions of public sector entrepreneurship are limited and diverse. Luke, Verreynne 

and Kearins (2010:139) define public sector entrepreneurship as “the deliberate 

search for innovative change, the generation of new revenue sources and the 

provision of enhanced services through the involvement of citizens; and on-going 

innovation to achieve increased efficiency and effectiveness”. Wei-Skillern, Austin, 

Leonard and Stevenson (2007:407) define public sector entrepreneurship as “the 

process of creating value for citizens by bringing together unique combinations of 

public and/or private resources to exploit social opportunity. Individuals who 

generate, design, and implement innovative ideas in the public domain become 

known as public entrepreneurs”. 

The definition by Wei-Skillern et al., (2007) emphasises the creation of value for 

citizens, bringing together unique combinations of resources and the exploitation of 

social opportunities. The created value is “derived from unique resource 

combinations, while the value creation comes from the exploitation of opportunities”. 
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The social opportunities are viewed by Dhliwayo (2017:5) as unsatisfied needs that 

the citizenry may have. Dhliwayo (2017:5) further argues that “it is only when these 

unsatisfied needs of citizens have been satisfactorily acted upon, through innovative 

solutions, that public sector entrepreneurship would have taken place”. As pointed 

out by Dhliwayo (2017:5), any entrepreneurial thinking or behaviour undertaken by a 

government employee, a civil servant, or agent represents public sector 

entrepreneurship. 

Definitions of public sector entrepreneurship have a number of elements in common.  

Firstly, the dimensions of “innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking emerge 

repeatedly and these are referred to in terms of ‘innovate’, ‘initiate change’, and risk 

facilitation” (Kearney et al., 2009:277). These correspond with the entrepreneurial 

orientation dimensions discussed in the previous chapter. Secondly, some definitions 

incorporate value creation (Leonard and Stevenson, 2007:407), or “the ability to 

deliver services and create value” (Bernier and Hasfi, 2007:489).   

Public sector entrepreneurship integrates and builds on the “concept of 

entrepreneurial government connected to the New Public Management” (Edwards, 

Jones, Lawton and Llewellyn, 2002:120).  Malik and Mahmood (2012:28) state that 

public sector entrepreneurship is “a powerful form of public entrepreneurship that 

prevails within a public or non-profit organisation promoting non-bureaucratic 

mechanisms to remedy fundamental problems of traditional bureaucracy by changing 

organisational structures, processes, and cultures through the dimensions of risk 

taking, innovation, and pro-activeness: inclined to shared governance, reduction of 

red tape, promotion of customer satisfaction, empowerment of employees, more 

responsive to its stakeholders, and promotion of cost-efficient performance”. So, 

public sector entrepreneurship is considered by Malik and Mahmood (2012:28) to 

have the same hallmarks as “private entrepreneurship, by introducing market-like 

competition”.  

Morris and Jones (1999:86) identified three components of public sector 

entrepreneurship: “innovativeness is inclined to be more concerned with novel 

process improvement, new services, and new organisational forms; risk taking 

includes pursuing initiatives that have a calculated likelihood of resulting in loss or 

failure; and proactive behaviour is action-oriented and includes the creative 



90 
 

interpretation of rules, skill at leveraging resources, and a high level of tolerance in 

effecting change”. 

The “external environment of today’s public sector organisations is characterised as 

highly turbulent, presupposing an increasingly dynamic, hostile and complex set of 

environmental conditions”. Consequently, the term ‘entrepreneurship’ has “appeared 

in public administration literature with increasing frequency in the past decade. 

Popular terms include reinventing government, downsizing, re-engineering, 

continuous improvement, participative management, privatisation, or outsourcing 

certain activities to the private sector” (Kuratko et al., 2011:129). 

Nayyar and Mohmood (2014:26) argue that “entrepreneurship is a universal 

construct that can be applied in public sector organisations as well as large private 

organisations. They emphasise that this is due to the fact that they both have 

formalised hierarchies; established stakeholder groups with competing demands; 

deeply entrenched cultures to propel financial controls, budgeting and employee 

rewards; and they have higher job security for the managers, lower personnel 

responsibilities and established pools of resources”. 

Morris and Jones (2012:87) posit that “entrepreneurship is an attitudinal and 

behavioural activity, with underlying dimensions of innovativeness, risk taking, and 

proactiveness; and that these characteristics are applicable to public sector 

organisations. An organisation’s overall entrepreneurial intensity is the result of 

combining the number of entrepreneurial events taking place with the extent to which 

these events are innovative, risky and proactive”. 

Kearney et al., (2009:28) describe public sector entrepreneurship as “the process 

that exists within the public sector that results in innovative activities such as the 

development of new and existing services, technologies, administrative techniques, 

new or improved strategies, risk taking, and proactivity. Personal goals and 

objectives are less important than the generation of a good result for the 

organisation”. 

Public entrepreneurs need to “take their political authority seriously and follow the 

principles of democratic theory in policy design and implementation” (Malan, 

2016:87). Malan’s (2016) statement resonates with Bellone and Goerl (1992:132), as 
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they advised that “public entrepreneurs also need to be concerned with a more active 

approach to administrative responsibility which includes helping to facilitate increased 

citizen education and involvement. The important characteristics of public sector 

entrepreneur-autonomy include a personal vision of the future; a need for risk taking 

to be reconciled with the fundamental democratic values of accountability and open 

policy-making processes; and a concern for the long-term public good” (Bellone and 

Goerl, 1992:131). 

Kearney and Meynhardt (2016:567) conclude that “entrepreneurialism in the public 

sector, unlike the private sector, does not rely upon particular individual attributes, 

but on a group desire in organisations to change, adapt, innovate and take risks, 

where personal qualities and motivations are far less important than the generation of 

an exciting force at the organisational and collective levels”. 

3.2.1 Unique Public Sector Entrepreneurship Characteristics 

Public sector entrepreneurship would, on the surface, seem to have much in 

common with entrepreneurship in a large corporate. However, a number of 

characteristics distinguish public sector entrepreneurship from private organisations. 

To “understand public sector entrepreneurship, some unique characteristics of the 

sector should be borne in mind. Some of these unique characteristics”, cited by 

Kuratko et al., (2011:124) are summarised below: 

• “They do not have a profit motive, instead they are guided by social and 

political objectives. 

• They have less exposure to the market and its incentives for cost reductions. 

• They receive funds indirectly from an involuntary taxpayer rather than directly 

from a satisfied and voluntary customer. 

• They serve a number of different publics and cannot easily identify their 

organisations’ customers. 

• They produce services that have consequences for others beyond those 

immediately involved; hence managers have greater accountability for the 

indirect consequences of their actions. 
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• They are subject to public scrutiny and their decisions have to be made with 

transparency, and must involve consensus among, and consultation with, a 

variety of interest groups and constituencies. 

• They face risk/reward trade-offs that strongly favour avoiding mistakes”. 

The authors are of the opinion that “these factors present a completely different set of 

challenges from those of the private sector entrepreneur. One such problematic 

characteristic is the existence of the multiplicity of constituencies and the rigid 

bureaucratic nature of the systems that have to deliver to many publics”. 

Dieffenbach (2011:34) provides a summary of factors that foster and/or inhibit public 

sector entrepreneurship. These are shown in Table 3.1. 

The author points out that public sector obstacles emanate from the “attitudes, ‘turf 

fights’ and general resistance to change inherent in bureaucracies; inadequate 

resources; legislative or regulatory constraints; and political opposition and obstacles 

arising in the environment outside the public sector, such as doubts about the 

programme, inability to reach the target group, and public or private sector opposition 

because of the need to compete with the public sector”. 

Table 3.1: Factors that foster or inhibit public sector corporate  
                  entrepreneurship 
 
Factors fostering public sector 
entrepreneurship: 

• “anticipative or decentralised 
decision making; 

• decisions made by people with 
specialised training; 

• decision-making relying on few 
integrating devices; 

• performance objectives 
developed from shared 
participation; 

• managers tend not to be 
penalised if risky projects fail 
and risk taking is encouraged; 

• organisation autonomy; 

• hostile operating environment; 

• organic organisation structure; 

• availability of resources for 
innovation and project size; 

• cohesive work groups;  

Factors inhibiting public sector 
entrepreneurship: 

• “policies/procedures/red 
tape; 

• limited size rewards; 

• limited managerial 
autonomy; 

• interference from media and 
politicians; 

• pressure to emphasise 
equity over efficiency; 

• ambiguity of goals; 

• lack of competition; 

• short-term orientation; 

• reward system that 
penalises failure; 

• high public visibility; 

• difficulty in defining 
customers; 

• lack of resource control; 
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• moderate personnel turn over; 
and 

• smaller, flexible organisations”. 

• on-going government 
financial backing; 

• restrictive employee policies 
and rigid salary scales; 

• risk aversion tendencies; 

• soft budget; and weak 
financial discipline; 

• public sector unions”. 
 

Source: Kearney et al., (2008:126) 

According to Bhatti, Zaheer and Rehman (2011:87), “efforts to pursue 

entrepreneurship have to overcome the following obstacles, peculiar to the public 

sector: 

• restrictive personnel policies which reduce the manager’s ability to motivate 

subordinates; 

• multiplicity and ambiguity of goals which paralyse management; 

• short-term orientation, which discourages long-term and high impact 

entrepreneurial initiatives; 

• high visibility, which results in over-cautious managerial behaviour; and  

• limited managerial autonomy with high potential for interference, which 

discourages innovation”. 

The author’s opinion is that “the factors that inhibit public sector entrepreneurship are 

huge, given their structures as well as their mandates, which are usually that of a 

service nature. The practices of public sector entrepreneurship become very 

important if quality service delivery is to be met”. 

In order for public sector organisations to be entrepreneurial and innovative, “public 

sector organisations should consider breaking with protocol, and challenging the 

rules and regulations; as well as breaking with normality and coming up with what is 

not obvious” (Department of Public Service and Administration, 2009:11). This calls 

for the amendment and changing of service delivery models in order to deliver better 

services that meet the needs of the public. Kearney et al., (2008:301) opine that 

“there is a need to change the culture of public service officials so that they can be 

seen to be innovative in dealing with service delivery challenges and not viewed as 

‘mundane and unimaginative”. 
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Kearney et al., (2008:301) identified “several approaches to overcoming barriers to 

corporate entrepreneurship in the public sector, including persuasion and 

accommodation”.  

• “Persuasion involves highlighting the benefits of innovation, establishing 

demonstration projects and social marketing. 

• Accommodation involves consulting with affected parties; co-opting affected 

parties by engaging them in the governance of innovation; training those 

whose work would be affected; compensating losers; and ensuring that the 

programmes are culturally and linguistically sensitive. 

• Other approaches in overcoming public sector entrepreneurship barriers 

include finding additional resources; resolving logistical problems; persevering 

and exerting continual effort; gaining political support and building alliances. 

Furthermore, public sector organisations are required to have a clear vision 

and focus on important aspects of innovation, changing legislation and 

regulations as well as providing recognition for programme participants”. 

Osborne and Gaebler (1992:19) believe that public sector organisations can be 

transformed into entrepreneurial organisations. According to Osborne and Gaebler 

(1992:20), in order to reinvent government, public sector organisations need to focus 

on the following themes: 

• “Competition: Public sector organisations should find more creative ways to 

introduce competition and the corresponding incentives for greater efficiency 

and greater responsiveness to public needs”. 

• “Citizen empowerment: Public sector organisations should involve citizens in 

ownership and control of services, so that people can feel that they also own 

public assets”. 

• Focus on outcome: Public sector organisations should focus on measuring 

public sector programmes rather than inputs. 

• Mission over rules and regulations: The public sector should focus 

decisions and resources on the primary purpose of the public agency, rather 

than on rules. 
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• Customer orientation: Public sector organisations should develop an 

obsession with customer services and satisfaction, service quality and on-

going customer feedback. 

3.2.2 Public Sector Entrepreneurship vs Social Entrepreneurship 

Leyden and Link (2015:243) define public sector entrepreneurship as “innovative 

public policy initiatives that generate greater economic prosperity”. The authors 

further state that “these initiatives can transform a status quo economic environment 

into one that is more conducive to economic units engaging in creative and 

innovative activities in the face of uncertainty”. 

Bornstein and Davis (2010:1) define social entrepreneurship as “a process by which 

individuals build or transform institutions or organisations to advance solutions to 

social problems”. 

Public sector entrepreneurs are found in public sector organisations, while social 

entrepreneurs can be found in both non-profit and public organisations. This 

suggests that “social entrepreneurship is a process that can be found within the 

public sector, which means that a public sector entrepreneur can also be a social 

entrepreneur”. Morris and Jones (1999:87) define public sector entrepreneurship as 

“a process of creating value for citizens by bringing together unique combinations of 

public resources in the interest of the public, which is the society. The focus for both 

social entrepreneurship and public sector entrepreneurship is opportunity taking to 

create value for the society or citizens”. 

Mair (2008:5) stated that social entrepreneurs are more focused on basic human 

needs which persist because other organisations, such as public sector 

organisations, have not catered effectively for them. This again suggests that social 

entrepreneurship can be a specialised area in public sector entrepreneurship. Mair 

(2008:6) stated that “social entrepreneurship is about rapid economic growth and 

radical transformation of social life that leads to a resurgence of basic human needs. 

In short, social entrepreneurship acts in an opportunity space of persistent human 

need, caused by the lack of products, services, or institutions provided by public 

sector actors, who are public sector entrepreneurs”. Mair (2008:10) further points out 

that “the context in which the social entrepreneur operates depends on the need that 
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is addressed and the actor can be an individual entrepreneur or an established 

organisation”. The “choice of the organisational form is more a reflection of the 

particular problem at hand, rather than a paradigm issue. In other words, profit and 

non-profit are not defining characteristics of social entrepreneurship; but are specific 

choices to be made, depending on the overall model required to address the social 

need”. 

According Bornstein and Davis (2010:29), “social entrepreneurs are the idea 

champions who advance change within, between and beyond established 

organisations”. This suggests that social entrepreneurs are working within 

established organisations, including public sector organisations; therefore they are 

public sector entrepreneurs. Bornstein and Davis (2010) further state that social 

entrepreneurs are similar in their skills and temperament to organisation 

entrepreneurs and this includes public sector entrepreneurs.  

The only difference between social entrepreneurs and public sector entrepreneurs, 

according to Bornstein and Davis (2010:30), is in “their primary objectives. For public 

sector entrepreneurs the objective is usually to build a lasting and respected entity, 

while the objective for social entrepreneurs is to maximise social impact by 

addressing an urgent need that is being mishandled by other institutions”. Unlike 

public sector entrepreneurs, “who work from top down, social entrepreneurs address 

problems from bottom up”. Public sector entrepreneurs often “implement ideas before 

testing, adapting them as they go; they lack the nuanced understanding of ground-

level details that is the key to success in social entrepreneurship. Also, public sector 

entrepreneurs are bound by protocol, rules and procedures; social entrepreneurs 

have more flexibility. A social entrepreneur has the luxury of trying seemingly crazy 

ideas and gets rid of ideas that do not work, whereas public sector entrepreneurs get 

bogged down in finalising the details prior to implementation, without the chance to 

learn from mistakes” (Bornstein and Davis, 2010:40). 

Social entrepreneurs can stay working on a problem until they solve it, whereas 

public sector entrepreneurs are under pressure for quick, tangible results. Public 

sector entrepreneurs benefit from their “access to a wide array of resources and 

legitimacy”, while for social entrepreneurs to address social problems they must 

combine their creativity and their agility with resources and government bureaucracy. 
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Now that the difference between public sector entrepreneurship and social 

entrepreneurship is understood, it is necessary to justify why entrepreneurship 

should be practised in public sector organisations. 

3.2.3 Justification for Entrepreneurship in the Public Sector 

Inadequate solutions and turbulence (Bernier and Hafsi, 2007:489; Klein et al., 

2010:86) “provide public entrepreneurs with opportunities to create public value. 

Westrup” (2013:108) argues that “an analysis of public sector organisations will 

usually reveal a number of what he calls ‘gaps’. These gaps, which represent an 

organisation’s current inability to fulfil its goals, require innovation. The extent to 

which an organisation’s performance can be improved depends on how well an 

organisation is adapted”. Morris and Jones (1999:75) use the term ‘opportunity’ from 

entrepreneurship research to make the same point. They showed “that such 

opportunities for entrepreneurship in a public university included changed 

demographics; the emergence of new market segments; process needs; new 

technologies; and funding and regulatory change. Pursuing such opportunities by 

means of entrepreneurship in a public organisation can improve internal processes 

and yield better solutions to social and economic problems” (Morris and Jones, 1999: 

87). 

Politics need not “predefine all public sector organisations’ operations. While some 

legislation provides very explicit and detailed guidelines, others define objectives” 

(Luke et al., 2010: 228). The onus is therefore “on public entrepreneurs to act upon 

the above-mentioned gaps/opportunities and initiate innovation”. Bellone and Goerl 

(1992), in Diefenbach (2011:39), noted that “such public sector entrepreneurship can 

only gain legitimacy in democracies through the involvement of the public”. 

However, as with the “private sector, public sector entrepreneurship is not equally 

applicable in all cases” (Covin and Slevin, 1991). Kelly et al., (2002:35) recognised 

that “value in public sector organisations is created through entrepreneurial 

behaviour in some areas, but through adherence to standards in others”. 

The ‘centre’ cannot specify how “best a local agency, providing a complex service, 

can boost service satisfaction, improve outcomes and secure local legitimacy. 

However, this does not mean that, in every instance, public value should be equated 
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with greater managerial discretion and looser accountability. In some circumstances 

an established process – a service template – can be used reliably to deliver an 

efficient service”.  Arguably, “this approach would be beneficial in institutions such as 

the Department of Education. In these instances, public value is likely to be created 

by ensuring that all service providers adhere to recognised best practice” (Kelly et al., 

2002:35; Diefenbach, 2011:39). 

Morris et al., (2008:106) argued along the same lines and provided examples of the 

“efficacy of public sector entrepreneurship in specific organisations: social security 

services (low), water departments (medium), and education (high)”. In short, “public 

sector entrepreneurship is not effective in all situations. However, in many situations, 

there are opportunities that cannot be foreseen by central units or politicians”. 

The practice of entrepreneurship in the public sector is not without limitations. The 

next section provides a brief discussion on the limitations of entrepreneurship in the 

public sector. 

3.2.4 LImitations to Entrepreneurship in the Public Sector 

From the literature, three broad themes on the limitations to entrepreneurship in the 

public sector emerge. These include some “liabilities that apply equally to the private 

sector” (Diefenbach, 2011:40). Firstly, “for many critics, the engagement by public 

managers in innovative, proactive, and risk taking activities represents a threat to 

democratic governance. The primary perceived problem is a lack of legitimacy. As 

public managers should act in accordance with consent established by elected 

politicians, manipulation of the political will is considered undemocratic” (DeLeon & 

Denhardt, 2000:95; Terry, 1998:197). Morris and Jones (1999:78) consider “any 

moves designed to increase the power of public institutions and public managers as 

threats to democracy. There is a potential conflict between risk taking and public 

managers’ obligation to use public resources responsibly” (Bellone and Goerl, 

1992:132). Du Gay (2000:12), a defender of traditional democracy, also highlighted 

legitimacy problems. He holds that “entrepreneurial management and the public 

sector are inherently incompatible, due to different ‘regime values’ in the public and 

private sectors”. Du Gay (2009:146) therefore concluded that “representative 

democracy still needs the bureaucratic ethos”. Even those who promote public sector 

entrepreneurship (Roberts and King, 1996) admit to “difficulties in legitimising 
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entrepreneurship within public sector organisations; for example, when it includes 

breaking rules such as the reallocation of funds” (Diefenbach, 2011:40).  

Secondly, “public managers, just like private managers, might go too far in their 

entrepreneurship. Such rogue entrepreneurs (Currie et al., 2008) are described as 

pursuing self-interest, misusing public funds, dominating others, and implementing 

radical change, thereby ignoring tradition” (DeLeon & Denhardt, 2012:92). DeLeon 

and Denhardt (2012:95) further warn of “exaggerated expectations from public 

entrepreneurs (whom they compare with superheroes), who could become as 

dangerous as unchecked national leaders”. Terry (1998:198) asserted that “values 

such as fairness, justice representation, or participation are not on the public 

entrepreneur’s radar screen”. Those who promote “public sector entrepreneurship 

are also aware of these dangers and give the example of a ‘public entrepreneur’ 

ending up in jail due to the pursuit of personal gain” (Schneider, 1998:215). However, 

as Roberts and King (1996) noted, “these public officials might be the exception, 

rather than the rule”. Alford (2008:360) counted on public sector managers’ integrity 

in promoting their projects (Diefenbach, 2011:40). 

Third, “entrepreneurial activities not completely in line with their organisations’ 

objectives can result in unintended consequences. Such consequences include 

neglecting the core business or core responsibilities” (Rhodes and Wanna, 

2008:368); competition with private or public sector organisations (Morris and Jones, 

1999:78); or overruns of budgets (Currie et al., 2008:340). 

3.3 CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN THE SOUTH AFRICAN PUBLIC 
SECTOR  
 

Government departments in South Africa are faced with “increased public scrutiny 

and the need for entrepreneurship has become even greater. Most South African 

government departments are striving to recast their management styles into an 

entrepreneurial mould”, and these include the Department of Basic Education. 

Government is used to “lumbering bureaucracies funded from the public fiscus, yet 

they are often deaf to public needs, with missions largely undefined or unfulfilled” 

(Dhliwayo, 2007:133). Government departments are “condemned to dependence on 

public funding because they create little value and eschew innovation in the face of 
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changing times”. Kuratko et al., (2011:128) note that “the challenges for 

entrepreneurship in the public sector are greater, considering the poor service 

delivery that is being witnessed today, as reflected by on-going demonstrations 

against poor service delivery. Some of these demonstrations (Dhliwayo, 2007:133) 

have been violent. The government has introduced the Batho Pele (people first) 

initiative, which aims to improve the quality and accessibility of government services 

by improving efficiency and accountability to the recipients of public goods and 

services”. 

Batho Pele requires that eight service delivery principles be implemented 

(Department of Public Service and Administration, 1997) and these are as follows: 

• “Consultation: Citizens should be consulted about their needs. 

• Standards: All citizens should know what services to expect. 

• Redress: Remedy failures and mistakes. 

• Access: Citizens should have equal access to services. 

• Courtesy: Citizens should be treated courteously. 

• Information: Citizens should have more, and better, information about 

services. 

• Openness and transparency: Increase openness and transparency about 

services. 

• Value for money: Provide services that offer value for money”. 

The drafting of the Service Charter is “an attempt to create an entrepreneurial 

environment for public servant entrepreneurship, but the situation on the ground 

suggests complete failure or the existence of a non-entrepreneurial climate. The 

researcher is of the opinion that factors from the Service Charter that offer 

entrepreneurial challenges include access to services, correction of mistakes and 

remedying failures, increased openness and transparency and provision of services 

that offer value for money. It is, however, doubtful that entrepreneurial skills and the 

entrepreneurial structures are in place to enable the execution of an entrepreneurial 

service within the public service sector” (Dhliwayo, 2007:134).  

The researcher believes that government and other public sector organisations 

increasingly comprehend the benefits of corporate entrepreneurship. Large public 
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sector organisations, including the Department of Education, are restructuring, 

removing other layers and encouraging entrepreneurship among the departments. 

The purpose is to “inject some new energy and a fresh culture and ethos that will 

enable these departments to compete in a global world” (Kuratko et al., 2011:113; 

Simrie, Herrington and Turton, 2011:63; Nieman and Nieuwenhuizen, 2014:451). 

In order to understand the benefits of corporate entrepreneurship and how 

entrepreneurial activities stimulate organisational performance in public sector 

organisations, scholars and researchers developed a public sector corporate 

entrepreneurship model (Covin and Slevin, 1991:9). The model is presented below. 

3.3.1  Public Sector Corporate Entrepreneurship Model 

Kearney, Hisrich and Roche (2008:298) mentioned that “corporate entrepreneurship 

effectiveness can be measured in terms of organisational performance which 

includes growth, development and productivity. The public sector corporate 

entrepreneurship model integrates corporate entrepreneurship in the public sector 

with its internal and external environments and its direct and indirect impact on the 

organisation’s performance” (Shan and Bhutta, 2013:82). 

According to this model, the “internal environment elements of the public sector, such 

as structure/formalisation; decision-making/control; rewards/motivation; culture; risk 

taking; and proactiveness affect the ability of public sector organisations to engage in 

entrepreneurial activities” (Kearney et al., 2008:298; Morris, 2007:1368; Covin and 

Slevin, 1991:9; Shan and Bhutta, 2013:82). Politics, complexity, munificence and 

change create an external environment and are considered to be the fundamental 

determinants in influencing corporate entrepreneurship in the public sector (Antoncic 

and Hisrich, 2004:525; Nutt, 2005:5 in Shan and Bhutta, 2013:82).  
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Figure 3.1: Public Sector Corporate Entrepreneurship Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Covin and Slevin (1991:9) 
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taking; and proactiveness”. 
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development of an entrepreneurial culture” (Kearney et al., 2009:36). According to 

Thompson (1999:210), “public sector structures and systems make use of formal 

controls which inhibit entrepreneurship in the public sector. As a result, public sector 

employees are less innovative than their private sector counterparts”.  

In this regard, Sithole (2015:1) states that “a hindrance to innovation in the public 

sector in South Africa is the use of traditional monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 
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based method was used to assess outcomes and input, a culture of excellence would 

be internalised amongst public sector employees at local government level”.  

Furthermore (Sithole, 2015:1) argues that “local government lacks proper formal 
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A method which is currently prevalent uses “only key performance indicators (KPIs) 

to assess whether employees do their work or not” (Department of Provincial and 

Local Government, 2017:19). For instance, in local government some of the KPIs 

are: 

• attending a certain minimum number of meetings; 

• assisting a certain number of service users per month. 

The problem with such KPIs is that they don’t measure impact. One way of 

measuring impact is to include effectiveness alongside KPIs. 

Another dimension of the internal environment in the public sector is reward and 

remuneration. Hornsby and Zahra (2002:259) mentioned that, “for entrepreneurship 

to be encouraged in the public sector, there is a need for positive rewards and 

remuneration that recognise individual and group contributions within the 

organisation”. According to Sithole (2015:2), another reason for the lack of 

effectiveness in the public sector in South Africa is that people are paid, based on set 

working hours, such as 8:00 to 17:00, Monday to Friday. This allows them to be 

complaisant because their salaries are not attached to making an impact. If 

remuneration was attached to impact assessment and actual hours worked, it would 

encourage innovation through constantly exploring ways of doing more with less time 

and resources they would typically do (Sithole, 2015:5). 

Culture is another dimension of internal environment. Effective management of public 

sector entrepreneurship involves “managing a culture that views all employees as 

self-perceiving entrepreneurs, applauds failures and success, and facilitates 

innovative activities and processes. Although public scrutiny of employees within the 

public sector results in risk aversion which impedes entrepreneurial activities in the 

public sector, public sector organisations need to encourage risk-taking behaviour as 

their environment is unpredictable and unstable” (Kearney et al., 2009:33). 

Morris and Jones (1999:76) state that “it is important for public sector organisations 

to be proactive. Proactiveness entails an action-orientation and an emphasis on 

anticipating and preventing public sector problems before they occur. This action- 

orientation includes creative interpretation of rules, leveraging of resources and a 
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high level of persistence with regard to public sector entrepreneurship” (Morris and 

Jones, 1999:76). 

The 2018 report by the Auditor General of South Africa (AGSA) points to the lack of 

credible information and planning in directing the education sector in South Africa. 

The report highlighted a lack of accurate data on school infrastructure which hampers 

the process of fixing schools. Inaccurate data results in some learners being left 

without learning materials, while waste occurs at other schools that receive more 

textbooks than they need. 

The Auditor General of South Africa also noted a failure by government to assess the 

management and administration capacity at every level of the basic education 

hierarchy, from schools to national department, in order to guide support measures 

(AGSA, 2018). The AGSA report also notes that, in order for accountability measures 

to be more than punitive, there is a need to provide adequate support throughout the 

system, especially where capacity is lacking. The AGSA’s report also highlighted, 

amongst other things, “a lack of decisive leadership to address the lack of 

accountability by ensuring consequences for those who flouted basic processes that 

hampered effective municipal governance. The AGSA reported weakness in internal 

control and the risks that needed attention in local government in South Africa by 

providing root causes for the audit findings and recommendations to remedy the 

underlying causes”. 

According to Covin and Slevin (1991:9), influences on the external environment, such 

as politics, complexity, munificence and change can affect public sector 

organisations and their entrepreneurial endeavours. Nutt (2005:5) perceives the 

external environment of the public sector to be “full of political considerations which 

result in changes to policy and the imposition of short-term horizons on public sector 

managers.” Morris and Jones (1999:5) mention that “the environment facing public 

sector managers is more complex and dynamic than in the past, and the ability of 

public sector organisations to respond to those challenging circumstances is limited 

by the management philosophies and structures that characterise public sector 

organisations”. Another aspect of the external environment of the public sector is 

munificence. According to Kearney et al., (2009:35), “munificence refers to the 
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environment’s support for organisational growth and it is manifested in improved 

service delivery in the public sector”. 

With regard to external environmental factors that affect the public sector 

organisations and their endeavours, Thabane and van Deventer (2018:14) gave an 

account of the poor state of “corporate governance and challenges within many 

state-owned companies in the South African public service”. Despite “the well 

established legislative framework within which state-owned companies are 

understood and operate, severe under-performance, frequent bailouts, high board 

and CEO turnover and shareholder interference in board matters continue to 

characterise most of the state-owned enterprises in South Africa” (Thabane and  van 

Deventer, 2018:14). 

Of the state-owned enterprises, the national carrier, South African Airways (SAA), is 

arguably one of the worst under-performers. At one stage “the corporation developed 

eight turnaround strategies within a period of six years, but implemented none of 

the”m (Thabane and van Deventer, 2018:15). “SAA has had seven CEOs within a 

period of four years and has under-performed financially, necessitating a capital 

injection by government on numerous occasions. This has been accompanied by 

board in-fighting which has led to the shareholder (government) firing the entire 

board. Tender irregularities implicating executive managers, and some board and 

executive members’ fraudulent, or lack of, qualifications are scandals that have faced 

SAA” (Thabane and van Deventer, 2018:15). The fact that the “qualifications 

ascribed to some board members were allegedly false or non-existent shows that the 

SAA board composition had a problem. As the shareholder, the government had not 

taken care to appoint suitably qualified individuals to the board, and due diligence 

had not been followed to ensure that board members are fit and proper”. 

The South African Broadcasting Corporation (SABC), like SAA, has had an 

“unhealthy turnover of both board members and executive management; having at 

times experienced an exodus as a result of resignations or dismissals. The irregular 

appointment of unqualified top executives abounds. A scandalous issue involving the 

qualifications of the board chairperson emerged in an equiry by the parliamentary 

oversight committee on communications. A further shocking development surfaced 

when the shareholder (government) minister put herslf in charge of the appointment, 



106 
 

suspension and dismissal of the CEO, COO, and CFO. She went on to introduce the 

Broadcasting Amendment Bill, which if passed could have bestowed upon her the 

power to directly recommend the names of board candidates to the president for 

appointment, thereby removing the process from the oversight of the National 

Assembly” (Thabane and van Venter, 2018:18). 

These developments point to internal and external corporate governance issues at 

the SABC.   

Morris and Jones (1999:75) mention that “both public and private sector 

organisations need to be able to adapt to the increased environmental complexity 

facing both public and private organisations”. The last dimension of external 

environment is change. The environmental changes in the organisations’ competitive 

structure and underlying technologies have an influence on the organisations’ 

entrepreneurial activities (Kearney et al., 2008:306). Both “public and private 

organisations need to be in a position to adapt themselves to increased 

environmental dynamism facing their organisations” (Kearney et al., 2009:36).  

3.4 CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN EDUCATION  

The Department of Education in South Africa is a public sector organisation. Based 

on the meaning of entrepreneurship, Hamzah, Yusof and Abdullah (2009:536) are of 

the opinion that “the time has come for the educational institutions to absorb 

entrepreneurship characteristics, with particular reference to education administrators 

and managers. This would turn them into social entrepreneurs who can make use of 

the limited resources surrounding them, to create profit in the form of shaping well-

grounded learners and future citizens of the country. As a result of globalisation and 

liberalisation challenges, choosing education institution managers and administrators 

has become aggressive and dynamic in order to handle the challenges faced by the 

Department of Education. The strength of an education institution, and of the 

education system, lies in the competencies of education executives. They have to 

have a set of comprehensive skills and it is possible that by absorbing 

entrepreneurship characteristics, education institutions will be more successful if 

education executives can be public entrepreneurs”. 
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Entrepreneurship is considered by Yemini, Addi-Raccah and Katarivas (2014:529) to 

be “a driving force for change and innovation, introducing opportunities to achieve 

efficient and effective performance in both the public and private sectors. The 

phenomenon of entrepreneurship is intertwined with a multifaceted set of overlapping 

constructs, such as the management of change, innovation, and environmental 

turbulence. Although entrepreneurship is considered to be a driving force of change 

and innovation, there is a continual debate over its definition of its core concept. 

Despite this debate, scholars agree that entrepreneurs are risk takers, high achievers 

and creative in their approaches to producing unique services” (Fernald, Solomon 

and Tarabishy, 2005:528); and they can be found among the Department of 

Education executives. In addition, as Sheingate (2003:188) puts it, “entrepreneurship 

can be regarded as one of the features of extraordinary leaders whose innovative 

solutions to pressing problems can bring benefits”. 

Entrepreneurship was traditionally associated with private sector organisations 

(Yemini et al., 2014:528), with “entrepreneurial innovations considered to be those 

directed toward the market place”. Therefore, as Borasi and Finningan (2010:3) put 

it, “the phenomenon initially received marginal attention in public educational 

settings”. Education institutions are “the focus of great expectations, but are 

habitually charged with discouraging results and the inability to meet expectations 

(Levin, 2006:31). Education is widely believed to be the solution to major social 

challenges, including those of workplace productivity, social equity, technology and 

the effectiveness of democracy” (Malan, 2016:88). In response to these persistent 

issues, the Department of Education is under constant pressure to change and 

improve learner performance; “but one of the most common complaints about 

education is its resistance to change”.  

Education researchers have “applied different approaches to entrepreneurship to 

those in the for-profit milieu, because of the fact that education is generally a non-

profit field” (Borasi and Finnigan, 2010:3;). Educational entrepreneurship as an 

organisations’ tendency to “initiate and implement incremental and radical 

innovations in its environment, indeed, falls under corporate entrepreneurship” (Eyal, 

2007:2).  
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Corporate entrepreneurship has been investigated in the context of large 

organisations in fluctuating and competitive environments.  In the education setting, 

by contrast, as Yemini and Goren (2016:529) explain, “leadership innovation takes 

on an aspect of social entrepreneurship that encompasses innovative activities with 

social objective in both for-profit and non-profit organisations”. In this regard, Selman 

(2004:4) proposes “that innovation is an intentional action to bring about something 

new which can be sustained and has some value. Innovation is about making new 

processes, and brings something new, which allows people to accomplish what they 

were not able to accomplish before. Innovation underpins an expectation for change 

and improvement”. 

In education, “innovations can be related to practices by education institutions, 

standards and policies” (Yemini et al., 2016:2) in different areas, such as 

“instructional strategies with immediate impact at the classroom level, and curricular 

content”.  

The benefits of entrepreneurship for educational improvement have, according to 

Pihie, Asimiran and Bagheri (2014:4), been manifested in two ways: 

“entrepreneurship in general and entrepreneurial leadership. Entrepreneurial 

leadership has been considered in terms of procedures and techniques of thinking 

and changing lifestyles, rather than the mere establishment of new organisations” 

(Klein and Bullock, 2006:436). In this regard, “entrepreneurial attributes and 

approaches can be applied to improve all aspects of education and the schooling 

system”. This can be done through influencing individual behaviour and the 

performance of tasks. Accordingly, education managers and executives are “obliged 

to acquire and practise entrepreneurial leadership characteristics in order to improve 

their education institution’s effectiveness and to facilitate the process of innovation. 

The advantage of organisational entrepreneurship is that organisational 

innovativeness reflects the capacity of an education institution to develop and 

implement the novel ideas that result in critical changes and improvements in an 

institution” (Eyal and Kark, 2004:227).   

Entrepreneurial leadership competencies, as suggested by Pihie et al., (2014:4), can 

assist education leaders and managers in facing the complexities and constraints of 

the education environment, such as limited resources, preparing learners for their 
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highly competitive futures, and a host of factors affecting the performance of the 

Department of Education (Xaba and Malindi, 2010:78). These competencies can also 

enable education leaders and managers to create the required innovations and look 

beyond the current status of schooling to develop new opportunities for educational 

improvement (Eyal and Kark, 2004: 229). Hamzah, Yusof and Abdullar (2009:537) 

concur that it is time for education leaders and managers to acquire entrepreneurial 

attributes to improve the education system. 

According to Blake and Mestry (2014:164), “there is a need for education managers 

in South Africa to engage in active entrepreneurial activities. Entrepreneurship can 

be seen as an approach to general management that begins with opportunity 

recognition and culminates in the activities of planning, organising, leading and 

control”. According to Denhardt, Denhardt and Aristigueta (2009:180), “education 

managers who become increasingly entrepreneurial would be committed to 

educational reforms, and would have the ability to help other employees to create 

powerful shared visions to bring about change in their institutions”. 

Although the entrepreneurship phenomenon is applicable in the education field and 

can improve educational performance (Pihie, Asimiran and Bagheri (2014:4), due to 

changes around the world affecting education, it is critical to understand the 

government’s policy position on promoting entrepreneurship in public education.  

As mentioned earlier, traditionally, “entrepreneurship was associated with the private 

sector and business organisations working for profit, and was only of marginal 

interest to the public education system” (Borais and Finnigan, 2010:3). In the current 

reality, “there is a growing demand for entrepreneurship in the public education 

system” (Levin, 2006:31). 

The next section discusses the promotion of entrepreneurship policy as a mechanism 

to stimulate growth, and the capacity to become innovative in the education system. 

3.4.1 Educational Entrepreneurship 

Bazaz (2016:40) asserts that “an effective education system can be of benefit to 

society in a number of ways. The contribution of education very much depends on 

the type and quality of education which society imparts. The education system can 

do the groundwork for social and sustainable development, only when everybody 
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receives a fair and just opportunity to exercise their right to education”. As suggested 

by Levis (2006:31), “education is believed to be the solution to social challenges, 

including those of economic competition and effective democracy. In response, 

education institutions are under pressure to change, repeatedly, in divergent 

directions”. 

Entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship have always been related to private sector 

organisations. According to Hamzah et al., (2009:535), the terms have seldom been 

referred to in education. The term ‘entrepreneur’ has been inextricably linked to 

businesses and capitalism, but generally carries a positive connotation (Nieswandt, 

2017:13). Entrepreneurship attributes are honest attributes that can be the 

foundation for education administrators and managers that can enable “them to find 

and create opportunities for others in the context of educational institutions. 

According to Levin (2006:3), the broad definition of entrepreneurship suggests a 

potentially key role for entrepreneurship in education, through innovation and 

managerial breakthroughs required to provide quality education. Education 

institutions are the focus of great expectations, but are habitually blamed for poor 

results and an inability to meet expectations”.  

The “meaning of entrepreneurship in education is not clarified” (Attali and Yemini, 

2016:5), nor is its domain conceptually differentiated from the entrepreneurial domain 

as understood in the private sector organisation (Man, 2010:2). Eyal and Inbar 

(2003:224) are among the researchers who defined entrepreneurship. Their definition 

is based on Miller’s (1983) definition of for-profit entrepreneurship, which 

“characterises entrepreneurship as innovation, proactiveness and risk taking”. Eyal 

and Inbar (2003:224) adopt this definition for the education context, but without the 

risk-taking dimension. The “risk-taking characteristic of entrepreneurship is not 

relevant to the public sector, and hence it is excluded in the definition of 

entrepreneurship in education” (Wiseman, 2004:65). In contrast, Ellison (2009:30) 

argues that “innovative public education is characterised by decentralised decision-

making, the space for risk taking, and strong support systems to encourage risk 

taking and innovative ideas”. 

The concept of “innovation is dominant in the discourse regarding entrepreneurship 

in education and it is closely related to leadership and change” (Attali and Yemini, 
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2016:5). Entrepreneurs in the education sector, as defined by Wiseman (2014:8), are 

individuals or groups who seek to lead the transformation of the education system; 

and they “consistently turn ideas into initiatives that create value for their institutions 

and the customers they serve”.  

Educational entrepreneurship focuses “strategically on short- and long-term 

opportunities for learning that will create significance for individuals and societies. 

Educational entrepreneurship is related to institution-level activities which lead to 

innovation and change” (Hess, 2007:1). Smith et al., (2006:30) concur that 

educational leaders initiate innovation and change, and in this regard they proposed 

six principles for supporting education entrepreneurs: 

Six Principles of an Entrepreneurial Education System 

• Responsiveness: “In an ever-changing world, education systems should be 

responsive to changes in the needs of learners and communities. Education 

institutions should be based on how well they are serving market needs and 

how well they are aligned to the demands of the market”. 

• No monopolies or oligopolies: “Monopolies and oligopolies are 

fundamentally closed, unresponsive systems that aggregate power and 

maintain it even if results are unsatisfactory. Such inflexible practices should 

not be tolerated in public education”. 

• Customer-oriented: “Public education has many ‘customers’, including 

parents and communities that provide funding. In order to satisfy their mission, 

public institutions must focus on the needs of learners and not institutions. As 

such, there must be a diverse supply that addresses the unique learning 

needs”. 

• Performance-driven: “With improved learner performance as the target, 

public education systems must strive for both effectiveness and efficiency. 

There must be clear goals, alignment of resources toward those goals, and 

consistent assessment and adjustment of those goals and resources, based 

on progress”. 

•  Constant learning: “In a dynamic environment, the work of public education 

is never completed. As soon as one level of performance is achieved, the next 

target becomes clear, with continual improvement always a priority. This cycle 
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of on-going learning applies to learner instruction as well as management of 

the education system”. 

• Culture of meritocracy: “When results are the priority, those who find a way 

to achieve those results are rewarded for their efforts”. 

Drobnic (2015:7) highlights the “challenges and constraints facing entrepreneurial 

leaders in the education sector. These challenges have a potentially limiting effect on 

the ability of leaders to act entrepreneurially”: 

• “the individualism of entrepreneurialism versus the democratic governance of 

education institutions; 

• the bureaucracy inherent in the public sector; 

• being answerable to a range of stakeholders, which has the potential to 

impose incompatible demands on education leaders (Currie, Humphreys, 

Ucbasaran and McManus, 2008:990); and 

• performativity and accountability agenda-targets and monitoring”. 

Hamzah et al., (2009:542) are of the view that “the attributes of entrepreneurship can 

help education institutions to be successful by improving learner performance”. 

Education managers must have vision, a mission and set goals to ensure the 

“success of learners, not only in academics, but also in character building so that the 

educational field will be able to produce the human capital needed by the country. 

However, they posited that the entrepreneurship characteristics of education 

managers are average to poor. They suggested that education managers be 

capacitated in entrepreneurship so that they can be entrepreneurs who will always 

see opportunities and provide opportunities to other employees in their respective 

institutions”. 

3.5 THE STATE OF EDUCATION IN SOUTH AFRICA 

Education is “a basic human right that is enshrined in the constitution of South Africa 

and even in international law. Alleviating poverty, improving health and addressing 

inequalities are all dependent on educational policy and practice. No country has 

ever reduced poverty without creating sustained economic growth, and education 

plays a critical role in generating productivity and accelerating this growth” (SASIX, 

2011). 
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The Education for All (EFA) movement is a “global commitment to provide quality 

basic education for all children, youths, and adults. The movement was launched at 

the World conference on Education for All in 1990 by UNESCO, UNDP, UNICEFF 

and the World Bank. Participants endorsed an ‘expanded vision of learning’ and 

pledged to universalise basic education and massively reduce illiteracy by the end of 

the decade. They identified six key educational goals which aim to meet the learning 

needs of all children, youth and adults by 2015” (UNESCO, 2015). 

The six EFA goals that were set for 2015 are:  

• “to expand early childhood care and education; 

• to ensure that all children, especially girls, complete free and compulsory, 

good quality education; 

• to ensure equal access to learning and life-skills training for youth people and 

adults; 

• to achieve a 50% improvement in adult literacy rates; 

• to achieve gender equality in primary and secondary education; and 

• to improve the quality of education – especially literacy, numeracy and life 

skills (UNESCO, 2015)”. 

In 2000, “in addition to the EFA goals, 147 heads of state and government, and 189 

nations, pledged to halve extreme poverty by 2015. The United Nations Development 

Programme identified the eight Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) listed below”: 

• “Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger. 

• Achieve universal primary education. 

• Promote gender equality and empower women. 

• Reduce child mortality. 

• Improve maternal health. 

• Combat HIV/ADIS, malaria and other diseases. 

• Ensure environmental sustainability 

• Develop global partnerships for development (UNDP, 2015)”. 

SASIX (2011) stresses how crucial education is for “improving individual income, 

child and maternal health, and environmental sustainability. Its role goes beyond 

pure economic growth, by promoting social progress with well-documented links 
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between education, public health and social issues.  Its primacy is reflected in the 

commitment to achieve universal primary education in Goal 2 of the Millennium 

Development Goals (MDGs). In addition, education is part of MDG 1, which calls for 

the eradication of poverty and hunger, and MDG 3, which calls for the promotion of 

gender equality.” 

The Millennium Goals Report (United Nations, 2014) reported that “disparities in 

primary school enrolment between boys and girls are being eliminated in all 

developing regions. Also, the enrolment rate in primary education in developing 

regions increased from 80% to 90% between 2000 and 2012. Most gains were 

achieved by 2007, and thereafter they levelled out. In 2012, 58 million children 

dropped out of school, globally. High drop-out rates remain a major impediment to 

universal primary education (United Nations, 2014). According to SASIX (2011), 

achieving the EFA and MDG’s goal is hindered by poor quality education, the high 

cost of schooling, and persistently high adult illiteracy rates. Inequalities remain the 

biggest obstacle. By the age of seven, almost all children in the Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries are enrolled in primary 

school, while the rate for sub-Saharan Africa is just 40%. Inequalities within the 

countries themselves are also apparent, as is the case in South Africa”. 

Spaull (2012:1) finds that “South Africa still faces the reality of two different education 

systems: a dysfunctional schooling system (75% of schools) and a functional 

schooling system (25% of schools), which are miles apart in terms of performance. 

Despite the high spending and many interventions which have been made by 

government over the past 24 years, the system remains virtually unchanged. The 

South African government spends over 20% of the total government expenditure on 

education, of which 78% goes to teacher salaries. Up to now, the education system 

has continued to breed, rather than mitigate, inequality. For those who are born into 

poor families, their prospects for social mobility are very slim. Education is the main 

driver of social mobility, but the system continues to reproduce inequality, because 

there are so few good schools, which are also geographically and financially 

inaccessible to the poor”. 

Modisaotsile (2012:2) shows that, “despite the fact that South Africa has reached 

MDG 2 and spends just over 18.5% of its annual budget on education, the education 
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system remains largely in a poor state of affairs. The quality of education remains 

poor, and the output rate has not improved. The drop-out rate is very high and 

literacy and numeracy levels are low. Other challenges include poor teacher training, 

unskilled teachers, a lack of commitment by teachers to teach, poor support for 

learners at home and a large shortage of resources in education, despite the large 

budgetary commitments by government” (Modidaotsile, 2012:2). 

SASIX (2011) finds that “the lack of quality educators had a tremendous impact on 

the country’s performance. Many of today’s teachers were educated under the 

apartheid regime, and as a result did not experience quality education themselves. 

Without best practice and knowledge-sharing from experienced trainers to fall back 

on, the motivation, confidence and morale of teachers are low. This has led to high 

levels of teacher absenteeism. Efforts to transform the education system have largely 

been driven by government; without the leadership of educators themselves. A lack 

of management and leadership at schools are contributing factors to the challenges 

faced by the South African education system”. 

The Global Competitive Report 2013-2014 (World Economic Forum, 2014) which 

“assesses the competitiveness landscape of 148 economies, in order to provide 

insight into the drivers of their productivity and prosperity, ranks the South African 

education system at 146 out of the possible 148 countries. The South African 

government spends the equivalent of $1225 US per child on primary education, yet 

accomplishes less that the government of Kenya which spends only the equivalent of 

$258 US per child. The report ranks the quality of the education system in Kenya at 

44 out of the possible 148. South African learners also perform badly in standardised 

global tests against South Africa’s peers and other African countries. The 

organisation Education Moving Up, explains that some of the most under-performing 

schools in Singapore perform better than the most of the top achieving schools in 

South Africa. Nel (2016:3) claims that money is seldom a problem in the South 

African education system. The problem lies with the execution of current policies”. 

3.5.1 Comparative Testing 

Spaull (2013a:4) explains that the “three main international tests of educational 

achievement that South Africa participates in are Trends in International Mathematics 

and Science (TIMMS), Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS), and 
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Southern and Eastern African Consortium for Monitoring Educational Quality 

SACMEQ”. 

According to the Human Science Research Council (2012:2), “the Trends in 

International Mathematics and Science (TIMSS) is a cross-national assessment of 

the mathematics and science knowledge of fourth and eighth grade learners, 

conducted by the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational 

Achievement (IEA) since 1995. It used results from achievement tests and 

questionnaires conducted with principals, teachers and learners to ascertain 

achievement scores and contextual factors relevant to achievement. A stratified 

sampling methodology was used in which schools were selected on the basis of 

province, the language of teaching and learning, and public or private status”. 

TIMSS was designed to “align broadly with mathematics and science curricula in the 

participating countries. The results can, therefore, be used to determine the degree 

to which learners have acquired the mathematics and science concepts and skills 

likely to have been taught in schools. The tests are constructed to measure 

achievement to help inform governments, policy makers and educators about the 

proficiency of their learners at key points in the educational process. The findings of 

TIMSS provide an indication of the health of an education system” (HSRC, 2012:2). 

Spaull (2013a:4) indicates that “the TIMSS study showed no improvement in Grade 8 

mathematics or science between 1995 and 2002. Thereafter, it was decided that the 

international Grade 8 tests were too difficult for South African Grade 8 pupils, so that 

in 2002 both Grade 8 and Grade 9 pupils wrote the Grade 8 test, and in 2011 only 

Grade 9 pupils wrote the Grade 8 test. Comparing the performance of Grade 9 pupils 

between 2002 and 2011 indicated a noticeable improvement in mathematics and 

science performance, amounting to approximately one and a half grade levels of 

learning. This shows that there was some improvement over the period. While this 

brings hope, it is difficult to celebrate, taking into consideration how low the post-

improvement level of performance really is. Part of the reason for the improvement is 

the fact that South Africa started from an exceedingly low base in 2002”. To place 

this into perspective, Nkozi (2012:45) explains that “South Africa’s post-improvement 

level of performance is still the lowest of all participating countries, while the average 

South African Grade 9 child performs between two and three grade levels lower than 
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the average Grade 8 child from other middle-income countries. Rural schools with 

the least resources achieved lower scores, while former Model C schools were the 

best performers”. 

The 2015 TIMSS results revealed that “South Africa is one of the lowest-performing 

countries in mathematics in comparison to 39 other participating countries; and the 

national average falls short of the lowest international performance benchmark. 

Three out of five South Afican learners do not reach the minimum competencies in 

basic mathematical knowledge required at Grade 5 level” (Department of Basic 

Education, 2017:23). The 2015 TIMSS results show that “only one-third of Grade 9 

South African learners demonstrated achievement at the minimal level in both 

mathematics and science” (Reddy, Visser, Winnar, Arends, Juan, Prinsloo and 

Isdale, 2015:6). 

It is worth noting that the South African defined benchmarck for achiement in TIMSS 

studies is 325 points, while the international benchmark is 400 points. In 2003, “73% 

of South African Grade 9 learners and 72% of Grade 9 science learners scored 

below 325 points. This has decreased to 31% of mathematics learners and 40% of 

science learners in 2015” (Reddy et al., 2015:7). Performance in mathematics and 

science appears to have shifted from a very low level to a low level. 

The next TIMSS results will be available in 2019. 

SACMEQ II (2000) and SACMEQ III (2007) (Southern and Eastern African 

Consortium for Monitoring Educational Quality: Grade 6 numeracy and literacy) 

showed that “there was no improvement in South African Grade 6 literacy or 

numeracy performance over the seven year period. Given that 13 other African 

countries also participated, it is possible to compare the achievements of South 

African Grade 6 children with other Grade 6 children on the continent. In the 

SACMEQ (2007) round, South African pupils ranked 10th of the 14 education 

systems for reading, and 8th for mathematics, behind much poorer countries such as 

Tanzania, Kenya and Swaziland” (Department of Basic Education, 2010). According 

to Spaull (2013a:4), the study found that “27% of South African Grade 6 pupils were 

illiterate, since they could not read a short and simple text and extract meaning, with 

the proportion varying significantly by province: half (49%) of Grade 6 pupils in 
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Limpopo were illiterate, while only 5% of pupils in the Western cape were thus 

classified. The study also reflected differences within provinces in the country”. 

The SACMEQ IV results show that South African learners have considerably 

improved their performance between the SACMEQ III and IV studies, by 63 points in 

reading and 92 points in mathematics. This compares favourably to the slight 

improvement in performance across SACMEQ II and III studies (by 3 points in 

reading and 9 points in mathematics). South African learners also achieved 587 in 

mathematics in SACMEQ IV, which is above the average score of 584 in the subject 

and have equalled the SACMEQ average score of 558 in reading. In SACMEQ III, 

South Africa had under-performed in both reading and mathematics compared to the 

SACMEQ average (South African Parliament, 2016:3). 

Howie, Van Staden, Tshele, Dowse and Zimmerman (2011) explain that “the 

Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) is an international 

assessment, administered every five years, that measures trends in students’ 

reading achievement; and policy and practices related to literacy. This study is 

carried out under the auspices of the International Association for the Evaluation of 

Educational Achievement (IEA), a consortium of research institutions in 60 countries. 

The first PIRLS assessment took place in 2001”. 

The PIRLS SA report (2011:xvi) indicates that, “in 2011, South African Grade 4 

learners achieved well below the international average, despite writing an easier 

assessment. They continued to perform at a low level, overall, on easier 

assessments compared to their counterparts internationally. A few South African 

learners (6%) were able to read at an advanced level, although 71% were able to 

reach a rudimentary level of reading and attain the low international benchmark. For 

Grade 5 learners, there was no difference between the overall achievements of 

South African learners in 2011, compared to those of 2006. Grade 5 learners tested 

in Afrikaans and English were performing below the international average for literacy 

of Grade 4 learners. Another important result of the report indicated the important 

role of the school in compensating for minimal home opportunities available to 

learners from low socio-economic backgrounds. Schools can only compensate if they 

are properly and adequately resourced and well managed”. PIRLS SA (2011: xviii) 
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reveals a “strong, negative relationship with achievement where schools are not well 

managed, or well resourced”. 

PIRLS SA (2017:54) reveals that no South African official language tested attained 

the international average. PIRLS 2016 did not demonstrate the progress in literacy 

performance of South African learners that might have been expected after 10 years 

since the results of the first study in 2006 (PIRLS SA, 2017:199).  

3.5.2 Interventions 

In 2010 the Minister of Basic Education, Mrs Angie Motshekga, announced an 

“improvement plan for schools in South Africa called the Action Plan to 2014, that 

would “form part of a larger vision called Schooling 2025”. This plan is, in many ways, 

the country’s most comprehensive long-term sector plan for schools”. It has “a long-

term focus, stretching to 2025, as expressed in the ‘Schooling 2015’ notion. The main 

focus of the Action Plan is “aimed at almost 25 000 schools, known as public ordinary 

schools”. The focus is based on both the magnitude of this subsector and the 

especially serious nature of the challenges these schools are facing. The Action Plan 

explains the 27 national goals that lie at the heart of the plan. Thirteen of these goals 

are output goals, dealing with better school results and better enrolment of learners 

in schools. The remaining 14 goals deal with the ‘how’ of improving schooling” 

(Department of Basic Education, 2012:4). 

The Department of Basic Education commissioned “a School Monitoring Survey of 

ordinary public schools to monitor progress towards the achievement of some of the 

goals and indicators set out in the Action Plan to 2014: Towards the Realisation of 

Schooling 2025” (Department of Education, 2011:235) and the “Delivery Agreement 

between the President of South Africa, the Minister of Basic Education, Members of 

the Executive Committee on  Education, government departments and other 

stakeholders” (The Presidency, 2010:1-4).  

For some indicators, the minimum standards for the indicators were not met: 

• “A total of 65% of all schools met the requirement that 100% of all state-paid 

post must be filled”. 

• “Educators only spend an average of 38.1 hours on professional development 

activities, out of the expected 80 hours per year.” 
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• “Nationally, 6.1%, on average, of educators were absent each day”. 

• “The minimum required standard to measure the volume of work covered was 

set at four exercises a week for both Grades 6 and 9, in both language and 

mathematics. Only 7% of Grade 6 learners met this requirement for language; 

and 31% met it for mathematics”. 

• “In Grade 6, 100% of all learners should have access to DBE Workbooks 

Volume 1 and Volume 2, for both language and mathematics. In Grade 6 and 

9, 100% of all learners should also have access to a textbook for both 

language and mathematics. A total of 78% of Grade 6 learners had access to 

a language textbook, 38% to a language workbook, 83% to a mathematics 

textbook, while 85% had access to the mathematics workbook”. 

• “Only 30% of schools met the requirement to have a minimum set of specified 

management documents in place, at a required standard”. 

• “A total of 48% of schools had a School Governing Body that met the 

minimum criteria for effectiveness in terms of correctly constituted 

membership, minutes of every meeting, various policies, audited financial 

statements and minimum prescribed number of meetings”. 

• “Nationally, only 47% of learners were in schools that were funded according 

to the minimum national levels” 

• “A total of 34% of principals rated 50% or more of the district support services 

as satisfactory” (Department of Basic Education, 2013:7-12)” 

3.5.3 The Annual National Assessment (ANA) 

 

The Department of Basic Education (2013:2) stresses that the “Annual National 

Assessment (ANA) is a critical measurement for performance in learner 

achievement, as outlined in the Education Sector Plan, Action Plan to 2014: Towards 

the Realisation of Schooling 2025. The target of the plan is to ensure that at least 

60% of learners achieve acceptable levels in literacy and numeracy. In keeping with 

the international norm of large-scale assessment, the ANA has a particular focus on 

assessing mathematics and language competencies, which are regarded as the 

foundational skills for further learning and teaching. For the purpose of this study, 

emphasis is placed on ANA as it is the only national measure of performance for 

learners from Grades 1 to 9”.  
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In 2014, the “overall results for ANA for Grades 1 to 6, pointed towards an upward 

trajectory in test scores, while in Grade 9 mathematics, the performance of learners 

has remained at a low level, as was the case in 2012 and 2013. Over the past years, 

the analysis of provincial trends in the ANA indicates that the educational sector is 

making strides in the foundation and intermediate phases in both language and 

mathematics. In the summary table below, the average national percentages that 

learners achieved in mathematics and language are indicated”. 

 

Table 3.2: Summary for ANA result scores: 2012 - 2014 

2012 2013 2014 

Grade Maths  HL FAL Maths HL FAL Maths HL FAL 

1 68 58  60 61  68 63  

2 57 55  59 57  62 61  

3 41 52  53 51  56 56  

4 37 43 34 37 49 39 37 57 41 

5 30 40 30 33 46 37 37 57 47 

6 27 53 36 39 59 46 43 63 45 

9 13 43 35 14 43 33 11 48 34 

   Source: Department of Basic Education (2014:9) 

The ANA report of 2014 also contains “valuable information on provincial 

performance. The results suggest that in the foundation phase, there are noteworthy 

increases across all provinces in the overall scores for languages and mathematics” 

(Department of Basic Education, 2014). In KwaZulu-Natal, for example “the average 

percentage mark is above 55% across Grades 1 to 3 in both subjects. In the 

intermediate phase, learners in Grade 6 perform well in home languages, and across 

all provinces the achievement level is above 50%. At national level, Grade 6 shows a 

4% increase in performance of learners for home languages and mathematics. 

However, learner performance for the first additional language across all grades 

remains on the lower side”. 

In the senior phase, “the sector is challenged for not delivering the expected progress 

against targets set by the Department of Education in 2010. In particular, 

performance in Grade 9 mathematics does not show any improvement; although 

there was a 1% improvement in 2013, the performance in 2014 was even below the 

performance in 2012. Across all provinces, the performance of learners has dropped 

a few percentage points. In home language, at Grade 9 level, there has been an 

improvement in learner performance, but the national performance is below 50%. 
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The trends in learner performance at district level are similar to what is observed at 

provincial level. In Grade 9 mathematics there has been a drop in performance in all 

districts. For Grade 9 home language, the district level scores range from 31% to 

59%. In Grade 9, first additional language scores range from 28% to 42%. The last 

records for ANA results were for the 2014 assessment. In 2017 the national Minister 

of the Department of Basic Education, Minister Motshekga, announced that Annual 

National Assessments were on their way out and will be replaced by the National 

Integrated Assessment Framework (NIAF). The first cycle of the summative 

assessment will be implemented in 2019”. 

According to The Presidency (2010:1-4), “the overarching goal, as per the directive of 

the President of the Republic of South Africa in his state of the Nation Address of 

2010, was that by 2014 at least 60% of all learners in Grades 3, 6 and 9 should have 

achieved acceptable levels of competency in mathematics and language. In the ANA 

report a 50% or higher test score is regarded as an acceptable level of performance. 

This is in line with CAPS (Curriculum and Assessment Policy Statement), where a 

mark of at least 50% is required for adequate and higher achievement” (The 

Presidency, 2010:1-4). 

Table 3.3: Percentage of learners obtaining at least 50% in maths, home  
                  language and first additional language 
 

2012  2013 2014 

Grade Maths  HL FAL Maths HL FAL Maths HL FAL 

3 36 57  59 57  65 66  

6 11 39 24 27 68 41 35 77 42 

9 2 39 21 2 37 17 3 48 18 

    Source: Department of Basic Education (2014:10) 

The table above indicates that “a substantial increase in the percentage of learners 

reaching acceptable achievement levels can be observed for mathematics in Grades 

3 and 6. For Grade 3, the target of 60% that was set in the Action Plan to 2014 has 

been achieved in both mathematics and language. In Grade 6 there has been a large 

increase in the percentage of learners achieving acceptable achievement levels, for 

both home language and mathematics, although the target has not been yet 

achieved in mathematics. In Grade 9, achievement is still below the target, even 

though there was an increase in the percentage of learners reaching acceptable 

levels in home language”.    
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Spaull (2013b: 34) stresses that “it is important to note that the National School 

Effectiveness Study (2011c) found that Grade 3 learners scored an average of 29% 

for numeracy on a Grade 3 level test”.  

Prior to the implementation of the ANA in 2011, “there was no standardised, national 

examination at any other level other than Grade 12”. According to Ardington and 

Leibbrandt (2014:4), “a comparison of continuous assessment school-based marks, 

in conjunction with externally evaluated matric examination marks, provides direct 

evidence of the poor the quality of internal assessment in many schools”. 

3.5.3.1     Comments on the Annual National Assessment  

The “Annual National Assessments are intended to give teachers and parents an 

accurate indication of how pupils fare at school, as well as to allow for better 

intervention in earlier grades by recognising that basic literacy and numeracy are 

critical to performance in the final years of basic education” (Malan, 2016:124). At 

their national congress in 2014, “the South African Democratic Teachers Union 

(SADTU) and the National Professionals Teachers Organisation of South Africa 

(NAPTOSA), resolved to keep pressure on the Department of Basic Education not to 

extend the scope of the testing” (SADTU, 2014; Gernestky, 2014). The teachers’ 

organisations “both recognised that pushing for standardised testing was good for 

international standards, but their implementation are neither good nor bad for SA 

teachers.  Teachers complained that they spend too much time teaching how to do 

the tests, rather than teaching the curriculum”.  

Spaull (2013a:8) argued that the “ANA is one of the most important and needed 

policy innovations, but the way the tests are implemented means they cannot not be 

used as a reliable indicator of progress”.  

In 2015 a coalition of teacher unions boycotted the administration of the Annual 

National Assessment and in 2017 the Minister of Basic Education, Minister 

Motshekga, announced that “the Annual National Assessments were on their way out 

and will be replaced by the National Integrated Assessment Framework (NIAF).  A 

pilot study on the test items to be used in the NIAF was conducted in 2017 and the 

system readiness for using it as part of progression and promotion of learners will be 
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piloted in 2018. The first cycle of the summative assessment will be implemted in 

2019” (Department of Basic Eduction, 2016:24). 

3.5.4 National Senior Certificate Examination (NSC)  

The Department of Basic Education (2015:16) stresses that “attainment of quality 

education for the population at large, particularly the youth, has been a national 

priority since the advent of democracy in South Africa. The National Senior 

Certificate and the Annual National Assessments are vital in terms of measuring the 

progress in achieving the set targets as outlined in the Action Plan to 2019: Towards 

Realisation of Schooling 2030, and the National Development Plan”. The following 

targets are measured through performance in the National Senior Certificate: 

• “the increase in the number of Grade 12 learners who become eligible for a 

Bachelor programme at a university; 

• the increase in the number of Grade 12 learners who pass mathematics; and 

• the increase in the number of learners who pass physical sciences” 

(Department of Basic Education, 2015:16). 

In 2017, 629 155 full-time candidates registered for the NSC, of which 534 484 wrote 

the examination, with the highest proportion coming from Gauteng and KwaZulu-

Natal. Of these, 2777 were classified as special needs learners. As was observed in 

2016, more girls than boys entered the NSC examination. The achievement rate of 

this cohort showed a marked improvement from 2016, with an increase of 2.6% from 

72.5% in 2016 to 75.1% in 2017 (Department of Basic Education, 2017:12). The pass 

rate was 78.2% in 2013, 75.1% in 2014, 70.7% in 2015, and 72.5% in 2016.  

The Free State (86.1%) and Gauteng (85.1%) provinces had the highest Grade 12 

pass rates in 2017, followed by the Western Cape (82.8%), and the North West 

(79.4%). Limpopo (65.6%) and the Eastern Cape (65.0%) were at the bottom 

(Department of Education, 2017:65). However, “only considering the pass rates can 

give a misleading picture of the state of education in these provinces, and indeed, the 

country”. 

 

Table 3.4: Comparison of NSC passes by provinces: 2013 - 2017 
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 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Provi
nce 

Total 
wrote 

Total 
passed 

% 
pass
ed 

Total 
wrote 

Total 
passed 

% 
pass
ed 

Total 
wrote 

Total 
passed 

% 
pass
ed 

Total 
wrote 

Total 
passed 

% 
pass
ed 

Total 
wrote 

Total 
passed 

% 
passed 

EC 72 138 46 840 64.9 66 935 43 777 65.4 87 090 49 475 56.8 82 902 49 168 59.3 67 648 43 981 65.0 

FS 27 105 23 689 87.4 26 440 21 899 82.8 31 161 25 416 81.6 26 786 23 629 88.2 25 130 21 631 86.1 

GP 97 897 85122 87.0 99 478 84 247 84.7 108 442 91 327 84.2 103 829 88 381 85.1 97 284 82 826 85.1 

KZN 145 278 112 403 77.4 139 367 97 144 69.7 162  658 98 761 60.7 147 648 98 032 66.4 124 317 90 589 72.9 

LM 82 483 59 184 71.8 72 990 53 179 72.9 101 575 66 946 65.9 101 807 63 595 62.5 83 228 54 625 65.6 

MP 50 053 38836 77.6 45 081 35 615 79.0 54 980 43 229 78.6 54 251 41 801 77.1 48 483 36 273 74.8 

NW 29 140 25 414 87.2 26 066 22 061 84.6 33 280 27 118 81.5 32 045 26 448 82.5 30 792 24 462 79.4 

NC 10 403 7 749 74.5 8 794 6 715 76.4 11 623 8 064 69.4 10 041 7 902 78.7 8 735 6 608 75.6 

WC 47 615 40 542 85.1 47 709 39 237 82.2 53 721 45 489 84.7 50 869 43 716 85.9 48 867 40 440 82.8 

NTL 562112 43 779 78.2 532 860 403874 75.8 644 536 455825 70.7 610 178 442672 72.5 534 484 401435 75.1 

Source: Department of Basic Education (2017:51) 

Key: EC (Eastern Cape); FS (Free State); GP (Gauteng); KZN (KwaZulu-Natal);  

         LM (Limpopo); MP (Mpumalanga); NW (North West); NC (Northern Cape); 

         WC (Western Cape); NTL (National) 

 

The Department of Basic Education (2017:38) highlights that the performance of 

learners against the three indicators articulated in the National Development Plan 

that are directly linked to the promotion of excellence and scarce skills in Grade 12 

class of 2017 showed an improvement as follows: 

• “the number of Grade 12 leaners who become eligible for Bachelor’s 

programmes at a university (28.7%): an improvement of 2.1% from 26.8% in 

2016”; 

• “the number of Grade 12 learners who passed mathematics (51.9%): an 

improvement of 0.8% from 51.1% in 2016”; 

• “the number of Grade 12 learners who passed physical science: (65.1%), an 

improvement of 3.1% from 62% in 2016”. 

The Department of Basic Education (2017:38) indicates that in 2017 there was a 

decrease of 45 497 learners, nationally, compared to 2016’s enrolment for the NSC 

examination.  KwaZulu-Natal had the largest enrolment, with 153 125 full-time 
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candidates, followed by Gauteng with 108 522 candidates. Limpopo registered 

100 041 candidates and Northern Cape had the lowest number of entries, at 10 519, 

which showed a decrease of 1302 from the number of candidates registrated in 

2016. 

The Umalusi Council “sets and monitors standards for general and further education 

and training in South Africa in accordance with the National Qualifications Framework 

Act No.67 of 2008 and the General and Further Education and Training Quality 

Assurance Act No. 58 of 2001. The council is tasked with the development and 

management of a sub-framework of qualifications for general and further education 

and training, as well as for attendant quality assurance. In schools, Umalusi is 

responsible for the certification of the Senior Certificate (SC), continuing as a revised 

qualification for adults, and the National Senior Certificate (NSC), which replaced the 

SC in 2008” (Umalusi, 2015). 

Umalusi (2017) explains that “a total of 58 subjects were presented for 

standardisation. After moderation, row marks were accepted for 38 of the 58 

subjects. The figure represents 65.5% of the total subjects”. Moderation with upwards 

adjustment was done for 16 subjects and only 4 subjects were adjusted downwards. 

According to Umalusi (2017), “the class of 2017 was the 4th Grade 12 cohort to write 

final examination under the Curriculum Assessment Policy Statement (CAPS). The 

learner performance of the class of 2017 moved closer to the average historical 

performance profile”. The council also indicated that “there was a steady upward 

trend in the marks of subjects such as mathematics, mathematical literacy, physical 

sciences, and life science. However, some subjects that do not fall under the 

category of gateway subjects, such as virtual arts, dramatic arts, and agricultural 

science need to be given more attention and be afforded the status they deserve in 

terms of providing them with the necessary resources” (Umalusi, 2017). 

 

 

 

3.5.4.1   Comparison of Bachelor’s Passes by Province: 2015 - 2017 
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The percentage of learners achieving Bachelor passes improved from “26.6% in 

2016 to 28.7% in 2017. 153 610 candidates qualified for Bachelor Studies at higher 

education institutions with the highest number of distinctions recorded in the Western 

Cape. As in 2016, the Western Cape had the highest percentage of Bachelor passes 

(39.1%) and Free State had the highest percentage of Diploma passes. It should be 

noted that Gauteng had the highest combined percentage of Bachelor and Diploma 

passes (71.4%). It was also significant to note that KwaZulu-Natal had the highest 

percentage increase in bachelor passes of 4.2%, as well as the highest number of 

bachelor passes (35 687)”. 

 

Table 3.5: Comparison of Bachelor’s passes by province: 2015 - 2017 

Province 2015 2016 2017 

Number 

Wrote 

Number of 

Bachelors 

% 

Bachelors 

Number 

Wrote 

Number of 

Bachelors 

%   

Bachelors 

Number 

Wrote 

Number of 

Bachelors 

%  

Bachelors 

EC 87090 15291 17.6 82902 15645 18.9 67648 15380 22.7 

FS 31161 9277 29.8 26786 9596 35.8 25130 8822 35.1 

GP 108442 3876 35.7 103829 37582 36.2 97284 35012 36.0 

KZN 162658 34751 21.4 147648 36139 24.5 124317 35687 28.7 

LM 101575 20992 20.7 101807 18762 18.4 83228 17790 21.4 

MP 54980 13497 24.5 54251 12420 22.9 48483 11335 23.4 

NW 33286 8865 26.6 32045 8820 27.5 30792 8278 26.9 

NC 11623 2451 21.1 10041 2606 26.0 8735 2205 25.2 

WC 53721 22379 41.7 50869 20804 40.9 48867 19101 39.1 

National 644536 166263 25.8 610178 162374 26.6 534484 153610 28.7 

Source: Department of Basic Education (2017:54) 

 

3.5.4.2 Performance at 30% and above in Mathematics and Science: 2014- 2017 

 

 

Table 3.6: Performance at 30% and above in maths and science: 2014-2017 

 

Subject 2014 2015 2016 2017 

% pass rate % pass rate % pass rate % pass rate  

Mathematics 53.5 49.1 51.1 51.9 

Physical Sciences 61.5 58.6 62.0 65.1 

Source: Department of Basic Education (2017:61) 

 

In line with the general performance, the learner performance in these two subjects 

has been declining. The system has generally not been doing well in mathematics for 

the last four years. The decline has been relatively sharp in mathematics from 2013. 
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3.5.5 Comments on 2017 NSC Results 

Although the 2017 Grade 12 results were appreciated by many people, organisations 

and even political parties, particularly the opposition, they were not without 

condemnation. Cranfield (2018) notes that “the 2017 pass rates did not mean that the 

education system was in a good state and that achievement levels were stabilising”. 

According to Cranfield (2018), “it was premature to celebrate the so-called 

improvements in the system as not all the data for an in-depth analysis was 

available”. 

 

Sanco (2018) hailed the improvement of results, but was concerned about the drop-

out rate. They argue that “a school could have a 100% pass rate in mathematics, but 

the average for the subject could be 37%, and the range of scores for the class 

between 30% and 40%; since the pass mark for mathematics is 30%. On the issue of 

the drop-out rate”, McFarlane (2018) said that “the drop-out rate was a cause for 

concern, and if this had been taken into account, the pass rate would be closer to 

40% than 75%”. 

 

The Democratic Alliance congratulated all learners who passed their matric.  

However, the party was concerned by “truly shocking” figures that “put the real pass 

rate at 37%. It determined this calculation from the number of learners who passed 

Grade 10 in 2015, compared to those who passed their final examination in 2017. 

The party further argued that only 49% of Grade 10s actually wrote the final exams, 

and a startling 37.8% of 2015’s Grade 10 learners actually passed”. This means that 

over 62.7% did not pass, dropped out or became stuck in the system. This suggests 

that the South African schooling system is not a system on the rise. 

 

3.6 DROP-OUT RATE 

Equal Education (2016:2) notes that “the drop-out rate continues to be excessively 

high in South Africa. In 2016, nearly 40%, that is almost half of all learners, do not 

reach Grade 12. For a perspective on the pass rate, it is useful to take the actual 

drop-out rate into consideration (Table 3.7). Starting in Grade 2, six cohorts (2010-

2015) can be identified and tracked over a 10-year period. Approximately half of each 

cohort drops out before reaching Grade 12. Looking at the number of learners who 

wrote the NSC, a cohort Grade 12 pass rate can be created. The 75.7% pass rate of 
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2014 is now closer to a 36.41% pass rate, and the 70.7% of 2015 is actually closer to 

40.7%”. 

Table 3.7: Drop-out rates 

Year Grade 2 enrolment 

(2000-2004)  

Grade 10 enrolment 

(2000-2004) 

Grade 12 enrolment 

(2000-2004) 

Percentage Drop 

Grade 10 – 12 

2010 1 090 765 1 076 527 579 384 50.07% 

2011 944 977 1 017 341 534 498 51.24% 

2012 1 012 892 1 039 762 551 837 50.84% 

2013 1 111 858 1 094 189 576 490 48.63% 

2014 1 109 201 1 103 495 550 127 51.71% 

2015 1 118 690 1 146 285 668 122 41.71% 

 Source: Equal Education (2016:2) 

According to Equal Education (2016), the reasons for substantial numbers of learners 

dropping out of school are likely to include the following: 

• “The absence of a solid early schooling foundation means learners find 

themselves too far behind academically, making learning a demotivating and 

stressful experience. 

• Poverty forces learners to leave school to attempt to find work. This is 

exacerbated by the relative lack of reward in the labour market for a ‘mere’ 

matric pass, so those with a standard pass are only slightly more likely to find 

job than those without. 

• Attending school is often costly and burdensome, and many learners must 

spend significant sums of money on transport, or walk long distances daily”. 

(Equal Education, 2016:2). 

According to Hartnack (2017:1) and Karrin and Lee (2012:3), South Africa 

experiences high drop-out rates in schools. These are also affirmed by van Zyl 

(2013:581), and Branson, Hofmeyr and Lam (2013:10). Dropping-out affects all 

grade levels from Grade R to Grade 12, in the South African schooling system 

(Mnguni, 2014:3). Most school drop-out in South Africa “occurs in Grades 10 and 11, 

resulting in 50% of learners in one cohort dropping out before reaching Grade 12” 

(Spaull, 2015:34). The situation is “even more worrying when NSC graduaton rates 
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are taken into account. About 60% of children in South Africa who start Grade 1 

dropout before completing grade 12” (Hartnack, 2017:2). 

In the NSC, according to the Democratic Allience, the opposition party in South 

Africa, there were 20 180 learners in Grade 10 during 2015 in the Northern Cape, 

with only 8 735 (43.3%) writing their final National Senior Certificate (NSC) in 2017. 

Of the 20 180 Grade 10 learners, only 6 607 passed their NSC, putting the province’s 

real pass rate at 32.7%.  

The Department of Basic Education’s figures show that “1 100 877 learners enrolled 

for Grade 10 in 2014, but only 610 178 enrolled for Grade 12 in 2016 – so 44.6% of 

learners either dropped out of the system altogether or remained stuck in Grades 10 

and 11” (Business Tech, 2017). This pattern was “visible across every province in the 

country, where the drop-out rate reached as high as 54.4% in the Northern Cape in 

2016. The Free State, which became the top province in the country in the 2016 

matric results, saw more than half of its learners drop-out between 2014 and 2015” 

(Busines Tech, 2017). The drop-out rate of learners changes from province to 

province. In 2016 the drop out rates according to provinces were as follows: 

“Northern Cape (54.4%); North West (52.7%); Free State (51.6%); Eastern Cape 

(46.2%); Limpopo (46.2%); KwaZulu-Natal (44.2%); Mpumalanga (42.6%); Gauteng 

(40.5%); and Western Cape (32.9%)” (Business Tech, 2017). 

The News 24 (2018) report states that, despite the 2017 matric pass rate being 

75.1%, the reality of the situation is bad. The report claims that of the 1 155 629 

learners who started Grade 1 in 2006, only 34.7% obtained a matric pass in 2017 

(Africa Check, 2018).   

Mnguni (2014:1) states that “less than 50% of learners in the world complete their 

education”. According to McFarland, Cui and Stark (2018:iii), the drop-out rates for 

16 to 24 year olds were higher for American Indians/Alaska Natives (11.5%) than 

Hispanics (10.7%), Pacific Islanders (10.6%), Blacks (7.9%), Whites (4.4%, and 

Asians (2.5%) in 2014. 

The drop-out rate of indigenous Australians has remained the same for 2014, at 

16.5%, compared to 16.8% in 2017. The drop-out rate for indigenous Australians 
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(16.8%) was less than the drop-out rate for non-indigenous Australian (17.0%) in 

2017 (Lee, 2018:3). 

The World Bank data (2018) states that South Sudan has the lowest primary school 

completion rate globally, at 37%. Chad closely follows South Sudan as having one of 

the lowest primary completion rates, standing at 38.78%. Other countries with low 

primary completion rates are the Central African Republic (45.35%); Ethopia 

(47.25%); Mozambique (49.25%); and Niger (49.59%) (Worldatlas, 2018). The 

following countries are also reported to have low primary completion rates: Uganda 

(54.24%); Angola (54.32%); Equatorial Guinea (54.79%); Sudan (56.97%); Mali 

(58.83%); Liberia (58.83%); Rwanda (59.3%); Cote d’Ivoire (60.50%); Senegal, 

(60.91%); and Burkina Faso (62.75%) (Worldatlas, 2018). 

3.7 PROMOTION AND REPETITION: 2010-2012 

As can be seen in Table 2.6 below, “the repetition rates are high in Grades 1 and 2. 

These rates are low through the rest of primary school and then start to rise again in 

secondary school, peaking in Grade 10. Survival rates are high up to Grade 9: of 

every 1000 learners entering Grade 1, 927 make it to Grade 9. By contrast, 692 of 

every thousand not destined for FET colleges make it to Grade 12”. 

Retention and repetition rates from Grade 1 to Grade 9 suggest that the system 

functions well, though repetition rates in Grade 1 and 2 are high. The situation in 

Grades 10 to 11 is much less encouraging. Pass rates are much lower. Many 

learners arrive in Grade 10 unprepared to tackle the three year National Senior 

Certificate curriculum. High repetition rates are observed. Learners and parents often 

make unsatisfactory choices about education and training, post-Grade 9. 

     

 

 

 

 

Table 3.8: Promotion and repetition rate: 2010-2012 
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Grade Pass (%) Repeat (%) Survivors 
1 80.3 19.7 999 

2 87.8 11.8 996 

3 91.0 8.8 994 

4 90.6 9.4 994 

5 94.2 5.5 990 

6 94.5 3.1 967 

7 95.2 1.8 938 

8 91.4 7.4 927 

9 82.5 15.1 905 

10 63.4 23.4 791 

11 64.3 21.8 692 

    Source: Simkins (2013:7) 

3.8 CHALLENGES IN THE EDUCATION SYSTEM IN SOUTH AFRICA  

Prew (2009:43) is of the opinion that “South Africa has a high-cost, low-performance 

education system that does not compare favourably with education systems in other 

African countries, or similar developing countries. There are multitudes of problems, 

including a shortage of teachers, under-qualified teachers, and poor teacher 

performance. In the classroom, this results in poor learner performance. On the 

government level, problems emanate from lack of teacher support and monitoring. All 

this has led to disenchantment among teachers and poor learner performance”.  

Although the South African government has one of the highest education budgets 

(20% of the GDP), the South African education system is in a very bad state with 

regard to learner performance. Gaza (2012:5) emphasises that “it is critical to 

understand that history alone is not the only reason why South Africa’s education 

system is in a crisis”. Gaza (2012:6) highlights the critical challenges facing South 

African education as: 

• “Children leave school illiterate and innumerate. 

• South African learners do not have a culture of reading and lack the 

motivational drive to learn from their communities. A study published by the 

University of Stellenbosch found that while 71% of learners in Grade 6 were 

functionally literate, only 58.6% could be considered functionally numerate 

(Spaull and Taylor, 2012:12). 

• There is inadequate organisational support to teachers and bureaucracy from 

the Education Department. 

• The Education Department has failed to deliver core responsibilities”. 
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Although there are so many factors that contribute to poor learner performance in 

South Africa, van den Burg (2011:1) finds that, “among the host of challenges, 

education management and accountability are issues that are prominent hindrances 

to learner performance. Without education managers who manage resources 

efficiently, ensure that teachers arrive on time for duty, cover the curriculum and 

assess at an appropriate level, any policy intervention will achieve limited success. 

Teachers need to be accountable to school managers, school managers to 

departmental officials and departmental officials to senior management. There should 

be enforcement of standards through consequence management with appropriate 

sanctions in place for offenders”. As van den Berg (2011:1) puts it, accountability 

devoid of consequences is not accountability. 

While there have been some signs of improvement in learner performance and policy 

innovation in South African education, the picture is not appealing. However, this 

study chooses to measure the effectiveness of the education system in South Africa 

through the performance of learners, as “the majority of South African learners are 

significantly below where they should be in terms of the curriculum; and more 

generally, have not reached normal numeracy and literacy milestones. Presently, the 

South African education system is grossly inefficient, under-performing and 

egregiously unfair” (van den Burg, 2011:1). 

Spaull (2013:8) makes it clear that “the National Development Plan (NDP) is quickly 

becoming a roadmap for South African progress and is acknowledged as 

authoritative by government and the public sector at large. The NDP indicates a 

number of institutional and systemic issues that that should be addressed in the 

South African education system”. The most notable issues are: 

• “Improve the management of the education system”. 

• “Increase the competence and capacity of education managers”. 

• “Improve results-orientated accountability”. 

• “Improve educator performance and accountability”. 

Bloch (2009:82) observed that education authorities, at different levels, “are often 

unable to assume the burden of administrative and academic support required of 

them”. All managers should be capable of running their education institutions well 

and have the operational skills required. 
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3.9 SUMMARY 

Education plays a major role in addressing social injustice by creating an 

environment for equal opportunities, facilitating development and strengthening 

democracy. In South Africa, this role of education is still to be realised. The South 

African education system is characterised by “low quality and high inequality that 

combine to skew the distribution of resources, and delay development and 

participation in democratic governance”. 

The poor quality of the public education system in South Africa is in itself a major 

injustice to South African society. At an individual level, it limits the acquiring of skills, 

capacity, and prevents the youth from realising their full potential. Poor education 

condemns the youth and society at large to lives of fewer opportunities and low 

income; and it causes the loss of a huge amount of human potential. In this regard, 

the poor education system in South Africa is making poverty eradication very 

diffuicult, which leads to social ills such as crime and violence. 

Although the South African education system is poor, there are public education 

institutions that are producing good, quality results with regard to learner 

performance. Unlike “most other low- and middle-income countries with high 

inequality rates, most South African low- and middle-income children continue to 

attend public education institutions. Inequality in assessing high quality educational 

opportunities poses a challenge and has serious implications for the individual. 

Individuals at low quality education institutions are likely to repeat grades and drop-

out, resulting in them becoming far less likely to access tertiary education. Over the 

longer term, those who receive poor education are likely to have lower income, fewer 

opportunities, poor health, and shorter life expectancies” (De Kadt, 2009:26).   

Empirical studies, according to Madsen (2007:188), support the assertion that “there 

is a positive correlation between entrepreneurship and organisational performance, 

which in practice suggests that organisations that adopt entrepreneurship will also 

perform better. Within the South African context, limited research has been 

conducted on the benefits of entrepreneurship – especially within the public 

education sector. The dysfunctionality of education institutions, particularly schools, 

can, in part, be ascribed to education management teams that do not possess the 

dimensions of entrepreneurship. Concerns about education quality are also 
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inextricably linked to broader accountability issues in terms of education 

management” (Reddy et al., 2010:1). It is against this background that management 

in the public education sector is required to adopt corporate entrepreneurship 

leadership. In practice that means leadership with an innovative mentality (Malan, 

2016:148). 

In conclusion, the chapter reviewed literature on corporate entrepreneurship in the 

public sector in general, and the Department of Education in particular. This study 

hypothesises that entrepreneurship is the answer to the problems facing the public 

sector organisations. 

In the next chapter, the researcher will discuss the research methodology followed in 

the study, focusing on the research design and strategy, data collection, reseach 

instrument and data analysis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 
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4.1   INTRODUCTION 

The extent or ability of corporate entrepreneurial activities to improve any 

organisation’s performance depends on the organisation understanding and 

accepting that change with innovation is necessary to remain competitive and 

sustainable. The management question in this study is: to what extent does a 

corporate entrepreneurship climate impact on the performance of the Department of 

Education as an organisation? 

This study is based on this management question and the main purpose of the study 

has been to determine whether the working environment is entrepreneurial; and how 

this affects performance. This would be achieved through the following objectives of 

the study: 

• to assess the levels of corporate entrepreneurship practices in the Department 

of Education in KwaZulu-Natal; 

• to explore the relationship between the corporate entrepreneurship 

environmental elements and entrepreneurial orientation elements within the 

Department of Education in KZN;  

• to establish the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship elements 

and organisational performance;   

• to establish whether differences in perception existed among the 

departments’ management regarding the entrepreneurial climate within the 

Department of Education.  

This chapter focuses on the research design and methodology used to address the 

research problem. 

The study made use of a formal research design to test the hypotheses formulated. 

The research methodology is presented in terms of the research design strategy, 

sampling design, data collection and data analysis.  

 

4.2   RESEARCH DESIGN 

Research has, according to Kumar (2014:5), “multiple meanings, and its definition 

varies from discipline to discipline. Across disciplines, there seem to be agreement 
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with respect to the function it performs, which is to find answers to research 

questions. Research is a procedure which attempts to obtain answers to questions, 

and to solve identified problems in a systematic manner with the support of verifiable 

facts”. Kothari (2004:1) describe research as “the application of scientific methods in 

search of the truth”. 

Bryman, Hanekom and Brynad (2014:3) indicate that “research is a multidimensional 

phenomenon and that the interpretations of scientific enquiry are complementary”. 

Leedy and Ormrod (2005:8) define research as “a systematic process of collecting, 

analysing and interpreting information in order to increase understanding of a 

phenomenon of interest”.  

Kumar (2014:10) agrees with Leedy and Ormrod (2005:8); “but adds that, for a 

process to qualify as research, it must have certain characteristics and fulfil some 

requirements. It must, as far as possible, be controlled, rigorously systematic, valid, 

verifiable and empirical”. 

Mouton (1996:20) identifies four interpretations of scientific investigation: 

• “The goal of science is the search for truth and how it is defined will determine 

the route to be followed in order to reach the goal. 

• Scientific enquiry is a social activity, aimed at solving certain theoretical and 

empirical problems. 

• Scientific investigation is the production of new knowledge. 

• Scientific investigation can be regarded as a ‘business venture’ that has to be 

properly managed in order to produce the desired goals”. 

 

4.3 RESEARCH PROBLEM 

A problem occurs when “there is a difference between the current conditions and a 

more preferable set of conditions” (Zikmund et al., 2013:11). The problem statement 

identifies the gap in knowledge to be filled (Cooper and Schindler, 2008:83). 

Leedy and Ormrod (2016:27) explain that “the first step in the research process is to 

identify a problem with clarity and precision”. Zikmund et al., (2013:108) refer to this 

first step as problem definition, which is t”he development of a decision statement 

and the steps involved in translating it into more precise research terminology”. 
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From the literature review, it is evident that to nurture organisations’ current and 

future competitive advantages, organisations increasingly rely on corporate 

entrepreneurship. Corporate entrepreneurship provides the “framework for the 

facilitation of ongoing change and innovation in established organisations” (Morris 

and Kuratko, 2002:149). It is generally agreed “that corporate entrepreneurship is a 

means of promoting and sustaining corporate competitiveness and organisational 

growth, particularly in private sector international organisations; not necessarily in 

public sector organisations in South Africa”. The management quandary then exists – 

how to foster and implement corporate entrepreneurship in public organisations in 

South Africa to improve organisational performance. 

The “purpose of this study is to explore the relationship between the corporate 

entrepreneurship environment and organisational performance in the Department of 

Education in KwaZulu-Natal” (KZN DoE), South Africa. 

Limited “empirical research is available on corporate entrepreneurship climate and 

organisational performance within public sector education in South Africa. No formal 

study has been conducted in South Africa, using Hornsby, Montagno and Hornsby’s 

(1990) CEAI to establish the influence of corporate entrepreneurship on performance 

in the Department of Education in South Africa”. 

4.4  HYPOTHESES 

At the outset of this study, hypotheses, rather than propositions, were formulated.  

Cooper and Schindler (2014: 62) refer to a proposition as “a statement about 

concepts that may be judged as true or false if it refers to observable phenomena. 

When a proposition is formulated for empirical testing it is called a hypothesis” 

(Groenewald, 2010:151). According to Zikmund (2003:498), a proposition is “a 

statement concerned with the relationships between concepts; assertion of a 

universal connection between events that have certain properties”. Babbie (2012:84) 

gives a more practical explanation: “A hypothesis is a specified, testable expectation 

about empirical reality that follows from a more general proposition. It is a statement 

of something that ought to be observed in the real world if the theory is correct.” 

Zikmund (2003:498) agrees that “a hypothesis is an unproven proposition or 

supposition that tentatively explains factors or phenomena – a proposition that is 

empirically testable”.  
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The hypotheses in this study can be referred to as relational hypotheses. Relational 

hypotheses specify a relationship between two or more variables (Coldwell and 

Herbst, 2004:86; Cooper and Schindler, 2008:51). 

“When stating hypotheses, statistical hypotheses are generally stated in the null form 

(Zikmund, 2003:499). The null and alternative hypotheses are further clarified. A null 

hypothesis (H0) refers to” a “statement about a status quo, asserting that any change 

from what has been thought to be true will entirely be due to random error. An 

alternative hypothesis (Ha) is a statement indicating the opposite of the null 

hypothesis”. Cooper and Schindler (2008:523) state that “the null hypothesis is used 

for testing”. In this regard, only the null hypothesis related to this study will be tested. 

The hypotheses formulated for this study were stated in Chapter One. 

4.4.1 Hypothesis Testing 

The purpose of hypothesis testing is to determine which of the null or alternative 

hypotheses are correct. Zikmund (2003:500) refers to the significance level that is “a 

critical probability in choosing between the null and alternative hypothesis”. The “level 

of significance determines the probability level that is then considered too low to 

warrant supporting the null hypothesis. Because no statement about a sample can be 

made with complete certainty, there always exists a chance that an error will be 

made. Researchers refer to these types of errors as Type I or Type II errors. A 

summary of these types of errors”, according to Zikmund (2003:504), is presented in 

Table 4.1. 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 4.1   Type I and Type II errors in hypotheses testing 

State of null hypotheses in the 

population 

Decision 

  

Ho is true Correct – no error Type I error 
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Ho is false Type II error Correct – no error 

Source: Zikmund (2003:504) 

Table 4.1 indicates that “the null hypothesis can be either true or false and the 

statistical decision will be either to accept or reject the hypothesis. When a Type I 

error (α) is committed, a true null hypothesis is rejected. This means it is stated that a 

statistically significant difference exists, when in reality one does not exist. A Type II 

(β) error is made if the alternative hypothesis is true but the researcher indicates that 

the Ho should be rejected” (Zikmund, 2003:504).  In business problems, “Type I 

errors are generally more serious than Type II errors, and there is a greater concern 

with determining the significance level alpha (α) than with determining (β)” (Zikmund, 

2003:504). 

4.5 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The research methodology in this section focuses on the research design, the 

methods and procedures for the data collection, measurement and the analysis of 

data. 

4.5.1 Research Design Strategy 

According to Babbie and Mouton (2011:74), “research design is a plan or a blueprint 

of how one intends conducting the research. Research design occurs at the 

beginning of the research project and it involves all the steps of the subsequent 

project” (Babbie and Mouton, 2011:97). Robscon (2011:13) states that “research 

design is a very important part of research and that human action can only be 

understood in the context of its place within different layers of social reality”. Cooper 

and Schindler (2008:146) indicate that “the research design constitutes the blueprint 

for collection, measurement and analysis of data”. 

“This research was designed as a formal study. The goal of a formal research 

design, according to Cooper and Schindler (2008:140), is to test the hypotheses 

posed by the research questions. The literature review surveyed the background on 

corporate entrepreneurship in terms of”: 

• “the concept of corporate entrepreneurship”; 
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• “the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship and organisational 

performance”; 

• “the importance and value of corporate entrepreneurship”;  

• “how to foster, develop and implement corporate entrepreneurship”; and  

• “conceptual models for corporate entrepreneurship and methods for 

measuring entrepreneurial activity”. 

The literature review illuminated the research problem as well as the framework 

needed to guide the empirical part of the study. 

4.5.1.1   Time Dimension 

The time design of the study is cross-sectional. Cooper and Schindler (2014:149) 

state that “cross-sectional studies are carried out once and represent a snapshot of 

one point in time”. Bryman and Bell (2007:55) agree with this explanation and also 

add that “in a cross-sectional design, relationships are examined between variables. 

There is no time ordering to variables, because the data on them are collected more 

or less simultaneously and the researcher does not manipulate any of the variables”. 

4.5.1.2   Topical Scope 

“Topical scope refers to the depth and breadth of a study” (Cooper and Schindler, 

2014:147) which “can be based on statistical studies or case studies. In this study, 

the empirical method is embedded in a case study design”. Cooper and Schindler 

(2014:153) state that “a single, well-designed case study can provide a major 

challenge to a theory and become a source of new hypotheses and constructs, 

simultaneously”. Cooper and Schindler (2014:128) indicate that case studies add 

credence to a “full contextual analysis of few events or conditions and their 

interconnections”. The insight that comes from a case study, with its emphasis on 

detail, is invaluable to problem solving, evaluation and strategy formulation. 

 

 

4.5.1.3   The Research Environment 
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“Research can occur in a real-world environmental (field conditions); or under staged 

or manipulated conditions” (Cooper and Schindler, 2014:150). 

This research was conducted in the real world in 12 education districts of the 

KwaZulu-Natal Department of Education, South Africa.  

4.6 TARGET POPULATION 

Population refers to the entire group of people, events or things of interest that the 

researcher wishes to investigate (Sekaran, 2006:6). There is one group of interest in 

this study, namely those individuals employed in post level 2 to 6 in a managerial 

capacity (hereafter referred to as managers). All these individuals are permanently 

employed in the 12 education districts in the KwaZulu-Natal Department of 

Education. The employee population of targeted managers in the Department of 

Education in KwaZulu-Natal is 10 671 departmental heads, 4 605 deputy principals, 

6000 principals, and 1 589 education specialists (chief, deputy and senior education 

specialists and circuit managers) (KwaZulu-Natal Department of Education, Annual 

Performance Plan, 2017/18). The total population is 22865 managers targeted for 

this study.  

4.7 SAMPLE AND SAMPLING TECHNIQUE  

The non-probability sampling approach was used (Sekaran, 2006:6). The sample 

selected was purposive. In purposive sampling, participants are selected based on 

their expect knowledge in the field under investigation (De Vos, Strydom and Fouché, 

2011:392). Middle management service members were invited to participate, by 

agreeing to complete the research questionnaire. (See Annexure 1, letter of 

invitation). The cohort of participants is typical of the population of middle managers 

in the public service (Blanche et al., 2007:139). 

The sample size was determined by using a sample size calculator. A confidence 

level of 99% and a margin of error of 5% were used in calculating the sample size. 

The targeted participants were grouped into four groups of Chief Education 

Specialist/Deputy Directors, Deputy Chief Education Specialist/Circuit Managers, 

Principals/Deputy Principals and Senior Education Specialists/Departmental Heads. 

A random quota convenience sample was drawn from people identified from middle 

management in the 12 districts in KZNDoE. A random sampling frame was used to 
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minimise sampling bias. A hard copy of the CEAI questionnaire was sent to a 

convenient sample of managers.14 participats were selected for each group from 

each district. Out of the total population of 22 865 that was identified for the study, 

the sample size calculator came up with the sample size of 647 participants. Of the 

647 participants that were purposively identified from each of the 12 districts, 54 

questionnaires were distributed by the researcher to the Chief Education Specialist 

for the Further Education and Training Band (FET) in all districts, so that the 

identified participants could receive, fill in and return them to the Chief Education 

Specialist (CES). The reason for choosing the CES-FET was that the researcher is 

familiar with all FET- CESs in the province as he works with them.                              

4.8 MEASURES AND DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT 

In the current study, perceptual measures were selected because they are widely 

used in research assessing motivation of employees making entrepreneurial 

decisions and because management and employee perceptions are preferred 

measures of CE (Urban, 2017:9). In this study, perceptual measures  were 

formulated based on prior studies documented in the literature review. The research 

instrument consisted of three sub-instruments in three sections and two of them 

(Secion B and C) were measured on a 1 to 5 Likert scale, ranging from 1=  strongly 

disagree to 5 = strongly agree. 

The first section (Section A) of the instrument collected general biographical 

information,   gender, age, ethnic group and present job title in the Department of 

Education. This was recorded in nominal data.  

The second section (Section B) of the instrument measured the organisational 

antecedents of CE and entrepreneurial orientation (EO) of the organisation under 

study,using the CEAI. The instrument was originally designed by Kuratko et al., 

(1990) and refined by Hornsby et al., (2002). The CEAI has been used extensively 

and is recognised as a valid and reliable scale (Kuratko et al., 2014). The instrument 

measured  six key areas in accordance with the hypotheses: (1) Management 

support for CE with 8 items;  organisational tolerance with 8 items; work discretion 

with 5 items; rewards/reinforcement with 9 items; discretionary time with 6 items, and 

organisational boundaries with 9 items. The entrepreneurial orientation factors 
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(innovativeness with ? items; proactiveness with10 itemsand  risk taking with 4 items; 

and entrepreneurial culture with 8 items). 

The third section (Section C)  collected information on  respondents’ perceptions of 

the performance of the organisation in the two identified performance measures 

(university entrance performance, and output performance) consisting of 6 items. 

Although the CEAI has been approved as a reliable and valid instrument in the USA 

it has also been proved reliable and valid in a South African context (Groenewald, 

2010; van Wyk and Adonisi, 2011). 

The instrument consisted of 81 five point-likert style items ranging from strongly 

disagree to strongly agree. The desired outcome of the CEAI was to assess a level of 

corporate entrepreneurship within the organisation, the level of entrepreneurial 

orientation of the organisation and to measure the performance of the organisation. 

Six distinct internal organisational factors, within the Department of Education were 

measured as independent variables. Different scholars have developed measure of 

CE (Kuratko et al., 1990; Hornsby et al., 2002), Lumpkin and Dess (2001) and Covin 

and Slevin (1989) developed measures of EO. Both the CE factors and EO factors 

were measured as independent variables in relation to organisational performance 

while CE factors were independent variables in measuring entrepreneurial intensity 

of the organisation. 

Previous research suggests that performance is multidimensional in nature and it is 

beneficial to integrate dimensions of performance in empirical studies (Le Roux and 

Bengesi, 2014:6). As such, to capture performance of the Department of Education, 

this study used university entrance and output as dependent variables.  

The first six constructs of the questionnaire, i.e. C1: management support for 

corporate entrepreneurship; C2: organisational tolerance; C3: work discretion; C4: 

rewards/reinforcement; C5: discretionary time; and C6: organisational boundaries, 

were sourced from the CEAI. The next four constructs, i.e. C7: innovation; C8: 

proactiveness; C9: risk taking; and C10: organisational culture, were adapted from a 

questionnaire developed by Covin and Slevin (1989). The last construct, i.e. C11: 

performance, was developed from performance research (Wiklund, 1999; Sapienza, 

Smith and Giannon, 1988). The development of this construct was guided by 

suggestions from previous studies that objective measurements of performance are 
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more appropriate than the subjective evaluation of performance (Mohmood and 

Hanafi, 2013:84). However, collecting objective data is very difficult, largely because 

respondents are generally not willing to release an organisation’s information to other 

people. Sapienza, Smith and Gannon (1988:240) state that respondents may provide 

a biased evaluation of their organisation’s performance. Therefore, the subjective 

approach was adopted in this study, where the performance of the Department of 

Education was measured through the perceptions of the respondents to the survey. 

The questionnaire consisted of seventy eight (78) questions (items). The 

measurements of corporate entrepreneurship climate and entrepreneurial orientation, 

Sections  B, were developed into a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree); 2 (disagree); 3 not sure; 4 (agree); and 5 (strongly agree). The 

measurements of organisational performance, Section C, were developed into a 5-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (decreased significantly); 2 (decreased); 3 

(remained the same); 4 (increased); and 5 (increased significantly). See Appendix 5, 

for the questionnaire. 

4.9   DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE 

Sunders et al., (2011:210) define data collection as “the precise, systematic 

gathering of information relevant to the research sub-problems, using methods such 

as interviews, participant observations, focus group discussions, narratives and case 

histories. This study used questionnaires to obtain data for analysis”. Yang (2008:97) 

states that the questions in a study are “directly related to the research questions. In 

the development of a survey questionnaire, the variables for which information needs 

to be collected have to be identified, followed by their operational definition”. 

According to Newing (2011:304), questionnaires consist of a series of specific, 

usually short, questions that are either asked verbally by an interviewer, or answered 

by respondents on their own (self-administered). Primary data was collected through 

the administration of questionnaires to departmental heads, senior education 

specialists, principals, deputy principals, assistant directors, deputy chief education 

specialists, circuit managers, chief education specialists and deputy directors in the 

twelve education districts in the KwaZulu-Natal Department of Education. Newing 

(2011:304) describes primary data as that which is collected afresh and for the first 
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time, and thus happens to be original in character. Morrison et al., (2007:256) 

describe primary data as those items that are original to the problem under study. 

The questionnaires were distributed by the researcher to twelve chief education 

specialists in the twelve education districts in KZN for filling in by the identified 

respondents, as discussed in the sampling procedure above. A total of 648 

questionnaires were distributed by the researcher. The researcher collected the 

completed questionnaires four weeks after they had been distributed. A total of 426 

questionnaires were collected. This represented an overall successful response rate 

of 65.7%. According Cooper and Schindler (2014:560), a response rate of 50% or 

more is adequate. Babbie (2004) also asserted that return rates of 50% are 

acceptable to analyse and publish; 60% is good and 70% is very good. 

4.10 PILOT TEST 

To check the validity and reliability of the questionnaire in gathering the data required 

for purposes of the study, a pilot test was carried out. The purpose of pilot testing is 

to establish the accuracy and appropriateness of the research design and 

instrumentation (Sunders et al., 2011:201). Newing (2011:65) states that “the 

importance of pilot testing cannot be overemphasised; you will almost always find 

that there are questions that people fail to understand or interpret in different ways, 

places in the questionnaire where they are not sure where to go next, and questions 

that turn out simply not to elicit useful information”. Cooper and Schindler (2014:260) 

concur that the purpose of a pilot test is to detect weaknesses in design and 

implementation and to provide proxy for data collection of a probability sample. 

Sekeran (2006:302) reinforces that a pilot test is necessary for testing the reliability of 

instruments and the validity of a study. 

Cooper and Schindler (2014:603) state that the size of the sample to be used for pilot 

testing varies depending on time, cost and practicality: but a good size would be at 

least 10% of the main survey. According to Sunder et al., (2011:76), the respondents 

in a pilot test do not have to be statistically selected to test the validity and reliability 

of the instrument. In this study, the data collection instrument (a questionnaire) was 

tested on 15 respondents to ensure that it was relevant and effective. These 15 

respondents were selected from one district. They were not included in the final study 

in order to control response bias. 
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4.10.1 Instrument Validity 

Validity refers to whether a questionnaire is measuring what it purports to measure 

(Newing, 2011:122). Validity is the degree of congruence between the explanation of 

the phenomenon and the realities of the world. While absolute validity is difficult to 

establish, demonstrating the validity of a developing measurement is very important 

in research (Bowling, 2008:69). This study used both construct validity and content 

validity. For construct validity, the questionnaire was divided into several sections to 

ensure that each section assessed information for a specific objective, and also 

ensured that it was closely tied to the conceptual framework for this study. To ensure 

content validity, the questionnaire was subjected to examination by four randomly 

selected managers. They were asked to evaluate the statements in the questionnaire 

for relevance and whether they were meaningful, clear and impartial. On the basis of 

the comments and advice of participants during the pilot test, the instrument was 

adjusted appropriately before using it for the final data collection exercise. Their 

review comments were used to ensure that content validity was enhanced. 

4.11 DATA PROCESSING AND ANALYSIS 

The penultimate step in the research process is the processing and analysing of the 

gathered data.  

Wegner (2007:33) defines statistical analysis as the procedure to make sense of raw 

data. Such data must be in an organised and sequential format. It must be accurate 

and available. Monette, Sullivan and De Jong (2008:364) show that statistical 

analysis is one of the last steps in the research process. 

Data analysis can take many forms. In some cases, it is qualitative – a summary of 

the descriptions from an investigator’s field notes from a particular observation study. 

The focus of this study, however, is on quantitative data analysis, in which 

observations are put into numerical form and manipulated in some way, based on 

their properties. The analysis of quantitative data involves the use of statistics, which 

are procedures for assembling, classifying, tabulating, and summarising numerical 

data to obtain some meaning from information (Monette et al., 2011:376). 

According to Zikmand et al., (2010:230), data analysis refers to the application of 

reasoning to understand the data that has been gathered, with the aim of determining 
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consistent patterns and summarising the relevant details revealed in the 

investigation. To determine the patterns revealed in the data collected regarding the 

selected variable, data analysis was guided by the aims and objectives of the 

research and the measurement of data collected.  

Information was sorted, coded and input into the statistical package for social 

sciences (SPSS) for the production of graphs, tables, descriptive statistics and 

inferential statistics. Regression analysis was used to test the significance of the 

influence of the independent variables on the dependent variable. 

Factor analysis was used to establish the appropriateness of the questionnaire 

constructs. Specifically, factor loadings were used to establish the weight of the 

various statements on extracted factors. Before the factor analysis was conducted, 

the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measurement of sampling adequacy was conducted 

to determine whether adequate correlation existed between the individual items 

contained within each of the sections of the questionnaire. A KMO statistic and 

associated Bartlett’s p-values are determined when using this test. 

This study used linear regression analysis to test the statistical significance of the 

various independent variables on the chosen dependent variable.  

Quantitative data was analysed using various statistical methods for measuring 

central tendencies, including mean as well as measurements of dispersion, including 

standard deviation. 

Using SPSS, the regression models were tested to ascertain how well they fit the 

data. The degree of fit to the model was estimated using the coefficient of 

determination which helps to explain how closely the predictor variables explain 

variations in dependent variables. The significance of each independent variable was 

also tested. The t-test was used to determine whether there is a significant difference 

in opinions between male and female respondents with regard to entrepreneurship 

and performance. The p-value for each t-test was used to draw conclusions on 

whether to reject or accept the null hypotheses. The level of significance was set at 

95% for accepting or rejecting the null hypothesis. If the p-value was less than 5%, 

the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis was accepted. If the p-
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value was greater than 5%, the null hypothesis was accepted and the alternate 

hypothesis was rejected. 

The study also used Pearson’s moment correlation analysis, and analysis of variance 

(ANOVA). ANOVA is the statistical method used for testing the null proposition, such 

that the means of several populations are equal.  

Correlation is a technique for investigating the relationship between two quantities, 

continuous variables. Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) is a measure of the 

strength of the association between the two variables. The analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) is a statistical method used to test differences between two or more 

means. 

4.12  ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

According to Welman et al., (2005:201), there are four ethical considerations that the 

researcher should pay attention to; namely, informed consent, right to privacy, 

protection from harm and involvement of the researcher. Denzin and Lincoln 

(1998:169) argue that “the preparation of a text in research must be done with care 

and responsibility to the research participants; and an awareness of how post-

research publications can shape the lives of the participants. Ensuring anonymity and 

protecting the identity of participants are critical considerations in research studies” 

(Boeije, 2010:46). It was imperative that measures are taken to safeguard the rigour 

of the research, as well as the integrity, rights and dignity of the participants in the 

study. In this study the researcher ensured that: 

• the research proposal and research questionnaire were submitted to the 

Ethics Committee of the Durban University of Technology for prior approval 

(See APPENDIX 2); 

• permission was sought from the Head of Department of the KwaZulu-Natal 

Department of Education to conduct the research and consent was granted, 

(See APPENDIX 3). 

Once the data had been gathered, interpretation and analysis of this data, using 

quantitative statistics, was conducted without compromising the confidentiality, 

dignity or integrity of the research participants (Boeijie, 2010:46).  
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Furthermore, cognisance was given to all research materials, which was duly 

acknowledged. The research study was also analysed through Turn-It In Software, 

as required by the university, to ensure that the work has not been plagiarised in any 

way. In this regard, all sources in this research study are fully acknowledged. 

Garbers (1996:342) states that: 

Ethical integrity in academic work is especially manifested when the candidate 

acknowledges all sources fully and, at all costs, avoids dissociating standpoints, 

theories, from the original context in which they appear in order to employ them 

for personal gain in the study. 

In this regard, careful attention has been paid to acknowledging all sources, and 

recognising and recording the content in which statements were made (Walliman, 

2008:336). 

4.13  CONCLUSION 

The chapter provided a description of the methodology applied in this study. It 

focused on the research questions posed about how corporate entrepreneurship 

influences organisational performance within the Department of Education in KZN. 

The data collection was based on personal responses and was collected through 

research questionnaires. In the next chapter, the processing and analysis of the data 

are explained and the research findings are used to answer the research questions. 
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CHAPTER 5 

PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS 

5.1  INTRODUCTION 

The literature study revealed the necessity for organisations to stimulate, foster and 

develop corporate entrepreneurship internally. Various methods and techniques were 

identified to facilitate this. The literature also indicated that, before the organisation 

can implement corporate entrepreneurship, it must first determine the current level of 

entrepreneurship. The Corporate Entrepreneurial Assessment Instrument (CEAI), 

developed by Hornsby, Kuratko and Zahra (2002), assists in this regard. The three 

steps involved in this study were: to determine the level of entrepreneurial orientation 

in the Department of Education; to diagnose the climate for corporate 

entrepreneurship in the organisation of the department; and to determine how the 

above two activities influence the performance of the Department of Education in 

KwaZulu-Natal. For this research, entrepreneurial orientation and the climate for 

corporate entrepreneurship were measured using the adapted Corporate 

Entrepreneurship Assessment Instrument (CEAI) (Hornsby et al., 2002). 

This chapter presents the data analysis and interpretation of the results. Descriptive 

statistical analysis, factor analysis, correlation analysis, the t-test and analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) are briefly introduced before a detailed description and the 

application of each is given.  

Descriptive statistics provide measurements of location tendency (mean, frequency), 

of spread (variance, standard deviation) and shape (skewness and kurtosis). Factor 

analysis is done to check validity and reliability of data. Correlation analysis is used 

to test the strength of the relationship between two variables when a linear difference 

between variables is assumed. The independent sample t-test is also used to 

compare the means of two independent groups in order to determine whether there 

is statistical evidence that the associated sample means are significantly different. 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is also used to measure the differences between 

variables. In order to find out the sources of differences within the different aspects of 

a factor, detailed tests are done using the Scheffe’s multiple comparison procedure. 

The factorial, correlation and ANOVA analyses are carried out on eleven factors: 
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management support for CE; organisational tolerance; work discretion; 

rewards/reinforcement; time availability; organisational boundaries; innovativeness; 

proactiveness; risk taking; performance (learners achieving university entrance 

passes); and performance output. 

5.2   DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

In order to describe the basic features of the data collected in a study, descriptive 

statistical techniques are used to describe the characteristics of the population or 

sample. 

Descriptive statistics are the characteristics of the sample (Tree-Blanche, Durheim 

and Painter, 2006:105). The descriptive method was carried out first and, according 

to Wimmer and Dominick (1983:165), in order to reduce the data set and allow for 

easier interpretation, it is important to carry out this analysis because it provides a 

broad biography of the data under study. This enables the contextualisation of the 

results.  This statistical method provides information that assists in deciding whether 

the central location value could be regarded as a reliable representative value of all 

the observations in the data. Calculating the standard deviation of the theoretical 

distribution of the sample means at, say 95% confidence, indicates how far the 

sample means can be derived from the population. 

Numerical statistical summaries were created. The process provides for valuable 

insights into the effectiveness of the coding and entering (Cooper & Schindler, 

2014:450). Data cleaning was done. Missing data, miscoded and out-of-range data 

and extreme values were rectified after a preliminary view of the data set. 

These descriptive statistics, covering the gender of the respondents, their age, 

ethnicity and the current rank of the respondents in the Department of Education in 

KwaZulu-Natal are discussed in detail. 

5.2.1  Gender Composition of the Respondents 

The respondents were asked to indicate their gender. Figure 5.1 indicates that, 

although the sample was fairly evenly distributed in terms of gender, there are more 

males (51.89%) than females (48.11%). This is a fair indication of the gender balance 

in senior positions in the Department of Education in KwaZulu-Natal. 
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Figure: 5.1 Gender of respondents 

 

5.2.2  The Age of the Respondents 

The respondents were asked to indicate their age category. The age spread of the 

respondents in Figure 5.2 shows that just under half of the respondents (43.97%) 

were between the ages of 25 and 35 years, while a sizable group (36.64%) were 

between the ages of 41 and 55 years. The group older than 55 years was the 

smallest (1.42%). Only 17.97% of the respondents were between 36 and 40 years 

old. This indicates that the majority of the respondents (43.97%) can still spend at 

least 25 years at the Department of Education if they decide to stay. 
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Figure 5.2: Age groups of the respondents 

 

5.2.3  Ethnic Groups of the Respondents 

Respondents were asked to indicate their ethnic groups. According to the Black 

Economic Empowerment Act No. 53 of 2003, ‘black people’ means African, Coloured 

and Indian persons (Department of Trade and Industry, 2005:3). In the context of this 

study, the term ‘black’ refers to Africans, excluding Coloureds and Indians unless 

otherwise stated. This classification has been used before by authors, e.g. 

Netshitenzhe and Chikane (2003:20).   

Figure 5.3 show that 99.05% of the respondents were blacks. Only 0.71% of 

respondents were white, while 0.24% of the respondents were coloured. This shows 

that the vast majority of the respondents – employees in the KZN DoE who were 

sampled – were blacks. It should also be noted that none of the respondents were 

Indian, as expected in the questionnaire. It is disturbing to note that the study did not 

have Indian respondents as KZN is generally known as the ‘home province’ for 

Indians because of their large population presence (Stats SA, 2011:3). There is no 

statistical reason for their non-capture in this study. 
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Figure 5.3: Ethnic groups of respondents 

 

5.2.4  Current job title in the Department of Education in KwaZulu-Natal 

Respondents were asked to indicate their current job titles in the DoE. Initially, nine 

(9) job titles were envisaged. These were Chief Education Specialist; Deputy 

Director; Deputy Chief Education Specialist; Circuit Manager; Principal; Deputy 

Principal; Assistant Director; Senior Education Specialist and Departmental Heads. 

After the pilot study of the instrument, these categories were regrouped into four 

(based on seniority) to make the data easier to analyse. Figure 5.4 shows that more 

than half (52.01%) of respondents were senior education specialists and 

departmental heads. The principals, deputy principals and assistant directors 

constituted 21.75% of the respondents, while the deputy chief education specialists 

and circuit managers constituted 14.18% of the respondents. The smallest 

percentage of respondents (12.06%) was that of chief education specialists and 

deputy directors. 

All the respondents occupy managerial positions in the Department of Education. 

The category of chief education specialists and deputy directors (12.06%) is the most 
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senior one in terms of the sample. This is followed by the category for deputy chief 

education specialists and circuit mangers (14.18%). The next level is that of 

principals, deputy principals and assistant managers (21.75%), while the senior 

education specialists and departmental heads (52.01%) are at the bottom of 

hierarchy. 

Jago and Vroom (1997:131) argue that “large-scale formal organisations have 

multiple hierarchical levels and are pyramidal in shape. As one ascends the 

managerial hierarchy, the number of managers at each level progressively 

diminishes”. This is also true with the Department of Education in KZN as indicated in 

Figure 5.4 below. 

Figure 5.4: Current job title in the DoE 
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5.3 FACTOR ANALYSIS 

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007:608), the main purpose of exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA) is to group a large item set into meaningful subsets that 

measure different factors. An EFA was conducted to determine the number of factors 

that underlie the set of items and to define the underlying dimensionality of the set of 

items (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007:608). This would enable the researcher to identify 

those items that did not measure an anticipated factor or that simultaneously 

measured multiple factors. These items could be poor indicators of the preferred 

construct and could be eliminated from further research.  

Before starting an EFA, it is important to determine the factorability of the correlation 

matrix. Two main tests were performed for that purpose: the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

(KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity. For a data 

set to be regarded as adequate and appropriate for statistical analysis, the KMO 

value should be greater than 0.5 (Field, 2000:446). As indicated in Table 5.1,  the 

KMO statistic was 0.921 which was significantly high, and greater than the critical 

level of significance of the test which was set at 0.5 (Field, 2000:444). In addition to 

the KMO test, the result of Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was also highly significant 

(Chi-square = 11833.458 with 3003 degree of freedom, at p < 0.05). The results of 

the KMO and Bartlett’s Test are summarised in Table 5.1. The results indicate that 

patterns and correlations are compact, and thus provide an excellent justification for 

further statistical analysis to be conducted.  

Table 5.1: Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s Sphericity Test  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .912 

Bartlett's Test 

of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 11833.458 

Df 3003 

Sig. .000 

 

The Corporate Entrepreneurship Assessment Instrument (CEAI) has been used in 

various research studies and it has proven to be both valid and reliable. Various 
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studies conducted in South Africa also confirm its validity and reliability (Groenewald, 

2010; Kriel, 2010; Scheepers, 2007; Nyanjom, 2007; Chaka, 2006; Gantsho, 2006; 

Bauwmeester, 2005; Kamffer, 2004). To add further support to the validity and 

reliability of the instrument used in the study, an EFA was conducted. 

5.3.1 Procedure for Determining Factor Structures 

The components of the Corporate Entrepreneurship Assessment Instrument (CEAI) 

(Hornsby, Kuratko and Zahra, 2002) used in this study were all re-validated in order 

to determine structure and reliability using factor analysis. 

▪ Eigenvalues > 1.00 were identified as an indication of differentiation of 

possible factors. 

▪ Variables were subjected to exploratory data analysis and where variable 

loadings were found to be less than 0.30, they were removed and another 

round of exploratory analysis was carried out until ‘clean’ structures were 

found. 

In the EFA the responses for the 78 items of the Corporate Entrepreneurship 

Instrument questionnaire (CEAI), were correlated and rotated using a principal 

component analysis on the items of Sections B and C to investigate the groupings of 

items and their correspondence to the original theoretical scales. Assessment of the 

total variance suggested that up to 17 factors might be extracted (with an eigenvalue 

larger than 1, explaining a total of 67.64% of the variance). This was deemed to be 

somewhat impractical given the number of items, and Horne’s parallel analyses were 

conducted, using a Monte Carlo simulation. This technique suggested that 9 factors 

could be extracted. A number of factor solutions were subsequently investigated, 

using a principal axis factoring with direct Oblimin rotation, including the 11 factor 

structure which was theoretically calculated. The resultant pattern matrix showed that 

the 11 factor solution made the most theoretical and intuitive sense. Factors mostly 

overlapped with the theoretically calculated scales, which was encouraging. The 

pattern matrix of the remaining 40 items is provided in Table 5.2.  
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Table 5.2: Total variance explained for 40 items 

Construct Initial eigenvalues Rotation sums 
of squared 
loadingsa 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total 

1 24.511 31.424 31.424 13.686 

2 4.002 5.13 36.554 8.127 

3 2.842 3.643 40.198 6.583 

4 2.437 3.124 43.322 6.143 

5 2.2 2.821 46.143 7.541 

6 1.99 2.551 48.694 5.871 

7 1.767 2.266 50.960 6.122 

8 1.63 2.09 53.050 11.877 

9 1.556 1.994 55.044 10419 

10 1.386 1.777 56.821 9.571 

11 1.376 1.764 58.585 3.873 

12 1.279 1.64 60.225  

13 1.252 1.605 61.830  

14 1.202 1.541 63.371  

15 1.136 1.457 64.827  

16 1.113 1.427 66.254  

17 1.081 1.386 67.641  

18 1.045 1.34 68.981  

19 1.011 1.296 70.277  

20 0.904 1.159 71.436  

21 0.887 1.137 72.572  

22 0.876 1.123 73.695  

23 0.845 1.084 74.779  

24 0.792 1.015 75.794  

25 0.756 0.969 76.763  

26 0.738 0.946 77.710  

27 0.72 0.923 78.632  

28 0.701 0.898 79.530  

29 0.689 0.884 80.414  

30 0.647 0.83 81.244  

31 0.635 0.635 82.057  

32 0.621 0.621 82.853  

33 0.617 0.617 83.644  

34 0.576 0.576 84.383  

35  0.551 0.551 85.089  

36 0.529 0.529 85.767  

37 0.516 0.516 86.429  

38 0.49 0.49 87.058  

39 0.487 0.487 87.682  

40 0.462 0.462 88.274  

Extraction Method: Principal Axis factoring 

The results reported in Table 5.2 indicated that, after using Kaiser’s criterion to retain 

factors with eigenvalues greater than one (Filed, 2009:647), a total of 19 factors were 

extracted, comprising a total of 40 items, explaining 58.585% of the total variance. 

This is in accordance with the recommendation of Hayton, Allen and Scarpello 
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(2004:192) that as many common factors as possible should be kept to explain at 

least 50% of the variance in the data set. 

The rotated pattern matrix for the CEAI questionnaire is displayed in Table 5.3. All 

the items had factor loadings of 0.31 and higher, indicating the significance of these 

items for interpretative purposes. Nine items loaded on factor 1, two items loaded on 

factor 2, sixteen items loaded on factor 3, eight items loaded on factor 4, five items 

loaded on factor 5, three items loaded on factor 6, eight items loaded on factor 7, 

eight items loaded on factor 8, six items loaded 9, four items loaded on factor 10 and 

two items loaded on factor 11. The factors were labelled according to the general 

content of their significant related items.  

Table 5.3: Rotated pattern matrix 
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B7.48 The Department of Education encourages development of new ideas that promotes improved learner performance. 0,689           

0,916 

B7.57 The Department has strong focus on activities that improves teaching and learning. 0,650           

B7.50 Innovation and creativity are part of the departmental strategy.  0.554           

B7.46 The department always emphases the use of technology in teaching 0,553           

B7.51 Employees are encouraged to come up with new ideas such as problems solving. 0,532           

B7.52 Members of top management are involved in fostering new methods of teaching and learning. 0,507           

B8.55 The department encourages the willingness to take responsibility among its employees. 0,501           

B8.54 In the department we try to anticipate development in the public sector in general and specifically in the education in order to adjust to 

changes quickly. 
0,442           

B7.49 The Department is open to outside ideas that can lead to new learning opportunity. 0,397           
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B2.10 Employees are encouraged to take risks in doing their job, whether eventually successful or not. 
 0,606          

0,672 
B2.11 The term “risk taker” is considered a positive attribute for people in my work area 

 0,561          
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B10.72 Senior Management always discusses the vision and the direction of the department to the employees. 

 
  0,653         

0,946 

B10.71 Organisation embraces entrepreneurial behaviour   0,579         

B10.67 In the Department of Education, the concerns and ideas of employees are heard.   0,567         

B10.69 There is a free flow information in the department from the top to bottom and from the bottom to the top.   0,564         

B10.70 Employees are provided opportunities for training and education for their own growth.   0,555         

B9.62 The department commits significant resources to ensure there is no uncertainty in the success of projects conducted.   0,540         

B10.68 Employees are encouraged to openly ask questions about how to make things better.   0,521         

B8.60 The Department of Education has a very high level of commitment among its staff.   0,492         

B9.63 The department would never allow for pursuit of any project that   0,482         

B10.65 The department encourages employees to brainstorm new ideas   0,479         

B10.66 In the Department of Education, employees feel free to take the lead and create positive charge.   0,468         

B9.61 The department has a culture of introducing new method in delivering services   0,453         

B8.59 The Department of Education always foresees on potential environmental changes and future demands ahead of the other 

department 
  0,426         

B8.56 The pro-active individuals in the system are being rewarded   0,417         

B8.57 The department always strives for improved services delivery through proactive activities/tasks   0,342         

B9.64 The department has a culture of introducing new technology to be used in the classroom to improve teaching and learning. 
  0,314         
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 Pattern Matrix2  
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 Factor 

Alpha 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
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B1.1 Management provides a conducive environment for staff to communicate and understand each other.    0,700        

0,837 

B1.2 Senior management is aware of and receptive to employees’ ideas and suggestions.    0,658        

B1.6 An employee with good ideas is often given free time to develop that idea    0,597        

B13 A promotion usually follows from the development of new and innovative ideas    0,590        

B1.4 Those employees who come up with innovative ideas on their own often receive management encouragement for 

their activities. 

   0,574        

B1.8 There are several options within the organization to get financial support for the innovative projects and ideas.    0,439        

B1.5 Senior managers encourage innovators to bend rules and rigid procedures in order to keep promising ideas on track.    0,408        

B1.7 Money is often available to get new projects ideas off the ground    0,359        
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B2.12 The Department of Education supports many small and experimental projects, realising that some will undoubtedly 

fail. 

    0,512       

0,724 

B2.13 We would never pursue any projects that could potentially result in any kind of loss     0,470       

B2.14 There is considerable desire among people in the department for generating new ideas without regard for crossing 

departmental or functional boundaries.  

    0,401       

B2.16 The department shows a great deal of tolerance for high risk projects and reward individuals for taking calculated 

risks. 

    0,376       

B2.9 In the department we have a strong inclination/tendency to implement low risk projects, with normal and certain rates 

of learner improvement. 

    0,326       
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B3.19 The Department of Education provides the chance for me to be creative and try my own methods of doing the job.      0,710      

0,757 
B3.20 The Department of Education provides the chances to do something where one makes use of his/her abilities.      0,630      

B3.18 Mistakes made on the job do not receive harsh criticism and punishment.      0,342      
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B4.30 Outstanding performance is always rewarded in the Department of Education.       0,558     

0,856 

B4.27 When an employee has come up with a new and efficient way of doing a job, he/she is given a prize in the 

Department of Education. 

      0,476     

B4.22 The rewards I receive are dependent on my work on the job.       0,455     

B4.28 There is consistency in treating employees for the same wrong or good action in my job.       0,451     

B4.23 Promotion is based on how successful you are doing your job in the Department of Education.       0,444     

B4.25 My supervisor will give me special recognition if my work performance is especially good.       0,442     

B4.24 My supervisor will increase my job responsibilities in recognition of performing my job well.       0,388     

B4.26 My supervisor will tell his/her boss if my work is outstanding.       0,318     
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 Pattern Matrix2 

Alpha   Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  
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B5.36 My co-workers and I always find time for long-term problem solving        0,633    

0,875 

B5.35 I have enough time for problem solving in my job.        0,631    

B5.32 Resources are always made available for creative ideas in the Department of Education        0,589    

B5.34 My job is structured such that I have a lot of time to think about wider organizational problems.        0,550    

B6.40 In the Department of Education employees are free to take decisions within their scope of responsibilities.        0,441    

B6.37 In the Department of Education we have a flat organizational structure.        0,437    

B4.29 Employees are always involved in decision-making in the department.        0,431    

B5.33 There is always support from management for activities that are meant to accomplish short-term goals in the 

Department of Education. 

       0,419    
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B6.44 Every employee knows his/her administrative duties and functions in the Department of Education.         -0,599   

0,816 

B6.45 There are clear reporting lines in the Department of Education.         -0,522   

B6.43 I clearly know what level of work performance is expected of me in terms of amount, quality and time of output.         -0,407   

B6.39 In the Department of Education we have open channels of communication         -0363   

B6.38 In the Department of Education we have many standard procedures that everyone must follow.         -0,323   

B2.15 People are encouraged to talk to employees in other sections or units of the Department of Education about ideas for 

new projects. 

        -0,311   
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C77 In the past three years, the number of learners passing science in the NSC examination in the district has…..          0,719  

0,776 

C76 In the past three years, the number of learners passing mathematics in the NSC examination in the district has…..          0,710  

C78 In the past three years, the number of learners passing the NSC examination with bachelor pass in the district has…          0,590  

C75 In the past three years, the overall percentage pass rate of Grade 12 learners in the district has…..          0,450  
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C74 In the past five years, the repetition of learners in Grades 10 and 11 in the district has….           0,553 

0,642 
C73 In the past five years, the drop-out rate of learners in Grades 9 to 11 in the district has…           0,525 
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Table 5.3 shows the factor loadings for 11 factors. Field (2005:704) supports 

Steven’s (2002:395) suggestion to regard a factor as reliable if it has four or more 

loadings of at least 0.6, regardless of the sample size. Steven (2002:395) suggests 

that a cut-off of 0.4 should be considered adequate for interpretative purposes. This 

is further supported by Hair, Tatham, Anderson and Black (2002:134), who assert 

that a factor loading of 0.4 has good factor stability and is deemed to lead to a 

desirable and acceptable solution. Field (2009:644) recommended that factor 

loadings greater than 0.35 be considered as significant. According to and Hair et al., 

(1998:112), the factor loadings of a sample of 300, greater than or equal to 0.30, are 

considered significant. Stevens (2002:398) and Hair et al., (1998:112) suggest that a 

factor loading of 0.30 is needed for significance if the sample size is 350 and above. 

Based on the above recommendations by Hair et al., (1998) and Steven (2002); in 

this study, the researcher decided to accept 0.3 as the cut-off point for all factor 

loadings.  

Factor loadings lower than the absolute value of 0.30 were suppressed, as 

recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2014:620). Some items that did not have 

adequate loadings on any factors were subsequently omitted. Where an item was 

associated across more than one factor, the highest factor loading took precedence.  

Once a factor is reduced to two or fewer items or variables, the factor is only 

considered significant if the correlation between these variables is above 0.7 or r > 

0.7 (Yong and Pearce, 2013:80). As can be seen from Table 6.3, two factors have 

two items. These factors are factor number 2 (risk taking) and factor number 11 

(performance output). The correlation of the items in these factors is not very far off 

from 0.7 (i.e. 0.672 and 0.642 respectively). Based on the above, the researcher 

decided to retain these factors. 

After rotation, these eleven factors were identified as the theoretical dimensions: 

innovativeness; risk taking; proactiveness; management support; 

organisational tolerance; work discretion; rewards and reinforcement; 

discretionary time; organisational boundaries; performance university 

entrance; and performance output.  
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5.3.2  Internal Consistency Reliability  

Hair et al., (2014:91) define reliability as the extent to which a variable, or set of 

variables, is consistent in what it is intended to measure. It differs from validity in that 

it does not relate to what should be measured, but instead to how it is measured. It is 

an assessment of the degree of consistency between multiple measurements of a 

variable (Hair et al., 2014:123).  In this study, reliability was determined by means of 

Cronbach’s alpha test. Hair et al., (2014:123) recommend that “items with an alpha 

correlation of 0.70 and higher are viewed as acceptable, although this may decrease 

to 0.60 in exploratory research”. According to Cortina (1993:102), alpha is very 

sensitive to the number of items in a measurement, and alpha can be high in spite of 

low internal correlations and multidimensionality. In contrast to Hair et al., (2014), 

Cortina (1993) suggests that an alpha correlation of 0.70 should serve as an 

absolute minimum for newly developed measurements, and that through appropriate 

use of factor analysis, the internal consistency reliability could be considerably higher 

than 0.70. Juul, van Ransburg and Steyn (2012:83) stated that alpha values of 0.60 

– 0.65 are still acceptable.  In this study, an alpha value of 0.60 was used as the 

minimum acceptable value for reliability. 

Each of the factors indicated above is now discussed in detail, starting with 

innovativeness.   

5.3.2.1 Innovativeness Factor Analysis 

Factor one, labelled innovativeness consist of nine items. The seven items (B7.46; 

B7.47; B7.48; B7:49; B7.50; B7.51; and B7.52) that were used to measure the latent 

variable innovativeness loaded to one factor. Only the item B7.53 could not load 

with the other items that were used to measure innovativeness. Two items (B8.54 

and B8.55), relating to the latent variable proactiveness, were also included in this 

factor. This item was regarded by respondents as being related to the factor 

‘innovativeness’. For the purposes of this study, innovativeness refers to the regular 

introduction of new services/processes, the increase in the number of service 

offerings, as well as the extent to which these new services/processes lead to 

transformation in the organisation.      

Loadings for rotated factors, explained variance and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for 

innovativeness factor are shown in Table 5.4.  
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Table 5.4: Factor loadings for innovativeness 

Variable Factor Loadings 

B7.48. 
B7.57  
B7.50  
B7.46  
B7.51  
B7.52. 
B8.55  
B8.54  
B7.49. 

 

0.689 
0.650 
0.554 
0.553 
0.532 
0.507 
0.501 
0.442 
0.397 

Explained Variance  11.877 

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.916 

Eigenvalue 1.630 

Number of items 9 

 

As shown in Table 5.4, Cronbach’s alpha for innovativeness of 0.916 is greater 0.6 

(Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.6), which shows a good factor structure and reliability. The 

explained variance of 11.877 for innovativeness is favourable. 

The eigenvalue of 1.630 for innovativeness is greater than 1.00, which shows that 

the factor is relevant. Eigenvalues are used to determine which factors are relevant 

and should therefore be analysed. The innovativeness factor should therefore be 

analysed. 

The measure is therefore structurally sound and reliable. 

5.3.2.2 Risk Taking Factor Analysis 

Factor two, labelled risk taking, consisted of two items. Although four items (B9.61; 

B9.62; B9.63 and B9.64) were originally intended to measure risk taking, none of 

them loaded onto the risk taking factor. They could either not load on this factor and 

cross-loaded onto other factors, or they did not survive the 0.30 cut-off for 

significance for factor loading in the study. Risk taking refers to the inclination of the 

organisation to undertake high risk projects and when the organisation is confronted 

with uncertainty, a bold posture is normally adopted in exploring opportunities. 

Calculated risk taking is encouraged in the organisation. The two items that loaded 

to risk taking (B2.10 and B2.11) were originally intended to measure organisational 

tolerance. These two items were regarded by respondents as being related to the 

risk taking factor. 
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The risk taking factor comprised two items. According to Yong and Pearce 

(2013:80), a factor with two or fewer items is only considered significant if the 

correlation between the items is above 0.7 (r > 0.7) and they are relatively 

uncorrelated with other items. Although the correlation between these two items is 

less than 0.7, the two items are relatively uncorrelated with other factors. Their 

correlation, which is 0.672, is not far off from 0.7. The researcher therefore decided 

to retain this factor even though it has only two items. The factor loadings, explained 

variance and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for risk taking factor are shown in Table 

5.5.  

Table 5.5: Factor loading for risk taking   

Variable Factor Loadings 

B2.10  
B2.11 

0.606 
0.561 

Explained Variance  5.870 

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.672 

Eigenvalue 1.990 

Number of items 2 

 

As shown in Table 5.5, the Cronbach’s alpha for risk taking of 0.672 is greater than 

0.6 (Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.6), which shows a good factor structure and reliability. 

The explained variance of 5.87 for risk raking is above 0.50 (Hair et al., 2014:130), 

which is favourable. 

The eigenvalue of 1.990 for risk taking is greater than 1.00, which shows that the 

factor is relevant. Eigenvalues are used to determine which factors are relevant and 

should therefore be analysed. The risk taking factor should therefore be analysed. 

The measure is therefore structurally sound and reliable. 

5.3.2.3 Proactiveness Factor Analysis 

Factor three, labelled proactiveness, consisted of sixteen items. Four of these items 

(B8.56; B8.57; B8.59 and B8.60) were originally intended to measure the latent 

variable, proactiveness. The other four items (B9.61; B9.62; B9.63 and B9.64) were 

originally intended to measure the latent variable, risk taking. The remaining eight 

items (B10.65; B10.66; B10.67; B10.68; B10.69; B10.70; B10.71 and B10.72) were 

originally intended to measure the latent variable, organisational culture. The 



168 
 

respondents regarded all these items as relating to the same factor. After careful 

consideration of these items and looking at their theoretical dimensions, it was 

decided that their factor loading be labelled proactiveness. 

Proactiveness in this study refers to the ability of an organisation to take a proactive 

role in implementing entrepreneurial activities ahead of other organisations in the 

same industry. The proactiveness dimension is related to pioneering and taking the 

initiative in pursuing new opportunities. This dimension also refers to the extent to 

which an organisation attempts to lead, rather than follow others, in areas such the 

introduction of new services, operational technologies and administrative 

techniques. Proactiveness includes initiative taking that is reflected in the 

orientations and activities of top management (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005:151) 

As shown in Table 5.6 below, Cronbach’s alpha for proactiveness of 0.946 is greater 

than 0.6 (Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.6), which shows a good factor structure and 

reliability.  The explained variance of 13.686 for proactiveness, which is above 0.50 

(Hair et al., 2014:130), is favourable.  

Table 5.6: Factor loading for proactiveness  

Variable Factor Loadings 

B10.72    
B10.71 
B10.67 
B10.69 
B10.70 
B9.62 
B10.68 
B8.60 
B9.63 
B10.65 
B10.66 
B9.61 
B8.59 
B8.56 
B857 
B964 

0.653 
0.579 
0.567 
0.564 
0.555 
0.540 
0.521 
0.492 
0.482 
0.479 
0.468 
0.453 
0.426 
0.417 
0.342 
0.314 

Explained Variance  13.686 

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.946 

Eigenvalue 24.511 

Number of items 16 
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The eigenvalue of 24.511 for proactiveness is greater than 1.00, which shows that 

the factor is stable and relevant (Kaiser, 1960). Eigenvalues are used to determine 

which factors are relevant and should therefore be analysed. 

The proactiveness factor structure is therefore good and reliable 

5.3.2.4 Management Support Factor Analysis 

The fourth factor, management support, comprised all eight variables that were 

originally intended to measure the latent variable, management support (B1.1; B1.2; 

B1.3; B1.4; B1.5; B1.6; B1.7 and B1.8).  

Management support is the desire by management (top management and middle 

management) to facilitate and promote entrepreneurial activities within the 

organisation, including championing innovative ideas and providing the necessary 

resources (Hornsby et al., 1993; Hisrich et al., 2008). This support is reflected in the 

quick adoption of employees’ ideas, and the recognition of people who support small 

experimental projects and provide money to get the project off the ground (Kuratko 

and Hodgetts, 2004:63). 

According to Kuratko and Hodgetts (2004:65), management must play a more 

people-orientated, or intangible, role. They must see the importance of valuing 

people to nurture talents and recognise efforts, where appropriate.  

Table 5.7: Factor loadings for management support 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable Factor Loadings 

B1.1  
B1.2 
B1.6 
B1.3 
B1.4 
B1.8 
B1.5 
B1.7 

0.700 
0.658 
0.597 
0.590 
0.574 
0.439 
0.408 
0.359 

Explained Variance  8.127 

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.837 

Eigenvalue 4.002 

Number of items 8 
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As shown in Table 5.7, Cronbach’s alpha for management support of 0.837 is 

greater than 0.6 (Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.6), which shows a good factor structure. The 

explained variance value of 8.127 for management support is favourable. 

The eigenvalue of 4.002 for management support is greater than 1.00, which shows 

that the factor is relevant. The eigenvalue is used to determine which factors are 

relevant and should therefore be analysed. Management support as a factor should 

therefore be analysed. 

The factor structure is therefore good and reliable. 

5.3.2.5 Organisational Tolerance Factor Analysis 

Factor five, labelled organisational tolerance, comprised five items. Five of the eight 

items that were originally intended to measure organisational tolerance (B2.12; 

B2.13; B2.14; B2.16 and B2.9) loaded onto the factor, organisational tolerance. 

Three of the eight items did not load onto organisational tolerance; they either loaded 

on other factors or they did not survive the 0.30 cut-off point for acceptable factor 

loading suggested by Steven (2002:395).  

Rundh (2011:235) defines organisational tolerance as the ability of an organisation 

to respond to and introduce change; while Barrett et al., (2009:376) describe it as an 

organisation’s ability to adapt administratively to situational knowledge. 

Organisational tolerance is reflected in the organisational practices and 

characteristics that demonstrate a willingness to accept, promote and enhance 

exploration within an organisation (McGrath, 2011:86).  

Dawes (2007:20) views organisational tolerance for risks, mistakes and failure as 

inevitable and it should therefore be positively exploited. An organisation must learn 

from past mistakes and use this to improve future calculated risk taking. Hisrich and 

Peters (1992:50), as well as Kuratko and Hornsby (1998:30), concur with this view, 

as they state that a blaming-culture would be negative and would almost certainly 

ensure that the potential benefits of mistakes are not reaped. Turning mistakes into 

positive action is a reactive process and involves analysing the mistake for 

commonalities and then designing an appropriate future response or behaviour 

(Dawes, 2007:21). 
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For the purposes of this study, the construct of organisational tolerance refers to the 

ability of an organisation to adapt administratively to situational knowledge (Barrett et 

al., 2009:376) and practices that demonstrate a willingness to accept, promote and 

enhance exploration within the organisation (McGrath, 2011:96); where high-risk 

projects are fully supported, even with the possibility of failure, which is forgiven 

(Jordaan, 2008:54). 

Factor loadings of organisational tolerance are shown in Table 5.8 

Table 5.8: Factor Loadings for Organisational Tolerance 

 

 

 

 

 

Organisational tolerance variables assessed how the organisation tolerates 

entrepreneurial activities in the organisation. The explained variance value of 6.583 

is above 0.50 (Hair et al., 2014:130) and is favourable. Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.724 is 

good and reliable since it is larger than 0.6 (Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.6). The eigenvalue 

for organisational tolerance, 2.842, is greater than 1.00, which shows that the factor 

is relevant and should therefore be analysed. 

The organisational tolerance measure is therefore structurally good and 

reliable. 

5.3.2.6 Work Discretion Factor Analysis 

Factor six, labelled work discretion, comprised three items (B3.18; B3.19 and B3.20). 

The other two items (B3.17 and B3.21) that were originally intended to measure work 

discretion were dropped because of insufficient factor loading (a factor loading less 

than 0.30).  

Corporate entrepreneurs should be given autonomy to define their own work in a 

climate of freedom. They must be able to exercise discretion in their day-to-day 

activities (Bessant and Tidd, 2008:66). Kuratko et al. (2005:703) state that managers 

Variable Factor Loadings 

B2.12  
B2.13 
B2.14 
B2.16 
B2.9 

0.512 
0.470 
0.401 
0.376 
0.326 

Explained Variance  6.583 

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.724 

Eigenvalue 2.842 

Number of items 5 
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should evaluate workloads to ensure that individuals and groups have the time 

needed to pursue innovations and that their jobs are structured in ways that support 

efforts to achieve short- and long- term organisational goals.   

In this study, the construct ‘work discretion’ refers to whether time is provided to 

develop ideas; whether an individual generating an idea is allowed to see it through 

to completion; whether idea generation is forced; and whether growth and 

development opportunities are provided (Jordaan, 2008:57). 

The construct of work discretion comprised three items. The larger the number of 

items in a factor, the more confidence the researcher will have that it will be a 

reliable factor. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007:520) counsel against retaining factors 

with fewer than three items. This view is supported by Hair et al. (2010:676) as they 

state that they prefer three or more items in a factor to provide minimum coverage of 

the construct’s theoretical domain. Following this advice, the researcher chose to 

retain the construct of work discretion with three items.   

Factor loadings for work discretion, its explained variance values and Cronbach’s 

alpha are shown in Table 5.9, below. 

Table 5.9: Factor loadings for work discretion 

 

 

Table 5.9 showed that Cronbach’s alpha for work discretion of 0.757 is greater that 

0.6 (Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.6), which shows good structure and reliability. The 

explained variance of 6.710 is favourable. 

The eigenvalue of 1.767 for work discretion is greater 1.00, which shows that the 

factor is relevant. Eigenvalues are used to determine if the factor is relevant and 

should be analysed.  

The structure is therefore good and reliable. 

Variable Factor Loadings 

B3.19  
B3.20 
B3.18 

0.710 
0.630 
0.432 

Explained Variance  6.122 

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.757 

Eigenvalue 1.767 

Number of items 3 
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5.3.2.7 Rewards/Reinforcement Factor Analysis 

Factor seven, labelled rewards/reinforcement, comprised eight items. Eight of the 

nine items (B4.30; B4.27; B4.22; B4.28; B4 23; B4.25; B4.24 and B4.26) that were 

originally intended to measure the construct of rewards/reinforcement loaded onto 

rewards/reinforcement. The other item cross-loaded onto other constructs, or it was 

dropped as it could not survive the cut-off factor loading point of 0.30, as 

recommended by Steven (2002:395).  

A rewards and reinforcement system is used to motivate employees to engage in 

innovative behaviour that will support the realisation of corporate entrepreneurship 

activities. An effective reward system is one that drives entrepreneurial activity by 

considering the goals, giving feedback, emphasising responsibility and offering 

result-based incentives (Hornsby et al., 1993: 260; Hisrich et al., 2008: 403). McBeth 

and Rimac (2006:21) argue that one cannot expect creativity and innovation while 

measuring and rewarding the opposite. Organisations adopting an entrepreneurial 

orientation should place more emphasis on individual long-term performance, while 

rewarding group efforts to encourage collaboration. Although entrepreneurs are 

intrinsically highly motivated and desire freedom and access to corporate resources 

and learning experiences, they are also goal-oriented and seek rewards, feedback 

and recognition. 

In this study, the construct of appropriate rewards and reinforcement refers to 

whether individuals receive additional rewards and compensation; whether 

recognition rather than criticism is emphasised; and whether supervisors give special 

recognition for outstanding performance (Jordaan, 2008:55). Table 5.6 shows that 

Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.856 for rewards/reinforcement is greater 0.6 (Cronbach’s 

Alpha > 0.6), which shows a good factor structure and reliability. 

Table 5.10: Factor loadings for rewards/reinforcement 

Variable Factor Loadings 

B4.30  
B4.27 
B4.22 
B4.26 
B4.23 
B4.25 
B4.24 
B4.26 

0.558 
0.476 
0.455 
0.451 
0.444 
0.442 
0.388 
0.318 
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Explained Variance  9.571 

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.856 

Eigenvalue 1.376 

Number of items 8 

 

The explained variance of 9.571 for rewards/reinforcement is favourable. The 

eigenvalue of 1.386 is greater than 1.00, which shows that the factor is relevant. The 

factor should therefore be analysed.  

The factor structure is therefore good and reliable. 

5.3.2.8 Discretionary Time Factor Analysis 

The eighth factor, discretionary time, comprised eight items. Of the six items that 

were originally intended to measure the construct of discretionary time, only five 

items loaded onto this construct (B5.32; B5.33; B5.34; B5.35 and B5.36). The item, 

B5.31, did not load onto this construct, nor did it cross-load onto any other construct 

that was not theoretically intended to measure discretionary time. Two items (B6.40 

and B6.37) that were originally intended to measure organisational boundaries 

loaded onto discretionary time and one item, B4.29, that was intended to measure 

rewards and reinforcement also loaded onto discretionary time.  

The actual and perceived availability of discretionary time by employees is an 

important element in facilitating innovation and corporate entrepreneurship (Sykes 

and Block, 1989:160). The availability of time is a key element in entrepreneurial 

outcomes (Sleven and Covin, 1997: 107).  Therefore, discretionary time is an 

essential organisational characteristic for the implementation of CE. In the present 

study, employee perceptions about discretionary time in the DoE environment are 

assessed with the aim of fostering a CE culture within the DoE in KZN. 

The factor loadings of discretionary time, its explained variance values and 

Cronbach’s alpha are shown in Table 5.11. 

The explained variance of 10.419 is favourable. The Cronbach’s alpha of 0.87 is 

good and reliable since it is larger than 0.6 (Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.6). The 

eigenvalue for time availability, 1.556, is greater than 1.00, which shows that the 

factor is relevant and should therefore be analysed. 

The measure is therefore structurally sound and reliable. 
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Table 5.11: Factor loadings for discretionary time 

Variable Factor Loadings 

B5.36   
B5.35 
B5.32 
B5.34 
B6.40 
B6.37 
B4.29 
B5.33  

0.633 
0.631 
0.589 
0.550 
0.441 
0.437 
0.431 
0.419 

Explained Variance  10.419 

Cronbach’s alpha 0.870 

Eigenvalue 1.556 

Number of items  8 

 

5.3.2.9 Organisational Boundaries Factor Analysis 

The ninth factor, organisational boundaries, comprised six items. Five of the nine 

items that were originally intended to measure organisational boundaries loaded 

onto this factor (i.e. B6.38; B6.39; B6.43; B6.44 and B6.45). Two items (B6.37 and 

B6.40) loaded onto the construct for time and resource availability. The other two 

items that were originally intended to measure organisational boundaries did not load 

onto any other construct, or they did not survive the 0.30 cut off point for factor 

loading. One item, B2.15, that was originally intended to measure organisational 

tolerance loaded onto the organisational boundaries construct. 

The organisational structure should be supportive of the innovation strategy and in 

turn acts as a foundation for the innovation process and systems (Gantsho, 

2006:61). However, not all structures facilitate the implementation of innovation and 

entrepreneurial strategy.  

Bureaucratic structures create barriers to entrepreneurial behaviour in organisations. 

The most familiar forms of bureaucracy include hierarchical control, centralised 

authority and inflexible or fixed functional boundaries. Burgelman (1998:460) argue 

that fixed and static bureaucratic organisational forms tend to stifle innovative 

behaviour. 

In the present study, organisational boundaries refer to an alignment between 

departments and functions (Scheepers et al., 2013: 275). A flexible organisation 

allows for ease of transfer of information between the organisation and external 
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environment, and among the departments of the organisation. This flow of insight 

and information provides managers with the ability to take quicker decisions 

(Hornsby et al., 2009: 97). Organisations have to accommodate flatter structures to 

allow for sufficient flexibility to take decisions. The key to organisational boundaries 

is the creation of a context where managers are empowered to take decisions 

(Burgess, 2013:204). 

Factor loadings for organisational boundaries, the explained variance and 

Cronbach’s Alpha are shown in Table 5.12 below. 

The explained variance is 7.541, which is favourable. Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.810 is 

good and reliable since is larger than 0.6 (Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.6). The eigenvalue 

for organisational boundaries, 2.200, is greater than 1.00, which shows that the 

factor is relevant and should therefore be analysed. 

The measure is therefore structurally good and reliable. 

Table 5.12: Factor loadings for Organisational Boundaries 

Variable Factor Loadings 

B6.44 
B6.45 
B6.43 
B6.39 
B6.38 
B2.15 

-0.599 
-0.522 
-0.407 
-0.363 
-0.323 
-0.311 

Explained Variance  7.541 

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.810 

Eigenvalue 2.200 

Number of items 6 

 

5.3.2.10 Organisational Performance Factor Analysis 

Organisational performance relates to how successfully an organisation performs a 

function. It refers to the actual output or results of an organisation, measured against 

its intended outputs. According to Taiwo (2016:8), organisational performance refers 

to how successfully an organised group of people or individuals, with a purpose, 

perform a function. Taiwo (2016:8) defines organisational performance as the 

outcome of effective co-ordination of activities in an organisation. 

In this study, organisational performance was measured using six items. These six 

items loaded into two groups of four items and two items. Although these items 

loaded into two different groups they all still measured the performance construct. 
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The first four items loaded onto what was labelled as ‘university entrance 

performance’ and the other two items loaded to what was labelled as ‘output 

performance’. The first four items measured the number of learners who passed 

science and mathematics in the national senior certificate exam (Grade 12); the 

number of learners who passed with a bachelor’s pass in the national senior 

certificate exam; and the overall pass rate percentage in the national senior 

certificate examination in each district for the past three years.  

The last two items measured the repetition rate of learners in Grades 10 and 11 

over the past three years, and the drop-out rate of learners in Grade 9 to 11 in the 

district for the past three years.   

The two factors of organisational performance (i.e. university entrance and output) 

are discussed in detail below. 

• University Entrance Performance Factor Analysis 

This factor was the tenth factor in the factor analysis process. This factor comprised 

four items (i.e. C77; C76; C78 and C75) that were originally intended to measure 

organisational performance. These four items loaded onto one construct that was 

labelled university entrance performance. 

The factor structure is therefore good and reliable. 

Table 5.13 Factor loading for university entrance performance  

 

 

 

 

 

 

As shown in Table 5.13, Cronbach’s Alpha for university entrance performance, 

0.776, is greater than 0.6 (Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.6), which shows a good factor 

structure and reliability. The explained variance of 6.143 for university entrance 

performance is 3.873 which show that the factor is favourable. The eigenvalue of 

2.842 for university entrance performance is greater than 1.00, which shows that 

the factor is relevant. Eigenvalues are used to determine which factors are relevant 

and should therefore be analysed.  

 

Variable Factor Loadings 

C77 
C76 
C78 
C79 

0.719 
0.710 
0.590 
0.450 

Explained Variance  6.143 

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.776 

Eigenvalue 2.842 

Number of items 4 
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• Performance output factor analysis the  line spacing below does not 

seem to be the same with the one above. Please correct 

This factor was the eleventh factor in the factor analysis process. This factor 

comprised two items (i.e. C75 and C73) that were originally intended to measure 

organisational performance. These two items loaded onto one construct that was 

labelled performance output. According to Yong and Pearce (2013:80), a factor with 

two or fewer items is only considered significant if the correlation between the items 

is above 0.7 (r > 0.7) and they are relatively uncorrelated with other items. Although 

the correlation of these two items is less than 0.7, the two items are relatively 

uncorrelated with other factors. Their correlation, which is 0.642, is not far off 0.7. 

The researcher therefore decided to retain this factor, even though it has only two 

items.  

Modisaotsile (2012:1) states that there is a high enrolment rate each year and an 

increasingly low output rate in the Department of Education in South Africa. As this 

study is dealing with the quality of education, it was important to have output rate as 

a performance measurement in the study. It is for that reason that the researcher 

decided to retain this performance measurement, even though it has only two items. 

The factor loadings, explained variance and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for output 

performance factor are shown in Table 5.14. 

Table 5.14 Factor loading for output performance  

 

 

 

 

As shown in Table 5.14, Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.642 for output performance is greater 

than 0.6 (Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.6), which shows a good factor structure and 

reliability. The explained variance of 3.873 for output performance is favourable. The 

eigenvalue of 1.376 for output performance is greater than 1.00, which shows that 

the factor is relevant. Eigenvalues are used to determine which factors are relevant 

and should therefore be analysed.  

The factor structure is therefore good and reliable. 

 

Variable Factor Loadings 

C74  
C73 

0.553 
0.525 

Explained Variance  3.873 

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.642 

Eigenvalue 1.376 

Number of items 2 
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5.4 DATA RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY 

Reliability and validity are distinctive features of a good measurement instrument 

(Zikmund, 2010:3 05). Reliability is when a test measures the same item a number of 

times, with the same outcome. Validity is when the property of a test measures what 

it purports to measure (Cooper and Schindler, 2014:257). The instrument was 

validated for reliability and consistency, as reflected by the respective factors, 

Cronbach’s alpha values and explained variance values in Table 5.15. 

Table 5.15: Cronbach’s alpha values for the measuring instrument 

Factor Description Abreviation No. of 

items 

Variance 

Explained 

Cronbach 

alpha value 

Factor 1 Innovativeness INN 9 11.877 0.916 

Factor 2 Proactiveness PRO 16 5.870 0.672 

Factor 3 Risk taking RKT 2 13.686 0.946 

Factor 4 Management support for CE MNG 8 8.127 0.837 

Factor 5 Organisational tolerance OGT 5 6.583 0.724 

Factor 6 Work discretion WKD 3 6.122 0.757 

Factor 7 Rewards and reinforcement RWS 8 9.571 0.856 

Factor 8 Discretionary time  DST 8 10.419 0.870 

Factor 9 Organisational boundaries OGB 6 7.541 0.810 

Factor 10 University entrance performance UEP 4 6.143 0.778 

Factor 11 Output performance OTP 2 3.873 0.642 

 

It is therefore concluded that the questionnaire variables (questions) are reliable; and 

that the constructs are measuring what they are supposed to measure, indicating a 

good and reliable instrument.  

The next section, Section 5.5, will revisit the study’s aims and objectives and test the 

stated hypotheses. 

5.5 EVALUATING THE RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESES 

The primary objective of the study was to determine the extent the working 

environment is entrepreneurial and how this affects performance. This would be 

achieved through the five secondary objectives of the study which were: 
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• to assess the levels of corporate entrepreneurship practices in the 

Department of Education in KwaZulu-Natal; 

• to explore the relationship between the entrepreneurial orientation elements 

and corporate entrepreneurship environmental elements within the 

Department of Education in KZN;  

• to establish the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation elements and 

performance within the Department of Education in KZN; 

• to establish the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship elements 

and organisational performance; 

• to establish whether differences in perception existed among the departments’ 

management regarding the entrepreneurial climate within the Department of 

Education.  

The first secondary objectives will be dicussed below. 

5.5.1 Assessment of Levels of Corporate Entrepreneurship Elements in the   

Department of Education. 

As previously discussed, a Likert scale was used to evaluate the 65 statements that 

were used to assess corporate entrepreneurship elements in the Department of 

Education in KZN. In respect of each statement, participants had to indicate their 

degree of agreement (5) or disagreement (1) with the statement’s content. Thus, a 

higher number agreeing with the statement suggests that the statement is perceived 

to be true. Likewise, a high number disagreeing suggests that the statement is 

perceived to be untrue. 

The Likert scale results were analysed using descriptive statistics and it was 

assumed that a score of greater than three out of five is an indication of a positive 

inclination towards the statement. The outcome of the survey suggests that there is 

general agreement that CE elements are present in the Department of Education in 

KZN. All the elements have an average mean score that is above three out of five. 

The results of the means analysis of the CE constructs are represented in Table 

5.16. 

The average mean of all the constructs, as evaluated by the participants, was 

3.4270; indicating that the prevalence of elements of corporate entrepreneurship 
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within the Department of Education was 3.4270 out of five on the Likert scale. It 

would seem that the elements for an entrepreneurial climate have a fairly strong 

presence, but there is still room for improvement.  

Table 5.16:  Entrepreneurial climate survey results 

Factor N Min Max Mean Std Dev.  

Innovativeness 420 1.00 5.00 3.7980 0.69522 

Proactiveness 419 1.00 5.00 3.6247 0.70272 

Risk taking 417 1.00 5.00 3.3237 0.91829 

Management support for CE 426 1.00 5.00 3.3698 0.68521 

Organisational tolerance 420 1.00 5.00 3.2675 0.66170 

Work discretion 419 1.00 5.00 3.3178 0.79478 

Rewards/Reinforcement 422 1.00 5.00 3.3277 0.78502 

Discretionary time 424 1.00 5.00 3.1787 0.81245 

Organisational boundaries 425 1.00 5.00 3.6353 0.68019 

Average  421 1.00 5.00 3.4270 0.74839 
    

 

Six of the nine constructs evaluated, management support for CE (mean = 

3.3698); risk taking (mean = 3.3237); rewards/reinforcement (mean = 3.3277); 

work discretion (mean = 3.3173); organisational tolerance (mean = 3.2675) and 

discretionary time (mean = 3.1787) each had a mean below the average mean 

(3.3975), but all the CE elements still had mean above three out of five.  

The CE elements with highest mean scores were innovativeness (mean =3.7980), 

organisational boundaries (mean = 3.6353) and proactiveness (mean = 3.6247). 

Each had a mean higher than the average mean of 3.4270. The results indicate that 

these elements were perceived by participates to have a strong presence in the 

department. 

The first study objective was to assess the level of corporate entrepreneurship 

practice in the Department of Education in KwaZulu-Natal. 

The results above indicate that these elements of corporate entrepreneurship are 

present in the Department of Education in KZN, as perceived by the participants in 

the Department of Education in KZN.  

In order to achieve the next three objectives and the stated hypotheses, a correlation 

analysis was carried out.  
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5.6  CORRELATION ANALYSIS 

The correlation analysis was carried out to find out the nature of the relationships 

between groups of variables or factors. Factors were isolated through factor 

analysis, as discussed previously. The relationships between data groups are 

important since they provide better understanding of the data, such as the nature of 

the relationship. The study’s hypotheses attempt to establish the nature and extent 

of the relationships between the different variables/factors. It is the nature of these 

correlations that results in the acceptance or rejection of the hypothesis. Owing to 

the fact that most of the study’s hypotheses theorises on some relationships, the 

correlation outcomes are important findings of this study. 

The Pearson product moment r correlation test was carried out on the eleven factors 

to assess the relationship between the factors. The Pearson r correlation is a 

bivariate measurement of the association (strength) of relationship between 

variables. 

A Pearson’s moment correlation is represented by the r, ranging from -1.0 to +1.0. A 

correlation can be positive or negative. A perfect negative correlation would be -1.0 

while +1.0 would be a perfect positive correlation and 0.0 would be a sign of no 

correlation (Cohen et al., 2003:28). 

In a positive relationship, there is a direct relationship; that is, as the variable 

increases, the other variable increases.  A negative correlation is described as 

inverse; as the variable increases, the other variable decreases. 

A correlation coefficient is a pure number, not expressed in any measurement. It is 

independent of the size and units of measurement (Copper and Schindler, 

2014:469). Caldwell’s (2007) convention to interpret the coefficient scores is detailed 

below: 

• 0,10 – 0,29 =  weak correlation 

• 0,30 – 0,49 = moderate correlation 

• 0,50 or larger = strong correlation (Caldwell, 2007:289).  

The results of the correlation test carried out are shown in Table 5. 17below. 
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Table 5.17: Pearson’s correlations between the various factors 

N0 Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1 INN                      
 

Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig(2-tailed) 
N 

  1 
    
420 

          

2 
 

PRO 
 

Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig(2-tailed) 
N 

.825xx 
0.000 
419 

  1 
 
419     

         

3 
 

RKT                           
 

Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig(2-tailed) 
N 

.337xx 
0.000 
411 

.345xx 
0.000 
410 

  1 
 
417 

        

4 
 

MNG            
 

Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig(2-tailed) 
N 

.409xx 
0.000 
420 

.288xx 

0.000 

396 

.393xx 
0.000 
417 

 1 
  
426 

 
 

     
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

5 
 

OGT     
 

Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig(2-tailed) 
N 

.471xx 
0.000 
313 

.485xx 
0.000 
413 

.387xx 
0.000 
417 

.567xx 
0.000 
420 

  1 
   
 420    

      

6 
 

WKD                     
 

Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig(2-tailed) 
N 

.418xx 
0.000 
414 

.453xx 
0.000 
 13 

.293xx 
0.000 
416 

.388xx 
0.000 
419 

.455xx 
0.000 
416 

 1 
 
 419 

     

7 RWS                              Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig(2-tailed) 
N 

.572xx 
0.000 
418 

.618xx 
0.000 
417 

.398xx 

0.000 
 413 

.491xx 
0.000 
 416 

426xx 
0.000  
418          

.455xx 
0.000 
416 

  1 
 
  422 

    

8 
 

DST  
 

Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig(2-tailed) 
N 

.554xx 
0.000 
420 

.609xx 
0.000  
419 

.312xx 
0.000 
415 

.467xx 
0.000 
 418 

.467xx 
0.000 
418 

.426xx 
0.000  
418          

.630xx 
0.000 
422 

 1 
   
424     

   

9 OGB   
 

Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig(2-tailed) 
N 

.625xx 
0.000 
420 

.653xx 

0.000 
 319 

.356xx 
0.000  
416 

.519xx 
0.000 
419 

.519xx 
0.000 
419 

.461xx 
0.000 
418 

.617xx 
0.00 
 421 

.584xx 

0.000 
423 

 1 
 
425 

  

10 
 

UEP        Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig(2-tailed) 
N 

.301xx 
0.000 
 394 

.338xx 
0.000 
394 

.195xx 
0.000 
386 

.332xx 
0.000 
394 

.519xx 
0.000 
419 

.280xx 
0.000 
388 

.236xx 
0.000  
392 

.280xx 
0.000 
388 

.332xx 
0.000 
394 

 1 
 
394 

 

11 
 

OTP                                  
 

Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig(2-tailed) 
N 

.301xx 
0.000 
394 

.288xx 

0.000 
396 

.197xx 

0.000 
387 

.168xx 
0.000 
396 

.188xx 
0.000 
390 

.180xx 
0.000 
390 

.252xx 

0.000 

394 

.222xx 

0.000  
396 

.168xx 
0.000 
396 

.273xx 

0.000 
394 

1 
 
399 

xx “Correlation is significant at α = 0.01  level (2-tailed)” 

5.6.1 The Relationship Between EO and CE Elements 

Objective number two of the study was to explore the relationship between the 

entrepreneurial orientation elements and corporate entrepreneurship environmental 

elements within the Department of Education in KZN. In order to achieve this 

objective, a number of hypotheses were postulated:  

H01:  There is no statistically significant correlation between innovativeness and 

each of the corporate entrepreneurship elements Ho1 (a-f) in the Department 

of Education in KZN. 
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Ho2:   There is no statistically significant correlation between proactiveness and each 

of the corporate entrepreneurship elements Ho2 (a-f) in the Department of 

Education in KZN. 

Ho3:   There is no statistically significant correlation between risk taking and each of 

the corporate entrepreneurship elements Ho3 (a-f) in the Department of 

Education in KZN. 

5.6.2 The Relationship Between EO Elements and Performance 

Objective three was to establish the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation 

elements and performance within the Department of Education in KZN. In order to 

achieve these objectives, the following hypotheses were postulated:  

H04: There is no statistically significant correlation between innovativeness and each 

         performance measurement H04 (a-b) in the Department of Education in KZN.  

     

Ho5: There is no statistically significant correlation between proactiveness and each  

         performance measurement H05 (a-b) in the Department of Education in KZN. 

 

Ho6: There is no statistically significant correlation between risk taking and each      

         performance measurement H06 (a-b)   in the Department of Education in KZN. 

5.6.3 The Relationship Between CE Elements and Performance 

The fourth objective of the study was to establish the relationship between corporate 

entrepreneurship elements and performance within the Department of Education in 

KZN. In order to achieve this objective, the following hypothesis was postulated:  

Ho7: There is no statistically significant correlation between each of the corporate 

entrepreneurship elements Ho7 (a1-2-f1-2) and the two performance measurements in 

the Department of Education in KZN. 

 

The above relationships were then measured using correlation analysis. 
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5.6.4  Results and Discussion 

The Pearson’s coefficients, in Table 5.17, show that there is a significant, positive 

correlation between each of the EO factors (innovativeness, proactiveness and risk 

taking) and all the CE and performance factors, tested at 0.01. All the p values are 

less than 0.01 (p < 0.01), therefore all hypotheses are rejected. These correlations 

are interpreted in terms of the conceptual significance due to the large number of 

participants (419)”. Hair et al. (1998:682) warn that “correlations within large sample 

groups could be inflated and could therefore be significant by chance.  

5.6.4.1 The Relationship Between EO and CE Elements   

The decisions are as follows: 

1. H01(a-f)   :    Rejected 

2. H02(a-f)    :    Rejected 

3. H03(a-f)   :    Rejected 

Each of these correlations is discussed in detail, starting with the innovativeness 

factor. 

• Innovativeness and management support for CE correlation 

Hypothesis H01a stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

innovativeness and management support for CE in the Department of Education in 

KZN. 

Table 5.17 shows that there is a positive and significant relationship between 

innovativeness and management support for CE. This is evidenced by the positive 

relationship (r=0.409) and the p-value of α = 0.001, which is less than the critical 

value (α = 0.01). Therefore hypothesis H01a is rejected. 

Management support for CE refers to the willingness of management to promote 

entrepreneurial behaviour, including the championing of innovative ideas and 

providing the resources people require to take entrepreneurial action (Bhardwaj et 

al., 2007a:51). According to Scheepers et al., (2008:54), management support 

indicates the willingness of management to facilitate and promote entrepreneurship 

in the organisation. 
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The results of the study, as indicated in Section 5.4, reflect that respondents are of 

the view that management support in the Department of Education in KZN would 

lead to innovativeness. The results indicate that, in the Department of Education in 

KZN, management is willing to facilitate and promote innovation. This is evidenced 

by the respondents’ mean score of 3.3698 out of 5, which is above 3. Respondents 

also perceived that the level of innovation in the Department of Education in KZN is 

above average, shown by its mean score of 3.7980. 

The results are consistent with the assertion by Hornsby et al., (2009:86) and 

Kuratko et al., (2014:38) that management support for CE has a direct positive 

relationship with the organisation’s entrepreneurial outcomes, such as 

innovativeness. Furthermore, research indicates that each level of management 

plays key roles in facilitating sustainable corporate entrepreneurship”(Kuratko et al., 

2014:39).  

Although the finding is that, there is positive and significant correlation between 

management support and innovativeness, it is important to understand how 

management in education support innovation. Public sector organisations are known 

to be bureauracratic with standard rules and procedures.  According to Ernest and 

Young Global Limited (2016:1), public sector organisations struggle to define 

innovation and lack a strategic approach for generating, capturing and implementing 

innovative ideas. Innovationnes is expensive to implement, yet the Department of 

Education is only relying on the budget provided by treasury.  Ernest and Young 

Global Limited (2016) warn us that the sole action of generating ideas is not 

innovation, an idea only becomes innovation when it has been implemented in a 

form that generate value. The Department of Education is known for good ideas that 

are rarely implemented. Finally on this point, radically improving the efficiency and 

quality of teaching and learning theories and practice, as well as the role of learners, 

teachers and society’s culture on education should be the primary focus of 

educational change, and managers are key drivers thereof (Serdyukov (2017:12). 

• Innovativeness and organisational tolerance  

Hypothesis H01b stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

innovativeness and organisational tolerance in the Department of Education in KZN. 
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As can be seen from Table 5.17, there is a positive and significant correlation 

between innovativeness and organisational tolerance. This is evidenced by the 

positive relationship (r=0.471) and p = 0.001, which is less than (α = 0.01). 

Therefore hypothesis H01b is rejected 

Organisational tolerance is an organisational practice and characteristic that 

demonstrates willingness by management to accept, promote and enhance 

exploration within an organisation. Kriegesman et al., (2005:250) argued that 

organisations whose culture displayed an intolerance of failure would develop 

innovative incompetence because creative and fearless behaviours would be 

avoided. Managers, as explained by McGrath (2011:98), should understand the 

need to reduce the fear of failure in employees. Employees should fail earlier on and 

learn as much as possible in the process (McGrath, 2011:99).  

The results indicate that the respondents are of the view that organisational 

tolerance in the Department of Education in KZN would support innovativeness. 

Although the mean for organisational tolerance (3.2675) is below the average mean 

(3.427), it is still above 3 out of five on the measuring scale. The results indicate that 

the respondents are of the view that management in the Department of Education is 

tolerant of failure.  

The results are consistent with the findings by Jaworski and Kohli (1993:57) that 

organisational tolerance encourages successful development of innovative corporate 

entrepreneurial actions. This is supported by van de Ven and Poole (1995:512) who 

stated that organisational tolerance is vital for any innovation that supports 

entrepreneurial actions of an organisation. 

• Innovativeness and work discretion  

Hypothesis H01c stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

innovativeness and work discretion in the Department of Education in KZN. 

Table 5.17 shows that there is a positive and significant correlation between work 

discretion and innovativeness. This is evidenced by the positive relationship of r = 

0.418 and the p-value 0.001 which is less than (α = 0.01). Therefore hypothesis 

H01c is rejected. 
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Work discretion is a construct that is affected by a number of factors: degree of 

formality and prescriptiveness; desire for conformity and compliance with set job 

descriptions; degree of rigidity in work formats; desire for consistency from time to 

time and between people doing the same task; desire for individual initiative in 

carrying out tasks; and level of freedom and discretion in one’s own job (Morris and 

Kuratko, 2002:220). The facilitation of entrepreneurship is consistent with role 

flexibility and autonomy, which can be achieved if employees enjoy a high degree of 

autonomy and are empowered to exercise discretion and personal initiative in 

performing their jobs (Gantsho, 2006:59). 

Kuratko (2005:702), in Seqhobane (2010:62), defines work discretion as a 

manager’s commitment to provide decision-making latitude and freedom from 

excessive oversight, and to delegate authority and responsibility to employees.  

The results indicate that respondents are of the view that work discretion as an 

element of CE is being practised in the Department of Education in KZN. Although 

the mean score for work discretion (3.3178) is below the average mean, it is above 3 

out of five, which is an indication that respondents perceive work discretion as one of 

the management practices that are used to promote innovation in the Department of 

Education in KZN. 

Organisations must manage people’s workload and avoid putting limitations “on all 

aspects of a person’s job; and people must be allowed to work with others in long-

term problem solving” (Ireland et al., 2006:27). 

The findings reinforce the “theory of corporate entrepreneurship that work discretion 

assists in the fostering of corporate entrepreneurship in an organisation” (Hornsby et 

al., 2002; Kuratko et al., 2005). The finding supports Ahmad et al., (2012:165), who 

noted that “work discretion has a significant, positive effect on corporate 

entrepreneurship”; and La Nifie et al., (2014:87), who stated that “work discretion is 

positively related to innovativeness as an entrepreneurial orientation factor”.  

• Innovativeness and rewards/reinforcement 

Hypothesis H01d stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

innovativeness and rewards/reinforcement in the Department of Education in KZN. 
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As can be seen from Table 5.17, there is a positive and significant correlation 

between rewards/reinforcement and innovativeness. This is evidenced by the 

positive relationship r = 0.572 and p = 0.001 which is less than (α = 0.01). Therefore 

hypothesis H01d is rejected.  

One of the variables that inspire an organisation’s capability to act entrepreneurially 

is the organisation’s ability to assess, promote and reward innovative activities 

(Bluedorn, 1999:423). As Barron and Shane (2005:332) put it, people work harder 

when they believe that they are fairly treated. Employees normally feel appreciated 

when an incentive equals their expectation, when they feel valuable, and when they 

are perceived as equal among their team members. 

The results show that respondents perceived that the rewards/reinforcement system 

of the Department of Education in KZN encourages employees to be innovative.  

The results are consistent with Diefenbach’s (2011:71) findings that 

rewards/reinforcement are positively correlated with entrepreneurial orientation. La 

Nafie et al., (2014:87) also found that the rewards/reinforcement system of an 

organisation is positively related to corporate entrepreneurship. This finding 

reinforces Hough and Scheepers’s (2008:19) assertion that the more reward given to 

employees, the more innovative the employees would be. In addition, the results 

support Ahmad et al.,(2012:168), who wrote that “the reward system has a 

significant, positive effect on entrepreneurial orientation in an organisation”. 

• Innovativeness and discretionary time   

Hypothesis H01e stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

innovativeness and discretionary time in the Department of Education in KZN. This 

relationship is positive and significant, as reflected in Table 5.17.This is evidenced by 

the positive relationship (r=0.554) and p = 0.001 which is less than (α = 0.01). Hence 

hypothesis H01e is rejected.  

Hornsby et al. (1992: 456), in Gatsho (2006:60), observe that “fostering corporate 

entrepreneurship requires that individuals be afforded time to incubate new and 

innovative ideas. Therefore, the workload of employees must be moderated to such 

an extent that they are allowed to work with others on time-consuming innovations”.  
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The results reflect that respondents tended to have a neutral view towards this 

factor. This is evidenced by the mean score of 3.178 out of 5 for discretionary time. 

Although the respondents tended to have a neutral view on this factor, they were 

slightly positive, showing that there is an element of moderation of employee 

workload and they do, at times, work with others on time-consuming innovations. 

• Innovativeness and organisational boundaries  

Hypothesis H01f stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

innovativeness and organisational boundaries in the Department of Education in 

KZN. This correlation is positive and significant with r = 0.625 and p= 0.001, which is 

less than (α = 0.01) as reflected in Table 5.17. Therefore hypothesis H01f is 

rejected. 

Miller et al., (2007:311) and Monte et al., (2004:170) described organisational 

boundaries as information sharing between internal and external stakeholders, a 

flexible boundary of sharing information and collaboration between different 

departments and divisions. Flexible boundaries are an enabler of CE. 

The results of the study reflect that respondents are of the view that organisational 

boundaries in the Department of Education in KZN lead to innovativeness. This is 

evidenced by the mean score of 3.6353 for organisational boundaries. This mean 

score is above even the average mean score of 3.427.This suggests that employees 

in the Department of Education in KZN are able to share information and there is 

collaboration between different departments and divisions. 

The results are consistent with Lekmat’s (2014:185) findings that organisational 

boundaries relate positively to entrepreneurial orientation. La Nafie et al., (2014:87) 

also indicate that supportive organisational structures and flat boundaries are 

positively related to entrepreneurial orientation. The finding supports the assumption 

that a supportive organisational structure and boundaries may increase the 

implementation of corporate entrepreneurship (Chen and Cangahuala, 2010:1747). 

Innovativeness has been regarded as an essential part of entrepreneurship since 

1942, when Schumpeter argued that the competitive entry of innovative new 

combinations into a market place advanced society by disrupting the existing market 

(cited by Lumpkin and Dess, 1999:142). Lumpkin and Dess (1999:142) defined 
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innovativeness, as it pertains to entrepreneurial orientation, as an organisation’s 

propensity to engage in and support new ideas, experimentation and creative 

processes that may result in new services or processes. Short, Payne, Brigham, 

Lumpkin and Broberg (2009:13) concurred with this definition. In agreeing with this 

view, Nybakk and Hansen (2008:474) added that these organisations departed from 

the established practices and technologies. Bhardwaj et al. (2007:49) added that the 

innovativeness dimension refers to service innovation, with emphasis on 

development and innovation in technology. Innovativeness and willingness to 

change are central aspects in examining entrepreneurial orientation (Weismeier-

Sammer, 2011:131). 

Research postulates that emerging markets and established organisations rely more 

on sustainable product and service innovativeness, innovative management 

systems, and international expansion as ways to enhance their strategic 

competitiveness (Yiu and Lau, 2008:50). Innovativeness has been an essential part 

of entrepreneurship for many years, and it has been proven that organisational 

returns and strategic competitiveness are enhanced by innovativeness. The 

relationship between innovativeness and organisational performance enjoys the 

greatest degree of consensus (Casillas and Moreno, 2010:269). Rauch et al. 

(2009:782) also found a positive relationship between innovativeness and 

organisational performance.  

Wickham (2006:221) mentions that innovation goes beyond just invention: it means 

doing something in a way that is new, different and better. Innovation is a key 

ingredient in the entrepreneurial process, and putting into practice new ideas, is a 

central characteristic of entrepreneurial behaviour. The Department of Education in 

South Africa has improved the participation rate in the education sector. In 2007, 

94% of youth aged 7 to 18 were involved in education programmes (Commonwealth 

Education Partnership, 2010:22). Progress in primary school completion is also 

positive. The Department of Education is using Information Communication 

Technology (ICT) in schools to improve the effectiveness of teaching and the 

availability of materials (Department of Education, 2012:67).  Participation in 

intercontinental and international assessment programmes, such as the Southern 

and Eastern African Consortium for Monitoring Educational Outcomes (SACMEQ) 

and Trends in International Mathematics and Science (TIMMS), is used by the 
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Department of Education to improve learner and system performance in the 

intermediate and senior phases, as well as in the FET band, in partnership with 

business and civil society through the National Education Collaboration Trust 

(NECT), and through interaction with communities through the Quality Learning and 

Teaching Campaign (QLTC). The TIMSS results show that “South Africa has shown 

a relative improvement in learning outcomes between 2002 and 2015 in 

mathematics and science, from a low base, among all countries that were assessed 

in 2015” (Department of Basic Education, 2016:205). 

The next section is going to discuss the relationship between proactiveness and CE 

elements, starting with management support for CE.   

Proactiveness is explained by Lumpkin and Dess (1996:146) as taking the initiative 

by anticipating and pursuing new opportunities. It is associated with leadership, not 

following. A proactive enterprise has the will and foresight to seize new opportunities 

even if it is not the first to do so (1996:147). Proactiveness is the seizing of an 

initiative and acting opportunistically in order to shape the environment (Callaghan 

and Venter, 2011:31).   

• Proactiveness and management support for CE  

Hypothesis H02a stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

proactiveness and management support for CE in the Department of Education in 

KZN. Table 5.17 shows that there is a positive and significant correlation between 

management support for CE and proactiveness. This is evidenced by the positive 

relationship (r=0.288) and the p<0.01. Therefore H02a is rejected. 

The result is consistent with van Zyl’s (2015:69) findings from his study on the middle 

manager’s “perception of the internal environment and its relationship to 

entrepreneurial orientation in the South African coal mining industry: that 

management support for CE is related to the level of entrepreneurial orientation of an 

organisation”. Another study by Scheerpers et al. (2008:186) found that 

management support for CE should be supportive of entrepreneurial actions in the 

organisation. As Popper and Mayseless (2003:42) suggest, managers, like parents, 

are figures whose role includes directing and taking care of others less powerful than 

they and whose fate is highly dependent on them. The findings substantiate the idea 



193 
 

that managers can serve as secure bases to enhance employees’ competence and 

motivation for exploration and associated proactivity at work (Wu and Parker, 

2017:27). 

Managing the organisation by improving organisational structure through self 

evaluation, organisation and management of people and resources in order to build 

capacity across the work place and deploy cost effective resources is defined by Day 

and Sammons (2003:632) as proactiveness in the public sector.The study by the 

same autors in 43 school districts in North America focusing on ‘Learning from 

Leadership’ found no single  case of a school which was improving its learner 

achievement in the absence of talented leadership.. This statement suggests that no 

institution can be successful without a proactive leardership. The findings of that 

study were echoed in another study by Robinson, Hohepa and Ltyod (2009) on 

school leadership which found that leaders have direct and indirect effects on 

student learning; - direct effects from the building of organisational learning through 

working with staff and a leadership with a clear focus on teaching and learning. The 

This had  indirect effect on student motivation, behaviour engagement, and learner 

achievement. In short, it appears that it is the collective leadership effects that count 

in an organisation. Effective leardership is the one that is proactive and build the 

organisational structure through working together with all stakehoders. 

• Proactiveness and organisational tolerance   

Hypothesis H02b stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

proactiveness and organisational tolerance in the Department of Education in KZN. 

As can be seen from Table 5.17, there is a positive and significant correlation 

between organisational tolerance and proactiveness. This is evidenced by the 

positive relationship (r=0.486) and p = 0.001 which is less than (α = 0.01). Therefore 

H02b is rejected.  

The results are consistent with Frenkel-Bruswik’s (1948) argument, cited in McLain, 

Kefallonitis and Armani (2015:2), that organisational tolerance is to be conceived as 

a general personality variable relevant to entrepreneurial orientation. Bearse (1982) 

further argued that entrepreneurial managers are believed to be more tolerant than 

conservative managers because entrepreneurial managers confront a less 

structured, more uncertain set of possibilities and bear the ultimate responsibility for 



194 
 

decisions that support entrepreneurial orientation in an organisation (McLain et al., 

2015:5).  

Proactiveness, as explained by Miller (1983), Covin and Slevin (1981), and Lumpkin 

and Dess (2001:6), is concerned with a forward-looking perspective, reflected in 

actions taken in anticipation of future demand. The Department of Education in KZN 

is collaborating with other better-performing provinces such as Free State, Gauteng 

and the Western Cape to improve learner performance. 

• Proactiveness and work discretion  

Hypothesis H02c stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

proactiveness and work discretion in the Department of Education in KZN. As can be 

seen from Table 5.17, the relationship between work discretion and proactiveness is 

positive and significant. This is evidenced by the positive relationship (r=0.453) and p 

= 0.001, which is less than (α = 0.01). Therefore H02c is rejected. 

Work discretion refers to the extent that workers or employees in an organisation are 

able to make decisions about performing their own work in the way they believe is 

most effective (Malatjie and Rankhumise, 2017:203). Organisations should allow 

employees to make decisions about their work process, and should avoid criticising 

employees for making mistakes when being innovative. Employees who are 

encouraged to decide how to achieve goals will find more creative ways of doing so 

and they are more likely to experiment and innovate when fewer strict rules and 

procedures are in place (Meynhardt and Diefenbach, 20012:768). 

The results indicate that there is a positive correlation between work discretion and 

proactiveness in the Department of Education. The results are consistent with 

Hornsby et al., (2013:942), who found a positive relationship between work 

discretion and entrepreneurial action at all management levels. Verachia (2017:29) 

also observed that successful innovation managers set goals and allow teams to 

decide how to achieve them within defined constrains. 

• Proactiveness and rewards/reinforcement  

Hypothesis H02d stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

proactiveness and rewards/reinforcement in the Department of Education in KZN. 
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Table 5.17 shows that there is a positive and significant correlation between 

rewards/reinforcement and proactiveness. This is evidenced by the positive 

relationship (r=0.618) and p < 0.01. Therefore hypothesis H02d is rejected. 

The results are consistent with Lekmat and Chelliah’s (2014:194) findings that 

rewards/reinforcement positively relate to entrepreneurial orientation. The finding 

supports Ahmad et al. (2012:169) who noted that a reward system has a significant, 

positive effect on the entrepreneurial posture of an organisation. 

• Proactiveness and discretionary time  

Hypothesis H02e stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

proactiveness and discretionary time in the Department of Education in KZN. As can 

be seen from Table 5.17, there is a positive and significant correlation between time 

availability and proactiveness. This is evidenced by the positive relationship 

(r=0.609) and p < 0.01. Therefore H02e is rejected. 

The results indicate that time availability and other resources are positively related to 

proactiveness in the Department of Education. The results are consistent with the 

findings of La Nafie et al. (2014:195) that an organisation’s time and resource 

availability has a significant, positive effect on proactiveness as an element of 

entrepreneurial orientation. The results are in contrast to the findings of the research 

by Hough and Scheepers (2008:21) that resource availability has no significant effect 

on corporate entrepreneurship. However, the findings support Ahmad et al., 

(2012:170) that resource and time availability in an organisation has a positive and 

significant effect on corporate entrepreneurship. 

• Proactiveness and organisational boundaries 

Hypothesis H02f stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

proactiveness and organisational boundaries in the Department of Education in KZN. 

As can be seen from Table 5.17, there is a positive and significant correlation 

between organisational boundaries and proactiveness. This is evidenced by the 

positive relationship (r=0.653) and p < 0.01. Therefore the hypothesis H02f is 

rejected. 
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The results are consistent with Lemkat’s (2014:195) conclusion that organisational 

boundaries are significantly predictive of proactiveness as an element of 

entrepreneurial orientation. The finding supports the theory stating that supportive 

organisational structures and boundaries may increase the implementation of 

corporate entrepreneurship (Lemkat, 2014:196). 

• Risk taking and CE elements  

The hypotheses postulated and tested are as follows: 

H03: There is no significant correlation between risk taking and the CE elements: 

management support for CE (H03a); organisational tolerance (H03b); work discretion 

(H03c); rewards/reinforcement (H03d); discretionary time (H03e) and organisational 

boundaries (H03f). The results in Table 5.17 show that there is a positive, significant 

correlation between risk taking and each of the CE elements. All the correlations 

between risk taking and CE elements are less than the critical value (p < 0.01). 

Hypotheses H03 (a-f) are rejected. 

The positive and significant correlation between risk taking and management support 

for CE in this study is consistent with the assertion by Morrison et al. (2008:259) that 

managers are willing to support, facilitate and promote entrepreneurial behaviour, 

such as risk taking, in an organisation. Okhomina (2010:4) suggested that creativity 

and innovativeness require a certain degree of tolerance for risk taking in an 

organisation.  The organisation’s ability to be tolerant of ambiguous situations is 

positively related to the risk taking behaviour of the entrepreneur (Okhomina, 

2010:4). 

The results in Table 5.17 indicate that there is a positive and significant correlation 

between risk taking and work discretion in the Department of Education in KZN. The 

results are consistent with Diefenbach’s (2011:144) findings that work discretion has 

a small, but positive, effect on entrepreneurial behaviour, such as risk taking in an 

organisation. The results show a positive and significant correlation between risk 

taking and rewards/reinforcement in the Department of Education in KZN.The results 

reinforce the theory of corporate entrepreneurship, that rewards/reinforcement assist 

in the fostering of entrepreneurial actions in an organisation (Rutherford and Holt, 

2007:204). The results corroborate Nacinovic, Galetic and Cavlek’s (2009:380) 
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finding in their study of Croatian firms, that the correlation coefficient showed that 

risk taking and rewards/reinforcement were statistically related, although the strength 

of the relationship was not high. The present study found the correlation coefficient 

between risk taking and reward/reinforcement to be 0.398, which, according to 

Caldwell (2007:289), is a moderate correlation. The results indicate that the 

relationship is not that simple to explain as there are numerous factors which 

influence it (Nacinovic et al., 2009:382). 

As can be seen from Table 5.17, there is a positive and significant correlation 

between risk taking and rewards/reinforcement in the Department of Education in 

KZN. The results are consistent with Ahmad et al.,’s (2012:168) finding that time and 

other resource availability has a positive and significant effect on entrepreneurial 

behaviour, such as risk taking. The results are, however, in contrast with 

Diefenbach’s (2011:145) findings that the dimension resource and time availability 

has no significant effect on entrepreneurial orientation factors such as risk taking. 

Diefenbach (2011) conducted a study of 250 middle-managers in Germany’s Federal 

Labour Agency. The study is relevant to the present study as it also sought a better 

understanding of entrepreneurial orientation in the public sector. 

The correlation between risk taking and organisational boundaries was also tested. 

The results show a positive and significant relationship between risk taking and 

organisational boundaries. The results are consistent with Miller, Fern and Cardinal’s 

(2007:309) findings that a flexible organisation allows for ease of transfer of 

information between the organisation and the external environment, and among the 

organisation’s units. This flow of insight and information, according to Hornsby et al. 

(2013:936), provides managers with the ability to take quicker decisions. The key to 

organisational boundaries is the creation of a context where managers are 

empowered to take decisions (Burgess, 2013:127). 

The issue of risk is a central component in the study of entrepreneurship (Malatjie, 

Garg and Rankhumise, 2017:206). Public sector organisations, such as the 

Department of Education, are known to be bureaucratic and their risk taking 

propensity is very low, if not non-existent. Bureaucracy is the traditional organisation 

style of the Department of Education: these are formalised organisation structures 

that are characterised by explicitly articulated and written policies; job descriptions; 
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organisational charts; strategic/operational plans and objective-setting systems 

(Mabala, 2012:30; Kearney and Morris, 2015:435). Research has shown that risk 

aversion impedes entrepreneurial behaviour (Mabala, 2012:48; Kearney et al., 

2007:289). Although risk taking decisions are not always desirable in the public 

sector, such as the Department of Education, public sector organisations need to 

take some kind of risk since their policy environment is never entirely predictable and 

stable (Kearney et al., 2007:283). In this study, the hypothesised relationship 

between risk and elements of CE was supported and risk taking was found to be a 

positive and significant element in CE.  

5.6.4.2 The Relationship Between EO Elements and Performance 

This section will answer the third objective of the study: to establish the relationship 

between EO elements and the two performance measurements. All the correlations 

between EO elements and each of the two performance measurements (university 

entrance and output performance) are positive and significant.   

The decisions are as follows: 

1. H04(a-b)                    :    Rejected 

2. H05(a-b)                    :    Rejected 

3. H06(a-b)                    :    Rejected 

 

• Innovativeness and university entrance performance. 

Hypothesis H04a stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

innovativeness and university performance in the Department of Education in KZN. 

This correlation is positive and significant with r = 0.301 and p= 0.001, which is less 

than (p < 0.01) as reflected in Table 5.17. Therefore hypothesis H04a is rejected. 

The results indicate that the strength of the relationship between innovativeness and 

university entrance performance is moderate (r=0301). Although there is a moderate 

relationship between innovativeness and university entrance performance, the 

results indicate that respondents find the Department of Education in KZN to be 

innovative. This is reflected in the mean score of 3.7980 for innovativeness. The 

results imply that the Department of Basic Education is innovative in its efforts to 

increase the number of learners who qualify for university entrance. The finding is 
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consistent with those of Zahra and Garvis (2000:469), who stated that innovation can 

lead to the development of key capabilities that can improve an organisation’s 

performance. The results corroborate those of Jennings and Lumpkin (1989:791) 

who found that innovation is a crucial predictor of organisational-level 

entrepreneurship (Chen and Cangahuala, 2010:1749). 

• Innovativeness and output performance  

Hypothesis H04b stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

innovativeness and output performance in the Department of Education in KZN.  

Table 5.17 shows the results, which indicate that there is a positive and significant 

correlation between innovativeness and output performance. This is evidenced by 

the positive relationship (0.301) and the p-value of 0.001, which is less than the 

critical value (0.01). Therefore hypothesis H04b is rejected 

In his study, Schumpeter (1934) claims that innovative thinking within an 

organisation can result in the development of new processes, resulting in improved 

performance (Verachia, 2017:86). The findings of the empirical study by Zara and 

Garvis (2000:472) support the positive correlation between innovation and 

performance. 

The findings of H04a and H04b show that the strength of the relationship between 

innovativeness and both university entrance and output performance is the same 

(r=0.301). These findings show that innovativeness has the same direct, positive 

impact on organisational performance as measured by university entrance and 

output variables in the study.  

The results corroborate the findings of many studies that have demonstrated the 

positive effects of innovativeness and performance (Afcha, 2011; Damanpour and 

Gopalkrishman, 2001; De Clerq et al., 2010). Empirical research suggests a positive 

relationship between innovativeness and organisational performance (Verachia, 

2017:100). 

• Proactiveness and university entrance performance  

Hypothesis H05a stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

proactiveness and university entrance performance in the Department of Education 
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in KZN. Table 5.17 shows the correlation results which indicate that there is a 

positive and significant correlation (0.338) between proactiveness and university 

entrance performance. This is evidenced by the p-value of 0.001 which is less than 

that of the critical value (0.01). Therefore the hypothesis H05a is rejected.  

There is a positive and significant correlation between proactiveness and university 

entrance as a perceived performance in the Department of Basic Education. The 

results are consistent with the findings of Becherer and Maurer (1999), who found a 

positive and significant relationship between proactiveness and organisational 

performance in their survey of 215 organisations (Venter, 2014:44). The results are 

also consistent with the results of other studies that have found a strong positive and 

significant relationship between proactiveness and organisational performance 

(Lumpkin and Dess, 2001; Venter, 2014: 56). 

• Proactiveness and output performance  

Hypothesis H05b stated that there is no statistically significant correlation between 

proactiveness and output performance in the Department of Education in KZN. Table 

5.17 shows the results which indicate that there is a positive and significant 

correlation between proactiveness and output performance. This is evidenced by the 

positive relationship (0.288) and the p-value of 0.001 which is less than the critical 

value (α = 0.01). Therefore the hypothesis H05b is rejected. 

The study findings imply that, for the Department of Basic Education to decrease 

learner drop-out and repetition rates, thereby increasing its output level, it should be 

proactive in executing its tasks. The study findings corroborate those of Wilkund and 

Shepherd (2005:80) who found that proactiveness gives organisations the ability to 

present products or services ahead of competitors, which results in improved 

organisational performance. Although the Department has no competitors, the odds 

which it faces, which causes high drop-out rates can be considered the competition it 

faces. 

The findings of H05a and H05b show that the strength of the correlation between 

proactiveness and university entrance performance (r=0.338) is stronger than the 

strength between proactiveness and output performance (r=0.288). 
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The study found that the proactiveness factor is positive and significantly correlated 

with all six CE elements (management support for CE; organisational tolerance; work 

discretion; rewards/reinforcement system of the organisation; discretionary time; and 

organisational boundaries) and the two performance measurements (university 

entrance performance and output performance) in the Department of Education in 

KZN. The study shows that respondents perceived proactiveness to have a positive 

and strong relationship with organisational boundaries, rewards/reinforcement and 

discretionary time in the Department of Education in KZN. Organisational tolerance 

and work discretion were perceived to be positive and moderately related to 

proactiveness, while management support for CE was perceived to have a low 

positive correlation with proactiveness.  

Sharma and Dave (2011:47) agree with Lumpkin and Dess (1999:146) that 

proactiveness refers to taking the initiative by anticipating and pursuing new 

opportunities and add that taking the initiative and participating in emerging markets 

has become associated with entrepreneurship. The emerging markets in this context 

could be the emerging private schools, as a result of poor learner performance in the 

public schools. They further postulate that a proactive organisation is a leader rather 

than a follower. Proactiveness has to do with how an organisation relates to market 

opportunities in the process of new entry (Sharma and Dave, 2011:47). 

Proactiveness is included as a construct of entrepreneurial orientation since 

entrepreneurs will”, “rather than letting opportunities lay idle, aim at exploiting 

business opportunities (Kollmann et al., 2007:331). Rauch et al., (2009:778) found 

that proactiveness, together with innovativeness and risk taking, are of equal 

importance in explaining organisational performance. Furthermore, Casillas and 

Moreno (2010:270) found that proactive organisations achieved superior 

performance. 

• Risk taking and performance 

H06: There is no significant correlation between risk taking and the performance 

measurements: university entrance performance (Ho6a) and output performance 

(Ho6b).  

The decision is that H06a and  H06b are both rejected  
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The results are briefly discussed below: 

The findings of H06a and H06b show that the relationship between risk taking and 

both university entrance performance and output performance are positive and 

significant at (r=0.195) and (r=197), respectively. Venter (2014:21), in his study of 

the influence of entrepreneurial orientation, such as risk taking, on business success 

in selected small and medium-sized enterprises, found that entrepreneurs are very 

eager to exploit opportunities but not that eager to take high risks. This finding is 

consistent with that of Jong, Barker, Wennekers and Wu (2011:520), who posit that 

entrepreneurs prefer moderate, rather than high, risks and try to manage and reduce 

risk as much as possible. Pinchot (1987:16) further stressed that once a challenging 

goal is chosen, entrepreneurs do everything they can to reduce risk. 

Risk taking had a statistically significant relationship with CE elements and also had 

a positive significant relationship with perceived organisational performance. Hence, 

it is evident from this study that public sector organisations, such as the Department 

of Education, need to embrace an element of risk in their operations if they want to 

be entrepreneurial, which will assist them in delivering effective and efficient services 

that will in turn improve performance. 

The next section will establish the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship 

elements and performance in the Department of Education. 

5.6.4.3 The Relationship Between CE Elements and Performance in the  

            Department of Education. 

Covin and Slevin (1991) argue that the growing interest in the study of 

entrepreneurship is the response to the belief that corporate entrepreneurship 

activities can lead to improved performance in established organisations (Chen, 

2016:1748). Similarly, Peters and Waterman (1982) suggest that understanding 

corporate entrepreneurship activities improves an organisation’s performance.  

With the respondents of this study indicating that the Department of Education in 

KZN is practising corporate entrepreneurship, it was important to test the relationship 

between the elements of CE and the performance of the Department of Education in 

KZN. The measurements of organisational performance were developed using a 5-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The factor 
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analysis identified two factors measuring performance in the Department of 

Education in KZN. 

This section will answer the fourth objective of the study: to establish the relationship 

between CE elements and each of the two organisation performance measurements 

(university entrance performance and output performance). In order to achieve this 

objective the following hypotheses were postulated and tested: 

 H07a1: There is no statistically significant relationship between management support 

for CE and university entrance performance in the Department of Education in KZN.  

H07a2: There is no statistically significant relationship between management support 

for CE and output performance in the Department of Education in KZN.  

H07b1: There is no statistically significant relationship between organisational 

tolerance and university entrance performance in the Department of Education in 

KZN.  

H07b2: There is no statistically significant relationship between organisational 

tolerance and output performance in the Department of Education in KZN.  

H07c1: There is no statistically significant relationship between work discretion and 

university entrance performance in the Department of Education in KZN.  

H07c2: There is no statistically significant relationship between work discretion and 

output performance in the Department of Education in KZN.  

H07d1:There is no statistically significant relationship between rewards/reinforcement 

and university entrance performance in the Department of Education in KZN.  

H07d2:There is no statistically significant relationship between rewards/reinforcement 

and output performance in the Department of Education in KZN.  

H07e1: There is no statistically significant relationship between discretionary time and 

university entrance performance in the Department of Education in KZN.  

H07e2: There is no statistically significant relationship between discretionary time and 

output performance in the Department of Education in KZN.  
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H07f1:There is no statistically significant relationship between organisational 

boundaries and university entrance performance in the Department of Education in 

KZN.  

H07f2: There is no statistically significant relationship between organisational 

boundaries and output performance in the Department of Education in KZN.  

Pearson’s coefficient, shown in Table 5.17, indicates that there is a significant 

positive correlation between each of the CE elements (management support for CE; 

organisational boundaries; work discretion; rewards/reinforcement; discretionary time 

and organisational boundaries) and the two performance factors (university entrance 

performance and output performance), tested at 0.01. All the p values are < 0.01 and 

therefore all hypotheses are rejected.  

The decisions are as follows: 

1. H07(a1 - 2)   :    Rejected 

2. H07(b1 - 2)   :    Rejected 

3. H07(c1 - 2)   :    Rejected 

4. H07(d1 - 2)   :    Rejected 

5. H07(e1 - 2)   :    Rejected 

6. H07(f1 - 2)    :    Rejected 

Each of these correlations is discussed in detail: 

The study aimed at establishing and testing the relationship between the elements of 

CE and the organisational performance, which was measured in university entrance 

and output performance. In this relationship, CE elements are taken as antecedents 

of entrepreneurial orientation that influence managers and nourish entrepreneurial 

behaviour in organisations.  Prior empirical studies have shown that CE elements 

that define the role of entrepreneurship in an organisation have a significant, positive 

effect on organisational performance (Bayarcelik and Ozsahin, 2014:831).The 

results of this study also show the positive relationship between CE elements and 

university entrance and output performance in the Department of Education in KZN. 

Covin and Sleven (1991:495) suggest that internal organisational factors, in 

particular, play a major role in encouraging corporate entrepreneurship. They “further 

point out that the factors outside and inside the organisation interact, challenging the 
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managers to respond creatively and act in innovative ways, thus improving 

performance in an organisation. It is then reasonable to expect that organisational 

factors are important antecedent variables that shape organisational culture and 

support an organisation’s entrepreneurial behaviour.  The results of this study are 

consistent with the above arguments. According to Pearson’s results in Table 5.17, 

CE elements were found to be positive and significant for performance in the 

Department of Education in KZN. Thus, hypothesis 7 was rejected. 

Hypothesis H07a was not supported, in that management support for CE is positively 

associated with university entrance and output performance, meaning that an 

organisation that has more management support for CE will then allow corporate 

entrepreneurs to be more innovative (Chen and Cangahulla, 2010:1753). The results 

of hypothesis (H07b) indicate that in the DoE, organisational tolerance is positive and 

significantly associated with organisational performance (university entrance and 

output performances), which means that managers and employees with a high 

tolerance for ambiguity find ambiguous situations challenging and endeavour to 

overcome unstable and unpredicted situations in order to perform well (Barnard, 

2012:22), and hence improve organisational performance. 

The results for hypothesis (H07d) indicated that rewards are positively associated 

with university entrance and output performances, meaning that an organisation that 

gives more rewards will then perform better (Chen and Cangahulla, 2010:1753).  

The results of hypotheses H07c, Ho7e and Ho7f accord with Burgelman’s (1983:4) 

research and clearly show that internal organisational factors influence the type of 

corporate entrepreneurship activities an organisation pursues. There is a positive 

and significant relationship between work discretion, discretionary time and 

organisational boundaries, and university entrance and output performance. 

Public sector organisations and education departments in particularly, have been 

significantly influenced by practices in the private sector (Malatjie et al., 2017:206). 

However, in many respects performance management in the public sector is 

relatively more complicated as a result of the many over-riding goals, compared to 

the private sector organisations, whose main goal is profit maximisation and the 

provision of satisfactory financial returns for shareholders (Boland and Fowler, 

2000:440). CE is receiving increased attention among entrepreneurship scholars; but 
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studies linking CE to organisational performance in the public sector have been 

somewhat limited. Research by Arbaugh, Cox and Camp (2009:14) has raised 

concerns about a direct relationship between CE and organisational performance, 

suggesting that this relationship may be moderated by characteristics such as the 

nature of the environment or organisational factors. 

This study found that CE has a statistically positive and significant relationship with 

organisational performance. These findings support what is indicated in the 

literature; that CE has a positive impact on the performance of an organisation. The 

findings of this study seem to suggest that, in order to achieve EO, organisations 

wishing to embrace CE should not think of establishing the climate for 

entrepreneurship on a partial basis, but should do so in totality, in order for 

organisational antecedents to have a positive impact on organisational performance 

(Malatjie et al., 2017:206). 

5.7 MANAGEMENT PERCEPTION REGARDING ENTREPRENENEURIAL 

CLIMATE/CE ELEMENTS.  

This section will address objective five of the research: to establish if differences in 

perception existed among the departments’ management regarding the 

entrepreneurial climate within the Department of Education. The areas in which the 

potential differences were tested were gender, age and management level of the 

respondents. 

An independent t-test was conducted to assess whether differences exist in opinions 

between male and female respondents with regard to entrepreneurship and 

performance. An independent sample t-test was considered an appropriate statistical 

method to test the differences in the means of the two groups of respondents. The t-

test was conducted with gender as the variable and therefore only two categories, 

males and females. To apply the t-test for difference of means, it is assumed that the 

two samples are drawn from a normal distribution; the standard deviations of the 

dependent variables must be equal in both populations; and the observations are 

independent (Cooper et al., 2014:667).  

The normality (distribution) test was done. The differences in standard deviations for 

male and female respondents were all negligible. 
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The p-level in this test stands for the probability of error when accepting the 

hypothesis. The test reveals if there is any significant difference in the opinions of 

participants, according to gender, about the main research variables. It clarifies 

whether males and females hold the same opinions, or significantly different 

opinions. 

To interpret the t-test, when the p-value is less than or equal to 0.05 (P <0.05), then 

statistically there is a significant difference between the group’s opinions. If the p-

value is greater than 0.05 (P > 0.05), statistically there is no significant difference 

between the groups.  

Levene’s test was also used to assess the assumption of homogeneity, as a 

precondition for using the t-test. Should the level of significance for Levene’s test be 

below the required 0.05 (P < 0.05), equal variance has not been assumed and the 

corresponding t-test result will therefore be used. Equal variance is assumed if the p-

value is above 0.05 (P > 0.05). 

5.7.1 Gender and EO Elements 

           Table 5.18: Group Statistics – Gender (EO) 

Factor  
 

Gender 
 
 

N 
 

Mean  
 

Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

INN: Factor 1 Male 
Female 

    218 
    200 

 3,7375 
 3,8599 

 0,73463 
0,64752 

 0,04976 
0,04579 

PRO: Factor 2 Male 
Female 

    217 
    200 

3,5572 
3,6953 

0,73968 
0,65774 

0,05021 
0,04796 

RKT: Factor 3   Male 
Female 

    216 
    199 

3,2431 
3,4095 

1,03089 
0,77483 

0,07014 
0,05493 

 

Table 5.18 gives the descriptive statistics for each EO factor, considering the gender 

of respondents. The table indicates the number of male and female respondents for 

each factor, the corresponding average mean scores and the standard deviations, 

respectively. The last column gives the standard error of the means for each of the 

two groups. 

An independent sample t-test of equal means will be discussed next, starting with 

innovativeness.  
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5.7.1.1 Gender and Innovativeness  

The t-test was run to compare whether there was a significant difference of opinion 

between male and female respondents with regard to the level of innovativeness in 

the Department of Education in KZN. 

The hypothesis H08a stated that there is no statistically significant difference 

between the mean scores of male and female respondents with regard to how they 

perceive the level of innovativeness in the Department of Education in KZN.  

Table 5.18 shows that the conditions for homogeneity were not violated because the 

Levene’s p-value was 0.051, which is greater than 0.05. Therefore, the group 

variance can be tested as equal. The p-value of the t-test with equality of means was 

0.072, which is greater than 0.05. There is therefore no statistically significant 

difference of opinion between the male and female participants with regard to the 

way they perceive the level of innovativeness in the Department of Education in 

KZN” Hypothesis H08a is accepted. 

Table 5.19: Independent Sample Test – Gender (EO) 

 Levene’s Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 

 
T-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Differenc
e 

Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence 
Interval of  the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 

 
INN 
Males 
Females 

 
E V assumed 
 
E V  not assumed 

 
3.831 

 
0.051 

 
-1.801 
 
-.810 

 
416 
 
415.345 

 
0.072 
 
0.071 

 
-0.12241 
 
-0.12241 

 
0.06798 
 
0.06762 

 
0.25605 
 
-0.25533 

 
0.01122 
 
0.01050 
 

 
PRO 
Males 
Females 

 
E V assumed 
 
E V not assumed 

 
4.712 

 
0.031 

 
-2.008 
 
-2.018 

 
415 
 
414.477 

 
0.045 
 
0.044 

 
-0.13809 
 
-0.13809 

 
0.06877 
 
0.06844 

 
-0.27327 
 
-0.27263 

 
-0.00291 
 
-0.00355 
 

 
RKT 
Males  
Females 

 
E V assumed 
 
E V not assumed                                                                  

 
22.122 

 
0.000 

 
-1.848 
 
-1.869 

 
413 
 
397.299 

 
0.065 
 
0.062 

 
-0.16649 
 
-0.16649 

 
0.09011 
 
0.08909 

 
-0.34363 
 
-0.34164 

 
0.01064 
 
0.00865 

Significance level α = 0.05  

5.7.1.2 Gender and Proactiveness 

The t-test was performed to compare whether there was a significant difference of 

opinion between male and female respondents with regard to how they perceive the 

level of proactiveness in the Department of Education in KZN. 
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Hypothesis H08b stated that there is no statistically significant difference between 

the mean scores of male and female respondents with regard to how they perceive 

the level of proactiveness in the Department of Education in KZN.  

The results of Levene’s test, shown in Table 5.19, indicate that the homogeneity 

assumption of equal variance is violated because the p-value is 0.031 < α = 0.05. 

Therefore, equal variance is not assumed. The p-value of the t-test is 0.044 < α = 

0.05. 

The t-test revealed that there is a statistically significant difference of opinion 

between male and female participants with regards to how they perceive the level of 

proactiveness in the Department of Education in KZN; t(415) = -2.008, p = 0.045 < α 

= 0.05. Therefore, hypothesis H08b is rejected. 

5.7.1.3 Gender and Risk Taking 

The t-test was carried out to compare whether there was a significant difference of 

opinion between male and female respondents with regard to how they perceive the 

level of risk taking in the Department of Education in KZN. 

Hypothesis H08c stated that there is no statistically significant difference of opinion 

between the mean scores for male and female respondents with regard to how they 

perceive the level of risk taking in the Department of Education in KZN. 

The analysis of scores for male and female participants gave a p-value from 

Levene’s test of 0.001, which is less than 0.05. This suggested that the independent 

two sample t-test, with equal variance not assumed, should be used to compare the 

mean scores of male and female participants with regards to how they perceive the 

level of risk taking in the Department of Education in KZN. The p-value from the t-

test with equal variance not assumed was 0.062 > α = 0.05.  

This meant that a t-test failed to reveal a statistically reliable difference of opinion 

between the male and female participants with regard to how they perceive the 

levels of risk taking in the Department of Education in KZN. Therefore, the 

hypothesis Ho8c is accepted. 

For only one construct, proactiveness (with a p-value of 0.045 < 0.05, i.e. P <0.05), 

was there was evidence of a statistically significant difference of opinion between 
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male and female respondents (reflected in mean scores) regarding their perception 

of the level of proactivity in the Department of Education in KZN. This finding concurs 

with Bindl and Parker (2016: 21), who found that men were more proactive than 

women in terms of their willingness to engage in proactive job searches. The study 

found that gender does not play a role in respondents’ perceptions of the degree of 

EO, except for the presence of proactivity.   

5.7.2 Gender and CE Elements 

The t-test was used to analyse whether there were significant differences between 

the mean scores of male and female respondents with regard to how they perceived 

the presence of the different elements of CE in the Department of Education in KZN. 

Levene’s test for variability was used; then the pooled t-tests were done as deemed 

appropriate (Refer to Tables 5.18 and 5.19). 

The same procedure as in Section 5.7.1 was followed, i.e. the use of a distributive 

table and independent sample tables. The following hypotheses were postulated and 

tested: 

Hypothesis H09 stated that there is no significant difference of opinion between the 

mean scores for male and female respondents with regard to how they perceive the 

level of managment support for CE (H09a); organisational tolerance (H09b); work 

discretion (H09c); rewards/reinforcement (H09d); discretionary time (H09e); and 

organisational boundaries (H09f) in the Department of Education in KZN. 

Table 5.20: Group Statistics – Gender (CE) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.20 gives the descriptive statistics for each EO factor and the gender of 

respondents. The table indicates the number of male and female participants for 

Factor Gender N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

MNG: Factor 4 Male 
Female 

220 
204 

3.3368 
3.4095 

1.03089 
0.77483 

0.07014 
0.05493 

OGT: Factor 5 Male 
Female 

217 
201         

3.2816 
3.2541 

0.65614 
0.67114 

0.04454 
0.04734 

WKD: Factor 6 Male 
Female 

216       
201 

3,2816 
3,3549 

0,79535 
0,79378 

0,05412 
0,05599 

RWS: Factor 7 Male 
Female 

219 
203 

3,2760 
3,3799 

0,78985 
0,78088 

0,05337 
0,05508 

DST: Factor 8 Male 
Female 

220 
203 

3,1616 
3,1946 

0,82429 
0,80459 

0,05570 
0,05647 

OGB: Factor 9 Male 
Female 

220 
203 

3,6142 
3,6596 

0,69814 
0,66254 

0,04707 
0,04650 
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each factor, the corresponding average mean scores and the standard deviations, 

respectively. The last column gives the standard error of the means for each of the 

two groups. 

Table 5.21 shows that all the p-values of Levene’s t-test are larger than 0.05 (p 

>0.05). The p-values are 0.123 for management support for CE; 0.621 for 

organisational tolerance; 0.647 for work discretion; 0.565 for rewards/reinforcement; 

0.768 for discretionary time; and 0.621 for organisational boundaries. This suggested 

that the assumption of homogeneity variance was not violated (p > 0.05); hence the 

group variances can be treated as equal. The p-values are also greater than 0.05 (P 

> 0.05). Both groups considered the CE elements to be important for organisational 

success. Therefore, all the hypotheses H09 (a-f) are accepted. 

As can be seen, the p-values are larger than 0.05 (P > 0.05), which indicate that 

there is insufficient evidence of a statistically significant difference of opinion, 

reflected in the  mean scores of respondents, between males and females, regarding 

the EO and elements of CE in the Department of Education in KZN. 

Table 5.21: Independent Sample Test – Gender (CE) 

 Levene’s Test 
for Equality of 
Variances 

 
T-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence Interval 
of  the Difference 

Lower Upper 

MNG 
Males 
Females 

E V assumed 
 
E V  not assumed 

2.394 0.123 -1.019 
 
-1.022 

422 
 
421.994 

0.309 
 
0.307 

-0.06791 
 
-0.06791 

0.06665 
 
0.06645 

-0.19891 
 
-0.19852 

0.06309 
 
0.06270 

OGT 
Males 
Females 

E V assumed 
 
E V not assumed 

0.244 0.621 0.449 
 
0.449 

416 
 
411.934 

0.653 
 
0.654 

0.02919 
 
0.02919 

0.06494 
 
0.06500 

-0.09847 
 
-0.09858 

0.15685 
 
0.15696 

WKD 
Males 
Females 

E V assumed 
 
E V not assumed                                                                  

0.210 0.647 -0.941 
 
-0.941 

415 
 
412.966 

0.347 
 
0.347 

-0.07326 
 
-0.7326 

0.07787 
 
0.07787 

-0.22633 
 
-0.22632 

0.07982 
 
0.07981 

RWS 
Males 
Females 

E V assumed 
 
E V not assumed                                                                       

0.332 0.565 -1.354 
 
-1.354 

418 
 
415.688 

0.177 
 
0.176 

-0.10388 
 
-0.10388 

0.07673 
 
0.07670 

-0.25471 
 
-0.25464 

0.04696 
 
0.04689 

DST 
Males 
Females 

E  V assumed  
 
E V not assumed                                                                          

0.087 0.768 -0.415 
 
-0.415 

420 
 
418.873 

0.678 
 
0.678 

-0.03295 
 
-0.03295 

0.07939 
 
0.07932 

-0.18900 
 
-0.18886 

0.12311 
 
0.12297 

OGB 
Males 
Females 

E V assumed 
 
E V not assumed                                                                               

0.244 0.621 0.449 
 
0.449 

416 
 
411.934 

0.653 
 
0.654 

0.02919 
 
0.02919 

0.06494 
 
0.06500 

-0.09847 
 
-0.09858 

0.15685 
 
0.15696 

 Significance level α = 0.05  

The findings collaborate Reddy’s (2014:66) study of the perceptions of middle-

managers regarding the elements of corporate entrepreneurship. Reddy (2014:66) 

found that gender does not play a significant role in middle-manager perception of 
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corporate entrepreneurship. Another study by Kuzubikiva, Vojtovic, Rahman and 

Smrcka (2016:178) also found that gender makes no difference in how the level of 

corporate entrepreneurship is perceived. 

The study by Camelo-Ordaz, Dianez-Gonzalez and Ruiz- Navarro (2016:273) on the 

influence of gender on entrepreneurial intention also revealed that “perceptual 

factors do not explain gender differences in the entrepreneurial intention exhibited by 

male and female entrepreneurs”. The perceptual factors do not mediate the 

relationship between gender and entrepreneurial intention. 

Finally, t-tests were run on data for gender of respondents and perceived 

performance measurements in the Department of Education in KZN. 

5.7.3 Gender and Organisational Performance 

The t-test was conducted to assess the differences in the mean scores of all 

respondents in terms of perceived performance measurements in the Department of 

Education in KZN. When the t-test p-value is less than or equal to 0.05, (P <0.05), 

statistically, there is a significant difference between the opinions of both groups. If 

the p-value is greater than 0.05 (P > 0.05), statistically there is no significant 

difference between the groups. Levene’s test was also used to assess the 

assumption of homogeneity, as a precondition for using a t-test. Should the level of 

significance from Levene’s test be below the required 0.05, equal variance has not 

been assumed and the corresponding t-test result is therefore used. Equal variance 

is assumed if the p-value is above 0.05. 

Table 5.22: Group Statistics-Gender (OP) 

Factor  
 

Gender N Mean  Std. 
Deviation  

Std. Error 
Mean  

UEP: Factor 10  Male  
Female  

209 
184 

3,4581 
3,3922 

0,68481 
0,77785 

0,04737 
0,05734 

OTP: Factor 11  Male  
Female  

209 
186 

3,0837 
3,1237 

0,84576 
0,97025 

0,05850 
0,07114 

  

Table 5.22 give the descriptive statistics for each EO factor and the gender of 

respondents. The table indicates the number of male and female participants for 

each factor, the corresponding average mean scores and the standard deviations, 
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respectively. The last column gives the standard error of the means for each of the 

two groups. 

Table 5.23 shows that the p-value from Levene’s test for university entrance 

performance (UEP) is greater than 0.05 (p > 0.05), at 0.154. The result suggested 

that the assumption of homogeneity variance was not violated (p > 0.05), hence the 

group variances can be treated as equal. The p-value of the t-test for equal variance 

assumed was 0.372, which is greater than 0.05 (P > 0.05). This is an indication that 

there was no statistically significant difference between gender perceptions of the 

university entrance performance factor. The t-test revealed that both male and 

female respondents in the Department of Education in KZN perceive the university 

entrance measurement in the same way. Therefore, the hypothesis H010a that there 

is no statistically significant difference between the mean scores of male and female 

respondents with regard to how they perceive the university entrance performance 

measurement in the Department of Education in KZN was accepted. 

Table 5.23: Independent Sample Test – Gender (OP) 

 Levene’s Test 
for Equality of 
Variances 

 
T-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Df Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Differen
ce 

Std. 
Error 
Differen
ce 

95% Confidence 
Interval of  the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 

UEP 
Males 
Females 

E V assumed 
 
E V  not assumed 

2.039 0.154 0.894 
 
0.886 

391 
 
367.433 

0.372 
 
0.376 

0.06592 
 
0.06592 

0.07378 
 
0.07438 

-0.07913 
 
-0.08034 

0.21098 
 
0.21218 

OTP 
Males 
Females 

E V assumed 
 
E V not assumed 

6.744 0.010 -0.437 
 
-0.433 

393 
 
369.514 

0.662 
 
0.665 

-0.03992 
 
-0.03992 

0.09138 
 
0.09211 

-0.21957 
 
-0.22104 

0.12972 
 
0.14120 

 

       Significance level α = 0.05 

Table 5.23 shows that the p-value of Levene’s test for output performance is less 

than 0.05 (p < 0.05). The p-value is 0.010 for output performance measurement. The 

result suggested that the assumption of homogeneity variance was violated (p < 

0.05); hence the group variances can be treated as not equal. The p-value of the t-

test for equal variance assumed was 0.665, which is greater than 0.05 (P > 0.05). 

This is an indication that there was no statistically significant difference between 

gender perceptions of the output performance factor. The t-test revealed that both 

male and female respondents in the Department of Education in KZN perceive the 

output performance measurement in the same way. Therefore, the hypothesis H010b 
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that there is no statistically significant difference of opinion between the mean scores 

of male and female respondents with regard to how they perceive output 

performance measurement in the Department of Education in KZN was accepted. 

The study found that gender does not play any role in how respondents perceive 

organisational performance in the Department of Education in KZN. The results 

concur with Reddy’s (2014:56) finding that gender plays no significant role in middle-

manager perception of organisational performance. The study findings are also in 

line with the findings by Neneh, van Zyl and Noordwyk (2016:408) who found that 

there is no statistically significant difference between gender perceptions of 

organisational performance. A difference in perception would have been a surprising 

result, bearing in mind that performance measures are numerical figures, which 

should be understood the same way by everybody. However, differences in opinions 

can still occur in such situations. 

The next section is going to assess whether there is a difference in perception 

among the different age groups regarding CE in the Department of Education. 

5.8  AGE, EO, CE AND PERFORMANCE 

Objective five of the study was to establish if differences in perception existed among 

the department’s management regarding the entrepreneurial climate within the 

Department of Education. This section intends to establish if differences exist 

between the age groups of managers with regards to the entrepreneurial orientation, 

corporate entrepreneurship and organisation performance variables. The age 

distribution is shown in Figure 5.2. 

The one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) method was calculate the differences 

between the age groups with regards to the EO, CE and performance variables. 

ANOVA is a versatile statistic which tests for the significant difference between the 

means of two or more groups and additionally breaks down the variability of a set of 

data into its component sources of variation (Landau and Everitt, 2004:205). This 

statistical analysis method was used because the age variable had more than two 

categories.  
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Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was carried out to test for a statistically significant 

variance between the means of the various age groups and the levels of each of the 

EO, CE elements and the two performance measurements.  

5.8.1  Age and CE Elements and Performance Measurements   

Hypotheses H011 stated that a statistically significant variance does not exist 

between  the mean values of the various age groups and how they perceive the 

levels of EC factors (innovativeness -H011a; proactiveness -H011b; risk taking-

H011c; management support for CE -H011d; organisational tolerance -H011e; work 

discretion-H011f; rewards/reinforcement-H011g; discretionarytime-H011h; 

organisational boundaries -H011i; university entrance performance -H011j and output 

performance H011k) in the Department of Education in KZN. 

One way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to compare the variability in 

scores between the age categories with the variability of each of the factors.  

The results, as shown in Table 5.24, indicate the existence of statistically 

significance differences between the age groups on innovativeness, proactiveness 

and management support for CE. These factors all have a p-value of less than 

0.05 (p < 0.05). The p-values for innovativeness, proactiveness and management 

support for CE were 0.011, 0.013 and 0.042 respectively. 

Applying the p-value acceptance rule that that one should not reject the hypothesis 

if, and only if, the p-value is bigger than α = 0.05 (P >0.05); then, to summarise:  

The hypotheses H011a; H011b; and H011d were all rejected 

Table 5.24 indicates that the p-values for risk taking; organisational tolerance; work 

discretion; rewards/reinforcement; discretionary time; organisational boundaries; 

university entrance performance; and output performance were all bigger than 0.05 

(p > 0.05).  

Applying the p-value acceptance rule that one should not reject the hypothesis if, 

and only if, the p-value is bigger than α = 0.05 (P >0.05); therefore the hypotheses 

H011c; H011e; H011f; H011g; H011h; H011i, H011j and H011k were all accepted. 
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According to Moodely (2014:39), individual age is associated with a person being a 

source of management innovation. The results lend support to earlier work by Kunze 

et al. (2011:274), where it was found that employee age is positively related to the 

ability to change. 

Older workers do not find a stable and familiar workplace environment more 

appealing than their young counterparts (Moodely, 2014: 56). The older employees 

start comparing the present work environment with the old one. Changes which are 

introduced into the Department of Education, such as curriculum changes and new 

policies, are some of the possible issues that might affect the perceptions of the 

older employees. The way they are being supported by management could also be 

another factor, since the majority of top managers in the department are younger 

employees. 

Table 5.24: Age and CE Elements: ANOVA  

Factor Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F-Value P-Value 

Innovativeness 
 
 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

                           Total                                                                                                                                                            

4.263 
195.352 
    199.615 

2 
414 
416 

2.132 
0.472 

4.517 0.011xxx 

Proactiveness 
 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

4.217 
198.769 
202.986 

2 
413 
415 

2.109 
0.481 

4.381 0.013xxx 

Risk Taking 
 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

0.580 
347.435 
261.437 

2 
412 
414 

0.290 
0.843 

0.344 
 

0.709 

Management Support 
for CE 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

2.936 
193.398 
196.33 

2 
420 
422 

1.468 
0.460 

3.188 0.042xxx 

Organisational Tolerance 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

0.428 
179.661 
180.089 

2 
414 
416 

0.214 
0.34 
 

0.493 0.611 

Work Discretion 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

2.943 
258.494 
261.437 

2 
413 
415 

1.472 
0.626 
 

2.351 0.097 

Rewards/Reinforcement 
 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                               

3.250 
253.484 
256.734 

2 
416 
418 

1.625 
0.609 

2.667 0.071 

Time Availability 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                          

1.886 
273.533 
275.419 

2 
418 
420 

0.943 
0.654 
 

1.441 0.238 

Organisational Boundaries Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                                   

2.071 
189.485 
191.556 

2 
419 
421 

1.035 
0.452 
 

2.290 0.103 

Performance: University Entrance                                                                             
                                                                                

         Between Groups 
             Within Groups 

Total 

0.537 
206.470 
207.008 

2 
388 
390 

0.269 
0.532 

0.505 0.604 

Performance: Output 
 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                                                                  

0.500 
320.076 
320.576 

2 
390 
392 

0.250 
0.821 

0.305 0.737 

xxx Indicates a statistical significance at α = 0.05 level 
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Innovative behaviour includes being comfortable with change, as innovation brings 

with it new combinations (Cost et al., 2014:520).  Researchers have found that older 

employees are perceived as less persistent than their younger counterparts in 

adopting, implementing and adapting to new technologies (Davis and Songer, 2009; 

Morris and Venkatesh, 2000). However, Timmersman’s (2010: 256) study found that 

older people are more creative in the work place and are more likely to create 

management innovation. . 

According to Mabala (2012:79), there is no significant difference in how respondents 

of different ages perceive risk taking; organisational tolerance; work discretion; 

rewards/reinforcement; discretionary time; and organisational boundaries in the 

Department of Correctional Services. 

The study results are in line with Quazi and Talukder (2011:11) who found no 

significant relationship between a worker’s age and his attitude towards accepting 

technological innovation; nor did these researchers find any significant relationship 

between workers’ ages and their use of technological innovations. 

Table 5.25: Variables that show significant difference from overall ANOVA 

Factor Age Category N Mean Std Deviation 

Innovativeness 25 to 35 184 3.7344 0.69904 

36 to 40 74 4.0150 0.52681 

41 and above 159 3.7818 0.73633 

Proactiveness 25 to 35 184 3.5859 0.66163 

36 to 40 74 3.8467 0.60629 

41 and above 153 3.5806 0.76477 

Management support for CE 25 to 35 186 3.3138 0.71130 

36 to 40 76 3.5461 0.60453 

41 and above 161 3.3652 0.67263 

 

The age variables that had a p-value less than 0.05 (P < 0.05) are examined for 

differences between each pair of means. Table 5.25 (above) shows the significantly 

different group means.  

An examination of the mean scores shows that the younger age group had a 

significantly lower score (3.7344) for innovativeness than the middle-age group 

(4.0150). For proactiveness, the younger age group had a significantly lower score 

(3.5859) than the middle-age group (3.8467); and the older group had the lowest 
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mean (3.5806). On management support for CE, the younger age group had a 

significantly lower score (3.3138) than the middle-age group (3.5461). Overally the 

middle-age group (36 40) scored higher means than other two age groups. 

5.8.1.1 ANOVA and post hoc Scheffe’s test – Age   

To further investigate the differences between the three factors and the age of 

participants, a more detailed post hoc pairwise Scheffe’s test was carried out in order 

to control Type I error where a true hypothesis is wrongly rejected. According 

Schindler and Cooper (2014:206), “Scheffe’s test is a further test used after a 

hypothesis is rejected. It assists the researcher in finding the source of the 

differences within the different levels of a variable”. In this case, Scheffe’s test was 

carried out to find out which categories within the variable (age) differ with the factors 

innovativeness, proactiveness and management support for CE at α = 0.05. Table 

5.26 shows the results for the multiple comparisons. 

Further hypotheses were postulated and tested to find out the sources of the 

differences: 

Hypotheses H012 (a) stated that a statistically significant difference does not exist 

between the mean age categories of the participants: 1 and 2 (H012a1); 1 and 3 

(H012a2); 2 and 3 (H012a3) and their perception of the levels of innovativeness in the 

Department of Education in KZN. 

Hypotheses H012 (b) stated that a statistically significant difference does not exist 

between the mean age categories of the participants: 1 and 2 (H012b1); 1 and 3 

(H012b2); 2 and 3 (H012b3) and their perception of the levels of proactiveness in the 

Department of Education in KZN. 

Hypotheses H012 (c) stated that a statistically significant difference does not exist 

between the mean age categories of the participants: 1 and 2 (H012c1); 1 and 3 

(H012c2); 2 and 3 (H012c3) and their perception of the levels of management support 

for CE in the Department of Education in KZN. 

The findings are that a statistically significant variation does not exist between the 

different mean age categories stated above, as shown by the following results, 1 < 3, 

2 < 3 for innovativeness; 1 < 3 for proactiveness and 1 < 3 and 2 < 3 for 
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management support for CE in Table 5.26. As a result of this finding, hypotheses 

H012a1; H012b1; H012b3 and H012c1 are accepted. 

There is a statistically significant difference between age groups 1 and 2 for 

innovativeness, proactiveness management support for CE. There is also a 

significant difference between mean age groups 2 and 3 for proactiveness. 

Therefore, the hypotheses, indicate the HAs are rejected. 

Table 5.26: Scheffe’s Test: relationship between age and innovativeness, 

proactiveness and management support for CE factors.   

                           
 
Dependent Variable   

Age 
Categories 

Mean 
Difference 

 
Std. Error 

 
Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Innovativeness 1 < 2         
1 < 3                             

-0.28059x 

-0.4736 
0.09456 
0.07438 

0.013 
0.817 

-0.5129 
-0.2301 

-0.0483 
0.1354 

2 < 1       
2 < 3                                               

0.28059x 

0.23324 

0.09456 
0.09667 

0.013 
0.056 

0.0483 
-0.0042 

0.5129 
0.4707 

3 < 1              
3 < 2 

0.04736 
-0.23324 

0.07438 
0.09667 

0.817 
0.056 

-0.1354 
-0.4707 

0.2301 
0.0042 

Proactiveness 
 

1 < 2         
1 < 3 

-0.26079x 
0.00524 

0.09550 
0.07524 

0.025 
0.998 

-0.4954 
-0.1796 

-0.0262 
0.1901 

2 < 1       
2 < 3                                               

0.26079x 
0.26603x 

0.09550 
0.09772 

0.025 
0.025 

0.0262 
0.0260 

0.4954 
0.5061 

3 < 1              
3 < 2 

0.00524 
0.26603 

0.07524 
0.09772 

0.998 
0.025 

-0.1901 
-0.5061 

0.1796 
-0.0260 

Management support 
for CE 
 

1 < 2         
1 < 3 

-0.23224x 
-0.05139 

0.09238 
0.07305 

0.043 
0.781 

-0.4592 
-0.2308 

-0.0053 
0.1280 

2 < 1       
2 < 3                                               

0.23224x 

0.18085 
0.09238 
0.09444 

0.043 
0.161 

0.0053 
-0.0511 

0.4592 
0.4128 

3 < 1              
3 < 2 

0.05139 
-0.18085 

0.07305 
0.09444 

0.781 
0.161 

-0.1280 
-0.4128 

0.2308 
0.9511 

       x Significant at α = 0.05   

 Key: Age: 1 = 25 to 35 years; 2 = 36 to 40 years; 3 = 41 + years) 

The result indicates that hypotheses H09a; H09b; and H09d were not 

erroneously rejected. 

Table 5.26, above, indicates that participants between the ages of 25 and 35 years 

perceive innovativeness, proactiveness and management support for CE to be at a 

low level in the Department of Education in KZN; while participants between the 

ages of 36 and 40 only perceive proactiveness to be at a low level.  

The result indicates that the younger group of participants perceived innovativeness 

to be at a lower level than did the middle-age group in the Department of Education 

in KZN. Innovation is the process of translating an idea into a good or service that 

creates value for which customers will pay.   
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Innovation means that an idea is replicable at an economical cost and it satisfies a 

specific need. It involves deliberate application of information and initiative in deriving 

greater values from resources and includes all processes by which new ideas are 

generated and converted into useful products. It often results when ideas are applied 

by the organisation in order to further satisfy the needs and expectations of 

customers.  

The result also indicates that the younger and older participants did not agree with 

the middle-age group on the levels of proactiveness in the Department of Education 

in KZN. The younger and older participants perceived that proactiveness in the 

Department of Education in KZN was at a lower level than did the middle-age group.  

Proactiveness is an action and results in focused, pre-emptive behaviour; rather than 

waiting for things to happen and then to try to react to them. Proactive behaviour 

aims at the identification and exploitation of opportunities and in taking pre-emptory 

action against potential problems and threats.  

Proactive behaviour involves acting in advance of a future situation. It means taking 

control and making things happen rather than adjusting to a situation or waiting for 

something to happen (Timmersman, 2010: 230). The younger age group is more 

likely to challenge the authorities to act proactively while the older age group 

understands the protocol of the department. The Department of Education changes 

policies but it takes too long for those changes to be implemented. 

As part of management support for CE, the Department of Education should provide 

resources (such as computers, laptops and other technological tools of the trade) 

that the employees require to take entrepreneurial action. The department is very 

slow in providing such support to employees and this might cause the differences of 

opinion or perception between the different age groups, depending on their familiarity 

with the processes of the department. 

The Department of Education could be perceived to be tolerant of failure as it 

provides decision-making latitude and freedom from excessive oversight by 

delegating authority and responsibility to lower managers (departmental heads in 

schools, school principals, education specialists, deputy chief education specialists 

and chief education specialists). Although this work discretion exists in the 
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department, the delegated functions are sometimes not very clearly defined and in 

some cases they are perceived to be non-existing. Employees in district offices, for 

example, are expected to follow the same work procedures repeatedly, year after 

year. 

There are very limited extrinsic rewards in the Department of Education to support 

entrepreneurial behaviour. The IQMS for school-based, and PMDS for office-based, 

employees only allow a salary increase of 1% for basic achievement. Schools, and 

even district offices, are mainly dependent on government subsidies. Therefore, 

employees mainly rely on psychological rewards. According to Ryan and Deci 

(2000:710), a person who derives pleasure from the task itself, or experiences a 

sense of competence, is said to be intrinsically motivated. It is the responsibility of 

management in the Department of Education to create an environment where 

employees get the necessary recognition and experience a positive sense of 

belonging; and the department does not seem to be forthcoming in this area. 

Research suggests that time availability among managers is an important resource 

for generating entrepreneurial initiatives (Malan, 2016:315). This is a real challenge 

in the Department of Education, particularly in KZN. Even though the department is 

successful, the workload for both school-based and office-based officials is a 

constraining factor. The department needs to ensure that people are employed and 

workload more evenly distributed. 

Corporate entrepreneurship tends to be promoted in an environment where 

management support is active and consistent (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2004). 

Scheepers (2012:409) states that management support plays a key role in 

encouraging employees to believe that innovation is expected of all organisation 

members. According to the younger age group in this study, this is not the case with 

the Department of Education in KZN. The next section of this chapter will provide the 

results of the second one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), based on the current 

managerial levels of the respondents. 

5.9 MANAGEMENT PERCEPTION OF CE ELEMENTS AND PERFORMANCE  

The study’s fifth objective was to establish if differences in perception existed among 

the department’s management regarding the entrepreneurial climate within the 
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Department of Education. This section intends to establish if differences exist in the 

various management levels with regards to their perception of the corporate 

entrepreneurship and organisation performance variables. The management job title 

distribution is shown in Figure 5.3.  

The analysis of varience (ANOVA) was carried out to test if there was a statistically 

significant variance between the perceptions of various managerial levels, reflected 

by means, of the presence of each of the factors: innovativeness; proactiveness; risk 

taking; CE elements and the two performance measurements. 

The managerial levels were: 1. Chief Education Specialist/ Deputy Director 

                                              2. Deputy Chief Education Specialist/ Circuit Manager 

                3.  Principal/Deputy Principal/Assistant Director 

                4.  Senior Education Specialist/ Departmental Head 

The following hypotheses were postulated and tested: 

Hypothesis H013 stated that a statistically significant variance does not exist 

between  the mean scores of various management levels of participants with regard 

to how they perceive the levels of CE elements (innovativeness-H013a; 

proactiveness-H010b; risk taking-H013c; management support for CE -H013d; 

organisationaltolerance-H013e; work discretion-H013f; rewards/reinforcement-H013g; 

discretionary time-H013h; organisational boundaries-H013i; university entrance 

performance-H013j and output performance-H013k) in the Department of Education 

in KZN.  

The overall ANOVA results for all eleven factors are shown in Table 5.26 below. A 

discussion of the results follows. 

Table 5.26 reveals that all the p-values for all the factors are bigger than 0.05 (p > 

0.05). 

Applying the p-value acceptance rule that one should accept the hypothesis if, and 

only if, the p-value is larger than 0.05 (p > 0.05); the results are summarised below: 

Therefore Hypotheses H013 (a-k): were accepted 
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The ANOVA results revealed that there are no statistically significant differences in 

the perceptions of different respondent management groups on the research factors: 

innovativeness; proactiveness; risk taking; management support for CE; 

organisational tolerance; work discretion; rewards/reinforcement; discretionary time; 

organisational boundaries; university entrance performance; and output performance 

in the Department of Education; with p-values of 0.605; 0.862; 0.446; 0.085; 0.154; 

0,579; 0.976; 0.885; and 0.923, respectively. These are all larger than 0.05 (p > 

0.05). This means the different management groups have similar opinions about 

these factors and there are no big differences in the means. This result shows that 

management level does not play a significant role in the perception of 

entrepreneurial orientation, corporate entrepreneurship and organisational 

performance in the Department of Education in KZN.  

The main purpose of the analysis of hypothesis H013 was to ‘establish if there were 

any significant differences in perception of corporate entrepreneurship elements, 

entrepreneurial orientation and organisational performance’ within the Department of 

Education in KZN. The relevance of this related to the fact that management would 

typically drive CE, EO and organisational performance within an organisation; and 

consequently, one would expect the perception of EO, CE and organisational 

performance to be different across various managerial levels. 

Table 5.27: The Management Levels, EO, CE and Performance Elements 

Factor Source of Variation Sum of 
Squares 

Df Mean 
Square 

F-Value P-Value 

Innovativeness 
 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                            

0.896 
200.533 
201.429 

3 
413 
416 

0.299 
0.486 
 

0.615 0.605 

Proactiveness 
 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

0.372 
205.332 
205.572 

3 
412 
415 

0.124 
0.498 

0.249 0.862 

Risk Taking 
 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

2.248 
344.596 
346.844 

3 
410 
413 

0.749 
0.840 

0.891 
 

0.446 

Management Support 
 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

3.091 
194.480 
197.572 

3 
419 
422 

1.030 
0.464 

2.220 0.085 

Organisational Tolerance 
for CE 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

2.309 
180.694 
183.003 

3 
413 
416 

0.770 
0.438 
 

1.759 0.154 

Work Discretion Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

1.252 
261.775 
263.027 

3 
412 
415 

0.417 
0.635 
 

0.657 0.579 

Rewards/Reinforcement 
 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                               

0.130 
259.095 
259.225 

3 
415 
418 

0.043 
0.624 

0.070 0.976 

Time Availability 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups                                                                

Total                                                                                                                                                          

0.429 
275.924 
276.354 

3 
417 
420 

0.143 
0.662 
 

0.216 0.885 
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Organisational Boundaries 
 
  

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                                   

0.223 
194.761 
194.984 

3 
418 
421 

0.074 
0466 

0.160 0.923 

Performance: University Entrance 
 
 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

1.365 
206.916 
208.280 

3 
387 
390 

0.455 
0.535 

0.851 0.467 

Performance: Output 
 
 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total                                                                                                                                                                                                  

0.1426 
317.296 
318.723 

3 
389 
392 

0.475 
0.816 

0.583 0.627 

       
xxx Indicates statistical significance at α = 0.05 

5.10 CONSOLIDATION OF OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESES TESTED 

The research objectives and hypotheses tested were grounded on sound CE theory, 

as elaborated earlier. Table 5.28 provides a summary of objectives, postulated and 

tested hypotheses, showing their rejection or non-rejection. Out of 78 hypotheses 

tested, 33 were accepted and 45 were rejected. 

Table 5.28: Summary of results relating to tested hypotheses 

Objectives and Hypothesis  Rejected/Accepted 

OBJECTIVE 1: To assess the levels of corporate entrepreneurship practices in the Department of Education  

                        in KZN. 

OBJECTIVE 2: To explore the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation elements and corporate  

                        entrepreneurship environmental elements within the Department of Education in KZN.   

H01 There is no statistically significant correlation between innovativeness and each of the 
CE elements. 

H01a Innovativeness and Management Support for CE Rejected 

H01b Innovativeness and Organisational Tolerance Rejected 

H01c Innovativeness and Work Discretion Rejected 

H01d Innovativeness and Rewards/Reinforcement Rejected 

H01e Innovativeness and Discretionary Time Rejected 

H01f Innovativeness and Organisational Boundaries Rejected 

H02 There is no statistically significant correlation between proactiveness and each of the 
CE elements. 

H02a Proactiveness and Management Support for CE Rejected 

H02b Proactiveness and Organisation Tolerance Rejected 

H02c Proactiveness and Work Discretion Rejected 

H02d Proactiveness and Rewards/Reinforcement Rejected 

H02e Proactiveness and Discretionary Time Rejected 

H02f Proactiveness  and Organisational Boundaries Rejected 

H03 There is no statistically significant correlation between risk taking and each of the CE 
elements. 

H03a Risk taking and Management Support for CE Rejected 

H03b Risk taking and Organisation Tolerance Rejected 
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H03c Risk taking and Work Discretion Rejected 

H03d Risk taking and Rewards/Reinforcement Rejected 

H03e Risk taking and Discretionary Time Rejected 

H03f Risk taking and Organisational Boundaries Rejected 

OBJECTIVE 3: To establish the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation elements and performance 
                        within the Department of Education in KZN. 
H0  (4-6) There is no statistically significant correlation between EO elements and performance 

within the Department of Education. 

H04a Innovativeness and University Entrance Performance Rejected 

H04b Innovativeness and Output Performance Rejected 

H05a Proactiveness and University Entrance Performance Rejected 

H05b Proactiveness  and Output Performance Rejected 

H06a Risk taking and University Entrance Performance Rejected 

H06b Risk taking  and Output Performance Rejected 

OBJECTIVE 4: To establish the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship elements and  
                        performance within the Department of Education in KZN. 

H07 There is no statistically significant correlation between each of the CE elements and the 
two performance measurements. 

H07a1 Management Support for CE and University Entrance Performance Rejected 

H07a2 Management Support for CE and Output Performance Rejected 

H07b1 Organisational Tolerance and University Entrance Performance Rejected 

H07b2 Organisational Tolerance and Output Performance Rejected 

H07c1 Work Discretion and University Entrance Performance Rejected 

H07c2 Work Discretion and Output Performance Rejected 

H07d1 Rewards/Reinforcement and University Entrance Performance Rejected 

H07d2 Rewards/Reinforcement and Output Performance Rejected 

H07e1 Discretionary Time and University Entrance Performance Rejected 

H07e2 Discretionary Time and Output Performance Rejected 

H07f1 Organisational Boundaries and University Entrance Performance Rejected 

H07f2 Organisational Boundaries and Output performance Rejected 

OBJECTIVE 5: To establish if differences in perception exist among the department’s management regarding 
                        the entrepreneurial climate within the Department of Education in KZN. 

H08 There is no statistically significant difference of opinion between the mean scores of 
male and female respondents with regard to their perceived level of EO factors. 

H08a Gender and Innovativeness Accepted 

H08b Gender and Proactiveness Rejected 

H08c Gender and Risk taking Accepted 

H09 There is no statistically significant difference of opinion between the mean scores of 
male and female respondents with regard to how they perceive the level of each of the 
CE elements. 

H09a Gender and Management Support for CE Accepted 

H09b Gender and Organisational Tolerance Accepted 

H09c Gender and Work Discretion Accepted 
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H09d Gender and Rewards/Reinforcement Accepted 

H09e Gender and Discretionary Time Accepted 

H09f Gender and Organisational Boundaries Accepted 

H010a There is no statistically significant difference of opinion between the 
mean scores of male and female respondents with regard to how they 
perceive the level of university entrance performance 

Accepted 

H010b There is no statistically significant difference of opinion between the 
mean scores of male and female respondents with regard to how they 
perceive the level of output performance 

Accepted 

H011 A statistically significant variance does not exist between the various age groups and 
how they perceive the levels of the stated CE and performance variables. 

H011a Age and Innovativeness Rejected 

H011b Age and Proactiveness Rejected 

H011c Age and Risk Taking Accepted 

H011d Age and Management Support for CE Rejected 

H011e Age and Organisational Tolerance Accepted 

H011f Age and Work Discretion Accepted 

H011g Age and Rewards/Reinforcement Accepted 

H011h Age and Discretionary Time Accepted 

H011i Age and Organisational Boundaries Accepted 

H011j Age and University Entrance Performance Accepted 

H011k Age and Output Performance Accepted 

H012a A statistically significant difference does not exist between the ages of participants and 
their perceived level of innovativeness. 

H012a1 (25 to 35) and (36 to 40)  years and Innovativeness Rejected 

H012a2 (25 to 35) and (41 and above) years and Innovativeness Accepted 

H012a3 (36 to 40) and (41 and above) years and Innovativeness Accepted 

H012b A statistically significant difference does not exist between the age categories and their 

perceived level of proactiveness. 

H012b1 (25 to 35) and (36 to 40) years and Proactiveness Rejected 

H012b2 (25 to 35) and (36 to 40) years and Proactiveness Accepted 

H012b3 (25 to 35) and (36 to 40) years and Proactiveness Rejected 

H012c A statistically significant difference does not exist between the age categories and their 

perceived level of management support for CE. 

H012c1 (25 to 35) and (36 to 40) years and Management Support for CE Rejected 

H012c2 (25 to 35) and (36 to 40) years and Management Support for CE Accepted 

H012c3 (25 to 35) and (36 to 40) years and Management Support for CE Accepted 

H013 A statistically significant variance does not exist between the various management 

levels of participants and how they perceive the levels of the stated variables. 

H013a Management Level and Innovativeness Accepted 

H013b Management Level and Proactiveness Accepted 

H013c Management Level and Risk Taking Accepted 
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H013d Management Level and Management Support for CE Accepted 

H013e Management Level and Organisational Tolerance Accepted 

H013f Management Level and Work Discretion  Accepted 

H013g Management Level and Rewards/Reinforcement Accepted 

H013h Management Level and Discretionary time Accepted 

H013i Management Level and Organisational Boundaries Accepted 

H013j Management Level and University Entrance Performance Accepted 

H013k Management Level and Output Performance Accepted 

 

5.11 MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

The managerial implications of the findings are discussed in detail and 

recommendations to management are made. 

5.11.1 The Practice of CE and the Resultant EO and Performance 

The study analysed a number of correlations between factors that constitute three 

constructs: entrepreneurial orientation; corporate entrepreneurship; and 

organisational performance. These correlations are visited in order to emphasise the 

implications for management and organisations. 

Overall, all the correlations were positive and significant. 

The primary objective of the study was to assess the nature and the extent to which 

corporate entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial orientation were promoted and 

encouraged in the Department of Education in KZN. 

The results show a positive and significant correlation between all the elements of 

CE and EO as well as the two performance measurements in the Department of 

Education in KZN. 

If these components are not properly applied in the Department of Education, then 

the benefits of EO are lost. 

• Innovativeness and proactiveness are the hallmarks of performance in setting 

standards, based on trends (successes and failure). If these are poorly 

executed (or not executed at all), then this is a direct indictment on the quality 

of management and the resultant competitiveness of the organisation. 
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From the literature review, this relationship was expected to be significant. A 

significant entrepreneurial orientation results in improved organisational 

performance. It is recommended that: 

• Entrepreneurship should be promoted more in the Department of Education 

in KZN. 

• Management should be entrepreneurial, and promote entrepreneurship in the 

Department of Education in KZN, taking everyone along. 

• Managers should be seen to behave entrepreneurially (Kuratko, 2017). 

• Entrepreneurial orientation has a direct influence on organisational 

performance (Groenewald, 2010:255). 

The researcher notes that the fact that the correlations are positive and significant is 

a sign that the Department of Education in KZN is moving towards competitiveness 

and improved performance. Improved performance is the core outcome of the 

Department of Education. Since low linkages are a reflection of the levels of the 

exercise of entrepreneurial activities in an organisation, the result serves as a wake-

up call to the Department of Education in KZN, given the fact that provision of quality 

education is critical in the economic development of the country.  Aspects of 

entrepreneurship such as innovativeness (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996:142; Goosen, de 

Coning and Smit, 2002:22) and proactiveness (Sharma and Dave, 2011:47; Lumpkin 

and Dess, 1996:146), call for action and are not realised by piecemeal or token 

appreciation or application (Dhliwayo, 2007:226). 

One other disturbing observation is that correlations between innovativeness and 

performance, and proactiveness and performance were weakest. Strong correlations 

“between entrepreneurial orientation and the performance of organisations have 

been proven in the literature” (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Antoncic and Hisrich, 2003; 

Zahra, 1993). 

• Innovation and creativity should be robustly pursued. 

Innovation means that an idea is replicable at an economic cost and it satisfies a 

public need (Azoulay, Jones, Kim and Miranda (2018:2). The Department of 

Education in South Africa is a public organisation and hence is known to be 

bureaucratic (Drobnic, 2015:7). In a bureaucratic organisation, top management is 
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answerable to a range of stakeholders (Currie et al., 2008:990), including politicians. 

It is possible, therefore, that even when the Department of Education is acting on 

innovative ideas, it takes too long to implement them because of the cost factor and 

the bureaucracy that must be navigated by top management, which might result in 

the younger respondents not seeing any innovation in the department; while the 

older group, because they are familiar with the work environment, see it differently, 

even if it takes long to implement. A case in point is the vision of the department to 

be paperless by introducing technology. Things are happening very slowly. The 

Department of Education, both nationally and in KZN, has engaged in a number of 

innovative initiatives aimed at improving learner performance and the performance of 

the schooling system. 

The Department of Education, in partnership with other stakeholders such as 

universities, has provided management courses for school managers. In the 

province of KZN this is done in partnership with the University of KwaZulu-Natal. The 

school managers are equipped for their task to run successful schools. There is also 

active community support for school managers in HR matters, and parents are 

actively engaged in partnership with teachers. There are active, supportive school 

governing bodies and this leads to successful schooling. 

Witten (2017:12) recognises educational leadership and management as creative 

factors in turning around an education system in crisis, such as South Africa’s. The 

key differences between education institutions that succeed and those that fail are 

the vision, commitment and extent of community involvement in the schooling 

system and the education system at large (Witten, 2017: 88). 

The Programme for Improvement of Learning Outcomes (PILO) is one of the 

programmes in the KZN Department of Education aimed at improving learner 

performance. PILO is a radical education transformation initiative and teacher 

development strategy focusing on developing strong curriculum management skills 

and learning in line with the aims and objectives of Schooling 2015 (KZN MEC for 

Education, 2014). The programme is aimed at developing a methodology for change 

in the schooling system in KZN, and ultimately throughout South Africa. The 

programme is being implemented through a campaign called Jika Imfundo (change 

education). The focus of the initiative is on the Curriculum and Assessment Policy 
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Statement (CAPS) in languages, particularly first additional English, and 

mathematics in Grades 1 – 12. The programme is an example of what can be done 

when business, labour and civil society work together with government across levels 

on the national priority of improving education. 

Although the success of the programme will be weighed in the long-term using 

matric results and annual assessments, in the short-term the programme is 

successful. School managers are able to provide necessary support to educators 

through Jika Imfundo tools and trackers. This will improve the level of accountability 

of educators and all school management team members. As a result of improved 

accountability, teaching and learning will be improved.  

This programme is an initiative of the KwaZulu-Natal Department of Education to 

improve the quality of results in the province ahead of other provinces in the country. 

The Department of Education in KZN is therefore proactive in putting programmes in 

place to improve results and the quality of education. 

5.11.2 Perceptions of EO, CE and Performance 

The results of the various tests revealed that there is no difference of opinion with 

regards to how male and female respondents perceived corporate entrepreneurship 

levels in the Department of Education in KZN. There were also no differences of 

perception when it comes to levels of management; however, differences were 

recorded among the different age groups. 

According to Morris et al. (2008:330), management should be willing to facilitate and 

promote entrepreneurial behaviour in an organisation. Chen et al. (2005:530) also 

emphasise that cultivation of corporate entrepreneurship in an organisation is 

impossible unless it is supported by top management. 

It is therefore important for management, particularly top management, in the 

Department of Education, to give input, get involved and encourage employees to 

take entrepreneurial action. Although corporate entrepreneurship is the responsibility 

of all managers and employees in the organisation, it should flow from the top 

management (Morris et al., 2008:303). Although the results of the study indicate that 

there is management support for CE in the Department of Education in KZN, what is 

obtaining on the ground might not be that all managers in all districts support 
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corporate entrepreneurship initiatives. Some of the employees cannot take any 

initiative without the approval of management, while in other areas employees are 

encouraged to be independent thinkers and take calculated risks, take the initiative 

and be proactive in their actions. However, having been allowed to take initiatives 

and be proactive, the issue of intolerance of failure is at times a very big issue, 

particularly if the employee did not get the prior approval of the manager.  

• According to the results, management in the Department of Education in KZN 

supports corporate entrepreneurship. However, it is not clear if employees 

think the same way. It is therefore recommended that management promote 

entrepreneurship and support employees without, or with minimum, 

conditions; particularly when there is the possibility of an element of failure 

from the side of an employee. 

Burgelman (1983:1362) states that top management needs flexibility and tolerance 

for ambiguity in its strategic vision in order to deal effectively with corporate 

entrepreneurship. Bulut and Alpkan (2006:66) state that conservative and risk-

averse attitudes will diminish entrepreneurial drive and innovative potential of 

frustrated employees. If those innovative employees who have been unsuccessful in 

risky projects are not punished, but tolerated, by managers, they may develop a 

higher level of normative and effective commitment to the organisation. Bhardwaj et 

al., (2007:137) regard failure as opportunity for learning. 

It is the researcher’s view that the Department of Education in KZN should embrace 

a culture of tolerance towards risks, mistakes and failure by allowing employees the 

chance to take risks that will enable them to be creative. Management should allow 

employees to explore new ideas assertively; at the same time, employees should 

take calculated risks. It is therefore recommended that managers in the Department 

of Education in KZN should develop procedures and processes regarding tolerance 

for risk, mistakes and failure in order to: 

• Identify areas where risks and mistakes are tolerated. 

• Identify the level of tolerance. 

Managers, particularly top level managers, in the Department of Education in KZN 

must therefore accept mistakes and failure as part of a learning process; and 
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learning necessitates mistakes. The issue of interventions, for example, is 

determined by top management. Employees get told what interventions are going to 

take place and when; without input from lower level employees who are expected to 

do the job. It is argued that the education system is poor, yet a lot of money is being 

allocated to education. The issue is who decides what is going to be done, and at 

what cost? It is for this reason that the researcher recommends that top 

management give employees an opportunity to voice their views on the reasons for 

poor performance and how can it be solved; even if this involves some element of 

failure, at least they will have learned in the exercise. They will also own the results 

of poor performance, unlike when everything has been imposed on them.  

Kuratko (2008:68) and Scheepers et al., (2008:55) state that employees have 

discretion if they are able to make decisions about their job performance the way 

they believe is effective. Freedom and independence are crucial, and hence 

entrepreneurs should not have to get permission for every move (Viswanathan and 

Gowri, 2004:28). 

The results indicate that employees have autonomy in doing their jobs. However, the 

issue is how much autonomy they are given: can they decide on their own what do, 

when and how, without being reprimanded by top management? The issue is, if the 

right people are employed for the job, there should be no need for management to 

supervise them. As much as employees have autonomy, in terms of policy, 

management has to always be around to ensure things happen; as they will be held 

to account if things go wrong. It is therefore recommended that, if proper work 

discretion is to be used to promote corporate entrepreneurship, the correct people 

for the job are employed; and there should be trust between employees and 

management. Management should not be seen taking the functions of the 

employees, unless an employee has demonstrated some level of negligence in 

doing his/her job as a result of work discretion. 

Rewards/reinforcement refer to the “development and use of the systems that 

reinforce entrepreneurial behaviour and encourage the pursuit of challenging work” 

(Morris et al., 2008:330). Kearney et al., (2008:55) state that if good performance is 

not recognised and rewarded, managers will be reluctant to take risks associated 

with entrepreneurial activities. Like any public sector organisation, the Department of 
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Education seldom recognises innovation, offering little in the form of incentives for 

public sector employees (Holbrook, 2010:161). Fostering corporate entrepreneurship 

requires organisations to come up with competitive incentives that will assist in 

retaining entrepreneurial employees (Morris et al., 2008:172). If entrepreneurial 

orientation is measured and rewarded, the chances are that the general 

entrepreneurial orientation within the Department of Education in KZN will improve. 

It is therefore important that employees are rewarded for their entrepreneurial 

behaviour in the Department of Education. It is recommended that: 

• Better reward/reinforcement should be put in place to reinforce and 

encourage entrepreneurial behaviour in the Department of Education in KZN. 

The envisaged behaviour is where employees take an initiative which will give 

them satisfaction in what they have done. It is the researcher’s view that the 

current reward policy is causing employees to comply just enough to receive a 

1% increase in their salaries. This policy, for example, does not recognise an 

educator who gets more distinctions in his subject. Even if you can get a 

100% pass rate in your subject for five consecutive years, you will still get the 

1% increase, just like someone who has failed all learners for five years. As 

much as the policy allows for bonuses, it is very difficult to receive one; unlike 

top management who always get bonuses for improved performance, 

forgetting that the people who have done the actual work are the junior 

employees who will only get 1% through IQMS for school-based, or PMDS for 

office-based, staff. 

Discretionary time, according to Hancer et al. (2009:527), refers to the evaluation of 

workloads to ensure that individuals and groups have ample time to pursue 

innovations.  New ideas thrive if employees have time to incubate their ideas 

(Kuratko et al., 2009:68). The Department of Education in KZN should therefore be 

fair-minded in assigning employee workloads; to avoid putting time constraints on 

every aspect of employees’ jobs and to allow employees to work with their co-

workers to solve problems. At school, educators are faced with overcrowded 

classes. In some cases they perform administrative work that they are not paid for. 

At district level, employees are working long hours without compensation, travelling 

long distances, and no one seem to be interested in their welfare. According to 
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Schepeers et al. (2008:56), employees should be allowed to conduct creative 

entrepreneurial activities in a limited portion of their worktime. 

It is therefore important that time is made available for corporate entrepreneurship in 

the Department of Education. As much as the results indicate that there is 

discretionary time in the Department of Education, it is recommended that: 

• Discretionary time, in consultation with employees, should be made available 

to promote corporate entrepreneurship in the Department of Education in 

KZN. It is further proposed that a more flexible and differentiated approach be 

considered for time allocation for teachers. 

The Department of Education is a public sector organisation and it operates in 

formalised structures that are characterised by rigid red tape that is in conflict with 

the development of an entrepreneurial culture (Kearney et al., 2009:36). Wirick 

(2009:2) states that, although there is increasing pressure on the public sector and 

government at all levels to be more innovative and find more cost-effective ways of 

serving the public, the challenge is that barriers and cultures rooted in the public 

sector make it difficult for public sector entrepreneurship to be realised.  

It is therefore important that communication channels become flexible to promote 

corporate entrepreneurship in the Department of Education. As much as results 

indicate that organisational boundaries are positively related to corporate 

entrepreneurship elements, the Department of Education, as a public sector 

organisation, is known for standard operating procedures, narrow job descriptions 

and inflexible performance standards (Kuratko, 2008:68). Inflexible organisational 

boundaries within an organisation, according to Mabala (2012:98), can impede 

corporate entrepreneurship.  Although results indicate the positive and significant 

relationship between organisational boundaries and corporate entrepreneurship, the 

inflexible policies of the education department can inhibit the employees’ capacity to 

foster corporate entrepreneurship (Kearney et al., 2009:36). It is therefore 

recommended that: 

• Organisational boundaries should be established that are not highly rigid, with 

less red tape, and that are not in conflict with the development of an 

entrepreneurial culture in the Department of Education in KZN. 
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The results show that there was a difference of perception between the different age 

groups on (1) innovativeness, (2) pro activeness, and (3) management support for 

CE. 

Each of these results will be discussed briefly and recommendations suggested. 

5.11.3 Age and Innovativeness  

The ANOVA results show that age plays a role in how respondents perceived 

innovativeness in the Department of Education in KZN. 

The younger (aged 25 to 35) respondents gave significantly lower scores for 

innovativeness, compared to their older (aged above 41) counterparts. They 

perceived innovativeness to be at a low level in the Department of Education in KZN. 

Innovativeness is the process of translating an idea into a good or service that 

creates value in the organisation (Morris and Sexton, 1996:6). The results show that 

a manager’s age plays a role in how the manager perceives innovation and change 

in an organisation. The older managers have come to accept the prevailing 

organisational conditions and routines, and have a greater psychological 

commitment to the organisation. Hence they will be less willing to commit to change; 

while the younger employees are more receptive to innovation because they bring a 

fresh perspective to their jobs (Huber et al., 1993:45). 

In public sector organisations, including the Department of Education, where 

managers with long service are assumed to be older, seniority is respected and 

more experienced public administrators have greater insight into the process of 

performance improvement, compared to younger managers (Damapour, 2008:499). 

The younger managers may not be sufficiently familiar with their jobs, and hence are 

less likely to be innovative in the workplace. However, the younger employees are 

presumed to be familiar with technology and, therefore, since the Department of 

Education is still lagging behind with technology, the younger age group are more 

likely to see that the department is not being innovative. 

Public sector organisations are often unionised (Damapour, 2008:499). The younger 

managers are known to be active and even hold positions in unions. For that reason 

they are the ones who are more likely to challenge the way things are done in the 

department and demand radical innovations. Hence this may result in older and 
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younger managers not having the same perceptions with regard to innovativeness in 

the Department of Education. It is therefore recommended that: 

• Innovative capacity should be built into public sector organisations. Find novel 

and context-appropriate solutions to new challenges and old persisting 

problems. 

• Individual capabilities should be built by identifying the skills and leadership 

required at all levels of an organisation to innovate successfully. 

• Promising innovative practices should be identified, with the potential for 

scaling up for government – with the attributes to have an impact on 

innovative capacity – and ways to build more innovative-friendly 

organisational environments should be considered.  

5.11.4 Age and Proactiveness  

The results show that age plays a role in how respondents perceived proactiveness 

in the Department of Education in KZN. They perceived proactiveness constructs to 

be at a low level in the Department of Education in KZN. The results also indicate 

that both young and old participants do not perceive the Department of Education in 

KZN to be proactive when it comes to performing its activities. 

Proactiveness is an action and results in goal-oriented behaviour in the organisation 

(Morris and Sexton, 1996:10). These results indicate that both young and older 

participants do not see that the Department of Education in KZN is promoting action 

and results-oriented behaviour in its employees. 

According to Anderson (2015:5), proactive behaviour implies taking the initiative and 

mastering unexpected situations. According to Bindl and Parker (2016:20), older 

individuals tend to show lower levels of motivation to attend training as they have 

been in the work environment for a very long time and hence believe they know what 

to do. The younger employees will still have ambitions to progress in their careers, 

and are therefore likely to engage in proactive career behaviour. Although 

employees of all ages could be equally concerned with improving the effect of work 

processes, the younger employees are most likely to be proactive because they still 

want to master the unexpected situations.  
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These are possible reasons why there is a difference of opinion between managers 

of different ages with regard to how they perceive the level of proactiveness in the 

Department of Education. The following recommendations are therefore made: 

• Employees should be made to know and understand their core activities. The 

core activities should be fully communicated to all employees and be 

rewarded. 

• Employees must know the boundaries. They should know the point beyond 

which no one should go. This should not be limited to legal and ethical 

boundaries, but also cultural norms, values and ideologies that should not be 

violated. Employees should know what disciplinary actions could be taken 

should one violate the boundaries. 

5.11.5 Age and Management Support for CE  

The study results indicate that the young respondents did not agree with the 

statement that there is management support for CE in the Department of Education 

in KZN. 

Scheepers (2012:409) states that management support for CE plays a key role in 

encouraging employees to believe that innovation is expected from all organisation 

members. According to the younger participants in this study, this is not the case 

with the Department of Education in KZN. 

According to Hornsby et al. (2002:96), top management support for corporate 

entrepreneurship depends on the disposition and intention of management to 

encourage entrepreneurial activity in organisations. It refers to their commitment to 

entrepreneurial activity and their ability to institutionalise entrepreneurial activity in 

the organisation’s system and processes. 

Schachtebeck and Nieuwenhuizen (2016:673-674) summarise these attributes of 

management support for CE as: supportive human relations management; financial 

incentives; management support for training and learning; trust instilled by 

management; and management style and actions. 
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The results of this study show that there is a difference of opinion between the young 

and older managers with regard to how they perceive the level of management 

support for CE in the Department of Education in KZN. 

According to Konya, Matic and Pavlovic (2016:127), the age of respondents is one of 

the most important characteristics in understanding their views about a particular 

problem. By and large, age indicates the level of maturity of an individual. In that 

sense, it becomes important to consider age.  

Age enables employees to better understand and adapt to the values of the 

organisation, as well as to harmonise those values with their own values and goals 

(Jackalas, Martins and Ungerer (2016:357). Konya et al., (2016:127) take the point 

further and state that older employees demonstrate high levels of commitment to the 

values of the organisation because they better understand and adapt to the values of 

the organisation, relating those values to their own values and goals. Younger 

employees often have expectations which are too high, and are holding onto their 

personal ideas that, in some situations, prevent them from realistically perceiving 

and evaluating the values and goals of the organisation (Konya et al., 2016:136). 

Older employees show higher commitment to stay within the organisation. This is 

because they are well aware of the fact that they do not have much choice (Konya et 

al., 2016:136). The authors further state that older employees are well aware that, for 

them especially, it is difficult to find another job; while younger employees are 

satisfied that they managed to get a job at all, or to be promoted after a long period 

of job-seeking. 

These could be possible reasons for the difference of opinion between young and 

older managers with regard to how they perceive levels of management support in 

the Education Department in KZN. 

The study focused on the use of entrepreneurship to improve the performance of 

learners in the Department of Education in KZN, South Africa. The main focus was 

on the poor performance of learners in mathematics and science, particularly in 

matric (Grade 12). It is recommended that: 

• The age profiles for all employees should be known so that all different groups 

have a better sense of how to interact with, and respond to, others. 
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• Management should focus on developing the confidence and pride of junior 

staff members, who are normally young. Their achievements should be 

reinforced and their successes celebrated by senior managers, who happen 

to be the older staff members in the organisation. 

• Management needs to be mindful of the potential for lower work engagement 

and to increase work engagement, by providing additional job resources and 

support for junior staff members to capitalise on their strengths. 

These findings from the study are discussed briefly in the next section. 

5.12 OVERALL MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE LEARNER PERFORMANCE 

In addition to the performance measurements tested and analysed (university 

entrance and output rates), additional performance measurements were also carried 

out. These pertain to the performance of learners in mathematics and science. A 

discussion of the overall mathematics and science learner performance follows. 

Despite efforts by the government to improve the education system in South Africa, 

there are still a number of fundamental complexities and constraints impeding the 

envisaged final outcome of the process, particularly in mathematics and science. 

Various studies have investigated the complexities and constraints affecting learner 

performance in mathematics and science in South Africa. For example, Mafukutha 

(2016:68-79) and Mavungu (2004) investigated such complexities in physical 

science teaching and learning. Tshiredo (2013:1-174) investigated and studied 

complexities and constraints experienced by schools in science education as a result 

of curriculum changes in the teaching and learning of science. Sinyosi (2015) 

investigated and studied the factors affecting Grade 12 learners’ performance in 

mathematics.  

All of the above studies, in collaboration with international studies, such as TIMSS 

results, indicate a problem in the teaching and learning of mathematics and science 

in South Africa. 

In the present study, the perceptions of managers with regard to the above 

challenges were tested through a questionnaire, and the results of the study are 

captured in the following frequency tables: 
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Table 5.29 shows that the overall pass percentage of Grade 12 learners in the 

districts in the Department of Education in KZN has increased over the past three 

years. As can be seen, 62.8% of the respondents (the majority) indicated an 

increase in the past three years. This suggests that there has been an improvement 

in the teaching and learning in the Department of Education in KZN. 

Table 5.29: Overall pass percentage 

In the past three years, the overall pass percentage of Grade 12 

learners in the district has: 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Decreased significantly 7 1.6 1.8 1.8 

Decreased 27 6.3 7.1 8.9 

Remained the same 108 25.4 28.3 37.2 

Increased 185 43.4 48.4 85.6 

Increased significantly 55 12.9 14.4 100.0 

Total 382 89.7 100.0  

Missing System 44 10.3   

Total 426 100.0   

 

Table 5.30 records pass percentages in mathematics in the past three years in 

Grade 12. The pass percentage has been the same for the past three years in some 

of the districts. As can be seen, 39.6% of the respondents indicated that there has 

been no improvement in the pass percentage in mathematics; although 38.1% of 

respondents indicated an increase in the Grade 12 mathematics pass.  

The largest group, 39.6% of respondents, indicated that the pass percentage in 

mathematics in Grade 12 has remained the same’  
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The study found no improvement in the pass percentage of mathematics in Grade 12 

in the past three years. This suggests that the teaching and learning of mathematics 

in the Department of Education in KZN is still a challenge. 

Table 5.30: Learner performance in mathematics 

In the past three years, the number of learners passing mathematics in 

the NSC examination in the district has: 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Decreased 

significantly 

23 5.4 5.9 5.9 

Decreased 64 15.0 16.5 22.4 

Remained the same 154 36.2 39.6 62.0 

Increased 124 29.1 31.9 93.8 

Increased 

significantly 

24 5.6 6.2 100.0 

Total 389 91.3 100.0  

Missing System 37 8.7   

Total 426 100.0   

 

Table 5.31 shows the pass percentages of Grade 12 learners in physical science in 

the district. The majority of the respondents, 45.4%, indicated that there has been an 

increase in the number of learners passing Grade 12 physical science. This 

suggests an improvement in the teaching and learning of physical sciences the 

Department of Education in KZN. 
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Table 5.31: Learner performance in physical science 

In the past three years, the number of learners passing science in the 

NSC examination in the district has: 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Decreased significantly 17 4.0 4.3 4.3 

Decreased 50 11.7 12.8 17.1 

Remained the same 147 34.5 37.5 54.6 

Increased 153 35.9 39.0 93.6 

Increased significantly 25 5.9 6.4 100.0 

Total 392 92.0 100.0  

Missing System 34 8.0   

Total 426 100.0   

 

Table 5.32 shows the percentages of Grade 12 learners who obtained bachelors 

passes in the past three years. Of the respondents, 59.4% reported an increase in 

the number of learners who obtained bachelor passes in their district in the Grade 12 

National Senior Certificate examination in the past three years 

The study found that there has been an increase in the percentage of learners 

passing the Grade 12 examination with bachelor passes in the past three years. This 

suggests an improvement in the education system because the bachelor pass is the 

best pass a learner can achieve, qualifying the learner to study at any institution in 

South Africa. 
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Table 5.32: Learners passing with bachelor passes 

In the past three years, the number of learners passing the NSC 

examination with a Bachelors pass in the district has: 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Decreased significantly 13 3.1 3.3 3.3 

Decreased 34 8.0 8.7 12.0 

Remained the same 112 26.3 28.6 40.6 

Increased 175 41.1 44.6 85.2 

Increased significantly 58 13.6 14.8 100.0 

Total 392 92.0 100.0  

Missing System 34 8.0   

Total 426 100.0   

 

The study found that there were different perceptions from participants regarding the 

‘actual’ performance indicators such as pass rates. It is important to note that all 

participants were from the same Department of Education and the same province 

(KwaZulu-Natal Department of Education); and yet they have different perceptions 

about performance indicators. A possible reason for the different perceptions could 

be that participants were from different districts, and districts perform differently.  

Unfortunately the study did not ask participants to identify their district of origin and 

therefore responses cannot be traced to a district. Identifiying the district of each 

respondent could have enabled a comparative analysis or cross-tabulation of 

responces. 

It is therefore recommended: 

• The districts which are lagging behind (where results remained the same or 

decreased significantly) should be identified and suitable interventions 

introduced.  

• Districts where there was significant improvement could be identified, and it 

could be learned from them what they did to improve their results.   
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5.13 DROP-OUT AND REPETITION RATES 

A multitude of research studies have been conducted on learner drop-out and 

repetition rates in South Africa (Mngoma, 2010; Kyei, 2012; Mnchunu and Tutshama, 

2012; Ramulumo and Pitsoe, 2013; Mnguni, 2014). 

All the above studies, including one from UNICEF (2008), reveal that there are high 

learner drop-out and repetition rates in South African schools. According to UNICEF 

(2008:21), South Africa has a 74% drop-out rate of girls between the ages of 14 and 

19 years in secondary schools. Among the causes for learner drop-out are teenage 

pregnancy; lack of parental involvement; substance abuse; and peer pressure 

(Mnguni, 2014:11-20). This is too high by any standards. 

The present study, conducted using a questionnaire, tested the perceptions of 

managers in the Department of Education in KwaZulu-Natal on the issue of learner 

drop-out and repetition rates. The study mainly focused on Grade 9 to 11 learners 

because, according to the literature, that is where bigger problem lies (Simkins, 

2013:7). 

The study findings on learner drop-out and repetition rates are presented in Tables 

5.33 and 5.34.  

The majority of the respondents, 34.9%, indicated that the drop-out rate for the past 

five years has remained the same in the Department of Education in KZN.  However, 

33.7% of the respondents reported that the drop-out rate had increased. This shows 

that, for the past five years, there has been no reduction in the drop-out rate (68.6%) 

in the Department of Education in KZN. 

Dropping out of school presents learners and parents with various challenges. There 

are numerous factors which lead to learners dropping out of school. These include 

issues relating to organisation or administration, school climate, delivery of 

instruction, subject content/curriculum, and staff/teachers. 

The issue of class size has been reported by Finn and Gerber (2005) as one of the 

reasons for high drop-out rates in big schools (Finn and Gerber, 2005:215). It has 

been established that classes of fewer that 20 learners have a positive effect on 

learner achievement (Finn and Gerber, 2005:215). A low teacher/student ratio can 

be beneficial in curbing drop-out of learners. The availability of school counsellors 
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who can identify potential drop-outs and work closely with learners at risk can assist 

in curbing drop-out rates in schools. 

A school climate characterised by safety and orderliness, and that is accessible and 

non-threatening to learners, can contribute to drop-out prevention. Positive feedback 

and encouragement in the classroom, and involvement of parents in school activities 

such as school sports and other cultural activities can build a ‘family’ atmosphere 

where learners will have a sense of belonging. Woods (1995) reported on “a study 

by the Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI), in the U.S 

Department of Education, on drop-out rates. There were fewer drop-outs in 

environments where students were actively involved in the design of programmes 

and activities. In addition, this involvement increased their commitment to their 

academic work.  No single structure or set of activities works for all learners. A 

variety of strategies in various combinations should be used to address the entire 

range of student needs and factors that alienate them from school”. 

Table 5.33: Learner drop-out rates 

In the past five years, the drop-out rate of learners in Grades 9 to 11 in 

the district has: 

 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Decreased significantly 21 4.9 5.4 5.4 

Decreased 102 23.9 26.0 31.4 

Remained the same 137 32.2 34.9 66.3 

Increased 87 20.4 22.2 88.5 

Increased significantly 45 10.6 11.5 100.0 

Total 392 92.0 100.0  

Missing System 34 8.0   

Total 426 100.0   
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Related to the issue of drop-out rates are learners repeating a grade. Repeating a 

grade is likely to contribute to an increased likelihood of dropping out. 

Table 5.34 shows the learner repetition rates in the KZN Department of Education. 

Of the respondents, 35.5% indicated that the repetition rate for the past five years 

had remained the same. However, more respondents (36.8%) reported that the 

repetition rate had increased in the past five years. This suggests that the number of 

learners who could not finish matric with their age cohorts has increased in past five 

years. 

Table 5.34: Learner repetition rates  

In the past five years, the repetition rate of learners in Grade 10 and 11 

in the district has… 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Decreased significantly 21 4.9 5.4 5.4 

Decreased 88 20.7 22.4 27.8 

Remained the same 139 32.6 35.5 63.3 

Increased 108 25.4 27.6 90.8 

Increased significantly 36 8.5 9.2 100.0 

Total 392 92.0 100.0  

Missing System 34 8.0   

Total 426 100.0   

 

5.13.1 Discussion on Learner Performance, Drop-out and Repetition Rates. 

The study has found that the overall pass rate of learners in KZN Department of 

Education is on an upward trajectory.  

The KwaZulu-Natal Department of Education is the largest examination body of the 

nine provinces in the country. It should, therefore, be noted that any poor 

performance in KZN will negatively affect the overall pass rate of the country. All 
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twelve districts in the KZN Department of Education need to improve their results for 

the province to improve. 

The improvement in results has come as a result of the province changing its 

strategy, with the intention of improving the overall pass percentage and the pass 

percentage of each district (KZN Department of Education, 2017:0). The 

implementation of the plan is producing better results. However, there is much more 

room for improvement because 28.3% of respondents reported that the results have 

been the same for the past three years and 8.9% reported that the overall pass rate 

has decreased. This is an indication that some of the respondents did not know 

about the plan, its implementation and the results ensuing from the plan. This 

suggests that the Department of Education has to define and communicate its 

innovation strategy for it to be embraced by all involved. It is for that reason that 

Ernest and Young (2017:1) say that “innovation in the public sector, such as the 

Department of Education, is less well defined; although it has benefits”. Ernest and 

Young (2017:1) further say that “many organisations struggle to define what 

innovation means and to effectively implement an operating model to enable it. 

Public sector leaders and managers need to clearly understand what operating 

model they intend to use to enable innovation, given their specific needs and 

circumstances, such as red tape and bureaucracy”.  

Kearney and Hisrich (2007:302) state that a consequence of corporate 

entrepreneurship, and hence innovation, is an improvement in organisational 

performance. For corporate entrepreneurship to occur, the environment of a public 

sector organisation is critical (Kearney and Hisrich, 2007:302). This environment is 

made up of several dimensions, including structure/formalisation; communication; 

management support; risk taking and proactiveness.  Kearney and Hisrich (2007: 

302) suggest that hierarchy as a structure in public organisations should be minimal 

for entrepreneurship to flourish.  Covin and Slevin (1991:10) are of the view that, “for 

corporate entrepreneurship to occur within the public sector, there is a need for 

greater flexibility and adaptability as high levels of rigidity and red tape are in conflict 

with the development of an entrepreneurial culture”. Slevin (1990) differentiate 

between “organic and mechanistic structures and claim that organic organisational 

structures foster entrepreneurial behaviour. Organic structures are more adaptable, 
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more communicating, more consensual and more loosely controlled than 

mechanistic structures” (Sadler, 200:30).  

It is evident that structures and systems are necessary for the management and 

control of an organisation such as the Department of Education. However, as stated 

by Thompson (1999:210), these structures and systems must not destroy flexibility, 

flair and creativity. MacMillan et al. (1986) and Zahra (1991), in Kearney and Hisrich 

(2007:303), stressed the “inhibiting effect of the excessive use of formal controls. 

Potentially enterprising managers can find themselves constrained and frustrated in 

a non-entrepreneurial environment” (Thomson, 1999:210). It is therefore not 

surprising that public sector (Department of Education) employees appear to be less 

innovative than their private sector counterparts. 

▪ “It is therefore recommended that the Department of Education become an 

organisation which is more flexible, with decentralised decision-making and 

fewer formal control systems; rather than being rigid, with centralised 

decision-making and highly formal control systems, if it is to improve its 

performance in terms of learner attainment”. 

Organisations with a high degree of red tape, weak links between promotion and 

performance, and a high involvement of elected officials, tend to have a less risky 

culture and in public sector organisations, including the Department of Education, 

this means that risk-taking behaviour of managers may be subjected to scrutiny 

(Kearney and Hisrich, 2007:304). Risk aversion impedes entrepreneurial behaviour.  

Although risk-taking decisions are not always desirable in the public sector (Malatjie 

and Rankhumise, 2017:205), public sector organisations need to encourage risk-

taking behaviour because their policy environment is never predictable and stable 

(Ford Foundation, 1996:699). An understanding of risk behaviour in top management 

and decision-makers provides an understanding ofencom perceptions of acceptable 

behaviour encompassing risk (Kearney and Hisrich, 2007:304).  

▪ It is therefore recommended that the Department of Education reduces the 

amount of red tape and promotes stronger lines of communication to improve 

the level of corporate entrepreneurship that will improve learner performance. 

Proactiveness is concerned with implementation, which is doing what is required in 

order to bring the entrepreneurial behaviour to fruition (Kearney and Hisrich, 
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2007:304). It is the researcher’s view that the Department of Education was 

proactive by putting in place the plan to improve learner performance.  By putting the 

academic improvement plan in place, the Department of Education demonstrated 

that it doesn’t suffer from a lack of ideas, but rather faces a challenge when it comes 

to implementing those good ideas. The issue at point is the culture where everybody 

knows what the plan is and becomes part of developing the plan, with the intention of 

owning that plan. As Ernest and Young (2017:12) put it, the reality is that the 

corporate culture to embrace and exploit innovation is not universally fostered in 

public sector organisations. The initial step in the corporate culture is communication 

of change, where employees will be looking for tangible examples of the new culture. 

The organisation should express a willingness to accept ideas from all sources and 

increase sharing of information with all levels. What is key, as Ernest and Young 

(2017:12) argue, is that innovation starts with people, it does not come from top 

management. Top management only needs to provide an environment where people 

will come up with innovative ideas, by fostering a culture of experimentation. 

While a structured innovation process can help organisations focus and manage 

ideas from creation through incubation to activation (Ernest and Young, 2017:12), 

“the Department of Education doesn’t seem to have a structured innovation process 

or framework in place. The challenge that public sector organisations face, and the 

Department of Education in particular, is that even the best intended efforts quickly 

become overtaken by processes and rigidity, due to the risk-averse nature of 

government”.  As a result, it is incumbent upon public sector managers and leaders 

to focus on finding a balance between implementing a structured process and 

ensuring that the structure does not become so rigid as to defeat its purpose. 

▪ It is therefore recommended that the Department of Education develop a 

structured innovation process framework that is understood by everybody 

because they will be participating in the structure. 

The study found that there had been an increase in the number of learners passing 

physical science in the Grade 12 examination. That suggests that learner 

performance in the physical sciences is improving satisfactorily.  

According to the results, the teaching and learning of physical science is innovative, 

resulting in an improvement in performance.  
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▪ It is therefore recommended that the strategy, or plan, used in the teaching 

and learning of physical science be maintained and improved until all learners 

doing physical science pass Grade 12. It can be improved until the majority 

learners get distinctions in physical science. 

According to the results, there has been no improvement in learner achievement in 

mathematics. The results are by no means a surprise, as all studies, including 

international studies, show that South Africa has poor educational outcomes in 

cross-national educational assessment, especially in mathematics (Centre for 

Development and Enterprise, 2013:3). Engelbrecht (2018), the director of the South 

African Mathematics Foundation (SAMF), said it is clear that the mathematics 

situation in the country needs to be addressed seriously and urgently (SAMF, 

2018:4).  

Mathematics plays an important role in developing human thought and systematic 

reasoning processes using problem analysis and solving. Mathematics is also a tool 

to study technological sciences and other related disciplines (Phonapichat, 

Wongwanich and Sujiva, 2014:3169). Thus, mathematics has value in improving the 

quality of human life. 

The findings from the analysis of mathematical problem-solving difficulties among 

elementary school learners by Phonapichat et al. (2014) suggest that “learners do 

not like to read very long problems. When learners do not understand a problem, 

they are likely to make a guess without applying any mathematical thought 

processes”. In this regard, school readiness is crucial; and for that, early childhood 

skills are necessary. Therefore, enhanced numeracy and mathematical abilities in 

the lower grades are very important.  Bernstein (2013) hypothesises that good 

sensory equipment, as developed in Montessori schools, be introduced in the lower 

grades (Centre for Development and Enterprise, 2013:12). Montessori 

methodologies, adapted to pre-schooling, are useful; and gains in mathematics 

persist beyond Grades 4 and 5. This is because children playing with, and using, 

concrete equipment develop a real understanding of numbers. 

▪ It is therefore recommended that the Department of Education be proactive 

and introduce the above methodology for learning mathematics in the early 

grades. 
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However, public sector initiatives alone will probably not be a sufficient response, 

and assessing learners’ aptitudes, and nurturing those with potential, are important 

strategies that have been developed in private sector initiatives. Private sector 

interventions, which focus on high quality mathematics teachers who could have an 

impact on various grades, are necessary and could have a systemic impact on how 

best to use local and global expertise in best-practice training for both leaners and 

teachers. This could be achieved through the National Collaborative Trust and 

Council where stakeholder structures and the private sector can bring forward ideas, 

and lobby for research and experimental programmes, to investigate additional areas 

for action, and for funding. 

▪ In line with the above discussion, it is recommended that the Department of 

Education, through various forums such as National Education Collaborative 

Trust, use business and private sector organisations to develop more ideas to 

improve learner achievement in mathematics. 

Mathematics education is one of the national priorities in South Africa. This fact is 

highlighted in the National Development Plan, which indicates the need for an 

increase in the number of learners achieving 50% in literacy and mathematics 

(National Planning Commission, Department of the Presidency, 2012).  

Some of the critical challenges faced by teachers in South Africa, and other 

countries with emerging and developing economies, relate to their own lack of 

mathematical content knowledge and the skills required to apply what they know in 

the classroom (Stols, Ferreira, Pelser, Olivier, Van der Merwe, De Villiers and 

Venter, 2015:1). According to Rowland and Ruthven (2011:167), it is generally 

agreed that the quality of teaching depends on the knowledge the teacher brings to 

the classroom (Stols et al., 2015:1). 

The Department of Education has introduced Information Communication 

Technology as a tool to improve results, particularly in subjects such as 

mathematics. As Meyer and Grant (2016) put it, teachers need to learn technology 

integration strategies and must learn to support their learners (National Education 

Collaboration Trust, 2016:10). However, despite technology becoming increasingly 

available to teachers, they often do not make optimal use of technology for teaching 
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and learning purposes. Teacher use of technology is related to administration and 

processes monitoring learners’ feedback (Sime and Priestley, 2005:131). 

According to Nyaumwe, Bappoo, Buzuzi and Kasiyandima (2004:33), teachers are 

using traditional approaches, which are teacher-centred and do not help learners 

develop a conceptual understanding of mathematics. These are instructional 

methods that are based mainly on teacher talk, and they do not involve much 

questioning, discussion and individual development of understanding. In contrast, a 

learner-centred teaching approach is one that supports learners in developing 

mathematical reasoning, while encouraging them to perceive the teacher as 

someone who is there to help them make sense of mathematics, while creating 

contexts which help them develop meaning in mathematics (Brodie, 2006:543; 

Yashua, Mji and Wessels, 2005:20). However, learner-centred teaching is much 

harder to achieve in practice than it appears to be in policy. Chisholm and 

Leyendecker (2008:197) note that learner-centred education is one of the most 

pervasive ideas; yet it is very hard for it to take root in the classroom. 

▪ Based on the discussion with regards to teacher content and knowledge of 

methodology, it is recommended that the Department of Education explore 

possible classroom-based teacher support interventions that can encourage 

them to start increasing their repertoire of teaching and learning strategies by 

making use of technology so that they can move to more innovative methods. 

The above section discussed learner performance. Learner performance in 

mathematics in particular, was perceived to be very poor. There are various factors 

that can lead to poor academic performance in schools. Some of these factors are 

not solely attributed to the school environment. 

The next section will briefly discuss these factors, with special reference to learner 

drop-out and repetition (retention). The discussion will focus on what the Department 

of Education is doing in terms of policy and guidelines in relation to these factors. 

The study found that the drop-out rate of learners had remained the same for the 

past five years.  

Education is aimed at more than just knowledge, skills and independent thought; and 

is principally concerned with the positive formation of the moral character and 
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development of the entire personality of the maturing adult. As pointed out by Jukuja 

(2009:13-14), although learner drop-out affects all grades in South Africa, the highest 

drop-out rate of learners occurs in high school. Dropping out seems particularly 

prevalent at the primary and secondary school levels. Mgwangqa and Lawrence 

(2008:2) have established that the main reason for dropping out of school in rural 

areas is poverty. That is why the Department of Education has started a nutrition 

programme at schools which seeks to alleviate hunger among learners coming from 

poverty-stricken communities. Learners who cannot afford to pay school fees are 

allowed to attend school for free by the Department of Education.  

Cunningham and Boult (1996:692) point out that the social consequences of teenage 

pregnancy are interrupted schooling, leading finally to dropping out of school. 

Chigona (2007:159) asserts that teenage mothers need support and encouragement 

to continue with their school careers. The educational effects of teenage pregnancy 

are that these teenage mothers run the risk of not obtaining the educational skills 

needed to become self-supporting. It is for this reason that the Department of 

Education has guided education institutions and managers not to exclude learners if 

they are pregnant. 

Barriers to learning and development are defined as those factors which lead to the 

inability of the system to accommodate diversity, which leads to learning breakdown 

or prevents learners from accessing education (Department of Education, 2001:166). 

Barriers arising from developmental and learning impairments lead to drop-out of 

learners (Terhoeven, 2009:35).  Learners experiencing the most severe forms of 

learning difficulties drop out of school.  The department’s policy, the National Policy 

Pertaining to the Programme and Promotion Requirements (NPPPR), has clear 

guidelines with regard to difficulties experienced by learners. For example, the policy 

states that learners who experience barriers to learning may apply for concessions: 

learners who have been diagnosed with the mathematical disorder of dyscalculia 

may be exempted from taking mathematics and mathematical literacy. 

▪ It is therefore recommended that the Department of Education improves the 

policies and interventions relating to the dropping out of learners by designing 

policies and interventions that directly address drop-out of learners. These 

interventions should include the learners themselves, and parents. 
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The study also found that there has been an increase in the repetition (grade 

retention) rate in the Department of Education. 

Learner grade retention is when a learner repeats a grade (being held back).  

According to Thompson and Cunningham (2000), empirical literature is divided into 

two camps about repetition of learners (Ikeda, Miyako and Garcia, 2014: 270). The 

first supports the contention that grade repetition is beneficial for the learner. The 

second suggests that it is detrimental for the learner. This study views repetition 

through the eyes of the second camp, as does the Department of Education in South 

Africa. 

A consequence of repetition is that it discourages learners with low motivation, 

confidence and social skills, and forces the retained learner to repeat the same 

grade while the advancing peers go to the next grade. The norm for repetition in the 

National Policy Pertaining to the Programme and Promotion Requirements 

(NPPPR), stipulates that a learner can be retained once in each phase in order to 

prevent the learner from being retained in the phase for longer than four years 

(Department of Education, 2012:37-38). Another policy position of the department is 

what is called the ‘progressed learner’. Progression of a learner means the 

advancement of a learner from one grade to the next, excluding Grade R, in spite of 

the learner not having complied with all the promotion requirements (Reddy, 2016:5). 

These are policies put in place by the Department of Education to ensure that 

learners are not dejected and drop-out, because of grade repetition.  

5.14  SUMMARY 

In conclusion, a positive and significant correlation was found between 

innovativeness, proactiveness, risk taking and the following factors: management 

support for CE; organisational tolerance; work discretion; rewards/reinforcement; 

discretionary time; organisational boundaries and organisational performance.  

In the independent samples analysis, it was found that gender does not have a 

significant effect on entrepreneurial orientation; corporate entrepreneurship and 

organisational performance constructs. 

In the variance analysis, it was found that age and management levels do not have a 

significant effect on perceptions of organisational tolerance; work discretion; 
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rewards/reinforcement; discretionary time; organisational boundaries and 

organisational performance. Age was found to significantly influence perceptions of 

innovativeness; proactiveness; and management support for CE. 

The study found that, according to the younger respondents, there are no creative 

ideas in the Department of Education in KZN. It was also found that both young and 

older participants do not believe that the Department of Education in KZN is 

promoting action and results-oriented behaviour in its employees. 

According to the younger participants, there is no management support for CE in the 

Department of Education in KZN. Age did not significantly affect perceptions of 

respondents regarding organisational performance.  

Managers are counselled to practise corporate entrepreneurship to enable them to 

be competitive in today’s dynamic world. Entrepreneurial orientation should be an 

organisation’s dominant logic in order to keep the organisation competitive.  
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

6.1   INTRODUCTION 

In this chapter, implications of the findings of the research, as presented in the 

previous chapter, are discussed. Conclusions are then drawn from the evidence and 

recommendations made. There seems to be a gap in the CE literature about the 

public sector, where the relationship between CE and EO is determined, and their 

influence on the performance of a public sector organisation, particularly the 

Department of Education in South Africa, is empirically tested.  Therefore, as 

explained in Chapter 1, the purpose of this study was to address the research gap in 

the CE field in South Africa by exploring the relationship between internal 

environmental antecedents to CE and the degree of entrepreneurship (EO) in the 

public sector. The influence of this relationship on the performance of the 

organisation is tested. 

6.2 CONCLUSION 

Although the literature reveals that CE scholars have tried to enhance our 

understanding of what makes an organisation entrepreneurial by investigating the 

CE environment and its impact on corporate venturing (Shepherd and Krueger, 

2002:167), there is no known empirical work conducted specifically on the 

relationship between CE and EO and their influence on public sector organisational 

performance. This study sought to fill that gap by exploring the relationship between 

CE and EO and how they influence the performance of a public sector organisation, 

the Department of Education in South Africa. 

This study was conducted in the field in twelve education districts in the KZN 

Department of Education. 

The purpose of the study was to explore the relationship between CE elements 

(management support for CE, organisational tolerance, work discretion, 

rewards/reinforcement, discretionary time, organisational boundaries) and EO 

factors (innovativeness, proactiveness, risk taking) and their influence on 
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measurements of organisational performance (university entrance performance, 

output performance) in the Department of Education in KZN.  

The main objectives of the study, as explained in Chapter 1, were:  

• to assess the levels of corporate entrepreneurship practices in the 

Department of Education in KwaZulu-Natal; 

• to explore the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation elements and 

corporate entrepreneurship environmental elements within the Department of 

Education in KZN;  

• to establish the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation elements and 

organisational performance;  

• to establish the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship elements 

and organisational performance;  

• to establish whether differences in perception existed among the department’s 

management regarding the entrepreneurial climate within the Department of 

Education.  

This chapter will revisit the research objectives stated above, provide 

recommendations based on the findings and suggest directions for further research. 

6.2.1 The levels of Corporate Entrepreneurhip Practices in the Departmnet of 

Education in KwaZulu-Natal. 

For the purposes of this discussion, a score of 3.0 on the five-point Likert scale (as 

employed in this study), is regarded as an average score (the mean of a Likert scale 

from one to five). The average mean of all the CE elements, as evaluated by the 

participants, was found to be 3.427, which can be regarded as an above average 

score in terms of the Likert scale. The conclusion, therefore, is that CE is practised in 

the Department of Education in KZN. The study’s objective of assessing the levels of 

CE practices in the Department of Education in KZN was realised. 

6.2.2 The Relationship between EO, CE and Performance Variables. 

The purpose of the study was to explore the relationship between EO factors 

(innovativeness, proactiveness, risk taking) and CE elements (management support 

for CE, organisational tolerance, work discretion, rewards/reinforcement, 
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discretionary time, organisational boundaries) and their influence on measurements 

of organisational performance (university entrance performance, and output 

performance) in the Department of Education in KwaZulu-Natal. 

In considering the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation factors and 

corporate entrepreneurship elements, overall, the internal corporate 

entrepreneurship elements showed a statistically significant and positive correlation 

with entrepreneurial orientation factors. This finding is in line with literature findings 

(Goosen, 2002). 

 

 Hypotheses H01 to H03 tested the correlations between each of the EO factors 

(innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking) and each of the CE elements 

(management support for CE, organisational tolerance, work discretion, 

rewards/reinforcement, discretionary time, and organisational boundaries). 

 

The conclusions indicate that supportive managerial practices are related to higher 

levels of entrepreneurial behaviour. Rewards/reinforcement; discretionary time; and 

organisational boundaries showed a strong, statistically significant, correlation with 

entrepreneurial orientation. The other three elements – management support for CE; 

organisational tolerance; and work discretion – did not show a strong correlation with 

entrepreneurial orientation. Amongst all the corporate entrepreneurship elements, 

management support for CE and work discretion exhibited a weak, though 

significant, correlation with EO factors.  

 

Management support for CE may assume various forms, such as championing 

new ideas; the promotion of possibilities linked to entrepreneurial behaviour; the 

experience of managers with the innovation process and the encouragement to 

develop new ideas.  

• Management support for CE showed a moderate, but significant, correlation 

with entrepreneurial orientation (H01a, H02a, and H03a). The Department of 

Education in KZN, therefore, does not have a strong relationship between 

management support and entrepreneurial behaviour. 

Literature reveals (Ozcan and Reichstein, 2009:606) that public sector organisations, 

including the Department of Education, are bureaucratic and hierarchical in nature. 
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These hierarchical and strongly regulated structures, where employees’ ability to 

implement what they see as necessary organisational change limit employees in 

being entrepreneurial. Although public sector employees might choose to continue in 

their employment, as a result of their perceived job security and other reasons, their 

constructive engagement in intiating and instituting change is limited by the 

existence of rules purporting to cover possible contingencies. Their potential to 

produce results is also limited and that results in the increase in their entrepreneurial 

exit. Public sector norms and modes of reasoning, emphasis on the systematic rules 

and proceduers limit  development of entrepreneurial mindset of the employees over 

time (Ozcan and Reichetein, 2009:607). These procedures and norms result in 

employees feeling that deference of problem solving and responsibility for decisions 

to supervisors is accepted, and this promote a lackadaisical stance toward work 

place and limit entrepreneurship. The public sector culture suppresses the voices 

that challenge organisational norms and beliefs and as a result prohibit employees 

from being entrepreneurial. 

 

Organisational tolerance did not have a strong or significantly positive relationship 

with EO factors. Organisational tolerance assumes that management are tolerant of 

risk taking and encourage the development of new idea by employees.   

• The findings show that, although the correlation between organisational 

tolerance and EO factors (H01b, H02b, and H03b) is significant and positive, it 

is only moderate. 

Organisational tolerance means that employees’s are allowed a certain degree of 

taking risk without being punished. This suggest that employees approach their jobs 

with an open mind and there are not confined to one acceptable way of thinking. 

Lirerature reveals that in the public sector employees are expected to be identified 

with their work roles and be conformist rather than deviant (Wilson, 1989). This kind 

of attitude limit their potential of being entrepreneurial.  

 

Autonomy had a significant and positive relationship with OE factors.  In theory, 

autonomy refers to work discretion and entrepreneurial freedom of employees to 

the extent that they are able to make decisions about performing their own work in 

the way they believe is most effective (Goosen, 2002:106).  
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• The study found that the strength of the correlation between work discretion 

and EO was significant and positive. Although the correlation was significant, 

its strength was moderate. This suggests that something needs to be done to 

improve the strength of the correlation between work discretion and risk taking 

(H03c) factors in the Department of Education in KZN, so that entrepreneurial 

behaviour is improved. 

Public sector organisations are characterised by specialisation  and routine jobs. 

This specialisation when coupled with formalisation, leads to routinisation and limits 

personal discretion at work. Moreover. s[ecialisation of skills and the on-job training 

in public sector increase the transaction and opportunity cost of leaving the 

organisations while reducing the chances of finding a good employement march 

(Ozcan and Reistein, 2014:607). 

 

‘Rewards’ showed a significant and positive relationship with the EO factors, 

innovativeness (H01d) and proactiveness (H02d). The literature on CE emphasises 

the role of rewards and reinforcement in developing the motivation of individuals to 

engage in innovative behaviour (Goosen, 2000). 

• The findings in this study accord with the theory that the use of appropriate 

rewards increases the motivation level of employees to engage in 

entrepreneurial behaviour. 

Although the study found a significant and positive relationship between the reward 

factor and the two EO factors (innovativeness and proactiveness), it should be 

acknowledged that public service bureaucracies focuses on standard and precedent 

operating procedures (Ozcan and Reichsten, 2009:616) and therefore it is difficult to 

measure the effectiveness and efficiencies of performance. Even more so individuals 

exhibiting good performance are rarely rewarded and those displaying poor 

performance are rarely punished in the public sector. While reward sytem pays to 

motivate those who are in the private sector, it is negatively correlated with work in 

the public sector. Strow and Strow (2018:3) suggest that the lack of entrepreneurship 

in the public sector is not due to a lack of incentives, but rather is due to the sorting 

of the risk averse into the public sector. To counteract such tendencies and for 

entrepreneurial activity to develop in the public sector there is a need for greater a 

greater understanding of the risk-rewrd relationship and how these influence 
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employee satisfaction levels and relate to different performance measures. Research 

also shows that many public sector employees are dissatisfied with the intrinsic 

aspect of their work, their relations at work, and the low level of recognition for their 

contributions and they believe that continuing to work in the public sector constitue a 

sacrifies on their part (Ozcan and Reichstein, 2014:606). Employees feel that there 

is a diminished sense of impact in their job. Public sector relies on seniority for 

rewarding and promoting employees. These practices foster high employee 

dependence. Ozcan and Reichstein (2014:608) are of the view that many public jobs 

are frequently reallocated to higher levels of seniority on the grounds that the way 

they are performed is sufficiently different in responsibility or skill from the job 

description. Likewise, public bureaucracies often create idiosyncratic job titles to 

retain employees when positions discontinues (Miner, 1990). 

 

‘Discretionary time’ showed a significant and positive relationship with EO factors. 

The literature reviewed in Chapter 2 emphasised the importance of time availability if 

employees are to believe that an organisation is serious about innovative projects 

(Chandler et al., 2002: 205). 

• The study supports this assertion, although the relationship between 

discretionary time and risk taking needs to be strengthened in the Department 

of Education in KZN. 

 

‘Organisational boundaries’ showed a significant and positive relationship with EO 

factors. The theory discussed in Chapter 2 showed that a supportive organisational 

structure and flexible boundaries encourage entrepreneurial behaviour (Goosen 

2002). 

• The study also finds support for this assertion. 

 

The study findings showed that all the elements of CE had a significant and positive 

relationship with risk taking (H01f, H02f, and H03f). According to Bourchard (2017:2), 

corporate entrepreneurs can only operate in an organisation that is open to a certain 

level of risk taking. Risk taking as a factor of EO was found, in this study, to have a 

positive and significant, but weak, relationship with the elements of CE. In order to 

promote a culture of risk taking, the organisation should identify role models, mainly 



262 
 

managers, who embody a spirit of entrepreneurial thinking and promote this idea 

(Bourchard, 2017:3). Managers should discuss the successes and failures of role 

models to let employees know that risk taking in pursuit of entrepreneurial ideas is 

encouraged. 

Literature reveals (Borojas, 2003) that public employees tend to be more mobile 

within than across sectors. The sticky structural constrains contain expose to varied 

problems and processes and heterogeneous learning. They undermine the 

development of personal initiative, problem solvingskills and combinatory capabilities 

(Ozcan and Reichstein, 2014:608). 

 

6.2.3. The Relationship between Entrepreneurial Orientation Factors and 
          Measurements of Organisational Performance.                            
             
The study showed a positive, significant relationship between EO factors and 

performance measurements (H04, H05, and H06). The strength of the relationship 

between EO factors and performance measurements was weak. This finding partially 

confirms that entrepreneurial orientation is a partial predictor of organisational 

performance. The findings show that the propensity of an organisation to be 

innovative, proactive and willing to take risks has a positive relationship with the 

performance of an organisation (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996:105). The influence of 

entrepreneurial orientation has been studied on numerous occasions and the results 

vary from a highly positive relationship, to no significant relationship (Rauch et al., 

2009:97). Some empirical studies show that the relationship between entrepreneurial 

orientation and organisational performance differs depending on the type of industry 

and characteristics of the environment in which the organisation operates. 

 

One of the most intriguing findings relates to the dimensionality of the 

entrepreneurial orientation construct. Even though there is a significant positive 

correlation between entrepreneurial orientation and organisational performance, the 

significance of the correlation between each entrepreneurial orientation variable and 

performance varies. For instance, the correlation between innovativeness and 

organisational performance (H04a and H04b), and proactiveness and organisational 

performance (H05a and H05b), was found to be stronger than that between risk 

taking and organisational performance (H06a and H06b). This provides clear 
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evidence in support of Lumpkin’s and Dess’s (1996) argument that the variables can, 

and do, vary independently. 

 

Public sector organisations have been significantly influenced by practices in the 

private sector. However, in many respects performance management in the public 

sector is more complicated as a result of the absence of the single overriding goal 

which ultimately dominates private sector organisations; that is, the motivation to 

make profits and satisfactory returns for shareholders (Boland and Fowler, 

2000:440). Research has raised concerns about a direct relationship between EO 

and organisational performance, suggesting that this relationship may be moderated 

by characteristics such as the nature of the environment or other organisational 

factors (Arbaug, Cox and Camp, 2009:14).  

 

In this study, the results indicated that EO is related to organisational performance, 

and the relationship is statistically significant and positive. These findings support 

what is indicated in the literature, that EO has a positive impact on the performance 

of an organisation. The findings of this study seem to suggest that, to create an EO, 

organisations should not only think of establishing the climate for entrepreneurship 

on a partial basis, but should do it in totality in order for the organisational 

antecedents to have a positive impact on organisational performance (Malatjie et al., 

2017:206). 

  

Literature reveals (Alegre and Chiva, 2013; Pan Wang, Yu, Nguyen and Chen, 2016) 

that despite the significant impact of EO on organisational performance, there is an 

argument the individual role of EO in affecting organisational performance is may 

provide an incomplete understanding (Hussain, Abbas and Khan, 217:9). They argue 

that the benefit derived from implemention of EO results may not be for long term. 

Besides, researchers have developed a consensus that adoption of EO results in 

improved performance.  Considering the importance of EO for greater performance 

in the Department of Education it is important to remember Luamkin and Dess 

(1996) definition of EO, that it is a multidimensional construct with dimensions that 

can act on organisational performance independently. The findings of this sudy 

shows that innovativeness and proactiveness were significantly and positively 
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related to organisational performance compared to risk taking. This clearly shows 

that the EO dimensions vary independently.  

 

The results of this study further indicate that CE within the Department of Education 

has a statistically significant and positive relationship with organisational 

performance (H07). However, the challenge that managers might be faced with is to 

identify entrepreneurial processes that lead to various forms of CE and to verify the 

forms that produce the best performance results in the organisation. 

 

This study found that CE has a statistically positive and significant relationship with 

organisational performance. These findings support what is indicated in the 

literature; that CE has a positive impact on the performance of an organisation. The 

findings of this study seem to suggest that to achieve EO, organisations wishing to 

embrace CE should not think of establishing the climate for entrepreneurship on a 

partial basis, but should do so in totality, in order for organisational antecedents to 

have a positive impact on organisational performance (Malatjie et al., 2017:206). For 

organisation level entrepreneurship, literature reveals that EO and CE idicators 

should be integrated to get a full picture of the organisation level entrpreneurship. 

In summary, the results of the study agree with empirical studies that innovativeness 

and proactiveness are important vehicles for the survival of an organisation and for 

improved performance (Knight, 1997:95). The study’s objectives of finding out the 

relationship between EO, CE and organisational performance were realised. 

 

The study also established whether differences in perception existed among the 

department’s management regarding the entrepreneurial climate in the Department 

of Education in KZN. As Ucbasaran, Westhead, Wright and Flores (2010:541) posit, 

the demographic factors of participants are some of the determinants of their 

perceptions of how corporate entrepreneurship is being practised in an organisation. 

In this regard, the next section provides a summary of the influence of the 

demographic characteristics of participants on their perceptions of entrepreneurship 

levels in the Department of Education in KZN. 
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6.2.4. The Influence of Demographic Characteristics of Participants on their 
 Perceptions of Entrepreneurship Levels in the Department  
           of Education 
 
The study also analysed the demographic characteristics of the respondents. It was 

important to make an assessment regarding the demographics of the respondents to 

determine their perceptions regarding the levels of CE elements, EO factors and 

organisational measurements of performance in the organisation. 

The objective of the study was to establish if differences in perception existed among 

the department’s management regarding the entrepreneurial climate in the 

Department of Education in KZN. The following hypotheses were postulated and 

tested: 

• Hypothesis H08 stated that there is no statistically significant difference of 

opinion between the mean scores of male and female respondents with 

regard to how they perceive the level of innovativeness (H08a); proactiveness 

(H08b); and risk taking (H08c) in the Department of Education in KZN.  

• Hypothesis H09 stated that there is no significant difference of opinion 

between male and female respondents with regard to how they perceive the 

level of management support for CE (H09a); organisational tolerance (H09b); 

work discretion (H09c); rewards/reinforcement (H06d); discretionary time 

(H09e); and organisational boundaries (H09f) in the Department of Education 

in KZN. 

• Hypothesis H010a stated that there is no statistically significant difference of 

opinion between male and female respondents, reflected in the mean scores, 

with regard to how they perceive the university entrance performance 

measurement in the Department of Education in KZN. 

• Hypothesis H010b stated that there is no statistically significant difference of 

opinion between male and female respondents, reflected in the mean scores, 

with regard to how they perceive the output performance measurement in the 

Department of Education in KZN. 

• Hypotheses H011 stated that a statistically significant variance does not exist 

between  the mean values of the various age groups and how they perceive 

the levels of EC factors (innovativeness -H011a; proactiveness -H011b; risk 

taking -H011c; management support for CE -H011d; organisational tolerance -



266 
 

H011e; work discretion -H011f; rewards/reinforcement -H011g; discretionary 

time -H011h; organisational boundaries -H011i; university entrance 

performance -H011j and output performance H0811) in the Department of 

Education in KZN. 

• Hypotheses H012 (a) stated that a statistically significant difference does not 

exist between the mean age categories of the participants: 1 and 2 (H012a1); 

1 and 3 (H012a2); 2 and 3 (H012a3) and their perception of the levels of 

innovativeness in the Department of Education in KZN. 

• Hypotheses H012 (b) stated that a statistically significant difference does not 

exist between the mean age categories of the participants: 1 and 2 (H012b1); 

1 and 3 (H012b2); 2 and 3 (H012b3) and their perception of the levels of 

proactiveness in the Department of Education in KZN. 

• Hypotheses H012 (c) stated that a statistically significant difference does not 

exist between the mean age categories of the participants: 1 and 2 (H012c1); 

1 and 3 (H012c2); 2 and 3 (H012c3) and their perception of the levels of 

management support for CE in the Department of Education in KZN. 

• Hypotheses H013 stated that a statistically significant variance does not exist 

between  the mean scores of various management levels of participants with 

regard to how they perceive the levels of CE elements (innovativeness-H013a; 

proactiveness-H013b; risk taking-H013c; management support for CE H013d; 

organisational tolerance-H013e; work discretion-H013f; rewards/ 

reinforcement-H013g; discretionary time-H013h; organisational boundaries-

H013i; university entrance performance-H013j and output performance-H013k) 

in the Department of Education in KZN.  

The study found that there was no statistically significant difference between the 

mean scores for male and female respondents with regard to how they perceived the 

levels of stated variables (innovativeness; proactiveness; risk taking; management 

support for CE; organisational tolerance; work discretion; rewards/reinforcement; 

discretionary time; organisational boundaries; university entrance performance and 

output performance) in the Department of Education in KZN. 

The literature on the influence of gender on the levels of entrepreneurship is 

ambiguous. Some studies support the viewpoint that gender has no influence on 
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participants’ perceptions with regard to an organisation’s entrepreneurship (Reddy, 

2014; Kuzubikiva et al., 2016); while another group of studies has found that gender 

does influence the participants’ perceptions with regard to organisations’ levels of 

entrepreneurship (Neneh et al., 2016; Camelo – Ordaz et al., 2016). 

• The gender of participants did not influence their perceptions with regard to 

entrepreneurship levels of the Department of Education in KZN 

The study findings show that a statistically significant relationship exists between the 

mean ages of participants and how they perceive the levels of innovativeness, 

proactiveness and management support for CE in the Department of Education in 

KZN. 

The younger participants perceived the Department of Education to have a low level 

of innovativeness, proactiveness and management support for CE. 

• Participants’ ages were found to have no influence on their perceptions with 

regard to the performance of the Department of Education in KZN. 

No statistically significant variance existed between the means of management 

levels of participants and how they perceive the levels of the stated variables 

(innovativeness; proactiveness; management support for CE; organisational 

tolerance; work discretion; rewards/reinforcement; discretionary time; organisational 

boundaries; university entrance performance; and output performance). 

• The study found that management level (ranks) of participants has no 

influence on their perceptions with regard to the levels of entrepreneurship in 

the Department of Education in KZN. 

In conclusion, the objective to establish whether differences in perception existed 

among the department’s management regarding the entrepreneurial climate in the 

Department of Education in KZN was achieved. 

Managerial implications and recommendations to management are discussed next. 
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6.3. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Managerial implications on the findings are discussed in detail and recommendations 

to management are made. 

 

The study analysed a number of correlations between factors that constituted the 

three constructs: corporate entrepreneurship; entrepreneurial orientation; and 

organisational performance. These correlations are revisited in order to emphasise 

the implications for management in the public sector in general, and the Department 

of Education in particular. Overall, the correlations were positive and statistically 

significant. The following recommendations are made to increase the entrepreneurial 

orientation in the public sector, particularly the Department of Education. 

 

Kuratko et al., (2014:1) highlight that continual innovation, in terms of services, 

processes, and administration routines and structures, is needed to compete 

effectively in the current highly competitive business environment. Senior managers 

agree that innovation is the most important starting point for organisations to initiate 

change. The study by Govindarajan and Trimble (2005) indicates that corporate 

entrepreneurship is seen as a process that can smooth an organisation’s efforts to 

innovate constantly and cope effectively with the reality of the competition 

organisations encounter globally.  

 

While the need to innovate in the private sector seems obvious, the case for 

innovation in the public sector has not always been clear. It is important for 

governemnts to think differently about how regulations and policies are developed 

and services provided. Governments need to reinvent themselves to meet high 

expectations with scarce public funding.  The current state of the budget and growing 

populace, means the traditional approaches alone are no longer adequate for 

governments that are seeking to determine the optimal allocation of resources in the 

face of competing needs and increased demand for services (Ernest and Young 

Global Limited, 2017:3). Specifically, innovation in internal processes, policy design 

and implementation, service delivery approaches are critical if government is to 

successfully and simultaneously deliver services and meet budgets. Strategic 
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thinkers are moving beyond traditional service and product innovation, towards 

pioneering innovation in processes and all functions of management.  

 

Currently, in South Africa, the education system is not leading to positive perceptions 

of personal feasibility and desirability as far as entrepreneurship is concerned, which 

has a negative impact on the size of the country’s pool of entrepreneurs. Such low 

levels of entrepreneurial intentions are disconcerning. 

 

The following measures are recommended to improve entrepreneurial intentions in 

the Department of Education, and the public sector in general: 

 

• In order to stay relevant within the market, it is imperative for managers to 

foster and cultivate innovation. The organisation must serve the immediate 

community by constantly promoting and improving services and processes. 

• Employees must be energised to develop new ideas and consideration should 

be given to all ideas. To be an innovative department or organisation, there 

must be a positive relationship between ideas generated and ideas 

implemented. It is imperative to take note that innovative ideas do not 

necessarily involve money. 

• All employees, as much as possible, must be involved in development 

programmes, and all contributions must be valued. Involve all staff, enhance 

the self-esteem and self-worth of employees, particularly when they see that 

their contributions are given consideration for possible implementation. 

 

The study by Shamsuddin, Othman, Shahandan and Zakaria (2012:127) found that 

proactiveness has a positive and significant impact on the performance of an 

organisation. This is consistent with the finding of Aktan and Bulut (2008). The 

researcher proposes the following recommendations to improve proactiveness in the 

public sector organisations and the Department of Education: 

• The Department of Education must be proactive when changing policies, in 

order to be the first to initiate new services and processes. 
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• The department, or departmental officials, must work with higher education 

institutions to determine the relevance of what they are offering. This will help 

establish a standard quality of student entering entering tertiary institutions.  

• The manager with a strong entrepreneurial propensity will have the 

prescience to circumvent problems in the organisation. Managers should be 

highly knowledgeable about education and be able to apply what is known 

skilfully. Knowledge about the latest educational practices provides the 

background information to envisage what should be done. 

• Proactiveness begins with organisational self-evaluation. After the different 

categories have been worked out, employees and management should work 

together in studying and evaluating the necessary improvements. 

Comprehensive knowledge is essential for realistic vision; only then is pro-

action possible.  Managers should avoid hindrances and negative results by 

moving forward to the new and unique. The new and unique are based on 

clear educational thinking and quality procedures. This is dependent on 

proper training of managers and the appointment of knowledgeable 

candidates (Ediger, 1996:274). 

 

Risk taking includes taking bold actions, such as committing large amounts of 

resources to projects with uncertain outcomes (Lumpkin and Dess, 2001:431). 

According to Brochman et al., (2012:433), organisations often take more risks in their 

quest to exploit opportunities and develop a new technology. Organisations are not 

risk takers, per se (Dafel, 2012:30). They clearly define risks that they are willing to 

take by putting managing systems, such as researching and assessing risk factors to 

minimise uncertainty, in place; and using tried-and-tested practices that have worked 

in other domains (Dess and Lumpkin, 2005:152). 

 

Organisations exploit opportunities and thereby demonstrate a high inclination 

toward risk taking (Brochman et al., 2012:433). Risk is also high when an 

organisation does not innovate. The crux of the matter is, the more frequently an 

organisation undertakes innovative initiatives, the more experienced and resourceful 

it is in managing the risk involved (Dafel, 2012:30). Organisations that do not 

innovate face very little risk in the short-run, but increase their risk in the long-term; 
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because innovation is a necessity for organisations to grow and develop. The 

researcher proposes the following recommendations to improve organisational 

growth and development in the Department of Education: 

 

• Risk aversion behaviour impedes organisational growth and development; 

hence management in the Department of Education needs to encourage risk-

taking behaviour in all employees. 

• Managers should be encouraged to promote a culture of calculated risk in 

pursuit of opportunities that may lead to organisational growth and 

development. 

 

Kuratko et al., (2014:3) posit that as research on corporate entrepreneurial activity 

has evolved, various researchers have acknowledged the importance of the internal 

CE elements in promoting and supporting an environment for innovation (Hornsby, 

Kuratko, and Bolt, 2009; Kuratko et al., 1990). This study identified six specific 

elements that are important determinants of an environment conducive to 

entrepreneurial behaviour: management support for CE; organisational tolerance; 

work discretion; rewards/reinforcement; discretionary time; and organisational 

boundaries. These dimensions are necessary if individuals are to perceive an 

environment as innovation-friendly. The researcher proposes the following 

recommendations to implement the six CE elements in public sector organisations, 

particularly in the Department of Education in South Africa.  

 

• Top management support for CE is important. It refers to the level at which 

employees perceive that “management supports, facilitates, and promotes 

entrepreneurial behaviour, including the championing of innovative ideas, and 

providing the resources required for taking entrepreneurial action. 

Management should support employees in any entrepreneurial, innovative 

and creative undertaking, as management support has been found to have a 

significant, positive relationship with innovative outcomes in an organisation. 

Support is important as entrepreneurship may be a new field for individual 

employees, and without it they can lose interest and fall back into non-

entrepreneurial behaviour. 
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• Organisational tolerance is the extent to which employees perceive that the 

Department of Education tolerates failure. Decisions are taken without clarity 

on which alternative will be successful. An organisation with a high tolerance 

for failure finds ambiguous situations challenging and endeavours to 

overcome unstable and unpredictable situations to perform well” (Bernard, 

2012:22).  

 

A distinction between entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial organisations 

is that an entrepreneurial organisation engages in product-market innovation, 

undertakes somewhat risky projects and is first to come up with proactive 

innovations; whereas a non-entrepreneurial organisation innovates less, is 

highly risk averse and follows the moves of competitors instead of leading the 

way (Miller, 1998:771).  

 

• Work discretion provides decision-making latitude and freedom from 

excessive oversight, and delegates authority and responsibility to lower-level 

managers. This is linked to autonomy, where management ensures that 

employees have enough autonomy to do their work without continual 

supervision. Employees must be encouraged to manage their own work and 

have flexibility to resolve their own problems. Employees must be given the 

opportunity to change or alternate methods of work and not have to follow the 

same work methods or steps repeatedly every day and year after year. 

 

• Rewards/reinforcement systems that encourage innovation have been 

shown to have a strong effect on individual entrepreneurial behaviour. There 

are no extrinsic rewards for employees in the Department of Education. The 

IQMS and PMDS systems only allow a salary increase of 1% for the basic 

achievement of job goals. Employees who excel in their jobs should be 

recognised and rewarded. According to Ryan and Deci (2000:110), a person 

who derives pleasure from the task itself is said to be intrinsically motived. It is 

the task of management to create an environment where employees get the 

necessary recognition and experience a positive sense of belonging. 
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• Discretionary time refers to the perception that workload schedules ensure 

extra time for individuals and groups to pursue innovation, with jobs structured 

in ways to support such efforts, and achieve short- and long-term 

organisational goals. Research suggests that discretionary time among 

managers is an important resource for generating entrepreneurial initiatives. 

This is a challenge for the districts participating in the study. They are 

successful, even though the workload of employees is a constraining factor. 

The proactive manager must ensure that there is an even distribution in the 

workload of employees; and in addition allow for discretionary time to study 

how current systems can be improved. 

 

• The flexibility of organisational boundaries is useful in promoting 

educational entrepreneurial activity, because it enhances the flow of 

information with the external environment, as well as between departments 

within the Department of Education”. Covin and Slevin (1991:18) note that an 

appropriate structure for an organisation with an entrepreneurial posture often 

includes decentralisation for decision-making authority, minimal hierarchical 

levels or structural layers, free-flowing communication channels, and closely 

integrated research and development. 

 

Management should practise the decentralisation of power, which helps in the 

reduction of decision-making levels. The organisational structure should allow 

for a free-flow of ideas and participation from all employees, thus facilitating 

the process of employee empowerment. 

 

The researcher proposes the following recommendations to the Department of 

Education top management: 

 

• The value and benefits of public sector entrepreneurship should be 

highlighted and marketed to all employees and managers. 

• Top management of the Department of Education should take the lead in 

creating an environment conducive to public sector entrepreneurship in the 

department and should be involved and provide support to employees who 

want to try something new. 
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• Management should allow employees to conduct creative entrepreneurial 

experiments in a limited portion of their work time. 

• Management needs to come up with flexible policies which will reduce 

bureaucracy and place less reliance on rules and procedures. 

• Organisational strategy that supports corporate entrepreneurship should be 

developed in the Department of Education. 

• Management should make time available for corporate entrepreneurship 

activities within the Department of Education. 

• Management needs to avoid harsh criticism and punishment if there is failure 

or a mistake is made. 

 

More specifically, it is recommended that education managers drive a campaign to 

create a sense to all stakeholders that entrepreneurship is the route caurse towards 

improving the quality of the education system  in South Africa. This could help to 

increase the learner attainment levels of perceived feasibility and desirability, and 

hence their entrepreneurial intentions and improve the economy of then country. 

Collaterally, to help increase levels of perceverance among education managers to  

develop entrepreneurial strategies aiming  to improve the quality of education for all 

learners, especially those who were previously disadvantaged in the country. This 

can be achieved with top management in the Department of Eduucation cascading 

the notion of entrepreneurial management at all levels.  

 

The following recommendations are proposed to all public sector organisations in 

South Africa and beyond: 

 

• Citizens and communities should be involved in ownership and control of 

services so that they can feel that they also own public asserts. 

• All public sector departments should be made boundary-free organisations so 

as to eliminate barriers that slow things down and create resistance to 

change. 

• Focus on participatory management, flatten organisational structures, 

empower and reward champions. 
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• Consider working with the private sector and other non-profit organisations to 

come up with solutions to social problems and to share resources. 

• Consider relaxing protocols and amend service delivery models in order to 

deliver, better and faster, quality services that will meet the needs of the 

public. 

• Find more creative ways to introduce competition and corresponding 

incentives for greater efficiency and responsiveness to public needs.  

 

6.4   CONTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY 

This study contributes to the body of knowledge regarding the importance of 

education in any country. Specifically, it highlights the challenges in the South 

African education system, which persist, in spite of various interventions. Despite the 

large budget for education in South Africa, the quality of education remains poor, and 

the output rate has not improved (Modisaotsile, 2012:2). 

The study provides various implications for research into corporate entrepreneurship 

in the public sector organisations in South Africa. Comparatively, what the positive 

and significant set of results means is that the study findings can be generalised to 

the public sector context in South Africa, where organisational antecedents and 

entrepreneurial orientation have demonstrated their applicability to CE. Public sector 

organisations face rapid institutional changes reflecting their rapidly changing 

economic climate and changes in levels of government involvement (Bloom et al., 

2012).These changes reflect important differences in how public sector organisations 

leverage their organisational antecedents and forster entrepreneurial intentions 

among employees to boost organistaional performance. Constant scanning for 

opportunities, experimentation and flexible organisational design allows managers to 

keep organisations open to multiple possibilities and allows exploration to forster 

innovation (Urban, 2017:16). 

The study results also have policy and practitioner implications. In the broder 

context, the study may help shape policy because evidence is persistent that CE 

activity in the form of employees developing new business activities at an 

organisational level is related to performance. At the micro-level a positive 

correlation between CE and countries’ Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita is 
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possible. Entrepreneurial activities are very important to move a country toward more 

advanced phases of economic development (Bosma, et al., 2010). Additionally by 

conducting research on CE in an African context it is argued that the relevance of 

organisation-based entrepreneurial behaviour as opposed to only focusing on 

independent startups is required. Although much effort and resources are devoted 

toward developing individual entrepreneurs in African context, with mixed results, a 

gap exists in policy and incentives that addresses entrepreneurial activities by 

employees at the organisational level. 

The study provides guidance to public sector managers interested in ensuring 

organisational antecedents and employee entrepreneurial orientation increase 

overall levels of organisational performance. Conducting CE is contingent upon 

individual members undertaking innovative activities (Hornsby et al., 2009), and 

management must design rewards and reinforcements, provde time and resources 

and develop flexible organisational bounderies to obtain desired outcomes. Senior 

management need to encourage entrepreneurial behaviour through raising levels of 

entrepreneurial intentions because CE activities hinges on the entrepreneurial 

actions of employees (Urban, 2017:16). 

Fostering CE through employee entrepreneurial intentions may be achieved by 

developing reward incentives and performance appraisals that signal for desired 

entrepreneurial intentions. Managers could screen for potential employee’s levels of 

entrepreneurial intentions through detailed testing, based on the instruments 

validated in this study. Managers must also recognise that entrepreneurial 

orientation levels may be influenced by prior experience (Urban and Wood, 

2005:996). Failures and false starts are a normal part of the opportunity recognition 

process, and the knowledge gained from such experiences often lead to more future 

gains (Urban, 2017:16). Consequently, orgnaisational antecedents must be in place 

to support such learning experiences.  
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6.5 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

Similar to other studies of this nature, the study is limited in terms of its corss-

sectional design, which does not allow for causality influences to be formulated.  

Another limitation is the ability to generalise the study findings across the public 

sector organisation in South African and Africa because the focus of the current 

study was on the Department of Education in KwaZulu-Natal, as the segment 

example of the puvli sector organisation. 

Notwithstanding these limitaions, the study provides fresh insights into the relevance 

of organisational antecedents and entrepreneurial orientation as they explain 

organisational performance in South African public sector organisations. refore be 

considered with this in mind. 

6.6 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH  

It is evident that the public sector is faced with structures, rules, regulations and 

procedures that may act as barriers to entrepreneurship, including disincentives to 

risk taking and rigid personal practices (Kearney et al., 2007:292). However, the 

public sector could significantly benefit from entrepreneurship if it is to meet the ever 

changing needs and expectations of the society and adapt to the rapidly changing 

environment. Adapting and encouraging entrepreneurship in the public sector could 

bring benefits which include improved service delivery, more appropriate reward 

systems, better internal processes, improved communication and better 

management-employee relationship. Therefore, for entrepreneurship to be induced 

within the public sector there is a need for greater flexibility, adaptability and 

decentralised decision making, as high levels of rigidity and red tape are in conflict 

with the development of entrepreneurial culture. While this study reveals that CE is 

practised in the public sector organisation under investigation, there are still 

limitations in the study. The public sector is still very bureaucratic and governed by a 

lot of policies, rules and regulations and these impede entrepereneurship. Therefore, 

management must create, to the extent possible, an organisational climate and 

context that supports and helps promote effective entrepreneurship that will 

eventually enhance performance. 
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The study examined one organisation, Department of Education in KZN. While the 

results presented reflections on the organisation, they do not provide substantive 

empirical data which enables an examination of organisational change. Therefore 

longitudinal studies between organisations, rather than within an organisation would 

provide significant data to further test the outcomes of the study. 

 

This research did not examine causal relationships between factors. It only tested 

correlations between factors. A significant implication of the study is the suggestion 

that corporate entrepreneurship is practised in the organisation. A quantitative causal 

research would enable a more indepth and better understanding of the relationships.  

 

This research draws conclusions about the extent of influence of factors on 

corporate entrepreneurship. The observations are based on the respondents’ 

perceptions of influence, not the actual influence. This presents an opportunity for 

further research which examines the extent of actual influence of the factors if this 

can be measured. 

 

This research uses the Department of Education in KZN as a segment example of 

the public sector. It posits that the conclusions drawn from the examination of the 

Department of Education in KZN can be transposed into public sector generally. The 

generalizability of these findings could be enhanced by further research in other 

Departments of Education other than KZNDoE, and the public sector in general. 

    

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



279 
 

Bibliography 

 

Acs, Z.J. 1992. Small business economics: A global perspective. Challenge, 

35(6):38. 1-s2.0-S1877042814007459.pdf. Date of access: 04 September 2017. 

 

Acs, Z.J. 1992. Small business economics: A global perspective. Challenge, 35:38 – 

44. 

 

Adonisi, M.P. 2004. The relationship between corporate entrepreneurship, market 

orientation, organisational flexibility and job satisfaction. Unpublished thesis for a 

Doctorates degree in Business Administration, University of Pretoria. 

 

Adreeva, T., and Kianto, A. 2011. Knowledge processes, knowledge intensity and 

innovation: A moderated Mediation Analysis. Journal of Knowledge Management, 

15(6): 1016 – 1034. 

Afcha, S. 2011. Public funding of R & D and its effect on the composition of 

business, R & D expenditure.  BRQ Business Research Quarterly, 17(1): 22- 30. 

 

Agca, V., Topal, Y, and Kaya, H. 2009. Linking Intrapreneurship activities to 

multidimensional firm performance in Turkish manufacturing firms: An empirical 

study. International entrepreneurship and management Journal, 1- 9. 

 

Ahmad, A., Manso, N., Ahmad-Zaluki, N.A., and Osman, A.H. 2012. Corporate 

Governance and Earnings Management: A study on the Malaysian family and non-

family owned PLCS. Procedia Economics and Finance, 7:221 – 229. 

 

Ahmadi, F. 2011. Survey relationship between organisational entrepreneurship and 

social capital in Public Sector in Iran. Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary 

research in Business, 3(1):644 – 652. 

Alger, J., and Chiva, R. 2013. Linking Entrepreneurial Orientation and Firm 

Performance: The role of organisational learning capability and innovation 

performance. Journal of Small Business Management, 51 (4), 491- 507. 

 

Aloulou, W., and Fayolle, A. 2005. A conceptual approach of entrepreneurial 

orientation within small business context. Journal of Enterprising culture, 13(1): 21 -

25. 

 

Al-Swidi, A.K., and Mahmood, R. 2012. Total quality management, entrepreneurial 

orientation and organisational performance: The role of organisational culture. 

African Journal of Business Management, 6(3):4717-4727. Available on line at 

http://www.academicjournals.org/AJBM. Date of access: 26 Nov. 2016. 

 

http://www.academicjournals.org/AJBM


280 
 

Ambad, S.N.A., and Wahab, K.A. 2013. Entrepreneurial orientation among large 

firms in Malaysia: contingent effects of hostile environments. International Journal of 

Business and Social Science, 4(16):96 – 107. 

 

Anderson, J. 2015. Innovation mangers are like truffles. Available at: doi: 

10.1007/s10459-016-973-4. 

 

Antoncic, B. 2007. Intrapreneurship: A comparative structural equation modelling 

study. Industrial Management and data Systems, 107(3): 309 – 325. 

 

Antoncic, B., and Hisrich, D. 2001. Intrpreneurship: Construct refinement and 

cross cultural validation. Journal of Business Venturing, 16(5): 495 – 527. 

 

Antoncic, B., and Hisrich, D. 2003b. Clarifying the intrapreneurship concept. 

Journal of small business and enterprise development, 10(1): 7 – 24. 

 

Antoncic, B., and Hisrich, R. 2001. Intrapreneurship: Construct refinement and 

cross – cultural validation. Journal of Business venturing, 16(5): 495 – 527. 

 

Antoncic, J.A., and Antoncic, B. 2011. Employee Loyalty and Its Impact on Firm 

Growth. International Journal of Management and Information Systems, 15(1): 80 -

119. 

 

Arbaugh, J.B., Cox, L.W., and Camp, M. 2009. Is entrepreneurial orientation a 

global construct? Multi- country study of entrepreneurial orientation, growth strategy 

and performance. Journal of Business Enquirry, 8(1): 12 – 25. 

 

Arbaugh, J.B., Cox, L.W., and Camp, S.M. 2009. Is entrepreneurial orientation a 

global construct? A multi-country study of entrepreneurial orientation, growth 

strategy, and performance. The Journal of Business Inquiry, 8(1):12 – 25. 

 

Areif, M., Thoyb, A., Sudiro, A., and Rohman, F. 2013. The effect of 

entrepreneurial orientation on the firm performance through strategic flexibility: A 

study on the SMEs cluster in Malang. Journal of management research, 5(3):44 – 

62. 

 

Arnold, J. 2005. Work pscholgy: Understanding human behaviour in the workplace 

(4th ed). London: Prentices Hall. Financial Times. 

 

Attali, M.O., and Yemini, M. 2016. Intiating consensus: stakeholders define 

entrepreneurship in education. Educational review: 1- 18. 

 



281 
 

Avlonitis, G.T., and Salavon, H.E. 2007. Entrepreneurial orientation of SMEs, 

product innovativeness, and performance. Journal of Business Research, 60(5): 566 

– 575. 

 

Azoulay, P., Jones, B., Kim, J.D., and Miranda, J. 2018.  Age and high-growth 

entrepreneurship. NBER working paper series. Accessed: 10/ 07/ 2017. 

 

Babbie, E. 2012. The practice of social research, 13th ed. CENGAGE Learning 

Publishing. 

 

Babbie, E., and Mouton, J. 2011. The Practice of Social Research, South African 

Edition. Durbanville: Oxford. 

 

Balkine, K., and Jagminas, J. 2010. The allusion to public policy: Innovative 

entrepreneurship. Public policy and administration, 34:32-46. 

 

Barnard, M. 2012. The diagnostic performance of Genotype MTBDR plus version 2 

line probe Assay. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 34(3): 24 – 56. 

 

Baron, R.A., and Shane, S.A. 2005. Entrepreneurship: A process perspective, 2nd 

ed. Cengage Learning. 

 

Barret, D., Wilson, B., and Woolands, A. 2009. Care planning a guide for nurses. 

Pearson, Essex. 

 

Barret, M., and Tikly, L. 2009. A framework for education quarterly. A research 

programme consortium implementing education quality in low income countries. 

EdQual Policy Brief no. 10. 

 

Barret, M., Orbon, E., Orlikowski, W.J., and Yate, S.J. 2012. Reconfiguring 

Boundary Relations. Robotic innovations in Pharmacy Work. Organ. Scio, 23(5): 

1448 – 1466. 

Barringe, B.R, and Ireland, R.D. 2012. Entrepreneurship. Successfully launching 

new ventures. Prentice Hall. Pearson. 

 

Barringer, B.R., and Bluedon, A.C. 1999. The relationship between corporate 

entrepreneurship and strategic Management. Strategic management Journal, 20(5). 

https://www.doi.org/10.1002/)CICI)1097-0266(1999905)20:5<421 Date of access: 15 

June 2016. 

 

Bartlet, D., and Dibben, P. 2010. Public Sector Innovation and Entrepreneurship: 

Case studies from Local Government. Journal of Local Government Studies, 

28(4):102 – 121. 

https://www.doi.org/10.1002/)CICI)1097-0266(1999905)20:5%3c421


282 
 

 

Basu, S. 2012. Comparative performance of private and public healthcare systems 

in low-and middle-income countries: a systematic review. PLoSMed.2012; 

9(6):e1001244.dol:10.1371/journal.pmed.1001244.Epub2012 Jun 19. 

 

Bauman, S.A. 2012. The importance of self-esteem in learning and behaviour in 

children with exceptionalities and the role magic tricks may plat in improving self-

esteem and motivating learning. PhD dissertation, University of Central Florida 

Orlando. 

 

Bauwmeester, A. 2005. Corporate entrepreneurship within Pretoria East Hospital. 

Masters Dissertation, University of Pretoria. 

 

Bayarcelik, E.B., and Ozsahin, M. 2014. How entrepreneurial Climate Affects, Firm 

Performance? Procedia- Social and Behavioural Sciences, 150:823 – 833. 

 

Bayett, I. 1997. The public sector entrepreneur identification. International behaviour 

and research, 3(2): 77 – 92. 

 

Bazaz, R. 2016. Right to education: An analysis of the role of private and public 

schools in upholding educational rights of marginalised group. Education, 6(2):40 - 

47. 

 

Bearse, P.J. 1982. A study of entrepreneurship by regional SMA size. Frontiers of 

entrepreneurship research: 78 – 112. 

 

Becherer, R.C, and Maurer, J.G. 1999. The proactive personality disposition and 

entrepreneurial behaviour among small company presidents. Journal of Small 

Business Management, 37(1) 28 – 36. 

 

Beliaeva, T. 2014. Antecedents and Performance Outcomes of Entrepreneurial 

Orientation: A comparative Cross-Country Study. Unpublished Masters Dissertation, 

Saint-Petersburg-Lappeenranta. 

 

Bellone, C.J., and Goerl, G.F. 1992. Reconsiling public entrepreneurship and 

democracy. Public Administration Review, 52(2): 130 – 134. 

 

Berglann, H., Moen, E.R., Roed, K.G., and Skogstom, J.F. 2011. 

Entrepreneurship: Origins and returns. Labour Economics, 18(2): 180 – 193. 

 

Bernier, L., and Hafsi, T. 2007. The changing nature of public entrepreneurship. 

Public administarion review, 67(3).https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2007.00731.x. 

Date of access: 26 June 2016. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2007.00731.x


283 
 

Bessant, J., and Tidd, J. 2008. Managing innovation integrating technological, 

market and organisation change. http://www.researchgate.net/publication/40938273. 

Date of access: 15 May 2017. 

 

Bhardwaj, B., Sushil, P., and Momaya, K.S. 2007a. Corporate entrepreneurship: 

Application of moderator method. Singapore Management Review, 29(1): 47 – 58. 

 

Bhatti, W.A., Zeheer, A., and Rehman, K.U. 2011. The effect of knowledge 

management practices on organisational performance: A conceptual study. African 

Journal of Business Management, 5(7): 2847 – 2853. 

 

Bierwerth, M, Schwens, C., Isidor, R., and Kabst, R. 2015. Corporate 

Entrepreneurship and Performance: A meta-Analysis. Small Business Economics, 

45(2). www.doi:10.1007/31187-015-9629-1.  Date of access: 21 June 2017. 

 

Birch, D.A 1987. Health related issues and political elections: Activities for the 

classroom. Journal of school health, 57(9). https://doi.tg/10.1111/j.1746-

1561.1987.tb03232.x. Date of access: 9 December 2016. 

 

Blake, B., and Meistry, R. 2014. The changing dimensions of the finances on urban 

schools:  An entrepreneurial approach for principals. Education as change, 18(1): 

163 – 178. 

 

Blanche, M.T., Durrheim, K., and Painter, D. 2007. Research in Practice (3rd Ed), 

Cape Town, UCT Press. 

 

Blindl, U.K., and Parker, S.K. 2016. Proactive behaviour: Forward-thinking and 

change-oriented action in organisations. In S. Zedeck (Ed), APA handbook of 

industrial and organisational psychology. Washington, DC: American Psychological 

association. 

 

Block Z., and McMillan, I.C. 1993. Corporate Venturing: Practices and performance 

in the U.S. and Japan. Center of entrepreneurial studies, Stern school of business, 

New York University. Small business economics, 13: 9 - 26. 

  

Bloedom, R.V., and Stokes, D.R. 1999. Making industry collaborative research 

succeed. Research Technology Management, 37(2):44 – 48. 

 

Boeije, H. 2010. Analysis in Qualitative Research. Sage Publications Ltd. 

Boland, T., and Fowler, A. 2000. A systems perspective of performance 

management in public sector organisations. Journal of Public Sector Management, 

13: 417 – 446. 

 

http://www.researchgate.net/publication/40938273
http://www.doi:10.1007/31187-015-9629-1
https://doi.tg/10.1111/j.1746-1561.1987.tb03232.x
https://doi.tg/10.1111/j.1746-1561.1987.tb03232.x


284 
 

Borasi, R., and Finnigan, K. 2010. Entrepreneurial attitudes and behaviours that 

can help prepare successful change-agents in education. The new educator, 6(1):1- 

29. 

 

Borasi, R., and Finning, K. 2010. Entrepreneurial attitudes and behaviours that can 

help prepare successful change-agents in education. The New Educator, 6(1): 1 - 

29. 

 

Borins, S.  2000. Loose cannons and rule breakers, or enterprising leaders? Some 

evidence about innovative public managers. Public Administarion Review, 60(6):498 

– 507. 

 

Bornstein, D., and Davis, S. 2010. Social Entrepreneurship. New York Times: 

Oxford University Press. 

 

Botha, M.D. 2012. An assessment of entrepreneurial orientation in corporate training 

divisions of selected South African bank. Master’s dissertation in Business 

Administration, North West University.  

 

Bozeman, B. 2007.  Public values and public interest: counter balancing economic 

individualism. Washing, Dc: Geargetwon University Press. 

 

Brock, W.A, and Evans D.S 1989. Small business economics. Small Busisness 

economics, (1): 7 – 20. 

 

Brock, W.A., and Evans, D.S. 1989. Small Business Economics. Small Business 

Economics, 1(1):7-20. 

 

Bruyat, C., and Julien, P. 2000. Defining the field of research in entrepreneurship. 

Journal of Business Venturing, 16:165 -180. 

 

Bruyet, C., and Julien, P. 2000. Defining the field of research in entrepreneurship. 

Journal of Business Venturing, 16(2):165 – 180. 

 

Bryman, A., and Bell, E. 2007. Business research methods, 2nd Ed. New York: 

Oxford University Press. 

 

Bryman, D.J, Hanekon, S.X., and Brynard, P.A. 2014. Introduction to research, 3rd 

Ed. Pretoria: van Schaik Publishers. 

 

Bula, H.O. 2012. Evolution and theories of entrepreneurship: A critical review on the 

Kenyan perspective. International Journal of Business and Commerce, 1(11):81 – 

96. 

 



285 
 

Burgelman, R.A. 1983. A model of interactions of strategic behaviour, corporate 

context, and the concept of strategy. Academy of management review, 8(1): 61 – 71. 

 

Burgelman, R.A. 1983b. A process model in internal corporate venturing in the 

diversified major firm. Administrative science quarterly, 28: 223 – 244. 

 

Burgelman, R.A. 1984. Designs for corporate entrepreneurship. Califonia 

management review, 26: 154 166. 

 

Burgerlman, R.A. 1983. Corporate entrepreneurship and strategic management: 

Insights from a process study. Management Science, 1349-1363. 

 

Burgess, N.D. 2013. The role of spartial boundaries in sharping long-term event 

represenations. Cognition, 154: 120 – 164. 

 

Burns, P. 2011. Entrepreneurship and Small Business. London: Palgrave, McMillan. 

 

Calatone, R.J. and Cavusgil, S.T. 2002. Learning orientation, firm innovation 

capability, and firm performance.  Journal of Industrial Marketing Management, 

31(6): 515 – 524. 

 

Business Tech. 2017. Shocking dropout rates: where in South Africa the fewest 

kinds make it to matric. Availble on www.businesstec.co.za. Date of access: 2 

September 2018. 

 

Caldwell, J.E. 2007. Clickers in the large classroom: A current research and best – 

practice tips. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov.  Date of access: 16 April 2016.  

 

Callaghan, C., and Venter, R. 2011. An investigation of entrepreneurial orientation, 

context and entrepreneurial performance of inner-city Johannesburg street traders. 

Southern African Business Review, 15(1). 

 

Camelo-Ordaz, C., Dianez-Gonzalez, J.P., and Ruiz-Navarro, J. 2016. The 

influence of networks on knowledge conversion capability of academic spin-offs. 

Industrial and Corporate Change, 26(6): 1125 – 1144. 

 

Cantillon, R. 1755. How Entrepreneurship theory created economics. Quarterly 

Journal of Austrian Economics, 16(4):401 – 420. 

 

Cardwell, R. 2007. Agency and change: Re-evaluating Foucault’s legacy. 

Organisation, 14(6): 769 – 791. 

 

http://www.businesstec.co.za/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/


286 
 

Carlosson, B., Braunerhjelm, P., Mckeelvey, M., and Ylnenpaa, H. 2012. The 

evolving Domain of Entrepreneurship Research. Small Business economics, 

41(4):913 – 930. 

 

Carlsson, B., Braunerhjem, P., Mckevery, M., and Ylineppa, H. 2013. The 

evolution domain of entrepreneurship research. Small Business Economics, 41(4). 

https://doi:10.1007/s1187-013-9503-y.  Date of access: 15 May 2017. 

 

Carree, M., and Thurick, R. 2002. Economic development and Business ownership: 

An analysis using countries in period 1976 – 1996. Small Business Economics, 

19(3): 271 – 290. 

 

Carrree, M.A., and Thurik, A.R. 2002. “The impact of entrepreneurship on 

economic growth”, In D.B. Audretch and Z.J. ACS (Eds), Handbook of 

entrepreneurship research, Bostn/Dordrecht: Kluwer. Accademic Publishers. 

 

Carroll, P. 2014. To develop and test a conceptual model of corporate 

entrepreneurship: A single case study approach . An MBA dessitation. National 

College of Ireland. 

 

Casillas, J.S. and Moreno, A.M. 2010. The relationship between entrepreneurial 

orientation and growth: The moderating role of family involvement. Entrepreneurship 

and regional Development, 22(3-4):265 – 291. 

 

Centre for Development and Enterprise. 2013. Mathematics outcomes in South 

African Schools. What are the facts? What should be done? Accessed on 

12/03/2018. 

 

Chaka, C.T. 2006. Factors that promote corporate entrepreneurship within the first 

rand bank. Masters dissertation, University of Pretoria. 

 

Chen, M.H 2016. Entrepreneurial leaders and new ventures: Creativity on 

entrepreneurial teams. Creativity and innovation management, 16(3):239 – 249. 

 

Chen, M.H., and Cangahuala, G. 2010. “Corporate entrepreneurship environment 

and organisational performance in technology manufacturing sector”. PICME; 2010 

proceedings, July 18 – 22, Phuket, Thailand. 

 

Chindoga, L. 2011. An Investigation into the Obstacles to Youth Entrepreneurship in 

South Africa. International Business Research, 4(2): 161-169. 

 

Chinho, L., Hojung, T., and Chienming, W. 2003. Fuzzy fitness model of 

intrapreneurship activities of Taiwanes high – tech firms. International Journal of 

Management and Enterprise Development, 9(1):45 – 54. 

https://doi:10.1007/s1187-013-9503-y


287 
 

Chinomona, E., Maziriri, E., and Moloi, K. C. 2014.  Corporate Entrepreneurship 

with Innovation in Mind in one University of Technology in South Africa. 

Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences. MCSER Publishing, Rome-Italy, 5 (23): 

20-29. 

 

Christensen, K.S. 2004. A classification of Corporate Entrepreneurship Umbrella: 

labels and perspectives. Int. J. Management Enterprise Development, 1(4): 301-315. 

 

Christensen, K.S. 2005. Enabling Intrapreneurship: the case of knowledge intensive 

industrial company. European Journal of Innovation Management, 8(3): 305 – 322. 

Chung, L.H., and Gibbons, P. 1997. The roles of Ideology and Social Capital. 

Group and Organisation Management, 22(1): 10 – 30. 

Clausen, T., and Korneliussen, T. 2012. The relationship between entrepreneur 

orientation and speed to the market: The case of incubator firms Norway. 

Technovation, 32:560-567. 

 

Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S.G., and Aikin, L.S. 2003. Applied multiple 

regression/correlation analysis for the behavioural sciences (3rd). Mahwah, NJ, US: 

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishing. 

 

Coldwell, D., and Herbst, F. 2004. Business research. Cape Town: Juta and Co 

Ltd. 

 

Commonwealth Education Partnership. 2010. Pragmatic partnership: solution to 

educational challenges. Date of access: 28 June 2017. 

 

Cooper, A. 2003. Entrepreneurship: The present, the past, the future, In Handbook 

of entrepreneurship research, (1): 121 – 154. 

 

Cooper, D. R., and Schindler, P. S. 2008. Business Research Methods, 10th 

Edition.  

 

Cooper, D.R., and Schindler, P.S. 2014. Business research methods, 11th ed. 

Boston: McGraw-Hill. 

 

Corbett, A., Covin, J.G., O’Connor, G.C., and Tucci, C.L. 2013. Corporate 

entrepreneurship: state –of-the-art research and future agenda. Journal of Product 

Innovation and Management, 30(5): 812 – 820. 

 

Cortina, J.M. 1993. What is Coefficient Alpha? An examination of theory and 

applications. Journal of applied Psychology, 7891): 98 – 104. 

 



288 
 

Costa, R.V., Jordo, C., and Doirego, P.F. 2014. Critical elements for product 

innovation at Portuguese innovative SMEs: An intellectual capital perspective 

knowledge. Management Research Practices, 12(3) 340 – 520. 

 

Covin J.G., and Wales, W. 2012. The Measurement of Entrepreneurial Orientation. 

Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice. www.doi:101111/j:1540-6520-2010.00432.x. 

Date of access: 11 January 2018. 

 

Covin, J.G., and Lumpkin, G.T. 2011. Entrepreneurial Orientation theory and 

research: Reflections on a needed construct. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 

35(5): 855 – 872. 

 

Covin, J.G., and Miles, M.P. 1999. Corporate entrepreneurship of competitive 

advantages of entrepreneurship. Theory and Practice, 23(3):47 – 63.  

 

Covin, J.G., and Miles, M.P. 2007. Corporate entrepreneurship and the pursuit of 

competitive advantage. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 23(3): 47 – 64. 

 

Covin, J.G., and Miller, D. 2014. International entrepreneurial orientation: 

conceptual considerations, research themes, measurement issues, and future 

research directions. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 38(1): 11 – 44. 

 

Covin, J.G., and Sleven, D.P. 1991. A conceptual model of entrepreneurship as 

firm behaviour. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practices, 16:7 – 24. 

 

Covin, J.G., and Slevin, D.P. 1989. Strategic Management of Small firms in Hostile 

and Benign environments.  Strategic Management Journal, 10(1): 75 – 87. 

 

Covin, J.G., and Slevin, D.P. 1991. A conceptual model of entrepreneurship as firm 

behaviour.  Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 16(1): 7 – 25. 

 

Covin, J.G., and Wales, W.J. 2012. The measurement of Entrepreneurial 

Orientation. Entrepreneurial Theory and Practice, 36(4):677-702. 

 

Covin, J.G., Green, K.M., and Slevin, D.P. 2006. Strategic process effects on the 

entrepreneurial orientation-scales growth rate relationship.  Entrepreneurship Theory 

and Practice, 30(1): 57 – 81. 

 

Covin, J.G., Ireland, R.D., and Kuratko, D.F 2003. Exploring and exploiting 

functions of corporate venturing. Paper presentation: Academy of management; 

Annual meeting, Seattle, W.A. 

 

http://www.doi:101111/j:1540-6520-2010.00432.x


289 
 

Cumming, D., Johan, S., and Zhang, M. 2013. The Economic Impact of 

Entrepreneurship: Comparing International Datasets (May 4, 2013). Available at 

SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract = 2262829. Date of access: 21 Feb. 2016. 

 

Currie, G., Humphreys, M., Ucbasaran, D, and McManus, S. 2008. 

Entrepreneurship leadership in the English public sector: paradox or possibility? 

Public Administration, 86(4): 987 – 1008. 

 

Damanpour, F., and Gopalakrishnau, S. 2001. The dynamics of the adoption of 

product and process innovation in organisations. Journal of Management Studies, 

38(1): 45 – 65. Date of access: 21 April 2016. 

 

Davidson, P., Low, M.B., and Wright, M. 2001. Editor’s introduction: Low and 

MacMillan then years on: achievements and future directions for entrepreneurship 

research. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 25(4):5-15. 

 

Davidsson, P. 2004. Determinants of entrepreneurial intentions. Paper presented at 

the RENT IX workshop. Piacenza, Italy, 23 – 24 November 2004.  

 

Davila, T., Esptein, M.J., and Shelton, R. 2006. Making innovation work: How to 

manage it, measure it, and profit from it. Pennyslavania, Warton School Publishing, 

262 – 263. 

Davis, J.W., Nikolic, I., and Dijkema, G.P.J. 2010. Industrial Ecology 2.0. Journal 

of Industrial Ecology, 4 (15): 707 – 726. 

Davis, K.A., and Songer, A.D. 2009. Resistance to IT change in the AEC industry: 

Are the stereotypes true? Journal of Construction Engineering and Mangegement, 

135(12): 20 – 26. 

Dawes, J. 2007. Mistakes- how can we learn from them? Development and learning 

in organisations. An International Journal, 21(2): 20 - 22 

Dawes, R.M. 2007. Clinical versus actuarial judgement. Accessed on 27/06/2017. 

 

Dawson, C. 2010. Research Methods: A practical guide for anyone understaking a 

research project, 4th Ed.  University of Bristol. 

 

Day, C., and Sammons, P. 2002. Successful school leadership. Education 

DevelopmentTrust. University of Northingham.  

 

De Clerg, D., Dimov, D., and Thongpapaul, N. 2001. The moderating impact of 

internal social change process on the entrepreneurial orientation performance 

relationship. Journal of Business Venturing, 25(10):87 – 103. 

 



290 
 

De Vos, A.S., Strydom, H., Foché, C.B., and Deloport, C.S.L. 2011. Research at 

grassroots, 4thed. Pretoria: Van Schaik Publishers. 

DeLeon, L., and Denhardt, R.B. 2002. The political theory of reinvention. Public 

Administartion Review, 60(2). https://doi.org/10.1111/00033-3352.00068. Date of 

access: 21 May 2018.  

 

Denhardt, R.B., Denhardt, J.V., and Aristigueta, M.P. 2009. Managing human 

behaviour in public and non-profit organisations. Califonia: Sage Publications Inc. 

 

Denzin, N.K., and Lincoln, Y.S. 1998. The Landscape of Qualitative Research: 

Thoeries and Issues, 2nd  Ed. SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Dess, G., and Lumpkin, G.T. 2005. Research Edge: The role of entrepreneurial 

orientation in stimulating effective corporate entrepreneurship. The academy of 

management executive, 19(1): 147 – 156. 

 

Dhliwayo, S. 2006. The relationship between the Practice of Strategic Planning and 

Levels of Corporate Entrepreneurship in South African Public Companies. Doctoral 

dissertation, University of Pretoria. 

 

Dhliwayo, S. 2010. The entrepreneurial organisation. In the frontiers in 

Entrepreneurship: 139-158. Edited by Urban, B. Springer: Berlin. 

 

Dhliwayo, S. 2017. Public sector entrepreneurship: A conceptual operational 

construct. The international Journal of Entrepreneurship, 18(3): 153-163. 

 

Dhliwayo, S., and Van Vuuren, J.J. 2007. The strategic Entrepreneurial Thinking 

Imperative. https://www.resaerchgate.net/publication/307844017. Date of acces: 26 

July 2017. 

 

Diamantopoulos, A., and Schlegelmilch, B.B. 2005. Taking the fear out of data 

analysis. Bedford Row: Thomson Learning. 

 

Diefenbach, F.E. 2011. Entrepreneurial orientation in the public sector. Doctoral 

dissertation, University of St. Gallen: Gallen. Doctoral dissertation, Jonkoping 

International Business School, Sweden. 

 

Drobnic, J. 2015. Entreperenurial school leadership. United Kingdom: New Castle 

University, research centre for learning and teaching. 

 

Drucker, P.F. 2002. The discipline of innovation. Harvard Business Review, 80(8): 

95-103. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1111/00033-3352.00068
https://www.resaerchgate.net/publication/307844017


291 
 

Drucker, P.F.1995. Innovation and entrepreneurship: Practices and Principles. New 

York: Harper &Raw. 

 

Du Gay, P. 2009. In praise of bureaucracy. London: Sage. 

 

Duncan, W.J., Ginter, P.M., and Swayne, L.E. 1998. Comparative advantage and 

internal organisational assessment. The Academy of Executives, 12(3): 6 – 16. 

 

Durkan, T. 2005. Entrprenurial behaviour amongst larger business in the New 

Zeeland reatail – an investigation into the value of corporate entrepreneurship. New 

Zeeland: UNITEC, (dissertation – MBA). 

 

Duxbury, T. and Murphy, S. 2009. An inside job: Intrapreneurship research 

methods. ASAC, 30(21). 

 

Ederwick, P., and Ponayne, E. 2004. Reconciling entreprepreneurship and 

organisational structure in International Operations: Evidence from New Zealand 

Specialist food Exports. Journal of Asia Pacific Marketing, 3(2):53 – 68. 

Edwards, C., Jones, G., Lawton, A., and Llewellyn, N. 2002. Public 

entrepreneurship: rhetoric, reality, and context. Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1081/PAD-120014260. Date of access: 10 May 2016. 

 

Edwards, C., Jones, J., Lawton, A., and Llewelly, N. 2002. Public 

entrepreneurship: Rhetoric reality and context. International Journal of Public 

Administration, 25(12: 120 – 125. 

 

Ellis, R.J, and Taylor, N.T. 1987. Specifying entrepreneurship. Frontiers of 

entrepreneurship research, 527 – 541. 

 

Ellison, S. 2009. Hard-wired for innovation? Comparing two policy paths toward 

innovative schooling.  International education, 39(1):30 - 48. 

 

EQUAL EDUCATION. 2016. Upcoming 2015 matric results require carful scrutiny! 

https:www.equaleducation.org.za/arricle/2016-01-03-upcoming-2015-matric results-

require-careful-scrutiny: Date of access: 15 May 2018. 

Ernst and Young Global Limited. 2017.  Public sector innovation: From ideas to 

actions. Harvard Business Review, 11 February 2016. 

Eyal, O. 2007. Government sponsorship as a mechanism restricting school 

entrepreneurship. Education Planning, 16(1): 1 – 11. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1081/PAD-120014260


292 
 

Eyal, O., and Inbar, D.E. 2003. Developing a public school entrepreneurship 

inventory: theoretical conceptualisation and empirical examination. International 

Journal of Behaviour and Research, 9(6): 221 -244. 

 

Eyal, O., and Kark, R. 2004. How do transformational leaders transform 

organisation? A study of relationship between leadership and entrepreneurship. 

Leadership and policy in schools, 3(3):209 – 233. 

. 

Fatoki, O. 2012. The impact of entrepreneurial orientation on success to debt 

finance and performance of small and medium enterprises in South Africa. Journal of 

Social Science, 32(2): 121 – 131. 

 

Fernald, L., Solmon, G.T., and Tarabishy, A. 2005. A new paradigm 

entrepreneurial leardership. Sourthern Business Review, 30(2): 1- 10. 

 

Field, A.P. 2000. Discovering statistics using SPSS for windows. . London: Sage 

 

Field, A.P. 2005. Discovering statistics using SPSS, 2nd ed. London: Sage. 

 

Field, A.P. 2009. Discovering statistics using SPSS, 3 rd Ed. London: Sage. 

 

Field, A.P. 2014. Discovering statistics using SPSS, 4 th Ed. London: Sage. 

 

Filion, L.J. 1998. From entrepreneurship to entreprenolgy: the Emergence of a New 

Discipline. Journal of Enterprising Culture, 6(1):1-16. 

 

Filion, L.T. 2011. World Encyclodpedia of entrepreneurship: Defining the 

entrepreneur. Date of access: 15 July 2016. 

 

Finn, D., and Gerber, S.G. 2005. Small Classes in early gardes academic 

achievement, and graduating from high school. Journal of Education Psychology, 

97(2): 214 – 223. 

 

Folkestand, J., and Gonzalez, R. 2010. Team work innovation: A content analysis 

of highly read and highly cited literature on innovation. Advanced in developing HR, 

12(1): 115 -1136. 

 

Fox, J.M. 2008. Organisational Entrepreneurship and the Organisational 

Performance in University Extension. USASBE, 2008 Proceedings, 429 – 439. 

Furnhan, A., and Marks, J. 2013. Tolerance of ambiguity: A review of the resent 

literature. Current Psychology, 4:717 – 728. 

 



293 
 

Furnhan, A., and Ribchest, T. 1999. Tolerance of ambiguity: A review of the 

concept, it measurement and applications. Current Psychology, 14:179 – 199. 

 

Gallie, D., Felstead, A., and Green, F. 2012. “Job Preferences and Intrinsic Quality 

of Work: the changing attitudes of British employees 1992-2006”. Work Employment 

and Society, 26: 806. 

 

Galvez, E., and Garcia, 2012. Innovation and performance of micro, small and 

medium enterprises in Colombia.  

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/316961258.  Date of access: 10 July 2017. 

 

Gantsho, M.S.V. 2006. Corporate Entrepreneurship in Development Finance 

Institutions: A focus on the Development Bank of Southern Africa. Unpublished 

Doctoral thesis, University of Pretoria. 

 

Garbers, J.G. 1996. Effective research in human sciences. Pretoria, van Schaik 

Publicshers. 

Gaza, C. 2012. How to fix South Africa’s education system. 

http:www.news24.com/mynews24/how-to-fix-sa’s-education-system-20121106. Date 

of access: 17 May 2016. 

 

Gcaza, W. 2013. “Corporate Entrepreneurship Strategies in the South African Mining 

Industry”. Unpublished Masters’ Dissertation, University of the Witwatersrand.  

 

George, B.A., and Marino, L. 2011. The epistemology of Entrepreneurial 

Orientation: Conceptual Formation, Modelling and Operationalizing. 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35(5):989-1024. 

 

Ghina, A., and Permana, D. 2012. Corporate entrepreneurship in the public sector: 

Measurement and the influence toward government performance. The International 

Journal of Basic and Applied Science, 1(1): 22 – 30. 

 

Gibb, J., and Haar, J.M. 2010. Risk taking, innovativeness and competitive rivalry: A 

three-way interaction towards firm performance. International Journal of Innovation 

Management, 14(5):871 – 891. 

 

Ginsberg, A., and Hay, M. 1994. Confronting the challenges of corporate 

entrepreneurship: Guidelines for venture managers. European Management Journal, 

12(4): 382 – 389. 

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor. 2012. Report on High Expectation 

Entrepreneurship from www.gem.consortium.org  Retrieved on 1 March 2015. 

 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/316961258
http://www.gem.consortium.org/


294 
 

Goldsmith, M. 2014. The practice of corporate entrepreneurship and Lean Six 

Sigma in South African financial sector. Masters in Strategic Management, University 

of Johannesburg. 

 

Goosen, C.J., De Coning, T.J., and Smit, E.V.D.M. 2002.  Corporate 

entrepreneurship and financial performance:  The role of management. South 

African Journal of Business management, 33(4): 21- 27. 

 

Grisay, A., and Mahlek, L. 2011. The quality of education in developing countries a 

review of some research studies and policy documents. Paris International institute 

of Educational Planning. 

 

Groenewald, D. 2010. Assessment of corporate entrepreneurship and the levels of 

innovation in the South African short-term insurance industry.  PhD dissertation, 

University of Pretoria. 

 

Groenewald, D., and Van Vuuren, J. 2014. Conducting a Corporate 

Entrepreneurial Health Audit in South African Short Term Insurance Business. 

Journal of Contemporary Management, 8: 1-33. 

 

Guth, W.D., and Ginsburg, A. 1990. Guest editor’s introduction: Corporate 

entrepreneurship Strategic Management Journal, 11:5 – 25. 

 

Haar, J. F., and White, B. J. 2013. Corporate Entrepreneurship and Information 

Technology towards Employee Retention: A study of New Zealand Firms. Human 

Resource Management Journal, 23 (1): 109 – 125. 

 

Hafeez, M.H., Shariff, M.N.M., and Lazim, H. 2012. Relationship between 

Entrepreneurial Orientation, Firm resources, SME Branding and Firm’s performance: 

is Innovation the Missing Link? American Journal of Industrial and Business 

Management, 2(4):153 – 159. 

 

Hair, J., Black, W. Babin, B., and Anderson, A. 2009. Multivariate data analysis. 

Prentice Hall. 

  

Hair, J.F., Anderson, R, Tatham, R., and Black, W. 1998. Multivariate data 

analysis, 5th Ed. Prentice Hall: New Jersey. 

 

Hair, J.F., Black, B., Babin, B.A., and Tathan, R.L. 2006. Multivariable data 

analysis, 6th Ed. Pearson. 

 

Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J., and Anderson, R.E. 2014. Multivariate Data 

Analysis: A global Perspective. 7th ed. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

 



295 
 

Hair, J.F., Sarsdet, M., Hopkins, L., and Kuppelwieser, V. 2014. Partial Least 

Squares Structural Equation Modelling: An Emerging Tool for Business Research. 

European Business Review, 26(20): 106 – 121. 

 

Hair, J.F.J., Tatham, R.L., Anderson, R.E., and Black, W. 2002. Mutivariate data 

analysis (5th). Prentice – Hall: London. 

 

Hamzah, M.S.G., Yusof. H.B., and Abdullar, S.K. 2009.  Headmaster and 

entreprenurship criteria. European Journal of Social Science, 14(1): 535 - 543. 

 

Hancer, M., Ozturk, A. B., and Ayyildiz, T. 2009. Middle-level hotel managers’ 

corporate entrepreneurship behaviour and risk taking propensities. Journal of 

Hospitality Marketing & Management, 18: 523-537. 

 

Hartanack, A. 2017. Background document and review of key South African and 

International literature on school dropout. DG Murry Trust Leaning Brief. Available on 

http://dgmt.co.za/ uploads> 2017/08 school dropouts. 

 

Hayton, J.C., Allen, D.G., and Scarpello, V. 2004. Fatcor retention decisions in 

exploratory factor analysis: A tutorial on parallel analysis. Organisational Reseach 

methods, 7(2): 191 – 205. 

 

Henrekson, M. 2007. Entrepreneurship and institutions. Comparative Labour law 

and Policy Journal, 2: 717 – 742. 

 

Hisrich, R.D., and Peters, M.P. 1992. Entrepreneurship: Starting, Developing, and 

Managing a New Enterprise, 7th Ed. Home word, IL, Irwin Print. 

 

Hisrich, R.D., Peters, M.P., and Shepherd, D.L. 2008. Entrepreneurship, 7th ed. 

New York: McGraw-Hill. 

 

Hisricj, R.D. 1990. Entrepreneurship/Intrapreneurship. American psychology, 

45(2):209 – 222. 

 

Hitt, L. M. 2010. Information Technology, Workplace Organisation and the Demand 

for Skilled Labour: Firm-Level. The Journal of Economic Perspective, 36: 23-48. 

 

Hitt, M. A., Ireland, R. D., Sirmon, D. G., and Trahms, C. A. 2011. Strategic 

Entrepreneurship: Creating value for individuals, organisations and society. 

Academy of Management Perspectives, 25(2): 57-75. 

 

Hitt, M.A., Ireland, R.D, Camp, S.M., and Sexton, D.L. 2002. Strategic 

entrepreneurship: creating a new midset. Oxford, UK: Blackwell Publishing.  

 

http://dgmt.co.za/


296 
 

Holbrook, J. 2010. Education through science as a motivational innovation for 

science education for all. Educational International Journal, 21(2): 80 – 91. 

Hornsby, J., Naffziger, D.W., Kuratko, D.F., and Montagno, R.V 1993. An 

interactive model of the corporate entrepreneurship process. Entrepreneurship 

Theory and Practice, 3:29 – 37. 

 

Hornsby, J.S, Kuratko, D.F., Holt, D.T., and Wales, W.J. 2013. Assessing a 

measurement of organisational preparedness for corporate entrepreneurship. 

Journal of Product Innovation Management, 30(5): 937 – 955. 

 

Hornsby, J.S., and Zahra, S.A. 2002. Middle managers’ perception of internal 

environment for corporate entrepreneurship: Assessing a measurement scale. 

Journal of Business Venturing, 17(3):253 - 273. 

 

Hornsby, J.S., Kuratko, D.F., and Montagno, R.V. 1999. Perceptions of internal 

factors for corporate entrepreneurship: a comparison of Canada and U.S. managers. 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 17(2): 29 – 37. 

 

Hornsby, J.S., Kuratko, D.F., and Zahra, S.A. 2002. Middle managers’ perceptions 

of internal environment for corporate entrepreneurship: Assessing a measurement 

scale. Journal of Business Venturing, 17(8): 253 – 273. 

 

Hornsby, J.S., Kuratko, D.F., Holt, D.T., and Wales, W.J. 2013. Assessing a 

measurement of organisational preparedness for corporate entrepreneurship. 

Journal of Product Innovation Management, 30(5):937-955. 

 

Hornsby, J.S., Kuratko, D.F., Shepard, D.A., and Bott, J.P. 2009. Managers’ 

corporate entrepreneurial actions: examining perceptions and position. Journal of 

Business Venturing, 24(3): 236 – 247. 

 

Hornsby, S., Kuratko, D.F., and Zahra, S.A. 2002. Middle managers’ perception of 

the internal environment for corporate entrepreneurship: assessing a measure scale. 

Journal of Business Venturing, 17: 253 - 273. 

 

Howell, D. C. 2011. Fundamental Statistics for the Behavioural Science, 7th edition. 

Wadsworth Cengage Learning, International Edition. Canada. 

 

Hosseini, M. 2016. The Internationalisation of SMEs: An Interactive Perspective of 

Firm-Level Entrepreneurship and Network Structure. Masters Dissertation, Linkoping 

University. 

 

Howie, J.M., Van Staden, S., Tshele, M., Dowse, C., and Zimmerman, L. 2011. 

South African children;s reading literacy achievement. Progress in International 



297 
 

Reading Literacy Achievement (PIRLS). Centre for evaluation and Assessment 

University of Pretoria. 

http://www2.psychology.u10wared/faculty/mordkoff/GradStats/part%201/I.07%20normd.pdf. 

Date of access: 2 August 2016. 

 

Hughes, M., and Morgan, R.E. 2007. Deconstructing the relationship between 

entrepreneurial orientation and business performance at the embryonic stage of firm 

growth. Industrial Market Management, 36: 561 – 661. 

 

Hughes, O.E. 1998. Australian policies, 3rd Ed. New York: McMacmillan. 

 

Human Science Research Council, 2012. School climate and shared leadership. 

National School Climate Centre: 1 – 4. 

 

Hussein, J., Abbas, Q., and Khan, M. A. 2017. Entrepreneurial Orientation and 

Performance: The Moderating Effect of Market Orientation. GMJACS, 1(7):9 -18 

 

Ireland, R., Covin, J., and Kuratko, D. 2009. Entrepreneurship Theory and 

Practice: Conceptualising Corporate Entrepreneurship Strategy, 1:19-41. 

 

Ireland, R.D., Kuratko, D.F., and Covin, J.F. 2003. Antecedents, elements and 

consequances of corporate entrepreneurship strategy. Academy of Management 

Proceeding, L1 – L6. 

 

Ireland, R.D., Kuratko, D.F., and Morris, M.H. 2006. A health audit for corporate 

entrepreneurship: innovation at all levels: part 1. Journal of Business Venturing, 

27(1):10 – 17. 

 

Ireland, R.D., Kuratko, D.F., and Morris, M.H. 2006. The entrepreneurial health 

audit: Is your firm ready for corporate entrepreneurship? Journal of Business 

Strategy, 27(1): 10-17. 

 

Irelandm R.D., Kuratko, D.F., and Morris, M.H. 2006. A health Audit for Corporate 

Entrepreneurship: Innovation at all lvels:  part 1. Journal of Business Strategy, 2(7): 

10 -17. 

 

Irland, R.D., Hitt, M.A., and Sirmon, D.G. 2003. A Model of strategic 

Entrepreneurship and Strategic Management Actions to Create Wealth. Academy of 

Management Executive, 15(1): 49 – 63. 

Jackalas, M.B., Martins, N., and Ungerer, L.M. 2016. The impact of demographic 

variables on organisational culture and employee motivation: Evidence from a health 

insurance company in Botswana. Journal of Contemporary Management, 13: 357 – 

384. 

http://www2.psychology.u10wared/faculty/mordkoff/GradStats/part%201/I.07%20normd.pdf


298 
 

 

Jacobs, H., and Kruger, S. 2001. Establishing an intrapreneurial orientation as a 

strategy: a framework for implementation. Acta Commercii, 1:1-11 

 

Jago, A.G., and Vroom, V.H. 1997. Hierarchical level and leadership style. 

Organisational behaviour and human performance, 18:131 – 145. 

 

Jaworski, B., and Kohli, A.K. 1993. Market orientation: Antecedents and 

consequences. Journal of Marketing, 57(3): 53 – 71. 

 

Jennings, D.F., and Lumpkin, J.R. 1989. Functioning modelling corporate 

entrepreneurship: An empirical interactive analysis. Journal of Management, 15(3): 

485 – 502. 

 

Johnson, B. 2001. Toward a New classification of Nonexperimental Quantitative 

Research. Sage journals, 30(2):  3 -13. 

 

Jones, A.L., Warner, B., and Kiser, P.M. 2010. Social entrepreneurship. Academic 

journal article, 38(4). 

 

Jones, G.R, and Butler, J.E. 1992. Managing internal corpoare entrepreneurship: 

An agency theory perspective. Journal of Management, 18(4): 733 – 749. 

 

Jordan, H. 2008. Clinical intervention for bilingual children: An international survey. 

Folia Phoniatrica ET Logopaedica, 60:97 – 105. 

 

Jordan, J. 2008. Assesment of corporate entrepreneurship in the Manganese Alloy 

Industry. Masters Dissertation. Potchefstrom: North - West Univesity. 

 

Judeh, M. 2011. An Examination of the Effect of Employee Involvement on 

Teamwork Effectiveness: An Empirical Study. International Journal of Business and 

Management, 6 (9). 

 

Juul, L., van Ransburg, J.A., and Steyn, P.S. 2012. Validation of Kings Health 

questionnaire for South Africa in English, Afrikaans and isiXhosa. South African 

Journal of Obstetrics and Gynaecology, 24(1). 

 

Kaiser, H.F. 1960. The application of electronic computers to factor analysis. 

Educational and Psychological measurement, 20:141 – 151. 

 

Kaizer, R.B., Lindberg, J.T., and Craig, S.B. 2007. Assessing the flexibility of 

managers: A comparison of methods. International Journal of Selection and 

Assessment, 15:40 – 55. 



299 
 

Kamffer, L. 2004. Factors impacting on corporate entrepreneurial behaviour within a 

retail organisation- a case study. Masters dissertation, University of Pretoria. 

 

Karrin, M., and Lee, M. 2012. Human Capital Consequences of Teenage Child 

Bearing South Africa. Pupolation Studies Centre University of Michigan. Available on 

www.prb.org/PublicationArticles/2012/poppov-teen-childbearing-southafrica.aspex. 

Date of access 7 September 2018. 

 

Kearney, C., Hisrich, R.D., and Roche, F. 2009. Public and private sector 

entrepreneurship: similarities, diffrences or combination? Journal of small business 

and enterprise development, 16(1): 26 – 46. 

 

Keary, C., and Meynhardt, T. 2016. Directing Corporate Entrepreneurship Strategy 

in Pyblic Sector to Public Value, components and Outcomes. International Public 

Management Journal, 19(4): 534 – 572. 

Kelly, G., Mulgan, G, and Muers, S. 2002. Creating Public value: An analytic 

framework for public service reforms. Strategy unit, UK-Cabinet office. 

 

Kenney, M., and Majtaba, B. 2007. Understanding corporate entrepreneurship and 

development: A practitioner view of organisational intrapreneurship. Journal of 

applied management and entrepreneurship, 12(3): 73 – 88. 

 

Kenney, M., and Mujtaba, B. 2007. Understsnding Corporate Entrepreneurship and 

Development: A Practitioner View of of Organisational Intrapreneurship. HCBE 

Faculty Aricles, 320. 

Khandwalla, P.N. 1987. Generator of pioneering innovative management: Some 

Indian evidence. Organisational Studies, 8(1): 39 – 59. 

 

Kim, Y. 2010. Stimulating entrepreneurship practices in the public sector: the role of 

organisational characteristcs. Administration and society, 42(7):780 – 814. 

 

Kirzer, M. 1979. Theory of entrepreneurship: A critique. Austrian econnmics: 

Tenstions and new directions, 30:67 – 102. 

 

Klein, P.G., and Bullock, J.B. 2006. Can entrepreneurship be taught? Journal of 

agricultural and applied economics, 38(2): 429 – 439. 

 

Klomp, L. and van Leeuwen, G. 2001. Linking Innovation and Firm Performance: 

New Approach. International Journal of Economics of Business, 8(3):343 – 364. 

 

Kontic, L., Vidicki, D. and Domavic, V. 2017. Testing Corporate Entrepreneurship 

Assessment Instrument in Transition Environment. Entrepreneurship. 

http://www.prb.org/PublicationArticles/2012/poppov-teen-childbearing-southafrica.aspex


300 
 

 

Kothari, C.R. 2004. Research Methodology: Methods and Techniques. New Delhi; 

New age international (P) limited, publisher. 

 

Kraus, S., Kauranen, L., and Reschke, C. 2011. “Identification of Domains for a 

New Conceptual Model of Strategic Entrepreneurship using the Configuration 

approach”. Management Research Review, 34 (1): 58 – 74. 

 

Kreiser, P.M., Marino, L.D., and Weaver, K. M. 2002. Assessing the psychometric 

properties of entrepreneurial orientation scale: A multi-Country analysis. 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 26(4):71 – 94. 

Kriegesmann, B., Kley, T., and Schwering, M.G. 2005. Creative errors and heroic 

failures: Capturing their innovative pontential. Journal of Business Strategy, 26(3): 57 

– 64. 

Kriel, P. 2010. The nature of corporate entrepreneurship in the South African liquor 

industry. Masters dissertation, University of Pretoria. 

 

Kumar, S. A., Poornima, S. C., Abraham, M. K., and Jayeheree, K. 2012. 

Entrepreneurship Development. New Delhi: New Age International Publishers. 

 

Kummar, R. 2014. Research Methodlogy: A step-by Step Guide for Beginners. Sage 

Publications. 

 

Kunze, F., Boehm, S., and Bruch, H. 2011. Organisational Performance 

Consequences of Age Diversity: Inspecting the Role of Diversity-Friendly HR 

Policies and Top Managers’ Negative Age Stereotypes. Journal of Management 

Studies, 50(3). 

 

Kuratko, D., and Hodgetts, R.M. 2007. Entrepreneurship: Theory, Process and 

Practices (7th). (Mason, OH: Thomson/South Western Pushing). 

 

Kuratko, D.F. 2008. Entrepreneurship: Thoery, Process and Practice, 8th Ed. 

Cengage Learning. 

Kuratko, D.F. 2010. Corporate entrepreneurship foundations and trends in 

entrepreneurship, 3(2):120 – 183. 

 

Kuratko, D.F., and Audretsch, D.B. 2013. Clarifying the domains of corporate 

entrepreneurship. The International Entrepreneurship and management Journal, 

57(1): 37-47. 

 

Kuratko, D.F., and Hodgetts, D.B. 2007. Entrepreneurship: A contemporary 

approach, 6thed. Mason, OH: South Western. 



301 
 

 

Kuratko, D.F., and Hornsby, J.S .1993.  Corporate Entrepreneurship and Middle 

Managers: A Model for Corporate Entrepreneurial behaviour. Entrepreneurship 

Theory and Practice, 29(6):1 – 34. 

Kuratko, D.F., Goldby, M.G., and Hornsby, J. S. 2012. Innovation Acceleration: 

Transforming Organisational Thinking. Upper Saddle River, NJ:  Pearson: Prentice 

Hall. 

 

Kuratko, D.F., Hornsby, J.S., and Covin, J.G. 2014. Diagnosing a firm’s internal 

environment for corporate entrepreneurship. A European Review, 24(2): 186-204. 

 

Kuratko, D.F., Ireland, R.D., Covin, J.G. and Hornsby, J.S. 2009. A model of 

middle-level managers’ entrepreneurial behaviour. Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2005.00104.x  Date of access: 25 January 2017 

 

Kuratko, D.F., Montagno, R.V., and Hornsby, J.S. 1990. Developing an 

intrapreneurial assessment instrument for effective corporate entrepreneurial 

environment. Strategic Management Journal, 11(5): 49 – 58. 

 

Kuratko, D.F., Morris, M.H., and Covin, J.G. 2011. Corporate innovation and 

Entrepreneurship, 3rd Edition. South Western Cengage Learning, International 

Edition. Canada. 

 

Kusumsini, N., and Jayewardene, A.K.W. 2013. Defining entrepreneurship: 

Operational considerations. Proceedings of the National Conference on Technology 

and Management, 2: 26 – 31. 

 

La Nafie, N. A. 2014. Organisational internal factors, corporate entrepreneurship, 

and organisational performance. European journal of business and management, 

6(36): 82-97. 

 

Landstrom, H.H. 2005. Pioreers in Entrepreneurship and Small Busisness 

Research, New York: Springer. 

 

Lee, T., and Chu, W. 2011. Entrepreneurial orientation and competitive advantage: 

The mediation of resource value and rareness. African Journal of Business 

Management, 5(33): 12797-12809. 

 

Lee, V. 2018. Australian Govenement: Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet. 

School attendance targers/literacy and numeracy targets/ year 2012 attechement 

tagerts. Australia 

 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2005.00104.x


302 
 

Leedy, P.D., and Ormrod, J. E. 2016. Practical Research: Planning and Design, 

11th Ed.  University of Northern Colorado: Pearson. 

 

Leedy, P.D., and Ormrod, J.E. 2005. “Practical research: Planning and design”, 11th 

ed. University of Northern Colorado: Pearson. 

 

Lekmat, L., and Chelliah, J. 2014. What are the antecedents to creating 

sustainable corporate entrepreneurship in Thailand? Contemporary Management 

Research, 10(3) 181-202. doi:10.7903/cmr.11741. 

 

Le Roux, I., and Bengesi, K.M.K. 2014. Dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation 

and small and medium enterprise performance in emerging economies. 

Development Southern Africa, 31(4). 

 

Levin, H.M. 2006. Why is educational entrepreneurship so difficult? Effective 

Schools: Educational reforms a continuous improvement. Conference on educational 

entrepreneurship at Ammerican Enterprise Institute, Washington, DC, 171 – 193. 

 

Leyden, D.P., and Link, A.N. 2015. Public Entrepreneurship: U.S. technology and 

innovation policy. Oxford University Publisher. 

 

Liston, D. 2014. Reflective teaching: An introduction, 2nd ed. Routledge: New York 

and London.  

 

Lohrke, F., and Landstrom, H. 2010. “History matters in entrepreneurship 

research”, In, H. Landstrom and F. Lohrke (eds). Historical Foundations of 

Entrepreneurship Research, Chetenhan: Edward: Elger, 1-11. 

 

Lotz, H.M., and Vader Merwe, S.P. 2013. An investigation of the influence of 

entrepreneurial orientation on the perceived success of agribusinesses in South 

Africa. Journal of Business management, 44(1): 15-32. 

 

Luke, B., Verreynne, M., and Kearing, K. 2010. Innovative and entrepreneurial 

activity in the public sector. The changing face of public sector instistutions. 

Innovation, management, policy and practice, 12(2): 138 – 153.  

 

Lumpkin, G.T., and Dess, G.G. 1996. Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation 

construct and linking it to performance. Academy of Management Review, 2(1): 135 -

172. 

 

Lumpkin, G.T., and Dess, G.G. 2001. Linking two dimensions of entrepreneurial 

orientation for firm performance: the moderating role of environment and industry life 

cycle. Journal of Business Venturing, 16(5): 429 – 451. 

 



303 
 

Mabala, M. J. 2012. Corporate Entrepreneurship within the Department of 

Correctional Services. Unpublished Masters’ Dissertation, University of 

Johannesburg. 

 

Macbeth, E., and Rimac, T. 2006. The age of entrepreneurial turbulence: Creating 

sustainable advantage for individuals, organisations and societies in the new 

century. Esade MBA Business Review, 17:17 – 23. 

 

Maes, J. 2003. The search for corporate entrepreneurship: a clarification of concept 

and its measures. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/252347985. Date of 

access: 15 march 2015. 

 

Mafukutha, M.A. 2016. Complexities and constraints influencing learner 

performance in physical sciences. International Journal of research in Business and 

Social Science, 4(1): 68 – 79. 

 

Mahmood, R., and Hanafi, N. 2013. Entrepreneurial orientation and business 

performance of women-owned small and medium enterprises in Malaysia: 

Competitive advantage as a mediator. International journal of business and social 

sciences, 4(1):82-90. 

 

Mair, J. 2008. Entrepreneurial behaviour in a large traditional firm: Exploring key 

drivers. Research paper, University of Barcelonia, IESE Publishing. 

 

Mair, M., and Marti, I. 2006. Social entrepreneurship research: a source of 

expalntion, prediction, and delight. Journal of world business, 41(1): 36 – 44. 

 

Malajie, R., Amani, I., and Saadani, S. 2014. Linking Corporate Entrepreneurship 

with Human resources Management Practices. International Journal of Innovation 

and Applied Studies, 7(2): 689-696. 

 

Malan, J.H. 2016. An assessment of the impact of entrepreneurial orientation on the 

success of selected public secondary schools. Doctoral dissertation, North-west 

University. 

 

Malatjie, I, Garg, A., and Rankhumise, E. 2017. Corporate Entrepreneurship in the 

Public Sector: A South African Perspective. The 2nd Annual International Conference 

on Public Administration and Development Alternatives, 26 – 27 July 2017, Tlotlo 

Hotel, Gaborone, Botswana. 

 

Malik, R.N., and Mahmood, A. 2012. Risk management. Available at: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.arabjc.2011.07.02. Date of access: 19 March 2017. 

 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/252347985
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.arabjc.2011.07.02


304 
 

Man, W.Y.T. 2010. Clarifying the domain of educational entrepreneurship: 

Implications for studying leadership, innovation and change. Unpublished paper, 

Hong Kong Institute of Education. 

 

Martinkute, T., and Skandarioon, K. 2013. Work processes and entrepreneurial 

climate. Master program in entrepreneurship corporate entrepreneurship and 

innovation, Lund University. 

 

Mason, K. M. 2014. Worldwide Business Start-Ups. 

http:/www.moyak.com/papers/business-startups-entrepreneurs.html. Accessed: 8. 

July. 2015. 

 

Mathe, T. D. 2012. “Corporate Entrepreneurship and the Retention of Corporate 

Entrepreneurs in the Organisation”. Unpublished Masters’ Dissertation, University of 

Pretoria.  

 

McGrath, R.G. 2011. Failing by Design. Harvard Business Review, 89(4): 76 – 83. 

McGrath, R.G., and McMillan, I.C. 2000. The Entrepreneurial Mindset: Strategies 

for Continuously Creating Opportunity in an Age of Uncertainty. Harvard Business 

School Press. 

 

McGrath, S. 2011. Vocational education and training for development: a policy in 

need of a theory? International Journal of Educational development, 32(5): 623 – 

631. 

 

McLain, D., Kefallonitis, E., and Armani, K.A. 2015. Ambiguity Tolerance in 

organisations: Definitional clarification and perspectives on future research. Frontiers 

in Psychology, 6. Available at: https://www.reserachgate.net/publication/27124893. Date 

of access: 26 June 2017. 

 

Messeghem, K. 2003. Startegic entrepreneurship and managerial activities in 

SMEs. International Small Business Journal, 21(2): 197 – 212. 

Meyer, J.P., Stanley, D.J., Herscovitch, L., and Fopolnytsky, L. 2002. Affective, 

continuance and normative commitment to organisation: A meta-analysis of 

antecedents, correlates, and concequences. Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 61: 20 

-52. 

 

Miller, D. 1983. The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firms. 

Management Science, 29(7): 770 – 796. 

 

Miller, D. 2011. A Reflection on Entrepreneurial Orientation Research and Some 

Suggestions for the Future. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35(5): 873-894. 

https://www.reserachgate.net/publication/27124893


305 
 

 

Miller, D., and Friesen, P.H. 1998. Strategy –making and environment. Strategic 

Management Journal, 4(3):221 – 235. 

 

Miller, D.J., Fern, M.J., and Cardinal, L.B. 2007. Using knowledge for technological 

innovation within diversified firms. The Academy of Management Journal, 50(2): 308 

– 326. 

Miyako, I., and Garcia, E. 2014. “Grade repetition: A comparative study of academic 

and non-academic consequences. OED Journal: Economic studies, 2013(1). 

Available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eco-studies-2013-5k3w65mx3hnx. Date of access: 

09 Nov. 2017. 

 

Mnguni, I.B. 2014. Investigating the causes of learner dropout at secondary schools 

in Johannesburg South, Gauteng. Masters dissertation, University of South Africa.  

Modisaotsile, B.M. 2012. The failing standards of basic education in South Africa. 

African institute of South Africa, 7(2):1 – 8. 

 

Mokaya, S. 2012. Corporate Entrepreneurship and organisational Performance 

Theoretical Perspectives, Approaches and Outcomes. International Journal of Arts 

and Commerce, 1(4):133 -143. 

 

Molokwu, V.B., Barreria, J., and Urban, B, 2013. Entrepreneurial Orientation and 

Corporate Governance Structures at the Firm Level in South African oil and gass 

Industry. South African Journal of Human Resouce Management, 11(1):1-15. 

Monette, D.R., Sullivan, T.J., and De Jong, C.R. 2008. Applied Social Research: A 

tool for the human services, 8th ed. Brook/ Cole Publishers. 

Monte, M.C., Blanco, A., Negro, C. and Tijero, J. 2004. Development of a 

methodology to predict stick deposits due to the destabilisation of dissolved and 

colloidal material in papermaking-application to different systems. The Chemical 

Engineering Journal, 105(1-2): 21 – 29. 

 

Monyela, H.M. 2011. Charecteristics of Youth not enrolled in School: Evidence from 

the community Survey 2007, South Africa. Masters Dissertation, University of 

Witswatersrand. Johannesburg. 

 

Moodley, S. 2014. Creating entrepreneurs in South Africa through education. 

Masters dissertation, University of Pretoria. 

 

Mordkoff, T. 2016. Descriptive statistics. I.05dscrptvs.pdf. Date of access: 10 Nov. 

2017. 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/eco-studies-2013-5k3w65mx3hnx


306 
 

Morris, J.A., Thomas, A., Rhyne, A.L., Breen, N., Akins, L., and Nash, B. 2011. 

“Nurturing Properties of the Invasive lionfish: A delicious and nutritious approach for 

controlling the invasion” Aquaculture, Aquariums, Conservation and Legislation, 

5:99-102. 

 

Morris, M.G., and Venkatesh, V. 2000. Age differences in the ntechnology adoption 

decisions: Implications for a changing workforce. Personnel Psychology, 53(2): 360 -

375. 

 

Morris, M.H 1998. Entrepreneurial Intensity: Sustainable Advantages for Individuals, 

Organisations and Societies, Quirum Books: Wesport. 

 

Morris, M.H., and Jones, F.F. 1999. Entrepreneurship in established organisations: 

the case of public sector. Entrepreneurship theory & practices, 24 (11): 71 -91. 

 

Morris, M.H., and Kuratko, D.F. 2002. Corporate Entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurial 

Development within organisations. Quorum Book, Westport 

Morris, M.H., Kuratko, D.F., and Covin, J. 2011. Corporate Entrepreneurship and 

Innovation. 3rd ed. Mason, OH: South-Western Cengage. 

 

Mouton, J. 1996. Understanding Social research. Van Schaik Publishers. 

Mustafa, M., Richards, J., and Ramos, H. 2013. High Performance Human 

resource Practices and Corporate Entrepreneurship: The Mediating Effect of Middle 

Managers Knowledge Collecting and Donating Behaviour. Asian Academy of 

Management Journal, 18(2): 17 36. 

 

Nacinovic, N., Galetic, L., and Cavlek, N. 2009. Corporate culture and innovation: 

Implications for reward systems. Working Academy of Science, Engineering and 

Technology, 397 – 402. 

 

Naman, J.L., and Slevin, D.P. 1993. Entrepreneurship and concept of fit: A model 

and empirical tests. Strategic Management Journal, 14(2): 137 – 153. 

 

National Planning Commission. 2012. National development Plan 2030: our 

future- makes it work. Available at: http://wwww.gove.za/sites/www.gov.future makes it 

work.pdf. Accessed on 12/03/2017. 

 

Naude, W. 2008. Entrepreneurship in Economic Development. UNU World Institute 

for Development Economics Research; Research Paper, (2008/20). 

 

Nayager, T., and Van Vuuren, J.J. 2005. An analysis of an organisational strategy, 

structure and culture that supports corporate entrepreneurship in established 

http://wwww.gove.za/sites/www.gov.future


307 
 

organisations. South African Journal of Economic and Management Sciences, 8(1): 

29-38. 

 

Nayyar, J., and Mahmood, R. 2014. The effect of Corporate Entrepreneurship 

Determinants on Performance of Public Higher Education Institutions in Pakistan. 

Business and Entrepreneurship Journal, 3(1): 19 – 31. 

 

Neneh, B.N., van Zyl, J.H., and Noordwyk, A. 2016. Gender difference in 

entrepreneurial orientation and performance: Evidence from South Africa. 

Proceedings of the 28th Annual Conference of Southern African Institute of 

Management Scientist. Accessed 07/09/2017. 

 

Newing, H. 2011. Conducting research in conservation a social science perspective, 

Routledge, England. 

Ngamkroeckjoti, C., Speece, M., and Dimmitt, N.J. 2005. Environmental scanning 

in Thai food SMEs, The impact of technology strategy and technology turbulence. 

British Food Journal, 107(5): 285 – 305. 

Nielsen, R.P., Peter, M.P, and Hisrich, R.D. 1985. Intrapreneurship strategy for 

internal markets-corporate, non-profit and government institution cases. Strategic 

Management Journal, 6(2):181 – 189. 

 

Nieman, D., and Nieuwenhuizen, C. 2014. Entrepreneurship: A South African 

Perspective, 3rd Edition. South Africa: Van Schaik Publishers. 

 

Nkosi, T. 2011. Corporate Entrepreneurship and Organisational Performance in the 

Information and Communication Technology Industry”. Unpublished Masters’ 

Dissertation, University of the Witwatersrand.  

 

Nutt, P.C. 2005. Making Strategic Choices. Journal of Management Studies, 39(1):1 

– 149. 

 

Nyanjom, M.D.O. 2007. Corporate entrepreneurship orientation in Botswana: 

Pursuing innovating opportunity. Masters Dissertation, University of Pretoria. 

 

Nybakk, E., and Hansen, E. 2008. Entrepreneurial attitude, innovation and 

performance among Norwegian nature-based tourism enterprises. Forest Policy and 

Economics. http://DOI:10.1016/j.forpol.2008.04.004.  Accessed on 05/10/2017. 

 

Okhomina, D. 2010. Entrepreneurial orientation and psychological traits: the 

moderating influence of supportive environment. Journal of Behavioural Stdies in 

Business: 1 – 17. 

 

http://DOI:10.1016/j.forpol.2008.04.004.%20%20Accessed%20on%2005/10/2017


308 
 

Olakitan, O., and Charles, T. 2012. The role entrepreneurial orientations on the 

perceived performance of small and medium-scale enterprises (SMEs) in Nigeria. 

International Business and Management, 5(2): 148 -154. 

 

Osborne, D., and Gaebler, T. 1992. Reinventing Government: How the 

entrepreneurial spirit is transforming the public sector. Addison-Wesley Publishing 

Company. 

 

Otache, I., and Mahmood, R. 2015. Corporate entrepreneurship and business 

performance: The role of external environment and organisational culture: A 

proposed framework.  Mediterranean journal of social sciences, 6(4): 524-531. 

 

Ozdemirci, A. 2011. Corporate Entrepreneurship and Strategy Process: A 

performance based research on Istanbul market. Procedia-Social and Behaviour 

Sciences, 24:611 626. 

 

Pearce, J.A., Fritz, D. A., and Davis, P.S. 2010. Entrepreneurial orientation and 

performance of religious congregations as predicted by rational choice theory. 

Journal of Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34(1): 219 -248. 

 

Penrose, E. 1959. Contribution to resource-based view of strategic management, 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486-2004.00427.x. Date of access: 22 December 

2016. 

 

Peppler, T. 2013. Enabling Entrepreneurship Technical Task Team Final Report for 

the Basic Education Work stream. Available at SSRN: 

http://ssrn.com/abtsract=2262829. Date of access: 6 January 2018. 

 

Phan, P., Wright, M., Ucbasaran, D., and Tan, W.L. 2009. Corporate 

entrepreneurship: current research and future directions. Journal of Business 

Venturing, 24(3): 197 – 205. 

 

Phonapichat, P., Wongwanich, S., and Sujiwa, S. 2014. Analysis of elementary 

school students’ difficulties in mathematics problem solving.  

 

PIRLS. 2017. Progress in International Reading Literacy Study 2016. South African 

Children Reading Literacy Behaviour. 

 

Pinchot, G. 1985. Entrepreneurship. New York: Harper and Row. 

 

Popper, M., and Mayseless, O. 2007.  Reliance of leaders and social institutions: 

An attachement perspective.The Leadership Quarterly, 14(1):41 – 65. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486-2004.00427.x
http://ssrn.com/abtsract=2262829


309 
 

Pot, F., and Oeij, T. 2012. Social innovation of work and employment. Available at: 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication.260815895. Date of access: 16 June 2017. 

 

Prantono, A., Wee, T., Syahchari, D., Tyaz-Nugraha, A., and Hadiati-Fitri, N. 

2013. The direct effect of entrepreneurial orientation and innovation success on firm 

performance. American Journal of Economics, 3(1): 1-6. 

 

Quazi, A., and Talukder, M. 2011. Demographic derteminants of Adoption of 

Technology Innovation. Journal of Computer Information Systems, 52(1). 

Quince, T. 2003. Entrepreneurial orientation and entrepreneurs’ intentions and 

objectives. RSRC Centre for Business Research, University of Cambridge Working 

Paper No. 271. 

 

Radipere, N. S. 2012. “An Analysis of local and Immigrant Entrepreneurship in the 

South African Small Enterprise Sector. Unpublished Doctor of Commerce Thesis, 

University of South Africa.  

 

Ramachandra, K., Devarajan, T.P., and Ray, S. 2006. Corporate Entrepreneurship: 

How? The Journal for Decision Makers, 31(1):85 – 97. 

 

Ramamurti, R. 1986. Public entrepreneur: Who are they and how do they operate. 

California management review, 28 (3): 142 – 158. 

 

Rauch, A., Wiklund, J., Lumpkin, G.T., and Frese, M. 2009. Entrepreneurial 

orientation and business performance: an assessment of past research and 

suggestions for the future. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(3): 761 – 787. 

 

Reddy, N. 2014. Perceptions of middle managers on corporate entrepreneurship: 

comparative analysis in four different industries. Masters dissertation, University of 

Pretoria. 

 

Reddy, V., Prinsloo, C., Netshitangani, T., Mpletsane, R., Juan, A., and van 

Resnsurg, J. 2010. An investigation into educator leave in the South African 

ordinary public schooling stystem. Pretoria. http://www.adpotaschool.orga.za/wp-

content/uploads/2012/10/HSRC-school-attendance-report.pdf. Date of access: 7 

April 2017. 

 

Ready, V., Viseer, M., Winnar, L.A., Arends, F. Juan, A., Prinsloo, L.H, and 

Isdall, K. 2016. TIMSS 2015: Highlights of Mathematics and Science Achievement 

of Grade 9 South African Leaners. Human Science Research Council. 

 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication.260815895
http://www.adpotaschool.orga.za/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/HSRC-school-attendance-report.pdf
http://www.adpotaschool.orga.za/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/HSRC-school-attendance-report.pdf


310 
 

Rhodes, R.A.W., and Wanna, J. 2008. The limits to public value, or resuing 

responsible government from Platonic guardians. https://doi.org/101111/j.1467-8500. 

2008.00553. x. Date of access: 01 August 2018. 

 

Robert, N.C, and King, P.J 1996. Tranforming public policy: Dynamics of policy 

entrepreneurship. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

 

Robson, C. 2011. Real world research: A resource for social-scientist and 

practitioner –researchers. 3rd ed. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing. 

 

Rosenblatt, Z., and Somech, A. 1998. The work behaviour of Israeli elementary 

school principals: expectations versus reality. Educational Administration Quarterly, 

34(4): 505- 532. 

 

Rouse, M. 2012.  An assessment of the corporate entrepreneurial climate of a 

leading South African automotive retail group. Master of Commerce Dissertation, 

University of Johannesburg. 

 

Rundh, B. 2011. Development of customer value in supply chain: Managerial 

thinking about strategic marketing. Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 

6(4):260 – 272. 

 

Rundh, B. 2011. Linking Felexibility and Entrepreneurship to the Performances of 

SMEs in Export Markets. Journal of Manufacturing Technology Management, 22(3): 

330 – 347. 

Russel, R.D. 1999. Developing a process model of int-trapreneurial systems: A 

cognitive mapping approach. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 24(1): 65 - 84. 

 

Rutherford, M.W., and Holt, D.T. 2007. Corporate entrepreneurship: An empirical 

look at the innovativeness dimension and its antecedents. Journal of Organisational 

Change Management, 20(3): 429 – 446. 

 

Ruthven, I. 2011. Interactive information seeking, behaviour and retrieval. London: 

Facet Journal of Information Literacy, 5(2): 99 – 100. 

 

Ruvio, A., Rosenblatt, Z., and Hertz-Lazarowitz, R. 2010. Entrepreneurial 

leadership vision in non-profit vs. for profit organisations. Leadership Quartly, 

21(1):144 – 158. 

 

Ryan, R.M., and Deci, E.L. 2001. Self-determination theory and the facilitation of 

intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychology, 

55(1):68.  

 

https://doi.org/101111/j.1467-8500


311 
 

Sadler, R.J. 1999. Corporate Entrepreneurship in the Public Sector: The dance of 

the Chameleon. Austrlian Journal of Public Administration, 59(2):25 – 43. 

Saeed, S., Yousafzi, S.Y., and Engelen, A. 2013. Exploring the antecedents of 

entrepreneurial orientation in Russian SMEs: The role of institutional environment. 

Working paper No.1. Graduate School of Management, St Petersburg University: 

SPb. 

 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., and Thornhill, A. 2009. Research Methods for Business 

Students, 5th edition. United Kingdom: Pearson Education Limited, Prentice Hall. 

 

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., and Thornhill, A. 2011. Research methods for business 

students. Harlow, Essex, England: Pearson Education Limited. 

 

Schachtebeck, C., and Nieuwenhuizen, C. 2016. The role of management support 

in promoting corporate entrepreneurship within SME’S in the Sea/Freight transport 

industry. Proceedings of the 34th Southern African Transport Conference (SATC 

2015). Accessed on 02/06/2018. 

 

Scheepers, D., Roel, C., and Ellemers, N. 2013. Untable power threatens the 

powerful and challenges the powerless: Evidence from cardiovascular market of 

innovation. Available at: https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsg.2013.00720. Date of access: 05 

Sept. 2016. 

 

Scheepers, M.J, Yong, J., and Bloom, J.Z. 2008. Nurturing the corporate 

entrepreneurship capacity. South African Business Review, 12(3):51 – 52.  

 

Scheepers, M.J. 2007. Entrepreneurial intensity: The influence of antecedents to 

corporate entrepreneurship in firms operating in South Africa. Doctoral dissertation, 

University of Stellenbosch. 

 

Scheepers, M.J. Hough, J., and Bloom, J.Z 2008. Nurturing corporate 

entrepreneurship capacity. Southern African Business Review, 12. 

 

Schillo, S. 2011. Entrepreneurial Orientation and Company Performance: Can the 

Academic Literature Guide Managers? Technology Innovation Management Review, 

ww.innovaionentrepreneurship.com. 

 

Schindehutte, M., Morris, M.H., and Kuratko, D. F. 2000. Triggering Events, 

Corporate Entrepreneurship and the Market Function. The Journal of Marketing 

theory and Practice, 8(2): 18 – 30. 

 

Schneider, F. 2008. The hidden economy. Cheltenham: Edwar Elgar. 

 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsg.2013.00720


312 
 

Schollhammer, H. 1982. Internal corporate entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurship 

Theory and Practice, 23(3), 11-27. Encyclopaedia of Entrepreneurship, 209-223. 

 

Schuler, R.S. 1986. Fostering and facilitating entrepreneurship in organisations: 

Implications for organisatio structure and humn resource management practices. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.3930250408. Date of access: 10 August 2016. 

 

Schumpeter, J. A. 1934. The Theory of Economic Development: An inquiry into 

Profits, Capital, Credit, Interest, and the Business Cycle. Transaction Publishers: 

London, UK. 

 

Scott, M.G., Rosa, P., and Klandt, H. 1998. “Educating entrepreneur for wealth 

creation”, In M.G. Scott, P. Rose and H. Klandt (eds), Educating Entrepreneurs for 

Wealth Creation, Lynne, U.S.A: Ashgate. 

 

Sekaran, U. 2006. Research Methods for Business: A Skill-Building Approach. 4th 

Ed. John Wiey & Sons, Inc. 

 

Selman, J. 2002. Leardership and innovation: relating to circurmstances and 

change. Innovation Journal, 7(3). http://www.innovation.cc/discussion-

papers/selman.pdf. Date of access: 21 June 2017. 

 

Seqhobane, T.S. 2010. An assessment of corporate entrepreneurship in the gas 

industry in South Africa. Masters dissertation, North-West University. 

 

Serdyukov, P. 2017. Innovation on education: What works, What doesn’t, and What 

to do about it? Journal of Research in Innovative Teaching and Learning, 10 (1): 4-

33. http://doi.org/10.1108/JRIT.-10- 2016 - 007 

 

Sexton, D.L., and Smilor, R.S. 1997. Entrepreneurship. Upstart Publishing 

Company. Chicago, IL. 

Shah, M., and Bhutta, N.T. 2013. Corpoaret eEntrepreneurship and Agency Cost: A 

theoretical perspective. Open Journal of Acconting, 7 – 86. 

 

Shane, S. 2012. Reflections on the 2010 AMR decade award: delivering on the 

promise of entrepreneurship as a field of research. Academy of Management 

Review, 37(10): 10 – 20. 

 

Shane, S., and Venkataraman, S. 2000. The promise of entrepreneurship as a field 

of research. The Academy of Management Review, 25(1): 217 – 226. 

 

Sharma, A., and Dave, S. 2011. Entrepreneurial Orientation: Performance Level. 

SCMS Journal of Indian Management, October-November 2011. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.3930250408
http://www.innovation.cc/discussion-papers/selman.pdf
http://www.innovation.cc/discussion-papers/selman.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1108/JRIT.-10-%202016


313 
 

 

Sharma, P., and Chrisman, J.J. 1999. Toward a reconciliarion of the definitional 

issues in the field of corporate entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory and 

Practice, 23(3): 11 – 27. 

 

Shaw, E., OLoughtin, A., and McFadzean, E. 2005. Cportate Entrepreneurship and 

innovation part 2: a role-and –process-based approach. European Journal of 

innovation management, 8(4):393 – 408. 

 

Sheingate, A.D. 2003. Political entrepreneurship, institutional change, and 

Ammerican political development, 8(4):393 – 408. 

 

Shollhammer, H. 1981. The efficacy of internal corporate entrepreneurship 

strategies. (In Versper, K.H, eds. Frontiers of entrepreneurship research, Babson 

College, Wellesley, MA, 451 – 456. 

 

Short, J. C., Payne, G.T., Brigham, K.H., Lumpkin, G.T., and Broberg, J.C. 2009. 

Family firms and entrepreneurial orientation in publicly traded firms: A comparative 

analysis of the S & P 500. Family Business Review, 22 (1): 9 – 24. 

 

Short, J.C., Pane, G.T., and Ketchen, D.J.  2008. Research on configurations: Past 

accomplishments and future challenges. Journal of Management, 34: 1053 – 1079. 

 

Sikmins, C. 2013. Performance in the South African Education System. What do we 

know? Centre for Development and Enterprise. 

 

Simkins, L., Charner, I., and Suss, L. 2010. Emerging education issue: findings 

from the Wallace Foundation Survey. New York: The Wallace Foundation. 

 

Simrie, M., Herrington, M., Kew, J., and Turton, N. 2011. Global Entrepreneurship 

Monitor: 2011. South African Report. Cape Town: University of Cape Town, 

Graduate School of Business.  

 

Sinyosi, L.B 2015. Factors affecting Grade 12 learners’ performance in 

Mathematics’ at Nzhelele East Circuit: Vhembe District in Limpopo. Masters 

dissertation, University of South Africa. 

 

Sithole, J. 2015. Impediments to the culture of Innovation in South African Local 

Municipalities. News and SAMRA Journal. Available on www.samra.co.za. date of 

access: 04 September 2018 

 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2005. Broad-based Black Economic Empowerment act.  

Government Print: Pretoria. 

 

http://www.samra.co.za/


314 
 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2005. Department of Trade and Industry. Departmental Annnual 

report 2005. Pretoria. 

South Africa. 2006. Department of Basic Education. The National Policy 

Framework for teacher education and development in South Africa. Pretoria: 

Government printer. 

 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2010. Department of Bsic Education. The SACMEQ III Project in 

South Africa: A study of the conditions of schooling and the quality of education. 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2010. The Presidency. Action Plan 2014: Towards realisation of 

schooling 2025. Pretoria: Government Printers. 

 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2011. Department of Basic Education. Action plan to 2014. 

Towards the realisation of schooling 2015. Pretoria. 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2011. Statistical Release (Revised). Government Print: Pretoria. 

 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2011. Statistics South Africa. Statistical Sensus Result Release. 

Pretoria. 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2011b. Department of Basic Education. Report on Annual National 

Assessment of 2011. Pretoria. 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2014. Department of Basic Education. Report on the Annual 

National Assessment of 2014. Pretoria. 

 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2015. Department of Basic Education. Education Statistics in 

South Africa, 2013. Pretoria. 

 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2015. Department of Basic Education. National Senior Certificate 

Examination, 2014: Technical report. Pretoria. 

 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2016b. Department of Basic Education. National Senior Certificate 

Examination, 2015: School performance report. Pretoria. 

 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2016. Parliament of the Republic of South Africa. An overview and 

Analysis of SACMEQA IV study results. Pretoria. 

 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2017. Department of Basic Education. National Senior Certificate 

Examination 2017 Report. Pretoria. 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2017. KwaZulu-Natal Department of Education. Report on the 

National Senior Certificate (NSC) 2017. KZN DoE Print. 

 



315 
 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2017. KwaZulu-Natal Department of Education. Annual 

performance plan 2017/18.  KZN DoE Print. 

 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2016. Department of Basic Education: The development of a 

National Integrated Assessment Framework for 2016 and beyond. Pretoria. 

 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2018. Auditor-General of South Africa. The consolidated general 

report on the MFMA local audit outcomes. Available on www.agsa.co.za. Date of 

access: 01 September 2018. 

 

SOUTH AFRICA. 2017. Department of Provincial and Local Government. 

Performance Management Guide for Municpalities. Pretoria. 

 

Spaul, N. 2013a. South Africa’s education crisis: The quality of education in South 

Africa 1994 – 2011. Center for development and enterprise. 

 

Spaull, N. 2012. Povert and privilege: primary school inequality in South Africa. A 

working paper pf the Department of Economics and the Bureau for Economic 

Research. University of Stellenbosch. 

 

Spaull, N. 2013. South Africa’s Education Crisis: The Quality of Education in South 

Africa 1994 – 2011. Centre for Development and Enterprise. 

 

Spaull, N., and Taylor, S. 2012. “Effective enrolment”- Creating a composite 

measure of educational access and educational quality to accurately describe 

education system performance in sub-Saharan Africa. Stellenbosch economic 

working papers. Stellenbosch. 21/12.  

 

Srivastava, N., and Agrawal, A. 2010. Factors supporting corporate 

entrepreneurship:  An exploratory study.   Date of access: 20 may 206. 

 

STATISTICS SOUTH AFRICA. 2016. Quarterly Labour Force Survey. 

http://www.statsa.gove.za/publications/PO21/PO211nd Quarterly 2016pdf. Date of 

access: 3 Nov. 2017. 

 

Steven, J. 2002. Applied multivariate statistics for social sciences, 4th Ed. Mahwah, 

NJ: Lawrence. Erlbaum Associates. 

 

Stevenson, H.H, Roberts, M.J., Sahlaman, W.A., and Hammermesh, R.G. 2006. 

New business venturers and entrepreneur, (6th Ed). New York, NY: Mc Graw-

Hill/Irwin. 

 

Stevenson, H.H., and Jarillo, C. 1990. A paradigm of entrepreneurship: 

Entrepreneurial management. Strategic management Journal, 2:17-27. 

http://www.agsa.co.za/
http://www.statsa.gove.za/publications/PO21/PO211nd


316 
 

 

Stevenson, H.H., and Jarillo, J.C 1986. A paradigm of entrepreneurship: 

EntrepreneurialManagement, In A.Cuervo, D. Ribecro, S. Roig (Eds). 

Entrepreneurship. Springer Berlin, Heildelbirg. 

 

Stevenson, H.H., Roberts, M.J., Sahlman, W.A., and Hamermesh, R.G. 2006.  

Effectual entrepreneurship and social enterprise. Journal of Business Venturing, 

15(7): 153 – 245. 

 

Stols, G., Ferreira, R., Pelser, A., Oliver, W.A, Vander Merwe, A., De Villiers, C., 

and Venter, S. 2015. Perceptions and needs of South African Mathematics teachers 

concerning their use of technology for instruction. South African Journal of 

education, 35(4): 1 – 13. 

 

Stopford, J.M, and Baden-Fuller, C. W.F. 1994. Creating corporate 

entrepreneurship. Strategic management Journal, 15(7):521 – 536. 

 

Struwig, F.W. 1991. “Intrapreneurship: A strategy for managing change and 

innovation” Doctoral Dissertation, Vista University. 

 

Strow, B., and Strow, C. 2018. Institutional barriers to productive public-sector 

entrepreneurship: An exploratory analysis. Journal of Entrepreneurship and Public 

Policy, 7(4): 306 – 319. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEPP-D-18-0040. 

 

Strydom, A. S. 2013. “The Influence of Organisational Behaviour Variables on 

Corporate Entrepreneurship”. Unpublished Doctor of Business Leadership Thesis, 

University of South Africa. 

 

Sveiby, K.E. 1999. When knowledge is wealth: Measuring Business Excellence, 

1(2); 62 – 63. 

Sykes, H.B., and Block, Z. 1989. Corporate venturing obstacles: sources and 

solutions. Journal of business venturing, 4(3):159 – 167. 

Tabachnick, B., and Fidell, L. 2007. Using Multivariate Statistics, 5th Ed. Pearson. 

 

Taiwo, J. 2016. Effect of ICT on accounting information system and organisational 

performance: the application of information and Communication. European Journal 

of Business and Social Sciences, 5(2): 1 – 15. 

 

Tajeddini, K. 2010. The effect of organisational structure and hoteliers’ risk proclivity 

on innovativeness. Asia-Pacific Journal of Management Research and Innovation. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JEPP-D-18-0040


317 
 

Tarabishy, A., Solomon, G., Fernald, L., and Saghkin, M. 2005. The 

entrepreneurial leader’s impact on the organisation’s performance in dynamic 

markets. Journal of Private Equity, 8(4):20 – 29.  

Taylor, P. 2013. The effect of entrepreneurial orientation on the internationalisation 

of SMEs in developing countries. African Journal of Business Management, 

7(19):1927 – 1937, 21. 

 

Taylor, P.C., and Medina, M.N.D. 2013. Educational research paradigms: from 

positivism to multiparadigmatic. Journal of Meaning-Centred education, 1(2): 1 – 13. 

 

Tepthong, S. 2014. Social entrepreneurship and organisational performance: 

Combining the resource dependence and resource-based views. PhD (Development 

Administration), National Institute of Development Administration. 

 

Terre Blanche, M., and Durhein, K. 2006. Research in Practice: Applied methods 

for the Social Sciences. University of Cape Town Press. 

 

Terry, L.D. 1998. Administarive leadership, neo- managerialism, and the public 

management movement. Public Administration Review, 58(3): 194 – 200. 

 

Thompson, J.L. 1999. The word the entrepreneur-a new perspective. Journal of 

workplace learning: Employee counselling today, 11(6): 209 – 224. 

 

Thornberry, N.  2001. Corporate entrepreneurship: Antidote or oxymoron? 

European Management Journal, 19 (5): 52 6 – 533. 

 

Thornberry, N.E. 2003. Corporate Entrepreneurship: Teaching managers to be 

entrepreneurs. Journal of Management Development, 22(4): 209-344. 

 

Thornbury, N. 2001. Corporate Entrepreneurship: Antidote or Oxymoron? European 

Management Journal, 19(5): 526 – 533. 

Timmersman, J. 2010. A critical hermeneutic reflection on the paradigm-level 

assumptions underlying responsible innovation syntheses. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-08-1839-z. Date of access: 25 April 2017. 

Timmons, J.A., and Spinelli, S. 2009. New venture creation: entrepreneurship for 

the 21 st century, 8th Ed. Boston, MA: Irwin/McGraw-Hill. 

 

Tshiredo, L.L. 2013. The impact of curriculum change in the teaching and learning 

of Science: A case study in under-resourced schools in Vhembe. Masters 

Dissertation, University of South Africa. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-08-1839-z


318 
 

Ucbasaran, D., Westhead, P., and Wright, M. 2001. The focus of entrepreneurial 

research: Contextcual and Process Issues. Entrepreneurship, Theory and Practice, 

25(4). Date of access: 11 January 2018. 

 

UNESCO. 2015. Practical tip for teaching large classes. UNESCO. Bangkok. 

http//unesdoc.unesco.org/images/001488/1488673.pdf. Date of access: 24 July 

2018. 

UNICEF. 2008. Division of policy and practices, statistics and monitoring section. 

Available at: www.childinfo.org.  Date of access: 16/08/2017. 

 

UNITED NATIONS. 2013. Development Programme. Eight goals for 2015. 

http//www.undp.org/mdg. Date of access: 5 August 2018. 

UNITED NATIONS. 2014. The millennium development goals report. New York. 

Urban, B. 2017. Corporate Entrepreneurship in South Africa: The role of 

organisational factors and entrepreneurial alertness in advancing innovativeness. 

Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship., 20(3): 

 1-20.doi10.1142/S108494671717500157. 

 

Urban, B., and Wood, E. 2015. The importance of opportunity recognition behaviour 

and motivators of employees when engaged in corporate entrepreneurship. Journal 

of Business Economics and Management, 16(5): 980-994 

 

Urbano, D., and Turro, A. 2013. Conditioning factors of corporate entrepreneurship: 

an in (ex) ternal approach. International Entrepreneurship and Management, 9(3): 

379 – 396. 

 

Van de Ven, A. H., and Poole, M. C. 1995. Explaining development and change in 

organisations. Academy of Management Review, 20(3): 510-540. 

 

Van der Merwe, S.P., and Oosthuizen, J.H. 2011. Approved Instrument to Measure 

Organisational Based factors affecting Corporate Entrepreneurship. Journal of 

Contemporary Management, 8: 540-566. 

 

Van Zyl, N. 2015. Middle managers’ perception of internal environment and its 

relationship to entrepreneurial orientation in South African coal mining industry. 

Masters Dissertation, University of Pretoria. 

 

http://www.childinfo.org/


319 
 

Venter, D. 2014. Entrepreneurial orientation as a performance variable for 

performing and non-performing companies. Masters Dissertation. Pretoria: Gordon 

Institute of Busisness Science, University of Pretoria. 

 

Venter, E., Van der Merwe, S. P., and Farrington, D. 2011. The Impact of selected 

stakeholders on family Business continuity and Family Harmony. South African 

Business Review, 16(2): 69 – 96. 

 

Verachia, A. 2017. The role of organisational antecedents in driving entrepreneurial 

orientation and firm performance. Masters Dissertation, University of Witwatersrand. 

 

Vesper, K.H. 1984. Three faces of corporate entrepreneurship: A pilot study. 

Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research. Wellesley, MA: Babson College. 

 

Vesper, K.H. 1990. New Venuter Strategies. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Practice Hall. 

Viswanathan, R.J, and Gowri, S.N. 2004. The 4E model: designing an incentive 

ststem for internal venturs. Esade MBA. Business Review. 

Viswanathan, R.J., and Gowri, S.N. 2004. The 4E: Designing an incentive system 

for internal ventures. Masters Dissertation, Esade MBA. 

 

Wakkee, I., Elfring, T., and Monaghan, S. 2010. Creating Entrepreneurial 

Employees in Traditional Service Sectors. International Entrepreneurship and 

Management Journal, 6(1): 1-21. 

 

Wales, W., Gupta, V., and Mousa, F. 2011. Empirical research on entrepreneurial 

orientation: An assessment and suggestion for future research. International Small 

Business Journal, 33: 763-787. 

 

Walliman, N. 2008. Research Methods: The Basics. Routledge, Sage Publications. 

Wang, P. 2010. Chasing the hottest IT: effects of information technology fashion on 

organisations. MIS quarterly, 3(4): 63 – 85. 

 

Weerawardena, J., and Mort, G.S. 2006. Investigating Social Entreperenurship: A 

Multidimentional Model. Journal of World Business, 41(1):21 - 35. 

 

Wegner, M. 2007. Dimensions of mind perception. www.sciencemag.org. Date of 

acces 16 June 2017 

Weick, K.E. 1983. Sensemaking in Organisations. Sage Publications. 

Wei-Skillen, J., Austin, J.E., Leonard, H., and Stevenson, H. 2007. 

Entrepreneurship in the social sector. Los Angels, CA: Sage Publications. 

 

http://www.sciencemag.org/


320 
 

Weismeier-Sammen, D. 2011. Entrepreneurial behaviour in family firms: A 

replication study. Journal of Family Business Strategy, 2(3):28 – 38. 

 

Weman, J.C., Kruger, F., Mitchell, B., and Huysamen, G.K. 2005. Research 

Methodology, 3rd Ed. Cape Town, Oxford University Press. 

Westhead, P., and Wright, M. 2001. The internationalisation of small firms: A 

resourced-based view. Journal of Business Venturing, 16(4): 333-358. 

 

Westrup, U. 2013. Internal entrepreneurship in the public sector. The challeges of 

integrating innovative project into the regular organisation. Scandinivian Journal of 

Public Administration, 16(4): 97 – 112. 

 

Whipple, T., and Peterson, B.J. 2009. Bringing back the culture of 

entrepreneurship. Economic Development Journal, 8(4): 12 – 20. 

Wickham, P.A. 2006. Strategic entrepreneurship, 4th Ed. Pearson, London. 

 

Wiklund, J. 1998. Small firm growth and performance: Entrepreneurship and 

beyond. Doctoral Thesis, Jonkoping International Business School. 

 

Wiklund, J., and Shepherd, D. 2005. Entrepreneurial orientation and small 

business performance: A configuration approach. Journal of Business Venturing, 

20(1): 71 – 91. 

 

Wimmar, R.D., and Dominick, J.R. 1983. Mass Media Research. Wadsworth 

Publishing. 

 

Wiseman, A.W. 2014. International comparative approaches to innovation and 

entrepreneurship in education. International educational innovation and public sector 

entrepreneurship, 33:3 -31. 

Wiseman, A.W. 2014. Internationally comparative approaches to innovation and 

entrepreneurship in education. International educational innovation and public sector 

entrepreneurship, 23: 3 – 31. 

 

Witten, A. 2017. Shifting paradigms: Changing Practice, value-based instructional 

leadership in schools. Sasol Inzalo foundation: Old Mutual. 

 

Wolcott, R.C., and Lippitz, M.J. 2007. The four models of corporate 

entrepreneurship. Management Review, 49(1). 

Wu, C., and Parker, S.K. 2017. The role of leader support in facilitating proactive 

behaviour.Aperspective from attachment theory. https://doi.1177/0149206314544745  

Date of access: 14 April 2016. 

https://doi.1177/0149206314544745


321 
 

Wu, C.H. and Parker, S.K. 2017. When and why people engage in different forms of 

proactiveness behaviour: Interactive effects of self-constructs and work 

characteristics. Academy of Management Journal, 61(1). 

 

Xaba, M., and Malindi, M. 2010. Entrepreneurial orientation and practice: three case 

examples of historically disadvantaged primary schools. South African Journal of 

Education, 30(1):75 – 89. 

Yang, D. 2008. The development of a content analysis model for assessing 

students. http://works.bepress.com/dazhi_yang/18. Date of access: 16 May 2017. 

Yemin, M., Addi-Raccah, A., and Katarivas, K. 2014. I have a dream: School 

Principals as Entrepreneurs. Educational Management Administarion and 

Leadership, 1- 15 

Yemini, M., Nissan, H., and Shavit, Y. 2014. Cosmpolitanism versus nationalism in 

Israeli education. Comparative education Review, 58(4) 708 – 728. 

 

Yiu, D.W., and Lau, C. 2008. Corporate entrepreneurship as a resource capital 

configuration in enrgy market firms. https://doi.org/10/111/j.1540-6520.2007.00215.x 

Date of access: 21 September 2017. 

 

Young, A.G. and Pearce, S. 2013. A beginner’s Guide to factor analysis: Focusing 

on exploratory factor analysis. Tutorial in Quantitative Methods for Psychology, 9(2): 

79 – 94. 

 

Yu, T., and Lau, H. 2008. Moderating effect of entrepreneurial orientation on market 

orientation-performance linkage: Evidence from Chines firms. Journal of Small 

Business Management, 46(1):113 – 133. 

 

Zahra, S.A. 1991. Predictors and financial outcomes of corporate entrepreneurship. 

An exploratory study. Journal of Business Venturing, 6:259 – 285. 

 

Zahra, S.A., and Covin, J.G. 1995. Contextual influence on the corporate 

entrepreneurship- Performance relationship. A longitudinal Analysis. Journal of 

Business venturing, 10(1): 43 – 58.  

Zahra, S.A., and Garvis, D.M. 2000. International corporate entrepreneurship and 

firm performance-environmental hostility. Journal of Business Venturing, 15(5). 

 

Zampetakis, L.A, and Monstakis, V. 2010. An exploratory research on the factors 

stimulating corporate entrepreneurship in the Greak public sector. International 

Journal of Manapower, 31(8): 871 – 887. 

 

http://works.bepress.com/dazhi_yang/18
https://doi.org/10/111/j.1540-6520.2007.00215.x


322 
 

Zerbinatis, S., and Sonitaris, V. 2005. Entrepreneurship ijn the public sector. 

Entrepreneurship and regional development, 17(1): 43 – 64. 

 

Zikmund, W. G., Babin, B. J., Carr, J. C., and Griffin, M. 2010. Business Research 

Methods, 8th Edition. Canada: South. 

 

Zikmund, W.G., Babin, B.J, Carr, J.C., and Griffin, M. 2013. Business research 

methods, 9th Ed. Mason: South Western Cengage Learning. 

 

Zikmund, W.2003. Business research methods, 8th Ed. Mason, Ohio: South-

Western.  

 

World Atlas. 2018. World Atlas of Gender Equity in Education. Available on 

https://www.wikigender.org. Date of access: 04 September 2018.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www/


323 
 

APPENDIX 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP  AND ORGANISATIONAL 

PERFORMANCE WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF BASIC EDUCATION; 

KWAZULU-NATAL, SOUTH AFRICA. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

CONFIDENTIAL 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



324 
 

LETTER OF INFORMATION 

 

Dear Participant 

Thank you very much for your participation in this research study, and your 

contribution is highly appreciated. 

The title of my research is ‘Corporate Entrepreneurship Climate and 

Organisational Performance within the Department of Basic Education in 

KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa.’ 

My name is Michael Msawenkosi Thabethe and I am the principal 

investigator/researcher for this research study. I am a Chief Education Specialist, 

Curriculum Grade 10 – 12 in UMkhanyakude District. 

My supervisor is Professor Shepherd Dhliwayo (PhD: Entrepreneurship), who is the 

Campus Coordinator (DFC), Department of Business Management, College of 

Business and Economics, Johannesburg Business School at the University of 

Johannesburg, Bunting Road Campus. 

Brief Introduction and Purpose of the Study: The performance of learners in the 

Department of Education in South Africa is very poor (Spaull, 2013:9). The 

Department of Education needs to improve learner performance, and this may be 

achieved through innovation, proactiveness, risk taking and entrepreneurially 

oriented behaviour. Lumpkin and Dess (1996:125) argue that entrepreneurial 

behaviours and attitudes are key determinants of the ability of an organisation to 

survive and prosper.  

The benefits of entrepreneurship have been widely documented and accepted 

(Hughes and Morgan, 2007:626). The Department of Education is struggling with the 

challenge of improving the quality of education in the country (Gina, 2012:22). The 

Department of Education can therefore benefit by inducing an entrepreneurial 

orientation. 

The research study aims to explore the relationship between the corporate 

entrepreneurship environmental elements and entrepreneurial orientation factors and 
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how they influence organisational performance, from the managers’ perspective, in 

the Department of Education in KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa. 

Outline of the Procedures: Participants are requested to fill in the questionnaire to 

the best of their understanding of the Department of Education in relation to the 

questions. The questionnaire survey will take approximately 20 to 25 minutes and 

will be submitted to the circuit manager for school based participants and to the 

CES, FET for office based participants. The researcher will collect the completed 

survey forms from circuit managers and CESs. 

Risks to the Participants: No risk is anticipated for participating in the study.77 

Reason/s why the Participant May Withdraw from the Study: As your 

participation is voluntary, you may withdraw at any time from participating and your 

withdrawal will not held against you or be prejudiced in any way and you may not 

provide any reason for your withdrawal. 

Remuneration and Cost of the Study: You will not be remunerated for your 

participation in the study as you have volunteered to participate willingly. You are not 

going to be requested to bear any cost toward the study.  

Confidentiality: All data and information collected will be kept confidential. Your 

name and your institution will not be revealed in the study report. In addition, a 

statement of confidentiality will be signed by me (the researcher). 

Persons to Contact in the Event of any Problems or Queries: 

Please contact me, Mr Musa M Thabethe at (074 6997245/035-5739607), my 

supervisor, Professor S Dhliwayo at (011-559 1689 or sdhliwayo@uj.ac.za) 
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Section A: Demographic Data 
Instruction: 
Please mark the appropriate block with an X 

                        
1. What is your gender?                                                                                            
 

Male 1 

Female  2 
 
2. What is your age group?  
 

Between 25 and 35 years  1 

Between 36 and 40 years  2 

Between 41 and 55 year  3 

Over 55 years  4 

 
3. What is your ethnic group?  

 

Black  1 

Coloured  2 

Indian  3 

White 4 

 
4. What is your current rank in your job?  
 

Chief Education Specialist/Deputy Manager 1 

Deputy Chief Education Specialist/Circuit Manager 2 

Principal/Deputy Principal 3 

Senior Education Specialist/Departmental Heads 4 

 
 
 

Section B: Assessment of Corporate Entrepreneurship in the 
Department of Basic Education 
Instruction: 
Please mark the appropriate block with an X 

 

 
Section B.1 Management Support for Corporate Entrepreneurship 
 

1= Strongly Disagree, 2= Disagree, 3 =Not Sure 
4 =Agree , 5 Strongly Agree 
 

1.  Management provides a conducive environment for staff to 
communicate and understand each other. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2.  Upper management is aware of and very receptive to 
employees’ ideas and suggestions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  A promotion usually follows from the development of new 
and innovative ideas. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4.  Those employees who come up with innovative ideas on 
their own often receive management encouragement for their 
activities. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.  Senior managers encourage innovators to bend rules and 
rigid procedures in order to keep promising ideas on track. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.  An employee with good ideas is often given free time to 
develop that idea. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Money is often available to get new project ideas off the 
ground. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8.  There are several options within the organization to get 
financial support for the innovative projects and ideas.   

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

For office use only 
 
 
 
 
 
 
V1     [       ]  A1 
 
 
 
 
V2     [        ]   A2 
     
 
 
 
 
 
V3     [        ]  A3 
 
 
 
 
    
 
V4     [        ]  A4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
V5     [        ]  1 
 
V6     [        ]   2 
 
V7     [        ]   3 
 
 
V8     [        ]   4 
 
 
V9     [        ]   5 
 
V10   [        ]   6 
 
V11   [        ]   7 
 
V12   [        ]   8 
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Section B.2  Organisational Tolerance 
 

9.  In the department we have a strong inclination/tendency to 
low risk projects, with normal and certain rates of learner 
improvement. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. Employees are encouraged to take risks in doing their job, 
whether eventually successful or not. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11.  The term “risk taker” is considered a positive attribute for 
people in my work area. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12.  The department of education supports many small and 
experimental projects, realizing that some will undoubtedly 
fail. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. We would never pursue any projects that could potentially 
result in any kind of loss. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. There is considerable desire among people in the 
department for generating new ideas without regard for 
crossing departmental or functional boundaries. 

1 2 3 4 5 

15.  People are encouraged to talk to employees in other sections 
or units of the department of education about ideas for new 
projects. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16 The department shows a great deal of tolerance for high risk 
projects and reward individuals for taking calculated risks.    
 

1 2 3 4 5 

   
 

 
 
 
V13    [       ]   9 
 
 
V14    [       ]   10 
 
V15    [       ]   11 
 
V16     [       ]  12 
 
 
V17     [       ]  13 
 
V18     [       ]  14  
 
 
V19     [       ] 15 
 
 
V20      [       ] 16 
 
 
 
 

 
Section B.3. Work Discretion 
 

17. I feel that I am my own boss and do not have to 
double-check all of my decisions with someone else  

1 2 3 4 5 

18. Mistakes made on the job do not receive harsh 
criticism and punishment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

19.  The department of education provides the chance to 
be creative and try my own methods of doing the job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

20. The department of education provides the chances to 
do something where one makes use of his/her 
abilities. 

1 2 3 4 5 

21.  It is basically my responsibilities to decide how my job 
gets done. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 
 
 
V21     [        ]  17 
 
V22     [        ]   18 
 
V23     [        ]   19 
 
V24     [        ]   20 
 
 
V25     [        ]   21 
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Section B.4. Rewards / Reinforcement  
 

22.  The rewards I receive are dependent on my work on 
the job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

23. Promotion is based on how successful are you in 
doing your job in the department of education. 

1 2 3 4 5 

24. My supervisor will increase my job responsibilities in 
recognition of performing my job well.  

1 2 3 4 5 

25. My supervisor will give me special recognition if my 
work performance is especially good.  

1 2 3 4 5 

26. My supervisor would tell his/her boss if my work is 
outstanding.  

1 2 3 4 5 

27.  When an employee has come with a new and efficient 
way of doing a job, he/she is given a price in the 
department of education. 

1 2 3 4 5 

28. There is consistency in treating employees for the 
same wrong or good action in my job. 

1 2 3 4 5 

29. Employees are always involved in decision making in 
the department.  

1 2 3 4 5 

30. Outstanding performance is always rewarded in the 
department of education.  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 
 
 
V26     [       ]  22 
 
V27     [       ]  23 
 
V28     [       ]  24 
 
V29     [       ]  25 
 
V30     [       ]  26 
 
V31     [       ]  27 
 
 
V32     [       ]  28 
 
V33     [       ]  29 
 
V34     [       ]  30 

 
Section B.5. Time availability  
 

31.  During the past three months my work load kept me 
from spending time on developing new ideas.  

1 2 3 4 5 

32. Resources are always made available for creative 
activities in the department of education. 

1 2 3 4 5 

33. There is always support from management for 
activities that are meant to accomplish short and long 
term goals in the department of education.  

1 2 3 4 5 

34.  My job is structured such that I have a lot of time to 
think about wider organizational problems.  

1 2 3 4 5 

35. I have enough time for problem solving in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 

36.  My co-workers and I  always find time for long-term 
problem solving   

1 2 3 4 5 
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V36     [       ]  32 
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V38     [       ]  34 
 
V39     [       ]  35 
V40     [       ]  36 
 

 
Section B.6. Organisational Boundaries 
 

37.  In the department of education we have a flat 
organisational structure.  

1 2 3 4 5 

38.  In the department of education we have many 
standard procedures that everyone must follow.  

1 2 3 4 5 

39. In the department of education we have open 
channels of communication. 

1 2 3 4 5 

40.  In the department of education employees are free to 
take decisions within their scope of responsibilities.   

1 2 3 4 5 

41.  During the past year, my immediate supervisor 
discussed my work performance with me frequently.  

1 2 3 4 5 

42.  My job description clearly specifies the standards of 
performance on which my job is evaluated.  

1 2 3 4 5 

43.  I clearly know what level of work performance is 
expected of me in terms of amount, quality and time of 
output.  

1 2 3 4 5 

44. Every employee knows his/her administrative duties 
and functions in the department of education. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
45. 

There are clear reporting lines in the department of 
education. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Section B.7. Innovation  
 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  
 (1 strongly disagree – 5 strongly agree) 
 
46. The department always emphases the use of technology in teaching. 

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

  
47. The department has strong focus on activities that improves teaching 
       and learning.  

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
48. The department of education encourages development of new ideas 
       that promotes improved learner performance.  

 

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
49. The department is open to outside ideas that can lead to new learning  
      opportunity.  

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
50. Innovation and creativity are part of the departmental strategy.  

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
51. Employees are encouraged to come up with new ideas such as  
      problem solving.  

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
52. Members of top management are involved in fostering new methods  
      of teaching and learning. 

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
53. There is a reward system for individuals who are creative and promote  
       improved learner achievement. 

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Section B.8. Proactiveness 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  

(1 strongly disagree – 5 strongly agree) 
 
54. In the department we try to anticipate developments in the public sector 
      in general and specifically in the education in order to adjust to changes 
      quickly.   

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
55. The department encourages the willingness to take responsibility among  
      its employees.   

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
56. The pro-active individuals in the system are being rewarded.  

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
57. The department always strives for improved services delivery through  
       proactive activities/tasks. 

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
58. The district always strives to produce better learner results and services 
      ahead of other districts.  

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
59. The department of education always foresees on potential environmental  
       changes and future demands ahead of the other departments.  

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
60. The department of education has a very high level of commitment  
       among its staff. 

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
61.   The department commits significant resources to ensure there is no  
        uncertainty in the success of projects conducted. E.g. Intervention  
        projects to improve learner pass rate.    

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
62. The department would never allow for pursuit of any project that  
       could potentially result in any kind of loss.    

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 63. The department has a culture of introducing new technology to be used  
      in the classroom to improve teaching and learning.    

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Section B.9. Risk taking  
 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  
(1 strongly disagree – 5 strongly agree) 
 
64. The department has a culture of introducing new method in delivering 
      services.    

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
65.   The department commits significant resources to ensure there is no  
        uncertainty in the success of projects conducted. E.g. Intervention  
        projects to improve learner pass rate.    

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
66. The department would never allow for pursuit of any project that  
       could potentially result in any kind of loss.    

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

   
67. The department has a culture of introducing new technology to be used  
      in the classroom to improve teaching and learning.    

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Section B.10. Entrepreneurial Culture  
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  
(1 strongly disagree – 5 strongly agree) 
 
68. The department encourages employees to brainstorm new ideas.  

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
69. In the department of education, employees feel free to take the lead  
      and create positive change.  

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
70. In the department of education, the concerns and ideas of employees  
      are heard. 

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Note sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
71. Employees are encouraged to openly ask questions about how to make 
      things better. 

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
72. There is a free flow of information in the department, from the top to  
       bottom and from the bottom to the top.  

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
73. Employees are provided opportunities for training and education for  
      their own growth. 

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
74. Organisation embraces entrepreneurial behaviour.   

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
75. Senior Management always discusses the vision and the direction of the  
      department to the employees.  

Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Not sure Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Section C: Performance of the Department of Education District 
 
Please indicate in what way you agree with the following statements. On a scale of 1 
to 5, where 1 = decreased significantly, 2 = decreased, 3 = remained the same, 4 = 
increased, 5 = increased significantly. 
Please note that for the following 6 questions, we are asking about your perceptions. 
                                                                              Decreased                               Increased  
                                                                       Significantly                        Significantly 
                                                                                             |-----|-----|-----|-----| 
                                                                                                  (1)   (2)  (3)   (4)  (5) 
 

76 In the past five years, the drop-out rate of learners in grades 9 to 
11 in the district has......                                                     

1 2 3 4 5 

77 In the past five years, the repetition rate of learners in grade 10 
and 11 in the district has…  

1 2 3 4 5 

78 In the past three years, the overall pass percentage of grade 12 
learners in the district has.... 

1 2 3 4 5 

79 In the past three years, the number of learners passing 
mathematics in the NSC examination in the district has…. 

1 2 3 4 5 

80 In the past three years, the number of learners passing science in 
the NSC examination in the district has….. 

1 2 3 4 5 

81 In the past three years, the number of learners passing the NSC 
examination with Bachelor pass in the district has….  

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
V80   [         ]  76 
 
V81   [         ]  77 
 
V82   [         ]  78 
 
V83   [         ]  79 
 
V84   [         ]  80 
 
V85   [         ]  81   

 

Thank You For Your Participation 
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