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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to investigate the numerous ways that entrepreneurship 
culture (EC) influences innovativeness. The conditional effect of EC on innovativeness is 
further examined in light of the various organizational tolerance levels and positioning 
levels. Data were gathered from 647 respondents chosen from the KZN Department of 
Education and quantitatively analysed using SEM conditional analysis and descriptive 
statistics. The results of the study demonstrate that EC has a substantial direct effect on 
innovativeness, but that it has no significant indirect effect through managerial support 
or work discretion. However, there is a conditional significant mediation with organizational 
tolerance even though there is no indirect influence of EC on innovativeness through 
work discretion. Therefore, it is advised that the administration of the Department of 
Education be expected to provide employees more flexibility and accept their (employees) 
mistakes in order to encourage them to work independently toward innovation.

1.  Introduction

Being innovative can be defined as having the desire to develop fresh, practical solutions to problems 
or novel approaches to completing tasks (Escrig-Tena et  al., 2022). According to Chebo and Kute (2018), 
innovativeness is the ability to carry out a task in a novel and enhanced manner. Innovation and entre-
preneurship ought to be viewed as continuous, supplementary endeavours. Scholars concur that innova-
tion is essential to entrepreneurship and that it plays a critical role in business survival tactics (Kosa et 
al., 2018). Innovation is a key driver of entrepreneurship, while on the other hand, entrepreneurship 
promotes innovation and helps it achieve its full potential (Schmitz et  al., 2017). In order to foster inno-
vation, the organization must have a culture that encourages teamwork and allows employees to use 
their ideas (Pizarro et  al., 2009). That is, firms that pursue innovation outcomes must have an organiza-
tional culture that strongly encourages and supports innovation because entrepreneurship is a driving 
force for economic and social development through the promotion of innovation (Leal-Rodríguez et  al., 
2016; Yun et  al., 2020). According to Gjorevska (2023), the cultivation of an entrepreneurial culture 
assumes a considerable influence in enhancing a firm’s standing by fostering the exploration of novel 
opportunities, embracing risk-taking, promoting innovation, facilitating proactive behavior in the market, 
endorsing autonomy, and instigating competitive aggressiveness.
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A set of behaviours and practices through which individuals at various levels, autonomously pro-
duce and employ novel resource combinations to find and pursue opportunities is what is meant by 
entrepreneurial behavior (Escrig-Tena et  al., 2022). Consequently, EC is defined as a combination of 
personal beliefs, managerial abilities, experiences, and behaviours that identify the entrepreneur in 
terms of their sense of initiative, risk-taking, ability for innovation, and management of firms’ opera-
tions (Nguyen et  al., 2023). An organization with an EC is maintained by a dedication to innovation 
and experimentation (Cameron & Quinn, 1999). There is not however, enough research done on this 
kind of behavior in the literature (Escrig-Tena et  al., 2022). Additionally, it is important to investigate 
the direct and indirect effects of entrepreneurial culture (EC) on innovation as this may help solve a 
number of issues that could guarantee improved innovation. Although the connection between EC 
and innovativeness has not been directly investigated, prior research has shown a positive correlation 
between organizational culture and individual invention outcomes (Liu et  al., 2019). Despite the 
non-importance of EC’s direct influence on inventive work behavior, EC’s involvement in fostering inno-
vation is significant in an indirect manner (Nguyen et  al., 2023). To do this, it may be necessary to 
evaluate a number of variables as mediators between EC and innovativeness. Therefore, this study 
tests the mediating role of management support and work discretion on this supposed relationship. 
Besides, numerous scholars have emphasized the significance of managerial support in igniting entre-
preneurial activities within the business (Baskaran, 2021). For instance, Endenich et  al. (2023) argued 
that EC has a positive relationship with management support and innovativeness. The support of top 
management is found to be a potent variable in promoting innovative work behavior (IWB) (Nguyen 
et  al., 2023; Sultan et  al., 2022). Previous research indicates that entrepreneurs need independent 
thinking to come up with new ideas. For instance, the presence of work discretion is anticipated to 
increase employees’ propensity to be more creative (Baskaran, 2021). Studies such as McMurray et  al. 
(2021) and Evans (2020) revealed that work discretion plays a role in the relationship between EC and 
innovativeness. In particular, the study by McMurray et  al. (2021) found that work discretion is one of 
the factors that contribute to the corporate entrepreneurship climate (McMurray et  al., 2021). These 
justifications encourage the researchers to examine the possible indirect effects of EC on inventiveness 
through work discretion. Workers’ psychological requirements need to be taken into account for indi-
vidual creativity when the effect of organizational culture on employees’ inventive behavior is ambig-
uous and depends on particular circumstances and mechanisms (Liu et  al., 2019). Thus, the role of 
work discretion is considered.

Research has shown that individual level factors, such as the employee’s job position, can influ-
ence their innovativeness (Parzefall et  al., 2008). Besides, adopting tolerance has advantages such 
as fostering creativity through free exchange of ideas across a wide range of knowledge, respect, 
and interpersonal trust. Employees’ organizational tolerance has a significant impact on their inno-
vativeness (Ul Haq et  al., 2017). According to Kriegesmann et  al. (2005), organizations with a culture 
that discouraged creativity and fearlessness would become less adept at innovation. A culture that 
embraces failure tolerance, promotes open communication, encourages work discretion, and 
upholds fairness has the potential to foster innovative behaviours among employees (Khan, 2021). 
Nevertheless, there exists a dearth of substantial evidence to support the impact of employee job 
position and organizational tolerance on employee creativity (EC) with regards to innovativeness. 
Hence, it is imperative to conduct empirical investigations to determine the influence of organiza-
tional tolerance on employee creativity in the context of innovation. Additionally, the degree of the 
impact on EC and management support is anticipated to be determined by the various levels of 
management positions.

It might be argued that the Department of Education’s poor entrepreneurial propensity and cul-
ture account for its inability to change and perform better. It was discovered that developing 
nations’ EC value systems and business methods varied from those of the developed western nations’ 
entrepreneurs (Alwis & Senathiraja, 2005). Malan (2016) indicates that the Department’s capability to 
foster change and sustainability within itself has been constrained by its low entrepreneurial ten-
dency. This means that, the organization needs new entrepreneurial management with a revolution-
ary and innovative mindset. Despite the evidence of the benefits that can be generated by 
entrepreneurially-orientated strategies in improving organizational performance, the Department of 
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Education in South Africa is still lagging behind other developing countries in the quality of the 
schooling system (Van der Berg et  al., 2011). Furthermore, it can be argued that the limited entrepre-
neurial inclination by the Department of Education can account for its inability to adapt and perform 
better. However as indicated by Dhliwayo (2017), public sector departments can and should be 
entrepreneurial.

This study contributes in many ways, first, most of the previous studies are conducted in business 
firms. In testing these relationships, focusing on a public sector institution makes this study unique. By 
examining the relationship between EC and innovativeness, this research can shed light on the factors 
that drive innovation within public sector organizations. Theoretically, this study draws on existing entre-
preneurship literature and applies and adopts from it what is relevant for the Department of Education 
in terms of developing EC and innovativeness. In addition the study’s importance should be understood 
also in the context where, Shockley et  al. (2006) contents that existing theories of public sector entre-
preneurship, are inadequate to account for observed entrepreneurial behaviour. Despite a dearth in the 
study of public sector entrepreneurship observed by Morris and Jones (1999), not much activity has 
been observed some 20 years later. By analyzing the various circumstances in which the factors are 
related to one another and focusing on one African country, the study offers first-hand evidence of the 
relationship between EC and innovativeness.

Second, by clarifying the elements of EC and how it contributes to the enhancement of innovative-
ness, the research contributes to contemporary research and develops deeper knowledge. For example, 
by identifying the cultural elements that foster innovation, policy-makers and organizations have the 
ability to shape a culture that support the growth of start-ups and entrepreneurial ventures. However, it 
is important to note that the relevance of factors such as management support and work discretion in 
this relationship has not yet been statistically tested in a public sector context. Therefore, this study aims 
to examine the mediating role of management support and work discretion on the relationship between 
EC and innovativeness. This unique approach not only investigates the role of management in fostering 
innovation, but also delves into the dynamics of this relationship, providing actionable insights for orga-
nizations and informing efforts in management and leadership development. Additionally, the study 
explores how EC influences the level of discretion employees possess, and how this, in turn, impacts 
their ability to be innovative.

The role of variables including the relationship between employees and their supervisors, leadership 
style, workplace interactions, and individual psychological aspects was emphasized by studies on private 
sector situations (Wynen et  al., 2020). However, the role of organizational tolerance and organizational 
position level are understudied. Thus, testing the moderating role of job rank and organizational toler-
ance is an important contribution this study makes. That is, the study contributes to the development 
of the theory by debating the significance of these factors and by elaborating the logics behind the 
contribution. Examining these effects is important for several reasons. Examining the job rank as a mod-
erator between EC and innovativeness provides distinctive perspectives on the effect of position level, 
reveals impediments within organizations, customizes interventions, and enhances comprehension of 
power dynamics in EC and innovation. Additionally, investigating organizational tolerance as a moderator 
between EC and innovativeness yields exclusive insights into the influence of cultural norms, and risk 
tolerance.

Thirdly, the study will guide policy makers and top management in inclining their organisations to 
develop an EC, which serves to cultivate innovativeness and improve public service delivery. The EC’s 
significance, creativity and passionate innovation are embedded in the entrepreneurial approach 
which can contribute to the Department of Education improving its performance. Above all, the 
study advises a strategy where managers tend to develop EC themselves and be focused more on 
seeking opportunities within the rest of the education department in order to build innovativeness. 
Thus, this study tends to answer three research questions; (1) To what extent EC influences innova-
tiveness in the Department of Education? (2) How does management support and work discretion 
mediate the effect of EC on innovativeness? (3) To what extent does organizational tolerance moder-
ate the effect of EC on innovativeness? (4) To what extent does position level moderates the effect 
of EC on innovativeness? Given this, the study tends to test both direct and indirect effect of EC on 
innovativeness.
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2.  Theory and hypotheses

2.1.  Theoretical foundations

The study of EC and innovativeness is founded on several theoretical underpinnings that aid in compre-
hending and analysing the interrelationship between these constructs. Some commonly employed theo-
retical frameworks in this realm of inquiry include institutional theory, innovation diffusion theory, 
resource-based theory, and prospect theory. For instance, institutional theory and innovation diffusion 
theory propose that the motivators for adopting an organizational innovation may vary among organi-
zations and may be contingent on the timing of the innovation. Despite the prevalence of research 
investigating the post-adoption diffusion stages of acceptance, routinisation, and assimilation in aca-
demic fields, there remains a dearth of studies that integrate these constructs and their constituent 
dimensions into a cohesive framework (Martinsuo et  al., 2006). Furthermore, the resource-based theory, 
when combined with institution-based theory, facilitates the comprehension of the relationship between 
political connections, acquisition of entrepreneurial resources, the institutional environment, and corpo-
rate re-entrepreneurial performance (Zhao et  al., 2019).

Institutional theory is closely intertwined with the examination of EC and innovation. Institutions, 
encompassing the normative, regulative, and cognitive facets of social life, exert a formidable influence 
on entrepreneurial processes and outcomes (Hoogstraaten et  al., 2023). They shape who assumes the 
role of an entrepreneur and how opportunities are generated and recognized (Sine et al., 2022). However, 
scant research has shed light on how alterations in the institutional environment can substantially trans-
form these undertakings’ processes and outcomes. Webb et  al. (2011) endeavour to bridge this gap by 
integrating research on marketing activities, the entrepreneurship process, and institutional theory. By 
employing institutional theory as a theoretical framework, Audretsch and Belitski (2017) shed light on 
organizational changes resulting from institutional pressures to innovate.

The alternative theoretical framework for the investigation of electronic commerce and innovation, for 
example, is Resource-based theory, which highlights the significance of a firm’s internal resources in 
attaining sustainable competitive advantage (Alvarez & Busenitz, 2001). It has become increasingly para-
mount in comprehending entrepreneurship and its outcomes, such as innovation (Carnes & Ireland, 
2013). According to the Resource-based theory, entrepreneurial enterprises encounter challenges in 
acquiring innovation resources due to inadequate production, operations, management experience, and 
limited social reputation (Li et  al., 2023). Furthermore, this theory offers a firm-oriented perspective that 
aligns with entrepreneurial theory (Aragón-Sánchez et  al., 2017). Consequently, Resource-based theory 
plays an indispensable role in comprehending the correlation between EC and innovation, providing 
valuable insights into the internal resources and capabilities that drive entrepreneurial success.

The other underpinning theories in EC and innovation studies is innovation diffusion theory. Research 
indicates that there are additional, more detailed factors within the realm of innovation diffusion theory 
that influence the adoption of technological innovations (Wu et  al., 2013). The findings support theo-
retical development and suggest synergies between innovation diffusion theory and the information 
processing perspective. The objective of Laforet (2016) to examine the impact of organizational culture 
on organizational innovation performance concluded that, an inwardly focused culture, such as the 
founder culture, hinders innovation, whereas an outwardly focused culture, such as an external orienta-
tion culture, has a positive effect on innovation performance. Additionally, Joseph and Wood (2020) 
propose a framework for analyzing the innovation behavior of established organizations in the space 
sector, aiming to achieve Disruptive Innovation. According to the diffusion of innovation theory, percep-
tions of an innovation are predictive of whether an individual or organization will adopt or reject it, 
and these perceptions are influenced by internal and external factors that shape the decision-making 
unit’s knowledge of the innovation.

Prospect theory, formulated by Kahneman and Tversky, has found extensive application in diverse 
domains, including the realms of entrepreneurship and innovation. This theory offers a descriptive 
framework for understanding decision-making in situations involving risk (Evstigneev et  al., 2013). 
Within the context of EC and innovation, prospect theory has been employed to investigate the incen-
tive culture that foster collaborative innovation, taking into account the influence of equity on the 
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design of such mechanisms (Liu & Zhou, 2022). Furthermore, it has been utilized to scrutinize the 
decision-making behavior of enterprises engaged in green technology innovation, using parameter 
variations to simulate their behavioural outcomes (Wu et  al., 2013). Additionally, prospect theory has 
been leveraged to construct decision-making models for both participants and initiators in the realm 
of innovation, exploring the ramifications of loss aversion and incentive levels on their conduct (Wang 
et  al., 2019).

2.2.  Entrepreneurial culture and innovativeness

One of the factors that determines innovative behavior in organizations is organizational culture (Pizarro 
et  al., 2009). EC exerts a significant influence on the capacity for innovativeness within an organization 
by fostering an environment that supports continuous innovation (Tehseen et  al., 2023). The establish-
ment of an EC within the workplace not only encourages and nurtures entrepreneurial behavior but also 
cultivates organizational innovation (Danish et  al., 2019). Empirical evidence from various studies high-
lights the positive impact of EC on innovativeness (Ahmetoglu et  al., 2018; Ezeh & Abdulrahman, 2022; 
Sinaga & Candra, 2022). However, in order to assert that EC plays a pivotal role in promoting innovation 
within a company, it is imperative to distinguish between traditional innovation and the impact of EC 
(Pizarro et  al., 2009). Leal-Rodríguez et  al. (2016)’s research also highlights the growing significance of 
cultivating an EC to produce innovative processes. Therefore, an entrepreneurially inclined organizational 
culture is necessary for continuous innovation and achieving a distinct competitive advantage.

EC encourages creative business practices across all of its sectors, which enables the foresight of mar-
ket trends and possibilities (Leal-Rodríguez et  al., 2016). However, Nguyen et  al. (2023), claimed that EC 
has no direct influence on employees’ inventive behavior. This finding requested the researchers to fur-
ther test the relationship in order to clarify the direction and extent of EC effect on innovativeness. 
Besides, the findings of Ahmetoglu et  al. (2018), stated that EC has an indirect impact on employee 
innovation outcomes. Since the EC has no direct impact on innovation, Pizarro et  al. (2009) stated that 
it is impossible to demonstrate a positive relationship between the EC and innovation. This suggests that 
it is necessary to clarify these conflicting and contradicting findings. Therefore, it’s proposed that;

H1: EC has a positive and significant influence on the innovativeness of employees.

2.3.  The mediating role of management support

Entrepreneurial culture has a positive relationship with management support and innovativeness 
(Endenich et  al., 2023). In particular, management support is strongly associated with innovativeness 
(McMurray et  al., 2021). That is, the support of top management is found to be a potent variable in 
promoting innovative work behavior (Nguyen et  al., 2023; Sultan et  al., 2022). Besides, studies have 
shown that the EC has no direct impact on innovativeness (eg., Nguyen et al., 2023). For instance, accord-
ing to Ahmetoglu et  al. (2018), EC has an indirect impact on employees’ innovation results because 
managerial and psychological elements are involved in its development and on how inventive the orga-
nization is. In order to encourage and support entrepreneurial initiatives, management support has a 
crucial role to play, according to Morris et  al. (2008). Even though EC has an influence on creativity and 
innovation, without the assistance of management, entrepreneurial efforts will not produce the desired 
results on their own. Given this, managerial support is seen as one of the essential components that will 
enable the organization’s people to behave in an entrepreneurial manner (Baskaran, 2021a).

According to Janssen (2005), organizational features, particularly management support, have an impact 
on employees’ innovative behavior. Since management support itself can be thought of as a part of EC, 
it is expected that the entrepreneurial roles already present in the organization will play a part in devel-
oping such a strategy and structure (Pizarro et  al., 2009). This evidence indicates the need to test the 
role of management support in the relationship between EC and innovativeness. The degree to which 
management is willing to assist its employees in their entrepreneurial endeavours is thought to be the 
best way to stimulate entrepreneurial activity, including innovation, according to Bhardwaj et  al. (2007). 
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However, Holt et  al. (2007) noted that there are still substantial variances in the management support 
construct when it comes to encouraging entrepreneurial activities like innovation.

Multiple studies have been conducted to examine the role of management support in relation to 
innovativeness. For instance, Pratama et  al. (2020) discovered a clear correlation between corporate 
entrepreneurship and customer satisfaction in the context of public sector banks. They also highlighted 
the significant impact of top management support in enhancing corporate entrepreneurship and ulti-
mately leading to customer satisfaction. Similarly, Marra and Meng (2023) determined that top manage-
ment support plays a moderating role in the relationship between innovativeness and firm growth (FG). 
However, there is currently no empirical study that has investigated the mediating role of management 
support in the relationship between EC and innovativeness. This necessitates the clarification of the role 
of management support in the relationship between EC and innovativeness. Therefore,

H2: Management support positively mediates the relationship between EC and innovativeness.

2.4.  The mediating role of work discretion

Job autonomy and employee work discretion have been examined in previous literature. In innovation 
research, autonomy has likely attracted the greatest attention (Parzefall et  al., 2008). The study finds that 
various work environments link with the aspects of entrepreneurial activity in various ways (Escrig-Tena 
et  al., 2022). That is to say, workplace autonomy, sometimes referred to as work discretion, is a powerful 
signal for supporting innovative behaviours among employees (De Spiegelaere et  al., 2015). The role of 
work discretion in the relationship between EC and innovativeness has been established by McMurray 
et  al. (2021) and Evans (2020). McMurray et  al. (2021) conducted a study and found that work discretion 
is a significant factor contributing to the corporate entrepreneurship climate. However, the mediating 
effect of work discretion between EC and innovation has not been thoroughly tested. Besides, Ahmetoglu 
et  al. (2018) conducted a study that revealed work engagement as a full mediator between EC and 
innovation output. Nevertheless, theoretical evidence suggests the need to examine the mediating role 
of work discretion in this relationship. This is because work discretion acts as a mechanism through 
which EC exerts its influence on innovativeness.

The association between autonomy and innovation is supported by other empirical data (Parzefall 
et  al., 2008). In particular, employees who work in an environment where innovation and proactivity are 
valued, like EC, are more likely to be innovative (Nguyen et  al., 2023). In exchange, Sia and Appu (2015) 
reiterated that workplace liberty would foster creativity, noting that entrepreneurship is all about creat-
ing something new and that novelty is a by-product of innovation. According to Ahmetoglu et  al. (2018), 
EC has an indirect impact on employee innovation results because all employees must be involved for 
innovation behavior to be implemented successfully. Despite the non-importance of EC’s direct influence 
on innovative behavior, EC’s indirect promotion of innovation through psychological engagement is cru-
cial (Nguyen et  al., 2023). Therefore, there is a necessity to test the indirect effect of EC on innovative-
ness through variables such as work discretion. Following this line of reasoning, it is hypothesized that:

H3: Work discretion positively mediates the relationship between EC and innovativeness.

2.5.  The role of organizational position level

Research has shown that individual level factors, such as the employee’s job position, can influence their 
innovativeness (Parzefall et  al., 2008). Top management, co-workers, and resources like efficient informa-
tion and communication technologies provide support for corporate norms and values (Nguyen et  al., 
2023). It should be noted that intermediate managers are more inclined to act entrepreneurially when 
upper management encourages it, and vice versa (Karyotakis & Moustakis, 2016). However, organizational 
level impacts alone are insufficient to promote innovation outcomes (Yadav et al., 2007). This highlights 
the need to comprehend the mechanism by which psychological engagement at a lower level of group 
impacts, acts as a bridging factor in converting organizational culture to individual innovative behavior 
(Nguyen et  al., 2023). Entrepreneurial activities will not yield an expected outcome without an organiza-
tion’s management intervention. A crucial component in developing such environments is the top 
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management team’s strategic orientation toward entrepreneurial activities (Ireland et  al., 2009). The 
research conducted by Ahmetoglu et  al. (2018) demonstrated that an EC plays a positive moderating role 
in the connection between an individual’s entrepreneurial personality and their output of innovation 
(Jankelová, 2022). Nonetheless, it is important to consider that employees’ job rank or position and EC 
may jointly have an effect on their level of innovativeness. Therefore, further investigation is necessary 
to comprehensively understand the specific mechanisms through which job rank or position may influ-
ence this relationship. Thus, it’s hypothesized that;

H4a: Organizational job rank positively moderates the effect of EC on workers innovativeness.

According to Kuratko et  al. (2005), management support includes providing employees with the 
resources they need to start their own businesses in addition to facilitating and fostering entrepreneurial 
behavior. While board room conversations pique the interest of top executives (Morris et  al., 2011), man-
agement support has also been found to be helpful in motivating the organizational workforce to meet 
company goals. The significance of middle managers in fostering and enhancing entrepreneurial behav-
ior among employees such as innovativeness has been proven (Escrig-Tena et  al., 2022). Rutherford and 
Holt (2007) noted that in order to spur innovation inside a business, senior management must grant 
employees sufficient freedom and discretion so that they can engage in entrepreneurial endeavours. 
Thus, it is important to test the role of the different levels of management within the organizations in 
shaping the effect of management support on innovativeness. Therefore, it’s hypothesized that;

H4b: Organizational job rank positively moderates the effect of management support on employees 
innovativeness.

2.6.  The role of organizational tolerance

Adopting tolerance has advantages such as fostering creativity through free exchange of ideas across a 
wide range of knowledge, respect, and interpersonal trust. According to Kriegesmann et  al. (2005), orga-
nizations with a culture that discouraged creativity and fearlessness would become less adept at innova-
tion. The organizational tolerance of employees is known to exert a considerable influence on their level 
of innovativeness (Ul Haq et  al., 2017). It has been suggested that a culture that prioritizes failure toler-
ance, open communication, work discretion, and fairness can effectively foster innovative behaviours 
among employees (Khan, 2021). This implies that organizations should strive to create a supportive envi-
ronment that not only encourages employees to take risks and learn from their failures but also grants 
them the autonomy to explore novel ideas and seize new opportunities (Tuksinnimit et  al., 2015). 
Additionally, employees who engage in entrepreneurial activities should not be criticized when they 
make mistakes (Baskaran, 2021; Hornsby et  al., 2002).

Early studies on innovation focused mostly on how well organizations could respond to and adapt to 
changes brought about by internal and/or external influences (Wynen et  al., 2020). Considering the internal 
factors, a firm must be able to accept failure brought on by entrepreneurial initiatives in general, and the 
management team in particular (Wynen et  al., 2020). However, these studies did not clearly test the effect 
of organizational tolerance in building positive EC that supports the development of innovation. This shows 
the need for further explanation on whether organizational tolerance for failure support building positive 
EC which can enhance innovation. This is because, a tolerant structural design is more likely to promote 
employees’ free and open exchange of ideas, which aids in the successful growth of innovative corporate 
entrepreneurial initiatives and produces more innovation (Jaworski & Kohli, 1993; Van de Ven & Poole, 
1995). Besides such theoretical foundations, there is no sufficient studies that tested the moderating effect 
of organizational tolerance in the relationship between EC and innovation. Thus, it’s hypothesized that;

H5a: Organizational tolerance positively moderates the effect of EC on employees innovativeness.

Entrepreneurial-oriented work discretion includes the capacity to tolerate failure, granting 
decision-making authority without overbearing supervision and distributing power and responsibility 
(Ireland & Webb, 2007). Employees will be inspired to take chances and pursue their entrepreneurial 
aspirations as a result (Hornsby et  al., 2002). In order to encourage employees to adopt innovative 
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behavior, organizations should let individuals decide how their own job is done and refrain from criticiz-
ing them when they fail (Ireland et  al., 2009). Because of this, employees should be more willing to 
innovate. Thus, it’s crucial to clarify the role of organizational tolerance in enhancing work discretion 
towards innovativeness.

H5b: Organizational tolerance positively moderates the effect of work discretion on employees 
innovativeness.

Figure 1 presents the conceptual framework and proposed hypotheses

3.  Methodology

3.1.  Research design

This research was designed as a formal study. The goal of a formal research design, according to Cooper 
and Schindler (2008), is to test the hypotheses posed by the research questions. Accordingly, explanatory 
research design is employed. The time design of the study is cross-sectional. There is no time ordering 
to variables, because the data on them are collected more or less simultaneously and the researcher 
does not manipulate any of the variables. This research was conducted in 12 education districts of the 
KwaZulu-Natal Department of Education, South Africa.

3.2.  Sampling design

The population of this study is those individuals employed in post level 2 to 6 in a managerial capacity. 
These individuals are permanently employed in the 12 education districts in the KwaZulu-Natal 
Department of Education (KZNDoE). According to KwaZulu-Natal Department of Education, Annual 
Performance Plan, 2020/21, the employee population of targeted managers in this department is 10 671 
departmental heads, 4 605 deputy principals, 6000 principals, and 1 589 education specialists (chief, 
deputy and senior education specialists and circuit managers). That is, the total population is 22865 
managers targeted for this study.

The sample size was determined by using a sample size calculator. A confidence level of 99%, a pop-
ulation proportion of 50%, and a margin of error of 5% were used in calculating the sample size. The 
targeted participants were put into four groups of Chief Education Specialist/Deputy Directors, Deputy 
Chief Education Specialist/Circuit Managers, Principals/Deputy Principals and Senior Education Specialists/
Departmental Heads. A random quota convenience sample was drawn from people identified from mid-
dle management in the 12 districts in KZNDoE. A random sampling frame was used to minimize sam-
pling bias. Out of the total population of 22 865 that was identified for the study, the sample size 
calculator came up with the sample size of 647 participants. Thus, using convenience sampling tech-
nique, middle management service members were selected and invited to participate. Questionnaires 
were distributed by the researcher to the 647 participants that were purposively identified from each of 
the 12 districts.

Figure 1.  Conceptual framework.
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3.3.  Measures and data collection instrument

In this study, perceptual measures were formulated based on prior studies documented in the literature 
review. The research instrument consisted of 4 sections. The first section of the questionnaire contains 
general biographical information, such as; gender, age, ethnic group and present job title in the 
Department of Education.

The second section contains EC items. Regarding this instrument, previous studies developed instru-
ments for measuring EC. For instance, Bau and Wagner (2015) developed an EC instruments consisting 
of 29 items, which contains LQE items, CII items, product and market know-how items, and task and 
responsibility items. Leal-Rodríguez et  al. (2016) also measured EC by adapting six items from a study 
performed by Cameron and Quinn (1999), measured on seven point Likert scale 1 = I completely dis-
agree with the statement; 7 = I completely agree with the statement. Further, Pizarro et  al. (2009) 
developed 14 items which can be categorized under two dimensions, innovation as new idea genera-
tor and culture as a vision of the future in the work place. By comparing these items, we have used 
8 items to measure the EC construct, which is measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree. The sample item is ‘the organization embraces entrepreneurial 
behavior’.

The third section of the instrument contains constructs measured on multiple items rated on a 1–5 
Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. It includes variables such as, management 
support (5 items), work discretion (5 items), and organizational tolerance (6 items). This instrument was 
originally designed by Kuratko and refined by Hornsby et  al. (2002). Thus, the items for management 
support, work discretion, and organizational tolerance were adopted from the items modified by Hornsby 
et  al. (2002) and used for this study.

The fourth section of the questionnaire measures the innovativeness construct. De Jong and Den 
Hartog (2010) developed the innovative work construct that contains 10 items categorized under four 
dimensions. They asked participants to indicate their perceived innovative behaviour on a Likert scale, 
ranging from 1 = ‘never’ to 7 = ‘always’ (Nguyen et  al., 2023). Besides, Leal-Rodríguez et  al. (2016) mea-
sured innovation outcome using 8 items on seven point likert scale ranging from 1 = I completely dis-
agree with the statement; to 7 = I completely agree with the statement. Pizarro et  al., 2009) used eight 
items to measure innovation. Given these items, we have modified the instruments to fit the education 
sector and used 8 items measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly 
agree. The sample item is ‘the department of education encourages development of new ideas that 
promote improved learner performance’.

3.4.  Validity and reliability of the instruments

To check the validity and reliability of the questionnaire in gathering the data required for purposes of 
the study, a pilot test was carried out. The purpose of a pilot testing is to establish the accuracy and 
appropriateness of the research design and instrumentation. In this study, the data collection instrument 
(a questionnaire) was tested on 15 respondents to ensure that it was relevant and effective. They were 
not included in the final study in order to control response bias.

This study used both construct validity and content validity. For construct validity, the questionnaire 
was divided into several sections to ensure that each section assessed information for a specific objec-
tive, and also ensured that it was closely tied to the conceptual framework for this study. To ensure 
content validity, the questionnaire was subjected to examination by four randomly selected managers. 
They were asked to evaluate the statements in the questionnaire for relevance and whether they were 
meaningful, clear and impartial. On the basis of the comments and advice of participants during the 
pilot test, the instrument was adjusted appropriately before using it for the final data collection exercise. 
Their review comments were used to ensure that content validity was enhanced.

To assure the data reliability, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is used. The result is 0.913 for EC, 0.931 for 
innovativeness, 0.846 for management support, and 0.793 for work discretion. Besides, factor loadings 
were checked using exploratory factor analysis. The result indicates that all factor loads are above 0.7 
which fulfilled the threshold.
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3.5.  Data collection and analysis procedures

Primary data was collected through the administration of questionnaires on departmental heads, senior 
education specialists, principals, deputy principals, assistant directors, deputy chief education specialists, 
circuit managers, chief education specialists and deputy directors in the twelve education districts in the 
KwaZulu-Natal Department of Education. The questionnaires were distributed by the researchers to 
twelve chief education specialists in the twelve education districts in KZN for filling in by the identified 
respondents, as discussed in the sampling procedure above. A total of 648 questionnaires were distrib-
uted by the researchers. The researchers collected the completed questionnaires four weeks after they 
had been distributed. A total of 426 questionnaires were collected. This represented an overall successful 
response rate of 65.7%. According Cooper and Schindler (2008), a response rate of 50% or more is ade-
quate. Babbie (2004) also asserted that return rates of 50% are acceptable.

After data collection, information was sorted, coded and input into the statistical package for social 
sciences (SPSS) for the analysis and production of descriptive statistics and inferential statistics. Descriptive 
statistics such as mean and standard deviation is used to overview the existing practices and intentions. 
SEM conditional process analysis was used to test the significance of the influence of the independent 
variables on the dependent variable as well as the factor loading of indicators on the latent variable. This 
is because, currently the most widely accepted and cutting-edge techniques in use is PLS-SEM (Ahmed 
et  al., 2020). PLS-SEM is extensively acknowledged in the realm of social sciences (Hair et  al., 2019; Qalati 
et  al., 2021, 2022). Additionally, the favourable aspects of utilizing SMART-PLS software encompass its 
comprehensive appeal and appropriateness for application, as well as its ability to provide thorough 
information regarding variables (Ahmed et  al., 2020). Furthermore, PLS-SEM is commonly utilized when 
dealing with intricate models that involve intricate relationships, including direct, indirect, intervening, 
and causal mechanisms (i.e. mediation and moderation) (Qalati et  al., 2022). Given these circumstances, 
we have employed PLS-SEM to examine the data and test the hypotheses.

4.  Results and findings

This section presents the statistical results as well as its interpretation and discussions of the key find-
ings. Quantitative data was analysed using various statistical methods including mean, standard devia-
tion, and SEM conditional process analysis using SMART PLS PROCESS to test the statistical significance 
of the various independent variables on the chosen dependent variable.

4.1.  Existing practices in the Department of Education

A Likert scale was used to assess all the variables except the positional level in the Department of 
Education in KZN. In respect of each statement, participants had to indicate their degree of agreement 
(5) or disagreement (1) with the statement’s content. Thus, a higher number agreeing with the statement 
suggests that the statement is perceived to be true. Likewise, a high number disagreeing suggests that 
the statement is perceived to be untrue. The Likert scale results were analysed using descriptive statistics 
and it was assumed that a score of greater than three out of five is an indication of a positive inclination 
towards the statement.

The outcome of the survey suggests that there is good practices in terms of EC, innovativeness, man-
agement support, organizational tolerance and work discretion. All the elements have an average mean 
score that is above three out of five (Table 1). Thus, it would seem that the elements for an entrepre-
neurial climate have a fairly strong presence, but there is still room for improvement. Comparatively, the 
constructs with highest mean scores were innovativeness (mean =3.817) and EC (mean = 3.606). The 

Table 1. E ntrepreneurial climate survey results.
Constructs Inn EC MS WD OT

N 419 419 419 419 419
Mean 3.817 3.606 3.564 3.523 3.311
St. Dev. 0.730 0.775 0.718 0.760 0.601
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results indicate that these elements were perceived by participates to have a strong presence in the 
department. In general, the results in Table 1 indicate that practices such as innovativeness, management 
support, organizational tolerance and work discretion are present in the Department of Education in KZN.

4.2.  Entrepreneurial culture and innovativeness

The results of adjusted R2 indicates that the independent variables influences the dependent variable 
innovativeness about 61%. Besides, MS and WD is explained by EC 13% and 21% respectively (Figure 2). 
Regarding the coefficients of independent variables, the results are presented in Table 2.

The results of this study indicates that entrepreneurial culture significantly and positively affects inno-
vativeness (β = 0.656; t = 15.624; P=.000). That is, hypothesis 1 is supported. This indicates that as the EC 
is developed within the organization, the innovativeness of employees will be enhanced. The entrepre-
neurial culture involves taking actions intelligently and pro-actively, as well as avoiding fear of failure 
which encourage individuals to try different and unique things. This leads to the enhancement in the 
innovativeness of workers in the Department of Education. Consistent with this study, previous studies 
supported this significant relationship. For instance, according to Leal-Rodríguez et  al. (2016), encourag-
ing an entrepreneurial culture may help the organization make radical innovations. Investing in an EC 
will benefit businesses in terms of new technology, goods, services, or processes. In other words, employ-
ees’ innovative behavior increases in proportion to how highly they regard innovation and EC (Park & 

Figure 2. I nfluence of entrepreneurial culture, management support and work discretion on innovation.

Table 2. E stimates of total effect.
Consequence

M1 (MS) M2 (WD) Y1 (Inn)

Adj. R2=.127; T = 3.804; P=.000 Adj. R2=.211; T = 4.938; P=.000 Adj. R2=.612; T = 16.425; P=.000

Coeff T P Coeff t p Coeff t p
X1 (EC) 0.333 7.118 .000 0.452 8.842 .000 0.656 15.624 .000
M1 (MS) – – – – – – 0.053 1.363 .173
M2 (WD) – – – – – – 0.116 2.822 .005
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Jo, 2018). According to Pizarro et  al. (2009), businesses must have a culture that allows people to use 
their initiative and creativity to generate active knowledge, offering them the chance to develop ideas, 
and supporting learning (Pizarro et  al., 2009). Thus, EC is a culture that enables employees to create and 
innovate. Because, EC includes the activities of performing tasks autonomously without close control of 
bosses, organizing resources innovatively to exploit opportunities, trying new ways of doing things by 
taking calculate risks, and introducing new products, markets and technologies, this frees more time for 
senior management to focus on other areas (Figure 3).

Based on the aforementioned evidence, it is plausible to deduce that EC assumes a pivotal function 
in promoting innovation. This is due to the fact that a robust EC framework within an organization stim-
ulates individuals to undertake daring endeavours, engage in imaginative thinking, and pursue new 
ideas. Consequently, EC facilitates an environment conducive to the flourishing of innovative practices by 
embracing risk-taking, cultivating a growth-oriented mindset, nurturing collaboration and networking, 
and offering substantial resources and support. These elements are indispensable for propelling innova-
tion and expanding the horizons of what can be achieved.

4.3.  The role of management support and work discretion

The result in Table 2 indicate that EC significantly affects MS (β = 0.333; t = 7.118; P=.000), while MS has 
no significant effect on innovativeness (β = 0.053; t = 1.363; P=.173). However, the indirect effect of EC on 
innovativeness through MS is not significantly affecting innovativeness. Besides, Table 2 shows that EC 
significantly affects WD (β = 0.452; t = 8.842; P=.000), while WD has also significant effect on the innova-
tiveness (β = 0.116; t = 2.822; P=.005). However, the indirect effect of EC on innovativeness through WD is 
not significantly affecting innovativeness.

Management support is expected to entail a clear direction from the top of the organization that 
permeates throughout the organization to motivate, support, and reward innovation and entrepreneurial 
behavior. However, the result of the study shows that EC is not indirectly affecting innovativeness through 
management. This is because, the existing level of management support is not sufficiently enhancing 

Figure 3.  Conditional relationships.
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innovativeness by taking lessons from the existing EC practices. However, EC is significantly enhancing 
the management support and innovativeness directly. The argument behind the insignificant indirect 
effect is the weakness in converting the benefits obtained from EC towards innovativeness by providing 
appropriate management support. It is therefore important to understand how management in educa-
tion support innovation. Because, public sector organisations are known to be bureaucratic with stan-
dard rules and procedures, such organizations fail to identify innovation and lack a systematic method 
for producing, capturing, and executing creative ideas, according to Ernest and Young Global Limited 
(2016). As pointed out by Kuratko and Audretsch (2009), such behavior, which represents managerial 
support, includes supporting staff who offer ideas, supporting modest experimental ventures, and pro-
viding the resources necessary to engage in entrepreneurial activities. Whipple and Peterson (2009), note 
that, institutionalizing the entrepreneurial activity within the organization’s systems and processes and 
providing knowledge are both examples of management assistance. According to Scheepers et  al. (2008), 
this form of managerial assistance encourages staff members to take on projects that are moderately 
hazardous and to solve problems in novel ways.

Conversely, studies in the past have shown that management support encourages entrepreneurial 
behavior, particularly the promotion of creative ideas (Bhardwaj et  al., 2007). According to the findings 
of Kuratko et  al. (2014), management support for CE is directly related to the organization’s entrepre-
neurial outcomes, such as innovativeness. Without a doubt, each organization’s innovation vehicle is its 
support system for employees (Karyotakis & Moustakis, 2016). Still, the indirect effect of EC on innova-
tiveness through management support is not ensured conditionally with different level of positions in 
the organizations. According to Whipple and Peterson (2009), it is important for top level managers to 
also give inputs, get involved and encourage employees to take entrepreneurial actions. Besides encour-
agement, managers must be in a position to assist employees in dealing with the stigma associated with 
failure, as it discourages employees from trying something new. Failure should be seen as an integral 
part of innovation and corporate entrepreneurship.

Based on the aforementioned findings, it can be deduced that while management support plays a 
vital role in the relationship between EC and innovativeness, the current reality within the Department 
of  Education contradicts this notion. Consequently, there arises a necessity to furnish enhanced man-
agement support that facilitates the advancement of EC towards innovativeness. This imperative can be 
achieved by establishing a framework within the organization that promotes and cultivates an EC, allo-
cating resources to bolster innovation endeavours, eliminating impediments that may impede innova-
tion, providing guidance and mentorship, as well as furnishing other forms of management support that 
foster a positive EC.

The existence of work discretion is expected to enhance willingness among employees to be more 
innovative. For instance, work discretion, or workplace autonomy, according to De Spiegelaere et  al. 
(2015), is a powerful indicator for exposing employees’ creative actions. The existence of organizational 
tolerance, however, will make this possible. In support of this, Kuratko and Hodgetts (2007) state that it 
is crucial when fostering entrepreneurial orientation, such as innovativeness, to give employees the free-
dom to make their own decisions in their work processes without being overly micromanaged. They also 
advise against criticizing potential errors and mistakes made during entrepreneurial endeavours (Baskaran, 
2021). However, the finding revealed that EC is not significantly indirectly affecting innovativeness 
through work discretion. The result also shows that work discretion has no effect on innovativeness, 
while EC has significant effect on WD. This indicates that, even though EC is enhancing work discretion 
innovativeness directly, the existing level of EC is not sufficiently enhancing the extent of work discretion 
towards innovativeness.

Studies have revealed a considerable relationship between job discretion and innovativeness (Baskaran, 
2021). This is supported by Nguyen et  al. (2023) who claim that when given the freedom to decide and 
a choice in beginning and directing actions, employees feel inspired to perform in a creative manner. 
Bos-Nehles et  al. (2017) disagreed with this conclusion and claimed that giving employees the freedom 
to carry out their responsibilities while also allowing them to participate in decision-making can raise 
employee accountability, which may result in stress or overwork (Bos-Nehles et  al., 2017). Their creativity 
thus suffer as a result (Nguyen et  al., 2023). However, it is found that, surprisingly, work discretion is not 
significantly mediating the relationship between EC and innovativeness in the Department of Basic 
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Education. This finding is different from previous studies findings because work discretion in the educa-
tion sector is not enhancing the employee’s innovativeness. Even though EC is not indirectly effecting 
innovativeness through work discretion, the conditional effect shows a significant indirect influence of 
EC on innovativeness. That is, when organizational tolerance is high, EC affects innovativeness indirectly 
through the work discretion. This implies that the different elements of an EC have to be present for it 
(EC) to directly influence innovativeness. It has to be borne in mind that work discretion is one key ele-
ment of EC.

This result is recorded because, work discretion practised in the department may be limited by the 
bureaucratic nature of the public sector. Besides, while work discretion can serve as a crucial element in 
the relationship between EC and innovativeness, it may not consistently function as a mediating factor. 
Specifically, the mediation of work discretion may be insufficient in fully capturing the intricacies of these 
influences and their collective impact on innovativeness. Additionally, the association between EC and 
innovativeness is susceptible to the influence of diverse contextual factors, among which work discretion 
holds significance. However, it is imperative to acknowledge that work discretion does not exist in isola-
tion. Consequently, in comprehending the relationship between EC and innovativeness more comprehen-
sively, it is imperative to consider the dynamic interplay of numerous factors, including but not limited 
to work discretion. Work discretion should be viewed not only as an inevitable but also a potentially 
highly beneficial feature of a bureaucratic organization (Du Gay & Pedersen, 2020). The authors suggest 
that discretion is an invaluable characteristic of senior managers and they describe it as ‘administrative 
statecraft’, and that the classic bureaucratic capacities are not located in opposition to the exercise of 
professional discretion. They point out that discretionary capabilities can inseparably be linked to the 
establishment of clear lines of command, delineated and well-defined distribution of responsibilities and 
obligations as well as a high degree of formalization and rule-based conduct in a state institution such 
as the Department of Education (Table 3).

4.4.  The conditional effect of job rank and organizational tolerance

Besides testing the direct and indirect effect of EC on innovativeness of employees, this study deter-
mines the moderating role of job rank and organizational tolerance.

The finding of the study shows that the interaction of EC with organizational tolerance will signifi-
cantly indirectly affects innovativeness (β=-.132; t = 2.151; p=.031). However, the interaction of EC and job 
rank has no significant effect on innovativeness (β=-.072; t = 1.175; p=.240). This result signifies that orga-
nizational tolerance plays a pivotal moderating role in the association between EC and innovativeness. 
Specifically, when an organization cultivates a culture of tolerance and encourages its employees to 
embark on new ideas, take risks, and learn from failures, it establishes a supportive EC and environment 
that fosters innovativeness. This supportive environment consequently enables employees to feel more 
at ease when expressing their entrepreneurial mindset and engaging in innovative behaviours. 
Organizational tolerance can effectively alleviate the fear of failure by creating a psychological safety net, 

Table 3. E stimates of total and indirect effects.
Consequence

Total effects Direct effects

Coeff T P Coeff t p
EC -> Inn 0.910 4.784 0.000 −.027 0.275 0.783
EC -> MS 0.333 7.118 0.000 – – –
EC -> WD 0.452 8.842 0.000 – – –
MS -> Inn 0.108 0.952 0.341 – – –
OT -> Inn 0.394 1.684 0.092 – – –
WD -> Inn −0.139 0.673 0.501 – – –
Jobrank -> Inn −0.005 0.038 0.970 – – –
Jobrank × EC -> Inn 0.033 1.013 0.311 – – –
Jobrank × MS -> Inn −0.030 0.888 0.374 – – –
OT × EC -> Inn −0.132 2.151 0.031 – – –
OT × WD -> Inn 0.072 1.175 0.240 – – –
EC -> WD -> Inn – – – −0.063 0.668 0.504
EC -> MS -> Inn – – – 0.036 0.901 0.368



Cogent Business & Management 15

where employees feel supported and encouraged even in the absence of successful innovative ideas. 
This, in turn, enhances their confidence to experiment and explore new opportunities. Additionally, in an 
environment characterized by high levels of tolerance, employees feel more comfortable sharing their 
creative ideas without the apprehension of being judged or facing negative consequences. This freedom 
to express and explore ideas can significantly contribute to a heightened level of innovativeness within 
the organization. Furthermore, when employees perceive their ideas and suggestions to be valued and 
supported, they are more inclined to engage in collaboration with others, exchange knowledge, and 
participate in collective problem-solving endeavours. This collaborative environment can substantially 
enhance the generation and implementation of innovative ideas (Table 4).

The finding in Table 5 indicates that EC conditionally and significantly affects innovativeness with 
the change of employees’ positional level in the organization (β=.604; t = 14.339; p=.000). That is, the 
extent of influence of EC on innovativeness is dependent on the extent of organizational position level 
and organizational tolerance. An improvement in both organizational tolerance and organizational 
positional level will intensify the effect of EC on innovativeness. In this regard, the findings of Jaworski 
and Kohli (1993) stated that organisational tolerance encourages successful development of innovative 
corporate entrepreneurial actions. This finding suggests that enhancements in both organizational tol-
erance and organizational job rank have the potential to significantly enhance the effect of EC on 
innovativeness in various ways. For instance, enhancements in organizational tolerance enhance the 
influence of EC on innovativeness by fostering a culture that values and actively supports entrepre-
neurial behaviours. Consequently, this cultivates motivation among employees to engage in more 
innovative practices and boosts their confidence in exploring novel opportunities. Moreover, when 
organizations empower individuals across various hierarchical levels, it grants them greater autonomy 
and authority to make decisions and contribute their innovative ideas. This empowerment facilitates 
the translation of employees’ entrepreneurial mindset into action, thereby driving innovation within 
the organization. Additionally, improvements in organizational positional level also enable organiza-
tions to become more agile and responsive to market fluctuations and customer demands. This agility, 
when combined with an EC and organizational tolerance, fosters an environment that consistently 
promotes innovation and adaptability. Thus, by concurrently enhancing organizational tolerance and 
organizational positional level, the effect of EC on innovativeness is heightened. This creates a culture 
that encourages risk-taking, empowers employees, embraces a wide range of diverse ideas, and nur-
tures agility. Collectively, these factors contribute to the establishment of a more innovative organiza-
tion that can effectively leverage EC.

Even though work discretion is not directly affecting the innovativeness, it is conditionally affecting 
the innovativeness with the change of organizational tolerance (β=.098; t = 2.388; p=.017), because, 
organizational tolerance demonstrate the management’s willingness to augment and develop explora-
tion in enhancing EC towards innovation. Organizational tolerance, according to Van de Ven and Poole 
(1995), is essential for any innovation that encourages an organization’s entrepreneurial initiative. In 
this context, Kriegesmann et  al. (2005) argued that organizations with a culture that discouraged 

Table 4.  Conditional indirect effects.
Path Coeff T statistics P values

EC -> WD -> Inn conditional on OT at +1 SD 0.064 2.505 0.012
EC -> WD -> Inn conditional on OT at −1 SD 0.025 0.980 0.327
EC -> WD -> Inn conditional on OT at Mean 0.045 2.293 0.022
EC -> MS -> Inn conditional on jobrank at +1 SD −0.005 0.274 0.784
EC -> MS -> Inn conditional on jobrank at −1 SD 0.015 0.776 0.438
EC -> MS -> Inn conditional on jobrank at Mean 0.005 0.323 0.747

Table 5.  Conditional direct effects.
Conditional direct effects Coeff T statistics P values

EC -> Inn conditional on jobrank at Mean and OT at Mean 0.604 14.339 0.000
MS -> Inn conditional on jobrank at Mean 0.015 0.330 0.742
WD -> Inn conditional on OT at Mean 0.098 2.388 0.017
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risk-taking and creative activity would become incompetent at innovation. According to McGrath 
(2011), managers need to be aware of the necessity of lowering employees’ fear of failure. Employees 
should experience failure earlier so that they can get as much knowledge as possible (McGrath, 2011). 
The results of this study indicate that the respondents are of the view that organizational tolerance in 
the Department of Education in KZN would support innovativeness by enhancing EC. This is because, 
organizational tolerance improves the extent of employees reaction to situational changes which plays 
a great role in enhancing entrepreneurial culture towards innovativeness. Thus, organizations that 
adopt and practice organizational tolerance will have an effective EC that build strong innovative 
behavior.

Work discretion and organizational tolerance play crucial roles in influencing the effect of entrepre-
neurial culture (EC) on innovativeness. Incorporating a substantial degree of task autonomy for employ-
ees, alongside an organization that exhibits a disposition of entrepreneurial tendencies, engenders a 
synergistic outcome. This union cultivates an innovation-oriented culture while simultaneously magnify-
ing the impact of entrepreneurial cognition on the capacity for innovation. Furthermore, the conver-
gence of task autonomy and organizational acceptance generates an atmosphere of psychological 
security within the organization. This psychological security further augment the degree of innovative-
ness. By nurturing these elements, organizations can unleash the full potential of entrepreneurial cogni-
tion and propel innovation to unprecedented levels.

Besides, the simple slopes of each interaction are provided in Figure 4. The results indicates that only 
the interaction between organizational tolerance and EC significantly influences innovativeness. Other 
interactions show no significant effect on innovativeness.

Figure 4. S imple slopes for different interactions.
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5.  Conclusion and implications

This research found that there is above average practices of innovativeness, entrepreneurial culture, 
management support, work discretion, and organizational tolerance in the department since the mean 
value of all the constructs is between 3.00 and 4.00 (on a 5 point Likert scale). The study shows EC 
significantly affect innovativeness, management support, and work discretion. Therefore, the depart-
ment has to establish and develop strong EC in order to improve the extent of innovativeness among 
employees. Further, even though work discretion does not mediate the relationship between EC and 
innovativeness, (conditionally depending on organizational tolerance), EC indirectly affect innovative-
ness through work discretion. Thus, it’s suggested that the management of the Department of  Education 
should provide more freedom to the employees and tolerate their failures. This will enable employees 
to work more autonomously, which will lead to better innovativeness.

Regarding the future research direction, first, the studies on entrepreneurship and innovation in the 
public sector particularly in developing countries are scarce. Thus, future researchers has to give focus 
on the subject of entrepreneurship and innovation in the public sectors of developing countries. 
Second, this study focuses only on the Department of  Educations among the public sectors, which 
might be difficult to generalize the findings for the public sector. Therefore, it is recommended that 
future researchers study the subject in different public sectors. Besides, it is more important to com-
pare the public and private sectors when examining the relationship between EC and innovativeness. 
Verhoest et  al. (2007) discovered that political pressures brought on by challenges to an organization’s 
perceived legitimacy had an impact on public managers’ innovative conduct. However, despite the 
fact that these studies demonstrate how institutional conditions encourage bureaucrats to innovate, 
they provide little detail regarding how innovative behavior evolves (Wynen et  al., 2020). Thus, it’s 
crucial for future researchers to test both institutional and external factors that relate with workers 
innovativeness.
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