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Abstract: The aim of the present paper is to shed light on the concept of corporate entrepreneurship. The
authors have attempted to highlight the different conceptualizations and explanations from renowned
scholars in the domain of entrepreneurship pertaining to the corporate entrepreneurship and how it can
result in worthy outcomes for businesses. Therein, the paper has reviewed and presented notable model
explaining the predictors and consequences of corporate entrepreneurship. Specifically, the paper has
attempted to work on linking corporate entrepreneurship with organizational performance. Through critical
appraisal, the paper has also discussed the potential of organizational engagement in moderating this
relationship. The paper forwards prepositions and conceptual model for scholars enthusiastic to study
corporate entrepreneurship and its relationship with organizational performance following the buffering

impact of organizational performance.
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1. Introduction

In order to attain and secure global competitiveness, growth for the business as well as its
survival the businesses are being forced by the economic and environmental changes to nurture their
entrepreneurial environments (Bolton & Lane, 2012).Further suggesting (Bolton & Lane, 2012) have
mentioned that there lies a continuous need to research and identify the factors that could potentially
contribute in the development and growth of entrepreneurial ventures. Supporting this notion, Marr
and Schiuma (2003) have argued that business leaders more often fail in identifying the factors that
can foster business performance. Hence in order to nurture entrepreneurial environment (Bolton
Lane, 2012) business require to practice entrepreneurial behaviours and processes, therefore, a more
comprehensive understanding of entrepreneurial behaviours is required.
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Corporate entrepreneurship is defined by many researchers as a commitment to create
entrepreneurial environment in an organization to foster innovation, pro-activeness and calculated
risk-taking (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999; Zahra, 1995). The philosophy of CE is incorporated in the
organization so that organization can be more responsive to environmental conditions, which change
rapidly, by developing unique solutions (i.e product/services, processes and organizational
structures) and continuously exploiting opportunities with acceptance of risk of failure. Soriano &
Montoro-Sanchez (2011) in his study reported that there exists a strong correlation of the
formalization and CE. The findings of the study indicate that some degree of formalization increases
CE (Umrani, Kura & Ahmed, 2018; Umrani, Mahmood & Ahmed, 2016). No matter it is about
product, service, process, strategy, structure or behaviour something common in major
conceptualization of CE is innovation. As a result, CE is considered as the process enhancing firm’s
ability for acquiring and utilizing the firm member’s innovative skills (Soriano & Montoro-Sanchez,
2011). The current paper has attempted to outline how businesses can potentially foster
organizational performance through corporate entrepreneurship and what role organizational
engagement could play in this regard.

2. Corporate Entrepreneurship

Essentially, the term entrepreneurial behaviour is related with both i.e individuals as well as
the businesses; one could easily visualize and identify entrepreneurial behaviour in a
given business environment. As according to prominent scholars, the concept of corporate
entrepreneurship is identified as a necessary component of organizational culture for
enhancing value creation (Jennings & Lumkin, 1989).Corporate entrepreneurship is a
set of strategies utilized by an established firm for promoting growth and
development of its own (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999). The concept of corporate
entrepreneurship is adopted here as the behaviour of a firm which reflect its orientation towards
entrepreneurship as shown by its dimensions such as management support, organizational
boundaries, rewards & reinforcement, time availability and work discretion.  corporate
entrepreneurship, when practiced and implemented in the appropriate manner, could potentially
influence both types of business performances (i.e financial and non-financial). More recent literature
also supported this notion, providing that corporate entrepreneurship compliments significantly to
business performance in all forms including (non-financial, financial or combined of the two (Heavey
& Simsek, 2013). Apart from the significant influence of corporate entrepreneurship over business
performance in any of the form, the above literature also provides evidence that corporate
entrepreneurial activities inside an organization have been seen differently (Umrani & Mahmood,
2015). Specially, when it comes to measure corporate entrepreneurship, there has been a great debate
over it in the past studies (Umrani, 2016; Rauch, Wilkund, Lumpkin & Frese, 2009). The corporate
entrepreneurship domain is no longer limited conceptually to the creation of new venture process
(see Low & MacMillan, 1988). But it includes also the development of firm’s domain of competencies
and corresponding to opportunities (Burgelman, 1984). Those organizations are called
entrepreneurial organizations (organizations with entrepreneurial posture) where particular
entrepreneurial behaviour patterns are recurring, and these patterns prevail in the organization at all
levels and they reflect top management’s entrepreneurial philosophy. A firm will not be called
entrepreneurial just because it changed the technology or introduced a new product line thus
imitating competitors avoiding risk taking approach. Some degree of pro-activeness and willingness
to takes risk is essential for firms to be entrepreneurial.

Corporate entrepreneurship however is the result of collective efforts of organizational members
hence it is not an all alone factor to contribute to business innovation (Akehurst, Comeche & Galindo,
2009).
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3. Organizational Performance

From Schumpeter (1949), there seems to be a great consensus among scholars that the key
determinant of an organization’s performance either at regional or national entrepreneurship
(Nguyen & Leblanc, 2001) as it provides jobs, offer a range of consumer-goods and services, and it
increases the national wealth generally and competitiveness (Zahra, 1999). Organizational
performance lies at the core of every management, as there remains no purpose of existence for a
business entity if it is not performing as per the established goals and objectives. Businesses strive to
look into diverse prospects to help maintain and/or boost organizational performance (Hickman &
Silva, 2018). More recently, there has been a growing discussion amongst the practitioners pertaining
to entrepreneurship; underlining its potential in enhancing organizational performance in all areas.

4. Models of Corporate Entrepreneurship
4.1. Guth and Ginsberg Model of Entrepreneurship

The Guth and Ginsberg model of entrepreneurship suggests that the idea of corporate
entrepreneurship takes towards the rise of new business ventures in the same organization.
Essentially, this model connects CE with the strategic business management ideology to drive
innovation, new venture development and creative workplace infusion (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990).
Figure 1 provides further knowledge on this.

strategically

Figure 1. Guth and Ginsberg model of entrepreneurship

4.2 The Covin and Slevin’s Model of Corporate Entrepreneurship

Colvin and Slevin (1991) model cater to connecting corporate entrepreneurship with firm
performance. Therein, the external environment, strategic control variables and internal factors plays
a key role in shaping the organizational culture and attitude towards certain things. This model
further explains that corporate entrepreneurship has a strong connection and association with the
outcomes of a business entity including financial and non-financial prospects and may get stronger
or weaker based on the effect of the environment. Figure 2 offers more insight into the model.
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Figure 2. Covin and Slevin model of entrepreneurship

4.3 Lumpkin and Dess Model of Corporate Entrepreneurship
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This model from Lumpkin and Dess (1996) suggests corporate entrepreneurship comprising of
five major dimensions. According to the authors, the corporate entrepreneurship could be better
understood with the idea as to whether or not; an organization has an orientation towards

entrepreneurship. The authors further suggest that there are five major elements of entrepreneurial
orientation, which are innovation, risk taking, pro-activeness, competitive advantage and autonomy.
The model further asserts that these factors can be further influenced from environmental factors or
organizational factors. Figure 3. Provides sheds more light on this.

Entrepreneurial
Orientation
Innovativeness
Risk taking
Proactiveness
Competitive advantage

Autonomy

Environmental Factors
Dynamisms
Munificence

Complexity

Organizational Factors
Size
Structure
Strategy
Strategy-Making

Processes

Y

Performance
Sale Growth
Profitability

Overall Performance

Figure 3. Lumpkin and Dess model of corporate entrepreneurship

5. Moderation of Organizational Engagement
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Engagement is termed to be a notable predictor of several employee and organizational
outcomes prospects (e.g., Rowe & Frewer, 2005). Notably the concept of engagement has also been
found mediating several predictors to general notable outcomes (e.g., Saks, 2006). However, limited
studies have looked into the potential of engagement as a moderator. Conceptual study by Ahmed,
Shah, Qureshi, Shah and Khuwaja (2018) has asserted that there is a need to understand the role and
moderating potential of engagement to further employee and organizational outcomes. Accordingly,
some scholars have also asserted the possibility and need of empirical attention towards the buffering
of engagement (e.g., Rich LePine & Crawford, 2010) suggesting that engagement can yield better
outcomes through enhancing the impact of available predictors. There is a major gap in this domain
and no study was found underlining the moderation of organizational engagement on the corporate
entrepreneurship and organizational performance relationship. Based on the assertions of these
scholars it can be asserted that engagement of employees with the organization will help them to
further enhance the influence of corporate entrepreneurial activities towards boosting organizational
performance. In simple, we attempted to outline that having organizationally engaged employees
can potentially help the business to enrich the impact of socially responsible activities towards
booming organizational performance.

6. Proposed Framework and Prepositions

Based on the critical appraisal of the literature, the present study forwards the following
conceptual framework and prepositions:

Corporate
Entrepreneurship

Organizational
Performance

Org.
Engagemen

Figure 4. Conceptual Model

P1: There will be a relationship between Corporate Entrepreneurship and Organizational
Performance

P2: Organizational Engagement will moderate the relationship between corporate
Entrepreneurship and Organizational Performance
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