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ABSTRACT  
 
This paper is a literature review of the theoretical field of corporate 
entrepreneurship. As the term is growing in popularity previous research has seen 
the field as disparate and that the lack of consensus is evident. Only a few 
researchers have, more or less, focused on commonalities or similarities. In this 
paper a comparative analysis of the literature is made trough a lens of affinities 
and some conclusions are made e.g. when it comes to notions, methodology and 
the use of perspectives. 
 
 

INTRODUCTION  
 
Research on corporate entrepreneurship has grown rapidly over the past decade 
(Dess, Ireland, Zahra, Floyd, Janney and Lane, 2003). But corporate 
entrepreneurship seems to many entrepreneurship scholars a contradictor in terms 
(Stevensson and Jarillo, 1990). When reading the literature on entrepreneurship, 
which corporate entrepreneurship should be to some extent related to, there is an 
implicit definition of entrepreneurship as something which is radically different 
from corporate management. Some researchers find it to be the opposite of 
corporate management. Thus, the very concept of corporate entrepreneurship 
sounds to many entrepreneurship scholars’ as something of an Oxymoron 
(Stevensson and Jarillo, 1990; Thornberry, 2002). As a result, the two areas has 
mostly been developed in isolation of each other. One explanation given is that 
large firms mostly is bureaucratic and that entrepreneurial and bureaucratic 
activity has been considered essentially opposite forms with little if any 
connection (Burgelman, 1983).  
 
There also appears to be no consensus on the notion of corporate 
entrepreneurship (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990; Zahra, 1996; McFadzean, 
O’Loughlin and Shaw, 2005; Kuratko, 2007). Some scholars emphasize its 
resemblance to new business creation by individual entrepreneurs and view 
corporate entrepreneurship as a concept that is limited to new venture creation 
within existing organizations. Others argue that the concept of corporate 
entrepreneurship should encompass the struggle of large firms to renew 
themselves by carrying out new combinations of resources that alter the 
relationship between them and the environment (Burgelman, 1983).  



 
Thornberry (2002) identifies four categories of corporate entrepreneurship:  
(1)  Corporate venturing - starting of new business within a business.  
(2) Intrapreneuring - take the mindset and behaviors of external entrepreneurs 

to create and build businesses inside an existing and usually large corporate 
setting. 

(3)  Organizational transformation - corporate renewal or transformation. This 
type of entrepreneurship involves innovation, a new arrangement or 
combination of resources and results in the creation of sustainable 
economic value. 

(4)  Industry rule-breaking - is a subset of transformation, but involves not only 
transformation of the enterprise but also the competitive environment of 
the industry, that should transform into something significantly different 
than it was. 

 
Dess, Ireland, Zahra, Floyd, Janney and Lane (2003) prefer to divide corporate 
entrepreneurship in four slightly different categories which are:  
(1)  Sustained regeneration - develops cultures, processes, and structures.  
(2)  Organizational rejuvenation - internal processes, structures and 

capabilities.  
(3)  Strategic renewal - strives to change its competitive strategy.  
(4)  Domain redefinition - proactively strive to create a new product market 

position. 
  
These categories of Thornberry (2002) and Dess et al, (2003) can be fitted in the 
two category of corporate entrepreneurship given by Guth and Ginsberg (1990) 
and Kuratko (2007), which are:  
(1)  Corporate venturing - The birth of new businesses within existing 

organizations e.g. internal, cooperative, external.  
(2)  Strategic entrepreneurship - The transformation of organizations through 

renewal of the key ideas on which they are built e.g. strategic renewal, 
sustained regeneration, organizational rejuvenation, business model 
reconstruction, domain redefinition. 

 
Wolcott and Lippitz (2007) refer to four models of corporate entrepreneurship, 
with different settings that have their own challenges: 
(1)  The Enabler - the firm provides funding and senior executive attention to 

prospective projects.  
(2)  The Producer - the firm establishes and supports a full-service group with a 

mandate for corporate entrepreneurship.  
(3)  The Opportunist - the firm has no deliberate approach to corporate 

entrepreneurship, internal and external networks drive concept selection 
and resource allocation.  

(4)  The Advocate - the firm strongly evangelizes for corporate 
entrepreneurship, but business units provide the primary funding.  



METHOD 
 
This paper is a literature review and a selection of papers and articles that discuss 
theories on corporate entrepreneurship are studied trough the lens of affinities. 
Among earlier researchers there is more or less a consent that corporate 
entrepreneurship is disparate and that there is a lack of consensus. Only a few has 
expressly studied commonalities or similarities e.g. Stopford and Baden-Fuller 
(1993) and Thornberry (2002). Therefore it could be of interest to study the 
literature on corporate entrepreneurship through the lens of affinity. In search for 
affinities there is also a possibility to identify gaps that can contribute to 
suggestions on further research.  
 
To find affinities a comparative analysis was made by summarising the notions 
and key element of the content in the selected literature for this study. Thereafter 
a comparison was made between the summaries to see what affinities that could 
be found. The selection of literature for the analyse take it’s beginning in the 
1990’s when the theoretical field of corporate entrepreneurship started to become 
accepted and enhance in interest among both researchers and practitioners. The 
phenomena of corporate entrepreneurship is not new, but it took some time for 
the theories to establish.  
 
A limitation can be seen regarding that the only search term that has been used is 
corporate entrepreneurship. This means that research in similar areas has not 
been included or research that has not used the term corporate entrepreneurship 
in their paper or article.  
 
 

DISPOSITION 
 
After the introduction and the method discussion a summary of the development 
of corporate entrepreneurship is presented to give the reader a view of how the 
theories of corporate entrepreneurship has grown and developed during the years 
in the literature. Going trough the history should bring some further sense to why 
corporate entrepreneurship is seen as disparate and lacking in consensus. 
Thereafter the comparative analysis of the content in the corporate 
entrepreneurship literature is presented, categorised by the most commonly used 
methods, perspectives and notions used when describing the phenomena. This 
section follows by a summary of the analysis. At last there will be some 
conclusions made and some recommendations on further research.  
 
 

DEVELOPMENT OF CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
 
The earliest paper in this literature review goes back to 1969 and Steven Westfall 
- Stimulating Corporate Entrepreneurship in U. S. Industry - who meant that 



entrepreneurship should be seen as a business function in existing corporations 
and can be applied in management strategies. Other to notice the need of 
corporate entrepreneurship is Schendel and Hofer (1979), in the book- Strategic 
Management: A New View of Business Policy and Planning – they suggested 
new ways of doing business e.g. trough entrepreneurship and venturing.  
 
In the beginning it was more sporadic with literature that used the term corporate 
entrepreneurship. In the 1980´s the most refereed researchers are Burgleman and 
Miller, which still are referred to by many researchers. Based on observations 
Burgleman (1983) concluded that organizations if they want to be sufficient and 
competitive must support a degree of entrepreneurial activity. This is because as 
firms grow larger their capacity to maintain a certain growth rate, in their 
mainstream area of business reduces and sooner or later they have to find new 
areas of business in marginally related or unrelated areas (Burgleman, 1984).  
With the growth and complexity of organizations, there is continually a need for 
organizational renewal, innovation, constructive risk-taking, and the 
conceptualization and pursuit of new opportunities, see Miller (1983). A central 
imperative is that strategies for venturing and new venture divisions as an 
important organizational innovation to facilitate corporate entrepreneurship 
(Burgleman (1985).  Miller (1983) and Burgleman (1983) agreed on that the 
condition under which different organization designs for different types of 
corporate entrepreneurship is important for the understanding of entrepreneurship 
as a driving force in established firms.  
 
In 1987, Knight tried to show that a shift in paradigm had been made. Where 
once large corporations were known for their avoidance of entrepreneurs, the 
same corporations now tried to hire or encourage entrepreneurship within the 
organisation. Corporate entrepreneurship is enabling individuals to use creative 
processes that allow them to apply and invent technologies that can be planned, 
deliberate, and purposeful in terms of the level of innovative activity desired 
(Burgelman, 1983). Furthermore, the understanding of the process of corporate 
entrepreneurship may help the development of new managerial approaches and 
innovative administrative arrangements to facilitate the collaboration between 
entrepreneurial individuals and the organizations in which they are willing to 
exert their entrepreneurship. 
 
During the 1990’s corporate entrepreneurship more or less exploded and started 
to be recognized as a legitimate path to high levels of organizational performance 
e.g. for growth, profitability, innovation, competitive advantages and renewal 
(c.f. Stevenson and Jarillo, 1990; Zahra, 1995; Zahra, 1996; Kuratko, 2007). 
Zahra and Covin (1995) argue that research on corporate entrepreneurship and its 
implications for company financial performance is fast emerging as an exciting 
area of scholar inquiry. There also appeared some research in the area of 
corporate entrepreneurship that focused on small and medium sized firms (e.g. 
Naman and Slevin, 1993).  



 
During the beginning of the twenty-first century researchers begun to concentrate 
more on specific parts of corporate entrepreneurship and different perspectives 
are used to understand the phenomena. For example, Barringer and Bluedorn 
(1999), McFadzean et al. (2005), Heidemann, Gertsen and Riis (2006) are 
questioning how the notion of innovation is used in conjunction with corporate 
entrepreneurship. They all think that innovation is an important part of corporate 
entrepreneurship, but as Heidemann, Gertsen and Riis, 2006) wrote ”…within the 
field of entrepreneurship research it is seen that […] innovation is merely 
addressed as one factor amongst others without clearly establishing a link to 
innovation theory.” Opportunity recognition is also a popular notion, when 
talking about entrepreneurship and innovation. It is addressed to give a better rent 
and higher costumer added value (Miles, Paul and Wilhite, 2003). Echols and 
Neck (1998) also concluded that to make opportunity recognition possible there 
is a need for structure, which in turn is a necessity for corporate entrepreneurship 
to work.   
 
Perspectives becoming more popular to use to better understand the phenomenon 
of corporate entrepreneurship are competence, knowledge, learning and cognition 
(e.g. Adenfelt and Lagerström, 2006; Hayton and Kelly, 2006; West 2007). Yiu 
and Lau (2008) also use a network-based perspective in conjunction with 
corporate entrepreneurship. Otherwise a lot of scholars argue of the importance 
of middle management behavior e.g. Kuratko et al. (2005), who studied the link 
between middle management and successful corporate entrepreneurship. There 
are also discussions about the entrepreneur as an individual or as a set of 
individuals i.e. entrepreneurial teams (e.g. West, 2007).   
 
Definitions 
 
Burgleman (1983) defined corporate entrepreneurship as the process whereby 
firms engage in diversification through internal development. Furthermore, such 
diversification requires new resource combinations to extend firms activities in 
areas unrelated, or marginally related, to its current domain of competence and 
corresponding opportunity set. Burgleman (1984) connected corporate 
entrepreneurship with strategy and strategic behavior in large established firms 
which identifies entrepreneurial activity as a natural and integral part of the 
strategic process. Jones and Butler (1992:733) also define corporate 
entrepreneurship as a process “…by which firms notice opportunities and act to 
creatively organize transactions between factors of production to create surplus 
value.” Another is Wolcott and Lippitz (2007:75) that define the term as “…the 
process by which teams within an established company conceive, foster, launch 
and manage a new business that is distinct from the parent company but 
leverages the parent’s assets, market position, capabilities or other resources”. 
Furthermore, it differs from corporate venture capital although it often involves 
external partners and capabilities, including acquisitions, it engages significant 



resources of the established company, and internal teams typically manage 
projects. It is also different from spinouts, which are generally constructed as 
stand-alone enterprises that do not require continuous leveraging of current 
business activities to realize their potential. Yiu and Lau (2008:38) proposes that 
corporate entrepreneurship is “…a resource capital configuration mechanism in 
emerging markets.” 
 
Knight (1987) equalize intrapreneurship with corporate entrepreneurship and 
present a definition that suggests that an intrapreneur is a corporate employee 
who introduces and manages an innovative project within the corporate 
environment, as if they were an independent entrepreneur. He also denote that 
this individual often is a chief executive officer, or at least at the corporate level. 
Echols and Neck (1998) also think that corporate entrepreneurship and 
entrepreneurship is similar and involves fostering entrepreneurial behaviors 
within an established organization. The more the organization can exhibit 
entrepreneurial properties and its people believe in behaving entrepreneurially 
the greater the firm’s ability to achieve maximum innovation or entrepreneurial 
success. Similarly McFadzen et al. (2005) think it is important to note that 
corporate entrepreneurship can be used interchangeable with intrapreneurship. 
They define corporate entrepreneurship “…as the effort of promoting innovation 
from an internal organisational perspective, through the assessment of potential 
new opportunities, alignment of resources, exploitation and commercialisation of 
said opportunities” (2005: 352). 
 
Guth and Ginsberg (1990) have a broad definition of corporate entrepreneurship 
connected to changes in the pattern of resource deployment, new combinations of 
resources; transform the firm into something significantly different from what it 
was before. This transformation of the firm from the old to the new reflects 
entrepreneurial behavior. For Hayton and Kelly (2006) corporate 
entrepreneurship is a set of firm wide activities that concentrate on the discovery 
and pursuit of new opportunities through innovation, new business creation, or 
the introduction of new business models. 
 
Thornberry (2002) state that corporate venturing, or new business development 
within an existing firm, is only one of several possible ways to achieve strategic 
renewal. Corporate entrepreneurship can be a powerful antidote to large company 
staleness, lack of innovation, stagnated top-line growth, and the inertia that often 
overtakes the large, mature companies of the world. 
 

 
ANALYSIS 

 
In this section of the paper the results of the comparative analysis of the content 
in the studied corporate entrepreneurship literature is presented, categorised by 
the most commonly used notions when describing corporate entrepreneurship. 



There is also a comparison made regarding the methods used to collect the 
empirical results, this because it has an affect on what is seen as important when 
discussing corporate entrepreneurship. The main purpose with the analysis is to 
find affinities.   
 
A Quantitative Approach on American Corporations 
 
Previous research in the area of Corporate Entrepreneurship has more or less 
focused on a slightly narrow direction. Instead of getting a qualitative 
understanding of the phenomena most researchers have been focusing on 
quantitative methods by collecting statistical data from a large amount of 
corporations and mostly from U.S. firms (e.g. Zahra, 1990; Naman and Slevin, 
1993; Zahra, 1995, Zahra and Covin, 1995; Mosakowski, 1998; Barringer and 
Bluedorn, 1999). Constructions of hypothesis are also a commonly used 
approached to get some answers regarding corporate entrepreneurship e.g. West 
(2007) did that in combination with surveys. Yiu and Lau (2008) is one of the 
few that have collect empirical evidence trough a survey of established firms in 
China.  
 
Kenney and Mujtaba (2007) concluded that additional qualitative research needs 
to record the experienced corporate entrepreneurs. They stated that a mixed 
methodology research study could explore the emotional components of 
intrapreneurship quality and measure its impact on employee performance and 
turnover quantitatively. Only a few papers, to my knowledge, are written with 
empirical data from Europe with a qualitative method (e.g. Stopford and Baden-
Fuller, 1994; Badguerahanian and Abetti, 1995; Adenfelt and Lagerström, 2006; 
Heidemann et al., 2006; Guadamillas, Donate and Sánchez de Pablo, 2008).  
Darroch et al. (2004) and Covin and Miles (2007) has partly used empirical data 
from Europe, i.e. Sweden and United Kingdom, and collect it trough personal 
interviews. 
 
Perspectives 
 
There are lots of scholars in the area of corporate entrepreneurship that take on a 
resource based view e.g. Guth and Ginsberg (1990) choose to focus on new 
resource combination as a foundation for strategic renewal. They argue that all 
changes in firms' pattern of resource deployment from the carrying out of new 
combinations should be considered in the domain of corporate entrepreneurship. 
McFadzean et al. (2005) and Darroch et al. (2004) also take on a resource based 
perspective based on Schumpeter’s view on the entrepreneur. Yiu and Lau (2008) 
denote that corporate entrepreneurship performs a unique role of resource capital 
configuration and transformation in emerging market firms. Other researchers 
that have a resource view is e.g. Zahra and Covin (1995), Mosakowski (1998).  
 



Hayton and Kelly (2006) argue that given the unique requirements of corporate 
entrepreneurship, a competency-based approach to assessing organizational 
human capital needs is superior to more traditional job-analytic methods. Yiu and 
Lau (2008) think it is important to renew firm competence so that a changing 
environment can be reached. Drawing on existing literature, they outline a 
competency framework for supporting corporate entrepreneurship and infer the 
underlying, measurable knowledge, skills, and abilities that contribute to these 
competencies. Another perspective connected to learning is cognition e.g. West 
(2007) has research the cognitive nature of new venture strategy and dealt with 
the characteristics of the top managers who run new ventures. Adenfelt and 
Lagerström (2006) studied how organizational rejuvenation is used to increase 
and support knowledge exploitation in multinational enterprises. 
 
Corporate Venture in Focus 
 
Kuratko (2007) identified two main areas of corporate entrepreneurship that is 
corporate venturing (internal, cooperative, external) and strategic 
entrepreneurship (strategic renewal, sustained regeneration, organizational 
rejuvenation, business model renewal, domain redefinition). From this 
classification of corporate entrepreneurship most of the scholars have chosen to 
focus on corporate venturing. Kenney and Mujtaba (2007) concluded that the 
literature in the area of corporate entrepreneurship tends to weigh the benefits 
and risks of new ventures in terms of stakeholder wealth creation. Researchers as 
Zahra (1995), Dess et al. (2003), Darroch et al. (2004), West (2007) and Yiu and 
Lau (2008) have focused on corporate venturing. When it comes to strategic 
entrepreneurship there are only a few researchers e.g. Guth and Ginsberg (1990), 
Naman and Slevin (1993), Adenfelt and Lagerström (2006). 
 
Entrepreneurship 
 
To some extent it seems trivial to mention that entrepreneurship is the foremost 
common referenced element in the area of corporate entrepreneurship. But it can 
also share some light upon the fact that corporate entrepreneurship is seen as 
disparate and lacking in consensus among scholars, because the same problems 
exist regarding entrepreneurship. There are researchers who think there is as 
many definitions on entrepreneurship as there are scholars. Stevensson and 
Jarillo (1990:18) conclude that “The plethora of studies on entrepreneurship can 
be divided in three main categories: what happens when entrepreneurs act; why 
they act; and how they act.” 
 
The entrepreneurial firm is generally distinguished in its ability to innovate, 
initiate change, and rapidly react to change flexibly and adroitly. The competitive 
pressures on large companies to become lean and agile have helped many of 
them to survive (Thornberry, 2002). Entrepreneurship can also bee seen, 
according to Covin and Miles (1999), as one path for creating superior value in 



the marketplace by leveraging innovation to create products, processes, and 
strategies that better satisfy customer needs. Many organizations need improved 
means of increasing the skills and effectiveness of entrepreneurial management 
and assisting their development into more successful organizations (Naman and 
Slevin, 1993).  
 
Some researchers like McFadzean et al. (2005) choose to see the entrepreneur in 
corporate entrepreneurship as either creative imitators or as a creator of 
something original and new. Darroch, Miles and Paul, 2004, also believe that 
imitation to a certain extent can be entrepreneurial and shows that conceptually, 
there are two basic entrepreneurial activities:  
(1)  Entrepreneurial activities that create rent or proactive innovation.  
(2)  Exploitative activity by reactive innovation, or imitation. 
  
Other researchers concentrate on that corporate entrepreneurship involves 
fostering entrepreneurial behaviors within an established organization (Echols 
and Neck, 1998). Thornberry (2002) indicate that managers can be trained to act 
like entrepreneurs and that these actions can result in significant new value 
creation. However, firm need to be aware of the pitfalls and problems that can 
happen when newly trained corporate entrepreneurs re-enter the organization. 
There are also researchers that choose to see entrepreneurship as a team effort 
e.g. West (2007) has suggest a method for assessing entrepreneurial top 
management team cognition. Mosakowski (1998) thinks that entrepreneurial 
resources can be distributed by one or a few individuals i.e. an individual 
entrepreneurial resource or a team of individual as an entrepreneurial resource.  
 
There are not only positive observations on entrepreneurship. Miles, Paul and 
Wilhite (2003) have observed that many leading companies have had big losses 
linked to results from entrepreneurial activities and less successful entrepreneurs. 
“Entrepreneurial processes are inherently probabilistic, so successful 
entrepreneurial outcomes can seldom, if ever, be guaranteed” (Covin and Miles, 
2007:195). But usually entrepreneurship in earlier research is closely connected 
with some form of success.  
 
Strategy and Management 
 
The development of corporate entrepreneurship for strategic management is a 
crucial key element. It is reflected in top management's risk taking with regard to 
investment decisions and strategic actions in the face of uncertainty (Zahra 
1995). It is seen as a strategic help for renewal of existing firms (Zahra and 
Covin, 1995), a renewal that is best achieved trough risk taking, innovation and 
proactive competitive behavior (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990). Some managers use 
leveraged buyouts as a strategy to be entrepreneurial and take risks e.g. the 
acquisition of another company using a significant amount of borrowed money, 



bonds or loans, to meet the cost of acquisition. Leverage is often associated with 
corporate venturing. 
 
In a model of Guth and Ginsberg (1990), based on studies of earlier research, the 
environment is seen as an important factor that could affect the organization and 
trigger an entrepreneurial behavior and changes in strategy, especially in a hostile 
environment with fierce competition. In order to reach an entrepreneurial 
behavior, strategic leaders on top and middle levels are important, their values 
and beliefs are often crucial. New leaders of corporate entrepreneurship 
initiatives are often surprised by how much time they spend talking with 
corporate and business-unit management. Nevertheless, such communication is 
essential (Wolcott and Lippitz, 2007). Furthermore, executive engagement is also 
essential for employees to trust that the process of corporate entrepreneurship is 
being taken seriously and that good ideas will be developed and commercialized.  
 
Several studies also show that corporate entrepreneurship as a strategy is 
positively associated with the firms’ financial performance. Both in the United 
States and Europe researchers have found that corporate entrepreneurship is 
related to sustainable and superior returns. (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990; Zahra and 
Covin, 1995; Elfinger, 2005). However, Barringer and Bluedorn (1999) believe 
that no study so far, has specifically focused on the relationship between a 
company's application of strategic management and its entrepreneurial strength. 
They feel that studies instead have explored organizational characteristics that 
enable an entrepreneur behavior on a broad range of variables, which resulted in 
no deeper insight has been obtained. 
 
Challenge Bureaucratic Structure 
 
Another thing that earlier researchers have in common is that corporate 
entrepreneurship shall challenge bureaucratic structure. For example Covin and 
Slevin (1990) conclude that entrepreneurial business managers must remember 
that the structure should be organic and amorphous, which not include 
bureaucratic structures. Bureaucracy and management processes are widely 
known as abomination when it comes to innovation and change within 
organizations (Barringer and Bluedorn, 1999). However, Guth and Ginsberg 
(1990) think this may not always be true and strive after more rigorous empirical 
studies on the combined effects of organizational structure, strategy and core-
beliefs regarding corporate entrepreneurship. 
 
Competitive Advantage  
 
There is an implicit agreement that competitive advantages are important in the 
corporate entrepreneurship literature, but how to get this advantages are a 
different question and there are plenty of answers to find. For example, Hayton 
and Kelly (2006) and Kenney and Mujtaba (2007) think that corporate 



entrepreneurship is an important source to competitive advantage and to get 
economic growth and success on market. Bhardwaj and Sushil (2007) conclude 
that competitive strength is more important then ever to get as the competition 
becomes more dynamic with the globalisation. Kuratko, Ireland, Covin and 
Hornsby (2005) also noticed the influence globalization had on corporations’ 
willingness to use corporate entrepreneurship as strategy to gain competitive 
advantages. 
 
Zahra and Covin (1995) argue that the interest in corporate entrepreneurship 
arises from its potential advantageous as a mean to renew the established 
organizations and increase their ability to compete in their chosen markets. 
Furthermore it can increase shareholder value by creating a work environment 
that supports individual and business growth by giving employees the 
opportunity to use their creativity, speed up the companies response to the market 
and create a culture that promotes cross-border cooperation (Zahra, 1996 ). 
 
Miles, Paul and Wilhite (2003) have taken an initiative to develop a general 
theory of entrepreneurial competitiveness. They think that theories of 
entrepreneurial competition are fundamentally different from theories of price 
competition. In addition to the risks that are associated with entrepreneurial 
activities there are also differences in incentive structures, which are the 
foundation for corporate entrepreneurship. Darroch et al. (2004) denote that 
corporate entrepreneurship creates competitive strength trough rent of activities. 
The creation of economic rent has become an important area in the literature to 
understand, the motives that shape business and the level of business strategies.  
 
Covin and Miles (1999) method to generate entrepreneurial rent are: 
(1)  Maintaining regeneration through constant and radical product innovation. 
(2)  Organizational rejuvenation by radical process innovation. 
(3)  Strategic renewal by innovation of business concept. 
(4)  Domain redefinition through the creation of new product markets. 
 
Innovation 
 
Previous research shows that innovation is an important key element of corporate 
entrepreneurship (e.g. Barringer and Bluedorn, 1999; McFadzean et al., Darroch 
et al.; 2005; Hayton and Kelly, 2006). Innovations renew companies, enhance 
their competitive advantage, spur growth, create new employment opportunities, 
and generate wealth (Hayton and Kelly, 2006). Innovations are in most cases 
mentioned in conjunction with entrepreneurship. However, according to 
McFadzean et al., (2005) there have been very few comments in the academic 
literature on the relationships between entrepreneurship and innovation. They 
argue that entrepreneurship and innovation are two processes, interdependent of 
one another; corporate entrepreneurs challenge bureaucracy and move the 
innovation process forward (McFadzean et al., 2005). Heidemann, Gertsen and 



Riis (2006) think there is a missing link between the corporate entrepreneurship 
and the innovation theory.  
 
Barringer and Bluedorn (1999) argue that corporate entrepreneurship is based on 
management, which embraces a behavior that encourages innovation. Corporate 
entrepreneurship is also, according to Guth and Ginsberg (1990), responsible for 
stimulating innovation in the organization by exploring the potential of new 
opportunities, resource acquisition, implementation, exploitation and 
commercialization of new products or service. Zahra (1990, 1995) denote that 
corporate entrepreneurship also includes various attitudes and events that 
expands the ability of firms to take risks, seek opportunities and innovate. 
 
Similar as with entrepreneurship, firms can innovate and create corporate 
entrepreneurship in two ways (c.f. Darroch et al., 2005).  
(1)  Totally new products to get onto the market like when the microwave oven 

and the portable tape player were introduced.  
(2)  Innovation trough imitation i.e. to succeed in producing the same product 

as the competitor but to a better prices resulting in increased value for the 
customer. 

 
Opportunity Recognition 
 
As mentioned during the discussion on innovation the concept of opportunity 
recognition is also important for corporate entrepreneurship e.g. to achieve 
greater returns and provide more value to the customer (Miles, Paul and Wilhite, 
2003). Corporate entrepreneurship is the discovery and pursuit of new 
opportunities through innovation (Hayton and Kelly, 2006) and structures that 
allow opportunity recognition are necessary for successful corporate 
entrepreneurship (Echols and Neck, 1998; Kuratko et al., 2005). In most cases 
when researchers discuss the notion of entrepreneurship and innovation, they also 
mention opportunity recognition, which is also seen in this paper.  
 
 

SUMMARY  
 
As seen in the beginning of this paper there are many definitions and different 
ways to categorise corporate entrepreneurship which makes the research field 
disparate and the lack of consensus evident. The notions of venturing and 
strategic entrepreneurship continue most of the earlier researchers’ definitions 
and categories of the phenomena, but it is also a broad way to categorize and 
therefore is limited in use. Another problem regards the lack of consensus 
emerged from that corporate entrepreneurship includes a lot of theories from 
other notions like entrepreneurship and innovation where there also is a lack of 
consensus. Despite of this background there is possible to find affinities that 



show that the research field of corporate entrepreneurship might not be all that 
disparate.  
 
A majority of researchers have focused on a specific subject concerning different 
forms of corporate venturing. Strategic entrepreneurship seems to be growing but 
venturing is foremost the popular subject. The most commonly used perspective 
on corporate entrepreneurship is the resource based view. Thereafter it seems like 
learning in different shapes is becoming more important. A base in empirical 
studies on large firms and corporations is central for most of the researchers. 
When it comes to methodology there are foremost quantitative methods that are 
used from a large amount of U.S. firms. When personal interviews have been 
collected it is also done in a larger scale and conducting of hypothesis is normally 
used. When it comes to qualitative methods like e.g. the case study it is less or 
almost never used before the twenty-first century, still there are few but growing.  
There are also few researchers that use Europe for collecting empirical data. 
 
Nearly all of the researchers in this literature review see corporate 
entrepreneurship as a way to challenge bureaucratic structure, to become more 
agile and flexible to meet future demands from the market. It is a way to grow, 
but it is also filled with risk management, but there are only few researchers that 
have mainly looked at the risks. It seams that researchers commonly are more 
interested in doing research that acknowledge corporate entrepreneurship as a 
positive force of strategy to be more successful. To become successful, a 
majority of the researches think that management is important and their ability to 
become entrepreneurial, innovative and seek for opportunities, both on top and 
middle management level. Most of the time the entrepreneur is seen as an 
individual, but during the past decade more researchers beginning to talk about 
entrepreneurial teams, often with a set of managers.  
 
In this paper, affinities could foremost be found regarding research object (large 
firms), research subject (venturing), methods (quantitative approaches trough 
surveys and conducting of hypothesis) and choose of perspective (a resource 
based view). Otherwise there are key elements that can be seen as a foundation of 
corporate entrepreneurship, which are entrepreneurship, strategy, management, 
competitive advantage, innovation and opportunity recognition. One last affinity 
is that corporate entrepreneurship challenge bureaucratic structures to become 
more agile and dynamic. 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
The purpose of this paper was to study how the theories of corporate 
entrepreneurship has developed and if there are any affinities that could bring the 
research field closer. As many other researchers have shown in previous 
literature, it is hard to find consensus among different scholars. This paper has 



contributed by showing that the research field may be closer than first noticed 
when it comes to certain areas in corporate entrepreneurship.  
 
The lens of affinities can also show where there may be some gap in the literature 
that is in need of further research e.g. when it comes to more qualitative 
approaches were practitioners can give their view of corporate entrepreneurship 
by telling their stories by repeated interviews. Most of the research has also taken 
place in the United States which can suggest that it is of interest to get more 
empirical data from other continents e.g. Europe and China. Furthermore, none 
of the researchers to my knowledge have taken on a perspective of the 
individuals or teams in the operating core and their ability to be entrepreneurial. 
In the literature they talk about the employees but with a close reading it is the 
middle management they refer to.  
 
A limitation, in this paper is that this review needs to be further developed to 
include more of the literature in the area of corporate entrepreneurship. There are 
a lot of different literatures that are not included in this review. Perhaps there also 
is a need to widen the research to include more search terms, now the only used 
term is corporate entrepreneurship. 
 
 

REFERENCES  
 
Adenfelt, M and Lagerström, K. (2006), “Organizational rejuvenation for 
knowledge exploitation: Exploring corporate entrepreneurship in an MNE”,  
Journal of International Entrepreneurship, vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 83-98. 
 
Badguerahanian, L. and Abetti, P.A. (1995), “Case study the rise and fall of the 
Malingering foundry business: a case study in French corporate 
entrepreneurship”, Journal of Business Venturing, vol. 10, pp. 477-493.  
 
Barringer, B.R. and Bluedorn, A.C. (1999), “The relationship between corporate 
entrepreneurship and strategic management”, Strategic Management Journal, vol. 
20, no. 5, pp. 421-444. 
 
Bhardwaj, B.R. and Sushil, K.M. (2007), “Corporate Entrepreneurship: 
Application of Moderator Method”, Singapore Management Review, vol. 29, no. 
1. pp 47.  
 
Burgelman, R.A. (1983), “Corporate Entrepreneurship and Strategic 
Management: Insight From a Process study”, Management Science, vol. 29, no. 
12. 
 
—— (1984), “Designs for corporate entrepreneurship in established firms”, 
California Management Review, 26, pp. 154. 



 
—— (1985), “Managing the New Venture Division: Research Findings and 
Implications for Strategic Management”, Strategic Management Journal, vol. 6, 
no. 1, pp. 39-54. 
 
Covin, J.G. and Miles, M.P. (2007), “Strategic Use of Corporate Venturing”, 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, vol.31, no.2, pp. 183-207. 
 
Covin, J.G. and Slevin, D.P. (1990), “New venture strategic posture, structure, 
and performance: an industry life cycle analysis”, Journal of Business Venturing, 
vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 123-35.  
 
Darroch, J., Miles, M.P. and Paul, C.W (2005), “Corporate Venturing and the 
rent cycle”, Technovation, vol. 25, no. 12, pp. 1437-1442. 
 
Dess, G.G., Ireland, R.D., Zahra, S.A., Floyd, S.W., Janney, J.J. and Lane, P.J. 
(2003),  “Emerging Issues in Corporate Entrepreneurship”, Journal of 
Management, vol. 29, no. 3, pp. 351–378.  
 
Echols, A.E. and Neck, C.P. (1998), “The impact of behaviours and structure on 
corporate entrepreneurial success”, Journal of Managerial Psychology, 13, pp. 
38-46. 
 
Guth, W. and Ginsberg, A. (1990), “Guest editor's introduction: corporate 
entrepreneurship”, Strategic Management Journal, vol.11 (special issue), pp. 5. 
 
Guadamillas, F., Donate, M.J. and Sánchez de Pablo, J.D. (2008), “Knowledge 
Management for Corporate Entrepreneurship and Growth: A Case Study”, 
Knowledge and Process Management, vol. 15, no.1, pp. 32–44.  
 
Heidemann, L.A., Gertsen, F. and Riis, J.O. (2006), “The Nexus of Corporate 
Entrepreneurship and Radical Innovation”, Journal compilation, vol. 15, no. 4, pp 
359-372.  
 
Hayton, J.C. and Kelly, D.J. (2006). “A Competency-Based Framework for 
promoting Corporate Entrepreneurship”, Human Resource Management, vol. 45, 
no. 3, pp. 407–427. 
 
Jones, G. and Butler, J. (1992), “Managing Internal Corporate Entrepreneurship: 
An agency theory perspective”, Journal of Management, vol. 18, pp. 733-749.  
 
Kenney, M. and Mujtaba, B.G. (2007), “Understanding Corporate 
Entrepreneurship and Development: A Practitioner View of Organizational 
Intrapreneurship”, Journal of Applied Management and Entrepreneurship, vol. 
12, no. 3, pp. 73-87. 



 
Knight R.M. (1987), “Corporate Innovation and Entrepreneurship: A Canadian 
Study”, Journal Product Innovation Management, vol. 4, pp 284-297. 
 
Kuratko, D.F., Ireland R. D., Covin J.G. and Hornsby, J.S. (2005), “A Model of 
Middle-Level Managers’ Entrepreneurial Behavior”, Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice, vol. 29, no. 6, pp. 699-716. 
 
Kuratko, D.F. (2007), “Corporate Entrepreneurship. Foundations and Trends in 
Entrepreneurship, vol. 3, no. 2. 
 
McFadzean, E., O’Loughlin, A. and Shaw, E. (2005), “Corporate 
Entrepreneurship and Innovation part 1: the Missing Link”, European Journal of 
Innovation Management, vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 350-372.  
 
Mosakowski E. (1998), “Entrepreneurial Resources, Organizational Choices, and 
Competitive Outcomes”, Organization Science, vol. 9, no. 6, pp. 625-643. 
 
Miller, D. (1983), ”The Correlates of Entrepreneurship in Three Types of Firms”, 
Management Science, vol. 29, no. 7, pp. 770-791. 
 
Naman, J.L. and Slevin, D.P. (1993), “Entrepreneurship and the Concept of Fit: 
A Model and Empirical Tests”, Strategic Management Journal, vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 
137-153. 
 
Schendel, D. E. and. Hofer C. W. (1979), “Research needs and issues in strategic 
management“, In Schendel, D. and C. Hofer (eds), Strategic Management, Little, 
Brown, Boston, MA, pp. 515-530. 
 
Stevenson, H.H. and Jarillo, C.J. (1990), “A Paradigm of Entrepreneurship: 
Entrepreneurial Management”, Strategic Management Journal, vol. 11, pp. 17-27. 
Special Issue: Corporate Entrepreneurship.   
 
Stopford, J.M. and Baden-Fuller C.W.F. (1994), “Creating Corporate 
Entrepreneurship”, Strategic Management Journal, vol. 15, no. 7, pp. 521-536. 
 
West, G.P. (2007), “Collective Cognition: When Entrepreneurial Teams, Not 
Individuals, Make Decisions”, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, vol. 31, no. 
1, pp. 77-102. 
 
Westfall, S.L. (1969), “Stimulating Corporate Entrepreneurship in U. S. 
Industry”, The Academy of Management Journal, vol. 12, no. 2, pp. 235-246. 
 
Wolcott, R.C. and Lippitz, M.J. (2007), “The Four Models of Corporate 
Entrepreneurship”, MITSloan Management Review, vol.49, no. 1, pp. 75-82. 



 
Yiu D.W. and Lau C-M. (2008), “Corporate Entrepreneurship as Resource 
Capital Configuration in Emerging Market Firms”, Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, vol. 32, no. 1, pp. 37-57. 
 
Zahra, S.A. and Covin J.G. (1995), “Contextual Influences on the Corporate 
Entrepreneurship Performance Relationship: A Longitudinal Analysis”, Journal 
of Business Venturing, vol. 10, pp. 43-58.  
 
Zahra, S.A. (1995), “Corporate Entrepreneurship and Financial Performance: The 
Case of Management Leveraged Buyouts”, Journal of Business Venturing, vol. 
10, pp. 225-247. 
 
—— (1996), “Governance, Ownership, and Corporate Entrepreneurship: The 
Moderating Impact of Industry Technological Opportunities”, The Academy of 
Management Journal, vol. 39, no. 6, pp. 1713-1735. 
 


