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Abstract. Recent years have seen considerable work at the interface between business, 
management, entrepreneurship and strategy and as a result, new research domains have 
appeared including corporate entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial strategy. The purpose 
of this article is to understand the effect that corporate entrepreneurship strategy has on 
firms to revitalize, reconfigure resources and transform into firms that are ready to compete 
in the global economy. Empirical tests are conducted to determine to what extent elements 
of pro-entrepreneurship architecture are able to predict development capability, strategic 
repositioning, and growth based outcomes. A first-phase survey is conducted to verify the 
presence and strength of entrepreneurial orientation while the second phase of the study 
identifies elements of organizational architecture able to predict firm outcomes. The main 
contribution of this article is that firms resourcing and rewarding policies, as well as cul-
tural and structural orientations, derived from a corporate entrepreneurship strategy, play 
a significant role in realizing desired outcomes. The study has important implications for 
emerging economies where growth is often the primary goal of organizations, and where 
corporate entrepreneurship can be critical for firm profitability and survival.
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1. Introduction

The present business environment is filled with many contradictions where the dominant 
logic (Bettis, Prahalad 1995) of a firm previously considered optimal, may well be in-
appropriate. Recent decisions have been made to restructure the business and financial 
sectors to make capitalism work again, specifically to guard against reckless disregard 
of uncertainty, while reviving innovativeness in business (Arslan, Karan 2009; Phelps 
2009). One way of creating a dynamic dominant logic is to make entrepreneurship the 
basis upon which the organization is conceptualized (Morris et al. 2008). The scope of 
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corporate entrepreneurship is widening as organizations that have not previously been 
recognized as entrepreneurial begin to embrace entrepreneurship in order to survive and 
succeed in increasingly competitive and financially constrained environments (Antoncic 
2006; Grüner 2006; Phan et al. 2009; Urban 2010b). At the level of the organization, 
entrepreneurship can provide direction to the company’s entire operation, serving as an 
integral component of a firm’s strategy, and possibly as the core component of corporate 
strategy (Jumpponen et al. 2008; Morris et al. 2008). 

Recent years have seen considerable work at the interface between entrepreneurship and 
strategy (e.g., Latham 2009; Meyer, Heppard 2000; Newbert et al. 2007). As a result, 
new research domains have appeared including corporate entrepreneurship (Sharma, 
Chrisman 1999), corporate venturing (Burgelman 1983), and entrepreneurial strategy 
(Eisenhardt et al. 2000). All of these domains address entrepreneurial behaviors that are 
strategic, yet their definitional differences are subject to debate, and the relationships 
among them remain unspecified (Schindehutte, Morris 2009). Despite these definitional 
controversies what emerges is that the integration of entrepreneurship with strategy re-
lies on the critical aspects of entrepreneurial strategy and a strategy for entrepreneurship 
(Kuratko, Audretsch 2009; Morris et al. 2008). 

Entrepreneurship and its relationship with strategy is studied extensively within organi-
zations and has been conceptualized as a fundamental posture, instrumentally important 
to strategic innovation, particularly under shifting external environmental conditions 
(Camisón, Villar-López 2010; Ireland, Webb 2007; Knight 1997). Research in the field 
of entrepreneurship tends to focus on small organizations as far as venturing is con-
cerned or on large organizations when it comes to corporate entrepreneurship. However, 
small businesses can adopt entrepreneurial behavior long after their creation by con-
stantly scanning for opportunities (Merz, Sauber 1995; Messeghem 2003). In this paper 
it is argued that the nexus between entrepreneurship and strategy is equally relevant to 
small and medium size firms, who are usually more vulnerable to external influences 
since their competitive advantage tends to be less sustainable than large firms within 
the changing environment (Jumpponen et al. 2008; Ketchen et al. 2007; Russell, R. D., 
Russell, C. J. 1992; Urban 2010a). 

Recently, as a way toward the future in strategy research, there has been a call to cast 
small business as a “main character at the centre of the action in technology and inno-
vation” (Tan et al. 2009: 234). Moreover, corporate entrepreneurship has been empha-
sized as the key for emerging economy firms to revitalize, reconfigure resources, and 
transform into market-orientated firms that are ready to compete in the global economy 
(Jumpponen et al. 2008; Zahra et al. 2000). Thus far, there has not been much work on 
corporate entrepreneurship in transition economies and emerging markets, as contrasted 
to entrepreneurship studies at the individual level (Zahra et al. 2000). Recognizing that 
entrepreneurial actions are the bedrock of entrepreneurial processes and behavior for 
both large and small firms, and that these behaviors may be critical to the long term 
vitality of an economy (Stevenson 1983), it is important to facilitate the empirical study 
of them in an under researched, emerging market environment.
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This article expands upon the notion that corporate entrepreneurship strategy can be 
regarded as a specific type of strategy, which is relevant to small businesses, where 
firms must significantly display the three foundational elements of: an entrepreneurial 
strategic vision, a pro-entrepreneurship organizational architecture, and entrepreneurial 
processes and behavior as manifested throughout the organization (Ireland et al. 2009). 
Subsequently, corporate entrepreneurship can be very suitable with the reality of small 
firms (Aloulou, Faylolle 2005). Building in this research direction the focus is on the 
set of organizational locations from which entrepreneurial behavior and processes may 
emerge (Zahra et al. 1999). While several firms may be entrepreneurial in one or a few 
respects, few are entrepreneurial throughout the spectrum (Morris et al. 2008). 
Phase one of this study aims to capture and verify the presence and strength of an en-
trepreneurial strategic vision as a defining mind-set shared by the owner managers, with 
the entrepreneurial orientation (EO) construct. Firms with higher levels of EO would 
reflect consistent behavior required to enact a corporate entrepreneurship strategy as 
captured through entrepreneurial processes and behavior (Anderson et al. 2009; Dess, 
Lumpkin 2005). Building on data gathered in the first phase of this study, the second 
phase tests which elements of the pro-entrepreneurship organizational architecture are 
related and are able to predict organizational-level consequences of corporate entrepre-
neurship strategy. Three principal outcomes are specified as: (1) capability development, 
(2) strategic repositioning, and (3) a third set of separate outcomes, in the form of 
growth indicators. The justification for including these growth outcomes is that theo-
retical arguments from the resource- and knowledge-based views of the firm (Barney 
1991; Kogut, Zander 1992) clearly suggest that growth would only enhance profitability 
if the expansion is aligned with the firm’s unique resources and competences (Steffens 
et al. 2009). 
The article is structured to first delineate the topics under investigation in order to al-
low for salient variables to be operationalised. Specific linkages between the various 
components of corporate entrepreneurship strategy are hypothesized which are statisti-
cally tested. Implications and recommendations follow based on the empirical findings.

2. Corporate entrepreneurship

A longstanding literature has conceptualized corporate entrepreneurship (CE) as a mul-
tidimensional phenomenon which incorporates the behavior and interactions of the indi-
vidual, organizational, and environmental elements within organizations (Covin, Miles 
2007; Dess et al. 1999; Kuratko et al. 1993; Morris et al. 1994; Morris, Kuratko 2002; 
Zahra 1993). CE refers to an organization’s commitments to pursuing new opportuni-
ties, creating new units or businesses, innovativeness in terms of products, services and 
processes, strategic self renewal, constructive risk-taking and pro-activeness (Antoncic, 
Hisrich 2004; Kuratko et al. 2001).
Entrepreneurship in corporations has been labeled in many different ways, with concep-
tual roots in innovation entrepreneurship (Schumpeter 1934) and innovation manage-
ment (Drucker 1979). More recent terms include intrapreneurship (Antoncic, Hisrich 
2001; Kuratko 2002; Pinchot 1985), venture entrepreneurship (Tang, Koveos 2004), 
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corporate intrapreneurship (Dess et al. 2003), strategic entrepreneurial posture (Covin, 
Slevin 1989), and internal corporate venturing (Hornsby et al. 2002); these not be-
ing merely differences in nomenclature, but each having specific meaning and focus. 
CE which includes strategic renewal (organizational renewal involving major strate-
gic and / or structural changes), innovation (the introduction of something new to the 
marketplace), and corporate venturing (corporate entrepreneurial efforts that lead to 
the creation of new companies within the corporate company), are all important and 
legitimate parts of the CE process (refer to Covin, Miles 1999; Kuratko, Welsch 2001; 
Morris, Kuratko 2002). Sharma and Chrisman (1999) and Geisler (1993) view CE as the 
process whereby an individual or group of individuals, in association with an existing 
company, create a new company or instigate renewal or innovation within that company, 
or in a family business (Kellermanns, Eddleston 2006). 
Lumpkin and Dess (1996) argue that CE has two primary aims: the creation and pursuit 
of new venture opportunities and strategic renewal. These aims allow firms to gain a 
competitive advantage by encouraging innovation at all levels in the organization. A 
model by Kuratko, Hornsby and Goldsby (2004) designed to inject entrepreneurship 
into organizations demonstrates that sustainability is contingent upon individual mem-
bers undertaking innovative activities, which stimulate positive perceptions in executive 
management, which in turn leads to further allocation of necessary organizational sup-
port and resources. Top-level managers are responsible for putting into place pro-entre-
preneurship organizational architectures, i.e., where the workplace exhibits structural, 
cultural, resource, and system attributes that encourage entrepreneurial behavior, both 
individually and collectively (Morris et al. 2008; Schindehutte et al. 2000). Similarly, 
Covin and Slevin’s (1991) conceptual model of entrepreneurship as firm behavior indi-
cates that a firms entrepreneurial intensity has a direct and positive influence on com-
pany performance because it is interwoven within the organizations vision, strategies, 
objectives, structures and operations (Burns 2004). 
Taken as a whole, theoretical argument and empirical evidence prove that the CE litera-
ture uses a firm behavior perspective to understand entrepreneurship and that firm-level 
behavior can be managed by the creation of strategies, resources and structure. 
For the purposes of this paper it is argued that using a firm behavior perspective to un-
derstand entrepreneurship is meaningful and the advantages of studying small business-
es from this perspective are: (1) firm behavior, as strategy, structure, and performance, is 
more clearly understood than when only studying the individual entrepreneur; (2) firm 
behavior is more easily measured that at the individual level; and (3) firm behavior is 
more manageable (Covin, Miles 2007). 

3. Strategic entrepreneurship

Strategic entrepreneurship (SE) is defined as “the integration of entrepreneurial (i.e., 
opportunity-seeking behavior) and strategic (advantage-seeking behavior) perspectives 
in developing and taking actions designed to create wealth” (Hitt et al. 2002: 481). 
Covin and Kuratko (2008) discuss SE within the realm of CE. Ireland et al. (2009: 21) 
define “CE strategy as a vision-directed, organization-wide reliance on entrepreneurial 
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behavior that purposefully and continuously rejuvenates the organization and shapes 
the scope of its operations through the recognition and exploitation of entrepreneurial 
opportunity”. 
Not only can entrepreneurship serve as the dominant logic of a company, but it also 
plays an important role in the firm’s strategy. Strategy research has focused previously 
on small and medium enterprises (SMEs), specifically in terms of how small business 
managers make certain strategic decisions based on available resources (Borch et al. 
1999), and that pursuing innovation allows SMEs to preserve their creativity and flex-
ibility while mitigating the inherent liability of smallness (Ketchen et al. 2007). 
Guth and Ginsberg (1990) provide a framework for fitting CE into strategic manage-
ment, where CE can also be manifested as an identifiable strategy, as inferable from the 
presence of patterns of entrepreneurial behavior and an overall perspective that lends 
meaning to and directs that activity (Mintzberg 1987), and influences its financial out-
comes (Zahra 1991). Moreover, SE has been conceptualized as a value-creating union 
in which a balance is sought between exploration and exploitation (Ireland et al. 2003), 
and which centers on the notion of an opportunity space and a paradigm built around 
forms, flows, and functions. Companies engaging in some level of entrepreneurial ac-
tivity do not always integrate those activities into their core strategies. While corporate 
venturing entails company involvement in the creation of new business, SE corresponds 
to a broader array of entrepreneurial initiatives, which involve organizational conse-
quential innovations adopted to pursue competitive advantage (Morris et al. 2008). 
Thus, while evidence of entrepreneurial initiatives can be located in many and perhaps 
most established organizations, the mere presence of those initiatives should not be 
interpreted as evidence that a CE strategy is in use (Ireland et al. 2009). 
In Ireland’s et al. (2009) CE strategy model, pro-entrepreneurship architecture is the 
organizational context through which the entrepreneurial strategic vision is translated 
into specific entrepreneurial processes and behaviors. The success of a CE strategy is 
more probable when a firm has the skills required to structure (accumulate and strate-
gically divest), bundle (successfully combine), and leverage (mobilize and deploy) its 
resources (Sirmon et al. 2007). It is conceivable that in many situations a firm would 
have to excel along all or most of the dimensions in order to achieve the ability to cre-
ate superior value. This would indicate that there are many different routes to achieve 
high entrepreneurial performance. One such route, where entrepreneurship is manifested 
across the organization by implementing a particular strategy, is entrepreneurial orienta-
tion (EO). EO has been used extensively to describe firms exhibiting an entrepreneurial 
strategic vision and entrepreneurial behavior and processes. 

4. Entrepreneurial orientation

Extensive research is prevalent on the entrepreneurial orientation (EO) construct. Prior 
theory and research (Covin, Slevin 1989; Khandwalla 1977; Lee, Peterson 2000; Lump-
kin, Dess 1996; Miller, Friesen 1983, 1984) indicates that an EO is a key ingredient for 
organizational success, and has been previously linked to increased performance (Zahra, 
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Covin 1995; Wiklund, Shepherd 2003). Research provides theoretical support for the 
EO construct, in both the fields of entrepreneurship and strategic management (Marino 
et al. 2002). Anderson, Covin, and Slevin (2009) confirm the direct effect of EO on 
strategic learning capability, and mediating effects for structural organicity, market re-
sponsiveness, and strategy formation. 
EO incorporates firm-level processes, practices and decision-making styles (Lump-
kin and Dess, 1996) where “entrepreneurial behavioral patterns are recurring” (Covin, 
Slevin 1991: 7). The theoretical basis of the EO construct lies in the assumption that all 
firms have an EO, even if levels of EO are very low (Wiklund 1999). Extensive research 
confirms that EO has three dimensions: innovativeness, risk taking, and proactiveness 
(Covin, Slevin 1989, 1991, 1997; Kreiser et al. 2002; Lumpkin, Dess 1996, 2001). 
Innovativeness is the fundamental posture of an entrepreneurial organization in terms 
of developing new products or inventing new processes (Schumpeter 1934; Drucker 
1979). Innovativeness as an attribute describes an organizations’ willingness to add 
newness with added value. Risk-taking is associated with the willingness to commit 
significant resources to opportunities and to take calculated business risks (Aloulou, 
Faylolle 2005). Proactiveness is perseverance in ensuring initiatives are implemented, 
and is concerned with adaptability and tolerance of failure. The dimensions have been 
extensively documented, and according to Lumpkin and Dess (1996), all the dimensions 
are central to understanding the entrepreneurial process, although they may occur in 
different combinations, depending on the type of entrepreneurial opportunity the firm 
pursues (Bingham et al. 2007; Urban 2008). 
According to Ireland et al. (2009), EO may be subsumed within the CE strategy (which 
specifies where to look for evidence of entrepreneurship within the organization). CE 
strategy is distinct from prior models of entrepreneurial phenomena (e.g., EO) in es-
tablished organizations in four important aspects: the behavioral dimension, the locus 
of entrepreneurship, the philosophical justification, and CE as a unique and identifiable 
strategy. As such, it has been suggested that firms adopting a CE strategy should care-
fully analyze their ability to think strategically when acting entrepreneurially (Kuratko 
et al. 1993; Kuratko, Welsch 2001). 

5. Elements of pro-entrepreneurship architecture

Salient elements of CE strategy that encourage entrepreneurial processes and behavior, 
can be traced to Stevenson’s (1983) generic forms of entrepreneurial behavior, which he 
categorized along six dimensions: (1) strategic orientation, (2) commitment to opportu-
nity, (3) commitment of resources and control of resources, (4) management structure, 
(5) reward philosophy, he later added two more dimensions; (6) entrepreneurial culture 
and growth orientation (Brown et al. 2001; Stevenson 1983; Stevenson, Gumpert 1985; 
Stevenson, Jarillo 1986, 1990). 
These are described as follows by Brown et al. (2001) and Stevenson (1983). 
(1) Strategic orientation describes what factors drive the creation of strategy. As op-

portunities drive strategy, almost any opportunity is relevant to the firm. Once an 

Journal of Business Economics and Management, 2012, 13(3): 518–545



524

opportunity is identified, resources are needed to exploit it. The resources are the 
starting point and only opportunities that relate to existing resources are relevant 
to the firm. Related terms of visionary leadership / entrepreneurial leadership are 
complementary to the creation of strategy.

(2) Commitment to opportunity is related to strategic action. Research on entrepre-
neurial behaviors and opportunity is well documented, where opportunity focused 
firms are innovate and creative where the propagation of new ideas are encouraged.

(3) Commitment of resources and control of resources. An entrepreneurial firm attempts 
to maximize value creation by exploiting opportunities while minimizing the re-
sources required especially firm resources. In this effort the firm may “test the 
waters” by committing small amounts of resources in an incremental manner with 
minimal (risk) exposure at each step. This allows the firm to stop and change direc-
tion at any step, if and when circumstances deem necessary. The second component 
of Stevenson’s (1983) opportunistic view of resources maintains that firms further 
reduce the resources they own and become skilled at the use of other people’s 
resources including financial capital, intellectual capital, skills, competencies, etc. 
Stevenson (1983) calls this dimension Control of resources. When a combination of 
resources enables an organization to accomplish a task, those resources are referred 
to as a capability.

(4) Management structure of the entrepreneurial organization is organic. While many 
structural attributes have been empirically linked to innovation activity in organiza-
tions, perhaps the single aspect of structure that best defines entrepreneurial organi-
zations is structural organicity. Organicity is the extent to which the organization’s 
overall form can be characterized as organic or mechanistic. Greater organicity 
implies a proclivity toward such qualities as decentralized decision making, low 
formality, wide spans of control, expertise- (vs. position)-based power, process flex-
ibility, free-flowing information networks, and loose adherence to rules and policies. 
Greater mechanization implies the opposite.

(5) Reward Philosophy. Entrepreneurially managed firms tend to base compensation 
on how individuals contribute to value creation. The organic firm structure, as dis-
cussed, is conducive to this evaluation because it is designed for independent action 
and accountability. Organizational systems can have a direct and immediate effect 
on the occurrence of entrepreneurial behavior. In particular, whether or not the re-
ward system encourages risk taking and innovation has a direct effect on tendencies 
to behave in an entrepreneurial manner. Reward systems are, of course, part of the 
organizational architecture top executives assist in creating. Whether formal or in-
formal, reward systems will likely be influenced by the vision executives articulate 
for their organizations.

(6) Growth orientation and entrepreneurial culture. Firms with an entrepreneurial cul-
ture encourage ideas, experimentation and creativity. The specific attributes of or-
ganizational cultures that support entrepreneurial behavior has been the focus of 
considerable theorizing as well as empirical research. Importantly, top-level manag-
ers’ words and actions can significantly influence organizational culture. Therefore, 
as top-level managers articulate and act upon an entrepreneurial strategic vision, it 
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will likely affect the organization’s cultural attributes, encouraging the formation 
of cultural norms favoring entrepreneurship. These norms may, in turn, reinforce 
organizational members’ commitment to the entrepreneurial strategic vision.

Some scholars have suggested that organizational processes are not just crucial to strat-
egy, but rather are the strategy of firms, especially in entrepreneurial firms and dynamic 
markets. In contrast, the strategic logic of opportunity view suggests that organizational 
processes positions the firm for opportunity flows (Bingham et al. 2007). Businesses 
which incorporate innovation into their vision by relying on entrepreneurial strategies 
and actions, understand that innovation is at the core of an entrepreneurial organization. 
It is around this core that other elements of the organization such as strategy, manage-
ment style and structure are built. Corporate environments supportive of entrepreneur-
ship must provide appropriate reward systems, top management support, explicit goals 
and appropriate organizational values which signal to employees that entrepreneurial 
behavior action is desirable. For CE to become a meaningful conduit for a corporation’s 
value creation activities it cannot be confined to a specialist function within the organi-
zation. A pro-entrepreneurship organizational architecture is not a unique organizational 
form but an internal environment or organizational context exhibiting certain attributes 
that individually and collectively encourage entrepreneurial behavior. It involves inte-
grating hardware elements (e.g. characteristics of organizational structure) with soft-
ware elements (e.g. culture and climate) (Covin, Slevin 2002). Pro-entrepreneurship 
organizational architectures are likely to take shape when there is an entrepreneurial 
strategic vision endorsed by top management that encourages entrepreneurial thought 
and action throughout the organization (Bartlett, Goshal 1996; Morris, Kuratko 2002; 
Muzyka 1995). 

6. Consequences of corporate entrepreneurship strategy

Consequences of CE are primarily concerned with the degree to which using a CE strat-
egy results in acceptable (or better) current performance and portends the possibility of 
acceptable (or better) future performance, where performance is defined in terms of the 
outcomes of interest. The CE model (Ireland et al. 2009) emphasizes organizational-lev-
el outcomes of CE strategy as: (1) capability development, and (2) strategic reposition-
ing. Enhanced competitive capability, in particular, often results from the exploitation 
of entrepreneurial opportunities. Competitive capability is the capacity of firms to create 
and sustain economically viable industry positions (Nelson 1991; Teece et al. 1997). 
Competitive capability is created as organizations use entrepreneurial initiatives to ex-
plore new technologies or product-market domains or exploit existing technologies or 
product-market domains. Regarding strategic repositioning, the very act of implement-
ing CE strategy through entrepreneurial behaviors can (1) place the firm (or portions 
thereof) in a new position within its pre-existing product-market domain(s), (2) alter the 
attributes of that domain(s), and/or (3) position the firm within a new product-market 
domain(s). 
A third set of outcomes is used for the present study, particularly as a thoughtful analysis 
of how growth might reflect a successful CE strategy, and meet the principal outcomes 
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of capability development and strategic repositioning, holds much promise. A multidi-
mensional approach to capturing performance, as advocated by Wiklund and Shepherd 
(2003), is useful, particularly as the outcomes may be uniquely associated with the 
various organizational architecture elements. Successful firms achieve high performance 
both in sales growth and profitability, with different developmental pathways for young 
firms (Steffens et al. 2009). Including growth measures as consequences of CE strategy 
will allow for an integration of “growth as a central role in entrepreneurship” perspec-
tive with the prominent view of “strategic management as achieving competitive advan-
tage” (Steffens et al. 2009: 126). It has been noted that differences in growth measures 
have led to different relationships among constructs, with a reduction in the appro-
priateness of accumulating knowledge across studies. Shepherd and Wiklund’s (2009) 
findings provide an explanation for the limited progress of general growth theories and 
help establish appropriate boundary conditions for growth theories. To investigate the 
appropriateness of knowledge accumulation across studies using different measures of 
growth, Shepherd and Wiklund (2009) conduct analyses on all Swedish firms incorpo-
rated during the 1994 to 1998 period (68,830 firms) and track their growth over their 
first six years of existence. In the first instance they report that for all indicators of 
absolute growth (absolute employee, sales, profit, asset, and equity growth), there is 
high concurrent validity between these measures, when calculated using a 1-year time 
span and a 3-year time span. However for combined relative and absolute measures of 
all growth indicators, low concurrent validity was found. These findings suggest that 
researchers can have confidence in accumulating knowledge across absolute measures 
that use a 1-year time span and a 3-year time span (Shepherd, Wiklund 2009). 

7. Hypothesis rationale

Consistent with the strategic entrepreneurship concept (Ireland et al. 2003; Ireland, 
Webb 2007), and the status of the field’s knowledge about corporate entrepreneurship as 
strategy (Ireland et al. 2009) it is argued that corporate entrepreneurship strategy implies 
that a firm’s strategic intent (Hamel 2000; Hamel, Prahalad 1989) is to continuously 
and deliberately leverage entrepreneurial opportunities (Shane, Venkataraman 2000) for 
growth- and competitive advantage-seeking purposes.
Building on past research and in line with theoretical underpinnings, where the success 
of a CE strategy is more probable when a firm has the skills required to structure (accu-
mulate and strategically divest), bundle (successfully combine), and leverage (mobilize 
and deploy) its resources, various individual elements of organizational architecture are 
hypothesized to have a positive influence on organizational outcomes. 
More specifically, this study empirically tests to what extent elements of pro-entrepre-
neurship architecture are able to predict firm outcomes. 

Hypothesis: The (a) degree of strategic orientation and structural organicity, (b) the 
strength of cultural norms favoring entrepreneurial behavior, (c) the strength of the 
organization’s commitment to resources and growth, and (d) the extent to which 
the organizational reward systems encourage entrepreneurial behavior are positively 
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related to (a) the strength of the organization’s competitive capability and (b) the re-
alization of strategic repositioning, (c) to sales growth, (d) higher employee growth, 
and (c) equity growth.

Based on the theoretical and empirical evidence taken together, it has been argued 
throughout this article that a pro-entrepreneurship organizational architecture is likely 
to be facilitated by a combination of elements, where these theoretically-congruent 
combinations (Green et al. 2008) are expected to be significantly associated with firms’ 
outcomes. Since there is reason to believe that these elements may have different effects 
on the outcomes, it is argued that an increased understanding of the association between 
these elements and outcomes can only be understood by regressing the various elements 
on each of the specified outcomes. 

8. Methodology

This section involved trying to identify samples of firms that exhibit CE strategies to 
various degrees (thus minimizing the restriction of range problem within the sample). 
This was daunting as: (1) CE strategies may not be robust in firms, and (2) firms with 
highly entrepreneurial CE strategies may be few in number, as continuously employing 
entrepreneurial CE strategies may render these firms vulnerable to collapse (Ireland 
et al. 2009). To counter-act such sample identification challenges, a two phase research 
procedure which included a preliminary sample screen, was relied upon. 

The first phase served as a screening process to allow for identifying SMEs whose ac-
tions were entrepreneurial. To this end, as previously mentioned, the presence of an EO 
as inferred from evidence of organizational behavior reflecting the risk-taking, innova-
tiveness, and proactiveness, which served as initial selection criteria. It is important to 
note that by contrast, the CE strategy treats EO as but partial evidence of the presence 
of a CE strategy. However the CE strategy phenomenon also has a philosophical compo-
nent, represented by entrepreneurial strategic vision that accompanies and provides the 
value justification and stimulus for a pro-entrepreneurial organizational architecture as 
well as for entrepreneurial processes and behavior. By focusing on pro-entrepreneurship 
architecture it is demonstrated how CE can be manifested as an identifiable strategy, as 
inferable from the presence of patterns of entrepreneurial behavior as represented by 
dimensions of EO in the sample of firms selected for this study. 

8.1. Data collection and sampling
The sampling frame for this study was based on a chamber of commerce membership list 
representative of businesses operating in the greater Johannesburg area. Johannesburg is 
situated in the Gauteng province, the economic hub of South Africa, which has the high-
est number of businesses (South African Business Guidebook 2005/6). This sampling 
frame, as identified from the Johannesburg Chamber of Commerce and Industry (JCCI) 
database of businesses operating in the greater Johannesburg area has a population of ap-
proximately 2600 firms (JCCI 2008). Based on SME eligibility criteria, in line with the 
global entrepreneurship monitor (GEM) studies’ operational definitions (Bosma, Harding 
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2006)1 and employing a non-probability judgemental sampling technique, 532 poten-
tial respondents were surveyed. Sample parameters, which served as control variables, 
included: (a) industrial sector, divided into four groups (manufacturing, professional 
services, wholesale/retail, and other services); (b) employment size class, divided into 
five groups (less than 5, 5–10, 11–50, 51–100, more than 100); (c) firm age (less than 
3 months, 3–42 months, 5–10 years, 11–20 years, more than 20 years). The upper limit 
size criterion of a firm was set at 200 employees (here a single respondent still can report 
for entire firm), this upper limit set also allowed for filtering out of the largest firms, and 
presumably eliminated some of the typical organizational inertia characteristics of large 
firms, which may bias CE indicators (Davidsson 2004; Jantunen et al. 2005). The data 
collection procedure included telephone and e-mail surveys. 
The target respondent was the owner-manager. Owner-mangers are typically well posi-
tioned in respect of overarching operational and strategic endeavors of the entire firm 
(Zahra, Covin 1995). Although regarded as a micro-level unit, the firm is an aggregate 
of different individuals and business activities, and the issues of relevance, size, size 
distributions, and heterogeneity need to be discussed (Davidsson 2004). Adhering to 
Stevenson’s (1983) view of entrepreneurship as a management approach relevant to 
many different types of firms, it was vital to obtain a diverse sample. It is acknowledged 
that CE activities within corporations are heterogeneous. Moreover, CE may pay off 
in some contexts but not necessarily in others (Dess et al. 1997), consequently it has 
been suggested that researchers select a testing ground where there is strong theoretical 
reason to believe that opportunity-driven (as opposed to resource-driven) strategies lead 
to superior performance. Failure to attain predictive validity in such contexts would 
invalidate the measure. 
Based on the relative heterogeneity of the several different industry sectors sampled, 
the generalizability of this study is strengthened. The important issue about sampling, 
in general, is not statistical but theoretical representativeness, i.e., the elements in the 
sample represents the type of phenomenon that the theory makes statements about (Da-
vidsson 2004). 

8.2. Measures
For the first phase of the study, EO was measured along the sub-dimensions of innova-
tion, proactiveness, and risk taking (Covin, Slevin 1989; Covin et al. 2006; Lumpkin, 
Dess 2001; Khandwalla 1977; Kreiser et al. 2002; Miller, Friesen 1983). Based on the 
nine items constituting EO’s three dimensions, the internal consistency of the sampling 
instrument, was assessed. A Cronbach’s alpha (reliability coefficient) of 0.793 was cal-
culated indicating a high reliability for the EO construct.

1 Businesses in South Africa can be classified as micro, very small, small, or medium (SMME) accord-
ing to a pre-determined set of thresholds. These thresholds are low by development-country norms. 
Many businesses regarded as SMME’s in Europe and the United States (those with fewer than 500 
employees) would be defined as large enterprises in South Africa. SMME’s in South Africa can only 
employ up to 200 people (South Africa Survey 2006/2007). Only small and medium businesses were 
surveyed in this paper. 
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8.2.1. Independent variables
Several instruments were scanned for relevance to this study, i.e., the entrepreneurial 
performance index (Morris, Kuratko 2002), the corporate entrepreneurship assessment 
instrument (Antoncic, Hisrich 2001; Morris, Kuratko 2002), the innovation climate ques-
tionnaire (Pinchot, Pellman 1999), and the organizational climate questionnaire (Litwin, 
Stringer 1968). Notwithstanding these measures, an instrument designed by Brown et al. 
(2001) to empirically gauge Stevenson’s (1983) conceptualization of entrepreneurship as 
opportunity-based firm behavior, was used to measure the elements of organizational ar-
chitecture. This instrument has been previously tested full scale on a very large (1200  + 
cases) stratified random sample of firms with different size, governance structure, and 
industry affiliation. This multidimensional measure reflects the conceptual discussions 
conducted earlier in this paper on pro-entrepreneurship architecture, as per the six sub-
dimensions, which are labeled as strategic orientation, resource orientation, management 
structure, reward philosophy, growth orientation, and entrepreneurial culture. 
Since it is difficult to develop a unified direct measure of CE strategy, and compare 
relative levels of CE strategy across contexts, or to study the causes and effects of en-
trepreneurship in mixed samples of firms, a clear advantage of this 20-item instrument 
is that it appears applicable across many different types of firms. A bi-polar 5-point 
scale was used to obtain responses on these sub-dimensions of pro-entrepreneurship 
architecture: namely, strategic orientation (3 items), resource orientation (4 items), man-
agement structure (5 items), reward philosophy (3 items), growth orientation (2 items), 
and entrepreneurial culture (3 items). A high score indicates a more pro-entrepreneurial 
element of organizational architecture. 
To avoid response set contamination, questions were arranged so that entrepreneurial 
and non-entrepreneurial statements appeared on both the right and left sides of the scale. 
Additionally this measure has been shown to only partly overlap with EO instrument, 
since the CE strategy items gauge different and distinct aspects of entrepreneurship 
(Brown et al. 2001).

8.2.2. Dependant variables
Organizational-level outcomes of CE strategy were measured in terms of: (1) capability 
development, (2) strategic repositioning, and (3) absolute growth indicators. 
Seven items were used to measure the first two CE strategy outcomes, where respond-
ents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree (1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly 
disagree), with statements indicating levels of attaining capability and positioning. 
Following the literature review, three common growth indicators were used: growth in 
(1) sales, (2) employees, (3) and equity. Although there is no consensus on the appropri-
ate measure of firm growth, entrepreneurship researchers have pointed to multidimen-
sional nature of growth as the crucial indicator of entrepreneurial success (Covin, Slevin 
1997; Low, MacMillan 1998). Self-reported measures of sales, number of employees, 
and total equity, were surveyed. Five-point scales were used for all the growth meas-
ures, anchored by ‘much less than’ and ‘much more than’. Absolute growth was simply 
computed as the size at 1 year minus the size of the previous year. 
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8.2.3. Control variables 
Consistent with previous studies control variables included industry sector, firm age 
and firm size (Covin, Slevin 1989; Lumpkin, Dess 2001); all three had a bearing on 
the sample selection process. All control variables have a prior theoretical basis for 
expecting the variable to have a systematic relationship with either the dependant or 
independent variable, or both (Wiklund, Shepherd 2005). 

9. Analytical techniques

Diagnostics were carried out to test for normality of data. Results indicate that data is 
approximately normally distributed because the means, modes and medians for each 
question are almost equal. The Q-Q plots also support the normality of the data and the 
stem-and-leaf plots show a bell shape and all the significant values for the items are 
less than 0.05 indicating that the data is normally distributed and parametric tests could 
be conducted on this data set. 
In testing the reliability of the six pro-entrepreneurial architecture dimensions it was 
found that not all the Cronbach Alphas exceeded the acceptable criterion level. There-
fore an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was used to identify the de 
facto underlying orthogonal dimensions of pro-entrepreneurial architecture evident in 
the data. Exploratory factor analysis was also used to obtain standardized (factor) scores 
for the dependent variables.
Multiple regression analyses, using ordinary least squares regression, were performed to 
determine the predicted relationship between the specified variables. The use of multiple 
regressions allows for the partitioning of variance with correlated predictors, thereby 
reducing the likelihood of making a Type 1 error (Cohen, Holliday 1998). Control vari-
ables were included in the regression analyses by means of the inclusion of appropriate 
dummy variable. Backwards stepwise regression was used to eliminate variables with 
insignificant regression coefficients. A significance level of 5% was considered appro-
priate for this research and all statistical tests were carried out at this level. 
A limitation of the article is that a cross-sectional study loses the dynamic aspects of 
CE strategy, which prevents conclusions about causal relationships to be drawn. Ad-
ditionally, other contingencies not incorporated in the measurement instruments may 
influence the results.

10. Results
10.1. First phase results: establishing EO levels
For the first phase of the study, in order to select firms with higher levels of EO, the EO 
instrument was administered to all respondents. Based on the overall scores obtained 
on the EO scale, where higher scores are indicative of a greater EO, while lower scores 
are indicative of a more conservative orientation, 41 percent of the sampled firms were 
judged to have a higher level of EO, i.e., the average of the individual item scores was 
used as the scale score where this was greater than the midpoint (as measured per item 
on the 5-point bi-polar scale). To further verify the presence of an EO in this sample of 
SMEs, these firms were compared with sampling lists of firms with high rankings on 
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industry reputational surveys regarding innovation and entrepreneurship-related matters 
over an extended period of time. 
The Technology Top 100 survey (Financial Mail 2006) was used as a benchmark, since 
it showcases the technological prowess of South Africa’s most innovative organizations. 
Here organizations are judged according to how the firm uses technology and innovation 
to achieve objectives, such as maximizing profits, gaining market share, creating niche 
markets or adding value for stakeholders (Financial Mail 2006). These metrics were 
scrutinized and served the purpose of assessing a firm’s innovativeness, as firms with 
highly entrepreneurial CE strategy would score high on these metrics. By excluding 
cases with low levels of EO and also not featuring on these ranking lists, an effective 
sample of 203 SMEs was used for the main analysis. 
To test for non-response bias (Armstrong, Overton 1977), firm size, age and sales growth 
were compared with non-responding firms by using secondary data obtained from the 
same Technology Top 100 survey (Financial Mail 2006). Results of t-tests comparing 
these firms with the current study sample’s mean scores on the variables revealed no 
differences (p > .10), suggesting that the sample appears to be representative of the 
population from which it is based, on these firm attributes. 
The firm characteristics of the sample are presented in Table 1. Most of the firms (75 
percent) are aged 5 years and above and only 25 percent were aged 42 months and be-
low. The majority of the firms (67 percent) had less than 50 employees and 24 percent 
had more than 100 employees. Approximately 12 percent had less than 5 employees. 

Table 1. Profile of SMEs

Characteristics of SME Percentage
Owner and manger run 100%

Firm age 
<3 months 2%

3–42 months 23%
5–10 years 64%
11–20 years 8%
>20 years 3%

Employee numbers
<5 8%

5–10 14%
11–50 45%

51–100 9%
>100 24%

SME sector 
Manufacturing 13%

Professional services 19%
Wholesale/retail 58%
Other services 10%
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10.2. Phase 2: factor analysis
Through the application of parallel analysis it was determined that four latent factors 
of pro-entrepreneurial architecture could be identified. The factor loadings are given in 
Table 2, together with the corresponding Cronbach Alphas, all of which exceeded the 
acceptable level (Nunnally 1978). Based on the survey items loading onto these factors, 
these factors have been labeled:

• Entrepreneurial strategic orientation and structure (this factor represents a con-
solidation of items which drive the creation of strategy where commitment to op-
portunity is related to strategic action and structure. Empirical linkages between 
structural organicity and the tendency of organizations to exhibit entrepreneurial be-
haviors have been demonstrated). Entrepreneurial culture (this factor represents the 
specific attributes of organizational cultures that support entrepreneurial behavior). 

• Entrepreneurial growth and commitment to resources (this factor represents the 
growth orientation among executives subscribing to an entrepreneurial strategic 
vision that encourages acquiring resources that collectively promote entrepreneurial 
capability).

• Entrepreneurial reward philosophy (this factor is based on entrepreneurial visions 
that are likely to lead to reward systems that encourage entrepreneurial behaviors).

The internal consistency of each section was assessed through inter-item correlations 
and a Cronbach Alpha of 0.000 obtained for the overall scale indicating high reliability, 
which is above Nunnally’s (1978) recommended level.

Table 2. Organizational architecture factor loadings after varimax rotation

Item

Factor 1 
Entrepreneurial 
orientation and 

structure

Factor 2 
Entrepreneurial 

culture

Factor 3 
Entrepreneurial 

growth and 
commitment to 

resources

Factor 4 
Entrepreneurial 

reward philosophy

1 2 3 4 5
Strategic 
Orientation_1

0.5081 * * *

Strategic 
Orientation_2

* 0.5733 * *

Strategic 
Orientation_3

0.5578 * * *

Resource 
Orientation_1

0.6081 * * *

Resource 
Orientation_2

0.5171 * * *

Resource 
Orientation_3

* * 0.5118 *

Resource 
Orientation_4

* * 0.5458 *

Structure_1 0.6220 * * *
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1 2 3 4 5
Structure_2 0.6448 * 0.4266 *
Structure_3 0.5590 * * *
Structure_4 0.5819 * * *
Structure_5 0.5969 * * *
Reward 
Philosophy_1

0.4257 * * 0.6426

Reward 
Philosophy_2

0.5159 * * *

Reward 
Philosophy_3

* * * 0.4517

Growth 
Orientation_1

* 0.5229 * *

Growth 
Orientation_2

* * 0.5670 *

Culture_1 * * 0.4283 *
Culture_2 * 0.5572 * *
Culture_3 * 0.4315 0.4553 *
Cronbach 
alpha

0.85 0.64 0.71 0.66

Note: *Absolute values of factor loadings < 0.4

It was determined a priori that there should be two organizational outcome factors. 
The factor loadings which define the factors Competitive Capability and Realization of 
Strategic Repositioning are given in Table 3, together with the corresponding Cronbach 
Alphas, all of which exceeded the acceptable level. Similarly, it was determined a priori 
that there should be three growth factors, and the resulting factor loadings on are given 
in Table 4, together with the corresponding acceptable Cronbach Alphas. 

Table 3. Organizational outcome factor loadings after varimax rotation

Variables Factor 1 
Competitive Capability

Factor 2 
Strategic Repositioning

Exploit entrepreneurial opportunities –0.6515 *
Sustain viable position –0.6742 *
Explore new domains –0.6922 *
Exploit existing domains –0.6519 *
New position within pre-existing domain * –0.4825
Alter the attributes of domains * –0.7854
Assume new strategic position * –0.6355
Cronbach Alpha 0.79 0.68

Note: *Absolute values of factor loadings < 0.4

End of Table 2
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Table 4. Growth factor loadings after varimax rotation

Variables Factor 1 Sales  
Growth

Factor 2 Employee 
Growth

Factor 3 Equity 
Growth

PrevSalesGrow 0.6838 * *

RelatSalesGrow 0.6964 * *

PredSalesGrow 0.4690 * *

EmployeeGrow * 0.7721 *

PredEmployGrow * 0.6366 *

EquityGrow * * 0.5589

PredEquityGrow * * 0.7184

Cronbach Alpha 0.70 0.68 0.68

Note: *Absolute values of factor loadings < 0.4

10.3. Regression analysis
The results of the regression analysis are summarized in Table 5. The regression formu-
lae (all variables standardized) are as follows:
Competitive Capability = 0.0025; Orientation / Structure = –0.3958*; Culture =  
+0.1907*; Growth / Resources = –0.2375*; Reward philosophy = –0.1432*; Real-
ization of Strategic Repositioning = +0.8530; Growth / Resources = +0.2887*; Em-
ployees = 5 to 10 = –0.9811; Employees = 11 to 50 = –0.9889; Employees = 51 to 
100 = –1.0056; Employees > 100 = –0.7928; Sales Growth = –1.6482; Culture =  
+0.1983*; Firm Age = 3 to 42 months = +1.1621; Firm Age = 5 to 10 years = +1.5085; 
Firm Age = 11 to 20 years = +2.1249; Firm Age > 20 years = +2.3847; Employee 
Growth = + 0.0021; Growth / Resources = + 0.3261*; Equity Growth = +0.0067; Cul-
ture = +0.1796*; Reward philosophy = +0.1802*. 
Table 5 represents the independent variables regressed on the various dependent vari-
ables. It is worth noting that although the coefficients of determination (R2) do not 
exceed 30 percent, the relationships determined through the regression analysis, while 
they may be weak, are nevertheless statistically significant – the R2’s are given in Ta-
ble 5. These results are interpreted as follows: For the first equation, the organizational 
elements (predictors) account for 25.6 percent variation in competitive capability. The 
sign of the regression coefficients provides an indication of the nature of the relationship 
between the variables under study, and in this instance a negative relationship is de-
tected. For the second equation, only the growth/resources factor is a predictor in terms 
of organizational elements, but together with the control variable (number of employees) 
18.9 percent is being accounted for in variation for the realization of strategic reposition-
ing. Similarly for equation 3, culture is a predictor and control variables of firm age are 
accounting for 27 percent variation in sales growth. For equation 4, the growth/resources 
factor is the only predictor for employee growth and accounts for 10.7 percent variation. 
Equation 5 reveals that culture and reward philosophy are predictors of equity growth, 
accounting for 5.5 percent variation. 
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Table 5. Regression equation section 

Dependent variable
Independent

Variable

Regression
Coefficient

b(i)

Standard
Error
Sb(i)

T-Value
to test

H0:B(i) = 0

Prob
Level

Reject
H0 at
5%?

Competitive Capability (R2 = 0.2560)

Intercept 0.0025 0.0712 0.036 0.9717 No

Orientation / Structure –0.3958 0.0648 6.106 0.0000 Yes

Culture 0.1907 0.0585 3.257 0.0013 Yes

Growth / Resources –0.2375 0.0590 4.027 0.0001 Yes

Reward philosophy –0.1432 0.0563 2.541 0.0118 Yes

Realization of Strategic Repositioning (R2 = 0.1891)

Intercept 0.8530 0.2355 –3.622 0.0004 Yes

Growth / Resources 0.2887 0.0646 4.470 0.0000 Yes

(NoEmploy = 2) –0.9811 0.2865 3.425 0.0008 Yes

(NoEmploy = 3) –0.9889 0.2732 3.620 0.0004 Yes

(NoEmploy = 4) –1.0056 0.3401 2.957 0.0035 Yes

(NoEmploy = 5) –0.7928 0.2837 2.795 0.0057 Yes

Sales Growth (R2 = 0.2701)

Intercept –1.6482 0.3636 4.533 0.0000 Yes

(FirmAge = 2) 1.1621 0.4026 –2.887 0.0043 Yes

(FirmAge = 3) 1.5085 0.3857 –3.911 0.0001 Yes

(FirmAge = 4) 2.1249 0.4172 –5.093 0.0000 Yes

(FirmAge = 5) 2.3847 0.3977 –5.997 0.0000 Yes

Culture 0.1983 0.0642 –3.091 0.0023 Yes

Employee Growth (R2 = 0.1079)

Intercept 0.0021 0.0818 0.025 0.9797 No

Growth / Resources 0.3261 0.0670 4.868 0.0000 Yes

Equity Growth (R2 = 0.0557)

Intercept 0.0067 0.0903 0.074 0.9408 No

Culture 0.1796 0.0742 2.420 0.0165 Yes

Reward philosophy 0.1802 0.0715 –2.520 0.0125 Yes

The results indicate significant regression coefficients between the factors of pro-entre-
preneurship architecture and capability development, strategic repositioning, and growth 
indicators which provide support for the hypothesis. Given that the results are modest in 
terms of the explanatory power obtained in the regression models, means the strength 
of the relationships between various elements of pro-entrepreneurship architecture and 
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outcomes are generally weak and mostly positive. The negative relationship detected in 
terms of competitive capability and factors of orientation/structure and growth/resources 
and reward philosophy suggests that, unlike in large firms, in SMEs these factors may 
have a reverse effect on outcomes. Plausible reasons for this are that the capacity for 
SMEs to create and sustain economically viable industry positions is limited, particu-
larly in an emerging market context. Another contribution worth noting is that although 
the realization of strategy as an outcome is effected by the growth/resources factor, other 
predictors in terms of employment numbers, particularly as they increase in number, 
may also account for variation in this outcome. In terms of sales growth the predictors 
are culture, while all specified predictors influence firm age, and also show a steady 
increase as firm age increases.

11. Discussion 

The purpose of this article was to empirically test elements of the pro-entrepreneurship 
organizational architecture in terms of principal outcomes. In line with the view that CE 
can be regarded as a specific type of strategy (Ireland et al. 2009), where firms must 
significantly display the elements of an entrepreneurial strategic vision (operationalized 
as EO in the present study), it was hypothesized that various elements of pro-entrepre-
neurship architecture will positively influence organizational outcomes. 
Our core contribution is based on the empirical evidence ensuing from this study and 
indicates that all of the factors of pro-entrepreneurship architecture predict outcomes 
to some extent. 
Our results resonate with established findings. Empirical linkages between structural 
organicity or aspects of structural organicity and the tendency of organizations to exhibit 
entrepreneurial behaviors have been demonstrated by, for example, Miller and Friesen 
(1984), Covin and Slevin (1988), and Barrett and Weinstein (1998). This present study 
confirms these linkages where significant coefficients were detected on competitive 
capability outcomes. While many structural attributes have been empirically linked to 
innovation activity in organizations (Lawrence, Lorsch 1967; Mintzberg 1979), perhaps 
the single aspect of structure that best defines entrepreneurial organizations is structural 
organicity. Greater organicity implies a proclivity toward such qualities as decentralized 
decision making, low formality, wide spans of control, expertise- (vs. position-) based 
power, process flexibility, free-flowing information networks, and loose adherence to 
rules and policies. By providing insight into the structure of firm capabilities, Bingham, 
Eisenhardt and Furr (2007) show that organizational heuristics are at the heart of high 
performing organizational processes.
In terms of the entrepreneurial growth/resource factor and its effect on outcomes, of 
particular relevance is the accumulation of resources and the capabilities, which enable 
SMEs to collectively promote entrepreneurial capability (Kuratko, Welsch 2001). As 
opportunities drive strategy, almost any opportunity is relevant to the firm. Once an op-
portunity is identified, resources are needed to exploit it (Huy 2001; Stevenson 1983). 
The accumulation of resources and the capabilities SMEs enable reflect an entrepre-
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neurial strategic vision that will likely encourage acquiring resources that collectively 
promote an entrepreneurial capability. 
We acknowledge another factor playing a role in SME outcomes is reward philosophy. 
In particular, whether or not the reward system encourages risk taking and innovation 
seems to have a direct affect on tendencies to behave in an entrepreneurial manner. 
Whether formal or informal, reward systems will likely be influenced by the vision 
managers articulate for their organizations. Hence, consistent with the observations of 
Collins and Porras (1996), entrepreneurial visions are likely to lead to reward systems 
that encourage entrepreneurial behaviors. Research is pervasive on cultural norms en-
couraging entrepreneurial behavior, such as having a tolerance for risks and allowing 
for mistakes and failure (Hisrich, Peters 2002; Kuratko, Hornsby 1998; Kuratko, Welsch 
2001). Our contribution highlights when SMEs undertake corporate entrepreneurial ac-
tivities which render dynamic capabilities, they lead to sustainable competitive advan-
tages, which are reflected in firm performance (Yiu, Lau 2008).
On a broader level, past research has highlighted that CE is key for emerging economy 
firms to revitalize, reconfigure resources which are able to transform into market-orien-
tated firms able to compete globally (Yiu, Lau 2008). For businesses based in Africa, 
the challenge to participate in the global economy of the 21st century will be to compete 
as world-class businesses where the focus is on high-value added human capital based 
on creativity and innovation (Luiz 2006). 
It is noteworthy to recognize that the relevance of CE to small business remains contest-
able. When applied against the classic definition of entrepreneurship, in terms of the 
identification and exploitation of opportunity in the face of resource constraints, CE is a 
contradiction in terms, according to Phan et al. (2009). Relative to emergent firms, cor-
porations are replete with human and financial capital, and possess large networks from 
which managers can draw ideas, technology, and raw materials to bring their business 
ideas to fruition. Moreover, the relatively comprehensive environmental scanning ca-
pabilities of corporations function to mitigate the risks of mis-identifying opportunities. 
However, it has been acknowledged that the process of exploiting new opportunities in 
corporations is fraught with the same risks as those facing start ups. This is ascribed to 
the outcomes of innovation, which is a core entrepreneurial activity, and is difficult to 
predict (Phan et al. 2009). 

12. Implications for research and practice

By focusing research on CE strategy in SMEs, small business owners are now able to 
identify and distinguish between different elements of pro-entrepreneurship architecture 
that impact different firm outcomes. These business owners will be able to understand 
how resources and internal structures, in particular, contribute towards entrepreneurial 
outcomes. Resource configurations may provide indications in terms of strategy direc-
tion and entrepreneurial posture. The strategic implications of this study suggest that 
SMEs resourcing and rewarding policies, as well as cultural and structural orientations, 
derived from a CE strategy, play an important role in realizing firm outcomes. More-
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over, as Kleinbaum and Tushman (2007) suggest that interdivisional innovations are 
driven primarily by social networks, it is recommended that SMEs with a CE strategy 
focus engage in networking which allows entrepreneurs to enlarge their knowledge of 
opportunities, to gain access to critical resources, and to deal with business obstacles 
(Adler, Kwon 2002).
A deep and thorough understanding of CES is important not only for academic purposes 
but also because the subject has salience for practitioners and policy makers. These 
implications relate to the profitability and competitiveness of the firm as well as to the 
overall economic performance of industry and the national economy. As part of gov-
ernment initiatives in emerging countries, which is often to foster innovation, policies 
should encourage the diffusion, adoption and application of the very latest technolo-
gies, often the cornerstones of innovation, since a lot of potential exists in emerging 
countries to import and adapt technologies developed in industrialized countries (Von 
Broembsen et al. 2005). 
Generally, research in Africa as a whole may be considered as valuable, as very few em-
pirical studies have been previously conducted which focus on CE strategy. In develop-
ing economies where growth is often the primary goal of organizations, CE in firms can 
be particularly critical for firm profitability and survival (Antoncic, Hisrich 2001). The 
majority of research in EO and CE has been conducted in the United States, and with 
the relevance of international entrepreneurship being recognized (Jantunen et al. 2005), 
the importance of further interrogating CEs in an emerging country context seems jus-
tifiable. Such investigations allow researchers to compare and examine different CE 
strategy which SMEs use in similar environmental contexts. Recent research finds that 
intrapreneurship and independent entrepreneurship seem to be substitutes at the macro 
level. Large firms in high income countries tend to display more entrepreneurial behav-
ior than large firms in low income countries (Bosma et al. 2010). Much CE research 
focuses on large corporations and upon the manufacturing sector, particularly in relation 
to high technology sectors. Yet, SMEs may also involve scope for significant CE. There 
is a need for further theorization and empirical analysis of these different contexts.
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