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Corporate leaders are increasingly embracing entrepreneurial activity as
a potential source of achieving a competitive advantage. Leaders adopt-
ing an entrepreneurial orientation (eo) at the firm level must foster an en-
trepreneurialmind-set employees. This article aims to expandunderstand-
ing on how an entrepreneurial mind-set as well as transformational lead-
ership impact levels of eo at firms in an emerging market context, South
Africa. Following a survey, partial least squares structural equation mod-
elling (pls-sem) analysis is used to test the study hypotheses. Findings
reveal positive and significant interrelationships between the study vari-
ables, where path analysis supports the studymodel and where both trans-
formational leadership and an entrepreneurial mind-set amongst share a
reciprocal causal relationship with higher levels of eo.
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Introduction
Firms in developed and emerging economies has evolved substantially
in the new millennium and been disrupted by continuous change, which
has added complexity to the commercial landscape. The global business
environment is laden with hyper-competition, which requires businesses
to navigate through uncertainty and complexity to survive (McGrath and
MacMillian 2000).
Based on such a rapidly evolving business landscape, firms need to in-

fuse and attract ‘new forms ofmanagerial thinking,’ enabling them to deal
with the constant flux of transformation, and competently navigate un-
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certainty and ambiguity in the business environment (Urban 2016). Firms
in the 21st century need to constantly evolve and embrace entrepreneur-
ship to become robust and dynamic to keep abreast with technological
innovation and hyper-competition, to ensure organisational survival and
relevance (Hitt 2001; Phan et al. 2009).
Entrepreneurship pivots around a different paradigm of thinking and

behaviour, which transform the internal workings of an organization to
become forward thinking, innovative and competitively resilient (Brown,
Davidsson, and Wiklund 2001). Moreover, entrepreneurship within or-
ganizations is a fundamental posture, instrumentally important to strate-
gic innovation, particularly under shifting external environmental condi-
tions (Hitt 2001). Research demonstrates that entrepreneurial behaviour
by management and employees has been linked to a firm’s competitive
advantage and sustainability across different industries and contexts (Ire-
land, Hitt, and Sirmon 2003; Ireland, Covin, and Kuratko 2009).
Leaders are increasingly embracing entrepreneurial activity as a po-

tential source of achieving a competitive advantage (Covin and Lump-
kin 2011), where the concept of entrepreneurial orientation (eo) incor-
porates firm-level processes, practices and decision-making styles ensur-
ing entrepreneurial behavioural patterns are recurring (Dess and Lump-
kin 2005). Scholarly interest in eo has grown exponentially in the past
decade (Covin and Lumpkin 2011), as organizations with a prevalence
of eo possess the ability to discover and exploit new market opportuni-
ties, and tend to respond to potential threats effectively and prosper de-
spite the demands of a competitive and dynamic environment (Dess and
Lumpkin 2005).
However, a critical review of the literature indicates a gap in the litera-

ture insofar the role of the entrepreneurial mind-set as well as the impact
that leadership may have on eo have not yet been fully accounted for in
prior studies (Phan et al. 2009; Urban 2016). Although research indicates
that eo includes cognitive and behavioural components (McGrath and
MacMillan 2000), eo requires employees to act innovatively and adopt
an entrepreneurial mind-set (Kuratko, Morris, and Covin 2011), and fur-
thermore the alignment of the entrepreneurial strategy with eo must be
decided upon by the organization’s leaders (Ireland, Covin, and Kuratko
2009). Recognising the limited explanations of exactly how eo may be
influenced by the role of such an entrepreneurial mind-set and leader-
ship, this article aims to expand understanding of the impact that trans-
formational leadership (tl) as well as an entrepreneurial mind-set (em)
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have on eo. Equally important, the study aims to bridge the knowledge
gap with regard to the interrelationship between tl and the em, which
Boerner, Eisenbeiss, and Griesser (2007) maintain is an important area of
research that has not been adequately addressed in themanagement liter-
ature. Subsequently the research question of the article becomes – ‘What
influence does tl have on the em as well as on the relationship between
the em and eo?’
It is anticipated that this study will contribute to the theoretically en-

richment of the leadership and entrepreneurship domains, by ascertain-
ing the potential bidirectional properties of tl on em and eo. Addi-
tionally, by localizing the impact that tl plays in influencing eo, an im-
portant theoretical and empirical context for the nexus between tl and
the em is analysed. Furthermore, the empirical findings from this study
can assist business leaders and policymakers who need to reflect on lead-
ership styles when trying to enact an em in a corporate setting.
A further contribution of this study is that it takes place in an under-

researched context, South Africa (sa). Most studies on entrepreneurship
are predominantly western in nature, with very few if any reflecting on
Africa (Urban and Hwindingwi 2016). This is surprising when consid-
ering that in sa, one of the primary goals of a firm is growth and this
can be achieved by continuously innovating in the face of growing global
challenges (Urban 2013). Consequently, by assessing the adequacy of the
model variables in this different non-western setting, researchersmayun-
dertake replication and comparative studies.
The study starts by briefly reviewing past research on tl and the em

from an eo perspective. The research methodology is then delineated
and the hypotheses statistically tested. The results are then discussed,
managerial implications are drawn, and recommendations for future re-
search are made.

Literature Review

entrepreneurial orientation (eo)

A vast literature points to eo as an important element in organizational
development where eo has been used extensively to describe organiza-
tions exhibiting an entrepreneurial strategic vision and entrepreneurial
behaviour and processes (Covin and Slevin 1991). The theoretical ba-
sis of the eo construct lies in the assumption that all firms have an eo,
even if levels of eo are very low (Dess and Lumpkin 2005). According
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to Covin and Lumpkin (2011), eo is best operationalized as the con-
current exhibition of behaviours reflecting risk taking, innovativeness
and pro-activeness. Innovativeness is the fundamental posture of an en-
trepreneurial organization in terms of developing new products or in-
venting new processes; risk taking is associated with the willingness to
commit significant resources to opportunities and to take calculated busi-
ness risks; and pro-activeness is perseverance in ensuring initiatives are
implemented, and is concerned with adaptability and tolerance of failure.
The true value of eo as a concept lies in the extent to which it helps

organizations create a sustainable competitive advantage. Leaders can en-
hance an organization’s chance of remaining adaptive and innovative by
increasing the number of entrepreneurship champions, encouraging in-
novation amongst employees and removing obstacles for innovations to
take place. Most importantly, leaders help increase the perception that
exploitation of opportunities is highly desirable (Phan et al. 2009).
However, adopting a firm level eo is difficult as a successful strat-

egy goes beyond a simple decision and requires the alignment of the
entrepreneurial strategy with the entrepreneurial actions of employees
throughout the organisation (Ireland, Corvin, and Kuratko 2009). Re-
searchers note that firms supportive of entrepreneurship must provide
appropriate reward systems, top management support, explicit goals and
appropriate organizational culture which signal to employees that en-
trepreneurial behaviour action is desirable (Ireland, Hiit, and Sirmon
2003; Ireland, Corvin, and Kuratko 2009).

entrepreneurial mind-set
According to McGrath and MacMillian (2000, 4), the thinking frame-
work required to unlock high business potential is an em, which requires
applying a set of ‘finely honed skills that allows for the forging of oppor-
tunity from uncertainty to adaptive business execution.’ The theoretical
origins of the model for an em lie within the broader cognitive science
domain and more specifically within metacognitive theory (Haynie et al.
2010).
The em has been conceptualized as ‘metacognitive processing or think-

ing patterns, where the underpinnings of an em are deep-seated in higher-
order mental processing that enable the entrepreneur to think beyond
or reorganize existing knowledge structures and heuristics, promoting
adaptable cognitions in the face of novel and uncertain decision contexts’
Haynie et al. (2010, 217). In relation to the working mechanisms of the
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metacognitions influencing the em, the underlying latent constructs are:
(a) goal orientation, (b) metacognitive knowledge, (c) metacognitive ex-
perience, and ( d) metacognitive choice, and (e) monitoring (Haynie and
Shepherd 2009).
Although research theorizes that an em as a higher-order cognitive

process serves to organize what individuals know and recognize about
themselves, tasks, situations, and their environments, little is known of
how an em promotes effective and adaptable cognitive functioning in a
complex and dynamic corporate environment exemplified by an eo (Ur-
ban 2016). Such contextualization is important considering that calls have
been made for corporates to re-orientate their values and behaviour to-
wards eo (Covin and Lumpkin 2011; Kuratko, Morris, and Covin 2011).
Consequently, it is expected that an individual level em is collectively ag-
gregated into organisational level, entrepreneurial thinking (Shepherd,
Patzelt, and Haynie 2010), which will be positively related with higher
levels of eo:
h1 The prevalence of an entrepreneurial mind-set amongst individuals

in a corporate context will be positively associated with higher levels
of entrepreneurial orientation.

transformational leadership
Transformational leaders help to build and shape the culture of a com-
pany, by creating empowering opportunities for employees, enabling in-
house collaboration, encouraging shared values and allowing followers
themselves to be leaders (Bass 1995; Sashkin 2004). tl are naturally en-
trepreneurial and are viewed in this light because they are able to trans-
form organizations and followers to achieve ambitious goals, thus ce-
menting themselves as change agents within an organization (Eyal and
Kark 2004). The change readiness that is trickled through the organi-
zation enables employees to anticipate market trends, adapt to changes
in the environment and to respond innovatively to opportunities, which
collectively enriches a firms eo (Ling et al. 2008).
Research indicates that tl enhances innovation levels in an organi-

zation (Gumusluoğlu and Ilsev 2009), and is a predictor of firm perfor-
mance through: (a) articulating a vision statement that calls to action
innovative benefit, (b) encouraging the discovery of new opportunities,
achieved through disruptive thinking, (c) supporting long-term benefit
over short-term goals, (d) promoting innovative exploration, and (e) al-
locating resources, budget and time to the incubation of ideas within a
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company (De Jong and Hartog 2007; Jung, Chow, and Wu 2003). Re-
search indicates that tl dimensions can then be summarized as inspi-
rational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consid-
eration (Gumusluoğlu and Ilsev 2009).
Furthermore, Sarros, Cooper, and Santora (2008) find that tl indi-

rectly influences eo by the role that transformational leaders play in
framing the innovative culture of the company. However, Avolio, Bass,
and Jung (1991) developed an additional leadership theory to add to
the existing suite of ‘new leadership’ theories, which they terms as the
full-range leadership theory (frlt). The frlt comprises of three types
of leadership behavioural typologies, (a) transactional, (b) transforma-
tional, and (c) non-transactional or ‘laissez-faire’ leadership, which is re-
flected by the nine discrete constructs that underpin the frlt. Accord-
ing to Bass et al. (2003), tl is a necessary organisational requirement,
to manoeuvre ever-changing, uncertain business environments and en-
ables firms to respond to challenges as a workforce collective. Based on
the growing empirical evidence on tl, the second hypothesis is framed
as:
h2 The prevalence of transformational leadership in a corporate context

will be positively associated with higher levels of entrepreneurial ori-
entation.

transformational leadership
and the entrepreneurial mind-set

Research has found that transformational leaders do not only impact lev-
els of innovativeness and creativity of their followers but equally they in-
fluence the psychological empowerment of their followers, which serves
as an alternative source of creativity (Gumusluoğlu and Ilsev 2009), hence
influencing their em. Transformational leaders, through their individu-
alized consideration behaviour, build the self-confidence levels of their
followers, which is then reinforced by developing follower strengthens
and ultimately leads to employee empowerment. Employees that are em-
powered tend to exhibit increased creative qualities, as empowerment is
symbolic of personal autonomy, which is a key trait of creative individuals
with an em (Gumusluoğlu and Ilsev 2009).
Transformational leaders are visionary and serve as inspirationalmoti-

vators within organizations (Wang, Courtright, and Colbert 2011; Zhang
and Peterson 2011). Consequently these leaders are able to derive higher
levels of motivation, empowerment, shared commitment and perfor-
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figure 1 Model Formulated for Study

mance from employees (Mitchell et al. 2000), where tl is an important
antecedent to employee motivation and towards fostering an em. Con-
sequently, a combination of both a tl and an em is required for eo to
be realized within an organization.
Considering the direct and indirect effects of tl on the em, these two

constructs could be mutually reinforcing and hence operate in a bidirec-
tional, causal relationship. Just as the transformational traits of a man-
ager shape an employee’s mind-set to behave entrepreneurially, similarly,
when followers are entrepreneurially minded, the role of the transfor-
mational leaders is made easier, hence enabling them to be more effec-
tive. Ireland, Hitt, and Sirmon (2003) advance a relationship of reciprocal
causality between an em and tl in a corporate context to substantiate
the theoretical argument for a predicted bidirectional causal relationship
between an em and tl, which leads to the third hypothesis:
h3 (a) There is a positive relationship between transformational lead-

ership and an entrepreneurial mind-set; and (b) the prevalence of
an entrepreneurial mind-set positively influences the prevalence of
transformational leadership in a corporate context.

Methodology
The research design was a cross-sectional, empirical analysis, utilizing
primary data collected via structured questionnaires. The context of the
study was the South African baking sector. sa, despite its developing
market status, has a sophisticated financial banking sector, and com-
pares favourably with those of industrialized countries (Schwab 2014).
The rationale for selecting this sector is that the financial and services
sector contributes 21.1 percent to the Gross Domestic Product (gdp) in
sa (Young 2013), and is evolving at a rapid pacewhere change has become
the norm (pwc 2015). The need for the banking sector to innovate and
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inject entrepreneurship into its strategy has become prevalent, particu-
larly with the move to technology enabled banking solutions and value
added services that drive innovations (Thulo 2015). Consequently, this
sector is relevant and an apt context to investigate eo.
Moreover, by focusing on a single industry sector, a greater homogene-

ity of context is achieved which addresses the concerns of broad applica-
bility versus perfect suitability for narrower groups. Studies across indus-
tries often produce results that apply to all while they at the same time
apply to none (Davidsson 2004), since they only capture a tiny fraction
of each firm’s manifestation of eo. Subsequently the focus is on a single
industry. Moreover, the important issue about sampling, in general, is not
statistical but theoretical representativeness, i.e., the elements in the sam-
ple represents the type of phenomenon that the theory makes statements
about (Davidsson 2004).

Sampling and Data Collection
The population of the study was the South African banking sector, which
consists of 19 registered banks, two oldmutual banks, 13 local branches of
foreign banks and 43 foreign banks with approved representative offices
operating in sa (see http://www.sacci.org.za). Sampling frames were ob-
tained from theHumanResourceDepartment within each banking orga-
nization, where permission was sought to conduct a survey at the branch
levels. To ensure sufficient variability and a high organisational represen-
tativeness, data was drawn from branches in each major South African
region and province using random sampling. Respondents included ju-
nior, middle, senior and topmanagement employees, as Kuratko, Morris,
and Covin (2011) confirm that all levels of management influence eo, in
varying degrees.
Two data collection mechanisms were utilized based on the physical

location of the respondents, namely paper surveys and on-line surveys.
Paper surveys were utilized for head-office employees based in Johan-
nesburg, South Africa and on-line surveys were utilized for employees
based at any of the other South African geographical locations of the re-
spective bank. The respondent’s rights and protections were preserved
during the research process by firstly ensuring that the research partic-
ipation was purely voluntary and no use of positional power was exer-
cised during the process. At a minimum, the number of respondents se-
lected to participate in the survey, was derived based on the ‘10 times
rule’ or heuristic used to determine minimum sampling sizes for partial
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least squares structural equation modelling (pls-sem) analysis (Lowry
and Gaskin 2014, 132). This procedure is based on achieving a fair repre-
sentative sample, big enough to conduct, rigorous pls-sem.
The data collection phase was preceded by a pilot phase, during which

35 respondents were requested to comment on the questionnaire, allow-
ing refinement of the instrument. The first mailing resulted in a response
of 97 questionnaires and was followed by a second and third email re-
quest for filling out the on-line questionnaire, one week and three weeks
later respectively. These efforts resulted in several additional responses.
No patterns among undelivered surveys were noticed as undelivered sur-
veys were distributed approximately evenly among different regions, re-
sulting in 173 final questionnaires, serving as study sample. T-tests found
no significant differences between early and late respondents in manage-
rial level or and region. Due to the different role that each layer of man-
agement plays in shaping eo, and the degree of influence that each level
exhibits at both individual level and organisational levels (Kuratko, Mor-
ris, and Covin 2011), a control variable relating to managerial seniority
was surveyed. The respondent’s characteristics revealed that 62 percent
were junior management, while 26 percent were middle management,
and 12 percent were senior or top management of the bank.

Instrument
The research instrument employed was a structured questionnaire, based
on leveraging scales from past literature. Table 1 shows the constructs as
independent and dependent variables (iv and dv), scale dimensions, lit-
erature sources and comments relating to reliability and validity issues
addressed in previous studies.

data analysis techniques
pls-sem is a statistical technique that can be used both for confirma-
tory and exploratory theory building, as opposed to covariance-based
structural equationmodelling (cb-sem), which is recommended for con-
firmatory studies only (Lowry and Gaskin 2014). However, the choice
of pls-sem over cb-sem does pose some challenges to the integrated
analysis of the study model. One of the distinctive disadvantages is that
‘the requirement of recursivity in standard pls-sem inhibits investigat-
ing bidirectional effects’ (Henseler and Fassott 2010, 2). This challenge
was overcome by using linear regression analytics, to test the relation-
ship, whereby tl was treated as the exogenous variable and em as the
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dv. A path model within the pls-sem domain consists of two models,
namely the structuralmodel, often referred to as the innermodel, and the
measurement model often referred to as the outer model (Henseler and
Fassott 2010). pls-sem equally adopts two types of measurement mod-
els, a reflectivemodel and a formativemodel. According toGefen, Straub,
and Boudreau (2000), a reflective measurement model, comprises latent
variables that are all reflective and thus representative of unidimensional
constructs that are correlated. Consequently, the empirical model as de-
lineated in figure 1 is characterised as a reflective measurement model.
In order to establish the consistency of the measurement model, a series
of two battery tests were conducted, evaluating both the reliability and
validity of the model (Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt 2011).

model reliability
The reliability of the model was measured using a bi-modal approach,
thus both the internal consistency reliability and the indicator reliabil-
ity of the model were tested (Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt 2011). A series of
two tests were used to test the internal reliability of the model, the Cron-
bach alpha test and the composite reliability test. The aim of the indi-
cator reliability test was to determine whether the underlying manifest
variables of transformational leadership (tl), eo and em could be ag-
gregated into singular latent variables respectively. The following Cron-
bach alpha scores and composite reliability scores were obtained respec-
tively for each construct: eo = 0.890 and 0.915; tl = 0.901 and 0.938; em
= 0.886 and 0.9110. Both the Cronbach alpha scores and the composite
reliability scores of the innermodel variables, were all above > 0.80 (Nun-
nally 1978), indicating that the measurement model has internal consis-
tency reliability.

model validity
Exploratory factor analysis was conductedwhere theKaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(kmo) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test for sphericity,
measuring sampling adequacy for significance, revealed the following:
eo = 0.852 (p < 0.000); tl = 0.876 (p < 0.000); em = 0.946 (p < 0.000).
All latent variables, demonstrated kmo scores of greater than 0.60 with
significant values, thus indicating data adequacy and significance to con-
duct factor analysis. Factor loadings showed that the indicator variables
(apart from eo = 0.67) showed item loadings greater than 0.7 (Hair,
Ringle, and Sarstedt 2011). A decision was taken to retain eo consid-
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table 1 Study Research Instruments

Construct Literature
sources

Dimensions Scale Comment on
Instrument

Entrepre-
neurial
mind-set
(iv)

Haynie and
Shepherd (2009);
Urban (2016).

(1) Goal orienta-
tion
(2) Metacogni-
tive knowledge
(3) Metacogni-
tive experience
(4) Metacogni-
tive choice
(5) Monitoring

Seven-point
Likert scale –
‘Not very much
like me’ to ‘Very
much like me’

Exploratory
factor analysis
(efa) was used
to test validity,
resulting in five
factors (Urban
2016).
Cronbach alpha
of 0.885 across all
five dimensions
(Haynie and
Shepherd 2009).

Entrepre-
neurial
orientation
(dv)

Covin and Slevin
(1991); Miller and
Friesen (1982);
Zahra (1991);
Zahra and Covin
(1995).

(1) Innovation
(2) Risk-taking
(3) Pro-
activeness

Seven-point
Likert scale –
‘Very untrue’ to
‘Very true’

Widely used
scale with estab-
lished validity
and reliability
(Zahra 1991;
Zahra and Covin
1995).
Cronbach alpha
of 0.75 (Zahra
and Covin 1995).

Entrepre-
neurial
leadership
(iv)

Bass (1995); Jung,
Chow, andWu
(2003)

(1) Inspirational
motivation
(2) Intellectual
stimulation
(3) Individual-
ized considera-
tion

Seven-point
Likert scale –
‘Never’ to ‘Every
time’

Validated with
three dimensions
(Avolio, Bass,
and Jung 1991).
Cronbach alpha
of 0.81 (Jung,
Chow, andWu
2003).

ering the remainder of the indicator variables in the measurement model
demonstrated indicator reliability and validity.
The convergent validity of model was evaluated using criteria from

Fornell and Larcker (1981) insofar the model attains convergent validity
when the latent construct explains more than 50 percent of its indicators’
variance (Afthanorhan 2013, 200). Similarly, Fornell and Larcker (1981)
criteria was used to assess the discriminant validity of the model, by eval-
uatingwhether the value of the correlation of each construct is lower than
the square root of the average variance extracted (ave) value, andhere the
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results were: eo = 0.607; tl = 0.834; em = 0.688, confirmed that they
were above the suggested value of 0.50 (Afthanorhan 2013), and statisti-
cally significant (p < 0.001). Additionally, t-statistic values were greater
than 2.58 thus demonstrating that the measurement model had satisfied
the convergent validity test (Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt 2011).
The cross-loading approach was used to determine whether the mea-

surementmodel displayed discriminant validity andwas unidimensional,
and hence whether the scale manifest variables that were empirically ob-
served had an acceptable factor loading on the respective first or second
generation latent construct. Table 2 shows these results where the factor
loaded significantly on the intended construct it was intended tomeasure.
Factor loadings for all the variables were greater than 0.60, in line with
the threshold for established scales (Afthanorhan 2013), thus the mea-
surement model was deemed unidimensional. Equally, the cross loading
with any of the other latent variables was significantly less than 0.10 of the
factor loading on the intended latent variable (Lowry and Gaskin 2014).
Therefore, discriminant validity was achieved in themeasurementmodel
using the cross-loading methodology.
Lastly, the heterotrait-monotrait (htmt) ratio of correlationsmethod-

ology was utilized to assess the discriminant validity of the measurement
model over and above the Fornell and Larcker (1981) criteria and the
cross-loading approach. Results obtained (eo = 0.074; tl = 0.330; em
= 0.287) indicated that the htmt criterion value was well below the de-
sired threshold of 0.9 (Gold, Malhorta, and Segars 2001) thus demon-
strating that the measurement model has discriminant validity.

Results

descriptives and correlations

Descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) revealed overall
high mean scores for the main variables under study, where the means
for all variables were above the midpoint average (3, 5) on the 1–7 Lik-
ert scales. No large standard deviation values were detected on any of
the variables. Table 3 shows the Pearson correlations coefficients, which
were all positively correlated. Moderate associations between the latent
variables within the inner model, were detected which were statisti-
cally significant. Conversely, the first generation latent variables were
very strongly correlated towards their respective second-generation la-
tent variables, for instance the tl sub-dimensions.
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table 2 Factor Cross-Loadings of the Measures

Variables per dimension eo tl em

Entrepreneurial Orientation  . . .

Entrepreneurial Orientation  . . .

Entrepreneurial Orientation  . . .

Entrepreneurial Orientation  . . .

Entrepreneurial Orientation  . . .

Entrepreneurial Orientation  . . .

Entrepreneurial Orientation  . . .

Entrepreneurial mind-set  . . .

Entrepreneurial mind-set  . . .

Entrepreneurial mind-set  . . .

Entrepreneurial mind-set  . . .

Entrepreneurial mind-set  . . .

Transformational leadership  . . .

Transformational leadership  . . .

Transformational leadership  . . .

hypothesis testing

Following the pls-sem results, refer to figure 1, the hypotheses were in-
terpreted in terms of this empirical evidence. The hypothesized path
relationships between the em and higher levels of eo (h1) was sup-
ported with a positive, moderate to weak linear association between an
em and eo, that was statistically significant (p < 0.01). In summary, a
positive unit increase of the em resulted in an equivalent 0.27 increase
in eo levels. The outer loading of the em dimensions of goal orientation
(0.81), metacognitive knowledge (0.83), metacognitive experience (0.78),
metacognitive choice (0.86), andmonitoring (0.87), shows that these fac-
tors are strong predictors for the em construct. These results are aligned
with the theoretical assumptions of the em as an antecedent and pre-
dictor of eo. Research is mounting which indicates that entrepreneurs
utilize their cognitive frameworks that they have acquired through expe-
rience and prior knowledge to perceive and understand connections and
to identify and create entrepreneurial opportunities (Haynie et al. 2010).
A metacognitive aware individual will recognize and engage in the pro-
cess of identifying alternative eo strategies that maximize the likelihood
of achieving his/her goal (Urban 2016).
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Similarly, a path relationship between tl and eo (h2) was supported
in terms of the pathmodelling coefficients, revealing a positive,moderate
to weak linear association (0.22) between tl and eo, which was statisti-
cally significant (p < 0.01). The outer loadings of the tl dimensions re-
veal that inspirational motivation (0.93), intellectual stimulation (0.92),
and individualized consideration (0.89), are all strong predictors for the
tl construct.
Integrating the results with past eo studies, highlights the importance

of tl in supporting an entrepreneurial strategy and assisting in foster-
ing entrepreneurial behaviour required of employees (Ireland, Kovin, and
Kuratko 2009). The leadership traits of a transformational leader are in-
terwoven with the entrepreneurial traits of an entrepreneur (Eyal and
Kark 2004) and as such transformational leaders enrich a firms eo (Ling
et al. 2008). Equally, tl positively enhances the eo of a firm by influenc-
ing levels of innovation, infusing a proactive disposition and encouraging
the propensity for risk-taking within the firm (Ling et al. 2008).
For h3a and h3b to determine whether tl explains the statistical

variance in the em, and whether explains the em explains statistical
variance in tl, path modelling coefficients showed that there were pos-
itive, weak linear associations statistically significant between tl and
em (0.14; p < 0.001) as well as for em and tl (0.15; p < 0.05). These
results resonate with literature where tl has been theoretically linked
to positively influence an individual’s willingness (Zhang and Peterson
2011), their purpose (Bass 1985) and their cognitive ability (Mumford
et al. 2002), thus positively influencing their overall em. Additionally,
the theoretical constructs of tl and the em may be consideredmutually
reinforcing constructs (Ireland, Hitt, and Sirmon 2003). Both tl and
an em share a reciprocal causal relationship, where the employee’s em
and management’s tl capability work together within an organization.
Hence, the effectiveness of tl within an organization increases with the
presence of entrepreneurially minded employees and similarly, the effec-
tiveness of entrepreneurially minded employees increases with the pres-
ence of tl within the organization (Mumford et al. 2002). A summary
of the pls-sem statistically analysis is depicted in figure 1.

Study Implications
Several implications and practical insight arise from the study results.
One crucial implication relates to management understanding and lever-
aging tl in amanner that influences employee’smetacognitions in terms
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figure 2 pls-sem Results for the Study Model (* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01,
em – entrepreneurial mind-set, tl – transformational leadership, ce –
entrepreneurial orientation; cv – control variable)

of an em. Fostering eo through tl and employee metacognitive think-
ing could take place through focused training programs that would allow
employees to fully understandwhat stimulates an em and ultimately how
these metacognitions relate to the identification and exploitation of en-
trepreneurial opportunities to enhance overall levels of eo. Additionally,
senior management must ensure that organisational environments are
supportive of entrepreneurship and must provide appropriate tl which
signal to employees that entrepreneurial behaviour action is desirably.
Research is pervasive that leadership enacted through organisational cul-
tural values and norms encourage entrepreneurial behaviour, specifically
where there is incentive design allowing for mistakes and failure to occur
at the workplace (Kuratko, Morris, and Covin 2011).

Limitations and Future Research

The study has limitations typical of a cross-sectional study, which pre-
cludes any conclusions to be drawn about a possible causal relationship
between the variables under study and eo. A longitudinal study is re-
quired to provide further insights and causal inferences into the relation-
ship between these factors.Moreover, the study is susceptible to common
method bias which is problematic in behavioural research where mea-
surement error and is attributable to the measurement method rather
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than to the construct of interest (Podsakoff et al. 2003). In order to
minimise common method bias the questionnaire featured a ‘counter-
balanced’ question order, and the respondents were requested to be hon-
est in their responses while assuring completely anonymous. Moreover, a
consistent scale format was used, where scale items that have been tried
and tested were incorporated into the survey and the scale included nega-
tive and positive statements. Additionally, signs of commonmethod bias
were evaluated by determining whether themeasurementmodel attained
construct validity (Bagozzi, Yi, and Phillips 1991), which it did. Further-
more, the study relies on perceptual data where responses may have been
influenced by perceptual biases and social desirability. In order to reduce
social desirability in reporting high levels across questions the survey
instruction emphasized honesty for self-assessment. Notwithstanding
these limitations, the findings provide a meaningful understanding of
the nature of the relationships between tl, em and eo. Researchers can
apply the study findings in different contexts in the future and broaden
the spectrum of antecedent factors influencing eo.

Conclusion
The study has made an important contribution to the management liter-
ature when considering the positive and significant results obtained for
the studymodel highlighting interrelationships between tl, em and eo.
What these findings demonstrate is that entrepreneurship is not confined
to the initial stages of an organizational set-up, in terms of only start-ups;
rather, it is a dynamic process, where both tl and an em both play a cru-
cial part in affecting the development of eo in established organizations.
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