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Table of Contents 
We are here in this assignment looking in to companies and founders of those companies who found wealth and fame through inventing and creating giant organizations, we also checking how apple and Steve job, Amstrad and Alan sugar and Microsoft and bill gates handles their opportunities when they stumbled across it?
Alan sugar Amstrad computers were launched same time as apple computers were formed in the USA, We had our own computer creator in Alan sugars In 1986 +the country was in the middle of major computer technology. Two businesses were making waves when Sinclair sold his computer company to 39-year-old Alan sugar who was running his own Consumer Electronics Company called Amstrad, Alan sugar  was an east boy selling boiled beetroots to the locals, he then turns to selling  car radios from the back of his van. Sinclair and Sugar were different business people, as Sinclair   was an inventor who couldn’t make any profit from his inventions, and he made it known that he had no idea or interest in what made his computers work or inventions from getting rich.
Sugar sold products which were made cheaply in the Far East, regardless of inventions or technology and whenever the prices go up or he gets competition from somewhere else then, he would just into something else which is easier to sell, for example, hi-fi to TV sets, to VCRs to computers. Alan sugar turned his Amstrad PCW8256, which included a word processor, computer, monitor, printer, and software, all in one price as a genuine world-beater. Also at the same time in 1986 Microsoft was launched in the stock exchange with a value of £490 million. Founder, Bill Gates, stakes were worth £220 million. in 1986  Alan Sugar was worth two and half times more than bill Gates at the time but Today, Alan Sugar is estimated to be worth £700 million-plus, whereas Gates, even though Microsoft had a torrid time lately  in terms of share values and also he had given a chunk of his wealth to charitable donations, he is still  the richest man in the world, according to Forbes, worth an estimated value of £28 billion. What happened to Amstrad and Alan sugar is that Mr. Sugar had failed to capitalize on his computers innovations and failed to create the niche market he had to maintain momentum, and conquer the world, he had no idea about inventions and staying ahead of the game unlike bill Gates and Microsoft, the rest really is history Sugar drifted through other products and low-priced retail packages, and football, before becoming what he is primarily today, a property owner.

 SYNOPSIS 
Corporate entrepreneurship (CE) is a concept that till today preoccupies the thoughts of scholars and participants all over the world and we are not surprised about this as CE still constitutes and still  to have a major force in every organization's development and growth whether it is a  large or a  medium size  corporations  (Dess et al., 2003; Zahra, 1993b). As the competitive nature of organizations intensive in a mind-blowing   speed, the complexity it brings on from technology point of view where globalization of organizations boundaries get closer (Bettis & Hitt, 1995; Castells, 1999; D'Aveni, 1994), proved that market leaders have found that CE is a beneficial weapon to use in the challenging and environmental dynamics of the organization (Thornberry, 2003: 330). But the enthusiasm and excitement about this has some interpretations exist where they claim that bigger organizations take their bigness as a pure strength by resting on their bigness when it comes from the point of their human, social, and financial capability and have supported the use of CE (Burgelman, 1984; Kanter, 1986; Kuratko & Montagno, 1989; Miller, 1983). At the same time, whoever supports the use of CE specially bigger organizations are unlikely to copy the ways of small entrepreneurial organizations operate, as they think that they face different  obstacles  of work environments  with respect to the tensions between “new stream” and “mainstream” (Kanter, 1988, 1990; Sharma, 1999). Earlier studies started discovered two major block points: the macro- and micro-level CE  studies of micro-levels have shown a variety of factors that helps CE to establish the organization implying cultural (e.g., Chung & Gibbons, 1997; Morris, Davis, & Allen, 1994), strategic (e.g., Antoncic, 2006; Kuratko, Ireland, & Hornsby, 2001), structural (e.g, Burgelman, 1984; Kuratko, Montagno, & Hornsby, 1990; Sathe, 1985; Zajac, Golden, & Shortell, 1991), and environmental variables (e.g., Covin & Slevin, 1991; Zahra, 1993b). In parallel, researches that concentrate on micro-levels have highlighted at how organisation entrepreneurs spots opportunities (e.g., Kirzner, 1979; Sarasvathy, Dew, Velamuri, & Venkataraman, 2010) to be a successful entrepreneur that you need to have the competitive characters and the personalities (e.g., Baum & Locke, 2004; Hayton & Kelley, 2006; Rauch & Frese, 2007). However, we found fundamental problems made by both camps. Firstly, it is detrimental when it comes to micro-level of ce that the concerning organization has the right environment for innovations and creations to be cultivated, it also should be culturally and structurally be sound, and have a strong innovation leader An entrepreneurial activity within a large and diversified the organization is more likely (Wolcott & Lippitz, 2007). Moreover, as Wolcott and Lippitz emphasize, “that what will be workable for one organization might not work for another organization” (2007: 76). Similarly, Phan, Wright, Ucbasaran, and Tan (2009) in their study on CE have not taken seriously the importance of heterogeneities corporation’s activities. Another research on the micro-use of entrepreneurial inside a large diversified organization has promoted the use of CE in such a way of sponsoring CE for success (Hayton & Kelley, 2006; Shane, 1995). Yet, Dougherty and Heller, for example, pointed Out CE success rather than changing the institutionalized culture of the organization's leaders actually perpetuate the illegitimacy of innovation” (1994: 215). Additionally, these researches by these independent scholars on entrepreneurs and corporate entrepreneurs won’t be looked at seriously even though they are laced with fraught and risks with uncertainties, the environment in which corporate entrepreneurial encourages innovations which considered being different (Corbett & Hmieleski, 2007; Phan et al., 2009; Sharma, 1999). Taken together, although the need for and value of CE is indisputable, there is still confusion about its micro-and macro-level constituents. In line with this, theoretical and empirical knowledge about how CE is embedded in both a firm’s “mind and body” and its “vision and structure” warrants a deeper understanding (Thornberry, 2001: 530)., I take this persistent confusion as a starting point for shedding new light on how the gap between the macro and micro perspectives on CE can be overcome. For this purpose, I utilize systemic reasoning to unveil how the macros-and micro-levels, which constitute entrepreneurship in large, diversified firms, interact. According to Bunge, “systemic maintains that a society is a system of interrelated, interacting individuals and that it possesses emergent, or supra-individual, properties, so that it ought to be studied at both micro and macro levels” (1996: 241). More precisely, such a systemic ontology departs from a one-sided deterministic approach to a reciprocal conception of causation in that it does


.


.
CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP: THE MACRO AND MICRO PERSPECTIVES 
Definition 
 over the past decades the definitions of CE thrived in the face of ambiguity as scholars arguments continues, they regarded entrepreneurial creativity inside an organization structures either way defined or distinguished from the normalized phenomena of innovation  like product Corbett, Covin, O'Connor, & Tucci, 2013).  The commonly used in research of corporate entrepreneurship is the first director of the new strategy and secondly business creation as comprehensive defined by Vesper (1984) however, Guth and Ginsberg (1990) came up with a definition which up to date majority of researches in the CE community depend upon, like the beginning of a new venture within the corporations, innovation, and creation, strategic renewal” (1990: 5). Shortly afterward, Zahra discovered that CE embodies the formal and informal projects as a new business. The citation from Google Scholar, Guth and Ginsberg’s 1990 introductory paper on corporate entrepreneurship alone was cited 1,013 times (October 6, 2014). Organizations created through the process of innovation and production through market developments” (1991: 262). To further their interest in reconciliations of the definitional issues, Sharma and Chrisman opted for CE to be the tasks whereby workers with an existing organization, come up with a new or renewal innovation (1999: 18).  However lately, the definitions of CE have been broken into two sections instead of three sections:  firstly organization venturing and strategic entrepreneurship. Organization venturing has already been defined as the creation of a new business inside the organization and known as (internal corporate venturing, Outside corporate venturing, is known as (external corporate venturing).(Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013; Narayanan, Yang, & Zahra, 2009). However Strategic entrepreneurship, in comparison, insinuates what was known or referred to as strategic renewal and innovation. But now the conceptualization of those activities has been split into a more understandable set of 
phenomena groups: which are sustained regeneration, organizational rejuvenation, strategic renewal, and domain redefinition (Covin & Miles, 1999; Kuratko & Audretsch, 2009). We understand that these groups mostly focus on different parts of competitive advantage, and make less likely frequent mistakes and this reduces the magnitude of negative consequences of the entrepreneurial actions (Covin & Miles, 1999). As a result, Covin and Miles (1999) propose a hierarchical complicated form of sustained regeneration as the basic domain platform which is the next level of the drastic departure from existing users. There is another created parts show a variety of organizationally continuation innovations (e.g., strategic innovation) which might bring a breakthrough in the pursuit of competitive advantage, but not all of which necessarily result in new businesses (Covin & Miles, 1999; Ireland, Hitt, & Sirmon, 2003). As we continue to discuss the definitional notions which rightfully advocates the concept of CE is still progressing. As organizations come across tough competitions which puts financially constrained on their chosen markets and  spectrum then the use of CE for survival becomes even monumental over recent years which generates new organizational arrangements (e.g., corporate venture capital, cooperative corporate venturing, spin-offs), and thus challenging existing classifications of CE (Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013; Narayanan et al., 2009; Phan et al., 2009). Therefore we defined the increasingly fragmented area of Ce in to the following sections of two major categories: the macro-and micro-levels of the entrepreneurial activities described above.
The studies of the Macro perspective concentrate on macro-levels where they identified with external activities as they are external specifics beyond the control of individual entrepreneurs (Kuratko, 2013: 9). However, the research on CE has mainly concentrated on the external environmental environment that could influence the character systems where entrepreneurial culture of mutual trust and open communication exists, In terms of culture, the research carried out by Morris et al. On the impact of individualism versus group member collectivism on CE and concluded that the
balance of individual innovation with the collaboration of other members within the group is the ownership of creation” (1994: 84).in recent research on junior and medium leaders’ performances varies, Srivastava and Agrawal (2010) signified the importance of organizational system job structure in designing or rotating, leaders need to create the environment where teams collaborate in innovation, encourage team spirit and trust and CE allows that. As contrary to previous studies, Srivastava and Agrawal (2010) found that perceived rewards and freedoms are insignificant to employees. However, Zahra (1996) studied the pressure of governance and ownership systems on CE. He discovered preferable impact on executive stock ownership and long-term ownership investments from the public in terms of, pension and retirement funds as oppose to short-term investment. An external ownership on CE In terms of  the corporation mission and variable strategic such as build, hold, divest, or harvest strategies (Gupta & Govindarajan, 1984), also on business competitiveness and strategies (e.g., products and culture and pricing policies are relevant (Covin & Slevin, 1991). Straight to the point, corporation’s entrepreneurial statue and performance is positively linked to the organisations growth strategies, their capability of predicting organisation and market directions, how they manage their promotion and who to target, how they measure their product and what quality is has to be and price (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Zahra, 1991). From these studies we found two main particulars in t literature: (1) entrepreneurial process has to be separate from bureaucratic limitations by separating business units or new venture divisions (Burgelman, 1985; Kanter et al., 1992), or (2) entrepreneurship must be integral part of an organization’s culture and structure (Catmull, 2008; Covin & Slevin, 1991; Kanter, North, Bernstein, & Williamson, 1990). Regarding these studies, Kanter et al. (1990) clarified the difference between the dominance of economic and cultural targets. first  “ as often there is a difference between mainstream and new stream, the new stream is often  is organized as independent ventures”, where in other case “new
stream duties are usually a case of spontaneous activities by lower-level leaders and workers, and are close linked and maintained between new stream and mainstream” (1990: 416
Apple Inc, apples creative and innovations under Steve job
Apple, Inc. consists of four creative and thriving companies which are and all run as one. Like a Hardware Company, Software Company, a Services Company, and a retail company. The fact is that Majority of organisation struggle to run one company within a company specially technology companies let alone two divisions or more division in one organisation, but Apple has managed to combines all four entities as one and got them working in harmony. (Bajarin, 2011) looking back to the1997 and see where apple computers were and looking at apple computers today, you would not have thought or predicted that Apple Computers would be recognized and seen as one of the most prestige,  luxurious, and  innovative companies in the world, breaking barriers and inventing new ways of producing computers to compete in the consumer electronics, telecommunications, and music industries (see Figure 13.1 for an outline of Apple’s product and service portfolio). Since Steve Jobs came back to Apple, the company went from a $2 billion company in 1997 to almost $417 billion in 2011 which put them above Exxon Mobil which made them to be the world’s most valuable company in the world by market capitalization in August 2011). In 2010 Apple over took Microsoft as the richest company in the world and this was seen as a milestone in terms of market technology industry (Rusche, 2011). And at the end of 2012, Apple’s market value jumped to $573bn, and this was twice as much as Microsoft was at that time; this put apple market value 4.5% of the S&P 500, and 1.1% of the world global equity in 2011. Apples as a company continued it is up trajectory 2015 
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Apple Inc stood at the top of the world as the most valuable company in the world, worth over $719bn. shining above Google and Exxon Mobil, and Microsoft. They started making an innovative goods that have taken markets by surprise like the iPod, the I phone,  iPod),  the company has accumulated a loyal customers and huge fan club, and a business model to die for , they interrogated phenomenally products and services operations. Below are four divisions of apple inc.
1-Computer hardware
Mac Hardware products − iPod, tablet PC − Server & Storage Products − Related devices & Peripherals − 3rd party Hardware
2-Phone Products & Services
I Phone − App Store
3-Music Products & Services
IPod & related accessories − iTunes Store: Online service to distribute 3rd party music/audio books/music videos/short films/TV shows/ movies/podcasts/iPod games
4-Peripherals
Apple branded & 3rd party Mac compatible peripheral products
Internet Software & Services
− Web browser (Safari5) − Mobile Me − Quick Time
Wireless Connectivity & Networking
I Cloud − Airport extreme (wireless networking technology)
Software Products & Computer Technologies
Software programs (Mac OS X and iOS) − life, work
Apple had loads of imitators like Samsung but it continued to outperform everyone and In 2011 reported $108bn revenue that is the year  Steve Jobs died, apple revenue continued to grow every year like 2010 $82bn ,they generated in 2009 revenue of $65bn they had cash revenue of $182bn. (Nuttall, 2011). (See Tables 13.1 and 13.2 for an outline of Apple’s financial performance during 2009–11). 2014 Apples power of generating cash flow even grew bigger to an staggering some of $182bn cash reserves of $155bn. Operating income stood at 28.7%, and net income at 21.6% (Annual Report, 2014). Apple Inc’s financial statements and sales by segment are included in Tables 13.1 and 13.2.
JOBS’ TURNAROUND AND REBUILDING AN INNOVATIVE ORGANIZATION
The company hasn’t always been as successful as it is right now and it was the joke of the computer industry, while Steve Jobs wasn’t with apple during the period of (1985–97) the company was struggling so badly and to the point of survival, as Apple was premium brand and used to operated through a closed proprietary system, as PCs  become more appealing and gained more popularity and economically become more affordable, apples market appeal dropped as the cost  compared to its major competitors wasn’t satisfying and justifiable to the quality of their computers.
The combination of the premium prices and lower share of the market created apples profitability and appeal. This lead to the loss of momentum in the PC market, even though apple three different CEOs to reverse down turn spiral of the company (see Table 13.3).John Scullery tried to increase apples shares of the market which was 7%) at that time by trying to lower price of their computers  and still attempting to have the edge technological, he also tried to create an alliances with IBM to work together on things like multimedia applications operating system, he also tried  outsourced most of the product making to subcontractors for the purpose of reducing costs. He also forms an alliance with Novell and had Intel chips to run Apple’s OS. At the end of Scullery’s time in apple 1993 shares of apples market value were still 8%, and Apple’s gross profits dropped from 50% to 34% (Yoffie and Slind, 2008)., the alliances with Intel and Novell, as well as with IBM, , another decision to license Apple’s OS to other computer companies was undertaken which was later cancelled by Jobs in 1997).
The main focus of apples progression was to increase the international growth, also another focal point of apple was cost-cutting, this drastic and directions of the company didn’t help and actually the performance stayed flat, eventually Spindlier resigned and  Gil Amelia became the apples new co. In 1996, Amelia, took few drastic actions by successively restructuring and cost cutting. Also Amelia tried to make Apple what it used to be, as their products used to be a premium which meant that customers have to pay premium prices.  Differentiation strategy (Office and Slind, 2008). The biggest obstacle that faced apple at the time was the upcoming release of their new-generations of operating system called Copland, to compete the upcoming of Microsoft’s Windows 95, which created a buzz in the computer industry. Apple’s OS system was running late and way behind schedule so apple seek help from outside sources and Ironically, Apple knight shinning was a soft ware company called next Which was set up and owned by Steve job.,which he set it up in 1985 after he left  Apple, as the  market value of apple kept tumbling down  to their lowest since the existence of the company , Amelia had no choice but to leave the company and the board of directors accepted his departure.  The collaboration with next company was very successful which convinced the directors to buy the company out which they succeeded, then they decided to hire Steve job as the CEO of apple corporate.
 The new version of Apple’s operating system was created with help from next software company. 1997 the year Steve job took over, Steve job was at apple as an advisor first for less than a year befo.re he was offered the job. The company, apple needed a major crucial reconstruction as the company share values were tumbling and that year was historically very relevant as the company reported a loss of $708 net which was a record for the company. The company share were changing hands at $3-30 this was a crucial time in the company’s history. the quarter that year and the company was on the brings of bankruptcy. To make it even worst for the company that their competitors like Dell and Microsoft were thriving and going from strength to strength as the technology boom of the late 1990s continued to flourish. Steve Jobs job was only as an Interim CEO in 1997 till he took the role of CEO during 2000. The second time of returning to apple as a CEO in 1997 became and is known as the new era for the company. Steve job salary was of $1 per year for 30 months but at the same he had the choice of plenty of stock options, which lead to Apple’s successful turnaround. He started to revitalize the name of Apple’s to the outside world and resume their innovation capability as Apple lost that prestige name, Steve job said in interview that apple forgotten who they were and also he said in no certain way that apple should get back to its core business and build on it. Michael Dell was once asked at a conference what would he had done if he was in Steve Jobs shoes at apple as job become the CEO  and Michael dell replied “I’d shut it down and give the money back to the shareholders” (Burrows and Grover, 2006). From a former executive at Apple who was at the meeting with Jobs’ first interview with the directors of Apple, Jobs was w asked them straight what they thought was wrong with Apple?. Jobs then went straight to point and exclaimed that their products were not sex anymore (Burrows and Grover, 2006). Job made a deal with Microsoft  to invest $150m in Apple, which confirmed apples commitment to making Microsoft Office and also producing other products for Mac, he also stop the licensing of Mac OS program, Steve job thought was cannibalizing Mac sales (Yoffie and Slind, 2008). He also dismantled the making of 70% of new products and only kept sensible 30% that he knew were the blood line, he also approved few new products that he thought could benefit them in terms of competing with their competitors.
earring  shorts, sneakers, and didn’t shave for few days, he swivel on his chair, spun slowly, he went over the marketing and the branding of apple, the creativity and innovations side to their products, he also re-priced stock options to retain talent (Booth, 1997). Apple made their first profit in January 2000 and their share price jumped, Apple then dramatically announced that they were buying Steve Jobs a Gulfstream V jet, which cost around $88m and this was part of Steve jobs request before he took the job that he would liked an aeroplane to take him and his family to Hawaii and East coast. Larry Ellison who was the CEO of Oracle and a board member Apple, said, “because of what he’s done for the company that he deserves more than five airplanes!” (Elkind, 2008). From 2003 to2008 Apple’s sales tripled to $24 billion and amassed profits of $3.5 billion, from a mere $24 million. Apple was the top of Fortune 500 companies, apple also return to shareholders in between 2003–8 (94% return) and also between 1998–2008  apple returned (51%  to its shareholders (Morris, 2008: 68), unbelievable turn around under any circumstances . In January 2007, Apple became Apple Inc. (Yahoo finance, 2008), showing the dynamic changes from computer vendor roots. Since 2006, revenues from their desktop and portable computers were sales were less than half of Apple’s total revenues; and by 2011, just one fifth. By early 2007, this shows how far apple has come from where
they were as they are making the world’s fastest personal computer, came up with a series of attractive reliable new Macintosh models, competitive operating system known for its astonishing backward compatibility, created a cult following of iPod users, and begun its inroads into the mobile phone industry with the phone.
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