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ABSTRACT

Trade liberalization and globalization has creatednore unified world market where organizations ehav
opportunities to exploit to their advantage. At Haame time, it has placed much responsibility @mtlas they have to be
mindful of the best practices in their industry.gBiiian organizations have to compete with orgaioiaatin the most
developed worlds which have achieved competitiveresintry wise. This makes it imperative for thentook inward to
device a means of overcoming shortfalls createddfigit infrastructures in other to stand toe te twath their counterpart
in different parts of the world. The study was ogpitial, and extensive review of literature was uadten with focus on
corporate entrepreneurship and VRIO model. Theosnécshows that despite huge challenges faced Isg tRegerian
organizations as a result of infrastructural defitiey can still capitalize on human resourcesxitel. The VRIO analysis
shows that the resources needed by organizatioashieve sustainable competitive advantage arelyndéiose that are
imperfectly imitable and organizational specifiopedures (organizational exploitation) developedrtme. It is this
uniqueness which is not tradable that gives a imedge. These resources can be developed mainlygth corporate
entrepreneurship approaches. The study found thgénzzations that encourage entrepreneurial thgikitivities
(entrepreneurial orientated organization) are nfikedy to achieve sustained competitive advantaggr ¢those that do not.
It was recommended that Nigerian organizations Ishaweate entrepreneurial organizational climatel aupport
individuals that are entrepreneurial instead ofcifoy them to adapt completely and cohesively toapizational
bureaucracy and routine. They should adopt corpaeatrepreneurship as a panacea for survival asattii help them

surmount the challenge of obsolescence and achiestained competitive advantages.
KEYWORDS: Corporate Entrepreneurship, VRIO-Model, Competitiess, Nigerian Organizations
INTRODUCTION

Business organizations are faced with intense cttigre thereby making survival and growth of any
organization dependent on its ability to offer geeavalue to customers. Value creation or additsothe core activity of
organizations and the ability to offer greater eatlepends on the ability of the firm to utilizeaerces efficiently more
than the competitors which mostly, results from esigr processes and technical know-how. As a resdme
organizations give their employees the opportuttatinnovate. This leads to corporate entreprengur&y early 1980s,
most authors argue that entrepreneurship cannot absociated with large corporations (Paunovic, 2012)
Then, entrepreneurship was seen narrowly as gjadimew business or activities of small and mediemterprises.
Although this is most evident of entrepreneuridi\aties, it is the most simplification of entrepreurship (Paunovic,

2012). This view holds that at the growth stage@anization in its life circle it is bureaucratizéhereby foreclosing
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entrepreneurial activities. The idea ignores thet that major innovations especially resource isiten technologies
emerge in large companies. Confining entreprengurih start ups of new business ignores the instniality of

entrepreneurship in acquiring and maintaining cditipe advantage (Paunovic, 2012) which has nowbexthe basis of
survival in the competitive global market. Many lzar's have emphasized that companies of differeréssneed
entrepreneurial behaviors to survive and performpetitively (Barringer and Bluedon, 1999). This hed to tremendous
growth in past few decades on body of literatureomporate entrepreneurship though without conseoawapproaches or

types.

Corporate entrepreneurship is a process by whidlviduals inside organizations pursue opportunitiéghout
regard to resources they currently control (Steeenand Jarillo, 1990) in (Mokaya, 2012). To Olga &t (2010),
corporate entrepreneurship is a combination of &ramd informal induced and autonomous activitiesroployees at all
levels within an organization. Thornberry (2003schébes corporate entrepreneurship as an attemtake both the
mindset and skill set demonstrated by successiul-sp entrepreneurs and inculcate these charstitsrinto the cultures
and activities of a large company. These mindsetskill are captured byShane and Venkataraman {2000Iga, et al.
(2002) when they define entrepreneurial behaviarsthe discovery, evaluation and exploitation ofremteneurial

opportunities.
PROBLEM STATEMENT

Several organizations have continued to struggleNigeria to cope with competition both locally and
internationally. Some concentrate on trying to mate the staff and elicit their commitment with kapf surmounting the
challenge of competition. Although this is a rigitep, competition today has moved further by faogisinore on
customers. This has advertently placed much redgibiyson organizations to create inclusive andrméh atmosphere
where ideas are welcomed and suggestion of evemybmeare treated with utmost importance without marmising on
organizations’ reputation and procedures/conditimngisk taking. Competitiveness is achieved bilitgbto offer more
value, probably at a lower cost. This can only bei@/ed when organizations continue to re-apprissedf which seems
not the case amongst many organizations in Nig&€ha.harsh conditions under which organizationgateen Nigeria as
evidenced from various international reports hapialed its business environment as the survivalthe fittest.
Notwithstanding this, many organizations have makleir mark, while many have failed probably for pting
bureaucratic procedures that stifle innovation.bllitg of many Nigerian organizations to competettbdocally and
globally may not be unconnected with low level oforate entrepreneurship. The objective of thighstwas to identify
ways of achieving sustainable competitive advanthgeugh corporate entrepreneurship using VIRO rhadebasis of

analysis.
LITERATURE REVIEW

Corporate entrepreneurship has no much differera éntrepreneurship in general, other than thetfed the
people involved in this case are employees thatwanking in existing companies. Wollcott and Lippi2007) see
corporate entrepreneurship (CE) as the processhiphweams within an established company concédster, launch and
manage a new business that is distinct from thenpacompany but leverages the parent’s assets,eadsition,
capabilities or other resources. Their definitiameoeptualizes corporate entrepreneurship in lith what many agree as

an approach to CE-corporate venturing. A more cemmgnsive definition of CE was presented by Lotz e der
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Merwe (2013) as vision directed, organization-widiance on entrepreneurial behavior that purpdisedund continually
creates a new business or instigates renewal avation within the current business, in order teate or sustain

competitive superiority. The emphasis of competituperiority is cardinal in many CE approachesaativities.

To some scholars, corporate entrepreneurship isngynous to intrapreneurship (Olga, et. al. 2002kaja,
2012), while others see intrapreneurship as approfcorporate entrepreneurship (Paunovic, 2018)a Aesult of lack of
consensus, the analysis of corporate entreprenpuiakes place at different levels within organiaat under different
terms such as organizational, venture and indivithyveels (Carrier, 1996). There seems no conseasumg scholars on
the level of analysis, (i.e. where corporate em#rpurship takes place or are initiated). Exampfethose that favour
organizational level are Ireland et al. (2009),ytgopose that corporate entrepreneurship is éffdgt measured at
organizational level. This to them must align wotiganization long term strategy; hence they propesgamework based
on corporate entrepreneurial strategy (CES) whiduksl embody strategic entrepreneurial vision ffigr firm. Covin et al.
(2006) address corporate entrepreneurship at aaional level but refers to it as entrepreneursirigntation, while
Brown, et al. (2001) see it as a firm behavior.tlis level of analysis, the emphasis is on top rganent developing

organization architecture that is favourably digub® entrepreneurship.

At the venture or project level of measurement, dbacern is to understand processes leading toattwmor
emergence of a venture within organization fronidea into a final product (Abatti, 1997). Individdavel analysis seeks
to explain the characteristics of entrepreneurnigividual within organization (Pinchot, 1985), aavorating this idea,
Ireland et.al (2009) propose the observation ofegméneurial behavior at organizational membergllewt the top
management who he said is always occupied witingettie vision of the organization. Many scholappase this view,
Day (1994) says it is necessary and acceptableohkbrtop down and bottom up types of venturingssting that corporate
entrepreneurship might take place at both low/neidtdid senior/top management levels. Volberda amdnL€003) also
concluded from their study that organizational wesle(corporate entrepreneurship) can start fromndueye. This idea of
entrepreneurship behaviour taking place at anyl lefvihe organization is termed dispersed entreguieship (Birkinshaw,
2003). This study is anchored on dispersed entnepirship. It is the idea that every individual irganization has the
capacity for entrepreneurial behaviour. As a resh# definition of corporate entrepreneurship bgeCet al. (2010, p. 6)
as activities aimed at creating new business vesfws well as other innovative activities sucli@selopment of new
products, services, technologies and administratebniques within established firms to extendrtlagtivities in areas

unrelated or marginally related to the current dionad competence was adopted as the working defimfor the study.
DIMENSIONS/CATEGORIES OF CORPORATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP

There is no consensus on the actual dimension®agipes or categorization of corporate entreprehgu(€ovin
and Miles, 1999). Some classifications in the ditare are new business venturing, innovativenessrenewal and pro-
activeness (Covin and Miles, 1999; Lumpkin and D&896; Antonic and Hisrich, 2001). Thornberry (2pChowever,
classified corporate entrepreneurship as: Corporatéuring, Intrapreneuring, Organizational transfation or renewal
and Industry-rule-breaking, while Birkinshaw (199%9assified it as corporate venturing, Intrapresbig, bringing the
market inside and entrepreneurial transformationalgsis of the classifications show that the litdéference in
nomenclature does not change the content or apgpmeept bringing the market inside which focusesmarket as the

determinant or regulator of the relationship betwége newly established venture and the parent aognPaunovic,
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2012) and, therefore, the dimensions can be cledsik:
e Corporate Venturing
* Innovativeness/Intrapreneuring
» Organizational Transformation/Renewal
* Industry-rule-breaking.
Corporate Venturing

This involves the starting of a new business witliinexisting organization which sometimes emanfates the
organization’s core competence. It could also bddweloping a new market (Zahra, 1991) or formatibautonomous or
semi-autonomous units or firms, (Hisrich and Pel&¥84). In general terms, Mokaya (2012) observes the new
business venturing dimension refers to the creatibnew businesses that are related to existinglymoand services

regardless of the level of autonomy.
Innovativenesgintrapreneuring

The emphasis of this dimension is product and servinovation with emphasis on development andvation
in technology. The organization tries to create miedset of start-up entrepreneurs in the employeesnable them
identify and articulate ways of exploiting good iméss opportunities. In other words, the organiratries to inculcate

some entrepreneurial values in their culture bytimg intrapreneurs(Thornberry, 2003).
Corporate Transformation/Renewal

This seeks to achieve a new arrangement or conininat resources in such a manner that sustaireddaomic
value is attained. The dimension involves renevi&ey ideas (Zahra, 1991), and has strategic agdnizational change
connotations that include the redefinition of thesiness concept and introduction of organizatiodewthanges that
encourages innovation. Paunovic (2012) observed #mrepreneurial transformation impliesadapting lafge
organizations to an everchangingenvironment, wigchchieved through coordinatedchanges of orgaaizat structure

andculture in order toencourage individual entrepteial behaviour
Industry-Rule-Breaking

This is related to aggressive posturing (Knigh97)9and leadership relative to competitors (Covid &leving,
1991). The idea is to change the competitive enmrent by introducing radical changes that altertthditional way of
doing things thereby changing the status quo. Teoysed this dimension when they were able to pmdutomobiles of
higher quality at a lower cost (Thornberry, 2003).

Competitiveness

Competitiveness on the other hand, generatesd tigbates because scholars and academics seésagoeg on
what it actually means and how to measure it. Orgream (2004) describes competitiveness as the defmeeriority
by which a firm or a nation produces goods, sesvi@ed related functions when compared to peer$lddriand Estime
(1993) considered that the acquisition of a higaeel of competitiveness is necessary for largerpnises to enable them

thrive and survive in the 21st century. Organizagidhave to make greater efforts to acquire or invgroconstantly its
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competitive advantages, and their level of competiess because it can provide them a higher lef/growth and

performance (Grennan et al., 1997; Peters and Muk885). There are several disagreements aboutotin@etitiveness
measurement.Gonzalo etal. (2012) observe that tlwmestions/problems arise while trying to measunepmetitiveness,
this involves whether it should be measured atethiterprise level, industry level, national or intional level. Studies
show competitiveness can be considered at 3 lefiets; industry and country (Depperu and Cerraf@Q®). At the firm

level, the performance of a firm is considered. @etitiveness at the industry level is assesseddmgparing such
industry with the same industry in another coumtryegion that competes in the same market. Cosntpmpetitiveness
is assumed to be major determinant of performan@®mpetitiveness of both firm and industry. Sorhéhe measures of
country’s competitiveness are resource endowmesdt of labor and production inputs, financial aeghnological

infrastructure, access to markets, institutiona segulatory framework (Depperu and Cerrato, 2086).Gorynia (2005),
many of these measurements include implicitly golieitly, among other factors, employment, qualitfyemployment

generation, distribution of income and extensivgectives while Ezeala (2005), believes that coustopmpetitiveness
can be measured through seven indexes: 1) natuceropetitive advantage, 2) capacity for innovati8h,the brand

extension, 4) restriction of the regulations of #mvironment, 5) quality in the education of mathéos and science((6)
quality in the education system, and 7) ease oéss¢o credit. In extant literature, there existenomplexity in the

measurement of the competitiveness at the firml léwesome researchers competitiveness can be dias¢he ability of a
good performance (Garengo et al., 2005; Garg £2@03), for some, it is the generation and maimmer of competitive
advantages (Carpinetti et al., 2000; Lagace andrdgaalt, 2003). From the foregoing, it is obvioustthhere is no

consensus generally agreed in literature on homeasure firm competitiveness. Ogrean and Herci092@28) opine

that:

“bottom line for competitiveness measure is thi# corporationcannot afford
to pay its workers, suppliers, andbondholders,ilitgo out ofbusiness. So when
we say that a corporation is uncompetitive, we ntéatits market position

is unsustainable — that unless it improves itsqranfince, itwill ceas to exist”

The definition of competitiveness in this studwiigned with the assertion of Ogrean and Herci®@@0the level
of competitiveness is measured by the competitidgeethat a firm has over its competitors which ipraduct of

competitive advantage achieved through superiologiegent of resources.

Several studies and authors have emphasized thertampe of corporate entrepreneurship in achieving
organizational competitiveness. Mokaya (2012) im $tudy agreed that corporate entrepreneurshipyic@nground for
competitive advantage of an existing enterprisas Tould manifest in differentiation or cost leagtap in the market,
quick response to change, new strategic directiomew ways of working or learning within the orgaation.

He concluded that firms that nurture organizaticstalictures and values conducive to intrapreneaddVities and have
intrapreneurial orientations are likely to expederbetter performance (which leads to competitigghelindsey (2001)
observes that rapid and cost effective innovatamgpproach of CE) may be the only method by whitterprises in the
21st century and beyound will be able to remain metitive. Paunovic (2012) is his study: The role aofrporate

entrepreneurship in solving the competitivenessiciof large companies argues that entrepreneamthiitecture (set of

Impact Factor(JCC): 1.5432 - This article can be denloaded from www.impactjournals.us |




| 22 Elom Egede Matthias & Nwekpa Kenneth Chukwuma|

relations-within and around an organization amorifferdnt stakeholders) contributes to creating abtaining
competitive advantage of an organization. He cateduthat entrepreneurial behaviour is a compangosvilp factor.
Terrence, Titikorn and Sang (2010) also did a stdgorporate entrepreneurship in face of changongpetition: a case
analysis of six Thai manufacturing firms. They fduthat corporate entrepreneurship is significarglgted to improving
competitiveness. Zimmerman (2010) in his study amperate entrepreneurship at GE and Intel highdighthe
achievement of GE in introducing high technologideven products which has enabled them to remainpetitive and

concluded that it is a result of adequate manageofarporate entrepreneurship.

The VRIO-Model

Firm Resource walue
Heterogeneity Rareness
— Imperfect Imitability Sustained
Firm Resource --Histary Dependent —*| Competitive
Irmmokility --Causal 2mbiguity Advartage
--Sodal Complexity
(Orzanisational Exploitation)

Source:Barney (1991) in Netland and Espelund (2013)
Figure 1: The VRIO-Attributes of Resources

NB: Initial Model has ‘S’ in Place of ‘O’

The VRIO model is an improvement of the VRIS mooeBarney (1991). It is the ‘'S’ attribute which repent
Non-substitutability that was replaced by ‘O’. Taethor argues that ‘I’ and ‘S’ attribute are ideatiand therefore the
need to replace the S with O attribute. It was m@trdoution of Barney (1997) to enhance the workaband applicability
of resource based view initiated by Edith Penros&959. It is an improvement of the VRIS model shaove by the
replacement of ‘S’ with ‘O’. The model seeks to kkp how a firm can achieve a sustainable competitidvantage.
Barney (1991) as cited in Netland and Aspelund 820thaintained that a firm can only achieve susthicempetitive
advantage when it is implementing a value creasinigtegy not simultaneously being implemented by eurrent or
potential competitors and those firms are unablaluplicate the strategy. The framework for analysfissustained
competitive advantage is premised on two assunp{Barney, 1997): (i) heterogeneity-each firm iedently endowed
with resources and (ii) immobility of such resowsaich resources cannot be easily transferred wtitimgurring high
cost. Ron (2008) opines that the model is widelyepted within the resource based view (RBV) asiping the basis for
understanding the kinds of resources that can beces of competitive advantage by providing a finith superior
performance. The underlying assumption is that mesburces are tradable but some resources arbiltggzand firm
specific. The VRIO stands for Valuable resource Rare (R), Imperfect imitability or Inimitabilit{l) and Organizational

exploitation (Netland and Aspelund, 2013).
CONCEPTUAL ANALYSIS

Having looked into the concepts and presented i@svand positions of many scholars, it is aphat point to
analyze the components of VRIO-model in relationctwporate entrepreneurship and how it is expettednhance

competitiveness of Nigerian firms.

V-Valuable
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The first prerequisite to consider about resourceelation to competitiveness is that it must blriable to the
organization ((Netland and Aspelund, 2013). Foir@m to identify or ascribe value to a resource amgideration of its
contribution to competitive advantage, it must hawanned the environment and identify the threadsogportunities that
abound; most often, by analyzing the strengthsveeaknesses of its competitors. This is not alwagy ¢o achieve with
certainty.Valuable resources enable the firm tahilags that lead to economic value (Fiol, 1991)uahle resources have
some capacity to generate profits and prevent $ofdéler and Shamsie, 1996). It is the first thitigt must be in place
for any corporate entrepreneur to succeed. Thesks kif resources are available in many Nigeriammmations and can

be utilized to achieve sustainable competitive athge.
R-Rare

Resource that is rare must be valuable. Therefioeesecond constructs of the model builds on tisé fHowever,
an extremely valuable, but readily available reseuwrannot provide competitive advantage to any {®elf, Weiner and
Dunlop, 2002). Most times, organizations in the sandustry have access to resources required éardperations and so
the acquisition/possession of such resources dutegally translate into competitive advantage. iRstance, bread bakers
have access to primary materials required to bakad (flour) such materials or resources cannotidsal to achieve
competitive advantage on its own but by way ofizdtion which is enhanced by corporate entrepresidorsince
acquisition and deployment of new knowledge istiedrock of competitive advantage. Nigerian firma eaquire new
knowledge when employees are assured of their img=fsI to the organization and that they can be raeda It is
therefore, necessary that managers of Nigeriannargdons should be entrepreneurial oriented tooerage their

subordinates to take some measures that will Bathbvation without harsh measures for mistakesfaitures.
I-Imperfect Imitability

According to Barney (1997), a firm will experienagemporary competitive edge when it has resoutwsare
valuable, rare and imperfectly imitable. Resouscsaid to be imperfectly imitable when it cannotdasily transferred
between firms without significant costs (Netlandd akspelund, 2013). It is expected that such resogiwuld not be
easily acquired by the competitor without incurringge cost and must not have close substitute nPaltesources of
obtaining such resources to Barney (1997) couldnaeafrom (i) unique historical development-in tbése the resources
is developed overtime in a unique way by the orzmtion; (ii) casual ambiguity-the resource is entsetlin people, skill-
based or people intensive making it difficult fmmapetitors to identify the source. (iii) Sociallgroplex-This means that
the resource is team based; can only be obtainewlBctive action of a group of people and alspdomd the ability of
firms to manage and manipulate them in a systematic (Cardeal and Antonio, 2012). (iv) legal prdapeights such as
patents (Wills-Johnson, 2008).Thus, all the souarespeople based; even the legal property catydasiachieved by
innovation (approach to CE). Therefore, the abitibyachieve this in Nigerian organizations dependsh on the

managers who must provide the right atmosphereréativity to thrive.
O-Organizational Exploitation

Organizational exploitation refers to having theqasses in place to deploy the resources (Netlatid\apelund,
2013). Barney (1997) argues that capabilities saxcknabling reporting structures, management sgsteantrol systems

and compensation policies must be in place formirzgdion to be able to exploit the model. Organara! exploitation
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derives from the synthesis of environmental, hurrash technical aspect of the organization to ensarmonious working
of the system in a unique manner. Thus, while itts¢ 3 construct of the model deal mostly with i@®@ content, the “O”
alone deals with the process. Cardeal and Anto2@iZ) argue that the “O” is synonymous to dynandpabilities.
Dynamic capabilities address how firms renew theaiisting capabilities within the available resowde adapt to the
changing business environment (Cardeal and Ant@@i@?2). The importance of such capabilities is sufgal by Peteraf
and Barney (2003) in their argument that compeitidvantage emanates from the existence of aatnigsource that are
used in a superior way. The “superior way” defitbe organizational exploitation and its availabiljuarantees a
sustainable competitive advantage (Barney, 199grd&fore, competitive advantage is achieved froe whay firms
operate and combination of strategic and non-gfi@teesources (Pan et al., 2007), thereby usingrorgtion unique
process to produce intermediate products betweenapyr resources and the firms final products. Tihigrmediate
product is the value added which provides the eddmes also is human based; thus supporting needcdoporate

entrepreneurship in Nigerian organizations.
DISCUSSIONS

Globalization and information technology explosttas changed business environment and absolute tadeais
only available to the monopolies which is becomingdated in world economy of the 21st century. Bosdare open to
the foreign organizations and Nigerian organizatitrave to contend with influx of goods from cowdrithat have
achieved competitive advantage country wise, makingival of organizations in the country a daugtehallenge both
within and outside the country. Despite the glogroture, some Nigerian organizations are survivang competing not
only locally but internationally. Pessic, Milic artankovic (2012) argue that human resources tleatl@aracterized by
VRIO framework elements can be considered as higitity human resources, which can provide susténatimpetitive
advantage.This can only be achieved in organizatibere people are supported and encouraged to buttheir best;
innovation is not suppressed because it is comimig fa person with low certificate; employees arethoeatened with
sack for a little mistake on the process of trying new things. For Nigerian organizations to bepetitive, they must
not only pay more attention to getting the bestafuhe abundant human resources but also ensatehthir employees
have a sense of belonging such that they see agj@nis as their constituency which must be prettend projected
with vigour and sincerity. Corporate entrepreneirsiolds the key to organizational sustainable cetitipe advantage in
Nigeria because it enables organization to contislyosearch for better ways of doing things, idgnéind exploit
opportunities. Without corporate entrepreneurshifgerian organization may not be able to meet thenging taste of
consumers. It is evident that the era of detailimg prescribing to the smallest what employeeseapected to do in
Nigerian organization is over if they must be cotiipe. To this end a model that shows the linkwestn corporate

entrepreneurship, the VRIO-model and sustainabiepedtitive advantage is proposed in figure 2.

waluahle

Sustained

Heterogeneous and Rareness
Corporate | bﬁ b o] Competitive
mmakile Firm
Entrepraneurship Imperfect Imitability advantage
resaurces

Crganisational Exploitation

Figure 2: Relationship between Corporate Entreprenarship,
VRIO-Model and Sustainable Gopetitive Advantage
Figure 2 shows that development of resources trathaterogeneous and immobile in an existing fismai
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by-product of corporate entrepreneurship. Thisoidecause tradable resources can only provide t@mpoompetitive
advantage but firm specific resources which are dmriented can only emanate from the employeessd hesources
can only be developed to the level that it providesnpetitive advantage to firm by intrapreneurs awd the
encouragement and support of the top managementiredqto achieve this, creates “entrepreneurialeragd
organization”. Organizations may have streamlinaeg wf adding value or making incremental changeatstproducts and
processes with attendant bureaucratic processhisus not enough especially now when changesaddofiow predictive
patterns anymore. Only organization that providespte the opportunity to exploit their creativitydaharnesses such, has

potentials to survive and become competitive.

CONCLUSIONS

For Nigerian organizations to be competitive, tihayst look internally and capitalize on their strigrsg Despite
huge challenges faced by these organizations a&sudt rof infrastructural deficit, they can stillpigalize on human
resources to excel. The VRIO analysis shows tleatdéhources needed by organizations to achievaisalste competitive
advantage are mainly those that are imperfectlytaiohe and organizational specific procedures (dpgdional
exploitation) developed overtime. It is this unigaes which is not tradable that gives a firm areedfese resources can
be developed mainly through corporate entreprehguispproaches. The study found that organizatibas encourage
entrepreneurial thinking/activities (entreprendur@ientated organization) are more likely to aekiesustained
competitive advantage over those that do not. iBhis line with the findings of Lumpkin and Des9@b) that corporate
entrepreneurship can be used to improve compefitsgitioning and transform organization. Covin afites (1999) also
observed that corporate entrepreneurship has l@syp becognized as a viable means for promoting sarsdiaining
corporate competitiveness; while Morris and KurafR®02) say CE provides organization with the nemmnpetitive
realities that helps them survive in the global kear Thus, corporate entrepreneurship holds the tkegvercoming

stagnation and eventual death of most Nigerianrdzg#ions.
RECOMMENDATIONS

In line with the findings, the idea of Terrence afitikor (2009) that corporate entrepreneurshiputidoe an
extension of employee participation that reflee tverall organizational climate of entrepreneyrsimid organizations
support for individual entrepreneurial orientatiomghin the organization becomes paramount. In otherds, creating
organizational climate and supporting individuddattare entrepreneurial instead of forcing theradapt completely and

cohesively to organizational bureaucracy and reusnmecommended.

Given the intense global competition, corporate mlsiming and rapid technological progress, Nigerian
organizations should adopt corporate entreprenguesha panacea for survival as supported by Deak €005). Being

entrepreneurial will help surmount the challengelogolescence and achieve sustained competitivansabes.
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