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Innovations are necessary for successful competition in local and global markets; moreover, they are at the core of corporate 

entrepreneurship (CE). The paper deals with corporate entrepreneurship in mature organisations. The theoretical model of 

CE, including innovations, strategic objectives and potential for growth, is described in the article. It is different from common 

approaches to CE in the field by attributing characteristics frequently used in CE research to institutional factors of CE. Three 

institutional factors and their relations with CE are analysed: managers’ attitudes toward entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial 

culture and institutional support systems. Medium and large sized Lithuanian mature organisations have been researched in 

regard to CE and its factors using the random sampling method and online survey.  

The results have shown that Lithuanian mature organisations reveal a high level of CE; however, innovations are at the lowest 

level in comparison with the other two characteristics of CE. Managers’ attitudes toward entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial 

culture and institutional support systems positively correlate with CE, but the strength of correlation is different. The results 

have disclosed the importance of managers’ attitudes toward entrepreneurship to institutional support systems and 

entrepreneurial culture as well as the importance of managers’ attitudes toward entrepreneurship to CE through the 

moderating effect of institutional support systems and entrepreneurial culture.  

Keywords: Corporate Entrepreneurship, Institutional Factors, Managers’ Attitudes Toward Entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurial 

Culture, Institutional Support Systems, Mature Organisations, Lithuania. 
 

Introduction 

In a global world, competition forces organisations to 

continuously innovate in the internal and external 

environment. Internally, they generate new ideas, develop 

new products, change processes and structures, while 

externally they innovate in marketing, resource acquisition, 

development of new ventures, etc. Matson’s (1996) statement 

about the core question on inventing or dying shows that 

innovations have become the blood of organisations. Further 

research has confirmed the impact of innovations on national 

and global economies (de la Mothe & Paquet, 1998; Boekema 

et al., 2000, Zhao, 2005; Murphy et al., 2006) as well as on 

corporate performance (Beer et al., 1990; Zahra, 1991; 

Hornsby et al., 1999; Zahra & Covin, 1995; Lyon et al., 

2000).  

CE is based on innovations (Schollhammer, 1982; Zahra, 

1993; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Antoncic & Hisrich, 2004; 

Zhao, 2005; Rutherford & Holt, 2007) and it can contribute 

to corporate success. However, the discussion in the field is 

still going on in regard to CE domain (Covin & Slevin, 1991; 

Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Sharma & Chrisman, 1999), 

measurement (Kuratko et al., 1990; Antoncic & Hisrich, 

2001; Rutherford et al., 2003; Covin & Wales, 2011) and CE 

factors (Russell, 1989; Zahra et al., 2004; Antoncic, 2007; 

Hornsby et al., 1993, 2009; Ling et al., 2008; Ireland et al., 

2009). CE research of the activities implemented by mature 

organisations is rare (Miller & Freisen, 1984; Russell, 1990; 

Rutherford et al., 2003) but essential as the next 

organisational life cycle of such organisations might not lead 

to renewal but to decline. Thus, the research question of the 

paper is formulated as follows: how is CE expressed in 

mature organisations and how can it be developed? The aim 

of the paper is to present a theoretical framework of CE and 

discuss the results of empirical research in Lithuanian mature 

organisations.  

Lithuania is in transition to innovation driven economy 

(Singer et al., 2014). Thus, the need of CE research is 

continually growing. However, Lithuanian researchers are 

oriented towards doing research on strategic entrepreneurship 

(Jucevicius, 1999; Uus & Monkeviciene, 2005; 

Andriuscenka, 2003; Krisciunas & Greblikaite, 2007; 

Vaitkevicius & Binkeviciute, 2007), entrepreneurship in 

SMEs (Bartkus, 2004; Andriuscenka & Adamoniene, 2006; 

Zukauskas & Stripeikis, 2011), development of individual 

entrepreneurship (Strazdiene & Garalis, 2007, Greblikaite & 

Krisciunas, 2012; Paulioniene, 2007), entrepreneurship in 

specific business sectors or its specific implementation 

(Gronskas, 2000; Grundey & Sarvutyte, 2007; Startiene & 

Remeikiene, 2008; Petuskiene & Glinskiene, 2011) and 

individual entrepreneurship (Krisciunas & Cepkauskiene, 

2004; Vazdonis & Ciutaite, 2010) rather than research on CE. 

Lithuanian researchers analyse CE merely as a theoretical 

issue in parts of broader research (Snitka & Gerdvilas, 2001; 

Andriuscenka; 2003; Zidonis, 2008). Therefore, the present 

research on CE in Lithuanian organisations contributes to the 

development of this research area in the country as well as 

provides the knowledge about the current status and 

possibilities to develop CE in Lithuanian mature 

organisations. 

Theoretical Framework of CE 

According to Wickham (2004), the concepts of 

entrepreneurial venture, entrepreneurial organisation and 

usual small business venture organisations differ in three 
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characteristics: innovations, strategic objectives and potential 

for growth. Despite the fact that this framework was not 

designed for CE, it fully refers to the main features of CE. 

Innovations are in the core of CE (Schollhammer, 1982; 

Zahra, 1993; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Antoncic & Hisrich, 

2004; Zhao, 2005; Rutherford & Holt, 2007), but the question 

is how to research them as numbers reveal only one aspect of 

this characteristic. Wickham (2004) emphasises the 

significance of innovations and states that significant 

innovations are the key for success. Though, Miller & Friesen 

(1984) note that mature organisations develop fewer radical 

innovations than organisations in other stages of 

organisational life-cycle. 

Moreover, entrepreneurial organisations usually go 

beyond small business venture because of formally 

articulated strategic objectives, including growth target, 

market development, market share or market position 

(Wickham, 2004). Strategy is also emphasised in CE 

research: Vesper (1984) indicates the importance of strategic 

goals; Guth & Ginsberg (1990), Covin & Miles (1999) 

distinguish strategic renewal and mention a large extent of 

other types of CE that could also be related to strategy. 

Antoncic & Hisrich (2001), Antoncic (2007) do not directly 

mention strategy, but organisational self-renewal is always 

related with changes in the strategy. 

Growth is another CE characteristic proposed by 

Wickham (2004). New business venturing (Antoncic, 2007), 

entering new markets (creation of new product market arena) 

(Covin & Slevin, 1999) and corporate venturing (Guth & 

Ginsberg, 1990; Sharma & Chrisman, 1999) are related to CE 

and represent the antecedents of business growth.  

Regarding Lithuanian organisations and corporate 

entrepreneurship, the research (Duobiene; 2013) shows that 

Lithuanian organisations have the highest potential for 

growth in the maturity stage in comparison with other 

characteristics of CE. Innovations have been assessed to be at 

the lowest level, but higher than in other stages of 

organisational life-cycle. The results have also shown that CE 

in Lithuanian mature organisation is high, but they do not 

represent all Lithuanian mature organisations. Other research 

on CE has not been conducted in mature organisations. 

Neither has it used a similar approach to CE measuring. 

However, GEM results (Singer et al., 2014) show that 

Lithuania is in transition to innovation driven economy, thus 

organisations are expected to set innovations at the core of 

their activities as well as express CE highly. Therefore, the 

following hypothesis is suggested: 

Hypothesis 1: CE is highly expressed in Lithuanian 

mature organisations.  

According to Covin & Slevin (1990), organisational-

level attributes, such as organisational structure and culture, 

do not make an organisation to be an entrepreneurial one 

because of their non-behavioural background. They also state 

that organisations are entrepreneurial because of their 

behaviour as it is the central and essential element of the 

entrepreneurial process. Innovations, strategic objectives and 

potential for growth are all related to organisational behaviour 

in regard to its current or future results.  

 

 

Institutional Factors of CE 

The characteristics frequently used in CE research, like 

innovativeness, proactiveness, autonomy, risk-taking and 

others, are not attributed to CE domain due to their origin of 

individuals rather than organisations even if they represent an 

organisation. Covin & Lumpkin (2011) state that such 

elements as corporate culture and structure can be associated 

with CE, but do not define it. A set of features related to 

abilities, attitudes and tendencies to behave in a certain degree 

are previously described as entrepreneurial orientation 

(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996), entrepreneurial corporate culture 

(Cornwall & Perlman, 1990; Antoncic, 2001; Russell, 1999; 

McGuire, 2003) or entrepreneurial quality (Wang, 2008), but 

they are restructured in this paper into institutional factors of 

CE.  

Recent attention of CE researchers (Urban, 2012; Van 

Doorn et al., 2013; Kuratko et al., 2014; Turro et al., 2014; 

Nason et al., 2015) to internal organisational environment 

reveals the importance of internal organisational settings for 

CE within the organisation. Institutional factors of CE 

represent three sets of internal organisational characteristics, 

particularly, managers’ attitudes towards entrepreneurship, 

institutional support systems, and entrepreneurial culture.  

Managers’ attitudes towards entrepreneurship. 
Stevenson & Jarillo Mossi (1990) argue that 

entrepreneurship within the organisation is dependent on the 

attitude of the individuals working there. Various researches 

(Kuratko et al., 1990; Zahra, 1991; Hornsby et al., 2002; 

Van Doorn et al., 2013; Kuratko et al., 2014) emphasise the 

importance of managers in all levels of organisation to its 

CE. Managers encourage their employees to undertake 

activities by supporting employees’ initiatives, encouraging 

them to accept challenges and look for alternatives and 

better solutions, reflecting a positive attitude to employees’ 

abilities to act (Kuratko et al., 1990; Kuratko et al., 2005), 

providing a certain set of freedom for employees and 

allowing the possibility to implement their ideas (Cornwall 

& Perlman, 1990). Hornsby et al. (1993), Kuratko et al. 

(1990) include into manager’s support such activities as 

delegation of decision making and freedom to select work 

methods, organise their own work and manage time, which 

reflects the employee empowerment for entrepreneurship.  

Kuratko el al. (1990) argue that if a manager is tolerant 

to risk and provides a second opportunity after a failure, this 

will encourage employees to keep searching and 

developing. Sathe (1985, 1988) states that tolerance to 

failure can be acceptable only when employees learn from 

their previous mistakes. Tolerance to failure is also closely 

related to positive attitude towards risk. When an 

organisation explores innovations as a core of its activities, 

managers positively value employees’ initiatives even when 

they are not sure of their success. Positively valued 

initiatives would correspond to positive value of employees 

who are taking the risk (Kuratko et al, 1990).  

Support for small and experimental projects is 

suggested as another characteristic of managers by Kuratko 

et al. (1990) who discuss difficulties in fostering 

innovations in medium and large organisations and suggest 

implementing this type of projects as a possible solution. 

We have developed this feature into support of small and 

entrepreneurial projects providing the linkage to the result 
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of entrepreneurial activity. Support might be provided in 

different ways, e.g. by devoting personal attention, sharing 

professional experience or recognizing the influence of such 

projects on the performance of the whole organisation. 

The attitude of the manager towards entrepreneurship 

reflects the manager’s opinion and his/her actual behaviour, 

which includes encouraging employees’ initiatives and 

promoting employee empowerment as well as supporting 

small entrepreneurial projects and positive attitude towards 

risk. The development of theoretical model about the 

relationship of the manager with CE as well as other 

institutional factors of CE is not based on national or 

cultural context, so, we do not limit them to Lithuanian 

mature organisations only. However, the operationalisation 

of institutional characteristics and CE are different in other 

research studies and should be tested. Hence, the hypothesis 

is stated as follows: 

Hypothesis 2a. Positive managers’ attitudes toward 

entrepreneurship positively correlate with 

corporate entrepreneurship.  

Institutional support systems. Morris et al. (2008) 

state that some organisations are more entrepreneurial than 

others. Moreover, Morris & Kuratko (2002) argue that the 

reason of this is the organisational context. Continuous 

research (Sykes & Block, 1989, Covin & Slevin, 1991; 

Zahra, 1991; Russell & Russell, 1992; Zahra & Covin, 

1995; Russell, 1999; Chen et al., 2005; Antoncic, 2007; 

Urban, 2012, Kuratko et al., 2014) confirms the importance 

of institutional support systems in CE. Institutional support 

systems represent managerial practices and are specified as 

the whole of formal regulations, systems and procedures 

applicable in the organisation. In the case of CE, such 

important organisational characteristics as strategic control, 

organisational structure, corporate resources and reward 

system are distinguished. 

Strategic control system for fostering CE is mainly 

designed for the identification of possible mistakes or gaps 

in the process. At the same time, it encourages organisations 

to think entrepreneurially (Sathe, 1988). Zhao (2005) states 

that the balance between freedom and control as well as 

flexible management systems are essential for R&D and 

new product development. Moreover, control system is 

closely related to organisational structure. According to 

Kanter (1983), innovation friendly organisational structure 

needs to integrate the autonomy of departments/business 

units with a close cooperation between internal units of the 

structure. Chen et al. (2005) recognise the importance of the 

flat organisational structure in CE, while Russell & Russell 

(1992) emphasise that the organic structure could foster 

innovations by providing possibilities to employees in cases 

of power, resources and information necessary for the 

development of new ideas.  

Hornsby et al. (1999) and their continuous researches 

of CE (Kuratko et al., 2005; Kuratko et al., 2014) argue that 

organisation streaming in CE development and setting it as 

a strategic task, first of all faces the need of resources, their 

location and availability for entrepreneurial activities. 

Management of corporate resources is vital when it comes 

to the location of resources, their availability for new 

initiatives, the possibility to relocate them and the amount 

of time needed for this.  

An additional factor of institutional support is related to 

employees’ motivation. Kuratko et al. (1990) have found 

out that the reward system has to clearly define the goals and 

feedback, identify individual responsibility and include a 

reward for goals achieved in order to be effective in 

entrepreneurial organisation and foster entrepreneurial 

activities. Moreover, Kanter (1983) notes that the reward 

system has to be active, not merely declared. Further 

research of Kuratko et al. (2005) provide more principles of 

the reward system. The researchers claim that the reward 

system should be based on the employees' activities and 

provided for outstanding performance. The reward itself, 

according to Zwell (2000), might be and is desired to be not 

only a financial one. It is even more important to reward 

employees by acknowledging their input, providing 

possibilities for competence development, opportunities to 

be involved in desired activities and other forms of reward 

that would be valued by the employees. 

Consequently, the third hypothesis is made: 

Hypothesis 2b. Institutional support systems 

positively correlate with CE.  

Entrepreneurial culture. In some previous researches, 

(Russell & Russell, 1992; Cornwall & Perlman, 1990) an 

assumption was made that an entrepreneurial organisation 

revealed a specific organisational culture. Several types of 

entrepreneurial culture with one or several aspects related to 

entrepreneurship were identified: innovation culture (Oden, 

1997; Jamrog, Vickers & Bear, 2006), change culture 

(Patterson & Rolheiser, 2004; Gilley, 2005), and culture of 

competence (Zwell, 2000). Researches of entrepreneurial 

culture are made in organisational and national levels, both 

of them revealing the importance of culture for CE and 

innovations (Russel, 1990; Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001; 

Dimitratos et al., 2012; Urban, 2012; Turro et al., 2014). 

Some researchers (Russell, 1990; Cornwall & Perlman, 

1990; McGuire, 2003) present and analyse entrepreneurial 

organisational culture specifically. 

Entrepreneurial culture has been operationalised on the 

basis of analysis of organisational culture as a factor of CE. 

Such values supporting CE as innovativeness, 

proactiveness, risk-taking, open communication, 

cooperation and openness used to be analysed as a single 

feature and interpreted separately (Deal & Kennedy, 1982; 

Handy, 1985; Cooke & Lafferty, 1987; Denison, 1990; 

Cornwall & Perlman, 1990; Cameron & Quinn, 1999; 

Russell, 1999; Antoncic, 2001; McGuire, 2003). However, 

today they are attributable to the entrepreneurial culture 

phenomena.  

Although according to McGuire (2003), innovativeness 

and proactiveness might be joined together with proactive 

innovativeness, we do separate them into two different 

features due to the existing differences between them. They 

are researched as separate features in the research carried 

out by Miller (1983), later on by Ginsberg (1985), Covin & 

Slevin (1989) and others. Lumpkin & Dess (1996) state that 

innovativeness reveals a tendency of an organisation to 

engage in and support new ideas and creative processes. In 

case of corporate culture, it reflects corporate values, 

believes and norms of the core tendency to step further from 

the existing practices and technologies and act in an 

innovative way. Proactiveness is related to future activities. 
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McGuire (2003) describes the market creation function 

here. Proactiveness as a feature of entrepreneurial culture 

represents willingness to use opportunities provided by 

continuous scanning of the internal and external 

organisational environment. Any situation or change in it, 

according to Cornwall & Perlman (1990), is a possibility to 

behave entrepreneurially. 

Risk taking as a feature of corporate culture is closely 

related to individual risk-taking propensity. It might be 

absolutely unacceptable for certain individuals to take a risk, 

while others might continuously search for activities with 

uncertain success (not having all information), i.e. activities 

with uncertainty (Kuratko et al., 1990; Cornwall & Perlman, 

1990). Among other features of entrepreneurial culture, 

Russell (1999) identifies cultural norms that promote 

tolerance for failure. General tolerance of failure is necessary 

for shared value of risk taking within an organisation. 

Entrepreneurial culture incorporates open 

communication as corporate value of the core in all 

organisational activities (Peters & Waterman, 1982; Zahra 

1991, Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001; McGuire, 2003). According 

to Cornwall & Perlman (1990), effective communication 

consists of listening, purifying information until it becomes 

useful for particular activities, dissemination and 

implementation. Moreover, both formal and informal forms 

of communication are valuable for CE (Pinchot, 1995). 

General openness (or “voice”, according to McGuire, 2003) 

also contributes to CE as a feature of entrepreneurial culture 

together with the feature of open communication. It reflects 

both formal and tangible possibility to reveal your own 

opinion and knowing that it will be audible in the 

organisation. According to McGuire (2003), a possibility to 

present a negative opinion within the organisation in regard 

to any organisational question is essential as it provides the 

opportunity to improve the organisation itself as well as its 

processes and products. Russell (1999) notes that norms of 

entrepreneurial culture related to openness encourage open-

minded considerations when generating new ideas or 

projects. 

According to Kanter (1983), Stopford & Baden-Fuller 

(1994), teamwork or team-orientation is especially valuable 

for the development of CE. In the case of teamwork, 

cooperation plays the main role for the development of ideas. 

Cooperation is necessary in all levels of organisational 

structure for ensuring the development, dissemination and 

implementation of innovations. As a feature of 

entrepreneurial culture, cooperation develops an appropriate 

environment for new ideas. 

The results of the research by Zahra (1991) and 

Antoncic & Hisrich (2001) confirm a positive relation 

between corporate values and CE. Zahra (1991) and 

Antoncic & Hisrich (2001) have researched corporate 

values in regard to their articulation (clear or not), while 

Russell & Russell (1992) have found a positive correlation 

between innovation-related norms and a successful 

entrepreneurial strategy. McGuire (2003) has developed a 

similar set of six factors or characteristics of entrepreneurial 

culture and confirmed their relations with CE. However, 

current dimensionalisation of corporate culture differs in 

cases of proactiveness, innovativeness and risk taking. 

Thus, the hypothesis is as follows: 

Hypothesis 2c. Entrepreneurial culture positively 

correlates with CE. 

We finalise the discussion on institutional factors of CE 

with the hypothesis about the impact of institutional factors 

on CE. Of course, the impact is possible to discuss only if 

the correlation exists (H 2a-c). However, the discussion 

about their influence on CE continuously appears in 

research literature (Kuratko et al., 1990; Zahra, 1991; 

Russell & Russell, 1992; Antoncic, 2001; Hornsby et al., 

2002; Kuratko et al., 2005). Moreover, Chung & Gibbons 

(1997) state that CE might be developed and controlled only 

by an appropriate corporate culture; Morris & Kuratko 

(2002) emphasise the importance of institutional support 

systems to CE; and Kuratko et al. (1990) argue similarly 

about the manager's influence. Thus, the following 

hypothesis is made: 

Hypothesis 2. CE is influenced by managers’ 

attitudes toward entrepreneurship, institutional support 

systems and entrepreneurial culture. 

The hypotheses of the present research are presented in 

the theoretical model of CE and its factors in Figure 1.  

 

 

Figure 1. Theoretical Model of CE and its Institutional Factors 

Research Methodology 

The quantitative empirical research of Lithuanian 

mature organisations was selected for testing the hypotheses 

and exploring the theoretical model of CE and its factors 

empirically. Online survey was fully completed by 173 

managers from 76 Lithuanian mature organisations that 

were randomly selected from the general population of 712 

Lithuanian mature organisations with 100 and more 

employees. Therefore, the results are valid for such 

organisations in the whole country.  

Regarding other characteristics of the sample, the size 

of middle or large is necessary for institutional settings 

within the organisations, therefore, the lowest count of 

employees was set at 100 due to have functioning 

institutional settings. The maturity is related to the age of an 

organisation and in the case of this research it was 10 or 

more years. It mostly depends on the historical background 

of Lithuanian business market but it also corresponds to the 

years of maturity beginning in other research of 

organisational life-cycle (Pundziene et al., 2006). Other 

criteria used are the rates of employee turnover and financial 

turnover of the last three years (each less than 15 %, 

according Lester et al. 2003).  
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The first stage of the research consisted of an invitation 

letter by email to CEOs of selected organisations and a few 

short questions regarding their status in order to ensure the 

maturity of these companies. Information about 

organisation, like its size, age, sector, and location, has been 

collected together with their agreement to participate in the 

survey. Necessary sampling size of organisations was 61, 

calculated according to Bartlett et al. (2001). 92 

organisations were randomly selected, representing their 

distribution in the regions, and 85 of them agreed to 

participate. Final number of participating organizations 

reduced to 76 due to two main reasons: no confirmation of 

maturity or later decline because of work overload. Return 

rate in case of organisations was high (82.6 %), however, it 

was reached due to continuous communication with 

organisations by email and calls, arguing the meaning of 

participation each selected organisation. Therefore, sample 

method, size and distribution according the regions ensure 

generalisability of research results to mature organisations 

of the whole country. 

The second stage consisted of a detailed quantitative 

online survey using the main questionnaire about CE and its 

factors. Return rate in case of respondents is unknown as 

there is no information how many employees have actually 

been asked to participate in this survey. Organisations were 

encourage to involve at least 3 managers from various 

positions, but final numbers of respondents within each 

organisation vary from 1 to 17 (average 2.21). Respondents 

were asked to provide information about their gender, age, 

position, and total tenure in the researched organisation (see 

Table 1).  
Table 1 

Sample Characteristics in the Level of Respondents 

 Category Frequency Percentage 

Gender 

Male 75 43.3 

Female 93 53.8 

n/a 5 2.9 

Age  

(years) 

< 25 10 5.8 

25-35 38 22.0 

36-45 77 44.5 

46-55 25 14.4 

> 55 17 9.80 

n/a 6 3.5 

Level of 
managerial 

position 

Top 45 26.0 

Middle 65 37.6 

Lower 58 33.5 

n/a 5 2.9 

Job tenure 
(years) 

< 1 12 6.9 

1-3 23 13.3 

4-7 69 39.9 

8-14 32 18.5 

> 15 31 17.9 

n/a 6 3.5 

The main questionnaire was developed by Duobiene 

(2013; 2014). It is constructed in the line of the theoretical 

model and represents its characteristics (see Table 2).  

Table 2 

Description of the Questionnaire 

Scale 

No. 

of 

items 

Reliability of 

scale, 

Cronbach’s 

α 

Factors’ extraction 

sums of squared 

loading, % 

References 

Corporate entrepreneurship 21 0.923 64.66 

Schollhammer, (1982); Vesper, (1984); Venkatram 
(1989); Lumpkin & Dess (1996); Zahra, (1996); Covin & 

Miles (1999); Sharma & Chrisman, (1999); Russell 

(1999); Antoncic & Hisrich (2001), Wickham (2004); 
Chen et al. (2005); Antoncic (2007); Ling et al. (2008) 

Manager’s attitudes towards 

entrepreneurship 
25 0.994 79.46 

Sathe (1988), Kuratko et al. (1990); Hornsby et al. (1993); 

Stopford & Baden-Fuller (1994); Dougherty & Hardy 

(1996); Zwell (2000); Hornsby et al. (2002); Kuratko et 
al. (2005); Lumpkin et al. (2009)  

Institutional support systems 20 0.914 66.12 

Miller & Friesen (1982); Kanter (1983); Sathe (1988); 

Cornwall & Perlman (1990); Kuratko et al. (1990); Zwell 

(2000); Hornsby et al. (2002); Chen et al. (2005); Kuratko 
et al. (2005); Lumpkin et al. (2009) 

Entrepreneurial culture 36 0.953 70.63 Kanter (1983); Russell & Russell (1992); McGuire (2003) 
 

Each scale consists of a set of subscales corresponding 

to the theoretical model. Each subscale includes 3-8 items 

which have to be evaluated by 7-points Likert scale.  

Main variables are calculated and represent means of 

sub-scales values. Running regression analysis additional 

variables are calculated in the same way due to high 

multicollinearity of institutional factors. The data are 

analysed using the SPSS 20 software for descriptive 

statistics, correlation and regression analyses.  

 

Results 

The expression of CE in Lithuanian mature 

organisations. The results of the present research have 

shown that the expression of CE in Lithuanian mature 

organisations is higher than the average of scale, so the first 

hypothesis has been confirmed (one sample test value=4, 

t=4.364, df=75, p<0.01).  
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Table 3 

Results on CE in Lithuanian Mature Organisations 

 Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

CE 1.42 6.44 4.51 1.01 

Strategic 
objectives 

1.38 6.75 4.58 1.17 

Innovations 1.38 6.13 3.92 1.13 

Potential for 

growth 
1.50 7.00 5.08 1.15 

The results on CE characteristics differ significantly 

between characteristics. The difference between 

innovations and potential for growth is the highest one 

(paired sample test t= -10.200, df=75, p<0.01) and the 

difference between potential for growth and strategic 

objectives is the lowest one (t=5.721, df=75, p<0.01). 

Lithuanian mature organisations have a great potential of 

growth (see Table 3) while they are not aiming at such 

amount, for example, strategic objectives are scored lower 

than the potential of growth. Regarding the evaluation of 

potential for growth, only one item about the research for 

the development of new products is evaluated less than 4 

points (3.78), but the mean of total potential for growth is 

much higher than the scale average.  

However, the attention must be paid to the innovations, 

and they are scored at the lowest level in regard to other 

characteristics of CE. The main reason of such evaluation is 

the lack of radical innovations, sticking to the same business 

and not looking for new opportunities. The results support 

the findings of Miller and Friesen (1984) about the lowest 

level of radical innovations in mature organisations. The 

results on single items have also disclosed the lack of 

financial investments in order to implement innovations, 

however, investments made by organisation were not 

investigated. 

Institutional factors of CE in Lithuanian mature 

organisations. Three institutional factors were measured in 

the research: institutional support systems, entrepreneurial 

culture, and manager’s attitudes towards entrepreneurship.  

The results on institutional support systems (see Table 

4) have shown that Lithuanian mature organisations have 

these systems appropriate for CE (one sample test value=4, 

t=4.073, df=75, p<0.01). Only organisational structure and 

reward system is scored similarly, while strategic control 

system has a significantly higher score. In general, the 

difference between strategic control system and corporate 

resources is the highest one (paired sample test t=7.057, 

df=75, p<0.01) and the lowest significant difference in this 

set of variables is between corporate resources and reward 

system (t=-2.024, df=75, p<0.05).  

A low score of corporate resources within Lithuanian 

mature organisation are mainly reasoned by a very limited 

possibility to get internal resources for financing 

employees’ innovative projects or ideas and the lack of time 

available for the explication of the primary idea. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4 

Results on Institutional Support Systems in Lithuanian 

Mature Organisations 

 Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Institutional 

support systems 
1.85 6.33 4.41 0.89 

Strategic control 
system 

2.00 6.50 4.88 0.89 

Corporate 

resources 
1.00 6.40 4.04 1.23 

Organisational 
structure 

1.80 7.00 4.40 1.10 

Reward system 1.00 7.00 4.34 1.22 

 

The results on organisational structure have revealed an 

unexplored possibility of cooperation between different 

departments. The reward systems in Lithuanian mature 

organisations are formalised and usually do not provide the 

possibility to award employees who successfully 

implemented ideas significant for organisational 

performance. Even strategic control system is scored higher. 

Means of single items in this subscale has shown that 

strategic control system in Lithuanian mature organisations 

is usually based on formal and inflexible practices instead 

of just ensuring the implementation of strategic objectives. 

The results on entrepreneurial culture have shown that 

organisational culture in Lithuanian mature organisations is 

entrepreneurial one (one sample test value=4, t=6,677, df=75, 

p<0.01). Entrepreneurial culture includes expressed 

characteristics of innovativeness, proactiveness, risk taking, 

open communication, cooperation and openness (see Table 

5).  

Table 5 

Results on Entrepreneurial Culture in Lithuanian 

Mature Organisations 

 Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Entrepreneurial 

culture 
2.05 6.49 4.67 0.87 

Innovativeness 1.60 7.00 4.89 0.95 

Proactiveness 1.73 6.67 4.55 1.05 

Risk taking 1.00 6.50 4.07 1.30 

Open 

communication 
2.47 7.00 5.08 1.15 

Cooperation 2.25 7.00 5.05 1.00 

Openness 1.60 6.40 4.37 1.11 

Similar scores are among innovativeness, open 

communication and cooperation as well as proactiveness 

and openness, while others differ significantly. The 

difference between risk taking and open communication is 

the highest one (paired sample test t=-7.272, df=75, p<0.01) 

and the lowest significant difference is between risk taking 

and open communication (t=-2.497, df=75, p<0.05). 

The least common feature of entrepreneurial culture in 

Lithuanian mature organisations is risk taking. Even if the 

mean of risk taking is still higher than a scale mean, only 

two items out of six were evaluated higher. Both of them are 

related to the possibility of giving a second chance. 

Lithuanian mature organisations value employees who 



Jurga Duobiene. Corporate Entrepreneurship in Lithuanian Mature Organisations: is it Really Working? 

- 62 - 

generate and implement their ideas. Moreover, colleagues 

from different departments cooperate with each other and 

share ideas in order to achieve successful final results.  

Managers’ attitudes toward entrepreneurship are 

scored at the highest level among all three researched factors 

of CE in Lithuanian mature organisations and it is also under 

the scale average (one sample test value=4, t=5.917, df=75, 

p<0.01).  

The results allow to distinguish three groups of 

characteristics (see Table 6) as differences between 

variables of different groups are significant (paired sample 

test t=-3.987 and t=>2.854, when p<0.01, df=75). 

Encouragement to take activity and tolerance of failure is 

scored higher and fall into the first group; the second group 

consists of employees’ engagement and support to small 

entrepreneurial projects and is score lower; and the lowest 

score goes to positive attitude toward risking as the third 

group.  
Table 6 

Results on Managers’ Attitudes Toward Entrepreneurship in 

Lithuanian Mature Organisations 

 Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Manager's 

attitudes toward 

entrepreneurship 

1.88 6.85 4.73 1.07 

Encouragement to 

take activity 
1.80 7.00 4.97 1.25 

Employees' 
empowerment 

1.80 7.00 4.67 1.21 

Tolerance to failure  2.40 7.00 5.14 1.09 

Support of small 

and entrepreneurial 
projects  

1.00 7.00 4.62 1.27 

Positive attitude 

towards risk 
1.00 7.00 4.27 1.45 

The results on single items have shown that managers 

of Lithuanian mature organisations encourage their 

employees to implement new ideas and are positive 

regarding their potential to be successful in this. In case of 

failure, managers are tolerant and willing to find out the 

reasons (in order to avoid this in the future, but not for the 

punishment), threating failure as a learning opportunity. 

Managers have a clear understanding that it is impossible to 

do all activities successfully without any exceptions. 

However, managers are not really positive towards risking 

and tend to be cautious in encouraging their employees to 

take up such activities. They encourage their employees to 

estimate the risk of new ideas carefully, but they do not 

appreciate high risk.  

The evaluation of employees’ engagement in small 

entrepreneurial projects has revealed the possibilities to 

develop more positive attitudes in this group of 

characteristics. The lowest scored items are related to the 

delegation of the responsibilities to the best workers, 

freedom to manage their time or implement improvements 

that would lead to better performance. Managers are already 

providing freedom to choose work methods and make 

decisions in everyday tasks, but they are still sceptical about 

small entrepreneurial projects. Lithuanian mature 

organisations still lack positive attitudes of the managers in 

this area.  

The relations between CE and its factors in 

Lithuanian mature organisations. The results have 

indicated that all three factors of CE in Lithuanian mature 

organisations are strongly positively correlated and their 

relation to CE is also positive (see Table 7) that confirm 

H2a, H2b and H2c. 

Table 7 

Correlations between Main Variables 

  CE 

Institutio

nal 

support 

systems 

Entrep

re-

neurial 

culture 

Institutional 

support systems 

Spearman's 

rho 
0.556**   

Sig.  0.000   

Entrepreneurial 
culture 

Spearman's 
rho 

0.542** 0.853**  

Sig.  0.000 0.000  

Manager's 

attitudes toward 
entrepreneurship 

Spearman's 

rho 
0.369** 0.697** 0.822** 

Sig.  0.001 0.000 0.000 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

However, the power of relationship differs. The 

correlation between CE and entrepreneurial culture as well 

as institutional support systems is moderately strong, but the 

correlation between managers’ attitudes toward 

entrepreneurship is week.  

The difference between powers of correlation suggests 

a preposition that managers’ attitudes toward 

entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial culture with 

institutional support systems are related differently with CE. 

Therefore, the regression analysis was used further and 

applied in two steps: (1) on testing the influence of the 

manager’s attitude towards entrepreneurship on 

entrepreneurial culture and institutional support systems and 

(2) on testing the influence of entrepreneurial culture and 

institutional support systems on CE. The results are 

presented in Figure 2. 
 

 

 

 
Entrepreneurial  

culture 

 

Corporate 

entrepreneurship 

Managers’ attitudes 

towards 

entrepreneurship 

 

Institutional support 

systems 

r
2

adj=0.582 

r
2

adj=0.751 

r
2

adj=0.810 

 

Figure 2. Results on Influence of Institutional Factors on CE 

The results of regression analysis (ANOVA) show that 

positive managers’ attitudes toward entrepreneurship have a 

high impact on support systems in their institution 

(F=163,643, df=1, p<0.01) and even higher impact on 

entrepreneurial culture there (F=231,035, df=1, p<0.01). 

Later on, the entrepreneurial culture and institutional 

support systems together (using mean of both variables) 
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make a positive impact to the corporate entrepreneurship in 

that organisation (F=75.051, df=1, p<0.01). Thus, the last 

hypothesis has been confirmed. The model of influence 

(Fig. 2) of institutional factors on CE explains the 

expression of CE in Lithuanian mature organisations.  

Discussion and Conclusions 

The paper presents the results of quantitative research of 

CE, based on Wickham’s (2004) concept that includes 

innovations, strategic objectives and potential for growth. 

Characteristics like innovativeness, proactiveness, autonomy, 

risk-taking and others, are not attributed to the CE model in 

this research due to their origin of individuals rather than 

organisations, but they are restructured into institutional 

factors of CE: managers’ attitude toward entrepreneurship, 

institutional support systems and entrepreneurial culture.  

The research results have shown that CE in Lithuanian 

mature organisations is high. Innovations in Lithuanian 

mature organisations are scored lower than strategic 

objectives and potential for growth mainly because of the lack 

of radical innovations, being too much stuck to same 

business, therefore, not looking for new opportunities. 

Innovations are the CE characteristic that should be 

elaborated in Lithuanian mature organisations, especially as 

the results on institutional support systems have shown 

existing untapped potential of the usage of corporate 

resources.  

Corporate resources within Lithuanian mature 

organisation are mainly reasoned by a very limited 

possibility to get internal resources for financing 

employees’ innovative projects or ideas and the lack of time 

available for the explication of the primary idea. The 

importance of corporate resources availability to CE in case 

of time availability has been confirmed also in emerging 

economies (Bhardwaj & Sushil, 2012). Moreover, 

organisations might need additional actions. Covin and 

Lumpkin (2011) note that due to use external opportunities 

organisations might have to reconfigure their resources.  

The research results have also confirmed the 

importance of entrepreneurial culture to CE and it is 

described by a specific set of values, used in previous 

researches (Kanter, 1983; Russell & Russell, 1992; 

McGuire, 2003; Van Doorn et al., 2013). The key to CE 

expression in Lithuanian mature organisations displays 

entrepreneurial spirit in corporate culture of innovativeness, 

open communication, cooperation, and especially 

proactiveness and openness. However, the last feature of 

entrepreneurial culture – risk taking – is not so common in 

Lithuanian mature organisations. Mainly, they miss the 

existence of second chance as well as the cultural value.  

According to the results, positive managers’ attitudes 

are essential for the development of CE. The role and 

importance of managers from top to operational levels has 

been recognizes in many previous research (Hornsby et al., 

2002; Kuratko et al., 2005; Gilley, 200; Ling et al., 2008; 

Van Doorn et al., 2013), but current results reveal its nature. 

Managers’ attitudes toward entrepreneurship correlate with 

CE, but their correlation is weak as well as they impact CE 

less than two other institutional factors. Thus, they impact 

CE via institutional support systems and entrepreneurial 

culture. The relationship between institutional factors and 

their impact on CE provide the guidelines for Lithuanian 

mature organisations for fostering CE through rethinking 

and directly changing institutional support systems and/or 

corporate culture, or including the change of managers’ 

attitudes toward entrepreneurship into the process of CE 

development. 

The current research is limited to one country, however, 

it has confirmed the importance of institutional support 

systems for CE, contributing to the knowledge about CE and 

CE in mature organisations. Moreover, the research results 

on managers’ contribution to entrepreneurial culture and 

institutional support systems and their impact to CE 

provides the understanding of CE in mature organisations.  
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