CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.0 Overview of Chapter 1

The aim for this chapter is to outline the introductiorggteehis study to better
understand the topic. This chapter includes the problen m nt..@h objectives

@
and questions. Additionally, the significance or contrigagons offthis e?eitqgre also

usé ir@i-s study are
e oME thasis with 2

presented and the operational definitions of the

described. The final section of this paper e

briet description of each chapter. \

1.1 Introduction to the Study ej

The performance of largg m

been a major concern as lhey%

secret to sustainable co@&'ve ad
R b | '
simply to lower COSIS@,S yctare, J‘,‘efﬁéﬁncy but also the necessity to act in an

entrepreneurial &' @Thereﬁ)re. the aim of this study 1s to

cts of c0rporate@fepreneurship behaviour on the performance of

y th@ublic listed companies. has
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rrenty¥ fa 1;11@ challenging environment. The
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vai {arge firms in this era i1s not only

e fa

N
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investigate th

large ﬁn@porate entrepreneurship refers to entrepreneurial behaviour within

estat@m large firms (Morris et al. 2008). In this 217 century where rapidly

changing environment, a large firm may not grow or survive without acquiring
corporate entrepreneurship because the entrepreneurship is an essential ingredient for
high performing firms (Kuratko, 2009: Kuratko et al., 2014: Peltola, 2012). Since

corporate entrepreneurship is the strategy that large firms must use in order to grow
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and achieve profitability, the impact of corporate entrepreneurship on the performance
of large firms must be empirically studied. However. in developing countries. the term
corporate entrepreneurship is considered new and therefore. empirical evidence is

In developing countries like Malaysia., most of the&earches on

needed especially in a large firm setting (Chow. 2006).

entrepreneurship were based on small firms or individual entreprenarships (Miller &

€ Yallenges than the

Breton-Miller, 2011). Fundamentally. a large firm faces diﬁeY-i

b&th w firms have
_ @

: IS' S@ES also
=\

indicated that the effects of corporate entreprengds 10/ erwance were

challenges faced by a small firm. This is generally be

different organisational designs and management les.

- Thetmas & Mueller.

2000).

CINZ

* r@ate entrepreneurship has
A

Staipgmde  the competitiveness  of

-

established, large firms and % | | & hb’toncic. 2007 Karacaoglu et al.
&

an. 2007: Naman & Slevin, 1993;

Many scholars and praclilioner\ﬁ :

potentially viable means for pron

& Hg
&
owgi'éness. proactiveness, risk taking and
| O

corporate venlurlzg 'ris:e al.)z S MNBesides. in this new era where resources are

tight and thQ:ertam business\ ironment is highly competitive, with rapid

Guth & Ginsberg, ¥

technologicalNgWange and shortened product life cycles. firms have to be more

entrggrencwial in order to survive and prosper. In addition, the organizational
structure has to be more flexible, and adaptive to today’s uncertain and changing
business environments (Farhanghi et al., 2013). Thus. in order to survive. the large

firms have to dismantle the bureaucratic structure (Burns. 2011).



This study was conducted among the large firms in Malaysia owing to the fact
that they are engines for the nation’s economic growth due to their vast contributions

in terms of national export earnings, employment opportunities and contribution to the

oross domestic product among others. For example, in 2011, the lﬁ zlms In

Malaysia contributed 67.5% to the gross domestic product (Bemam . Whereas

the total exports for the large firms in 2006 represented 81% (S retariat to SME

O

Development Council, 2007). Therefore, 1t 1s essential t dTp a success factor

model for large firms in Malaysia. The list of the largggse er bta ed from the

he rFe 4@31'3 were
una.@t’forts Inside

T
erallé\the Malaysian

public listed companies (PLCs) listed in the main
chosen because corporate entrepreneurship refer

established large corporations (Morris et a

government defines a large firm as a ﬂrmm

“u

with annual sales turnover exce®wy for manufacturing,

manufacturing-related services \ stnes (National SME

Development Council, 2005% ; mdy tri ‘5 c s services, primary agriculture

and Information and CKNICEII'OH
employees or annuats\ﬁs?I e R\

? e
Development Co %he.se hgfae e@s can be found in public listed companies.
To de&

independen ables such as innovativeness, proactiveness, risk taking, corporate

chn
&

~million (Secretariat to National SME

y (ICT) must have more than 50

the model for %e firm performance, the study combines five

vmt@nd organic structure. It is also essential to consider the effects of the

environment in which the firm operates as the business environment nowadays is
more complex and uncertain. It i1s believed that the fit between strategies of the firm,

organizational structure, and the business environment can lead to higher firm



performance (Roberts, 2004). This model was formed based on the resource-based

view theory, organizational learning and contingency theory.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

The performance of large firms, especially public listed compani 's), has

been of increasing major concern recently as they are now facing challenein
y |

environments. The survival rates of the listed firms were seen to be dglining (Fama &

&5

French, 2004) besides suffering from lower profitability lex?’nd often, negative

ey ]S(f\“?[() present a

’ .
> Rah#im. 2 Oﬁ)‘;\@&-ording

profitability when they go public (Demer & Joos. 2007

quality, balanced and meaningful strategy (Raja Suzal

1al 'Wis speech,

Yv
ubli%ted companies
&
* aliQwere delisted from
A

hancial distress as their

asse@nd were thus. exposed to

S
<<,

mployee, managers, and founders)

N

1Herna

P

Ytrs. creditors, customers, government,

The firm’s bankru&kupsel
and external stakeholcﬁ%har hel
O

and society). The n%feea,a d ) a aggs\will lose their jobs due to the downsizing
A;‘ o6

or collapse of companies. The\ﬁ%ﬁ?ure of large firms are a big loss to society

because the@loy a substantial number of people, thus. significantly affecting the

emplagmeprate and the economy of the area in which the company is operating.

U

From the shareholders’ and investors’ perspectives. they may suffer huge financial
losses as they are required to pay for any insolvencies and winding-ups (Yap et al.,
2012). The collapse of large firms also impacts the nation’s economic growth as they

are the largest contributor to the national export and gross domestic product earnings.



Looking into these problems, it is essential to i1dentity the appropriate business
strategies of large firms in order for that they are not only survive but also prosper.
Corporate entrepreneurship is recommended for highly profitable and growth oriented

firms. In this new era where resources are tight and the business environme\iﬁghly

competitive and uncertain, with rapid technological change and shortenﬁ phjuct life

cycles, firms that do not practice corporate entrepreneurship will beWeted out of

the market (Kuratko, 2009; Kuratko et al., 2014: Peltola. 2012). Mstudy on ettfect

of corporate entrepreneurship on publicly traded firms n 0 i‘g country also

corporate entrepreneurship is the strategy that large 11

and achieve profitability, the impact of corporatggent

pr

of large firms in Malaysia must be empiricaN led. -

ne@‘a c?ﬁl"esseﬁl in this study.
@ %
d
First, although i1t is essential to pur&g rpoNep@rship to achieve higher
N
i fre

profitability and growth, howeyer, tz re is Jill Iynged\udy among the large tfirms in
) ¢

b 5
Malaysia. The majority of tl \tudles' COW: ora@repreneurship in relation to firm

N

There are at least eight researc

performance were cond Es iO/IQlalaysia as illustrated in Table A-l1
2 f

(Appendix A) that cﬁﬁwolving firms listed in Bursa Malaysia

e W3 C
% vl
and only used g:W as a medsure Q@.rm performance (e.g. Mohamed & Hassan,

_ S
2007). Thus; \timely to conduct a research on corporate entrepreneurship among

the lan@ o expand the literatures. By using both measures of firm performance

such as profitability and growth, this study would contribute a great deal in extending
the theory. Besides, the definition of corporate entrepreneurship, it itself reflects that it
concerns the entrepreneurial behaviour in established and larger tirms (Burns, 2005:

Zahra, 1991). Not only in Malaysia, other countries also conducted more studies on



small and medium firms. In Appendix A, Table A-2 (small firms). Table A-3 (large

firms) and Table A-4 (mixed sample) depicted that there are only 15 or 27% (out of
55) studies that focused solely on large firms, whilst 30 or 54% studies were
conducted focusing on small tfirms and 10 or 18% studies were conduct\ R h the

0

Second, while previous studies measured corporate entrep?ﬁrship using

combination of small, medium and large firms.

different dimensions, the most widely used measurement 1s ent?yurial orientation

* ppelldix A). On the

other hand, according to the seminal works of Morrisget al.” (2003). 9 (.7 ;
-

Zahra and Garvis (2000), and Zahra and Garvis (N)(&popt vV tun@v 1s one of

P&
ﬂor ate @xrmg 1s the

triepecially to renew

as shown 1n Table A-1, Table A-2. Table A-3 and Table AW

the corporate entrepreneurship dimensions

common practices amongst the large hrms 1

IS
EESE;. al. 2013). However.

N1 n&‘ft’ of the studies. Thus. In
N

easurements as a proxy of

¢ understanding and robustness of

and extending their business and prod

these two major measurements are

e
order to mitigate this gap, tts g.farch [
corporate entrepreneurship & rder @

the measure. \ |
e )l IR

Third, the f en‘orlval?e n@lﬂe also influences the impact of the

corporate entre@%{hlp on firm p s&nance (Andersen, 2010). It is also believed

that the cc \hle entleprenemshlp dimensions influenced firm performance

diﬁ"ere@o instance, the corporate venturing may be positively related to the

firm’s growth in a short term but negatively related (or no relationship) to the firm’s

profitability. The possible reason for this is because the profitability of the firm may
be affected in the short term due to the expenses in purchasing the new venture, cost

of merger, alliances and funding new venture (Zahra & Garvis, 2000). Thus, corporate



entrepreneurship activities may take many years to tully pay oft (Zahra & Covin.
1995). However, the corporate entrepreneurship activities are expected to be

positively related to firm performance. Thus, in this research both methods to measure

the firm performance were used; the unidimensional (combination of 1 and

N

Fourth, most of the prior studies in corporate entreprene Wwete using

profitability) and multidimensional (growth and profitability).

primary or perceptual data to measure corporate entleg?e. shlp and firm
A

performance. This 1s also shown in Table A-1. Table A-2 and Table A-4
(Appendix A) that most of the studies have been usn

firm performance. The use of primary data base

sometimes bias, because it 1s based on the lesp

ces @ot the actual

firm’s situation. Thus, in this research. bOth\gl y and Sgd nd@ata were used In

&Her and Breton-Miller

‘&

‘\
e ass c1a? | bureaucnatlc or mechanistic

m t fs highly competitive and ever

ot

this study based on the recommendatioaan u& 1

(2011) and Zahra and Covin (1995)

Fifth, although large {§

nts, Th
¢

structure, but organic strug/®
tp ba@ne faster and adaptive to change and

changing business enw@

also to facilitate th plenvt.ly ﬁﬁ Thus, this study seeks to examine the

positive lelatlomwween organlc TIUIC and large firm performance.
Sixth..\b previous studles found inconsistent results on corporate

entrep®1

relationship may not be that straightforward but depending on a third variable or

p-firm performance relationship. According to Raul et al. (2009), this

moderating variable. The moderating variable will affect the strength or nature of the

relationship between two other variables. Since the firms cannot control the business

environment, they must always be ready for any circumstances. This is also supported



by the contingency theory that greater firm performance or etfectiveness can be

achieved in more than one way, provided that the selection of the variables must be

suitable (Robertson & Chetty, 2000). Thus, the external business environment is

included as it is unexpected and a firm has no control on it. \z

Seventh, another 1dentified gap in this study includes: the mmlmk mber of
the studies related to the moderating effect of the dynamlsnw hostile of

environments in the large firms setting. This can be seen In the V4-2 (Chapter 4).
where there are only 3 or 27% (out of 11) studies conc@m d the large firms
that used the environments as a moderating variable ( ncic & H};(ng\(ﬁ' Hult
et al., 2004). According to Zahra and Covin (1995) the virogmeéntgan hve a strong

Qs'large firms.

‘ awo®1s better predictor

e

erfe

impact on the corporate entrepreneurship and 'm

Their finding shows that. the large firm’s eN neurlal

of the firm performance during hostlle ng

Nﬂﬂ A‘Vlronments on corporate
e li 1te@ms this study included the

&

1ce it 1s well suited with today's

e(;} in this 21% century,

the studies on the effect of hos d

entrepreneurship and firm pegfor ce J
'
environment uncertainty mde® riabl
1 :

&
highly competitive, uns and/d¥n u 1&5 environment.
'

Eighth, the%ﬂrlty of (Jon corporate entrepreneurship used
) hiss

umdlmenSlonal

S

ct to measurg&?pmate entrepreneurship or entrepreneurial
orientation a n in Table A-1. T;)Ie A-2. Table A-3 and Table A-4 (Appendix A)
1 2010; Antoncic & Hisrich, 2003: Caruana et al., 2002; Chen et al.,
70]2_ Morgan & Strong, 2003). The drawback of the unidimensional construct is that
it neglects the individual influences by each dimension and assumes that all

dimensions have a similar effect on firm performance (Hughes & Morgan, 2007;

Lumpkin & Dess, 2001). Iin addition, not all dimensions would have direct or positive



eftfects on firm performance (Lumpkin and Dess. 1996). It 1s believed that. the firms
can vary In degree of imnovativeness. proactiveness and risk taking. In other words.
they are not equally entrepreneurial across all dimensions. However, it 1s

recommended that all dimensions should be positively correlated (Lumpk@ss.

2001). Therefore, 1t 1s necessary to assess the relative impact ot eacl)k slon on

entrepreneurial ortentation (Kraus et al.. 2012: Monsen & Boss. 2@[11 order to

enhance a firm’s performance, these dimensions often \\'@%}.ﬁether (Dess &

Lumpkin, 2005). However, even if only some dimendio™y ot‘lentrepreneurial

orientation exist within a firm; the organization can stil ery qucce

& Dess, 2001).

consist of two major dimensions of m ;e e
o:nlnq‘

Overall. in order to mitigate these gaps. #Rg i ;ep '

&
@ Corporate venturmg

&

Z Thg\(®pendent variables n this

S

;f @ and secondary data are used

nt \wgﬂbles Finally. the hostility and

&’@eratmu variable to better explain the

multidimensional entrepreneurial orient

to measure the dependen

dynamism of the enwin*oEWS

determinants of the |&gdi=btrm pgriogm ncé\ ecifically the public listed companies.

4
1.3 Researcl@ms ‘23.

The g™y research question addressed in the study is the extent to which

corporate cpreneurship and the organic structure affect firm pertormance. The

details of the research questions are:

l. To what extent do the dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation

influence firm performance?

2 1o what extent does corporate venturing intluence firm performance”?
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3. How does the organic structure influence the tirm’s performance?
4. To what extent does environmental dynamism and hostility moderate

the relationship between independent variables and dependent

variables? \z
1.4 Research Objectives * :

The primary aims of this study are to examine the relathgfASHhip between

-‘ e

Jorm
organizations in Malaysia as well as the moderating eﬁ@
Specitically, the objectives of this study are:

. To investigate the relationship betweeMyeach gof¥ tl

corporate entrepreneurship, organic structure. and firm ance In large

iro‘mental factors.

¥
entw‘?reneurial
N

orientation dimensions (innovatigpe acT™W nessﬁrisk taking)
and firm performance: \j O

To nvestigate the relati; %11) bgt%vjrp% venturing and firm

| ‘“
performance: \ f l &

N
3 To examine thff r IZ'onshi wb@ganic structure  and firm
'
performance; \
4. To deter \&m ther o1
‘s

|
C—) i
w eQ*\\'ndependent variables (entrepreneurial

the l3ei1sh b
' adl 4

oo

I

b

1@tal dynamism and hostility moderate

’

1tdWon dimensions *QBFPO[‘EII@ venturing and organic structure) and

\C-’

Opendent variables (firm performance).

or

ance of Research

g1
The results of this study are expected to provide useful theoretical,

methodological, and practical contributions to the tield of corporate entrepreneurship.

organizational structure, environmental dynamism and hostility, and firm

performance.
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From the theoretical perspectives. this study aims to provide critical

contribution to the existing literature on the importance of corporate entrepreneurship

and organic structure towards firm performance. First, the findings of the study would

provide evidence on the critical importance of all four dimensions \erorate

at?venturin a)

towards higher firm performance. So far. most studies on entWeurship have

entrepreneurship (innovativeness, proactiveness, risk taking. and cor

focused on small firms (Miller & Breton-Miller. 201 1; Stam 13). In addition,

researches on corporate entrepreneurship in Malay3aWno nlally only uses
@
el 'd
!

entrepreneurial orientation to measure a firm’s entrepgneurial e ng)@écts the

role of corporate venturing despite venturing bgin
i gs S

activities in corporate entrepreneurship. The gV

venturing 1s one of the most effective stram or a firng
rta

new, Internal or external businesses$m 06%23
corporate venturing has also bee‘w luded 8
S icy

A
&hus. in this research.,
Q-

e
ne ﬂ"the proxies of corporate

entrepreneurship. Therefore,

dimensions of corporate e

Malaysia. %
'

Second, the . @‘fmpera’[ive in this 21st Century in order to

compete eﬁ‘emiﬁ Ry W the global nﬂz};@'s and to provide response faster and adapt to
\

changes (K N et al., 2014). Thus, this study is hoped to create new contribution In

termsoé ¥

fact that, today’s highly competitive business environment, where customers

portance of organic structure on firm performance. This is due to the

preferences change rapidly and technology is advancing at an unprecedented rate, the
organization must be able to respond and adapt to the changes faster than their

competitors. Thus, the main quality of the new organizational structure is the ability of
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being tlexible and acclimatizes to the fast changing environment (Sekalas & Ventskus,
2007; Farhanghi et al., 2013). This is the key to succeed in today’s business world.

Theretore, from the entrepreneurship perspective, the firm structure must always be

organic (Kuratko, 2007) to enable the firm to be more flexible ptlve

aggressive, faster, and better at generating novel products, servA 1d process

Ymnemal dynamism

improvements (Morris et al., 2009).

Third, this study would identify the influence of the

and hostility on the success of the pursuit of corporate
large firms. Previous researchers have found that
strong effect on the success of corporate e

relationship between corporate entrepreneu %

2 N
moderating effect was not well estab®

20 AT,
large firms, as most of the research&g dy Nse@%{ small firms (e.g. L1 et al.,
2005; Hameed & Ali, 2011 z ns ? lzqg Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005;

Moreno & Casillas, 200§ 200@-’ Thus, the findings of this study

d
w
rfor@?ge (Martins &

X

Rialp, 2013; Mu & Benedetto, 2011;

/\Ches especially among

\Lon

elser' Sy
would reveal how the nplru;ﬁ)p and hostility influence the relationship

e
]sh} rgﬁ! structure, and firm performance.

search 1S also L§;$. ed to contribute to the theory of development

between corporate rene

Founh

o specific theones belonging to the entrepreneurship area (Zahra,

since ther ee
2006@ udy integrates three theories; the Resources-Based View, organizational

learning, and contingency theory, in determining the performance of large firms. The
integration of these theories are useful especially in addressing the fundamental

question of why firms are different and how firms achieve and sustain competitive
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advantages by deploying their resources to create superior firm performance (Amit &

Shoemaker, 1993; Barney, 201 1; Peteraf, 1993).

The final theoretical contribution of this study is that this study_provides 3
main models and 8 sub-models for the determinant of large firm %S:nce In
Malaysia. All the models developed are based on the literatures rﬂN to corporate
entrepreneurship. These models also strengthen the ﬁndingm the corporate

entrepreneurship arena. It is hoped that this study will | (bute to the further

ote m@sting models.
@

development of corporate entrepreneurship research b

Id (Qntrepreneurship and
Ty

firm performance. However, in this st??apm’t ;ron.g)rlmﬁg* data, the secondary data

are also collected to measure not oMy tIerf’ ance, but also the corporate
. the )

”OW} ic!go endations made by Miller and

Breton-Miller (2011) an Na arld \vis (2@1) It is hoped that the methodology
and results are replice Ni]um
alP Spgk eigﬁ: indings of the study would be useful for

From theyp
% 4 T
large firms, wolders, manage@imployees. and policy makers. First, in regards

primary data were widely used in previous

entrepreneurship. This rese

t

of large firmwy &specially the public listed companies, the findings of the study reveal

the gnpolwnce to pursue corporate entrepreneurship and organic structure to achieve
better firm performance. This is because, as they grow, they become larger and
usually have tight procedures and formal controls of their operations (Burns &
Stalker, 1961). Additionally, their size, bureaucracy, complex processes, and

hierarchy inhibit entrepreneurial behaviour (Anderson & kshima, 201 i; Thornberry,
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2001). Thus, large firms must seek ways of reinventing their entrepreneurial spirit that

they once had because corporate entrepreneurship has long been discovered as one of

the key drivers to a firm’s success. Besides, organic structure 1s more preferable in

[ ac 0 gain

important information regarding the effects of environmental dynalml d hostility

today’s business environment. Second, the shareholders. and managers

on the firm’s strategies and firm performance. In order to aciN¢ve higher firm

performance, the firms must increase their entrepreneurial effvyng uncertain and

hostile business environments (Zahra & Covin, 1995). Lalrc®o @ to changes

in the external business environment affects the s@of th
research is hoped to provide guidelines to emplo% ho{ _ ez%?ﬁreneurially
'3 ' ce. Fgl'y. it 1s hoped

X

ove@nent to formulate

S
@ain competitive in the
N

&

Wyiple, the government may

bus e’ss.:{o{E?d. this

in order for the firm to survive and achieve Ji®

that this study will provide useful inforn
economic policies as part of the g@nt‘é 0
global economy and future econorg, gr N
encourage innovations by inc%'?ne ﬂi

ndige foaygmovation and tax incentives for
' 4
Innovative products or sﬁ. In

\m, thy
identity the support anewnt'

th

expand into inter markget. h imdsiatives are essential for large firms because
e ¢

they are the nﬁg 1erator for Ma@wan economy growth. This is also important in

i "
& @%ﬁ firms need to stay competitive and to
N

order to ac@\?\/ision 2020, whereby the country needs to aggressively boost the

GDP@ Innovations as a way to move forward (Azim et al., 201 1).

In short, the study 1s useful in extending the theories of corporate

udy can assist the government to

eg th

entrepreneurship and also builds on the current knowledge base, especially in
Malaysian large firm setting where the study on corporate entrepreneurship is still in

its infancy. This study uses three modeis by incorporating the muitidimensionai and
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unidimensional of firm performance by using both primary and secondary data. In

addition, this present study documents the effects of contextual influences of

environmental dynamism and hostility on the corporate entrepreneurship-performance

relationship. Thus, by including all types of industry in this study, 1t 1s h&im this

diversity provides a basis for examining the generalizabilit% corporate

entrepreneurship-performance relationship. ? |

1.6 Operational Definitions of Key Words | V

S rl:que 1tly used in

this study, the following provides the operational figfinitiong In eatToLBTO this
0
research. 2 X

N

In order to provide better understanding of the

1.6.1 Corporate Entrepreneurship V: n‘

&
des@:e entrepreneurial
A

behaviour inside existing organizatior :a ui‘ug}wlticé}[ mid-sized and large
* Y Q-
firms (Burns, 2005; Morris et al., 2008 Sharma . &x@hris . 1999).

RARS

di 1 itrepred€urial orientation as the processes,
&

|OE" 'ms that act entrepreneurially. An

ree dimensions namely, Innovativeness,

Corporate entrepreneurship i1s a J used t

1.6.2 Entrepreneurial Oriqz
Lumpkin and Des's@@

practices, and deciSIEM
entrepreneurial ori%n
%ﬁ-takm

proactiveness, EHE r c}g;}? of each dimensions are explained further in
\

the fbllowin%\bsections.
1.6.2@ '

ativeness
Innovativeness refers to the willingness of the firm to introduce newness and
novelty through experimentation and creative processes aimed at developing new
products and services, as well as new processes (Lumpkin & Dess, 2005:148). The

cost of Reseairch and Development (R & D) 10 sales ratio {or three consecutive years
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1S used to capture the objective measure of the firm’s innovativeness (Miller &
Breton-Miller, 2011).

1.6.2.2 Proactiveness

The firm’s willingness to seize new opportunities by contmuou QL mtormg

environmental trends and identify future needs aimed at becommﬁ.w t mover to

introduce new products, services and new methods (Dess & LWn, 2005). The

years are used to

-Won).
o\

Risk taking 1s a firm’s ability to ta pOS Y seiXr a business

w

a g;ss or fatlure.

s in the process of

aggregate investment practices of the firm for three cons

capture the objective measure of proactiveness (Miller ¢

1.6.3.3 Risk-taking

1.6.3 Corporate Venturing

Corporate venturing %C t

an organization (Sharma hll‘Sl‘lla *

%ﬂﬁﬂples of the new ventures include

jon, @rgers licensing and funding new start-

e

the launching of new

5
h tc@fumber of corporate venturing activities for

ups (Narayanan & |P
three consecuus&s IS used as a J ective measure in this study (Miller & Breton-

Miller, 20 EE
l.6.®a ic Structure

The organic structure is informal and flexible and more appropriate In
unstable, unpredictable and turbulence external business environments (Burns &
Stalker, 1961; Khandwalla, 1977). It is characterized by flatness; horizontal

communications and interactions, low specialization; decentralized decision making.
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1.6.5 Environmental Factors

The environmental factors such as dynamism and hostility were the

moderating variables in this study. First, dynamism is characterized by thg rate of

change in the industry and also the unpredictable actions by cor@% s and

customers (Miller & Friesen, 1983). Secondly, hostility is the degre@Nmreat to the

firm characterized by unsafe industry setting, intense competitim%gack of business
NS
_{%3;6 than

ompahies, with
_ servi&; and agro-
4

arz‘ griculture and

St lge more than 50
'S

E] KD ?
employees (Secretariat to National Sl\/@ cldpment ou@ 2005).
N

u e

opportunities (Covin & Slevin, 1989).

1.6.6 Large Firm

Large firms in this study refer to publicly %

150 full-time employees for manufacturing, mam?wm

based industries. Other i1ndustries such |

Information and Communication 010

1.6.7 Firm Performance \

The indicators of ﬁr%irma
firstly the firm’s growth&%\ec i

conceptualized by the@
firm’s PFOﬁtablllz S:k thepal R@m on Assets (ROA) and Return on Sales
T

(ROS) for thre secutive years (Z@f§Y¥a & Covin, 1995).

1.7 The@ure of the Thesis

Thi¥®hesis consists of seven chapters. Chapter one presents the body of the

rlcg%ptuallsed In two dimensions,
O

- ﬁEU profitability. A firm’s growth 1s

N
,’thﬁéﬁ for three consecutive years while the
&

research by describing the introduction, the problems that led to the study being
undertaken, the research objectives and questions, the significance of research and

also the operational definitions of keywords.
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Chapter Two presents the research context, represented by the large firms in Malaysia.
The definitions and contributions of the large firms are outlined in this chapter. Other
than that, the public listed companies and government intervention are also prgepigted.

Chapter Three provides part one of the literature review in this studi ,.@chapter

describes the background and definitions of the variables analysed in this Sudy.

Chapter Four provides part two of the literature review, Jjescribes the

underpinning theory, theoretical framework, and hyp esg development. The

|
e

underpinning theory used in this study consists of the yurce4B lew (RBV),
@
o | N
organizational learning theory, and contingency the bseq nigd the _{ﬂ)otheses
development and research issues are discussed Wn the [T ewq@'of relevant

4\

ln th&study It consists of

)

theories and their hypotheses are also prese nt V

Chapter Five presents the research metl dolo y

nt@1 and data analysis for

the theoretical framework, research the

1ng primary and secondary

the three models. This study devvx tlt
dh ySe the data.

data. The partial least squares h was ys (J

Chapter Six 1llustrates th@na@d res{@ of the measurement and structural
O

I
he espaptight d firms’ profile were also demonstrated

models of all three mo

. . ;\ . ® .
- labl‘l&? as well as the empirical evidence of the

N3

ﬁ&preneurship and large firm performance are

In this chapter. T} pv dltyfa

relationship l&\&] corporate en

Sevgn is the final chapter in this thesis, which is, demonstrates the discussion

presente

of findings. Conclusions are drawn, several theoretical, practical, and methodological

contribution identified and recommendations are outlined.
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1.8 Summary of Chapter 1
This chapter laid the foundations for this study. The first part of this chapter is

the introduction of the study, followed by the statement of the problem. Jext, the
h

objectives and research questions were presented, with the significance ot gsearch

also highlighted. In order to be familiarize readers with the issues in*tudyﬁ each

key variable was defined. Lastly, the structure of the thesis was %ﬁz described as a

ouideline. The following chapter reviews the research cq te?&presented by the

large firms in Malaysia.



