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ABSTRACT

The objective of this study is to review studiesriea out on corporate entrepreneurship, to exphie
concept/theories of organizational change in entregurial organizations and to highlight importahisuch in research
with a view to capture the conceptual and theaakfgsues. Content analysis was used to analyzeethewed concept
and theories of corporate entrepreneurship foebetderstanding. The study reveals that in eagbrétical perspective,
the entrepreneur has a role to play. Organizatieocallogy perspective, the role of the entreprerete fit the organization
to its environment. In the evolutionary perspectiteas to find solutions to specific problems andedi organizational
resources in such a way that the firm will not blected out. In the continuous change perspective,role of the
entrepreneur is to make sense of his/her envirohraed redirect individuals as well as to enact geatn the
environment. The role of the entrepreneurship tgnitive perspective is to understand why individwdo the things they
do, to create cultures conducive to change, aqtdeide opportunities for individuals to acquireokviedge and training.
In conclusion the study has reviewed the theoriesganizational change because corporate entreprehip is a process

of organizational change and it applies to all lseve
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INTRODUCTION

Background Context for the Research

The corporate entrepreneur is the very person witiivates an idea, a venture, or an enterprise,reviigey
accept and assume responsibility for all risksyell as the outcome of the venture (Ariail, Quiaed Thacker, 2010).
Corporate entrepreneurship is about identifyingighieg up, choosing, and then organizing selectetiepreneurial
opportunities. The resulting activities are entesurial (Tajeddini and Mueller, 2011) and can giweorganization a
competitive advantage (Porter, 1985). Corporateepreneurship is needed to protect existing maskate and also to
grow the business. It is needed for survival (Ptcl2000; Kaplan, 2012). All organizations over d¢inwill need to
innovate, create new products and services, or arte markets (Kanter, 1987). In fact, it is argtieat corporations must

innovate or face inevitable disruption, and possid#struction (Ariail et al, 2010).

Schumpeter (1934, 2008); discusses the processeafive destruction where new products and sendces
created, resulting in the disruption and destructad existing products and services. Entreprenghat focus on
innovation and seek to create new products, sesyvaed improved systems are a key element of inimowaSchumpeter
(1934, 2008) firmly states that the corporate gmaeeur must reform or revolutionize systems amipetion to evolve

the organization and disrupt the status quo.
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Entrepreneurial programs can be crafted within oiggions to create a culture of innovation thdt ereate new
processes, products or services. Such entreprahptmgrams are in fact a competitive strategy tiaat create new unique
selling points and thereby give the organizationoanpetitive edge (Bernier, 2013). There are paaémtownsides to
corporate entrepreneurship, however, that mustivengareful consideration. By its nature, corperantrepreneurship
inspires individuals to create new businesses {{Aetaal, 2010). Should a potential entrepreneur b identified, the
individual may leave the organization and becomeompetitor. Entrepreneurial programs therefore hinee risk of

creating new competitors for an organization.

Several gaps in research to date are evident asdliear that research carried out on corporatepreneurship
to date is lacking a detailed reviewed analysisha entrepreneurial process and theories espedialthe area of
organizational change, more precisely the cognitie®ry of corporate entrepreneurship (Hornsbyfigdér, Kuratko and
Montagno, 1993). Existing research is somewhatdichto management and owner managers (Clargo amstafll 2011).
There have been repeated calls for further reseatatihe process of corporate entrepreneurshipt@a 1998; Gartner,
1989; Brown, & Eisenhardt, 1998)) and how orgamizet implement corporate entrepreneurship and leehav
entrepreneurially (Sharma and Chrisman, 1999).r€kearch intends to review related literatureénfield of corporate

entrepreneurship so as to suggest areas that revedmaestigation and research.

The main objective of this study is to review sagdcarried out on corporate entrepreneurship, pboex the
concept/theories of organizational change in entregurial organizations and to highlight importahsuch in research
with a view to capture the conceptual and theaaibtgsues. Content analysis was used to analyzeettewed literatures
in the context of conceptual and theoretical peripes of corporate entrepreneurship as that willvigle a better

understanding to corporate entrepreneurship.

The review is not completely inclusive of all thenceptual and theoretical perspectives. Rathdrigtlights
those perspectives of organizational change (orgépnal ecology, evolutionary, continuous changed cognitive
theory) corporate entrepreneurship strategy anoviation wherein the basis for change. Change mstoamation through
technology or product innovation and innovatioraiprimary way by which organizational change ocd@srgelman,
1991; Eisenhardt & Tabrizi, 1995).

LITERATURE REVIEW

The Nature of Corporate Entrepreneurship, Definition and Domain

Schumpeter (1883 — 1950), an Austrian-American egost and political scientist, the first economigho
determined entrepreneurs as main agents of ecorgrmi¢h which create new products, find and develey methods of
production, and allocate other innovations to stataieconomic evolution. Schumpeter (1934) intreduthe term of
"creative destruction" in economics. According twe t“creative destruction” the entrepreneurs comtiigudisplace,
substitute or destroy existing products or methofigroduction with the new ones. The positive oates of these
processes are the opportunity to create new tecbies and new products to satisfy the changesstomers’ needs, and
improvement of overall economic activities. Corgerantrepreneurship according to, Zahra, (1993) set of activities
that enhance a company’s ability to innovate, takesk, and seize the opportunities that are aiémtan the market.
Corporate entrepreneurship is targeted on new éssiestablishment, new market allocation with frrthusiness

pursuing, or both. Robert & Burgelman (1983) refewrporate entrepreneurship to the company’s agtiun
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diversification through internal development. Theqess of such diversification involves new resesano help the firm to
extend its activity in the new spheres of oppottasi Such diversification through internal res@sraevelopment
represents the process of individual entreprenguistthe corporate one. Thus, corporate entrepneshép is a result of

combining the entrepreneurial activities of muktiplarticipants.

Corporate Entrepreneurship is the “process wheagbyndividual or groups of individual, in assoagatiwith an
existing organization, create new organization rstigate renewal or innovation within that orgatima’ Sharma &
Chrisman, 1999, as cited in Praveen, (2000, p@06jporate entrepreneurship can also be seen dpriteess by which
teams within an established company conceive, rfastench and manage a new business that is didtomm the parent
company, but leverages the parent’'s assets, madation, capabilities or other resources. It diférom corporate
venture capital, which predominantly pursues finanmvestment in external companies. katz and Béafy (2004);
Ireland et al, (2004), sees the concept of corpagatrepreneurship as a “process of pursuing aetneprial opportunities
to innovate, by employees regardless of their lavel nature of currently available resources. Tinglieve that positive

outcomes for firms are more likely to achieve wdthentrepreneurial mind-set.

Corporate entrepreneurship can also be seen as‘effmts of promoting innovation from an internal
organizational perspective, through the assessaigritential new opportunities, alignment of res@s;, exploitation and
commercialization of the said opportunities. Cogterentrepreneurship activities can be internallgxaernally oriented
(Ireland et al 2004). Internal activities are tygif as the development within a large organizatibmternal markets and
relatively small and independent units designedraate internal test- markets or expand improvethoovative staff
services, technologies, or production methods withe organization. These activities may cover peddprocess, and
administrative innovations at various levels of fine (Zahra, 1991). katz and Shepherd, (2004)draposed that internal
entrepreneurship expresses itself in a variety ofles on strategies - administrative (managementséarch and
development), opportunistic (search and exploitgfiamitative (internalization of an external demeinent, technical or
organizational), acquisitive (acquisitions and neesg divestments) and incubative (formation of saatbnomous units
within existing organizations). External entrepngrship is seen as the first phenomenon that cenefsthe process of
combining resources dispersed in the environmeninbividual entrepreneurs with his or her own umcesources to
create a new resource combination independent lobthérs (Kuratko, 2004). External efforts entaiengers, joint
ventures, corporate venture, venture nurturingtwenspin-off and others. For instance the formier &nd First City
monument Bank so as to avoid distressed. The @s=rasees the domain of corporate Entrepreneuishipreative

activities of the managers that keep the orgamin&ibusiness going.

From the foregoing, the researcher is of the vieat torporate Entrepreneurship is sharing respititisth which

subsequently involve Innovation, planning and sggating to develop a good business relationship.
Corporate Entrepreneurship Strategy

Firms choose from among several strategic optionsige at the corporate level when deciding hovespond to
the realities (i.e. threats and opportunities) brauforth by external environmental triggers (Bagk&997). In each
instance, the purpose of a selected option is o tme firm transform or adapt to increase its Ik@bd of competitive
success. In general, transformational models foousietamorphic changes in organizations that evibinaigh a series of
fundamentally different periods or stages. Someingiabout organizational transformation postutafgredictable set of

developmental stages. Others, however, argue fbtepge of non-deterministic patterns in organaal transformations
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(Filley & Aldag, 1980; Mintzberg & Waters, 1982).

The choice of the firm’s strategy or strategies igitical organizational decision — a decision thas a major
influence on organizational performance (Borchlgt1999). Strategies available as strategic adiaptaptions include
diversification (Davis & Duhaime, 1992, & Kim, 1997acquisition (Ireland, 1994), restructuring (lreda 1994),
turnaround (Robbins & Pearce, 1991), and cooperaiivangements (e.g. strategic alliances, jointuren) (Dyer &
Singh, 1998). Each of these strategies (e.g. dfieason, acquisition and so forth) can be an appede adaptation
mechanism to use to meet the challenges posed teynak environmental conditions. Consistent witk irguments
presented herein, a strategy for corporate entneprship is another option that a firm can choogmitsue once triggers
from the external environment denote the need fgamizational change and strategic adaptation tKardreland &
Hornsby, 2001).

A strategy for corporate entrepreneurship is a aetcommitments and actions that is framed around
entrepreneurial behavior and innovation in ordedégelop current and future competitive advantabasare intended to
lead to competitive success. The choice of usisgategy for corporate entrepreneurship as a pyimmrans of strategic
adaptation reflects the firm’s decision to seek cditiyee advantage principally through innovation astrepreneurial
behavior on a sustained basis (Russell, 1999)easingly environmental triggers are interpretedtday’s decision
makers as ones that call for the formation andafisrporate entrepreneurship as the core of thediefforts to adapt
strategically. Lumpkin and Dess (1996) suggestatl tihganizations facing a rapidly changing, fagi@red competitive
environment might be best served by implementingate entrepreneurship actions as an adaptagchanism. Labels
have been attached to organizations relying orepréneurship actions as the core of their commitspelecisions, and
strategies. Examples of these labels include emneprial firms (Mintzberg, 1973), prospectors (Ml Snow, 1978),
and adaptive, innovative, and impulsive firms (Mil& Friesen, 1980a). The operational essence ofguaistrategy for
corporate entrepreneurship as the foundation afrasfiadaptation responses is the call for an omgditin’s employees to
rely on entrepreneurial behavior as the sourcalpfsaments required to assure current and futun&et@lace success. In
this context, corporate entrepreneurship strategpmpasses the full set of commitments, decisiand,entrepreneurial
behavior required for the firm to improve the likelod of achieving current and future competitivecass. As noted
previously, when using corporate entrepreneurs$ifha source of strategic adaptation to the realitif a firm’'s external
environment, the intention is to rely on innovatmsthe foundation for creating new businesses@nfiguring existing
ones. In general, corporate entrepreneurship f@lléirms to innovate boldly and regularly and to Wwiing to accept
considerable, though reasonable levels of risloinglso (Miller & Friesen, 1982). To Sykes and Bi¢&989), reasonable
risks are “affordable” to the organization in terofsts current and future viability as an opergtamtity. Resulting from
successful use of corporate entrepreneurship firrag deliberately reposition themselves within themvironment,
including the main arena(s) in which they comp&euin & Slevin, 1991). For success to be recordedding corporate
entrepreneurship, those within the firm must be awarit and encouraged and nurtured in their usé.ddVithout
awareness, encouragement, and nurturing, the eetreyrial behavior that is linked to use of corp@mntrepreneurship

will not surface or be used consistently througttbatfirm (Kuratko et al., 2001).

Furthermore, an awareness of what corporate eetmeprship calls for in terms of behavior on thet udr
individuals permits an analysis of choices. Tygicalrganizational members compare and evaluateppertunity cost of

engaging in entrepreneurial behavior with thoseeither not doing so or displaying still other beloas. Lower
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opportunity costs, relative to the costs of othelndvior, engender a commitment to engaging in preresurial behavior
(Amit, Mueller & Cockburn, 1995; Shane & Venkatai@m2000). In comprehensive arguments, Burgelm883,11984)

argued that organizational innovation as well deostrategic activities surface through two modeladuced strategic
behavior and autonomous strategic behavior. Oftiee models, induced strategic behavior occurs nficguently in

organizations. Comparatively, induced strategicavedr captures formal entrepreneurial behavior atdutonomous
strategic behavior is concerned with entreprenkbehavior that surfaces informally in the firm. Tinere resource rich is
the firm the greater is the likelihood that autonamstrategic behavior will emerge. Burgelman’s @)98duced strategic
behavior approach is a top-down process wherebyfitimes strategy and structure provide the contexkhiw which

entrepreneurial behavior is elicited and supportée responsibility for establishing a strategy forthing a structure that
can induce entrepreneurial behavior rests withléept managers. Induced strategic or entreprericugtzavior is shaped

by the firm’s structural context. Thus, in this arste, structure follows strategy.
Innovation

Various definitions have been developed to explaimovation, and as a result the term has gainedtegrea
ambiguity (kuratko, Ireland 2004). Examination bé&tinnovation literature confirms that there is emmus diversity in
views and approaches to what actually constitutesvative activity, and also highlights some of tie@fusion that exists
within the discipline itself. Confusion seems temstfrom the fact that many definitions introduceigiegral concepts,
which may deflect attention from the core componaftinnovation and make its application difficukor example,
Gurteen (1998) introduce paradigmatic change ardtige thinking. While Rogers (1995) concentratasperception,
Henderson et al. (1996) feature invention, and ViEh(1990) and Zahra (1995) put forward definitiaghat highlight

marketing and entrepreneurial philosophies.

A number of process models have been developdtiliterature suggesting that innovation consiéts wariety
of different phases: idea generation, researclydesid development, prototype production, manufaagumarketing and
sales (Dooley and O’Sullivan, 2001; Knox, 2002) wawer, theorists have suggested that there is todrsovation than
the process (Amabile, 1996; Couger, 1995). Conatiters must also be given to the product so thgamrations can
evaluate their success (or failure) (Tidd et a2 and von Stamm, 2003). In fact, the most ingurtas well as
consistent factors to emanate from the innovaiienature focuses on the product; that is, newsdeal the potential for
improvement through change. New ideas can be planeatinovelty continuum. Lumpkin and Dess, (1996)gests that
the least novel and risky form of innovation isiiorementally change the style of a product. Taigds to be predictable
and the effect on the market is likely to be slightcontrast, at the other end of the continuumjominnovation is held to

radically influence the market place.

In addition, major innovations have the potentiatteate new markets and new industries. Thisrim¢an place
considerable strain on all the functional areasiwitin organization, and can be highly risky andeutain (Brown, 1992;
von Stamm, 2003). Between these two points in ticuum, Lumpkin and Dess, (1996) specifies folieptypes of
innovation: product line extensions, product imgnments, new products for the current market, avd piducts for
another established market in which the vendowrsently not involved. Consequently, innovation dadefined as a
process that provides added value and a degreevefty to the organization and its suppliers anst@mers through the
development of new procedures, solutions, prodactservices as well as new methods of commeraiadiz (Covin and
Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996 Knox, 2002)
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Corporate Entrepreneurship and innovation

In this brief review, corporate entrepreneurshigl amovation have been defined. What has become, clea
however, is that without the presence of some fofrntrepreneurial activity to exploit opportungias they arise within
organizations, innovation remains little more tlamaspiration, rather than a tangible destinatRinghot, 1985; Amit et
al. 1993, p. 816; Zahra, 1995). Therefore, stat¢ the two concepts must be linked together. Irusiness setting, it
appears that the process of endowing resources mneithh wealth-production capacity [innovation] is tahto any

conceptualization of entrepreneurship.

A number of authors have argued that there areréifit types of innovation. For example, Zahra, Z@0 1268)
suggest that innovation can range from incremeat&bntier: BMW may be viewed as a frontier inntara choosing not
to introduce a new model until it is very differdmdm the previous models and is at the leadingeenfgthe technology
frontier. In comparison, Japanese automobile matwfars may be viewed as incremental innovatorsguently
introducing new models that are only slightly diéat from the previous ones and do not incorpoedtepossible
technological advances. Kirton (2003) believes thexdple solve problems and develop solutions ifedifit ways. He
suggests a continuum of thinking styles rangingnfradaption to innovation. Many new innovations haeen created
through adaption. For example, the word processa combination of three existing instruments: tymewriter, the
computer and a display screen (Ireland, 2004). Wwi&e, the internet has been developed from the atenmnd the
telephone. Another form of adaption is what Irelaf@D04) calls “creative imitation”: Creative imiiian is a contradiction
in terms. What is “creative” must surely be “origiri If there is one thing imitation is not, it leing “original.” Yet the
term fits, it describes a strategy which is “imiati in its substance. Here, the entrepreneur doeething somebody else
has already done. It is “creative” because theepntneur who applies this strategy understands tigainnovation

represents better than the people who made theatina.
Theoretical Framework

Guth and Ginsberg (1990) described corporate emtneprship as comprising two types of change: hih of
the new business within existing organization, tisafinternal innovation or venturing and (2). Tlansformation of
organization through strategic renewal. Corporastwing is an activity which seeks to generate hesiness for the
corporation in which it resides through the estdbtient of external or internal ventures (van Hipd&77, p. 163). The
second change which is transformation through egiatrenewal Guth & Ginsberg (1990) “is to revitation of the
company’s operation, by changing the scope ofutEness, its competitive approach or both”. Stapfmd Baden-Fuller
(1994) found that troubled firms in hostile envineent can adopt policies fostering entrepreneurshgreby strategically
renewing their organizations and significantly irofdi@g the industry rules and structures. Anothemfoof change
according to Covin and Miles (1999) is the entreprgial philosophy. An entrepreneurial philosoplermeates the
organization entire outlooks and operations. Omgtions that seek to develop entrepreneurship sdploy as a way to
permanently transform their business rather thanetmlarly implement some change ideas. From theetliypes of
corporate entrepreneurship listed above innovatlays a critical role. Most researchers centred tmgument and accept
that all types of entrepreneurship are based oowviion that requires changes in the pattern afiiee deployment and
creation of the new capabilities (Stopford and BaBaller 1994, p. 522). Some researchers has #we @n which of the
constructs should come first? Is it corporate eméeeurship or innovation? From their point of vieerporate

entrepreneurship is the automobile vehicle of ckangn organization, as it allows the organizatmget from point A to
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B, (a desired future state). Corporate entrepresmguiallows the organization to get to some deduéate state. The type
of vehicle you choose is dependent on the destimatteds/desire, the same applies for change iorgamization or
corporate entrepreneurship. Despite the type oicleelyou choose, you still need a driver of therdea (Tienne, 2000).
Without innovation, corporate entrepreneurship wdeg analogous to a beautiful automobile withodtiger- attractive,

appealing, and useless to move in the desiredtidinec
Theory of Organizational Ecology

The theory of organizational Ecology has been aefias “sociology’s quantitative study of organiaatvital
rates (founding, growth, and mortality) that empmsashe force of external selection over internahpaation” (von
wilteloostuijn, 2000) this perspective “argue tlaganizational survival is determined by environtaéselection, while
managers develop and implement strategies, thestegies do not directly success. Instead, thepmaeeof many sources
of random variation that will be selected for, gamst by the environment” (tsai, Macmillan & la®d1). Researches
such as (Carroll, 1998) contend that the orgamirati econology movement began with Hannan and Farsn{1977)
revolutionary article on the population ecologyasfjanization, the earlier work by camphell (19683 an impact on
theoretical development. According to Campbell @96hree generic processes occur as organizasonggle over
scarce resources variation, selection and retentiorthe organizational ecology perspective, thecpss of variation
occurs at the birth of the organizations. Howewgganizational ecology is primarily a selection mbdf organization

change, wherein selection processes are the mfsauhit between organization and environment (@krt988).

Moreover, the theory of organizational ecology barntraced to Hawley (1950, 1968) who questioned thieye
are so many kinds of organization and contendstkigatliversity of organizational forms is isomoplo the diversity of
environment, and population studied must have gniharacter. Other major component of organizati@sology ( O E)
theory include the unitary characteristics of pagioh wherein members of a given population arecad similarly by
changes in environment (Hawley, 1968) and the litglof organization to change form at least qujckir routinely
(Hannan & Freeman,1988). Others are competitiverdgipendence (Hawley, 1988) a long term perspebess &
Beardi 1984). The current issue in organizatioralagy that is whether the theory should evolveiridude other

concepts or whether it is sufficient as it standg this has also be a subject of debate.
Evolutionary Theory

Evolutionary theory provides a generic framework @mderstanding social change by focusing on pooés
variation, selection, retention and struggle (Adtrit999). Campbell (1969) the first to bring evimnary theory to the
social science, explains the theory. “It is tecbgyl language, social organization and culture éinatevolving,” through
processes of variation, selection and retention.gbles on to point out the importance of evolutigndreory to our
understanding of innovation. Campbell’'s work wablofged by Nelson & Winter's (1982) application ofautionary
theory to economic change. They were primarily eoned “with the dynamic process by which firm babayatterns
and market outcomes are jointly determine over tifideir view of evolutionary theory (E T) was dgised as a major
reconstruction of orthodox Economics. Evolution#ngory and ecology theory are closely related,ettee viewed as
having distinct DNA strain — more of a “cousin.” @utionary theory borrows from population ecology more than if
borrows from other theoretical perspective (e.gaaizational learning institutional theory and r&se dependence
theory). Van witteloostuim (2000, p.vii) contendi&t organizational ecology is a “branch of evoln#ity tree” and is in

the center of evolutionary approaches. Aldrich @%&rgues that the different perspective betweeasiuEonary theory (E
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T) and population ecology theories are based upenthe different perspective view the four gengriacess of variation,
selection, retention and struggle over scarce ressu

The evolutionary theory has been the most usedythiecthe recent organizational studies; howeveryvew
articles addressed the issue of corporate entreprsiip or innovation. Evolutionary theory was usedexplain the
technological position of the ten largest Japarsesriconductor producers from 1982- 1992(stuart &8aghay, 1996), a
study of the U.S bicycle industry from 1880 to 19®well & Swaminathan, 2000), an evolutionary jpeive of
corporate restructuring including entry and ex@h#ng, 1996), and a study into how initial resowgondowments affects
organizational life chances (Shane &Stuart, 200d$. therefore surprising that little researcheintrepreneurship utilizes
the evolutionary theory while there are a lot gdits to be explore using the evolutionary theorgti€nne, (2004) has
conceptualizes four value of evolutionary theoretdrepreneurship, that is in the arena of vamatimw firm can create
new entrepreneurial ventures-“is it primarily thgbuexternal alliances™? (Legnh, 1990); acquisitf@dahra, 1995); spin-
offs, venture incubation (lee, 2003), or managemmny-out (Signh, 1990), especially selection anteron and
entrepreneurial philosophy. As identified above ynahthese areas need to be exploring by futurearefies of corporate
entrepreneurship using evolutionary theory. As etiohary theory is and will continue to be an intpat theoretical

perspective to guide our thinking about innovatimal corporate entrepreneurship.
Theory of Continuous Change

Continuous change is a theoretical framework ugedescribe organizational changes that are ongaimty
cumulative. “Continuous change is driven by alestnand the inability of organization to remain EabChange is an
ongoing mixture of reactive and proactive modificatguided by purposes at hand” Weick & quinu, @R%Pettigrew,
woodmen, and Cameron (2001, p. 704) describe amnis change as “small uninterrupted adjustmentsated
simultaneously across units, which create cumwdativd substantial change)”. For example, Hewlatk&a transformed
from an instrument company to a computer compamyutfh continuous change in new product developnt@oxin and
Miles, (1999), use the term “sustained, regenamatio describe the type of change in which corpprattrepreneurial
firms regularly and continuously introduce new proidor services. Continuous change should not bstaacted to imply
incremental innovation, on the contrary. AccordiogMaruyama (1963), small change does not stayls@ahtinuous

change can in fact be quite paradigm breakinga€durs to the edge of chaos.

An organization that is poised to change continlyoissassociated with many of the following chagaistics;
task authority rather than hierarchal authoritylf sganizing rather than fixed system; ongoing joddefinition
transformation through continuous altering of pratgdénd mindful construction of responses in thermant rather than
mindless application of past routines (Burgelme391 Brown & Eisenhardt 1997 and weick & Quinn, 2pBrown &
Eisenhardt (1998) referred to those firms that avke to continuously innovate as firms that aree abl balance the

structure necessary to be functional with the ggiquired to change continuously, for instancd,[@&E and 3M.

In the continuous change view, organizations chahgaugh both reactive and proactive modificatitimest are
guided by individual within the organization. Thitew suggests that processes can be put into platehelp the
organization monitor environmental changes (e.anemics, technological, competitors etc). In ordele able to react to
unexpected changes. This might include environnhesganning and time-paced transitioning. Moreowsch of the
processes listed above must be explored withirctimeext of corporate entrepreneurship, that isptteactive processes

which includes, improvisation, experimental andh$lation; learning and time-paced transition. THeoty of continuous
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change is relatively new to the organizationalrditare, yet researchers are optimistic that thev\aé organizations as

continuously changing is consistent with actuatpca within organization.
Cognitive Theory

Cognitive is “the process of knowing or perceiviryebster, s 2B century Dictionary, (1979). The word is more
complex than human brain and human have limitedrim&tion processing capabilities (Simon, 1947)older to cope
with the magnitude of stimuli coming into the braindividuals develop shemas, cognitive maps, nemiadels or
knowledge structures that organize the stimuli imanageable components. Mintzberg, Ahlstrand andpeh (1998),
sees cognitive as objectivist, whose work focuseshimses and heuristics, viewing the mental lingtet of human
cognition as the most important perspective andlack with an information processing view, who segjghat decisions
within firms are the result of a process of atiemtiencoding, storage, retrieval and choice (corkiaichi &Keats, 1994;
Simon & Houghtan, 2002).

How does cognitive theory relate to corporate gmaeeurship? Huff and Huff (2000, p. 14) conteratth
cognitive theories are uniquely equipped to askw'hdo individuals and collectives uniquely interpemplex and
changing environment’. At the organizational levekearchers are seeking to understanding the trtfgstaorganizational
cognition (social cognition) has on decisions @& finms. According to Fiske and Taylor (1984), sbcognition refers to
how people make sense of other people and thensselitkin organization. It is the way in which indgiuals within an
organization think about that organization whicieslat the heart of decision making, communicatstrategic action and
virtually every important organizational procesSims and Giola, (986) are of the view that “soagifacts of shared,

cognitive maps or enactment of a collective mimadely a simple combination of the individual mengier

What then has cognitive theories to inform corpoitrepreneurship? Huff (2000, pr 20) contend tthette are
four types’ cognitive theories which are: - (1) id&an making and choice (2) culture (3) knowledgquasition and use (4)
sense making. The relevance of decision makingchiites to corporate entrepreneurship; these @ueate important
under what condition do corporate entrepreneuss upbn heuristics for decision making? Busenitz 8agney (1997)
found that entrepreneurs were much more likely thzanagers to use at least two types of biases andstics-
overconfidence and representativeness-as simgifyiechanisms. Secondly, “can entrepreneurs be ttdagiecognize
their own inherent biases and these bestowed upem by the firm? Research has shown that individwalbounded
rational and their decision ultimately affect adpacts of the organization. Therefore, it is caitito understand why an
individual makes a particular decision, despite dieeision made the economic evidence which sugdestealternative

decision. Ross & staw, (1993) contends that detisiakers will continue to fund project even thoegbnomic indicates.

Another important area is how should organizatiemedop an entrepreneurial culture? Burns & Sta(@&61)
suggests that an organizational “code and condistsiportant to organizational managers and patiakers because it
“anchors individuals inside organization to a defsly constant system of shared belief”. Russall Rassell (1992, p.
644) was of the view that “in uncertain contextaawation, norms and shared belief becomes the pyimaurce of
guidance because formal organizational procedwuresrbe ineffective”. In the area of knowledge acitjois and use, an
important question was posed by Huff and Huff (2080020) what needs to be known in order to actla can firms
effectively acquire, store, update, and use knogé@dSiniler (1997) argues that learning is certsaéntrepreneurship
because effective entrepreneurship is exceptiozeiners. Researches had shown that successfulrdeade “better

learners” than the general population. How does$viddals within the firms interpret stimuli, why i$ interpreted this
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way, was another question posed in the area oksmaging. Detienne (2004), contents that infornmatice tends to be

interpreted differently and this impact the dedaisibey make.

Cognitive theories in corporate entrepreneurshipratatively unexplored and much of the leadingeedgsearch

by entrepreneurship scholars is engaged in exgjdhiese new avenues as seen from the above revikeratlre.
METHODOLOGY

For the purpose of the review, content analysishiees used to analyze the reviewed literature ooegual and

theoretical issues, especially the theories ofrieldygical change.
Theories of Technological Change

The organizational ecology theory, are of the vibat corporate entrepreneurship is all about transitions,
and disbanding within populations (Baum & Singh94p Therefore, this perspective looks at poputetiof organizations
that have a unitary characteristic — primarily islies, but also might revolve around organizatistraicture, size, age, or
dominant designs. For example, a population mighdescribed as those organizations that use aartidominant
technology rather than those that are in the sawhestry. The evolutionary theory, in its all-encasping approach, has
been used at the intraorganization, organizati@pufation, and community levels. The primary levefsanalysis in
continuous change theory are the organization hadndividual. In cognitive theory, the primary &\of analysis is the

individual, his or her cognitive structures and hadividual cognition affects social (group) cogmit.

Another distinction among theories is the time feafor change. In the organizational Ecology (OEotly
change occurs to populations over long periodinué.tLongitudinal analysis can be use to explone tteese populations
change. In the evolutionary perspective, the tingene varies from moderate to long depending upom lomg of an
evolutionary period we are investigating. In thetimuous change perspective, change is constant@amdlative. In the

cognitive view, change varies depending upon tkeritical perspective.

A third varying distinction of the theoretical ppextives is the initiator of change, or what causesnges to
occur. In the organizational ecology perspectivenge occurs in the environment and firms that fitest the changes
will survive. In the evolutionary perspective, cgancan occur from random events as well as delibgnablem-solving
efforts. In the continuous change perspective, ghasccurs from within the organization as decisiaakers anticipate
and even enact change in the environment. In tiy@itee perspective, change occurs as individua&ersense of the

environment and can include the impact of cultkrmwledge acquisition and learning.

A final distinction is the role of the entreprenémireach theoretical perspective. In the organinatiecology
perspective, the role of the entrepreneur is tihéitorganization to its environment. In the evaloéry perspective, it is to
find solutions to specific problems and direct orgatidnal resources in such a way that the firm moll be selected out.
In the continuous change perspective, the rolehefantrepreneur is to make sense of his/her envizgah and redirect
individuals as well as to enact change in the emnrent. The role of the entrepreneurship in thenitvg perspective is to
understand why individuals do the things they dogreate cultures conducive to change, and to geoopportunities for

individuals to acquire knowledge and training.
CONCLUSIONS

Corporate entrepreneurship has variety of definitianging from those that sees it as an “agenefmnomic
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growth” Schumpeter (1883-1950); a “process wheddviduals and groups within an existing organizatireate new
business or instigate or innovate or renewal withensame organization (Praveen, 2000); othefssstis it as a “process
where teams within the organization conceive, fastimch and manage business that is distinct fiteenparent company
by leveraging the parents’ assets, market posdiwh capabilities” Ireland et al (2004). Antoncit,aé (2013), view the
concept of corporate entrepreneurship as a “progkepsirsuing entrepreneurial opportunities to iretey by employees
regardless of their level and nature of currentlgilable resources”. Broadly it can be viewed &s“ttevelopment of new
business ideas, and opportunities within large est@dblished corporations. This definition has fbasic schools of

thought which are corporate venturing, intrapreski, entrepreneurial transformation, and “bringing market inside”.

Corporate entrepreneurship is a strategy; a sirageg plan for interacting with the competitivevennment to
achieve organizational goals. The choice of then'firstrategy is a crucial organizational decisibatthas a major
influence on the organizational performance Bortchl €1999). Organization can achieve a cost adwgnby efficiency in

operation, economics of scale, technological intiowalow cost of labour, or preferential accessaw materials.

In the review, the theory of technological change lalso been considered, where the theory of eonary
theory and other theories has been used to exjhlaitechnological position of change within andsaie the organization.
In the review evolutionary theory has been usedexplain the technological position of some larg@apanese
semiconductor producers firm from 1880 to 1998 (Bibwnd Swaminathan (2000). But surprising vemyelitesearch in
entrepreneurial activities utilizes the evolutiontiveory while there are a lot of topics to be explusing the evolutionary
theory. For instance, applying the Aldrich and Mat’s (2001) in the areas of variation, acquisitigenture incubation
and management buy-outs. Therefore, the main dbjedf the study is to review studies carried ount aprporate
entrepreneurship, to explore the concept/theoffiesganizational change in entrepreneurial orgaiira and to highlight

important of such in research with a view to captine conceptual and theoretical issues.

This research has limitations which should be aersid when interpreting the results as not alkcthecepts and

theories has been explored and analyzed, for iostsignal detection theory and many others.
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