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Abstract

The paper analyses the mechanism, that is, the way in which organisational culture
impacts corporate entrepreneurship. Additionally, the paper analyses the direction of this
impact, that is, the assumptions, values, and norms through which culture creates a
positive context for corporate entrepreneurship. Corporate entrepreneurship, broadly
defined as entrepreneurship within organisations, becomes a prerequisite for the
organisations’ survival and development in the era of globalisation, and radical
technology and market changes. Organisational culture as a system of assumptions,
values, and norms shared by employees and managers significantly determines their
opinions and behaviour. The paper demonstrates that organisational culture impacts
corporate entrepreneurship by shaping the employees and managers’ interpretative
schemes through its assumptions and values. Thus, organisational culture impacts
employees and managers’ behaviour in everyday work, and thereby the extent to which
this behaviour will be entrepreneurial. We applied the fragmented and integrated
approaches in identifying the cultural assumptions, values, and norms through which
organisational culture positively impacts corporate entrepreneurship. The fragmented
approach showed that organisational culture positively impacts corporate entrepreneurship
if it highly values innovations and changes, people development, open and intensive
interactions and communications, the autonomy of employees and loose control,
identification with the company, focus on work, and openness towards the environment.
The integrated approach showed that the following culture types positively impact
corporate entrepreneurship: adhocracy culture in Quinn and Cameron’s classification,
and constructive culture in Human Synergetics’ classification.
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MEXAHU3AM U TIPABALl YTUIIAJA OPTAHU3AIIMOHE
KYJITYPE HA KOPIIOPATUBHO INPEAY3ETHUILITBO

Arncrpakr

VY pamy cy aHaIM3MpaHW MeXaHH3aM, OJHOCHO HAauyMH Ha KOJU OpraHHM3alllioOHa
KYJNTypa yTU4Ye Ha KOPIOPAaTHUBHO IPEy3eTHHINTBO, U IpaBall TOT yTHIAja, OJHOCHO
HPETHOCTaBKEe, BPEIHOCTH M HOPME KOjUMa KyJTypa Kpeupa MO3WTHUBAaH KOHTEKCT 3a
KOPIOPAaTHUBHO NpETy3eTHUINTBO. KOPHOPATUBHO MpEIy3eTHUILITBO, MIHPOKO JAehUHHU-
CaHO Kao IMpPEAy3eTHUINTBO YHYTap OpraHH3alyja, MOCTaje YCIOB OINCTaHKa U pa3Boja
opraHM3anyja y epu riaobaian3amyje ¥ pagiKaTHIX TEXHOIOMKIX W TPKUIITHUX IIpOMe-
Ha. Oprann3anyona KyJiaTypa Kao CHCTEM MPETIIOCTaBKH, BPEAHOCTH, HOPMU M CTaBOBa
Koje JieJie 3alloCJIeHH W MeHallepu OWTHO ofpelyje BHXOBO MUIUBCHE M MOHAIIAbE.
TlokazaHo je a opraHn3anyoHa KyJITypa yTUde Ha KOPIIOPATHBHO MPETy3eTHIITBO TaKO
LITO CBOJUM TPETIOCTABKaMa U BPEIHOCTHMA OOJHKYje HHTEPIIPETaTHBHE IIEME 3aIl0-
CIICHHX M MEHayepa, ¥ Ha Taj HAYMH JCTEPMUHHILIE HUXOBO IOHAIIAKE Y CBAKOIHEB-
HOM pay, a CaMUM THM U Y K0joj MepH hie To moHammame OUTH Mpeay3eTHHIKO. Y UICH-
THHHKOBAY KyJTYPHHX MPETIIOCTABKH, BPEAHOCTH, HOPMH M CTABOBa KOjHM OpraHH3a-
IIMOHA KYJTypa MO3UTHBHO JIENyje Ha KOPIIOPATUBHO MPEIY3eTHUINTBO NPUMEHEHU CY
(parMeHTHCaHH W MHTETPUCAHK HPHCTYNH. OparMeHTHCAHNM MIPUCTYIIOM je TIOKa3aHO
Jla OpraHM3alfoHa KyJITypa IO3UTHBHO yTHYE Ha KOPHOPATHBHO NPELY3ETHHUIITBO aKO
ce BHCOKO BpeJIHyjy: HHOBaIKje ¥ MIPOMEHE, Pa3Boj JbYAU, OTBOPEHE U MHTEH3UBHE HH-
TepaKlyje U KOMyHHKalWja, ayTOHOMH]ja 3aM0CIeHNX U 1abaBa KOHTPOJIa, HACHTH(UKA-
[Hja ca KOMIIaHUjoM, (POKyCHpPaHOCT Ha II0Ca0, 1 OTBOPEHOCT MpeMa OKpyxkemy. VHTe-
TPHUCAHOM IIPHUCTYIIOM j€ ITOKa3aHo je Jia Ha KOPHOPATUBHO IOY3CTHUIITBO TO3UTHBHO
yTudy cieaehu TunoBu KynType: Kyntypa agxokpatje y Ksunosoj (Quinn) u Kamepo-
HOBO] (Cameron’s) kiIacu(HKaIyjy, 1 KOHCTPYKTHBHA KyATypa Y KiIacupuKamju XjyMaH
Cunepyeruke (Human Synergetics).

K/byuyHe peun: KOpPIOpPaTUBHO IpeTy3eTHHUIITBO, OpPraHU3allMOHA KYJITypa,
opraHM3anyja, KyJlITypHe [PETIOCTaBKe, KyITypHE BPEIHOCTH

INTRODUCTION

In the modern business environment, organisations must possess
entrepreneurial capabilities in order to survive in a competitive environ-
ment. They must create changes, innovate, and learn. One of the key pro-
cesses within an organisation that creates its ability to constantly renew,
innovate, and recreate is corporate entrepreneurship (CE). Broadly de-
fined as entrepreneurship within an existing business, CE is increasingly
being viewed as a tool that allows businesses to rejuvenate and revitalise,
and to create new value through innovation, business development, and
renewal (Heinonen & Toivonen, 2008). Being innovative, risk-taking,
and ready to pioneer has been proven to contribute well to the financial
performance and strategic value of a company (Lumpkin and Dess,
2001). Therefore, CE has become critical to a firm’s success. This is why
it is very important for companies to build such an internal environment
which would facilitate entrepreneurial thinking and behaviour. Compa-
nies must create a context in which entrepreneurship is expected, wel-
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comed, and rewarded. Many authors have sought to identify the factors
that create a favourable environment in the organisation for the develop-
ment of internal entrepreneurship (Srivastava & Agrawal, 2010). The
most frequently identified factors in corporate entrepreneurship in rele-
vant literature, according to our knowledge, are: 1) management support
(Srivastava and Agrawal, 2010), 2) rewards (Alpkan et al., 2010), 3) or-
ganisational structure (Venkeer et al., 2008), 4) autonomy/work discretion
(Kearney, et al., 2008), 5) time availability (Mokaya, 2012), 6) resource
availability (Urban and Nikolov, 2013), and 8) risk-taking and tolerance
for failure (Alpkan et al., 2010).

Organisational culture is indeed recognised, but rarely researched,
as a factor that facilitates and nurtures the entrepreneurial activities of
managers and employees (Turr6 et al., 2014). As a system of assump-
tions, values, and norms shared by employees and managers, organisa-
tional culture has a comprehensive impact on their thinking and behav-
iour, and it impacts their every action, interaction, and decision (Schein,
2010). Therefore, organisational culture certainly plays a very important
role in creating a context suitable for the development of entrepreneurial
activities within organisations. This impact, however, has not been suffi-
ciently explored and recognised in the existing literature. The number of
studies and the importance assigned to organisational culture as a factor
of CE do not correspond to the impact it actually has. The aim of this pa-
per is to fill this gap. By systemising the existing research and by creating
new assumptions, we will examine the role that organisational culture
plays in building corporate entrepreneurship more closely. This will be
done by answering two questions: the question of the way in which or-
ganisational culture impacts CE, that is, the nature of the mechanism of
its impact; and the question of the direction of this impact, that is, the as-
sumptions, values, and norms through which culture incites CE.

ORGANISATIONAL CULTURE

Organisational culture is understood as a system of assumptions,
values, and norms (Schein, 2010) manifested through symbols (Rafaeli,
Worline, 2000), which members of an organisation have developed and
adopted through mutual experience (Schein, 2010), and which help them de-
termine the meaning of the world around them and how to behave in it
(Smircich, 1983). Organisational culture emerges in the process of the so-
cial construction of reality within organisations (Geertz, 1973). All organ-
isations face the same problems — specifically, external adaptation and in-
ternal integration (Schein, 2010). As explained by Berger and Luckmann
(1966), solutions to these problems are found through the process of so-
cial interaction between the organisations’ members, in which members
construct the reality inside and outside the organisation by assigning spe-
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cific meanings to things, occurrences, and events. Organisational culture
emerges when specific meanings shared by the majority of an organisa-
tion’s members are created and established, and then used to reach a con-
sensus on how to resolve the problems of external adaptation and internal
integration.

Organisational culture has its cognitive and symbolic components.
The cognitive component consists of the elements of the managers and
employees’ interpretative schemes, which the organisational culture im-
poses, and through which it influences not only how they behave but also
how they understand the world around them (Jani¢ijevi¢, 2022). The most
often cited and described cognitive components of organisational culture
are assumptions, values, and norms. Basic assumptions are the deepest
layer of organisational culture, and they are descriptive in character be-
cause they explain to the organisation’s members the world as it is
(Schein, 2010). Values are defined as a “stable belief that a certain way of
behavior or existential state is personally or socially more desirable than
the opposite behavior or existential state” (Rokeach, 1973, p. 5). Norms
are rules of behaviour, most often informal, in the form of social expecta-
tions, which emerge from values and represent instructions for the every-
day behaviour of the organisation’s members (Hofstede et al., 1990).
Symbols are the ‘visible’ part of culture. Symbolic components of organi-
sational culture manifest the cognitive elements of organisational culture,
and they include everything that can be seen, heard, and felt in the organi-
sation (Rafaeli, Worline, 2000). Symbols can be very diverse, depending
on how the cognitive components of a culture are manifested: behavioural
(behaviour), semantic (language), and material (things).

The importance of organisational culture emerges from the fact
that, by imposing a set of assumptions and values, it creates a frame of
reference for the perceptions, interpretations, and actions of the organisa-
tion’s members (Schein, 2010). In this way, it influences most of the hard
and soft components of management and organisation. Extensive empiri-
cal research has documented that organisational culture affects strategy
(Klein 2011), performance control (Deem et al. 2010), organisational
structure (Ranson, Hinings & Greenwood 1980), compensation systems
(Chen, 2010), performance appraisal (Henri, 2006), organisational learn-
ing (Alavi, Kayworth & Leidner 2005;), leadership (Giberson et al.
2009), job satisfaction (Lund 2003), and organisational performance
(Wilderom, Glunk & Maslowski 2000).

Due to its comprehensive impact on almost all aspects of organisa-
tion and management, it may be assumed that organisational culture is an
important factor of CE. Some researchers have so far identified some im-
portant elements of the organisational context which impact CE, and have
classified organisational culture as one of them.
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CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Entrepreneurship is defined as an individual act, and we may say
that “everyone is an entrepreneur only when he actually carries out new
combinations” (Schumpeter, 1934, p. 78). However, CE refers to entre-
preneurship within existing companies. Therefore, we are dealing with
the entrepreneurial behaviour not of an independent individual, but of a
member of an organisation, which significantly alters the issue. The im-
portance of external, systematic factors for entrepreneurship within or-
ganisations is far greater than for the entrepreneurship of a self-employed
person.

Research on CE has so far dealt mainly with defining the phenom-
enon (Sharma and Chrisman, 1999), its impact on performance (Fis, &
Cetindamar, 2021), the factors that encourage CE and the characteristics
of the organisation that nurtures it (Srivastava & Agrawal, 2010), the role
of managers as facilitators (Burges, 2013), the measurement of CE (Ku-
ratko, Montagno & Hornsby, 1990), and the influence of other variables
that have an indirect or mediatory influence on CE (Lumpkin & Dess,
2001).

Corporate entrepreneurship is usually defined as the process of in-
troducing something new to an organisation, or creating a different com-
bination of the existing resources within an organisation, or creating new
business opportunities within the existing organisation, and its strategic
renewal (Abolghasem, Ahmad & Hamed, 2014). Many definitions em-
phasise the aspect of innovation and novelty in CE. One of the widely ac-
cepted definitions of CE suggests that it is the process of discovering and
developing new opportunities to create value through innovation, regard-
less of the available resources or the job positions of the entrepreneurs
(Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001).

On the other hand, many definitions of CE explain it as part of the
process of radical change that revitalises the company. Kuratko, Ireland,
Covin and Hornshy (2005) define CE as the process within an established
company whereby an individual, or a group of individuals create a new
business, or instigate a renewal or an innovation within the current busi-
ness. Under this definition, strategic renewal (organisational renewal in-
volving major strategic and/or structural changes), innovation (introduc-
ing something new to the market place), and corporate venturing (corpo-
rate entrepreneurial efforts that lead to creation of new business organisa-
tions within the corporate organisation) are all important and legitimate
parts of the corporate entrepreneurial process (Srivastava, Srivastava &
Jain, 2011).

Major activities related to CE include perceiving opportunities,
generating ideas, designing a new product or another recombination of re-
sources, internal coalition building, persuading management, planning,
organising, and resource acquiring. Kuratko et al. (2005) outlined the fol-
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lowing essential activities: endorsing, refining and navigating entrepre-
neurial opportunities through organisational bureaucracies and individual
networks, and identifying, acquiring and deploying the resources needed
to pursue these opportunities. Belousova, Gailly and Basso (2009) intro-
duced one more activity as a separate category — legitimation/enrolment,
which includes the process of spreading an idea, translating it for organi-
sational members, and enrolling them into the network of the project.

Factors determining CE have been researched at two levels: indi-
vidual and organisational. Authors dealing with the individual level of CE
usually seek to discover the personal characteristics of individuals who
exhibit entrepreneurial behaviour (Milanovi¢, Tali¢ & Jovanovi¢ Vuja-
tovi¢, 2021; Douglas & Fitzsimmons, 2013). Authors dealing with the or-
ganisational factors seek to discover the characteristics of an organisa-
tional context that is favourable and that stimulates CE (Kuratko, Horns-
by & Covin, 2014).

THE MECHANISM OF THE IMPACT OF ORGANISATIONAL
CULTURE ON CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP

The first question to be answered when exploring the impact of or-
ganisational culture on CE is the question of how a culture performs this
impact. The answer to this question explains the mechanism of organisa-
tional culture’s impact on CE. Organisational culture directly impacts the
entrepreneurial behaviour of employees and managers by shaping their
interpretative schemes, and, consequently, their behaviour in the compa-
ny. Organisational culture shapes the actions, interactions, and decisions
of all the members of an organisation because it is, essentially, a collec-
tive system of meanings (Smirchich, 1983). One of the basic assumptions
of contemporary social sciences is the interpretative character of social
reality and the behaviour of the people within it (Geertz, 1973). People do
not react to the reality which surrounds them based on what it is, but
based on their own interpretation of the aforementioned reality. They in-
terpret reality by assigning meanings to occurrences, events, people, and
decisions. In the process of interpretation, in which meanings are as-
signed to things, occurrences and events in reality, people use interpreta-
tive or mental schemes as “cognitive structures which represent organized
knowledge on a particular type of stimuli” (Fiske & Taylor, 1984, p.
140). Organisational culture, as a system of assumptions, beliefs, values,
and norms which the members of an organisation share, determines a sig-
nificant part of their interpretative schemes (Martin, 2002). To the extent
to which they start from the same assumptions, values, and norms, people
will interpret the reality which surrounds them in the same or similar way,
and they will behave the same within it (Schein, 2010; Martin, 2002).
Consequently, the interpretative schemes of the majority of the organisa-
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tion members will contain the same elements emerging from the shared
cultural content. Thereby, due to organisational culture, most members of
an organisation assign the same meanings to things, occurrences, and
events inside and outside of the organisation, and they also interpret, un-
derstand, and deal with them in the same or similar way.

The impact of organisational culture on an organisation is compre-
hensive: it affects every decision, action or interaction between people in
organisations. The reason for this is that each individual action, interac-
tion or decision of each member of the organisation is conditioned by the
meanings created in the interpretative schemes of these members of the
organisation which, as we have already explained, in good part emerge
from organisational culture. Culture’s impact on the opinions and behav-
iours of the organisation members is operationalized through the impact
that the assumptions, values, and norms, as elements of cultural content,
have on each of their decisions, actions, or interactions. As a descriptive
cognitive component of organisational culture deep in the subconscious-
ness of people, assumptions serve to explain to people the reality in which
they are, whereby context is being created and their behaviour is being
governed (Schein, 2010). As a prescriptive component of culture, values
show us what we should strive for, what goals should be attained, and
how we should behave to attain these goals (Rokeach, 1973). As unspo-
ken collective rules of conduct and collective expectations, norms imme-
diately direct the behaviour of the organisation members (Cooke &
Szumal, 2000). Therefore, assumptions, values, and norms together de-
fine the behaviour of people in an organisation and determine the extent
to which this behaviour will be entrepreneurial.

Since CE implies a certain profile of attitudes and behaviours of
the employees and managers, it is clear that one of the factors determin-
ing whether this profile will be present in the organisation is precisely or-
ganisational culture. Depending on the assumptions, values, and norms it
contains, the culture will either direct or it will not direct the employees
and managers towards entrepreneurial thinking and acting. CE implies
that a large number of the employees and managers expresses a positive
attitude and a proactive relationship with changes, innovations, risk, and
adding value for the consumers. Whether they will have this attitude and
nurture this behaviour depends on the cultural assumptions, values, and
norms they share. If the culture highly values the entrepreneurial behav-
iour of employees and managers through its content, they will indeed
show such behaviour. Therefore, culture determines CE by shaping the
interpretative schemes and behaviours of the employees and managers.
When we know that, what remains to be precisely determined are the as-
sumptions, values, and norms that support and encourage entrepreneurial
behaviour in organisations.
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THE DIRECTION OF THE IMPACT OF ORGANISATIONAL
CULTURE ON CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP

The exploration of the content of organisational culture positively
affecting CE may be approached in two ways: through fragmented re-
search, and through integrated research. The fragmented research aims to
identify the individual assumptions, values, and norms through which a
culture supports the entrepreneurial behaviour of employees. The inte-
grated approach aims to identify the organisational culture types as sys-
tems of consistent assumptions, values, and norms that create a favoura-
ble ambience for CE development. In the scarce research conducted so
far, the fragmented approach is the dominant one, but we hold the opinion
that the integrated approach can also provide valuable results.

The Fragmented Approach

The fragmented research of entrepreneurial culture starts from the
practices and behaviours distinctive of CE, in order to use them as the ba-
sis of the research, and then apply the induction method to identify the as-
sumptions, values, and norms that imply such practices and behaviours
(Arz, 2017; Basso et al., 2007; Detert, Schroeder & Mauriel, 2000; Kanter,
1985; Paunovic & Dima, 2014; Shepherd, Patzelt & Haynie, 2010; Zahra,
Hayton & Salvato, 2004;). Seven (7) groups of assumptions, values, and
norms that compose the content of entrepreneurial organisational culture
were identified by synthesising the existing research. They relate to the fol-
lowing: 1) innovations and changes, 2) people development, 3) interactions
and communications, 4) autonomy and loose control, 5) relationship with the
company, 6) environment, and 7) work.

Innovation and changes. The central activities of CE are, certain-
ly, the creation of innovations and the process of conducting changes
within the company via the implementation of these innovations. There-
by, a certain uncertainty with respect to the outcomes of innovations and
changes is undoubtedly created, and it is also accompanied by the as-
sumption of a certain risk. Therefore, the organisational culture that cre-
ates a positive context for CE development must have assumptions, val-
ues, and norms which highly value innovations and innovating (Arz,
2017; Detert, et al., 2000; Paunovi¢ & Dima, 2014; Zahra, et al., 2004).
Also, this culture must contain a positive attitude towards changes, that is,
it must contain the assumption that changes are something good for the
company. Entrepreneurial culture must contain the assumptions, values,
and norms which highly value the ability to work in conditions of uncer-
tainty, and the inclination toward taking a reasonable risk when necessary.

People development. The carriers of CE are people — employees
and managers. In order for them to develop the behaviours and practices
we call entrepreneurial, they must learn, develop their potentials, and
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strive towards achievements. This is why the corporate culture which in-
cites CE should contain assumptions, values, and norms through which it
would create a favourable context for the learning and development of the
employees and managers’ potentials (Paunovic & Dima, 2014). Acquir-
ing and using new knowledge, learning, and personal development must
be highly valued. Additionally, the employees expressing entrepreneur-
ship also have a high level of ambition and need for achievement, so the
culture supporting CE must also highly value these needs.

Interactions and communications. Many research studies em-
phasise the importance of a specific profile of interactions and interper-
sonal relations within the company for CE. Open, two-way, and intensive
communication — both horizontal between colleagues and vertical be-
tween employees and managers — is critical for successful CE develop-
ment (Arz, 2017; Shepherd, et al., 2010). With its assumptions, values,
and norms, the culture must incite this kind of communication, and pre-
vent both turf defence behaviour and the use of information for gaining
power (Kanter, 1985).

Autonomy and loose control. The autonomy of employees is a
very important prerequisite for CE development. It is also a mediating
variable connecting work climate and employees’ competence (Rande-
lovi¢ & Stojiljkovi¢, 2015). Without some degree of autonomy and the
possibility of independent decision-making, there is no entrepreneurial
behaviour of employees (Arz, 2017; Basso et al, 2007). Also, for this to
be possible, the control within the organisation should be loose, and not
tight. With its assumptions, values, and norms, the culture should support
and make the autonomy of employees, loose control and independent de-
cision-making desirable in the organisation. It should create an ambience
of confidence in employees, which is necessary for them to achieve inde-
pendence, as a prerequisite for entrepreneurship. Organisational culture
should also emphasise the value of individual achievements and give an
individual freedom, while it should, on the other hand, also value team-
work, without which it is not possible to realise innovations.

Relationship with the company. A number of research studies
emphasise the need for the employees of a company developing CE to
have a high level of identification with their organisation, as well as a
high sense of mission (Paunovic & Dima, 2014; Shepherd, et al., 2010;
Basso et al., 2007). Since the goal of CE is the development or renewal of
the company, employees will not develop entrepreneurial behaviour if
they do not identify themselves with their company, and if they do not
share its mission. Organisational culture might be of help in this, since a
strong culture is an excellent means for employees’ identification with the
company, and since the company’s mission is actually a part of its organi-
sational culture. Therefore, organisational culture should provide employ-
ees with the basis for identifying with the company and its mission.
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Environment. Some research studies emphasise the necessity for
the employees and managers of companies with developed CE to share
the values of openness towards the environment (Arz, 2017). The reason
for this is simple: the main purpose of innovations and changes is adjust-
ing to the environment and satisfying consumer needs. Therefore, in order
for CE to make sense, it is necessary for employees and managers to turn
to the environment and the consumers, and to constantly seek new ways
to satisfy consumer needs, and add value to their products and services.
Another factor in favour of the assumptions, values, and norms of open-
ness and external orientation is the fact that the goal of CE is the renewal
of the company. If the company is experiencing a crisis, the only way to
overcome it is to adapt to the changes in the environment, and this re-
quires external orientation and openness.

Work. CE does not merely imply the generation of ideas and in-
novations — it also implies their realisation. The carriers of entrepreneurial
ideas and endeavours must ‘sell’ the idea to their colleagues and man-
agement, that is, they must plan, organise, and manage the innovations
realisation project. This requires them to be efficient and pragmatic. This
is the reason why work, systematic efforts, focus, pragmatism, and results
must be appreciated in a company with a developed CE (Arz, 2017;
Paunovic & Dima, 2014). This is precisely what discerns CE from day-
dreaming.

The Integrated Approach

The integrated approach to identifying the direction of organisa-
tional culture’s impact on CE implies identifying the types of organisa-
tional cultures which represent a favourable context for the expression
and development of CE. Unlike the fragmented approach, wherein indi-
vidual assumptions, values, and norms implying CE are identified, the in-
tegrated approach identifies the types of organisational cultures as the
systems of mutually consistent assumptions, values, and norms that make
a favourable framework for CE development. In this segment of the pa-
per, we will present the two most important classifications of organisa-
tional culture types and explain their supposed impact on CE.

Cameron and Quinn’s classification of organisational cultures,
called the competing values framework, differentiates culture types ac-
cording to two criteria which it intertwines and, thus, forms a matrix of
four (4) organisational culture types (Cameron & Quinn, 2006). Accord-
ing to this classification, organisational cultures are differentiated on the
basis of two fundamental criteria: 1) flexibility, changes, and dynamism
versus stability, order, and predictability; and 2) internal orientation, inte-
gration, and harmony versus external orientation, differentiation, and
competition. Based on these two dimensions of organisational cultures, a
four-field matrix (Table 1) may be constructed, in which each of the four
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fields contains one of the four basic types of cultures: clan culture, hierar-
chy culture, market culture, and adhocracy culture.

Table 1. Organisational culture types according
to the Competing Values Framework

Flexibility and autonomy  Stability and control
Internal focus and integration Clan culture Hierarchy culture
External focus and differentiation ~ Adhocracy culture Market culture
Source: Cameron, K. S. & Quinn, R. E. 2006. Diagnosing and changing organizational
culture: The competing values framework. 2nd ed. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

CE implies external orientation, and openness to market and con-
sumer needs. On the other hand, CE likewise implies an inclination to
changes and risk, flexibility, and autonomy. Thus, it is obvious that
adhocracy culture is completely compatible with the values and behaviours
that produce CE, and that this organisational culture type is certainly the
most favourable context for developing and expressing CE. The only thing
that could stand in the way of CE development in this culture type is the
competition and differentiation it implies, since they jeopardise the team
spirit and the conducting of innovations. But, this is certainly less important
than the orientation to changes and innovations present in this culture,
which even uses innovations as the main measurement of success.

The second classification of organisational culture types that can
be used for identifying cultures compatible with CE is the work of the
consulting company Human Synergetics (Cooke & Szumal, 2000). This
classification is the result of the application of a research instrument the
company developed — Organizational Culture Inventory (OCI). OCI iden-
tifies cultural dimensions and classifies cultures into three types, depend-
ing on their position with respect to these dimensions. Classifications of
culture types are done according to the norms of behaviour since, accord-
ing to the authors, these norms are concrete, observable, and can be easily
linked with organisational performance. OCI starts with two cognitive
dimensions: 1) people orientation vs. task orientation, and 2) orientation
to satisfying higher-level satisfaction needs vs. orientation to lower-level
safety needs. Based on these two dimensions, OCI identifies twelve (12)
behavioural norms and styles which constitute the main dimensions of
every organisational culture. Depending on the organisational culture’s
position on each of these 12 scales measuring the norms of behaviour, a
specific culture will be classified into one of the following three types of
cultures: constructive, aggressive-defensive, or passive-defensive. Each
of the three main organisational culture types, obtained by combining
four (4) norms of behaviour, implies people orientation or task orienta-
tion, as well as a predominant orientation towards satisfying higher-level
or lower-level needs.
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Table 2. Organisational culture types according to Human Synergetics

People’s needs and orientation Type of culture Behavioural norms and styles
Satisfaction needs through Constructive culture  Achievement
orientation to people and tasks Self-actualisation
Humanism, encouragement
Affiliation
Safety needs through Aggressive-defensive  Opposing
orientation to tasks culture Power
Competition
Perfectionism
Safety needs through Passive-defensive Approval
orientation to people culture Convention
Dependence
Avoidance

Source: Adapted according to: Cooke R.A. & Szumal J., 2000. Using the
organizational culture inventory to understand the operating cultures of organizations;
Ashkanasy, N., Wilderom, C. & Peterson M. Eds, Handbook of Organizational
Culture & Climate. Thousand Oaks: Sage, pp. 147-162

Empirical research has shown that the constructive type of culture
leads to better results on an individual level (higher motivation, job satis-
faction), group level (team work, better quality of interpersonal relations),
and organisational level (better quality and customer relations) (Cooke &
Szumal, 2000). This also applies to CE. It is clear that all the norms im-
plied by a constructive culture type are ‘entrepreneurial friendly’, and that
they are suitable for the development of entrepreneurial behaviour in em-
ployees. Unlike the previous classification, entrepreneurial culture in this
classification contains not only the norms oriented to changes, achieve-
ment, innovations, and development but also norms oriented towards
team cooperation. The aggressive-defensive culture type is unfavourable
for CE because it creates an ambience in which the employees want to se-
cure their own safety above all else, which they accomplish through an
aggressive approach to their colleagues. If securing your own safety is
your primary goal, then you do not take risks with entrepreneurial ideas
and innovations. The passive-defensive culture type is also unfavourable
for entrepreneurship, because safety is provided through following the
rules. There is no participation, and people are not expected to show any
initiative, but are required to just follow orders. People are afraid of mis-
takes, because mistakes are punished and success is not rewarded. The
synthesis of the research results is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. The mechanism and the direction of the impact
of organizational culture on corporate entrepreneurship

CONCLUSION

Defined as an entrepreneurial effort on behalf of the employees of
a company with the aim of introducing changes and innovations which
renew the company’s business models, CE is often emphasised as a nec-
essary element of the company’s ability to keep up with the continuous
changes in the environment. CE implies an entrepreneurial state of mind,
as well as employees and managers’ entrepreneurial behaviour. As a sys-
tem of assumptions, values, and norms manifested through symbols
which employees and managers share, and which significantly determine
how they understand the world around them and the way they behave in it,
organisational culture has been identified as one of the elements of the
context positive for CE.

Organisational culture impacts CE by shaping the interpretative
schemes of the employees and managers, via which they build their inter-
pretations of reality and the ways they behave in it on the assumptions,
values, and norms of the organisational culture. In order for the employ-
ees and managers to express entrepreneurial orientation and behaviour in
everyday work, they must start with the assumptions, values, and norms
that such an attitude and such behaviour are justified and required. This
means that whether the employees and managers will express any entre-
preneurial tendencies at all also depends on the organisational culture’s
content,
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The direction of the organisational culture’s impact on CE is ex-
plored through identifying the cultural contents which positively impact,
incite, or enable CE. There are two possible approaches to exploring this
issue: the fragmented approach, and the integrated approach. In the frag-
mented approach, the research conducted thus far, and the analysis of be-
haviours implied by CE show that the elements of entrepreneurial culture
are those assumptions, values, and norms which incite the following: in-
novations and changes, people development, open and intensive interac-
tions and communications, autonomy of employees and loose control,
identification with the company, focus on work and professionalism, and
openness towards the environment. Through the integrated approach, it
was revealed that adhocracy culture in Quinn and Cameron’s classifica-
tion, and constructive culture in Human Synergetics’ classification create
a positive context for the development of CE.

This paper has significant theoretical and practical implications.
The first theoretical implication are the conclusions that organisational
culture is a very important factor of CE, and that it should not be left out
of the classifications of organisational factors of CE. Second, the paper
suggests that a lot more empirical research is necessary in order to ex-
plore the cultural assumptions and values, and the organisational culture
types that positively impact CE in more detail. Finally, the paper indicates
that it is necessary to research the possible indirect impact of organisa-
tional culture on CE, specifically through the impact of culture on other
CE factors such as management policy and style, rewards, organisational
structure, and work autonomy. The practical implication of the paper lies
in the notion that managers should pay attention to the importance that
culture has in the process of building CE. Additionally, the paper pro-
vides managers with the knowledge about what the entrepreneurial cul-
ture that should be built looks like.

The limitations of this paper are also significant, and they are mir-
rored in its theoretical and exploratory character, and in the fact that the
paper does not explore the impact of some mediatory factors that could
influence the relations between organisational culture and CE, such as,
among others, leadership style, and the organisation’s age and size.
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HOJIpa3yMeBa Ipey3eTHIIKO CTambe yXa, Kao M MPeay3eTHUUKO MTOHAIIAhE 3aIl0CIeHNX
U MeHarlepa. TakBo INOHANIame YKJbydyje CTAJHO TPAKEHe HOBUX HAYMHA ITOCIIOBAMA,
Kao ¥ KOHTHHYHPaHO TPaXEHe W MMIUIEMEHTAINjy IPOMEHa U CTBapame MHOBAIHja, Te
BOheme Npely3eTHHYKNX IOAyXBaTa yHyTap KommaHuje. [Ipemy3eTHWYKM Ha4MH pas-
MHUIJbAEA, KA0 M NPEIy3eTHIYKO NOHAIIAKE 3al0CICHUX U MeHalepa Ouhe npucyTHu y
KOMITaHHjH Y OHOj MEPH Y K0jOj 3a TO TIOCTOj€ ycoBH. McTpakiBaun Beh roMHamMa HaeH-
TH(UKYjy OpojHe acriekre aMOHMjeHTa KOjU je TOBOJhaH 33, U KOJU OJAaKIIaBa KOpIopa-
THMBHO Tpeqy3eTHUINTBO. Kao cucTeM MpeTrnocTaBKH, BPEJHOCTH, HOPMH M CTaBOBA KOjU
ce MaHudecTyjy Kpo3 cUMOOJIe Koje 3aIloClIeHH M MEHaIlepH Jelie, a KOjH 3Ha4ajHO ofpe-
hyjy HauMH Ha KOjH pa3syMejy CBET OKo ceOe ¥ HauKH Ha KOjH ce y HheMy IOHaIlajy, opra-
HU3aLHOHA KyJITypa je MACHTH(UKOBAHA Ka0 jelaH OJl OPraHU3alMOHUX (haKTopa KOpIo-
PaTUBHOT IPE/Ty3EeTHHILTBA.

OpraHu3alMoHa KylaTypa yTHYe Ha KOPHOPATHBHO NPETY3eTHHILTBO TAKO LITO 00MIH-
Kyje MHTEepIIpETaTHBHE IIeMe 3al0CTICHUX M MEHALIepa, yCIel Yera OHU CBOje MEePIICTIIIHje
CTBapHOCTH M HAYMHE Ha KOje€ C€ Y 0] MOHAIIAjy Tpajie Ha OCHOBY MPETIIOCTABKHU, BPEA-
HOCTH, HOPMH U CTaBOBa OpraHM3alMOHe KyJType. [la OM 3aroc/ieHd 1 MEHallepH y CBa-
KOZHEBHOM pajy HCKa3alli MpeTy3eTHHUKY OpHjeHTalHjy U TIOHAIIamke, MOpajy Mohu ox
HPETIIOCTAaBKHU, BPEAHOCTH M HOPMH KOj€ TaKaB CTaB U TAKBO IOHAIIAE ONPABIABAjy U
3axTeBajy. To 3HauM 1@ oJ1 caap)kaja OpraHU3alHOHe KyJIType 3aBHCH M IUTambe 1a i he
3aI0CJICHN M MEHAIIEPH YOIIIITE UCII0JbaBaTH MPELy3eTHUUYKE CKIIOHOCTH.

TIpaBan yTHI[aja OpraHU3alMoOHe KyJITYpe Ha KOPIOPATUBHO IPEIy3eTHHIITBO UCTPa-
Kyje ce Kpo3 HACHTU(GUKALM]Y KyJITYpHUX CaprKaja KOji MO3UTHBHO yTHIY Ha, HOICTHIY
ni oMoryhasajy KopropaTuBHO npeay3eTHHIITBO. [locToje aBa Moryha mpucTyma uctpa-
JKUBAbY OBOT ITHTama: (PParMEHTHCAHH U UHTErpucaHy. dparMeHTUCAHN TIPUCTYII NOJpa-
3yMeBa MICHTU(DUKAL]Y WHANBUIYATHHX KYJITYpPHHUX HPETIOCTaBKH, BPEIHOCTH, HOPMH
WM CTaBOBa KOjH MMajy TIO3UTHBAH YTHI@j Ha KOPIOPaTHBHO Hpemy3eTHUIITBO. J{oca-
Jallliba UCTPKHBAKHA M aHAIM3a HA4MHA IOHAIlama Koje IOJpasyMeBa KOPIPOATHBHO
Hpe/y3eTHUIITBO MOKA3aJIM Cy 1A CY eJIEMEHTH NPeIy3eTHUUKE Ky/IType OHE HPEeTIOCTaB-
Ke, BPEITHOCTH, HOPME M CTaBOBH KOjH MOACTHYY cliefiehe: MHOBAIMje W MMPOMEHE, Pa3Boj
JbYIIM, OTBOPEHE ¥ MHTEH3UBHE HHTEPAKIIHje M KOMYHHKAIN]y, ayTOHOMH]Y 3allOCIICHHX U
nabaBy KOHTPOIY, HACHTH(HUKAIH]Y ca KOMIIAaHHjOM, (JOKYCHPAHOCT Ha TI0cao U mpodecH-
OHAJIHOCT, T€ OTBOPEHOCT IIpeMa OKpYKerby. IHTerpiCcaHH MPHUCTYIT y OTKPUBAbY MpaBLia
YTHI[aja OpraHN3aIMOHe KYJIType Ha KOPIIOPATHBHO NMPE/Ty3eTHUIITBO MO[pa3yMeBa HIIeH-
TH(HKALM]y TATIOBA OPraHU3alMOHKX KYJITypa Koje ra MOJICTHIY M oJlaKiiaBajy. To ce mo-
CTIDKE aHAJIM30M KPUTEPHjyMa Ha OCHOBY KOjHX C€ Pa3NHKyjy THIIOBH OpraHH3aloHe
KYJTYpEe 1 aHAIH30M Cafipkaja OBHX THIIOBA OpraHU3alMoHe Kynrype. Ha Taj HauuH je ot-
KPHMBEHO Jia KyJITypa aaxokparuje y KeunoBoj (Quinn) u Kameponosoj (Cameron’s) kna-
cuUKaIrjy, ¥ KOHCTPYKTUBHA KyNTypa y KIaCH(pHUKAIMju KPEHPaHOo] O CTpaHe KOMITa-
Huje Xjyman Cuneprernke (Human Synergetics) cTBapajy Mo3UTHBAaH KOHTEKCT 32 Pa3Boj
KOPIIOPATHUBHOT MPE/TY3ETHHUILITBA.



