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CHAPTER 7

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

7.0 Introduction \;

¢ uw:)wed by the
g

all T4 limitations

The previous chapter presented the results of the daté nz sis, This final chapter

presents a discussion and summary of the hypot

contribution of the study for theoretical, practical, %

of the current study are also outlined and the Rure

better illuminate the relationship bet e%po

performance. This chapter ends with th€ cgnclu

T
' sug@ﬁons that may

treégneurship and firm

7.1 Summary and Discussion ul

This research sought to a th’
entrepreneurship and orgar@iaal s%
l

in Malaysia? Additi(é& theN

environmental dynggisip a ,
independent vaf% and % yende

I
affép the performance of the large firm

rch @stions addressed to what extent

| §
tiﬁty(;?oderates the relationship between the

N
nté\riable. The details of the research questions

N
are as followey \C-,
b To what extent do the dimehsions of entrepreneurial orientation
L influence firm performance?
2. To what extent does corporate venturing influence firm performance?
3. How does the organic structure influence the firm’s performance?

4. To what extent does environmental dynamism and hostility moderate
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the relationship between independent variables and dependent

variables?

This study was conducted among the various sectors of ;?u listed

companies, on the main board, Bursa Malaysia. The unit of analysi(s\ﬁrm level

and the questionnaires were addressed to the top management team oWvarious firms.
The underpinning theories of this research are the resou@ sed view theory,

organizational learning, and contingency theory. In ordefto z hieixe the objectives of

N

R .
g
Ja c’?e sizes and

T
ility@f data. Model |

this study, the author developed three models.

Model 1 and Model 2 utilized simi.lar sm@

sources of data for the dependent variables, due?t'ﬂe

consisted of 138 sample respondents VK del Q‘h _
Wels 1 and 2 employed

Model 3 had the lowest sample size c@srisin 3, Tn
S
the same theoretical framework bu\ en gata * Hrciﬁfor the dependent variables.

| N
Model 1 used primary data for?ﬁepen’den 1&@, whilst, secondary data were
used for the dependent variabiean det 2

N, | =

dependent and indepe varjables gl he (J@u ts show different findings for each

\ '
| ¥
model and are to b@sed/fu {8 # the Aext subsections.
NN
o 16wt oxan

I3Rgample respondents.

O

(@ 3 utilized secondary data for both

7.1.1 Questi Td pgifaf e t do the dimensions of entrepreneurial

N
kS

, proactiveness and risk taking) influence firm

Ol‘iEKtl (innovativen
éirmance?

i€ first objective in this study was to investigate the relationship between the

dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation (innovativeness, proactiveness and risk
taking) and performance of large firms. In accordance with the suggestions from
Lumpkin and Dess (1996; 2001) that entrepreneurial orientation is a multidimensional

construct, this study treated the entrepreneurial orientation dimensions as independent
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constructs. This 1s to avoid the weaknesses of unidimensional constructs which

neglect the individual influences of each dimension and assumes that all dimensions

have similar etfects on firm performance (Hughes & Morgan, 2007; Lu1 & Dess,

2001). It is believed that the firms can vary in degree of mnovatlvenq}actwuness
and risk taking. In other words, they are not equally entrepren rlaI across all
dimensions. However, it 1s recommended that all dimensia ; d to be positively

10&11‘111 performance, these

dimensions often work together (Dess & Lumpkin * M, entrepreneurial

o g

correlated (Lumpkin & Dess, 2001). In order to en

The link between entrepre

remained inconsistent (Lumpkm%gs "1

unsolved (Moreno & Casillas, ,pos 5

diverse indicators used to ass as il pie eqﬁgj& orientation and firm performance

N@ qug}?et al. (2011) found that entrepreneurial

f ect nl‘fhijs?lall firm’s profitability but was positively

(Lumpkin & Dess, 19

orientation has no

gro&

related to actu ]her ential reasons for this are the cultural diversity

and social 4 nces across coumiies (Knight, 1997; Thomas & Mueller, 2000). For

exa@e USA all the entrepreneurial orientation dimensions were positively

all performance dimensions, while in the Netherlands, entrepreneurial

relate

orientation was only positively related to some performance indicators (Kemelgor,
2002; Stam & Elfring, 2005). The study conducted amongst small Spanish firms
found that entrepreneurial orientation had no positive effects on firm performance

(Moreno & Casillas, 2008). However, entrepreneurial orientation was positively
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related to firm performance among the Portuguese SMEs (Rodrigues & Raposo, 201 1)
and in German SMEs (Spillecke & Brettel, 2012; Walter et al., 2006). It also had a

positive effect on business performance among the SMEs in north-east China ( Zhang

& Zhang, 2012). \Y.
(f)

Taking into account the various factors in considering the relataaslghip between

entrepreneurial orientation-firm performance, this study developediu*ee models to

ensure the robustness of the entrepreneurial orientation-perfon ¢ research. As a
I el alion IMensions

“é'\ N/
had a statistically significant and positive 1mpact %@ Ty
different conditions, the entrepreneurial orientaqe' i mensgP

negative or no relationship with large ﬂrn%? orl
measurements. The impact on each dimensm xplained

result, although the study found that the three entrepre

7.1.1.1 The Relationship between lnn%t' . nas TN | mé%fformance
t

.« &
In order to answer the researcuEstLO chi he objectives, the direct
AP
relationship between innovatifepgas¥and fi

S@i e was analyzed using five
s s

w3t that &nnovativeness of the large firm

: S -
may not necessarily ha _ ’c; e firm performance measures. This

research found that &fﬁve lyp h seéé‘{ innovativeness and firm performance,
N

' - |
only two hypoth ess re supported. lg@(;del [, innovativeness had a strong positive
N

effect on ovew ¥irm performance and became the most important predictor for

overall @rformance, which are the path coefficient of .246 and the t-value of

3.098. In Model 2-Profitability, innovativeness was also positively related to the

ﬁfm’s actual profitability. These findings were similar to the findings among the
SMEs in Malaysia (Amran et al., 2009), Pakistan (Hameed & Ali, 2011), Korea (Yoo,

2001) and the recent siudy aimong publicly traded firms in Istanbul (Karacaoglu et al.,
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2013). However, the innovativeness showed no significant relationship with the firm’s
actual growth in Model 2-Growth. When using secondary data to measure both
innovativeness and firm profitability in Model 3-Profitability, the relationship was
found to be negatively related. This negative relationship may be attrib%th'he fact

that the indicator used for innovativeness was the research and dew.%ent expenses

of the firm, thus, raising the firm’s overall expenses and as a cons% uence, reducing

Y,

the firm’s profitability. Finally, in Model 3-Growth, it was?m that there was no

N.
innovjtive e’s@g)rmance

diessyhich revealed

o
nce, (Mashia & Stojcic,
N

e&)QS studies also found
A

@rm performance all the

&

utch SMEs also found that

relationship between innovativeness and actual firm groa

Although not all hypotheses supported t

xtending the resource-based view

L O
eﬁntﬁ'lglble resource and capability of the firm

N
fuve agvantage by capitalising on emerging market
g

eness has the characteristics of being valuable

theory that innovative

that generates su%ke C

opportunitiesés because nno

wa®cxploiting opportunities and neutralizing threats in business

(especiall

comp@ rare among business competitors (always looking for newness),

inimitable (innovative firms often introduce new products, services and processes),
and non-substitutable (Barney, 1991). Thus, this research enriches the RBV theory as

discussions of RBV in connection to innovativeness are relatively rare in the literature

(Brown & Kirchhot, 1997).
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reason for the current developments stem from the fact that large firms face

difficulties in acting fast and capitalizing on the first mover advantage due to the

firm’s bureaucratic structure. The complexity of the organizational structure impedes

information flows, lengthens decision making and thus kills fast actlﬁ\iZtiatives

=

In this study, when secondary data were used to assess proWness and firm

performance, the hypothesis was significant but not sup;?tc\é,and Indicated a
S |

negative relationship with the firm’s actual proﬁtabilhy# Thy be due to the
r rforman e.\dfa@e, this
>

variation in measurement of proactiveness and firm r'e
ge of

study measured actual proactiveness from the perc tailed egrings in a
N

1ich€§'tained by the

' ved@‘%t the higher the

(Burns, 2008).

firm. The retained earnings refer to the portionaQl n

firm rather than that distributed to its O rD It

competitors).

Although only one positive association between

-

imQ&

rtance of this dimension cannot be

proactiveness and fir

neglected. In addit
@Ectiveness was not positively related to all

various industrien
3

re. They found that, the proactiveness was only positively related

performance

to the ® n sales but no relationship found in the change in profit. T_he large

firms may find it difficult to enter new markets before others because of their size,

centralize decision making and beauracratic structures. Thus, according to the study
by Coulthard (2007), it is easier for the start-up companies to use proactiveness

compared to established firms. The large firms may be followers that improve upon
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the initial efforts of first movers (Certo et al., 2009). However, a firm can be novel.

forward thinking, and fast without always being first (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996: 146).

The firm’s capability to proactively search for new opportunities by acting in

anticipation of future problems, needs, changes and aiming to be athzf other

competitors agrees with the RBV theory. This proactive behaviour ai&s tDmaximize

the firm’s returns by responding to market signals, access to scTesources and

being strongly committed to improve product and service offerMDay & Wensley,

rozlctive firm would

1998; Green, Barclay & Ryans, 1995; Wright et al., 1995)

benefit from its first mover advantage because they agg abl®to gapit g,]\ gmarket
| &

opportunity. As the first to introduce a new produc servife th ﬂrmén capture
V

Q

extraordinarily high profits and a head st

12 bé&i' recognition

(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Being the ﬁrs\ duce rod@or service would

bring advantages such as customer lo cﬂue tm& c@ing cost. With such
? 6
K | i raﬁvxtemal competencies to
\ * .
address fierce competition, thg-fir % will j s{&tegically exploit resources to
: ? s ' .
gain sustainable competiti\\ad ni e ug‘@’d in the RBV theory (Barney,
2001b; Teece et al., 199 & C}Q

|
C—z £ .9
7.1.1.3 The Relatio@ etwgen 4\
In the c %of entr re{el{',ﬁ'l' orientation, risk taking behaviour is the

taking and Firm Performance
S

ms to make huge and risky resource commitments on venture

-

capabilities to integrate, build and gur

willingness

opportunMgs ®ven though they may be unsure of their success (Lumpkin & Dess,

2001; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005). Risk taking by large firms 1s essential for

opportunity seeking (Hills et al., 1997) and decision making (Busenitz, 1999).

This research discovered that out of the three hypotheses on risk taking and

firm performance, two hypotheses were positively related to firm performance.
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Firstly, risk taking of the firm was positively related to firm profitability. Secondly,
risk taking was also positively related to firm growth. This positive relationship
occurred in Model 2 where firm performance was measured using secondary data and
risk taking was measured using primary data. The firm’s risk taking w&‘;itively
related to overall firm performance in Model 1. Model 1 utilised pﬂ& data for both
the independent and dependent variables. These findings show thm firms that have

-~
e of !)

the courage to make significant resource commitment

Y’fg risk projects with

potentially high returns would definitely have the a g ostinge their firms’

income. This reflects previous researches that sho

o¥ * %
igheq perf rp@e for firms

aer{o 3‘?&0 |3; Hameed

with higher risk taking profiles (Gibb & Haar,

& Ali, 2009; Rauch et al., 2009; Soininen e Ml 1).

These results also suggest that ihi

] Wo: To what@ent does corporate venturing influence firm

Is second question, the objective of the study is to investigate the
relationship between corporate venturing and firm performance.
7.2.1 The Relationship between Corporate Venturing and Firm Performance

Corporate venturing refers to the entrepreneurial efforts of established firms to

invest and/or add on new businesses (Sharma & Chirsman, 1999). It is divided into
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two major types which are internal corporate venturing and external corporate
venturing which are dependent on the location of the new business creation. It is
termed internal corporate venturing if the new business is located within the parent
company and conversely, if it 1s located outside the parent company, tlt%\ s known

as external corporate venturing. In this study, corporate venturing if*idimensional

construct as proposed by Zahra (1996). Therefore the corpor te

include new businesses, new branches, entering new :ndw:s or new business

urmg activities

alliances, acquisitions, joint ventures, and funding tur or corporate

venture capital.

The main agenda of the large firms in el?Th

achieve growth for future performance (Kl

ngwok rate\yYnturmg 1S 1O

) e,ﬁ) and 1t 1S most

iQOO?). For example,

R\
4&
n and Microsoft, have

productive when practiced in a strateg] ma ¢

international companies such as 50(]]5

successfully used corporate v o ’ 1atiyes @ thelr Innovation strategies
l

(Takashi, 2000; Ip, MCWIHIEI% cG 2 (}9
&

sitively related to firm performance

In this study, o ra v nlturl

er olit é\Jypotheses three were found to have

across the models.

firng®

significant effec ?rma e Flrst the findings revealed that when

corporate ve ﬁ; of the firm wa&&n’gher the perception of overall firm performance

e actual growth of the firm will also increased. This is similar to the

will b
findin? previous research in Slovenian manufacturing companies (Antoncic &

Hisrich, 2003), Tehran public listed firms (Hajipour & Mas'oomi, 2011), and US
manufacturing firms (Zahra & Hayton, 2008). But, corporate venturing was not
positively nor significantly related to actual firm profitability. A similar finding was

found in Chinese manufacturing and services industries (Wang & Zhan, 2009). This
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may be attributed to the fact that the profitability of the firm may be affected in the

short term due to expenses on new ventures, process of mergers and alliances and

funding of new ventures. In contrast, corporate venturing is positively:selated to a
a

% ‘oducts or

services will increase the firm’s sales/growth (Zahra & Garvis, 20000 This is similar

firm’s growth because the business is expanding and the additi

to previous research conducted among 58 large and middle s% zhinese enterprises
which revealed that venturing activities are positively elw() overall perceptual

® pro 1(\@?& al., 2005).

firm performance, without a positive effect on ROI a
e
ial fqr lajeq @s because

Corporate venturing activities are also @
el , thuﬁvampering the

existing firms have bureaucratic structures o 7 INNEX

kS
entj:i. Thus, by creating

internal development of the firm’s own e

new ventures or buying highly entreprgneurs ' lt'gs,tlgate large firms to be
) N

portunities. This creation

faster in decision making and mor%nsi
0

of new businesses also pushes

has not been fully tapped bel®fe ur{
O

The findings In &\rru@y alsg,supported the notion of organizational
| w0
learning theory that%) raf

Vel ﬁné&tivities contribute to increased learning
_ N\
aing & - lo?. -term performance and survival of these

N
kl, 2009). It is‘wc'aggested In previous studies that the long-term

processes, thu

organization

surviv:l%rm is strongly influenced by organizational learning activities (Schildt

). The firm obtains new knowledge by learning from their partners or new

et a

ventures since every firm has their own cultures, systems, technology and practices
(Dess et al., 2003). The diversity widens the new knowledge sources (March, 1991).
By learning from these ventures, it enables the firm to visualize and develop new

ideas, systems, processes, and products (Henderson & Cockburn, 1994). It 1s widely
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acknowledged that knowledge is one of the firm’s most valuable resources due to its
propensity towards organizing resources differently, determining a firm’s new product

offerings and executing technological development (Lar et al., 2010). These will

possibly improve the firm’s profitability and growth (Zahra & Hayton, 2%2

T Question Three: How does the organic structure inﬂue&e 21e firm’s

performance? Y'

The third objective of this study was to examine t ewionship between

urtertam business

organic structure and firm performance. In today
environments, where faster decision-making is needeg in 0 ayd adapt

quickly to changes, it is recommended that the * %e must be

0

organic (Farhanghi et al., 2013). This |s

performance.

n:

In order to answer this research

- su n ﬁrst model, the organic

‘\

smance. In contrast, in Model

two were found to be significant a 1\

structure showed no relatlons@ W overJll fign pe

® ¢ &
2, the organic structure \\posn‘ ated (19" both actual firm growth and

‘nal@' decentralized and less specialized

l e I
"E? S

A t?e f‘iiﬁ.)proﬂablllty and growth. This findings
a

profitability. In other

organization structug’

| 4
support previouﬁ&ch by ver—Q,R'es et al. (2012), Covin and Slevin (1990),
\
Farhanghi etngl™2013), Sine et al. (2006) and Sul and Khan (2006). According to

_the firm structure must be always organic to enable firms to become

more flexible and adaptive, aggressive, faster and better at generating novel products,
services, and process improvements (Morris et al., 2009). The mechanistic structure is
not suitable for today’s entrepreneurial firms because of their rigidity and stifling

communications (Kanter, 1983). Besides, centralizated or high-level autonomy
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possessed by higher levels ot the organization will affect the success of the firm

m and
Xand
In line with contingency theory, prior literatures sugg tx.superior firm
performance can be achieved when the key variables UCW
industry conditions, organizational structures, and strate%ea 1 ased on this
argument. this study included environment factor @node tn @e to be
clearer about the underlying factors affecting firm Yﬁrma% nle‘mqug business

oin ﬁsiness In risky,

Q

in stable and favorable environments 1s rathegd Nfent frp:
ing the same business

w?
S
(sé@va] of one’s business.

able to turn the risky and

(Thornhill & Amit, 2000).

7.4  Question Four: To what extent does environmental dyna

hostility moderate the relationship between independent

dependent variables?

the environment,

unfavorable. hostile and unstable envi hts

Opf,ﬁ

f

NRICS a

di

1Z

strategy in both may not work and

11

S

Using different strategies In thes

hostile environments into opp handsome profits are gained.

er a game of survival or a golden

'\
| O
opportunity depending GasmV : frcefﬂ:s the market.

ul@ only 8 were found to be significant.

However. one esis was not sup@ned due to the negative effect and thus, only 7

hypothesg %supported. Firstly, in Model 1, environmental hostility and

Oft the |

dynami re found to moderate the relationship between innovativeness and

overall firm performance. Environmental hostility and dynamism also moderated the
relationship between corporate venturing and firm performance. In Model 2, the
relationship between the firm’s risk taking, organic structure and firm profitability was

also moderated by the environmental factors. The growth model in Model 2, also
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found that risk taking. corporate venturing. organic structure and firm growth were
moderated by environmental dynamism and hostility. The results show that only the

relationship between proactiveness and firm performance was not supported

It can be concluded that. when the environment in which the ﬁlcs rate is
highly uncertain with frequent changes in marketing practices, pro@&and service

become obsolete quickly. unpredictable actions by competitors% stile and risky

'isWe less formalized.

Wnturing and
@
agtq t ﬁ'ndings

‘ SpﬁiQWMartins &

Y'
S %Brted by cross-

0
_ 6Zj\ MEs in Australia,
A

customers. the tfirms will be more innovative, take more

specialized and decentralized. In addition, they will be

this will subsequently affect firm growth positively.

TS
ha&;@a moderating variable,

to medium effect to the

S
S

the environmental dynamism and

relationship. % &
OI'Y@avorable In the study of corporate

Theretore. the use gng hg@&

.\ .
@atn(ciﬁgﬁlp (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Zahra &

PR -
Jdes a:‘ﬁronger prediction of a firm’s performance

. . N
A direct relationsRIP between corporate entrepreneurship and firm

compared to a \
performar c%pkin & Dess. 2001). For example, the strength of the relationship

rate venturing and firm performance has increased from = 0.199 to 8

between

— 0.310 in Model 2-Growth.
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Fx- Contribution of the Study
This section presents theoretical, practical, and methodological contributions of

this study. These highlighted contributions were made based on this researclefindings

and discussion of the results presented in the earlier section. C\

7.5.1 Theoretical Contribution

The study i1s usetul in extending the theories of corporatg entgpreneurship. In

particular. it provides an extension of the current knowledge b\ge in Malaysia where

the study on corporate entrepreneurship is still in its in:

quantitative ‘hypothetic-deductive’ model.  Hypothes

m ggllvnode]. This

existing theory and then tested by the deduction of

method is also known as “theory driven lesWh
validated in ‘real world™ situations by m

yp@iﬁses need to be

er ﬂl

known as positivism as according t

deductive in nature. Thus. this st

which will be discussed 1n this hllon

[First.  most 51le1&}¢ *
Malaysia have been LO%\Ied

the &

nt theoretical implications

:Ing@
&

reneurship-firm performance in

or €Ny

N
1 O
$in Yo firms. Yet, large public firms are a

N
nomy. Although the establishment of the

major and Ll‘iliLdl Y

Y
large firms on 1 2.7% of the@al firm establishment, but compare to other

countries ﬂ%n (c.g. Japan, Taiwan, and Korea) the Malaysian large firms

contribu ore to the GDP. Thus, their performance is a major concern. It is

therefore important  to conduct research on large firms since corporate
entreprencurship refers to the entrepreneurial activities within established and large
organizations. As expected, the results of this study supported prior literatures that

corporate entreprencurship 1s essential in today’s highly competitive business
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environment. It is hoped that this research will enrich the empirical findings in this
field especially for the large firm settings.

Second. this research combines three theories that are the RBV, org jonal

learning. and contingency theory in determining the performance of large {{Wns. This
nscYul especially

firms achieve

three-theory integration 1s rare in previous research. This research is

in addressing the fundamental question why firms are different

and sustain competitive advantage by deploying their resou esq Create superior firm
% rWo the theory

trgp ebe@lip area
T

éb@m portant in
h‘(

the organizational

performance. More importantly. the use of these theorie

development since there are no specific theories beloeMe to

(Zahra. 2006). In this study, these three theorieWe

achieving higher overall firm performance, pr@(lty

Third. as agreed by many schplars Yan

structures of large firms are forma

making. In other words, large ﬁr% '

difficult for them to act lhsler.%
this affects the pcrlbrmm@he r

Howaydr, 1t 1s empirically proven in this

N
* L b o postive st
study that the organic s a@ecj“‘ 1s had a positive effect on the firm's
N
profitability and o&QUF sypdy syfBorted that in today’s uncertain business

environment. ll\‘_ nizational slrudé;el must be flexible for faster decision making
and to adgpt™ he changing environments (Farhanghi et al., 2013).

this study provides 3 main models and 8 sub-models for the
determinant of large firm performance in Malaysia. All the models developed were
based on the literatures on corporate entrepreneurship. These models also strengthen
the findings in the corporate entrepreneurships arena. Besides, this study is the first to

use multiple models in corporate entrepreneurship research in the Malaysian setting. It
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is hoped that this study will contribute to further development of corporate
entreprencurship research by extending the existing models. This is crucial bearing in
mind that difterent models may produce different results.

Finally. this research contributes to identification of the differe@ of
corporate entreprencurship on the multidimensional measures of ﬂrﬂkbtormance.

From the study. 1t can be concluded that the effect of corporate %trepreneurship

‘om that in other

] @rformance
* O.
nesPw; s@twely
; -\

Iity\)%'d growth.
Yv

dimensions on firm performance in Malaysia is unique and di

countries. Firstly. mnovativeness was positively related ,

and firm profitability but not related to growth. Secon

related to overall firm performance but not relate

" but not with
overall firm performance. Fourth, Corporalem INg was M itiv@ related to overall
firm performance and growth but not YW ; bl @ the firm. Thus. with

these findings. 1t

entreprencurship especially in

Investors, governmental sectors,

(J..

d students to better understand the

S,

managers  and cxc:‘

relationship be corporate cnlre@ﬁeurship dimensions, organic structures and

firm pcrl'ornmn\'s well as the impact of environmental dynamism and hostility on

these rakgtiophips. There are four practical impacts of this research in terms of

managerial actions to be taken.
First. large firms in Malaysia, especially the public listed companies, need to
recognize the importance ot corporate entrepreneurship. The results of this study

suggest that: (1) innovativeness is essential for overall firm performance and firm

e
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profitability. (11) proactiveness of the firms is crucial for overall firm performance, (iii)
large firms also need to be more tolerant of risks or able to take high-risk business
opportunities to increase firm profitability and growth, (iv) corporate venturing
activities such as mergers. acquisitions. CVC and alliances are lmportan@ease

overall firm performance and for the firms’ expansion and ﬂrowA (v) the

orecanic structure of the firm which i1s less formalized and clalized. with

decentralized decision making lead to positive firm growth and ability.

1p@nformation
» .

tility onfthe rn'ssﬁtegles
e
ha@blders and

rmg of the firm

because corporate entrepreneurship aclwm n‘fer.. on the type of

environment a firm faces. The firms n %CH?Ar lnlﬂ’\katweness risk taking,

cemi& and hostile business

and firm performance. The findings in this stud h

manacers to understand the role of the envi

corporate venturing. and organict dT
P

cny Ironments. This 1s to ;ltl]lt.%c fir

Theretfore. the firm must btﬁlo i’ce
better prepared the Ilrntwe ey the f’\lfil

hostile environmen l: Ll?
words. the moruﬁ

¢ oh'n.bce In both profit and growth.

chal@es In order to be successful. The
&

’ able to pre-empt the uncertain and

fed

y face impending the obstacles. In other
aration that the fghws make, the more opportunities they will be
B

able to identify® Ldplldll/t. on, in dynamic and hostile environments. The managers

challenges faced and capitalise on the opportunities in order to survive in fiercely
competitive business environments.
Third. 1t 1s hoped that this study will provide useful information for the

covernment to formulate economic policies as part of the government's effort to
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remain competitive i the global economy and future economic development. The
covernment might consider to put more etfort in encouraging the innovation among
these large firms because 1t 1s found in this study that, the innovativeness was the
highest contributor to tirm pertormance (f = 0.246). Such initiative% Ct and

complement the vast contributions of the large-firm sector to the Malafkeconomy.

IFourth. this research has important benefits for mana% nd executives

because it provides guidelines on how to act entrepreneurially ?Rjer to survive and

l
7.
19

1N Maii'ysia using
&
. T& najority of the

improve company performance.

7.5.3 Methodological Contribution

I-irst. to the knowledge of the author, this 1sY

u g tive measures of

N
f oll@ the recommendations

rescarches on corporate entrepreneurship ha
corporate entrepreneurship i its resea ?

S résearg

llise& objective measures of

<

wvis (2000) made the same
& )

O

1S hq@ that the methodology and results
’!OCO

TN
tudwe8™~on corporate entrepreneurship are using

Second. thedhyg _kily i
T

unidmmnsmnulAruct 10 measur\ccorporate entrepreneurship or entrepreneurial

N

rawback of the umidimensional construct is that it neglects the

orientation. a

individue ucnces by ecach dimension and assumes that all dimensions have a
similar eftect on firm performance (Hughes & Morgan, 2007; Lumpkin & Dess.
2001). In addition, not all dimensions would have direct or positive effects on firm

performance (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). The firms can vary in degree of

innovativeness. proactiveness and risk taking. This is true in this research where all



2438

the corporate entrepreneurship dimensions are not positively related to all

performance measure. However, even if only some dimensions of entrepreneurial
orientation exist within a tirm: the organization can still be very successf@pkin

0

Third. most of the prior studies in corporate entreprenel?'ﬁp were using

& Dess. 2001).

primary or perceptual data to measure the firm performance. ThNof’ primary data

s z anfl not the actual

mav be biased which 1s based on the respondent’s prefe

firm’s situation. Thus. in this research, both primary and set

. bf n-Miller

\mffeéﬁ’%esults.
lS]‘|®($ﬂ Malaysia have

this studyv based on the recommendation and sugge

(201 1) and Zahra and Covin (1995). The ﬁndmepr .

IFourth. most of the studies on cor %entrepr
d}L as depicted in Table

used regression analysis and hierarchic l% b&y S
A
| asgciuare (PLS) approach to

S
iO ﬁyze the data. The PLS

&

i flode] Guth as the reliability and validity

l 2:)@%{0 test the hypotheses under study.

@ﬂry Least Square regression (OLS) or the

The SEM overcomes
é)}l?gressnon-based approaches, and factor or

first-generation ls‘%lub SUC

cluster analy $9g .—.n.nlun & Kaplan, 2004). Basically, in OLS, the researcher is

analvzine atican of the respondents instead of analyzing the individual responses.
Therefore. the OLS technique will abandon some data and will be theoretically

nefficient and statistically less accurate (Zamudin, 2012). The SEM method, an

extension of the OLS. was developed to cater to the limitations of the OLS.
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7.6 Limitations of the Study and Future Research Suggestion
Although this study makes significant contributions to the body of knowledge
about the determinant of large firm performance. the study was also constrained by

Ng:uture

el 3. Thus,

some limitations. These lmitations however open up various aven

rescarch. Firstly. there were limitations in the sample size especially v—%

the next rescarch could include all large firm establishments and notqn]y be restricted

)

to public listed companies. As at 2010, there were 17,803 lavrm establishments

compared to only 842 public listed companies. é l\d

i
Secondly. this study used cross-sectional data'®one tithe o ce,si"o-{gj‘&-search.

In the short term. entreprencurial strategies suck . a1 veLeSs ang'risk taking

require large resource commitments. espectw re it and@velopment and

investments in high risk projects. As a result, Wyese Qug

e

N tl(&»hort term especially 1f
&

g-term nnovations. In this

flice,

licht. future researchers can %

assess the effects ot corpoy Nrc 1ip fé'l'l'm performance in the long term,
such as within 3 to 5%\&1
positively intluenc li%nan,‘.i D

'l'hirdl}'ﬂm study solely e@byed quantitative data and methods. Future
DL

rescarch 1‘% 4

quantidtgve Jhcthod such as includes face-to-face interviews with CEO. This can

triangulation methods which combine both qualitative and

improve and extend the existing measurement scales.
IFourthly. although there are 3 main models in this study, they are somewhat
simple and thus 1t may be important to consider additional variables, such as other

business strategies or antecedents of corporate entrepreneurship to effectively capture
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the determinant factors for firm performance. Repeating the survey with these

improvements will mitigate this problem and can increase the variance explained (R*)

F iy Concluding Remarks

The key contribution of this research is the proposal of a modeléﬁuring

the performance of large firms in Malaysia, which comprise tH{&=mMyblicly listed

vast economic

contributions to the nation. Large firms are the largest 3n¥ﬁor5 to the national

companies. Their performance i1s a major concern due to thel.

export earnings and gross domestic product. Besides, large also prowde

funding to new ventures. Thus, 1t 1S imperative %\Hey 1
.
v

strategies to enhance their performance and ensu?bnr 1

"

P

eht \3r0pnate

Y esp; ally in these

turbulent economic times.

In order to overcome the proble

as suffering from lower levels of pr
present quality, balanced and %}gf, _
implementing corporate entr% Shl .
entrepreneurship actwme@ a '

n t

egi@hey must move towards

Egl their operations. Corporate

s, proactiveness, risk taking, and

Inngaativ

‘\
w.e
SI ﬁfaly related to overall firm performance,

N
Tlﬁ%iza%ml structure of the firm must also be less

corporate venturlng W

profitability, and

N
formallzed d lized and lessS§pecialized to facilitate and expedite decision

order to survive and prosper, large firms must use their resources

making. ol
and c@es to create competitive advantage so that they can not only obtain

higher performance but also outperform their rivals.
The willingness of the firms to engage in and support new ideas, novelty,
experimentation, and creative processes that may result in new products, services, or

technological processes will capture the customers’ preferences that are rapidly
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changing. Consequently, the firms’ profitability and overall firm performance will

increase due to the firm’s ability to offer various lines of products and services. This

also will cut costs by improving or using new systems and more soﬁﬁ.cated
technology. %\

The firm must also be more proactive in bringing products &vices to the
markets in order to be ahead of other rivals. This is to seize ava% pportunities In

the dynamic environments where fewer opportunities exisg. mroactive firm does

Wironmem in
@

not only look for business opportunities but also aim

order to influence trends and create demands. @rwar

enables the proactive firm to anticipate future

introduce new product or services. Thus, bein
because the firm can capture extraordi

establishing brand recognition. Thj

proativeness on overall firm perfo%_

In order to be more ent%neuna\

must be able to take rlskyQBm

risk projects with chanCi} vdry’ hi
*— N

risks in introduci teahx ges gg\ processes 1s essential in order to capture

S and create nehc@emands Even 1f the new creation may not be

a{g?(‘)mpetltwe advantage, the firm

®
O

@ubs{i@ | amounts of resources for high-

de

tél% The large firms’ willingness to take

business Oppo

acclaime omers, large firms can take it as a learning process and improve on

the pro hen necessary. It is empirically proven in this study that being a risk
taker in business leads to higher firm growth and profitability. These strategy

combinations are to enhance sustainable competitive advantage, also leading to higher

performance and growth. Therefore, entrepreneurial orientation is the source of
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competitive advantage that cannot be pertectly imitated, substituted, or traded, and is a
valuable resource of the tfirm.
It is also recommended that the firm continuously encourage learnini to create

new knowledge about new products, services, process, technologies(hets and

others. In the 21% century business, knowledge is recognised as Tknost salient

competitive advantage. Corporate venturing activities such as CV

N

ventures, and acquisitions do not only increase the firm’s roWut also contributes

significantly to the firm’s profitability and overall firm ma Wﬁ
i

alliances, joint

rms obtain

| ét\# The new

thq{a 1lity to visualize

O

veghe firm’s profitability

and growth.

As suggested by Kuratko

and flexible organizational str% . Jei) 10 be more adaptive, aggressive,

faster and better at genew@ve
]

O
a highly competitive bG}s VIrQp nb%ﬂaracterised by fast changing customer
* N
preferences, and r@wi ulf g Jitablsgechnology changes, the organization must
Y

tts, Ices, and process improvements. In

T

be able to res mind adapt to the chqAges faster than their competitors.

%business environments are unstable and continuously changing and
the survingld

ate of large firms is decreasing in hostile environments due to increased
competition and depressing demands (Miller & Friesen, 1984).At the same time,
social, political, technological, and economic changes bring about new ideas for firms

to venture into new markets and broaden the firm’s niche (Zahra, 1991). Thus, large

firms must increase their innovativeness, risk taking, corporate venturing and practice
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organic organizational structure. Failure to do so might expose these firms to massive

losses or even bankruptcy.

The findings of this study extend corporate entrepreneurshipliterature

especially for the large firms, of which there are minimal empirice \ arches,

especially in Malaysia. It was revealed from the literature review th y majority of

the studies on corporate entrepreneurship were conducted on sn% irms. Thus, 1t 1S
hoped that this study will be invaluable in providing direcgion future research In

vernment in

this evolving field. The findings of this study are also b 1a ok&a

| . 9
engye @courage

§1
e ﬁ[’nxare highly
T

implementing future policies and providing more supp§and 1

viv'&l:{
ingthe Qgging threat from
O

ba more entrepreneurial.

large firms to be more entrepreneurial. Since thv
d

t

&

depending on continuous growth and abili

the rivals, the large firm in Malaysia mu




