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Impact of Corporate Entrepreneurship on Explorative Innovation

1. Introduction: 
The report is a study of the impacts of corporate entrepreneurship (CE) on explorative innovation of firms through the deployment of intrapreneurial aspects as inhibitors and actors on successful radical innovation process. The notions can be correlated in order to identify if entrepreneurship within organizations can spur radical innovation which in a way will provide theoretical insights to the study of CE and explorative innovation. The most relevant and specific study interrelating these two notions have been found in the literature of McFadzean, O'Loughlin and Shaw, (2005a; 2005b) where the authors have provided theoretical base to link these notions. The studies provided an overview of how CE can be linked with innovation by innovators attitude, vision and strategy, however, different innovation levels were not identified in the study which can depict linkage between intrapreneurship with explorative innovation. On the other hand, in recent studies (Assink, 2006; Herrmann, Tomczak and Befurt, 2006; Manso, 2017; Naranjo Valencia, Sanz Valle and Jiménez Jiménez, 2010), disruptive innovation has been studied specifically to see how its’ inhibitors or determinants differ from incremental innovation which provides more significance to radical exploration. Moreover, in most literatures (Jong & Wennekers, 2008; McFadzean, O'Loughlin and Shaw, 2005a; 2005b), the notion of CE has been linked with exploitation of opportunities instead of exploration which is why the report will specifically identify its relation to explorative innovation to bridge the gap between intrapreneurial activities or CE and radical innovation by differentiating exploration process from exploitation and applying intrapreneurial aspects on the process.
Intrapreneurship or corporate entrepreneurship (CE) refers to entrepreneurial activities produced by employees within organisations as a group or on individual level (Jong & Wennekers, 2008). The notion has been differentiated from entrepreneurship in terms of risk-taking ability and decision-making limitations within a business (McFadzean, O'Loughlin and Shaw, 2005). In an era of hyper competition, the role of employees requires to be extended and create innovations to survive in business which results into intrapreneurship (Popa, Preda & Boldea, n.d.). In previous literatures, the role of intrapreneurship has been seen to promote or exploit innovation within organisations using available resources and opportunities (McFadzean, O'Loughlin and Shaw, 2005) which is why the report has focused on impact of intrapreneurship on a specific innovation level.
Innovation is a core part of businesses which can be used as a competitive advantage of a firm and it can be influenced by a number of external or internal factors within an organisation. Organisation culture of reward and tolerance to failure, working environment and incentives are generally identified as essential factors to catalyst radical innovation level (Manso, 2017). Intrapreneurship can be studied as one of the internal factors and agent to initiate innovative decisions within firms since the activities and behaviour of intrapreneurs are closely linked with entrepreneurs who thrives on creativity themselves (Jong & Wennekers, 2008). Innovative decision outcomes can be categorised in two types in terms of newness which are exploitation and exploration (Manso, 2017). Exploitation or incremental innovation refers to repeating old ideas whereas exploration or radical innovation postulates new ideas which have not been applied before (Ibid.). In a more detailed explanation, exploration consists of radical, architectural or disruptive innovation where revolutionary ideas emerge (Coccia, 2006). With the passage of time, innovation has extended from being product to service oriented, radicalizing business model to application of old models in new ecosystems (Ibid.). The report has drawn upon the radical innovations and assessed impacts of intrapreneurship as a motivating factor during the process.
The report aimed to establish a link between intrapreneurship and explorative innovation in accordance with existing literature. The objectives that were followed to achieve the aims are listed below:
1. Outline intrapreneurial aspects to distinguish it from entrepreneurship and finding the variables that might spur exploration
2. Identify antecedents or determinants of explorative innovation to assess how they can be influenced by intrapreneurial factors during the process
3. Critically analyse theoretical link between corporate entrepreneurship and radical innovation through assessing existing and relevant literature.
4. Deploying a multi-dimensional framework to analyse CE impacts on exploration drawn upon real time business practices.
The objectives have been designed to establish the link between CE and exploration in a step by step process where change variables of both notions were clearly identified and defined to be critically analyzed at a later stage. The report has been drawn upon existing literature in relation to the notions and evidences from organizations that promote an entrepreneurial working environment. The report has considered intrapreneurship both as a working culture and individual behavior which extends its applicability on innovative outcomes.
2. Intrapreneurial Perspectives: 
Intrapreneurship refers to entrepreneurial mindset and activities performed by employees within organizations. Although McFadzean, O'Loughlin and Shaw (2005a; 2005b) had interchangeably used the words intrapreneurship and corporate entrepreneurship, Jong & Wennekers (2008) has identified the first notion as an employee behavior and the later one as a part of organization culture. To be more specific, on individual level, intrapreneurship refers to the entrepreneurial attributes of an employee whereas on an organizational level it is referred to be a culture promoted by the business which motivates or requires employees to be proactive and take part in entrepreneurial activities. Therefore, intrapreneurship is referred as a bottom up process while CE is a top-bottom process in terms of their change initiatives and as a result, intrapreneurs are inhibitors of CE (Jong & Wennekers, 2008). Drawing on the literature on intrapreneurship on firm level, a number of antecedents of entrepreneurial behavior has been identified that are management support, resource availability and organizational environment (Ibid.). The antecedents in a way depicts of an entrepreneurial environment provided by a business and on an extended note, job type and job autonomy has been found to have great correlation with intrapreneurial behaviors as the determinants of the action (Jong et. al., 2011).  It can be derived from the above literatures that, intrapreneurship is not only possible on individual level if it is not supported or allowed by the organizations. In essence, intrapreneurship is an outcome of an entrepreneurial working culture that is regulated by or consists of an entrepreneurial organizational culture which can be applicable to exploration.
3. Overview of Explorative Innovation: 
According to Joseph Schumpeter (1930) one of the first pioneers who related innovation with entrepreneurship stated that innovation is introducing or modifying a product, discovering a new market or new process to an industry (cited in Popa, Preda & Boldea, n.d.). In a more recent definition provided by Boer and During (2001), innovation is a combination of product, market, technology and organization. It has been identified to be a creative process which exists in the continuum of collecting existing knowledge, finding new opportunity and introducing new value to the organization (McFadzean, O’loughin and Shaw, 2005a). Moreover, innovation can be seen as a creative decision-making process to open ended problems in Manso (2017). 
As a result, it can be said that innovation process can be influenced by its target market, industry and organization which are derived from the definitions provided above. In the literature of Popa, Preda & Boldea (n.d.), determinants of innovation process have been categorized in two levels: external and internal factors. Market orientation, learning and technology policy has been defined as internal factors while market entry barrier and industry concentration has been counted to be responsible for innovation indirectly (Ibid.) since, these factors influence organizations to be open or reserved to initiate innovation. Moreover, the variables are also existing in the innovation models produced by Cooper (1998), Roberts (1988) and Dooley & O’Sullivan (2001) who focused on systematic approach towards innovation process and also the different dimensions that can be produced by the process (cited in McFadzean, O'Loughlin and Shaw, 2005). 
Since explorative innovation has been considered in this study, it is essential to identify the determinants of it. According to Manso (2017), long term incentives and organizational culture of accepting early failure significantly influences radical innovation. Organization culture, risk taking and experimenting mindset, abandoning traditional investment style by managers and employees- have been identified to be the inhibitors of radical and disruptive innovation in a number of studies conducted on innovation process within large firms (Assink, 2006; Herrmann, Tomczak and Befurt, 2006; Valencia, Valle and Jiménez, 2010). Importance of employee involvement in creative processes and an entrepreneurial mindset promoted by the organisations has been correlated in with innovation in some studies (Assink, 2006; Herrmann, Tomczak and Befurt, 2006) whereas a hierarchical approach has been found to be one of the backward reasons by big firms in their innovation process (Valencia, Valle and Jiménez, 2010). The unlearning of traditional investment style promotes radical innovation in a sense that it lets firms to invest in new market opportunities or new industries instead of exploiting old ones. 
Therefore, looking at the inhibitors and determinants of both general and explorative innovation process, organisation culture of accommodating risk and experimentation in terms of new value and resource availability along with a flat structure of leadership within the organisations can be added to the existing innovative model to catalyst exploration within the process. As a consequence, an entrepreneurial mindset and holistic shared vision can be seen as the inhibitors and determinants of explorative innovation process which has been assessed in relation to CE in the next section.
4. Existing Link between Intrapreneurship and Innovation: 
In a holistic view, intrapreneurship depicts entrepreneurial actions within organizations and innovation is a part of it (Taştan and Güçel, 2014). The notion of entrepreneurship is generally being linked with radical innovation, however, intrapreneurship has been linked with exploitation of ideas in previous literatures (Jong et. al., 2011; McFadzean, O'Loughlin and Shaw, 2005a; Zhao, 2005). McFadzean, O'Loughlin and Shaw (2005) has referred intrapreneurship to be an effort to promote innovation aligning with organizational opportunities and resources through exploitation and commercialization. The statement in a way identifies the notion of CE as a set of activities performed on individual or group level and moreover it also links the notion with exploitation of ideas instead of exploration of new ideas. However, Jong & Wennekers (2008) have related intrapreneurship with both exploration and exploitation in their literature. In addition, they also referred CE as ‘independent entrepreneur’ although, it can be suggested to be renamed as ‘independent employees’ since entrepreneurs are autonomous by nature and hold freedom of owning their business but it is the employees who require freedom to identify and approach opportunities independently within organizations.
Intrapreneurship in firm level has been outlined in a number of dimensions in empirical studies which are innovativeness, new venturing, proactiveness and self-renewal (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). Among the dimensions, three of them can be seemed to be related to innovation or newness, however, the level of innovation that can be triggered by CE is not identified in the literature. Although Jong & Wennekers (2008) hints on the exploration by employees but it was applicable in a sense of opportunity generation. The level of innovation that is being considered in this study is of disruptive nature which is more radical compared to opportunity exploration. 
5. Theoretical Framework and Deployment:
The theoretical frameworks that has been used to analyze impact of intrapreneurial activities and environment on creating radical innovation was first introduced by McFadzean, O'Loughlin and Shaw (2005a). The author has established a link between corporate entrepreneurship and innovation with the variables of the notions (Ibid.). Moreover, a set of macro and micro level conceptual framework has also been developed in accordance with systematic literature based on the process and role of intrapreneurs in the process of both notions (McFadzean, O'Loughlin and Shaw, 2005b). Since the models did not identify any specific level of innovation which indicates that any type of innovation can be produced by the model. However, in previous sections it has been seen that exploration process differs from exploitation in terms of recognition of opportunities, experimentation, an output that can be either a failure or success and continuous improvement. As a consequence, the innovation process of the micro level model in relation to entrepreneurial role has been considered to analyse in this section due to its detailed nature. In the analysis, organisational support has been studied as the entrepreneurial mindset of the business. The roles of entrepreneurs in terms of opportunity recognition, appropriation, exploitation or exploration, marketing and implementation has been analysed in relation to exploration process. Resource configuration is discussed within organisational support and input-output has been integrated with the intrapreneurial activities within the process since inhibitors and actors of the model are considered to be the intrapreneurs with their entrepreneurial lens.
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Figure 1: The micro-model of Corporate Entrepreneurship and Innovation (McFadzean, O'Loughlin and Shaw, 2005b).
5.1. Organizational Support (CE on Exploration):
The organization support mentioned here depicts similarity with entrepreneurial mindset of management since, innovation is not a single department process, it requires a research and development team to identify the opportunities and build a value proposition, a resource availability for  which it requires management permission and funding, a marketing team that can commercialise the value and reach its’ segment consumers. Within these processes, combination of organisation support is needed. Moreover, a culture of support and motivation is required which is only possible in corporate entrepreneurship.
According to a report by Deloitte (2015), 88% of fortune 500 companies from 1955 did not exist in the list by 2015. Lack of exploration, entrepreneurial mindset and adaptability with trends have been associated with the disappearance of these firms. Fear of shareholder litigation, management restrictions and traditional investment styles can regulate exploitation instead of exploration within firms as stated in Manso (2017). Therefore, management support of experimenting and tolerating early failure has been suggested to catalyst exploration within firms. The entrepreneurial mindset of management can be linked with exploration and the work culture evident in Google, one of the large organisations at present can be exemplified here due to their footprint on radical innovations such as, Gmail, Google Maps, AdWords, AdSense and Driverless cars (Deeb, 2019).
According to Savoia and Copeland (2011), Google promotes a top-down innovation process within their organisation which starts from sharing a vision to the entrepreneurial research teams within the business and then creating, testing and developing a value proposition accordingly to obtain further feedback by the top management. The strategy is evident in the Translation tool made by Google where the management shared the vision of breaking language barrier to communication and the research team developed activities where users were building the tool by contributing translations of their own language to other languages and vice versa. The strategic posture of the business is to collaborate with innovators instead of controlling. Although the business operates a top-down innovation method, a flat management structure is maintained within the firm where employees are treated as intrapreneurs and they can approach managers, directors and board members with their ideas as well which are allowed to be experimented and assess their potentiality. As a result, the business treats its’ employees as intellectual resources and invests in them. According to a report, Google labs also reward its’ employees for early failure to motivate them for long term success (Grossman, 2014).
Analysing the example provided, Google seems to portray all types of organisational support to maintain an entrepreneurial mindset within the organisation. It contains a flat structure where management and employees can collaborate, a strategy to promote shared vision and accept individual visions too, a set of skills consisting similar number of researchers, engineers, marketeers and managers, resources available for experimentation. Moreover, acceptance and tolerance of new ideas and possibility of failure can be seen as a core part of their working culture, since a significant portion of experimentation is shelved within the labs of the firm which depicts learning from failure (Savoia and Copeland, 2011). As a result, since the components of CE is evident within the firm, the explorations provided by the business can be seen to be influenced by their work culture. 
5.2. Intrapreneurs on Exploration Process:
The innovation process and role of intrapreneurs within the micro model in Figure 1 will be analysed in relation to individual intrapreneurship examples in this section. Some overlapping from CE environment might be evident here. Examples drawn from current business practices in CE and exploration has been presented below to analyse and use it within the model.
Recognition of Opportunity: The components of recognising opportunity within the model has been studied in relation to how intrapreneurs identify opportunities from external variables using their vision. This is the first step of the process which is quite similar in both incremental and radical innovation process. The inputs in this process is the ideas of intrapreneurs which emerges from internal and external sources. Existing knowledge can be identified as internal and motivation can be identified as an external variable here which stems from organisational support mentioned in section 5.1. According to McFadzean, O’Loughlin and Shaw (2005b), opportunity recognition is a process where ideas are generated. The process can be identical to the top-down innovation process by Google (Savoia and Copeland, 2011) where a vision is shared which is one of the links between entrepreneurship and innovation itself (McFadzean, O’Loughlin and Shaw, 2005a). Moreover, opportunities for exploration is considered to be radical or disruptive nature which has not been done before. The business model innovation by Airbnb and Uber is one of such disruptive innovation which created new line of middle management based on external resources and by intrapreneurs (Hult, 2015). In this case, human resource and intrapreneurs can be seen as antecedents of radical market or industry innovation who are socially driven to make changes.
Appropriation of Opportunity and Resource Configuration: In this section of the model, assessing suitability of idea deployment with organisation capability and strategy is assessed from entrepreneurial mindset. In exploration process, this step can be seen as the approval stage where an innovator proposes an idea to be experimented and requires organisational support in terms of motivation and resources. The process is different from exploitation in a sense that it might have less or no record or probability of success. Therefore, organisations need to trust on the ability of the intrapreneurs and take bigger risk in approving which is comparatively less risky in exploitation due to some probability of success. As a result, the role of the intrapreneurs is more important here since it will depend on the intrapreneurs ability to negotiate and aligning the idea with their current business surroundings and vision which will take the idea to next stage for development. Moreover, within radical product or technological innovations, due to the involvement of business resource and commercialization team, it can be difficult for ideas to reach to the development stage. Therefore, flat management structure will make it easier for intrapreneurs to pitch ideas to the decision makers.
Exploitation of Opportunity and Implementation: The exploitation of opportunity refers to intrapreneurs ability to deploy originality using the resources provided by the firm. In exploration process, this stage depicts the experimentation and development of the innovation which is different from incremental innovation in terms of time and knowledge application. Since, exploration are considered to be not attempted by anyone before, it requires more time for experimentation and implementation by trial and error process (Geiger and Makri, 2006). The role of intrapreneurs here is limited to developing prototypes and implementing the idea through effective use of resources which can be possible by organisational support and result-driven innovators.
Marketing: Within the marketing stage, intrapreneurs are expected to commercialize inventions to the segment consumers (McFadzean, O’Loughlin and Shaw, 2005b). However, it varies on different types of innovation whether intrapreneurs will operate this role since, marketing departments are usually responsible for this role and it does not depict any exploration unless, intrapreneurs focus on market and business model innovation like Airbnb, Lyft and Uber where market positioning is the exploration that takes place (Hult, 2015). Therefore, this role within the exploration process requires to be revisited with a focus on different types of explorative innovations.
Stimulation of Change: Innovation is not a constant process or phenomenon, it requires timely changes and continuous improvement in order to survive in the competitive edge. Exploration within systems, technology and market tend to be updated with new features constantly which becomes their surviving tool. An intrapreneur in this case requires to go back to the cycle of identifying new opportunities and adding more value to the existing ideas. From innovating the ‘Like’ button in Facebook to Post-It notes in 3M or Playstation in Sony- all these are popular examples of identifying explorative opportunity by intrapreneurs (Deeb, 2019). Social media platforms like Instagram or Twitter are well known for innovating trends and commercialization of radical innovations which is done by small groups of intrapreneurs within the organizations. All these cases exemplifies existing explorations which were changed from time to time depending on norm changes and intrapreneurs were the actors of these constant changes. 
6. Conclusion:
The report started with the assumptions that exploration process differentiates in some aspects from exploitation and studied implications of intrapreneurial behavior or environment on the process of exploration. The micro model of innovation and corporate entrepreneurship was applied as a theoretical framework to assess the impacts. The process and role oriented multi-dimensional nature of the model complemented this study to frame and analyze the argument. The arguments of the research emerged not only from the process differentiation but also from lack of literature which shows how intrapreneurs catalyst exploration process. The study has drawn upon the existing link between the notions and identified the gaps with implementation of CE and intrapreneurial aspects on radical innovation by deploying the micro model. 
The findings of the report suggests that exploration process differs from exploitation in several aspects and thus it requires different inhibitors which can be nurtured through maintaining an entrepreneurial mindset within organizations. On organization level shared vision, management structure and acceptance of new ideas are the holistic components which trigger exploration. On the other hand, intrapreneurial attitude, negotiation skill, ability to identify opportunities and proactiveness has been identified to be key intrapreneurial aspects that complements exploration process. Examples from intrapreneurial practices in current business practices were considered to exemplify and support the arguments presented above.
The limitation faced during the report was the resource constraints in terms of accessing evidences and data reports from entrepreneurial organizations. Outlining a more specific processes for radical product, system and business model innovation and how CE or Intrapreneurship impacts those processes can be assessed in future research scope. In terms of recommendations, the report outcomes can provide managerial and individual insights accordingly on how CE is an important aspect to catalyst exploration and how radical innovation requires different antecedents to flourish with organizations.
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