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Abstract 

A nation’s economic growth has been associated with the role of entrepreneurship. While 

recognising the work of entrepreneurship on the mindset and behaviour of individual 

entrepreneurs, research into an organisational perspective of entrepreneurship continues to 

emerge due to unprecedented developments occurring around the world over the last two 

decades. Notably, past studies have postulated that entrepreneurial organisations tend to 

perform better than conservative organisations. In this vein, the Malaysian government has 

set up Government-linked companies (GLCs) to enable these entities to become more 

effective, efficient, and competitive, which can assist the government in strengthening its 

economy. On the other hand, despite considerable improvements, the overall performance of 

GLCs has been unsatisfactory. Given the hostility and dynamism of the business environment, 

GLCs have no other option but to improve and perform better. Recognising this, the purpose 

of the study is to determine the underlying forces forcing GLCs to improve and to identify 

forms of corporate entrepreneurship (CE) pursued by GLCs. Building on the outcomes of 

semi-structured interviews with senior managers in GLCs, the need for CE is fostered by 

competition and market pressure, technological changes, and increases in operation costs. 

Finally, future studies of CE in Malaysia may consider other aspects of CE, including issues 
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and challenges in pursuing CE effectively within GLCs business environment.  

Keywords: corporate entrepreneurship, firm performance, market, technological, operation 

cost 

1. Introduction 

Organisations throughout the world have undergone unprecedented transformations caused 

by major developments in e-commerce and online media. The challenges continue to soar, 

and competition among companies will become more intense as the world gains momentum 

into Industry 4.0. Notably, market and technological disruptions, shorter industry and product 

life-cycles, the rise of governance due to numerous corporate scandals, the continuous trade 

war between major trading blocks, and recognising the need to deliver high quality 

merchandises and services have forced many industries and organisational leaders to 

continuously think outside the box. In fact, Dess et al. (1999, p.85) argued that “intensifying 

global competition, corporate downsizing and delaying, rapid technological progress, and 

other organizational factors have heightened the need for organizations to become more 

entrepreneurial in order to survive and prosper.” Hence, it is postulated that to be successful 

firms must pursue innovation faster than their best competitors (Teng, 2007) and stay 

entrepreneurial (Thornberry, 2006). While organisations struggle to pursue innovative 

activities, the emergence of new technological disruption as noted by Kuratko and Morris 

(2018) continues to shape how businesses and enterprises should be organised in order to stay 

competitive. Consequently, in search of sustainable high performance, many large and 

established organisations will likely pursue corporate entrepreneurship (CE) activities and 

strategies (Thornberry, 2001). By pursuing organisational renewal, innovation and corporate 

venturing initiatives will lead to organisation survival and performance (Covin & Slevin, 

1989; Drucker, 1985; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Miller, 1983; Zahra, 1993; Kazanjian, Drazin, 

& Glynn, 2001). 

In Malaysia, the Government has recognised the role and contribution of Government-linked 

companies (GLCs) in uplifting the economy over the years (Khazanah Nasional, 2018; 

Putrajaya Committee on GLC High Performance, 2006). With its market capitalisation of 36 

per cent of the Malaysian stock exchange and 54 per cent of the entities that make up the 

Kuala Lumpur Composite Index (Steinbock, 2014), the Government argues that GLCs will 

continue to play an important role in economic transformation and the country’s future 

industrialisation. However, despite the various turnaround initiatives that GLCs have pursued 

and implemented since 2007, GLCs’ overall performance continues to be unsatisfactory 

(Najid & Abdul Rahman, 2011).  

The purpose of the study is to gauge the underlying forces that have forced GLCs to improve 

and to identify forms of corporate entrepreneurship GLCs pursue. Building on the outcomes 

of semi-structured interviews with 35 senior managers in GLCs, the need for CE is fostered 

by competition and market pressure, technological changes, and increases in operation costs. 

Although the study comes with its own limitations, the study’s results have empirically 

improved the existing literature on GLCs (public enterprises) performance in Asia. Finally, 

future study of CE in Malaysia may consider other aspects of CE, including issues and 
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challenges in pursuing CE effectively within the GLCs business environment. 

2. Literature Review  

Entrepreneurship has been linked to establishing new small ventures (Rothwell & Zegveld, 

1982), and it is an important feature of high-performing organisations (Covin & Slevin, 1991; 

Peters & Waterman, 1982). However, the need to pursue innovation and other related 

entrepreneurial activities by employees within established firms have extended the research 

on individual entrepreneurship into CE (Ferreira, 2001). This argument is strongly advocated 

by the fact that the practice of CE may lead to superior organisation performance (Covin & 

Slevin, 1989; Zahra, 1991). In addition, an organisation’s performance in terms of growth, 

profitability, and wealth creation have been strongly, positively, and significantly related to 

the practice of CE (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2004). 

2.1 Perspectives and Imperatives of Corporate Entrepreneurship 

Corporate entrepreneurship refers to entrepreneurial activities that occur within established 

firms (Schollhammer, 1982), a notion supported by Antoncic and Hisrich (2004). In addition, 

Zahra (1995) postulated that CE is concerned with organisations’ innovation, renewal, and 

venturing initiatives, which is further supported by later scholars (see Bierwerth, Schwens, 

Isidor, & Kabst, 2015). Others have viewed CE as a process of organisational diversification 

through internal development (Burgelman, 1983), pursuing opportunities without regard to 

the resources they currently control (Stevenson, Robert & Grousbeck, (1989), while Sharma 

and Chrisman (1999) argued that CE is the process whereby employee(s) will undertake 

renewal or innovation initiatives within established firms. On the other hand, others view CE 

as entrepreneurial behaviour inside established mid-sized and large organisations (Morris & 

Kuratko, 2002). Building on this, CE has been perceived differently over time, but it tended 

to focus on innovation, strategic renewal, and corporate venturing aspects of an organisation 

(Teng, 2007; Zahra, 1993). Later, it was postulated that organisations with high levels of CE 

are more likely to perform better than those with lower levels of CE (Antoncic & Hisrich, 

2004). Given its direct predictability on firm’s performance, CE has been pursued to achieve 

organisational growth, competitive advantage, and overall performance.  

While recognising the development of CE over the years (Hill & Hlavacek, 1972), past 

studies on CE have been inconclusive, even though Schollhammer (1982) argued that firms 

need to be competitive, and CE is the source for gaining competitive advantage and better 

financial performance. Following this, a continuous emphasis has been placed to encourage 

entrepreneurial initiatives in established corporations (see Gartner, 1988; Wortman, 1987). In 

particular, Peters and Waterman (1982) further claimed that CE activities will improve 

organisations’ financial performance. In addition, Guth and Ginsberg (1990) postulated that 

CE will revitalise established firms through the pursuance of risk-taking, innovation, and 

proactive competitive behavior, while Covin and Slevin (1991) proposed that CE to be used 

for renewing established firms. Notably, the notion that firms’ entrepreneurial behaviour may 

lead to superior financial performance was proposed by Zahra (see Zahra, 1991). Following 

this, a continuous emphasis has been placed to encourage entrepreneurial initiatives in 

established corporations (see Gartner, 1988; Wortman, 1987). However, Postigo (2002) 
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claimed that CE is crucial when firms are struggling to find new ways to accomplish growth, 

profitability, and competitiveness. Despite this, more studies should be conducted to discover 

the substance and process of CE in established firms (Hornsby, Kuratko, & Zahra, 2002).  

On the other hand, the growth of globalization and the rapid changes in market condition, 

consumers, competitors, and technology have become the push factors for CE to occur in 

established organisations (Adler, 1997). In addition, bureaucracy, complex processes, 

hierarchy in large organisations, and failure in pursuing continual innovation, growth, and 

value creation have added to the push factors of CE (Thornberry, 2001). In fact, the 

emergence of CE continues to prevail due to the fast-changing business environments and 

structures, including technological changes that eventually prompted many organisations to 

opt for downsizing (Christensen, 2004). Building on the outcomes of past literature, CE 

remains an important and powerful corporate strategy within established organisational 

settings. The review also suggests that CE performance is influenced by the firm’s internal 

and external forces. However, despite considerable past studies on CE, empirical findings 

concerning the impacts of CE (i.e., innovation, strategic renewal, corporate venturing) on 

firm performance remain inconclusive (Michael, Christian, Isidor, & Kabst, 2015), 

particularly within established GLCs in Malaysia. 

2.2 Organisational Forces 

The outcomes of past studies on organisational entrepreneurship have revealed that an 

organisation’s ability to pursue and behave entrepreneurially depends on several key 

organisational factors. This has been clearly established by past studies, where organisational 

antecedents may promote or impede the entrepreneurial actions initiated to pursue CE 

activities within established firms (Zahra, 1991; Zahra & Covin, 1995; Zahra, Nielsen, & 

Bogner, 1999).  

Internal factors include organisational size (Aldrich & Auster, 1986), organisational age 

(Adizes, 1989; Chandler, 1962; Chandler, 1977; Mintzberg & Waters, 1982), incentive and 

control systems (Sathe, 1985), mission strategy (Schein, 1983), culture (Brazeal, 1993; 

Hisrich & Peters, 1986; Kanter, 1984), structure (Burns & Stalker, 1961; Covin & Slevin, 

1991; Dess, Lumpkin, & McGee, 1999; Khandwalla, 1977; Naman & Slevin, 1993), top 

management support (Kuratko, Hornsby, Naffziger, & Montagno, 1993; Stevenson & Jarillo, 

1990), strategic planning (Robinson & Pearce II, 1983), strategic leadership (Daily, 

McDougall, Covin, & Dalton, 2002; Dalton, Daily, Ellstrand, & Johnson, 1998; Drucker, 

2002), and the board of directors (Bantel & Jackson, 1989; Chen, Zhu, & Anquan, 2005). In 

addition, Miller (1983) also argued that variables such as organisation type, environment, 

structure, and decision making will affect the entrepreneurial performance of a firm. 

While studies on the potential effects of organisational forces on firm performance have been 

well established, the work on external environmental factors on entrepreneurial activity of an 

organisation continues to gain attention (Sathe, 2003). For example, the effects of 

government policy (Kent, 1984; Kilby, 1971); hostility, heterogeneity, and dynamism 

(Lumpkin & Dess, 2001; Miller, 1983; Miller & Friesen, 1982); volatility (McKee, Vadarajan, 

& Pride, 1989); technological sophistication; and industry life cycle stage (Covin & Slevin, 
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1989; Covin & Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin & Dess, 2001) on a firm’s performance were 

empirically investigated. 

The literature review establishes strong evidence for the potential effects of organisational 

internal and external factors on firm’s performance. Despite several positive outcomes, the 

need to achieve sustainable competitive advantage and superior performance remains one of 

the ultimate goals of any firm. Hence, as the world moves into a new, more challenging, and 

uncertain business environment caused by a new wave and major political, economic, social, 

and technological developments, the need for effective corporate entrepreneurship within 

GLCs (public enterprises) is paramount.  

2.3 Innovation as A Form of Corporate Entrepreneurship 

Following the work of Schumpeter, innovation is defined as the creation of a new product, 

service, or process (Schumpeter, 1934). Within the same line of thought, innovation is viewed 

as the act of “using new knowledge to transform organizational processes or create 

commercially viable products and services” (Dess, Lumpkin, & Eisner, 2007, p. 435). Later, 

some writers argued that “new” means the degree of novelty, ranging from a totally new or 

discontinuous innovation (radical or breakthrough innovation) to a product involving simple 

line extensions or minor adaptations/adjustments/modifications that are evolutionary or 

incremental (Booz, Allen, & Hamilton, 1982; Griffin, 1997). In support of Booz (1982), 

Veryzer (1998) also postulated that discontinuous/radical and incremental innovations of new 

products represent opposite aspects of product novelty. More importantly, innovation is likely 

to increase firm performance by decreasing production costs while improving quality and 

efficiency (Gunday, Kilic, & Alpkan, 2011). 

3. Methodology 

Only 19 publicly listed GLCs participated in this exercise. The study was operationalised 

using a semi-structured interview. The interview was carried out on mostly senior managers 

and above. All interviews were transcribed, entered, and processed using MAXQDA software. 

The goal of the interview is to investigate the underlying forces that have led GLCs to pursue 

CE activities, particularly innovation, including the challenges and issues that their 

organisations have encountered. The qualitative data were analysed according to the content 

analysis conceptual approach. Relevant data were classified into main themes and 

sub-themes. 

A total of 35 managers from various organisations participated in the study. All participants 

were interviewed, with each interview lasting between 45 minutes to an hour. These 

interviewees held different positions ranging from executive director (14.3%), chief executive 

officer (2.9%), senior manager (71.4%) to manager (11.4%) levels. They came from major 

sectors/industries of the Malaysian economy: construction & property development, 

asset/facility management, manufacturing, pharmaceutical, energy, telecommunication and 

ICT, aviation, automotive, heavy equipment/machinery, oil and gas, and banking and finance. 

These companies employed between 2,000 to 26,000 employees nationwide.  
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4. Results and Discussion 

4.1 Competition and Market Pressure 

Managers were asked about their perception concerning the business environment and the 

extent to which their organisations have responded to it and why. As a result of continuous 

market disruptions and other market pressures, 60% (15/25) of them claimed that competition 

in every sector or industry of the economy has become immense, and this has motivated them 

to engage in various CE initiatives/activities in order to remain competitive and profitable. 

In Malaysia, although the construction sector recorded growth of 4.6% in 2006, the number 

of registered contractors also increased (CIDB, 2008). Notably, the number of projects 

awarded declined to 6,855 projects (7,544 projects in 2015) even though the number of 

contractors and personnel increased by 5.8% and 7.1%, respectively. The construction sector 

productivity grew at 12.4%, but the average price for major building materials did not change 

much, except for steel reinforcement at 18.6% (CIDB, 2017). Overall, this implies that while 

the growth was recorded, at the same time, more players have entered the construction market. 

This has caused more players to fight for the same project. As one senior manager put it: 

“The construction business in Malaysia is getting saturated...and the market has not grown 

as fast as we intended it to. We have to survive! So locally, we have tough competition. We 

now have limited contracts/projects with too many players. Therefore, we are looking at new 

ideas/technologies which have not been properly utilised.” 

In other industries, such as pharmaceuticals, the competition can be a lot more intense, as the 

industry is highly regulated even though there are only a small number of players. Therefore, 

while competition may appear to benefit consumers or the general public, keen competition 

may lead to consequences, as described by a senior manager of a pharmaceutical company: 

“The local market is very small...This is because the pharmaceutical business in Malaysia is 

highly regulated. So, locally the market is very tight and if we don‟t move outside, we might 

be killing each other.”  

However, market conditions in the financial/banking sector seem to be even worse as 

compared to other industries. According to another senior manager: 

“The market is getting worse. There are so many players in this small market. So, if you don‟t 

change or don‟t innovate, how can you meet your customers‟ need because ultimately as a 

commercial organization your revenue and profitability depend on how you serve your 

customers.” 

In contrast, change and improvement are necessary. This was pointed out by a senior manager 

from an aviation industry: 

“Each country tries to be a hub... therefore, we have to attract more five star airlines to stop 

here... this is where the transformation comes in. We recognise the fact that we too need to 

change and improve ourselves.” 

However, due to market liberalisation across the globe, the telecommunication industry in 
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Malaysia continues to be highly affected too, which was also stated by a senior manager: 

“With the market liberalisation, price is dropping, tariff is going down day by day, and price 

per bandwidth is also getting cheaper and cheaper. As far as we are concerned, there is 

nothing we can do about it. So the only thing we can do to stay competitive is by reinventing 

ourselves to the next level of services.” 

As a result of keen competition, one of the executive directors of GLCs emphasised: 

“You have to be the best. There is no such thing as second class service provider in this 

industry especially if you want to become a service provider to companies like Petronas, 

Shell and Murphy Oil. These customers always want to have the best service with the lowest 

cost from you. Therefore, it is important that we always look at new ways to serve them 

otherwise we will lose the business.” 

From the key excerpts above, factors such as slow market growth, small market size/limited 

projects, too many players, tight market regulation, increase in market liberalisation, and 

higher customer expectations have triggered GLCs to pursue CE activities across several 

industries. This clearly demonstrates that CE activities were initiated as a result of 

competition and market pressures, which is in line with earlier findings by Adler (1997) and 

Christensen (2004). On the other hand, in order to establish themselves as a global hub within 

the Asian region, some GLCs have had to undertake several CE initiatives concurrently. 

Hence, this research reveals that different industries appeared to present slightly different 

levels of competition and market pressure, which in turn has caused GLCs to engage in 

various local and global CE activities/initiatives over the years. This outcome highlights that 

CE may be demonstrated in terms of innovation, strategic renewal, and venturing initiatives 

(Covin & Slevin, 1989; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Zahra, 1993). 

4.2 Technological Changes 

So far, competition and market pressure appeared to be one of the major motivating factors 

for GLCs to pursue various CE initiatives/activities, particularly the need to improve or 

innovate. In addition, technological change is another factor for GLCs to engage in various 

innovation, strategic renewal, or corporate venturing initiatives/activities. One senior 

manager noted: 

“Every now and then you will see new technology and new players. But, we have been able to 

position ourselves by adapting to such changes fast. This is where we started to provide 

internet services to our customers because we believe that it is where the future is going to 

be.” 

In order to be a more productive and cost-effective utility provider, changes in technology 

have a significant impact on their service deliverability. For this, a manager described and 

stated that the business environment was: 

“very dynamic because the market depends a lot on technology and when technology 

changes, who can adapt faster will likely to win more customers. Given this, we have come up 

with group strategies which cover global business, retail business and wholesale business.” 
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Therefore, changes in technology and the entry of new players into the industry have become 

other motivating factors for GLCs to engage in CE activities. This was prevalent in 

organizations where technology plays an important role in the competitiveness of the firms. 

In fact, literature has well recognised the implications of technological changes on 

organizations’ performance (Covin, Slevin, & Heeley, 2001; Kuratko & Morris, 2018; Sathe, 

2003; Tapscott & Caston, 1993).  

4.3 Increase in Operational Costs 

Despite the low cost of fuel, however, organisations and businesses continue to experience 

higher labour and manpower costs. This has resulted in an increase in organisations’ overall 

operational costs. For example, a senior manager from an energy provider mentioned: 

“Our operational cost has also increased and at the same time we have no control over our 

electricity tariff. However, we are managing the situation by coming up with relevant 

strategies.” 

The same argument was mentioned by another manager from the same organisation: 

“... it is very challenging. This is mainly because of the increase and uncertainty of fuel, gas 

and coals prices. These are the main inputs to generate power. Given this, we have come up 

with our strategic plan.” 

Notably, an increase in operational cost also had a significant impact on an airline operator 

which has caused the organisation to undergo various transformational exercises recently. A 

senior manager from an airline operator stated that: 

“For you to be a survivor, you need to think outside the box. The world is changing and we 

are facing a lot of new challenges particularly in terms of low fare offered by other low- cost 

airline companies. Therefore, for the airline to survive, we have to continually change so that 

we will remain as a profitable airline.” 

Based on the views of the above managers, an increase in operational cost has directly forced 

GLCs to learn to be more effective and efficient in managing their resources. This in turn has 

moved GLCs to find new way(s) or strategies to improve their organizational performance 

leading to CE initiatives. On the same note, Hill and Collins (2000) found that cost reduction 

was one of the motivations for a subsidiary of a large telecommunications company in 

Northern Ireland to implement the business process reengineering (BPR) initiative. 

In summary, keen competition and intensified market forces, changes in technology, and 

increased in operational costs have all motivated GLCs to pursue innovation initiatives over 

the years. However, upon analysis of the data, it appears that most GLCs tend to be reactive 

instead of proactive to their environments.  

4.4 Innovation and Its Sources in GLCs 

Innovation is one of the most important sources of organisational growth, and in fact, 

scholars have claimed that without innovation there would be no corporate entrepreneurship 

(Covin & Miles, 1999). Innovation is another dimension of CE (Bierwerth et al., 2015). 
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Given the current business environment, organisations only have one choice, to “innovate or 

die” (Dess et al., 2007). Hence, innovation is at the very heart of entrepreneurship (Covin & 

Miles, 1999; Schollhammer, 1982).  

In search of better growth and performance, GLCs have also recognised the importance of 

innovation and have decided to pursue it. In attempting to capture the sources of innovation, 

managers in our study were asked about how innovative ideas were conceptualised in their 

organisations over the years. It was noted that most of the companies appeared to have a 

formal programme/project/event declared around innovation initiatives/activities. In addition, 

most of these companies have also set up a dedicated division/centre/committee to manage 

this process/function separately. Apart from this, ideas were also generated from ad-hoc 

proposals. The following discussion highlights some of the key quotations or excerpts in 

support of these findings. 

4.4.1 Formal Programme/Project/Initiative  

In GLCs, 55% (17/31) of the managers who responded to this question indicated that their 

organisations have a formal programme or a specific project or special event to draw and 

drive innovation activities within the organisations. For example, one of the senior managers 

claimed that: 

“The organisation has embarked on a Six Sigma project. So we have been using this 

methodology and we have started to see and achieve some good results.” 

In another organisation, a senior manager expressed it as follows: 

“To improve the operation performance of the organisation, we have adopted Six Sigma 

programme. We have participated in a programme calls „Sri Cipta‟ organised at the group 

level. So our people have submitted 14 submissions pertaining to any innovative 

ideas/solutions which they have developed.” 

To encourage innovation, some organisations have come up with a specific initiative/scheme. 

For example, an executive director of another GLC testified that: 

“The Quantum Leap Initiative is also another way where the CEO has challenged us to 

innovate.”  

Another senior manager stated: 

“We have a scheme call Smart Ideas to collect ideas from our employees and this idea will be 

channelled up to our Quality Assurance Department and they will evaluate what is 

implementable and what is not.” 

Quite a similar approach was also carried out in the telecommunications and ICT 

organization according to the senior manager: 

“We actually created an Ideas Box, and in fact a few of the ideas have been implemented. At 

the same time, the group also runs a competition, but these are more on processes.” 

Therefore, innovation initiatives/activities in GLCs were organised through approved 
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programmes/projects/schemes, such as the Six Sigma, Quantum Leap, and Idea Box. At the 

same time, ideas were also solicited through various competitions. The outcomes of the study 

suggest that innovation is pursued within a formal setting. 

4.4.2 Establishment of Centre/Division/Committee 

In order to manage innovation activities effectively, 35% (11/31) of the participating 

organisations have established a proper centre, a division, or a special committee/task force 

within their organizations. For instance, one senior manager testified that: 

“We have our R&D unit under our project division to look at ways how we can manage our 

expressways better most of the time.” 

In another GLC, a separate centre was formed, and this centre has its own key performance 

indicators. Another manager stated: 

“The establishment of the innovation centre... so this centre is having their own KPIs so that 

they can turn [the name of company] into an innovation driven organization. So now we have 

a real set up and managers are doing this as their full-time job, not as supplementary.” 

Innovative ideas were also generated by the Product Quality Department. One of the 

managers described: 

“We have a department called Product Quality, and they will look into this aspect. We also 

have a work improvement team that is part of TQM concepts. This group will come up with 

relevant new ideas or suggestions on how works can be improved. We also have yearly 

Quality Convention and every year new ideas (mostly technical) will be put forward.” 

However, some organisations do not have a dedicated department or division to manage 

innovation; rather, innovation activities/initiatives were put under a special committee or task 

force. For example, a senior manager from another GLC mentioned that: 

“In fact, we have an Innovation & Creative Committee (ICC) who is looking into this matter. 

We have people from the bottom who presented their ideas to the management and so far our 

management has accepted their ideas many times.”  

This evidence was supported by another senior manager from the same organisation: 

“We have the Innovative and Creative Committee (ICC) to come up with new ideas in terms 

of innovation and processes. We even have a very systematic way to promote ideas.” 

In another industry, a specific team has been tasked to look at various ways to improve 

organisation performance, including innovation. For example, a senior manager from a 

pharmaceutical company clarified that: 

“At the same time, we also have a specific team looking at improvement and innovation in 

various areas.”  

In fact, within the property development sector, the organisation has consistently searched for 

improvement by forming a team from multiple disciplines, skills, and capabilities. Another 



 Journal of Public Administration and Governance 

ISSN 2161-7104 

2019, Vol. 9, No. 4 

http://jpag.macrothink.org 258 

senior manager stated: 

“We have a business process and quality management run on a yearly basis. We have 

established four teams, and these teams will take up projects for improvement and these 

projects will last between 6-9 months.” 

In the banking/financial sector, innovative ideas were submitted by the product development 

team from each sector of the business (i.e. consumer, corporate, investment etc.), claimed 

another senior manager:  

“In each business sector, they have their own so-called centre of excellence where they would 

have a product development team. So they already have a set up to look at the needs of their 

customers and later to come up with product development.” 

It appears that innovation initiatives/activities in GLCs were also managed by specific 

departments or units within the organisation. In cases where there is no specific department 

or unit, a specific team or committee was established and charged with the responsibility.  

4.4.3 Ad Hoc Proposal 

In cases where there has been no specific programme/project/event, a dedicated 

department/division/committee or a specific team to manage innovation initiatives or 

activities within the organisation, employees have, on an ad hoc basis, submitted their ideas 

through a working paper/written proposal to the management. As another senior manager put 

it: 

“Actually, anyone can come up with a proposal if s/he has a good idea. So s/he will have to 

work out the cost/benefit analysis and if it is okay then this idea/proposal will be channelled 

to the top management.”  

On the other hand, this research also found that soliciting ideas has gone beyond the normal 

written proposal/working paper to various workshops/seminars, as claimed by another senior 

manager and an executive director. At the same time, one of the senior managers noted that 

his CEO will approach the ground people from time to time to gather some ideas.  

Overall, innovation initiatives/activities in GLCs were managed mostly through formal 

programmes/projects/schemes, which appears consistent with Zahra (1991), who argued that 

CE in established organisations can be formal or informal. The outcome of this study has 

come as no surprise, because as government-linked companies no action will be taken if there 

is no approval or endorsement given by the management. Furthermore, approval comes with 

financial allocation. Nevertheless, some GLCs have established a proper 

department/unit/team/committee, while in other GLCs the employees need to submit their 

ideas through ad hoc proposal. This finding implies that without formal programmes and an 

established department/committee to manage the process, innovation initiatives might be 

difficult to initiate and implement in GLCs even though staff are encouraged to submit their 

ideas through proposals. 
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5. Conclusions and Future Research 

The dynamism of the business environment has brought greater challenges not only to the 

growth and competitiveness of the private sector but also to public enterprises i.e., GLCs. 

Existing literature in the CE field has identified several key forces that may spur or stifle CE 

activities within established organisations. However, from the outcomes of the study, three 

key forces have been identified to have influenced the decision of GLCs to improve and 

pursue CE activities, particularly innovation. This includes competition and market pressure, 

technological changes, and increases in operational costs. Despite underperforming over the 

years, the study also reveals the approaches and mechanisms used by GLCs to generate new 

and innovative ideas. In particular, GLCs have created a formal programme, and new ideas 

will be pursued by establishing a specific division/unit or a committee within the organisation 

to assist the development of new ideas submitted to the management. At times, ad-hoc 

proposal may be submitted by any employees to the management. In conclusion, the study 

has demonstrated the need for public enterprises to improve via innovation. Future studies on 

CE in GLCs may consider other aspects of CE, including issues and challenges that may 

undermine the success of any innovation initiative.  
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