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Abstract

Corporate Entrepreneurship is not a new topic in the field of management however there is a lack of literature on
the strategy concerning the eastern side of the world. Therefore, several studies indicated the need of thorough
research work on the topic from the eastern side, especially from the context of GLCs working in rural areas as
these forms of firms, are not only away from corporate entrepreneurship but are also in need of strategies to deal
with competition and external environment. Thus, in order to make the study pragmatically significant, the data has
been collected from the top and middle-level managers of GLCs in rural areas of Pakistan. The results of the study
indicated that innovativeness is perceived as an effective predictor of CE in GLCs in rural Pakistan. However,
moderation of organizational culture is nullifying the perceived impact of innovativeness on the operational

performance of the firms.
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INTRODUCTION

The field of corporate entrepreneurship (CE)
is a well-established and significant field of
research in the domain of management [35].
This is the process or entrepreneurial
behaviour which resides inside the established
mid-sized or large organizations [28] [20].
Similar has been indicated by [28] that CE is
the entrepreneurial behaviour of employees
whether of large or of a small organization.
The CE process is significant in adding value
to the organization as well as to its customers
through devising & implementing better and
new ideas. Significance of the strategy is
prevalent for the increase of organizational
overall performance, financial betterment and
attaining strategic benefits [20]; [8].

Similarly, there are also significant research
evidences for the enhancement of financial
and non-financial indicators through applying
corporate entrepreneurship [42]; [43], [20].
Recent studies in this domain [2]; and [40]

also prove the same. One of the initial studies
[30] indicated that CE is the hybrid of
innovation, risk-taking and proactiveness.
However, these parameters are also included
in the contemporary model of CE along with
new product development, new business
venturing, competitive aggressiveness, self-
renewal, and strategic renewal [6]. Although
innovation has been studied majorly as a
characteristics of private sector organizations
where organizational growth, development,
and productivity mainly linger upon
innovation & the phenomenon is not accepted
as the predictor of growth and productivity in
the public sector especially in rural context.
This stance seems to be true as the threat of
being exposed by media and opposition
parties creates hindrance in the way of
innovation by the public sector [25], whereas
in rural context, the public sector
organizations are deem to be passive and
docile.
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It has been mentioned by [15] that deprived,
and socially disconnected people of
underdeveloped economies are less inclined
towards corporate entrepreneurship.
Therefore, there is a significant lacking of
studies which might reveal the use of
corporate  entrepreneurship  strategy on
organizational performance. However, [8]
indicated that the relationship of predictors
like innovation, strategic-renewal and
corporate venturing is not conclusive on the
firm’s performance.

On the other hand, [29] defined corporate
entrepreneurship as “Innovation from an
internal organizational perspective, through
the assessment of potential new opportunities,
alignment of resources, exploitation and
commercialization of said opportunities”.
(p.354). The study further indicated that
innovation as a process of corporate
entrepreneurship might be able to provide a
more significant edge to a firm’s performance.
Although public sector agencies are
monopolies with no pressure to innovate but
fostering of corporate entrepreneurship,
activities might aid in organizational
development and may also lead to economic
development and wealth creation [5].

In contrast, public sector companies have
more complex and open structures which
fervently create hindrance to the process of
innovation [25]. However, there are severe
lacking studies on corporate entrepreneurship
concerning public limited companies [6],
especially in rural context. Moreover, it is
apparent mainly when there is also a
requirement of workable models on corporate
entrepreneurship regarding government level

companies (GLCs) of Pakistan [32].
Similarly, adoption and diffusion of
innovation has mainly been researched

previously in farm or agricultural context only
and studies related to other sectors in rural
context are limited. Therefore, this study will
analyze the effect of innovation as the process
of corporate entrepreneurship of performance
of government level companies (GLC’s)
which perform in the rural setting of Pakistan.
Theoretical Framework
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Regardless of extensive studies regarding
internal and external factors which are
associated with corporate entrepreneurship the
effectiveness of the concept is gauged through
its impact on firm’s performance [12]. Firm
performance is a hybrid of organizational as
well as individual behaviour [11] moreover
non-financial performance is the effective
predictor of organizational aspects, human
aspects, and customer aspects. However,
employees who are in favor of organized
administration place zero value to corporate
entrepreneurship, innovation, and creativity.
Though getting a competitive edge is quite
impossible without incorporating innovation
and developing new product strategies create
the base of entrepreneurship [38].

Hence, this study will evaluate the impact of
innovation in GLCs in rural Pakistan on the
perceived operational performance of the firm
through the opinion of employees of the
strategic (top) level. The top-level employees
are the point of reference to support [22] that
corporate entrepreneurship might be gauged
through its staff level entrepreneurship, also
supported by [40] through data collection
from top executives only. On the other hand,
[32] indicated that organizational culture is
one of the most predominant tools for
optimization of operational performance.
Although state-owned firms are found to be
significantly lacking in this regard [31].
Therefore, organizational culture is used as
the moderating variable.

Literature Review

Initially, the importance of corporate
entrepreneurship has been indicated by [38]
who indicated that the strategy is fruitful for
taking the competitive edge and optimizing
financial performance. Although after that
there is a continuous flow of studies
emphasizing on the corporate
entrepreneurship [14] as the strategy leads to
entrepreneurial innovations across the firm i.e.
from top management to first-line managers.
Innovation is the process to add a fresh breath
to work process, offerings of operating
services and to principles so to provide value
to company, customers, and suppliers [11].
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To gain a competitive edge over rivals there is
a need to introduce new product and
technologies on continuous bases. This is the
point where the most important element of
corporate entrepreneurship came into play [3]
I.e. innovativeness which describes the
innovation in products and services through
improving technology [38], which will
increase  profitability and growth [3].
However, innovation in the public sector is
treated as a reason to foster conflicts and
element to counter organizational values [25]
e.g. work process and accountability [16]. On
the other hand, since a long period of time
studies like [36] is emphasizing on lack of
flexibility in managers in the public sector.
Similar has been supported by the [25] who
indicated that reason for these lacking in
innovation in the public sector is not treated
as the predictor of organizational growth
development and productivity.

Further clarified by [41] that public sector
enterprises are large bureaucracies’ structures
which are focused on their core tasks and not
permit in sort of disruption in their work and
therefore resist any sort of change. On the
contrary [14] indicated that innovation in
GLCs is one of the most desirable elements as
it not only improves the process of decision
making but also has the ability to decrease
market pressure and competition. However
organizational culture is also an important
tool to foster organizational performance.

One of the studies by [32] claimed that there
IS a significant relationship  between
organizational culture and organizational
performance. The study also indicated that
entrepreneurship prevails in the culture where
the organization as a whole involved in the
process of struggle or push. However,
government sector organizations are found to
be lacking in this domain. Therefore, efforts
must be rendered through an increase of
entrepreneurship in organizational through
fostering an entrepreneurial culture in the
GLCs [31]. This might be difficult as in GLCs
most of the programs are managed by formal
processes and programs [14]. Hence the study
of [31] highlighted that most of the studied
GLCs were lacking in organizational

entrepreneurship. This is also highlighted by
previous studies conducted in Metropolitan
cities or urban context that formalization not
only diminishes the process of innovation but
also  produces negative effects on
communication process within the firm.
Though formalization can foster efficiency in
established processes of the firm and might
specifically be significant in some forms of
innovativeness [33].

Research Hypotheses

HiA: There is no relationship between
innovativeness (as the part of corporate
entrepreneurship) in GLCs in rural Pakistan
and operational performance of the firm.

H2A: There is no moderation caused by the
organizational culture of GLCs on the
relationship  between innovativeness and
operational performance.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This research study is descriptive in nature
and the method of analysis is mono-method.
Non-Probability Sampling was adopted to
collect data survey from middle and top-level
management from various offices from
district Sindh of the Agriculture, Supply and
Prices Department, Government of Sindh,
Pakistan. The sample size of this study is 100.
The questionnaire used in this study is a
hybrid of several studies. This has been done
to induce a level of understanding of
respondents and also to produce effective
results for robust applicability of study in
rural context. The major contributors in this
regard are [24] for elements on
innovativeness; and [39] for organizational
culture. Similarly, various other studies as
[23] are incorporated to make a questionnaire
more effective and applicable. In addition to
these parameters study incorporated SMART
PLS to analyze the effect of innovativeness on
the operational performance of GLCs.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
Statistical Testing and Evaluations
The model which has been developed through

reviewing and syntheses of literature is the
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reflective model as it is used to indicate the
effect of innovative on operational
performances of GLCs in rural context.

This is valid as per indications of the
reflective model indicated by [1] and as per
the study, there are few requirements for
assessing reflective models. Table 1 is used to
highlight the outer loading for each element in
order to show their legitimacy in the model
highlighting the effect of innovativeness on
the operating performance of GLCs.
However, the least acceptable value of outer
loading is 0.708 as indicated by [19] to predict
0.50 of variance for each of its indicators.
Though 0.60 is the least acceptable value for
any variable to be included in the model [1]
but the inclusion became more effective with
the values getting closer to 1 [26]. However,
in Table 1 the least value of outer loading for
any element is 0.619 which indicates the
elements used to develop model are effective
enough to be included in the research model.

Table 1. Outer Loadings

Innovative Moderating Organizational Operational
Process Effect 1 Performance Culture

(Inn) (OP) (0C)
Innl 0.739
Inn2 0.672
Inn3 0.767
Inn* OC 0.944
OoC1 0.919
oc2 0.908
0oc3 0.668
OP1 0.619
OoP2 0.845
OP3 0.887
OP4 0.875
OP5 0.834

Source: Data Analysis of this Study.
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Fig. 1. Outer loadings of elements for the construct of
Innovativeness on Operational Performance of GLCs.
Source: Research Model generated for this Study.
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Table 2 is used to indicate predictive accuracy
through the value of R i.e. the prediction of
the dependent variable through a change in
the independent variable. Similar has been
indicated by [7] that the purpose is to indicate
predictive accuracy of a dependent variable
through ordinary least square. The method of
analysis for the test is the same as the method
used to analyze regression [4], & 0.26 is the
minimum value required for highlighting
predictive accuracy [9].

Though 0.25 is the least acceptable value for
indicating predictive accuracy while 0.5 and
0.75 or above are treated as moderate and
substantive fit [21]. Here the value of R?2
0.497 is which indicates moderate fit between
the independent and dependent variable and
hence the predictive accuracy is appropriate
enough to be linked with the study.

Table 2. Predictive Accuracy

R Square R Square

Adjusted
0.497

Operational 0.512
Performance

Source: Data Analysis of this Study.

Table 3 indicates the construct reliability
through the use of reliability measures as
Cronbach’s alpha (o) and AVE. Moreover, a
combination of composite reliability and AVE
also highlight convergent validity.

The table is indicating all types of measures
except outer loading (given in Table 1) to
indicate model fit as a is lower-tier reliability
evaluator and rho is a better predictor than
Cronbach’s alpha a [37].

Table 3. Construct Reliability and Validity

Cronbach’'s rho_A Composite Average
Alpha Reliability Variance
Extracted
(AVE)
Innovativeness 0.762 0.771 0.770 0.529
Moderating 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Effect 1
Operational 0.872 0.888 0.909 0.669
Performance
Organizational 0.778 0.772 0.876 0.705
Culture

Source: Data Analysis of this Study.

Table 4 is used to highlight discriminant
validity through Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio
(HTMT), the purpose of discriminant validity
is to indicate dissimilarity of variables from a
single construct.
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This is highlighted through values of
correlation [10] and the maximum value by
which two variables of the same construct
(model) can correlate with each other is 0.85
[18].

Table 4. Discriminant Validity via Heterotrait-

Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)
Innovative Moderating Operational Org.
Process Effect 1 Performance Culture
Innovative
Process
Moderating 0.154
Effect 1
Op. Perf 0.463 0.139
Org. 0.393 0.300 0.831
Culture

Source: Data Analysis of this Study.

Figure 2 and Table 5 are presented to indicate
the impact of innovativeness on the
performance of GLCs operating in Pakistan.
The actual purpose of the table is to highlight
inferential statistics so to clarify the impact
and hence treated as one of the most
important parts for the analysis of reflective
models of SMART-PLS [17].
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Fig. 2. Path Coefficients and regressions weights for
the construct of Innovativeness on Operational
Performance of GLCs.

Source: Research Model generated for this Study.

Table 5 uses t-statistics & p-values to clarify
the impact. However, the minimal value of t-
statistics to indicate the relationship is 1.97 &
increase of value will also increase the degree
of relationship [13].

However, the p-value must also be lesser than
0.05 for the existence of a relationship
between variables [27].

Hence it is legitimate to declare
innovativeness as the part of corporate
entrepreneurship is  perceived as the
significant factor which may induce the
operational performance of GLCs.

Table 5. Total Effects through Path Coefficient

Original | Sample Standard T Statistics | P
Sample Mean Deviation (|O/STDEV|) Values
(O) (M) (STDEV)

Innovativeness 0.158 0.163 0.061 2.591 0.010

-> Operational

Performance

Moderating 0.066 0.056 0.082 0.807 0.420

Effect 1 ->

Operational

Performance

Organizational 0.673 0.682 0.057 11.730 0.000

Culture ->

Operational

Performance

Source: Data Analysis of this Study.

Similarly, organizational culture is also a
potent variable which is perceived as the
variable having a significant impact on the
operational performance of the firm.

However, in GLCs the moderation of
organizational culture is diminishing the
impact of innovativeness. Therefore, it is
appropriate to believe that innovativeness in
GLCs is hindered due to organizational
culture.

CONCLUSIONS

On the bases of statistical testing, it has been
indicated that innovativeness in GLCs
working in rural Pakistan is capable enough to
affect the operational performance of the firm.
Thus, the findings are coherent with [14] that
innovativeness is one of the most effectual
elements which might foster the operational
performance of GLCs. Organizational Culture
is also affecting the operational performance
of GLCs which is consistent with [31] and
[32].

However, when organizational culture
impaired as a moderator then it diminishes the
impact of innovativeness in GLCs. These
findings are further found consistent with [31]
and appropriate to believe the culture of GLCs
is not supporting their ability to innovate.
Therefore, looks consistent also with [14] as
the work procedure in GLCs are too formal
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and thus might reduce their ability to
innovate.

The study indicated that the culture of
governmental companies is diminishing their
ability to re-engineer and optimize their
products and services [31], especially for
GLCs in rural context which operate in
remote settings and have lesser access to
innovative resources.. This is the resultant of
formal work practices in GLCs which may
also worsen the process of communication
[33].

Although the process of formalization
prevents free communication within the
members of the firms and hence reduces the
chances to become adaptable with unforeseen
problems [33]. However, the spread of
COVID-19 requires firms to coordinate
effectively for taking effective future
initiatives & thus there is a need to assess
organizational culture that how effective it is
to deal with the crises [34]. Thus, government
firms need to have valid and updated
information in the communication process to
increase adaptability and cohesiveness to
embrace the emerging change in the
organizational workplaces.
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