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Abstract

This paper examines how the organizational environment for Corporate Entrepreneurship (CE) differs across organizational forms in the
public and private sectors. The Corporate Entrepreneurship Assessment Instrument (CEAI) was administered to 682 respondents in the
Republic of Serbia, which is institutionally and economically considered a valid representative of Southeastern European economies.
The partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) was employed to assess how five dimensions—Management support,
Rewards/Reinforcement, Work discretion/Autonomy, Time availability, and Organizational boundaries—affect the CE environment.
Further, using a multi-group analysis algorithm, differences between models in the public and private sectors were explored. The results
reveal significant differences in both the impact and values of the CEAI dimensions across organization types. These findings offer
valuable insights for developing CE support strategies tailored to different organizations. The presented approach provides guidance to
decision-makers seeking to avoid reliance on generic strategies largely shaped by private-sector experiences in developed countries.
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1. Introduction
Entrepreneurship is often defined as “the process by

which individuals pursue opportunities without regard to
the resources they currently control” (Barringer and Ireland,
2010, p. 30). The study of entrepreneurship has evolved
significantly and is now recognized as critical to economic
growth, as it serves as a driver of technological, economic,
financial, and social development (Antoncic and Hisrich,
2003; Leković and Berber, 2019; Zahra and Wright, 2016).

Entrepreneurs, who are predominantly perceived as
external, recognize opportunities, i.e., they discover market
needs and turn them into successful businesses by founding
new companies (Longenecker et al., 2017). However, en-
trepreneurs can also be internal, i.e., individuals employed
by established companies or organizations who engage in
entrepreneurial behaviors, a practice commonly referred to
as Intrapreneurship or Corporate Entrepreneurship (CE).
These behaviors include taking initiatives, identifying and
seizing opportunities, generating ideas for development and
improvement, expanding market reach, innovating prod-
ucts, services, and processes, leading new product devel-
opment, establishing subsidiaries, and engaging in acquisi-
tions (Hernández-Perlines et al., 2022). CE is critical for
organizations to maintain or enhance their competitive ad-
vantage, drive innovation (Djordjevic et al., 2021), and dif-
ferentiate themselves from the competition by aligning or-

ganizational culture with entrepreneurial thinking (Kontić
et al., 2017). Therefore, it is imperative for educators and
researchers to continue exploring the latest concepts in CE
to ensure that the next generation fully understands the im-
portance of CE.

This paper aims to examine the differences in the in-
ternal environment for CE in public and private organi-
zations in the Southeastern Europe (SEE) region, partic-
ularly in the Republic of Serbia, which is a characteris-
tic SEE example of a developing country that has under-
gone a transition from a planned to a market economy,
where entrepreneurial activity influences economic growth
(Stefanović et al., 2018). According to the Global En-
trepreneurship Monitor, a measurement tool of the level
of entrepreneurial behavior and attitudes at the country
level, in 2024, Serbia ranks favorably compared to the re-
gional average (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2025).
Namely, it outperforms the regional average in terms of
the perceived capabilities rate among the general popula-
tion, the entrepreneurial intentions rate, and the percep-
tion of entrepreneurship as a good career choice. The of-
ficial data confirms the above-mentioned. In 2023, Serbia
had 248,906 registered entrepreneurs employing 265,900
individuals, who collectively capitalized 2.3 trillion dinars,
equivalent to approximately 20 billion euros (Serbia Busi-
ness, 2024). Therefore, we perceived Serbia and its en-
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trepreneurial ecosystem as a good case study in the SEE
region and suitable for our study.

Although previous research on CE determinants has
been conducted in this geographical region (for example,
Janićijević and Kontić, 2025), it has mainly focused on one
sector, the private banking sector. Consequently, a research
gap remains regarding the intrapreneurial differences be-
tween the public and private sectors, both in terms of stim-
ulants and constraints, which have already been acknowl-
edged (Sadler, 2000). Therefore, by assessing employees’
perceptions of key internal organizational factors, this pa-
per aims to examine the conditions of internal environment
antecedents for CE in private and public organizations. A
thorough understanding of the internal environment con-
ducive to the development of CE is an essential area of this
research, which would then make it possible to recommend
actions tailored to specific types of organizations that could
improve the organizational climate and employees’ innova-
tive activities, as well as identify opportunities and remove
barriers to the implementation of intrapreneurship. For this
reason, a survey based on the Corporate Entrepreneurship
Assessment Instrument (CEAI) was conducted, while the
specificities of the impact of organizational types on the
CE were investigated using structural equation modeling
(SEM), multi-group SEM, and parametric tests. The main
contribution of this paper is the extended application of the
CEAI to a transition economy and the public sector, test-
ing its relevance in contexts for which it was not origi-
nally designed. In this way, the robustness of the estab-
lished CE framework is demonstrated beyond conventional
private sector and Western environments. Also, the paper
strives to examine the level of development of the internal
environment for entrepreneurship in the public and private
sectors, i.e., public administration, institutions, and enter-
prises on the one hand, and private small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) and corporations on the other and ex-
plore the differences among them. It is expected that the in-
sights gained from the advanced analysis and comparisons
will advance the theoretical understanding of how the or-
ganizational environment shapes CE activities in different
institutional contexts.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. Follow-
ing the introductory section, section 2 briefly defines CE,
the key antecedents or important factors that contribute to
an effective internal environment for CE, and the specifici-
ties of the public and private sector entrepreneurial environ-
ment. In addition, an approach to measuring the internal de-
terminants of CE is discussed. This section also presents the
theoretical framework onwhich the paper is built and the re-
search hypotheses. The third section presents the method-
ology used in this paper, which relies on the survey method
and SEM analysis. Sections 4 and 5 present the study’s re-
sults and discussion. We finalize the paper with the con-
cluding remarks.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Corporate Entrepreneurship

Intrapreneurship or CE, through extensive literature
(Bosma et al., 2014; Carrier, 1996), is defined as a concept
of formal or informal activities within the process of foster-
ing entrepreneurship and new venture creation within estab-
lished firms through product, process and business model
innovation and market development aimed at increasing
profitability, capital raising, organizational profitability and
performance (Zahra, 1991) and competitive advantage (An-
toncic and Hisrich, 2003), responding quickly to new busi-
ness challenges or achieving socially or economically de-
sirable outcomes and opportunities (Ireland et al., 2003).
From the definition alone, it is clear that CE is a complex
area that is studied from different angles and perspectives
(Girma Aragaw et al., 2025), which is why it has been
a constant subject of research in recent decades (Pirhadi
and Feyzbakhsh, 2021). The process by which internal
entrepreneurs emerge is already known as intrapreneur-
ship, CE, strategic entrepreneurship, and organizational en-
trepreneurship.

A key aspect of CE is the creation of an environ-
ment that encourages innovation and entrepreneurial behav-
ior (Kuratko et al., 2014; Yunis et al., 2018), which can lead
to a faster and more effective response to disruptive inno-
vation (Karimi and Walter, 2016), with research suggesting
this as a viable approach to solving economic problems in
emerging economies (Hassan, 2024). Similarly, according
to Kreiser et al. (2021) and Shevchuk et al. (2021), CE
is understood as an environment that actively encourages
and cultivates the entrepreneurial mindset of individuals to
drive initiatives that can lead to new products, services,
and business models, strengthening and innovating orga-
nizational strategy (Rodríguez-Peña, 2025). CE is a tool
which fosters creativity, innovation, and an entrepreneurial
culture within an existing organization. According to Au-
dretsch et al. (2019), such a culture can improve employee
engagement, which is crucial for an organization. Further-
more, Kreiser et al. (2021) state that a good match between
a company’s external environment and its CE strategy leads
to better coherence and alignment of the company’s internal
entrepreneurial initiatives.

The importance of CE in organizations is recognized
by Ben Arfi and Hikkerova (2021), who point out that it
creates opportunities for entry into new markets and expo-
nential growth. According to Jancenelle et al. (2017), the
characteristics commonly associated with CE, such as au-
tonomy, innovativeness, and risk-taking, have been shown
to have a positive impact onmarket performance. It is there-
fore extremely important to foster an appropriate CE cli-
mate in order to reap the benefits of the opportunities gen-
erated (Zahra, 2015).

Entrepreneurial thinking and action are increasingly
recognized as important drivers of productivity growth (Ku-
ratko and Audretsch, 2013), and their strategic integration
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into an organization improves its competitiveness in the
marketplace (Baena-Luna et al., 2025). This is particularly
significant, as a highly motivated and engaged workforce
is a crucial asset for any organization. According to Kassa
and Raju (2015), entrepreneurial thinking has the potential
to address and positively influence the problem of low em-
ployee engagement. Kearney et al. (2009) emphasize that
organizations of all sizes, whether operating in the public
or private sector, should strive for an entrepreneurial ap-
proach.

2.2 Antecedents of CE and Their Measurement

As early as 35 years ago, CE was recognized as
a mean that companies implement to improve, enhance,
and promote their innovative capacity and create new en-
trepreneurial ventures (Kuratko et al., 1990; Zahra, 1991).
Over the past four decades, CE has emerged as a tactic
that enables organizations to innovate and adapt to the chal-
lenges of today’s global markets. However, organizations
face many practical and theoretical challenges related to CE
(Kuratko et al., 1990; Zahra, 1991). There is a need to as-
sess the components that shape the environment in which
CE thrives, examine the entrepreneurial process, and fo-
cus on the specific conditions that foster entrepreneurship
(Agapie et al., 2018).

The presence of entrepreneurs or an entrepreneurial
mindset in organizations is evident and persists despite
numerous obstacles and challenges (Kreiser et al., 2021).
When organizations pursue an entrepreneurial strategy, the
entrepreneurial mindset of employees must be carefully
nurtured (Kreiser et al., 2021), as the success of CE largely
depends on the internal environment (Bhardwaj and Sushil,
2012).

The question, therefore, arises as to what the most
important factors are that determine the quality of the in-
ternal organizational environment, i.e., what are the an-
tecedents for fostering entrepreneurship in established or-
ganizations? Numerous researchers (Urbano et al., 2022)
acknowledge the importance of internal organizational di-
mensions in fostering and supporting an environment for in-
novation and have identified elements such as strategy, au-
tonomy, leadership, culture, risk-taking, appropriate use of
rewards, management support, availability of resources, or-
ganizational structure, and work discretion as essential fac-
tors for CE. In their systematic literature review, Urbano et
al. (2022) classify important antecedents into three groups
of levels that influence CE: the individual, organizational
and environmental levels. The organizational level is of
particular interest for the study conducted in this paper, as
this level directly addresses the influence of the internal or-
ganizational environment on CE capabilities. The above-
mentioned authors identified four categories of organiza-
tional factors: organizational structure and characteristics,
role ofmanagers, resources and capabilities, and job-related
factors.

Although there is no universally accepted approach
to integrating CE into organizational culture (Kontić et al.,
2017), the extent to which organizations create an environ-
ment that encourages entrepreneurial behavior determines
the success of a CE strategy. Therefore, assessing the en-
trepreneurial environment and the organizations’ readiness
for CE is crucial for implementing a successful CE strategy.

One of the tools used to assess this environment is the
CEAI originally proposed by Hornsby et al. (2002), which
serves as a tool to measure key internal organizational fac-
tors that influence a company’s entrepreneurial activities
and outcomes, i.e., contribute to the development of an en-
trepreneurial culture within an organization (Kuratko et al.,
2014). In their earlier work, Kuratko et al. (1990) identi-
fied three key factors: Top management support, Organiza-
tional structure, and Rewards as critical antecedents of en-
trepreneurial behavior. Extending this framework, Hornsby
et al. (1999) introduced two additional determinants: Work
discretion and Time availability, further enhancing the un-
derstanding of the factors that promote entrepreneurial be-
havior. Later, Hornsby et al. (2002) identified a set of
five stable organizational factors to consider when promot-
ing activities within an organization. The final version
of the CEAI instrument presented in Appendix Table 10
combines five specific dimensions that are important deter-
minants of an environment that enables entrepreneurship:
Top management support, Work discretion/autonomy, Re-
wards/reinforcement, Time availability, and Organizational
boundaries (Hornsby et al., 2002; Kuratko et al., 2014).

The first dimension, Top management support, mea-
sures the extent to which employees feel that management
facilitates, supports, and encourages entrepreneurship and
its spirit, including accepting innovative ideas and provid-
ing resources for their implementation. The second di-
mension, Work discretion/autonomy, refers to the extent to
which employees believe that they have flexibility and au-
tonomy in their workplace, that they are free to make de-
cisions at a lower level, with tolerance for mistakes and
without much supervision from their superiors. The third
dimension, Rewards/reinforcement, indicates the extent to
which an employee feels that the organization encourages
and rewards entrepreneurial activities associated with inno-
vation and risk-taking. Examples of these mechanisms are:
financial bonuses and awards, relaxation and paid time off,
or employee participation in equity. The fourth dimension,
Time availability, indicates the extent to which an employee
feels that they have sufficient time, within working hours,
to develop innovative ideas, independently of regular busi-
ness activities. The last dimension, Organizational bound-
aries, indicates the extent to which employees perceive the
internal and external boundaries of the organization’s de-
partments and divisions as flexible and structured, enabling
and facilitating effective and efficient communication. The
more fluid the boundaries are, the more opportunities em-
ployees have to exchange ideas and work together to imple-
ment them.
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Fig. 1. Graphical representation of the CEAI and its dimensions. CEAI, Corporate Entrepreneurship Assessment Instrument; CE,
Corporate Entrepreneurship.

Each of the five dimensions of the CEAI instrument
is measured by a group of statements presented in Kuratko
et al. (2014). Responses to each statement are based on a
five-point Likert scale (from 1—strongly disagree to 5—
strongly agree). A Graphical representation of the CEAI
dimensions is given in Fig. 1.

The authors of the CEAI (Hornsby et al., 2002; Ku-
ratko et al., 2014) emphasize that the purpose of this instru-
ment is to indicate how likely a company is to implement
an innovative and successful CE strategy and to highlight
areas in the internal work environment where ongoing de-
velopment efforts should be directed. According to Kontić
et al. (2017), the CEAI measures the antecedents of CE, is
brief, and focuses on individual perceptions of CE, making
it a promising tool for improving CE activities.

In addition to the applications already mentioned,
other authors used the CEAI for various investigations. Ac-
cording to Bhardwaj and Sushil (2012), the CEAI can be
used as an assessment tool to evaluate the training needs of
companies to improve the CE climate in emerging markets.
Tseng and Tseng (2019) discuss strategic approaches to in-
crease innovation performance in companies by supporting
and training employees in CE. They also emphasize the im-
portance of innovation for sustainable business growth and
highlight various techniques required for innovative busi-
nesses. Other works also underscore the importance of the
top management team and its cultural intelligence in creat-
ing an environment that fosters entrepreneurship in organi-
zations (Afshar Jahanshahi et al., 2018).

2.3 CE in Public and Private Sectors

There is no one-size-fits-all approach to integrating
CE into an organizational culture (Kontić et al., 2017). Dif-
ferent types of organizations, with varying goals and origi-
nating from regions with contrasting economic and cultural
development (Orozco et al., 2024), exhibit various levels of
CE. However, there is a dilemma as to whether private com-
panies and traditional public sector organizations can have
the same entrepreneurial culture (Valadares and Emmendo-
erfer, 2015), especially since, due to the significant differ-
ences between these sectors in terms of structure, manage-
ment and organizational goals, entrepreneurship in the pub-
lic sector remains somewhat nebulous (Moric Milovanovic
et al., 2025).

According to Kearney et al. (2008), public sector en-
trepreneurship can be defined as the process by which indi-
viduals or groups within public organizations initiate, im-
plement, and adopt changes and innovations aimed at im-
proving the efficiency and effectiveness of public organiza-
tions. Public sector entrepreneurship is a form of CE that
is characterized by its implementation in public enterprises,
state and local governments and organizations of public in-
stitutions (Omerbegović-Bijelović et al., 2016). Accord-
ing to Dube and Danescu (2011), the public sector includes
governments as well as all publicly controlled or publicly
funded agencies, corporations and other organizations that
provide public programs, goods, or services to the com-
munity. The concept of public sector entrepreneurship is
recognized as an essential area that explores the creation
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of public value under challenging government conditions
(Vivona et al., 2025). It emerged from the efforts of theo-
rists attempting to identify mechanisms that foster creativ-
ity, opportunity-seeking, and innovative behavior in pub-
lic enterprises and institutions, thereby adapting the princi-
ples of entrepreneurship to the public sector (Osborne and
Brown, 2013). In the 2010s, it steadily gained popularity
and generated considerable academic interest (Funko et al.,
2023).

The rationale for examining the entrepreneurial dif-
ferences between the public and private sectors arises from
the structural and operational distinctions between them.
For example, while managers in the private sector focus
on innovation, reinforcement through rewards and motiva-
tion, managers in the public sector work within standard-
ized rules and bureaucratic procedures, prioritizing time
availability (Kontic et al., 2022). The complexity of pub-
lic sector entrepreneurship arises from the inherent conflict
between profit orientation and social responsibility, which
is exacerbated by constraints such as limited flexibility in
decision-making processes. This suggests that the specific
organizational dynamics of the public sector need to be
taken into account, while understanding that it is not per se
less innovative than the private sector (Mazzucato, 2014).
Furthermore, the financial incentives for innovation and im-
provement are comparatively lower in the public sector,
making it even more difficult to promote entrepreneurial
initiatives. This could be the reason why entrepreneurship
in the public sector often occurs in response to crises, and
its success depends on the quality of public sector leaders
(Andrews et al., 2020). Kearney et al. (2008) have identi-
fied several key characteristics and unique aspects of CE in
public sector organizations. One of these is that these orga-
nizations are often not-for-profit, but instead are dedicated
to creating value for citizens by utilizing a combination of
public and private resources. It is precisely for this reason
that Funko et al. (2023) conduct a comprehensive literature
review examining the concept of CE in the public sector.
According to Rakićević et al. (2020), it is particularly de-
manding and challenging to promote CE in public sector
organizations where, compared to the private sector, there
is a greater variety of objectives to be met and a greater
conflict between profit and social responsibility. In addi-
tion, the public sector has less flexibility in decision-making
processes and much lower financial incentives for improve-
ment, with Mazzucato (2014) suggesting that a clear bal-
ance between risk and reward could increase public sector
revenues, embracing CE along the way. Therefore, it is of
great interest to understand the prerequisites for the devel-
opment of intrapreneurship and entrepreneurial models that
can be implemented in public organizational systems.

Private companies are highly involved in en-
trepreneurial culture (Urbano et al., 2022). Although
entrepreneurial culture is highly effective, the aforemen-
tioned characteristics of the public sector pose a significant
challenge to convincing public and state-owned companies

to adopt it. However, this does not mean that the public
sector is inherently less entrepreneurial, as throughout
history the state has made large capital investments in areas
that were considered too risky by the private sector (Maz-
zucato, 2014). While the primary objective of public sector
management is to improve the quality and accessibility of
public services to meet the needs of citizens regardless of
profitability considerations (Clarke and Clegg, 1999), the
integration of entrepreneurial principles in the public sector
has been shown to bring numerous benefits, including
improved service quality, increased user satisfaction, im-
proved internal processes, more effective reward systems,
streamlined communication, and stronger relationships be-
tween management and employees (Kearney et al., 2008).
However, public organizations use external strengths to
initiate and implement internal change (Kearney et al.,
2008), and to promote public innovation, public sector
managers often take personal risks and capitalize on
opportunities for strategic opportunism as they strive to
overcome administrative obstacles and political barriers
(Brown, 2010).

As a result, numerous researchers propose their model
for the implementation, improvement and promotion of
CE in the public sector, as the implementation of a tailor-
made model offers several advantages over traditional en-
trepreneurship frameworks designed primarily for private
sector entities (Kearney et al., 2008). Garner and Mann
(2014) have proposed a model that describes four essen-
tial steps that public sector management must take to fos-
ter intrapreneurship in public sector organizations. These
steps include cultivating the ability to change organizational
culture, developing a comprehensive understanding of risk,
collaborating with other sectors, and improving expertise
in refining performance measurement practices. The au-
thors Kearney et al. (2008) propose a conceptual model
of entrepreneurship applicable to public sector organiza-
tions that combines internal dimensions—such as organiza-
tional structure, decision-making and control mechanisms,
reward and motivation systems, cultural factors, risk accep-
tance and proactivity—with external environmental factors,
including political dynamics, complexity, change and reg-
ulatory liberalness.

Evenwith thesemodels, the unique characteristics and
constraints of the public sector still make the implementa-
tion of CE a major challenge. The prevailing perception
of the public sector is that its primary function is to fa-
cilitate private sector entrepreneurial activity and provide
a safety net through market correction, rather than exert-
ing direct influence through its own activities (Mazzucato,
2015; Mazzucato and Ryan-Collins, 2022). Bradley et al.
(2021) even note that most interested parties expect the pub-
lic sector to take on the role of promoting entrepreneurial
activities through appropriate government policies, rather
than direct engagement. In addition to the characteristics al-
ready mentioned, Borins (2006) identifies three categories
of barriers that hinder the development and implementa-
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tion of innovation in the public sector. The first category,
stemming from bureaucratic organizations, includes skep-
ticism, competence disputes, coordination problems, logis-
tical challenges, resistance to new technologies, and oppo-
sition from unions and middle management. The second
group of barriers, related to the political environment, in-
cludes insufficient funding, regulatory constraints and po-
litical resistance. The third group, related to the external en-
vironment, includes public skepticism, challenges in reach-
ing the target audience, and resistance from private sector
interests and companies competing on the basis of public
sector innovation (Borins, 2006). While acknowledging the
above obstacles, Tremml (2021) also points out that an or-
ganization’s board of supervisors can in itself be a major
obstacle to entrepreneurial behavior.

2.4 Theoretical Framework and Hypothesis Development
The previous subsection provided an overview of CE

in the public and private sectors. However, a more theoret-
ical approach is also necessary. Therefore, in this section,
we aim to formulate and connect our research questions to
established theories and develop research hypotheses.

The first research question of the study is as follows:
RQ1: How do the dimensions of the internal or-

ganizational environment, as measured by the CEAI
(Management support, Rewards/Reinforcement, Work dis-
cretion/Autonomy, Time availability, and Organizational
boundaries), influence CE across different organizational
forms in the public and private sectors?

Sections 2.2 and 2.3 presented an extensive literature
review on CE measurement, antecedents of CE, and ex-
pected differences in CE between public and private orga-
nizations. Based on the work of Hornsby et al. (2002) and
Kuratko et al. (2014), the following research hypotheses
are derived:

H1: Management support is a statistically significant
predictor of CE environment.

H2: Rewards/Reinforcement are a statistically signif-
icant predictor of CE environment.

H3: Work discretion/Autonomy is a statistically sig-
nificant predictor of CE environment.

H4: Time Availability is a statistically significant pre-
dictor of CE environment.

H5: Organizational boundaries are a statistically sig-
nificant predictor of CE environment.

The second research question we formulated was:
RQ2: Do these factors vary in strength and direction

across organizational forms, and if so, what theoretical per-
spectives explain these differences?

Besides just observing how the dimensions of the
internal organizational environment, measured using the
CEAI, influence CE environment, we wanted to observe
this relationship across different organization forms in the
public and private sectors. The rationale for exploring the
differences between the CE-related behaviors between pub-

lic and private sector is grounded in the Institutional Theory
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). According to this theory,
public organizations face strict, mandatory legal and politi-
cal requirements that limit the autonomy of individual em-
ployees, compelling them to conform to standardized pro-
cedures and policies, often leaving little room for personal
discretion or innovation in decision-making. Private orga-
nizations, on the other hand, face market and performance
pressures, and therefore turn to more flexible, efficiency-
oriented, and innovative structures (Scott, 1995). For Man-
agement support, it is expected that in private firms, the
management support reinforces entrepreneurial norms al-
ready embedded in the organizational culture, thus hav-
ing a better CE environment, contrary to institutionalized
(public) contexts, where hierarchical rigidity and proce-
dures constraint innovation (Bruton et al., 2010). Pub-
lic Rewards/Reinforcement systems are often standardized
and rule-bound, lowering their motivational power. On the
other hand, in private organizations, rewards are flexible
and performance-based, reinforcing innovation, creativity
and entrepreneurship ideas (Kostova and Roth, 2002). Sim-
ilarly, for Work discretion/Autonomy, it is expected that
public organizations operate under coercive institutional
logics, representing strong hierarchical control, while that
private organizations operate under market logics (Kuratko
et al., 2014). Procedural rigidity present in public organi-
zations might limit Time availability and how employees
allocate time for non-core and innovative activities (Tina
Dacin et al., 2002). Organizational boundaries are expected
to lower the CE environment in both types of organizations,
however, differences in the strength of the impact are ex-
pected (Greenwood and Hinings, 1996).

Based on this, the following research hypothesis and
sub-hypotheses are derived accordingly:

H6: The impact of CE environment predictors is mod-
erated by the organizational form.

H6.1: The impact of Management support on the CE
environment is moderated by the organizational form.

H6.2: The impact of Rewards/Reinforcement on the
CE environment is moderated by the organizational form.

H6.3: The impact ofWork discretion/Autonomy on the
CE environment is moderated by the organizational form.

H6.4: The impact of Time availability on the CE envi-
ronment is moderated by the organizational form.

H6.5: The impact of Organizational boundaries on the
CE environment is moderated by the organizational form.

Fig. 2 gives a graphical representation of the ten pro-
posed research hypotheses.

3. Methodology
The purpose of this study is to examine the inter-

nal environment for corporate entrepreneurship using the
CEAI, the differences in the strength of the relationship be-
tween each dimension and the overall CE environment, and
the differences in dimension values between different types
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Fig. 2. Graphical representation of the devised research hypotheses.

of organizations (public administration, public institutions,
public enterprises, small and medium enterprises, and cor-
porations) to propose strategies to improve the internal en-
trepreneurial environment for different types of organiza-
tions. The steps implemented to conduct this research are
shown in Fig. 3.

The primary research instrument used in this study is
the CEAI. This questionnaire is used to collect data from
employees from five different types of organizations: Pub-
lic Administration, Public Institutions, Public Enterprises,
Private SMEs, and Private Corporations. This division of
the public sector was chosen on the basis of Kavran (2003),
who states that the public sector of the Republic of Ser-
bia includes the public administration, which is a system
of state organizations and agencies that protect the pub-
lic interest of citizens through the provision of services
and activities of public importance; public enterprises, as
state-owned companies and business entities that may op-
erate in various sectors of strategic interest (energy, trans-
port, telecommunications, banking, manufacturing); public
institutions, as publicly supported organizations from the
fields of health, education, culture, and sports. On the other
hand, according to the European Commission (2016), pri-
vate organizations include small and medium-sized enter-
prises that have fewer than 250 employees and whose an-
nual turnover does not exceed 50 million euros or whose
total assets (reported in the annual balance sheet) do not
exceed 43 million euros, as well as large corporations.

During data cleansing and preparation, the first step
was to address missing values by deleting incomplete en-

tries to ensure the consistency of the dataset. In addition,
the scales for relevant variables for which a lower numer-
ical value indicates a more favorable result were handled
accordingly. In the third step, the SEM and multi-group
SEM analysis (MG-SEM) were performed. First, appropri-
ate pre-tests were conducted to examine the suitability of
the data for SEM analysis (Hair et al., 2014a). Then, the
PLS-SEM algorithm was applied to the entire sample. We
opted for PLS-SEM because it has received considerable
attention in management disciplines as a state-of-the-art re-
search technique (Ciavolino et al., 2022). Further justifica-
tion for using PLS-SEM in the study is the fact that this al-
gorithm makes no assumptions about data distribution and
works robustly with small sample sizes and on formatively
measured constructs (Hair et al., 2014b). Themodel we cre-
ated and evaluated is a hierarchical SEM model. Question-
naire items are first used to create the first-order latent con-
structs of Management Support, Rewards/Reinforcement,
Work Discretion/Autonomy, Time Availability, and Orga-
nizational Boundaries. Next, the created latent constructs
are used to create the second-order latent construct CE en-
vironment.

In addition to examining the CE environment on the
overall model, we aim to gain insight into the differ-
ences in the effects of the CEAI dimensions on different
types of organizations. Therefore, we applied the Multi-
group SEM (MG-SEM) analysis and statistically compared
the SEM models between 5 groups-types of organizations
(Matthews, 2017). Finally, the mean values for each of the
dimensions of CEAI were calculated for each type of or-
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Fig. 3. Research methodology. PLS-SEM, partial least squares structural equation modeling.

ganization and statistical analysis of differences between
the dimensions was conducted using analysis of variance
(ANOVA) and Tamhane’s T2 as a post hoc test.

4. Results
4.1 Survey Sample–Sample Structure and Characteristics

In this study, we conducted the CEAI survey in orga-
nizations from both the public and private sectors in South-
east Europe, specifically in the Republic of Serbia. The sur-
vey included 682 respondents from all five types of orga-
nizations using the CEAI questionnaire. Table 1 provides
a comprehensive overview of the sample structure, catego-
rizing respondents according to socio-demographic criteria:
gender, age, work experience, and education level. Of all
respondents, 58.8% work in the private sector, and the re-
maining 41.2% in the public sector. Regarding the organi-
zational type characteristic, 10.7% of the respondents work
in public administration, 17.89% in public institutions, and
12.61% in public enterprises, which means that 41.2% of
the respondents work in the public sector. The remaining
respondents, 58.8%, work in the private sector, specifically
28.89% in small and medium-sized enterprises and 29.91%
in corporations. About half of the respondents had less than

6 years of work experience. Nearly 70% of respondents had
at least a bachelor’s degree.

4.2 Pre-Test for SEM Analysis
The first step of the SEM analysis is to explore the in-

ternal consistency and discriminant validity of the proposed
scales. Some commonly used indicators of internal con-
sistency include Cronbach’s alpha, Average Variance Ex-
tracted (AVE), and rho A and rho C when PLS-SEM mod-
eling is used (Hair et al., 2014a). All of the above metrics
range from 0 to 1. The closer they are to 1, the better the in-
ternal consistency of the observed scale. On the other hand,
discriminant validity measures whether a construct actually
measures the phenomena of interest compared to all other
constructs in the model (Hair et al., 2021).

4.2.1 Internal Consistency Analysis
A preliminary examination of the consistency of the

scales using Cronbach’s alpha showed that all dimensions,
with the exception of Organizational Boundaries (below
0.5), had an internal consistency marginally close or ex-
ceeding the required threshold of 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978).
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Table 1. Sample structure.
Socio-demographic characteristics (N = 682) Frequency Percentage

Gender Male 296 43.40%
Female 386 56.60%

Age

18–30 354 51.91%
31–45 173 25.37%
46–55 113 16.57%
56+ 42 6.16%

Organization type

Public administration 73 10.70%
Public institution 122 17.89%
Public enterprise 86 12.61%

SMEs 197 28.89%
Corporation 204 29.91%

Work experience

0 to 5 years 333 48.83%
6 to 10 years 103 15.10%
11 to 20 years 106 15.54%
21+ years 140 20.53%

Education level

Secondary 134 19.64%
Tertiary 77 11.29%

Bachelor’s degree 286 41.94%
Master’s/PhD degree 185 27.13%

SMEs, small and medium-sized enterprises; N, sample size.

Table 2. Internal consistency analysis of the defined dimensions.
Dimension No. of items Cronbach’s alpha Rho A Rho C AVE
Management support 19 0.946 0.949 0.952 0.510
Rewards/reinforcement 6 0.831 0.852 0.879 0.554
Work discretion/autonomy 10 0.899 0.919 0.919 0.541
Time availability 6 0.632 0.588 0.660 0.308
Organizational boundaries 6 0.675 0.801 0.746 0.381
AVE, Average Variance Extracted.

Therefore, the Organizational boundaries dimension
was further analyzed using a what-if analysis to determine
whether excluding one or more items could lead to better
internal scale consistency. The analysis showed that ex-
cluding the item Q46 “During the past year, my immedi-
ate supervisor discussed mywork performance with me fre-
quently” would result in the largest increase in Cronbach’s
alpha, reaching a value of 0.675. Because of this, item Q46
was removed from the analysis to improve the internal reli-
ability of the scale. This scale modification was not consid-
ered an obstacle to research, as the Organizational bound-
aries dimension also showed lower internal consistency in
previous work (Hornsby et al., 2002; VanWyk and Adonisi,
2011).

The results of the complete internal consistency anal-
ysis per dimension are presented in Table 2. As can be ob-
served, all metrics either satisfy or are marginally close to
the required threshold of 0.7. For rho A and rho C, all in-
dices are above or marginally close to the threshold of 0.6
(Hair et al., 2021, p. 77). When it comes to AVE, three out
of five dimensions satisfy the threshold of 0.5 (Hair et al.,
2014b, 2021, p. 77). It can be concluded that the internal
consistency of the majority of the scales is satisfactory af-
ter a slight modification of the Organizational boundaries
scale.

4.2.2 Discriminant Validity Analysis

Discriminant validity exploration was performed us-
ing the Fornell and Larcker (1981) criterion. The Fornell-
Larcker criterion compares the square root of the AVE of a
scale and the correlation coefficient between the observed
scale and all other scales. If the square root of the AVE, on
the main diagonal of the matrix, is greater than the corre-
lation coefficients in the column, the discriminant validity
is satisfactory (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Based on the
matrix presented in Table 3, the discriminant validity is sat-
isfactory.

4.3 PLS-SEM Analysis Results

Since the two pre-tests showed that the data were suit-
able for SEM modeling, PLS-SEM was used in the next
phase of the analysis to evaluate the model for the entire
sample. The detailed path coefficients for the original sam-
ple and the bootstrap PLS-SEM results are presented in Ta-
ble 4. All five subscales proved to be statistically signif-
icant predictors of the composite CEAI score. Out of the
five scales, four subscales have a positive relationship with
the composite score, while one, Organizational boundaries,
has a negative relationship. This suggests that an increase
in the score of the Organizational boundaries dimension re-
sults in a worse CE environment, whereas an increase in any
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Table 3. Discriminant validity analysis based on the Fornell-Larcker criterion.
Management
support

Rewards/
reinforcement

Work discretion/
autonomy

Time
availability

Organizational
boundaries

Management support 0.714
Rewards/reinforcement 0.697 0.744
Work discretion/autonomy 0.626 0.593 0.735
Time availability 0.439 0.384 0.307 0.555
Organizational boundaries –0.445 –0.452 –0.399 –0.457 0.617
Note: The bold values represent the square root of the AVE.

Table 4. Results of the PLS-SEM bootstrap analysis of the CEAI model on the overall sample.
Dependent Predictor Original

sample (O)
Sample
mean (M)

Standard
deviation
(STDEV)

T statistics
(|O/STDEV|)

p values

Composite

Management support 0.986 0.986 0.005 193.238 p < 0.001
Rewards/Reinforcement 0.902 0.902 0.013 67.913 p < 0.001

Work discretion/Autonomy 0.856 0.856 0.015 58.696 p < 0.001
Time availability 0.692 0.706 0.059 11.817 p < 0.001

Organizational boundaries –0.659 –0.665 0.034 19.174 p < 0.001
Note: Original sample, O—results based on the original data; Sample mean, M—mean value of the path coefficient after 3000 resam-
pling iterations; STDEV—Standard deviation of the coefficient after 3000 resampling iterations.

other dimension leads to a better one. On the other hand,
the remaining four dimensions are recognized as effective
promoters of the CE environment, as an increase in the val-
ues of these dimensions contributes to an overall betterment
of the environment. The sample mean values obtained by
bootstrapping are close to the original sample values, and
the measured standard deviations are low. These two mea-
sures indicate high stability of the measured paths.

To determine if there are differences between the same
model created for the subsamples of respondents employed
in different types of organizations, a multi-group SEM anal-
ysis was conducted. Table 5 shows the model evaluation for
each of the five types of organizations.

Comparative analysis of the five models shows
that the dimensions Work discretion/Autonomy, Re-
wards/Reinforcement, Management Support, and Time
availability all act as statistically significant predictors of
corporate entrepreneurship for every organization type.
The dimension Organizational boundaries proved to be a
statistically significant predictor in 3 out of 5 organization
types, namely public institutions, private small enterprises
(SMEs), and corporations.

In both public administration and public enterprises,
all dimensions except Organizational Boundaries were sta-
tistically significant predictors of overall corporate en-
trepreneurship, with all of them having a positive influence
on the overall CE environment. For both public adminis-
tration and enterprises, the Management support dimension
was the strongest predictor of corporate entrepreneurship.
Rewards/Reinforcement and Work discretion/Autonomy
dimensions followed, each with similar path coefficients.
The dimension Time availability was the weakest predic-
tor.

All five dimensions were found to be statistically sig-
nificant predictors of CE in public institutions. Each di-

mension except Organizational boundaries has a positive
effect on CE, and in terms of magnitude, the order is:
Management support, Rewards/Reinforcement, Work dis-
cretion/Autonomy and finally Time availability. The situa-
tion is identical when it comes to private small andmedium-
sized enterprises.

Finally, the pattern for corporations is similar to that
for public institutions and private SMEs, where all dimen-
sions serve as statistically significant predictors of CE, with
the Organizational boundaries dimension being the only
one to exert a negative influence. However, the ranking
of the other dimensions is slightly different. While Man-
agement support remains the strongest predictor, Work Dis-
cretion/Autonomy dimension has a higher path coefficient
than the Rewards/Reinforcement dimension, while the time
availability dimension still ranks last.

In addition to examining the path coefficients within
each model, we also investigated whether there were sta-
tistically significant differences between the path coeffi-
cients for different organization types. Pairwise compar-
isons were conducted for this purpose, and the results are
shown in Table 6. If the p-value is below 0.05 or above
0.95, there are statistically significant differences among
path (Alzahrani et al., 2018).

Based on the results presented, we can conclude that
statistically significant differences exist in several cases.
The effect of Organizational boundaries on CE in public
administration, where an increase in the value of this di-
mension leads to a better CE environment, but the oppo-
site is true for public institutions, SMEs, and corporations,
is a source of several statistically significant differences.
Secondly, statistically significant differences were found in
relation to the Rewards/Reinforcement dimension between
corporations on the one hand, and public institutions, public
enterprises and SMEs on the other. In all cases, the impact
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Table 5. Results of the PLS-SEM bootstrap analysis of the CEAI model per organization type.

Predictor 1 2 3 4 5
Original Mean t Original Mean t Original Mean t Original Mean t Original Mean t

Management support 0.921 0.919 24.471 0.936 0.935 70.128 0.938 0.938 37.756 0.956 0.956 142.531 0.906 0.905 62.146
Rewards/reinforcement 0.695 0.706 9.001 0.826 0.828 26.634 0.835 0.838 24.801 0.820 0.823 30.789 0.714 0.717 17.567
Work discretion/autonomy 0.684 0.709 9.285 0.798 0.801 20.823 0.770 0.775 15.708 0.816 0.818 30.541 0.742 0.745 18.959
Time availability 0.556 0.594 5.358 0.572 0.596 8.052 0.487 0.497 2.512 0.580 0.593 10.915 0.496 0.510 8.296
Organizational boundaries 0.614 0.335 1.083 –0.672 –0.684 13.150 –0.377 –0.262 1.091 –0.558 –0.566 7.057 –0.593 –0.604 10.925
1—Public administration; 2—Public institutions; 3—Public enterprises; 4—Private SMEs; 5—Private corporations.
Note: bold values represent statistically significant values (p < 0.05).

Table 6. Results of the multi-group PLS-SEM analysis of the CEAI model: Differences in the values of path coefficients among organization types.
dif 1–2 dif 1–3 dif 1–4 dif 1–5 dif 2–3 dif 2–4 dif 2–5 dif 3–4 dif 3–5 dif 4–5

Management support –0.015 –0.016 –0.035 0.015 –0.002 –0.021 0.030 –0.019 0.032 0.051**
Rewards/reinforcement –0.130 –0.139 –0.125 –0.019 –0.009 0.006 0.111* 0.015 0.120* 0.106*
Work discretion/autonomy –0.114 –0.086 –0.132 –0.058 0.029 –0.017 0.057 –0.046 0.028 0.074
Time availability –0.017 0.069 –0.024 0.060 0.086 –0.007 0.076 –0.093 –0.009 0.084
Organizational boundaries 1.287** 0.991 1.173* 1.207** –0.296 –0.114 –0.079 0.182 0.216 0.034
1—Public administration; 2—Public institutions; 3—Public enterprises; 4—Private SMEs; 5—Private corporations.
Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

Table 7. Mean and standard deviation (mean ± std.dev) values for the CEAI subscales.
CEAI dimension Public administration (1) Public institution (2) Public enterprise (3) SME (4) Corporation (5)
N 73 122 86 197 204
Management support 2.451 ± 0.754 2.826 ± 0.828 2.616 ± 0.834 3.369 ± 0.880 3.314 ± 0.698
Rewards and reinforcement 3.021 ± 0.811 3.146 ± 0.941 2.895 ± 0.863 3.731 ± 0.866 3.820 ± 0.753
Work discretion and autonomy 2.953 ± 0.804 3.323 ± 0.868 2.724 ± 0.773 3.592 ± 0.897 3.630 ± 0.699
Time availability 2.926 ± 0.479 2.916 ± 0.515 2.919 ± 0.441 2.995 ± 0.510 2.952 ± 0.561
Organizational boundaries 2.632 ± 0.529 2.541 ± 0.548 2.633 ± 0.533 2.606 ± 0.614 2.578 ± 0.491
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of the Rewards/reinforcement dimension was lower in
corporations. This is interesting, but actually to be ex-
pected, as corporations are the only organizational type
that rates Work discretion/Autonomy higher than Re-
wards/reinforcement, while all other organizational types
do the opposite. Finally, a marginal difference in the
strength of the impact of the Management support di-
mension was found between SMEs and corporations, with
SMEs rating this dimension higher.

4.4 Comparison of CEAI Subscale Values Between
Different Types of Organizations

To examine possible differences in CEAI dimension
values across different types of organizations, dimension
scores were calculated as the mean of all items within each
subscale. Table 7 contains mean values and standard devi-
ation (std.dev) for each type of organization.

The analysis of the results highlights clear differences
between private and public sector organizations. Employ-
ees in SMEs (M= 3.369) and corporations (M= 3.314) indi-
cate the highest level of Management support, while public
administration has the lowest value (M = 2.451), indicat-
ing stronger management support in private organizations.
Similarly, Work Discretion/Autonomy is rated highest in
corporations (M = 3.630) and SMEs (M = 3.592), compared
to public enterprises, administrations and institutions, indi-
cating greater autonomy of employees in the private sec-
tor. The Rewards/Reinforcement dimension follows the
same pattern, and is valued the highest in corporations (M =
3.820) and SMEs (M = 3.731), while it is valued the least in
public enterprises (M = 2.895). In contrast, the dimensions
TimeAvailability and Organizational boundaries show only
minimal differences between the organizational types, indi-
cating that these dimensions are relatively uniform in both
sectors.

The dimension values per organization type were
compared using a one-way ANOVA. Given the sufficient
sample size, a parametric test was employed. The re-
sults of the ANOVA analysis indicate that there are sta-
tistically significant differences in three of the five dimen-
sions (p < 0.01), namely, the dimensions of Work discre-
tion/Autonomy, Rewards/reinforcements and Management
support. For the subscales that show significant differences,
a post-hoc analysis is required to determine which specific
types of organizations exhibit these differences. To deter-
mine which post-hoc test to use, a pre-test was conducted
to assess homogeneity of variance. The results indicate
that the variances differ for all three subscales (p < 0.01).
Therefore, Tamhane’s T2 post hoc test was used for fur-
ther analysis (Tamhane, 1977). The results are presented
in Table 8. All the differences described were found to be
statistically significant at the 0.05 level or below. An arrow
points in the direction in which the values decrease.

With regard to the Work discretion/Autonomy dimen-
sion, it is interesting to note that there are no differences
within the private sector, i.e., between SMEs and Corpo-

rations. However, notable differences in values can be
observed between private organizations and all public or-
ganizations, with each public organization having signif-
icantly lower mean values compared to the two private
organization types. There are also differences between
the various public organizations, with public institutions
having a higher mean value compared to both public ad-
ministration and public enterprises. A similar relation-
ship between public and private organizations can be ob-
served in the Rewards/reinforcement andManagement sup-
port dimensions, although the dynamics vary between pub-
lic organizations within these dimensions. Within the Re-
wards/Reinforcement dimension, public institutions exhibit
a higher mean value compared to public enterprises. Sim-
ilarly, regarding the Management Support dimension, pub-
lic institutions demonstrate a higher mean value than public
administration. Within the Rewards/Reinforcement dimen-
sion, public institutions exhibit a higher mean value com-
pared to public enterprises. In contrast, with the Manage-
ment Support dimension, public institutions demonstrate a
higher mean value than the public administration.

5. Discussion
As the conducted research and the proposed model

lead to as many as ten research hypotheses, an omnibus pre-
sentation on the research results and the acceptance and re-
jection of the research hypotheses is given in Table 9. Each
of the obtain results and conclusions is discussed below.

The entire public sector should prioritize improving
Management support for CE activities, as the results show
that this dimension contributes by far the most to the overall
CE environment for all types of public organizations (H1).
This is in line with previous research on this topic, which
states that management support plays a central role and
has a significant impact on entrepreneurship (Al-Omoush,
2021). It appears that public administration may even find
inspiration for its first steps within the public sector itself,
as public enterprises have a statistically significantly higher
mean value for this dimension. Nevertheless, the entire
public sector can draw inspiration from the private sector,
as the mean value for this dimension is statistically signif-
icantly higher for both private SMEs and private corpora-
tions (H6.1).

The second step of improvement actions in the public
sector should focus on introducing a better reward system
and job reinforcement, since the Rewards/reinforcement is
the next dimension that contributes most to the CE envi-
ronment (H2). This is especially true for public institutions
and enterprises, which view this dimension as a clear sec-
ond favorite, whereas the order of dimensions within pub-
lic administration is much more balanced. The inspiration
for initial action is again found in public institutions, which
have the highest mean value for this dimension, statistically
significantly higher than public enterprises (H6.2). Public
administration follows closely in second place, and the pub-
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Table 8. Discovered patterns related to differences in relevant dimensions among organization types.
Work discretion/autonomy Rewards/reinforcement Management support

Note: 1—Public administration; 2—Public institutions; 3—Public enterprises; 4—Private SMEs; 5—Private corporations.

Table 9. Omnibus presentation on the research results and
the acceptance and rejection of the research hypotheses.

Hypothesis Sub-hypothesis Model Status
H1

/ Overall sample

Accept
H2 Accept
H3 Accept
H4 Accept
H5 Accept

H6

H6.1

Multi-group
SEM analysis

Accept
H6.2 Accept
H6.3 Reject
H6.4 Reject
H6.5 Accept

lic sector as a whole should examine the best practices of
all actors in the private sector, which also have statistically
significantly higher mean values for this dimension. An im-
portant point to note, however, is that the literature suggests
that public sector employees often seek altruistic rewards.
While financial incentives are important, an improved re-
ward system in the public sector should not focus solely on
financial rewards, but rather on a well-rounded system of
both financial and non-financial incentives (Bullock et al.,
2015).

H3 has been confirmed as Work discretion and au-
tonomy are a statistically significant predictor of CE. Im-
proving Work discretion and autonomy in the public sec-
tor, and thus conveying a developed entrepreneurial vision
(Kearney andMeynhardt, 2016), is seen by all parties as the
third most important dimension. Public institutions seem to
be doing something right by giving their employees more
autonomy, trusting them more and being more lenient in
case of mistakes. Therefore, public administration and en-
terprises should first try to adopt the best practices from
this part of the public sector. There is no statistically sig-
nificant difference between public institutions and private
SMEs and corporations, leading to rejection of H6.3.

As for the private sector, both SMEs and large cor-
porations identify Management support as the dimension
that contributes most to the CE environment. These two
types of organizations appear to be on par, as there is no sta-
tistically significant difference in the mean values for this

dimension. However, improving management support for
entrepreneurial activities should be a top priority, as the re-
sults show that it has the greatest impact on the overall CE
environment. This is particularly true for SMEs, which rate
this dimension as statistically significantly more important
than large corporations.

Private organizations differ in the second most impor-
tant dimension. While SMEs see Rewards/reinforcement
as the second most important dimension and Work discre-
tion and autonomy as the third most important dimension,
the order is reversed for large corporations. While both di-
mensions should be addressed and paid attention to, SMEs
should focus more on improving and using rewards appro-
priately, especially financial ones (Bullock et al., 2015),
while large corporations should look for ways to empower
their employees and give them more authority and auton-
omy in their work, which provides a sense of control that
is usually reserved for and given at the discretion of man-
agement. It is noteworthy that both public institutions and
SMEs perceive the Rewards/reinforcement dimension as
statistically significantly more important than private cor-
porations, suggesting that corporate employees value their
autonomy more than other types of rewards.

Time availability is considered the statistically least
important dimension across all organizational types (H4).
Interestingly, this contradicts previous findings (Janićijević
and Kontić, 2025), which suggest that Time availability is
not a valid CE determinant in the private banking sector
in Serbia. However, Kontic et al. (2022) have shown in
their previous work that Time availability is more impor-
tant in state-owned enterprises, which also did not prove to
be true in this case, as the results in Table 6 show no statisti-
cally significant difference in the perception of this dimen-
sion between organizational types, leading to the rejection
of H6.4. The mean value appears to be even, with no statis-
tically significant differences in the mean values. This sug-
gests that it is still essential to allocate time for employees
to consider improving their organization. The recommen-
dation for all organizational types is to provide more time
for entrepreneurial activities.
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Table 10. Corporate entrepreneurship assessment instrument.
Dimension Num. Statement Higher is better

Management support

1 My organization is quick to use improved work methods. Yes
2 My organization is quick to use improved work methods that are developed by workers. Yes
3 In my organization, developing one’s own ideas is encouraged for the improvement of the corporation. Yes
4 Upper management is aware and very receptive to my ideas and suggestions. Yes
5 A promotion usually follows from the development of new and innovative ideas. Yes
6 Those employees who come up with innovative ideas on their own often receive management encouragement for their activities. Yes
7 The “doers on projects” are allowed to make decisions without going through elaborate justification and approval procedures. Yes
8 Senior managers encourage innovators to bend rules and rigid procedures in order to keep promising ideas on track. Yes
9 Many top managers have been known for their experience with the innovation process. Yes
10 Money is often available to get new project ideas off the ground. Yes
11 Individuals with successful innovative projects receive additional rewards and compensation beyond the standard reward system for their ideas and efforts. Yes
12 There are several options within the organization for individuals to get financial support for their innovative projects and ideas. Yes
13 People are often encouraged to take calculated risks with ideas around here. Yes
14 Individual risk takers are often recognized for their willingness to champion new projects, whether eventually successful or not. Yes
15 The term “risk taker” is considered a positive attribute for people in my work area. Yes
16 This organization supports many small and experimental projects, realizing that some will undoubtedly fail. Yes
17 An employee with a good idea is often given free time to develop that idea. Yes
18 There is considerable desire among people in the organization for generating new ideas without regard for crossing departmental or functional boundaries. Yes
19 People are encouraged to talk to employees in other departments of this organization about ideas for new projects. Yes

Work discretion and autonomy

20 I feel that I am my own boss and do not have to double check all of my decisions with someone else. Yes
21 Harsh criticism and punishment result from mistakes made on the job. No
22 This organization provides the chance to be creative and try my own methods of doing the job. Yes
23 This organization provides the freedom to use my own judgment. Yes
24 This organization provides the chance to do something that makes use of my abilities. Yes
25 I have the freedom to decide what I do on my job. Yes
26 It is basically my own responsibility to decide how my job gets done. Yes
27 I almost always get to decide what I do on my job. Yes
28 I have much autonomy on my job and am left on my own to do my own work. Yes
29 I seldom have to follow the same work methods or steps for doing my major tasks from day to day. Yes

Rewards/reinforcement

30 My manager helps me get my work done by removing obstacles and roadblocks. Yes
31 The rewards I receive are dependent upon my innovation on the job. Yes
32 My supervisor will increase my job responsibilities if I am performing well in my job. Yes
33 My supervisor will give me special recognition if my work performance is especially good. Yes
34 My manager would tell his/her boss if my work was outstanding. Yes
35 There is a lot of challenge in my job. Yes

Time availability

36 During the past three months, my workload kept me from spending time on developing new ideas. No
37 I always seem to have plenty of time to get everything done. Yes
38 I have just the right amount of time and workload to do everything well. Yes
39 My job is structured so that I have very little time to think about wider organizational problems. No
40 I feel that I am always working with time constraints on my job. No
41 My co-workers and I always find time for long-term problem solving. Yes

Organizational boundaries

42 In the past three months, I have always followed standard operating procedures or practices to do my major tasks. No
43 There are many written rules and procedures that exist for doing my major tasks. No
44 On my job I have no doubt of what is expected of me. No
45 There is little uncertainty in my job. No
46 During the past year, my immediate supervisor discussed my work performance with me frequently. Yes
47 My job description clearly specifies the standards of performance on which my job is evaluated. No
48 I clearly know what level of work performance is expected from me in terms of amount, quality, and timelines of output. No
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Organizational boundaries proved to be a statistically
significant predictor at the overall sample (H5), but only
for public institutions and private SMEs and corporations
(H6.5). It has already been mentioned in the manuscript that
this dimension is the most controversial/contested in other
publications as well, as it has even been removed in later
assessments, so the question remains whether it should be
the focus at all. It is also unclear how to proceed, as this di-
mension has been shown to have a negative impact on the
CE environment. We suspect that this is the case because
organizational boundaries that are too strict can have a neg-
ative impact on the CE environment, but that this is also
the case when these boundaries are too loose. We suggest
finding a balance that allows employees enough freedom to
express their entrepreneurial behavior while providing them
with enough structure to do so productively.

Based on the presented results, the hypothesis H6 is
partially accepted. Statistically significant differences in
the impacts of CEAI dimensions on CE environment be-
tween different organization types have been found for
Management support, Rewards/Reinforcement, and Orga-
nizational boundaries.

The findings of this study underscore the importance
of observing and analyzing CE through the lens of Institu-
tional Theory. The observed differences across organiza-
tional forms are not merely managerial but stem from the
institutional logics that shape how organizations interpret
and enable entrepreneurial behavior (DiMaggio and Pow-
ell, 1983). The presented results suggest that CE-support
strategies should be institutionally contingent, as practices
effective in market-driven private firms should not be di-
rectly translated to bureaucratically governed public enti-
ties.

6. Conclusions
This paper analyzes the internal CE environment in

both the public and private sectors, highlighting the im-
portance and the development of entrepreneurial determi-
nants. The aim is to identify differences between the dif-
ferent types of organizations and suggest targeted areas for
CE development based on these distinctions.

By applying the CEAI questionnaire and the MG-
SEM analysis to five different types of organizations, the
results presented demonstrate that the organizations differ
statistically significantly in both the perceived importance
and the level of development of certain dimensions exam-
ined.

In particular, the results indicate that the internal envi-
ronment for fostering entrepreneurship is less developed in
public sector organizations than in private SMEs and corpo-
rations. Private organizations show higher values in three
out of five CE dimensions (Management support, Work dis-
cretion/autonomy and Rewards/reinforcement) and compa-
rable values in the remaining two. Among public organi-
zations, institutions show the highest propensity for inter-

nal entrepreneurship, slightly above the theoretical average,
followed by public administration, while public enterprises
show the lowest levels of entrepreneurial support.

These findings point to improvements that could be
a good first step in promoting CE. The public sector as a
whole could greatly benefit from developing strategies to
systematically support and empower employees and their
entrepreneurial activities, as entrepreneurship in the pub-
lic sector has been shown to enhance the ability to achieve
organizational goals (Vivona, 2024). This includes visible
support and encouragement from top management, as well
as the establishment of mechanisms to fund, implement and
incorporate innovative ideas into daily work. Such a mech-
anism could signal to employees that entrepreneurial activ-
ities are valued and not ignored or discouraged. Although
all public sector actors could benefit from these strategies,
the results indicate that public administration should priori-
tize this effort to achieve the same level of success as other
public organizations.

To fully reap the benefits of CE, the public sector
should introduce more autonomy and flexibility into the
decision-making process at lower levels. This could be
achieved by delegating authority to employees or teams for
specific projects, reducing bureaucratic procedures, and al-
lowing experimentation without fear of consequences for
mistakes. Top management still needs to be involved, but
should focus on providing guidance and resources rather
than overseeing delegated activities in detail. Such auton-
omy, combined with greater risk tolerance, can lead to en-
hanced problem-solving abilities and increased job satisfac-
tion, ultimately fostering a more entrepreneurial culture in
the public sector. This is of particular interest to public en-
terprises, as the findings suggest that they lag behind public
institutions and administration.

The public sector could significantly improve en-
trepreneurial behavior by developing structured reward sys-
tems that recognize and incentivize innovation. Beyond
promotions, recognition can take various forms, includ-
ing bonuses, awards, career development opportunities, and
even symbolic recognition, such as certificates or pub-
lic commendations. Involving employees in the decision-
making process at all levels or giving them co-responsibility
for successful projects can also serve as strong motivators.
The reward system, however it is implemented, should not
only focus on successful outcomes, but also recognize ef-
fort, learning, and experimentation, so that employees feel
confident to engage in entrepreneurial activities without
fear of failure. Public enterprises should also pay special at-
tention to this area in order to first achieve the level of other
public organizations and then continue to improve together
to reach the development of private organizations. By cre-
ating a structured, transparent, and fair recognition system,
the public sector can promote a sustained commitment to
entrepreneurial initiatives and institutionalize a culture of
continuous improvement and innovation.
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The results obtained contribute to the development of
the CE environment through the implementation of actions
and strategies tailored to the needs of specific types of or-
ganizations, rather than relying on broad catch-all policies
developed mostly on the basis of private sector research
(Urbano et al., 2022) and Western-influenced assumptions
(Mustafa, 2024). More generally, this research can con-
tribute to the establishment and improvement of principles
for the development of internal entrepreneurship in both
public and private sector organizations, which could lead
to improved performance, higher market and employee sat-
isfaction, and better overall economic activity (Audretsch
et al., 2019; Kuratko and Audretsch, 2013; Zahra, 1991).
However, certain limitations, such as the sample being ex-
clusively from the Republic of Serbia, unequal subsample
sizes for the different types of organizations, and the fact
that only the dimensions present in the CEAI were exam-
ined, indicate the need for further research. Future studies
could expand the geographic scope of the study to include
cross-country analysis, or identify previously unrecognized
CE dimensions unique to this emerging economy (Agapie et
al., 2018), to further refine CE development strategies and
promote innovation, entrepreneurial mindset, and behavior.
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