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ABSTRACT

This survey examines cor porate entrepreneurship as panacea to the advent
of fast-growing firmsin Nigeria, with the specific aim of analysing the effects
of corporate entrepreneurship on the corporate financial performance of
selected manufacturing firmsin Nigeria. Selected beverage manufacturing
firms in Nigeria are purposively picked for the study. Secondary data
obtained from their audited Annual Reports and Accounts are analysed
with the aids of descriptive statistical tools to determine effects of
entrepreneurship activities on their performance indices of Assets, Gross
earnings and Profit before Tax. Findings reveal that those firms that imbibe
entrepreneurship culture, engage in active entrepreneurial activities tend
to record outstanding growth in their performance indices, expand their
operational scope and consolidate leadership positions in their industry.
Consequently, government policies that encourage infrastructural
development, large scale research and devel opment, conducive atmosphere
to experiment and network or leverage on social (State) resources, and so
on should be given top attention.

Keywords: Entrepreneurship, corporate entrepreneurship, models of
entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial innovations, public liability company,
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INTRODUCTION
A nation desirousof economic growth must beabletoidentify clustersof fast-growing
firmsthat usually account for arelatively high proportion of job creation withinits
economy. Thesefirmsareregarded asthe giantsof thefutureand are central to economic
growth. Economies depend on them for growth and especially for quick recovery
fromtheinevitableeconomic recess on/depression. Intheir research summary entitled
“TheVital Six Percent”, NESTA (2009), highlightstheimportance of asmall number
of fast-growing busi nesses between 2002 to 2008 that generated thelion’s share of
employment growthinthe UK, these 11,000 firmsthat usually generate more than
20% of annua employment growth were responsiblefor creating 54% of new jobs
over athree-year period (2007 — 2010). In asimilar report, NESTA (2010) posits
that higher-growing firmswere subsequently moreresilient, with markedly lower
insolvency ratesthan their counterparts, most especially during economic recessions.
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Andthat they aremorelikely to grow in salesin thetwo yearsafter their growth period
than non-growing firms, throughimproved productivity. High-growing firmsarehowever
faced with peculiar challengesthan their counterparts—they have greater need for
finance, they tend to operate with higher levelsof debt whichisoften very difficultto
source. They aso do havelower insolvency rates, most especialy becausetheir type
of creditismorelikely toberefused or highly priced by theregular financia ingtitutions.
InNigeria, asobtainedin most devel oping nations, fast-growing firmsfacemore serious
challengesthan their counterpartsin advanced economies.

Asobserved by the Manufacturing Association of Nigeria(MAN), factors
that hinder the growth of this sector include " high production costs caused by the
paucity of energy supply, highinterest and exchangeratesasaresult of lopsidedfinancid
policies, dumping incidencesdueto Nigeriansimpetusfor imported products, multiplicity
of taxesand leviesfrom different government agencies, poor salesasaresult of the
generd low purchasing power of consumers, del ayed consignmentsat portsdueto the
presence of multipleinspection agenciesand so on (Ku, Mustaphaand Goh, 2010).
All these provide evidences and reasonsto conclude that the M anufacturing sector
growthisgreatly hampered. Inasimilar observation by the Nigerian Bureau of Public
Enterprises (NBE), the main barriersthat affect and continueto affect the growth and
devel opment of the Nigerian manufacturing sector include: unpredictable government
policies, inefficient regulatory agencies, infrastructural inadequacy, unfair tariff regime
andlow Foreign Direct Investment (Dipak and Ata, 2003). All these combineto effect
seriouslimitationsto theincidence of fast-growing firmsintheseclimes.

However, the advent of corporate entrepreneurship, whichisthe processby
which teamswithin an established company conceive, foster, launch and managea
new bus nessthat isdistinct from the parent company but leveragesthe parent’ sassets;
market position; capabilitiesand other resources, ensuresthat Nigerian manufacturing
firmscan still grow. Thisagreeswith the position of Wol cott and Lippitz (2007) that
companiesthat put greater emphasi son creating new businessmodel s—new products
services, new processes, new markets- grew their operating marginsfaster thanthe
competition. Their performance are marked out by the number of employment they
generatewithin an economy, their contribution to GDP, production of new products
and sarvicesthat offer morevaue propositions, their contributionstoimproved welfare
through greater employment income and offer of aternative choicesto consumers,
their promotion of healthy competition, their Research and Devel opment activitiesthat
lead to technol ogical advancement aswell astheir capacity to ensure quick recovery
after economicrecessons.

Themain objectiveof thisstudy isthereforeto examinetheeffectsof corporate
entrepreneurship on the financial performance of corporate entities in Nigeria.
Specifically, the study examineseffectsof entrepreneurial activitiesof businessfirms
ontheir financia performanceindices. It should be noted that the advent of corporate
entrepreneurshipisadirect reaction to the mirage of problemsbedeviling the growth
prowess of would-befast-growing firmsoperating across contexts. Itisan aternative
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approach to government induced entrepreneurial ecosystem that hasfailedin every
ramificationto provide necessary support to corporate devel opments.

Need for BusinessFirmsGrowth

Whileentrepreneurship isusually associated with the start-up of new businesses, this
gppearsavery narrow view. Organisationsof al typesand szescan beentrepreneurid,
including established firmswhich adopt innovative strategies. Entrepreneurship, as
observed by Adde(2014) isasocid and manageria processthroughwhichanindividua
or group identify ayawning gap in the market place and with the use of available
resources, plan, design, and produce aproduct/servicetofill the gap at amutually
beneficia exchange. Entrepreneurial activitiesin established firmsareaimed at the
introduction of new growth platforms, new products, new technologies or new
managerial practices, the creation of new venturesaswell asthe renewal of their
organizational structure. Thus, Sharma and Chrissman (2009) define corporate
entrepreneurship asaprocesswhereby anindividual, or agroup of individualswithin
an existing organi zation create new organization or instigate renewal or innovation
within that organization. Thisrefersto activitiescharacterized by different degreesof
structura autonomy, innovativenessand rel atednessto an existing business.

While profitable organic growth of firmsisdifficult, asnoted by Wol cott and
Lippitz (2007), most especially when core business begins to flag, creating new
businesses or encouraging entrepreneurial initiatives offersoneincreasingly potent
solution. Entrepreneurshipishowever not anexclusve preserveof new venturecregtions,
asobserved by Schultz (1975), it doesmanifest aspart of management function within
exigingfirms, and thuswehavetheddiberate pursuit of creative solutionsto organization
problemsusudly intheformof intrgpreneurship, internd entrepreneurship, organi zationd
entrepreneurship, corporate venturing, strategic renewal, and so on.

Corporate entrepreneurship supports entrepreneuria initiatives, needed to
revitalize existing organi sations and make them moreinnovative. And as posited by
Ireland, Coving and Kuratko (2009), thisincreasestheir survival oddsover time. It
enhances competitivenessand booststheir chances of financia performanceleading
to highly desired organic growth and international leadership. Though theresulting new
bus nessisdigtinct from parent company, it leverageson parent’ sassets, market position,
capabilities or other resources. It differs from corporate venture capital, which
predominantly pursuesfinancid invesmentsin other firms Moreaften, it usudly involves
externa partnersand capabilitieswhich involve strategic acquisitions. It leverages
significantly on existing resourcesof itsparent and itsmanagement team overseesthe
new project. Corporate entrepreneurship isalso different from spin-outs, which are
generally set up as stand-al one enterprisesthat do not need continuousleveraging of
parent company’sresourcesto realisetheir potentials.

Corporate Entrepreneur ship and I nnovation
Quiteanumber of studieshave attempted to analysefactorsencouraging firm’'shigh
growth (Acsand Audretsch, 2005; Audretsch, 1995; Coad, 2009; Nightingaleand
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Coad, 2010), and they identify among others: firm’sage; available human capitd; its
exporting activities, networks; and competitiveness, however, asobserved by Wolcott
and Lippittz (2007), these factors pale into insignificance when compared with
innovation, andthat beinginnovativeisstrongly associated with high growth. Innovation,
asnoted by Drucker (1985), isaspecifictool of entrepreneur, aprocessby which he
exploitschangesasan opportunity for adifferent product/service/business. Itisthe
skill toidentify businessopportunity and create new waysto exploit them.

Similarly, Tidd and Bessant (2011) posit that innovation isdriven by ability to
See connections, spot opportunities and to take advantage of them by creating
completely new possibilitiesthrough radica breskthroughsintechnology i.e. new drugs
based on genetic manipul ations, iPhones, iPodsthat revol utionalised the communication
industry. Innovation, by nature, isfundamental ly about entrepreneurship. Itisaprocess
throughwhichideasaretransformedinto actions. It contributesseverally to thegrowth
and development of new firmsand or new organizations. New product/service helps
an organization to capture new marketsand maintain existing market shares. It provides
firmswith competitive advantageto grow, thisisnot only through reduced prices, but
by itsability toredesign, to repackage, to customizeand improvequdity of itsofferings.

Theredizationthat today’ scustomerswant moreva uefor their money coupled
with the constantly changing socioeconomic environment makes new product
devel opment paramount for firmsdesirousof growth. Unpredictablegovernment policies
that open up new opportunitiesfor onefirm might have closed down opportunitiesfor
others, more so, current product life-cycles continue to shorten in the face of
technol ogical advancement. All theserequire pragmatism of firmsto makenew product
devel opment their competitive cutting-edgein themarketplace.

Innovationisnot just about new products, ability tofashion out an old product
inanew way, craftily improveva ue-propositionsof exigting products/'services, cregtively
produce something difficult to replicateisto demonstrate superior ability. Thisisknown
asprocessinnovation. And asobserved by Tidd and Bessant (2011), superior ability
to complicate production processfor competitor/imitator in the act of producing a
product issaidto account for thesurviva of small firmslikelncat or Oxford Instruments,
intheir highly competitive globa markets. Innovationisaso creating cutting-edgefor
both products and services firms. Deployment of robust and sophisticated I'T
technol ogies have ensure growing firms are ableto render good quality servicesat
faster and cheaper ratesthan their competitorsworldwide,

Theintroduction of e-banking, e-commerce, ATMs, internet banking, aswell
asPOS by retailers have been creating nichesfor firms of different sizesand age.
While Zara—the Spain based fashion outfit - isableto carveanicheinthefashion
industry leveraging oninformation technology, Apple, Nokia, Google, Adidas, Reckit
Benckiser, Citibank and the Southwest Airlines have been able to demonstrate
excdlenceleveraging onthesamel T technol ogies. Thesefast-growing firms, asreported
by Innovaro Conaults, not only occupy topmost positionsinworl d-ranking, they severdly
increase their share prices from between 25% to 135% between 2006 and 2007
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(Wimand Henry, 2010). Cresting enabling environment for innovativefirmstothriveis
gradually becoming the central plank in national economic policies. Ability of fast-
growingfirmstoturnideas, knowledge and intuitioninto va uable productsand services
isthevehicleof modern economy. Itisthroughtheir creative abilitiesthat they create
and stimulate demand, improve living standards, create jobs, improve incomes,
contributeto GDPand in many ways support economic growth of nations. And as
succinctly stated by an Australian government website, —

“ Organisations that do not invest in innovations put their future

atrisk. Their businessisunlikely to prosper, and they are unlikely

to be able to compete if they do not seek innovative solutions to

emerging problems” (Tidd and Bessant, 2011).

Approachesto Corporate Entrepreneur ship

Hitherto, businessfirmsdo emulate successful innovatorsonly to record astounding
failures; othersapproachinnovation through trial-and-error in selecting and congtructing
growth model swhich aso often result in costly mistakes. It ison these premi sesthat
Wolcott and Lippitz (2007) conducted astudy of some 30 global firmstoinvestigate
how businessessucceed at corporate entrepreneurship. They identified two dimensions
under the control of management through which it can promote corporate
entrepreneurship. Thefirst being organizationa ownership—whaoseresponsihbility isit
to creste new business? Second istheresource authority —isthereapool of dedicated
money tofund new businessconceptsor isit an ad-hoc arrangement through divisond
or corporate budgets? Thesetwo dimensionswerefurther devolved into afour-matrix
model of: The Opportunist; The Enabler; The Advocate and The Producer (Fig. 1)
whichwe hereby discussedin detail.

TheOpportunist Approach: General consensusisthat al firmsbegin asopportunist,
whichimpliesdiffused ownership that entailsfirm’sa ertnessto opportunitiesthat may
emanatefromany of itsstaff. Thisbecomesfruitful with the presence of organizationd
championswho provide necessary backing for aninnovator. Thisapproachisalso
characterized by an ad-hoc resource arrangement in which no dedicated fund but
rather through* dush funds’. Corporate entrepreneurship proceed, based onthe efforts
of organizationa championsthat support theexpl oration of new bus nessopportunities
despitecommoninterna resistance. The opportunist model workswell in companies
with aculture encouraging experimentation, openness and networking, whilethiscan
provequiteunsuccessful in highly hierarchica contextswheregoodideascan easly be
stopped by conservative and myopic managers. However, ascompaniesstart pursuing
sustained entrepreneurial activities, they tend to evolve beyond the opportunist
approach.

The Enabler Approach: Corporate entrepreneurship startsfrom the basic premise
that thereisentrepreneurial tal entsscattered across organizations, and that employees
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arewillingto develop new idessif adequatdly supported through robust communication
and encouraging executive engagement. Example of acompany with thisapproachis
Googlelnc. —whereemployeesare given free periodsdaily to exploreand generate
their fanciedideas Although, thisapproach doesnot assgn any organizationa ownership,
it doesentail the provision of dedicated fundsand theall ocation of management attention
to prospective projects. A clear, disciplined processfor fund all ocation, and well-
designed eval uation and sel ection practices are needed to make thisapproach work.
Personnel development programmes that ensure general staff develop ability to
recogni ze business opportunities and executive engagement as potential source of
encouragement areaso critical.

TheAdvocate Approach: Thisentailsthe assignment of organizational ownershipfor
the creation of new businesseswhile providing fundson an ad-hoc basis, example
includesBritish Petroleum. A | ot of effortsare put on coaching and facilitating business
unitsin pursuing new opportunitiesthrough aset of dedicated programmes. Business
unitsare encouraged to search for innovativeideasand solutionsto their core business
in an attempt to surpass other units, and they must be ready to finance same. The
outputsof pursued entrepreneuria initiativesare often new bus nessesrdatively close
toabusinessunit’scoreactivitiesor significant business-unit processefficiencies. The
main risksrelated to thisapproach residein the near-term pressures of most business
units executives, traditionally rewarded on operating achievements rather than
developmentd initiatives.

TheProducer Approach: Thisentailstheassgnment of dedi cated fundsand of pecific
organizational ownership, to enable companies to effectively pursue corporate
entrepreneurid activities, exampleisI|BM. Thisgpproach encourages|atent entrepreneur
to promote and devel op potentially disruptive new businessventuresthat may or may
not fit with businessunits coreactivities. It a so inducesexecutivesto pursuecareers
outside their business units, absorb near-term losses often experienced by very
innovative projects such asthose promoted by companies. With thisapproach, proper
career incentives need to be defined, probableideas arewelcomed and scrutinized in
order to establish new growth domain. The producer model may requiresignificant
investments over along time span. Therisk isthat when projects are ready to be
implemented critical integration issuesmay arisewith businessunits.

It could be observed that unlessacompany isblessed with theright culture,
corporateentrepreneurshipwon’t just happen. It must beinitiated, encouraged, nurtured
and managed, asdeliberate sirategy. All innovations are defined by uncertainty —if no
uncertainty existsthen thereisno need for innovation. Corporate entrepreneursare
not just creeting new products/services, they are changing theway acompany develops,
build and support itsmarket and itsofferings. Thus, new business creationwill often
compel acompany to incorporate capabilities and knowledge from outside. It can
enhance acompany’sability to absorb external knowledge and opportunities—the
essenceof “openinnovation”.
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TheNigerian Manufacturing Sector

The Nigerian economy greatly depended on agriculture and manufacturing sectors,
among others, beforethediscovery of crudeoil. Themgor artsand crafts (manufacturing
activities) during thisperiod, asnoted by Ogunremi (1996), centered on salt extraction,
soap production, cloth-weaving, wood and metal works. They were predominantly
carried out viawhat Add e, Oyedokun, Adewoyeand Afolabi (2015) classify asinformd
entrepreneurship, sincetheir maor modus operandi were out of official regulations.
Othersincludeleather worksin Kano; textilesin ljebuland; fishingin [lgeand metal
works across Southwestern Nigeria, to mention but a few. Great enthusiasms
demonstrated by foreigninvestorsin this sector manifested shortly after Nigeria's
independencein 1960. M gjor manufacturing activitieslike steel, wood, €l ectronics,
chemicals, pharmaceuticals, vehiclesand even food sub-sectorswere dominated by
them. They operated with greater accessto foreign capital and expatriates but were
sarving the profit interestsof their owners.

Indigenousownershipswerefet mostly intextiles, plastics, cloth-weaving and
wood production but they were unableto compete with their foreign counterparts
hencethey remain small and vulnerable. Thiswasthecasetill 1972 whenthe Nigerian
Enterprises Promotion Decree of 1972 wasenacted (later reviewedin 1977), toredress
ownership structure of major manufacturing activities. The Decree switched mgority
firm-ownership fromforeignersto Nigerians, thiswith aview to promoteindustrial and
economic devel opment of the domestic economy. Whilethe Decreerestricted foreign
capital inflows, asaresult of change of ownerships, thefact that many Nigerianswere
unableto afford imported commodities, coupled with the absence of foreign capital
and technol ogy, domestic production of basic goods such as salt, soap, wood works
were encouraged among others. In the same vein, the import substitution policy
introduced then encouraged the importation of intermediary inputswhich led tothe
expansion of assembly-based industries. Thus Nigerian manufacturing sector inthe
early 1980s was able to record a brief spikein its contribution to total economic
output to thetuneof 7.83% (NBS, 2012). The manufacturing sector, asobserved by
Adenikinju and Chete (2002), consequently recorded satisfactory growth between
1970 and 1980 by contributing average of 10% to the Nigerian economic output as
well as 12% employment intheformal sector over the period.

The discovery of crude oil however ensured the economy’s dependence
changedintothat of oil to the extent it accounted for some 80% of itsforeign exchange
earningsinthelast fivedecades. The Energy Information Administration (EIA, 2007)
Report positioned Nigeriaasthe 11™ largest producer of crude il intheworldwith
daily output averaging 2.5 million barrels per day. Theoil boom period of early 1970s
got theleadership of the country carried away, asthey were earning hugeincomes
fromoil, thusfocusing every attention on oil sector at the neglect of important sectors
likeagriculture, mining and manufacturing. However, the collgpse of ail prices, especidly
by 1983, led to drastic reduction in oil revenue and consequently the nation’sforeign
earnings. Attemptsto address the resulting negative consequences of reduced oil
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revenues|ed government to control itstrade, restrict importsthrough theintroduction
of import licenses, tariff imposition aswell asquantitativerestrictions. These serioudy
affected the manufacturing sector of the economy that greetly depended onimportation
foritsmgjor raw materias, completely knocked down spare partsand even expatriates
for itsproduction activities. Consequently, the sector beginsto experience high costs
of production, job cuts, factory shutdownsand ultimately reduced capacity utilization.

Thegeneraly poor performance of Nigerian Manufacturing sector continues
unabated through theyears, and these have been severally attributed to variousfactors
that have sinceremained constant with the Nigerian economy. Alli (2008), inareview
carried out on the M AN-conducted survey of 2007, observesthat somelessthan
10% of the manufacturing firmswere operating at sustainablelevels, and thiswas
mainly asaresult of thegenera high production costs (Ku, Mustaphaand Goh, 2010).
Thehigh costs of production, hefurther attributed to aretinue of factors(Figure 1)
such as: high costsof energy dueto poor el ectricity generation and distribution from
thenationa grid; high and frequently changinginterestsand foreign exchangeratesas
aresult of unstablefiscal and monetary policiesof government; highincidenceof dumping
that renderslocal products non competitive; multipletaxesand leviesfrom different
revenue generating agencies of governments; unnecessary delays in clearing
consgnmentsét thevariousentry portsdueto multiplicity of clearing agenciesat border
posts, al these coupled with thegenera poor saesresulting from genera low purchasing
power of consumers, gave Philipsproductsto high costsof production and consequently
low capacity utilisation.

Inanother devel opment, Alos (2000), Dipak and Ata(2003); Malik, Tea and
Baptist (2004) identify highrateof technological devel opmentinthedeve oped countries
asamajor hindranceto the growth and development of Nigerianfirms. They observe
ageneral lack of appreciableinvestments on research and devel opment by Nigerian
firmsand their inability to employ highly skilled personnel which also contributesto
their low capacity utilisation of below 30% (Alos, 2000). Also contributing isthe
incidence of frequent strikes and lockouts by workers and employeesthat usually
disruptsoperations, leading to wastagesand unmet production targets.

However, going by theNationa Bureau of Statistics(2014) andysis, dl hopes
arenotlost ontheNMS. Thesector grew by 8.41%inthefirst quarter of 2013, which
isanimprovement over thefourth quarter 7.70% growth figure of the 2012. In his
contribution to policy dia ogue on revamping the Nigerian Manufacturing Sector, Orya
(2015) opinesthat the sector could once again be on the growth path dueto anumber
of reasons. Firstly, theimplementation of power sector reformsif handled very well
would translate to a more stable power supply that ensures the sector’s price
competitiveness. Secondly, the current attempt at addressinginfrastructura deficiencies
iscapableof jump-starting development in the sector. Whilerailway transformation
may ensure swift connection between agricultura produceto agro-processingindustries
that would not only generate empl oyment but & so re-awaken moribund factoriesacross
thenation.
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Onthe promotion of fiscal incentives, Orya(2015) observesthat the establishment of
Free Trade Zones (FTZ) havebegunto attract Foreign Direct Investmentsasreflected
by the Generd Electric’s$1bnin serviceand manufacturing facility in Caabar FTZ as
well asthe Dangote' s$9bnin Petrol Refining, Petrochemical and Fertilizer plant at
OlokolaFTZ. Inthesamevein, theCBN launched aN220bn Micro, Small and Medium
Enterprisesdevel opment fundin 2013. Asnoted by Sanus (2013), themagjor constraint
to the expected devel opment of these enterpriseswastheinability of Microfinance
ingtitutionsto access|ower interest long term financing. And that the CBN intervention
isdesigned to enhance accessto finance by thisgroup of enterprises.

Furthermore, Orya(2015) opinesthefuture of NM S becomes brighter when
one considersthefact that Nigeriahasbeen the manufacturing hub for West Africa
beforetheforay of China’'sdumping of inferior goodsaround 1990s. However, the
country’snew diplomatic policy towardsbecoming aninfluential power broker has
resulted initsleveraging on advanced technol ogy that tendstowards production and
distribution of standard products—thusdumping from Chinacould soon giveway to
allow for exchange of standardized productsthat encourages domestic production of
NMS. Thesharesizeof Nigeriamarket isanother impetusto the growth potential s of
the NMS. With agrowing consumer base of over 170 million people and an ever
increasing middle class, Nigeriaeconomic statisticsis supportive of productive
investmentsand aboost of consumption. Thecountry becomesareasonabledestination
forinvestments(loca and foreign) when considerationisgiventoitslargeand growing
marketswith apenchant for foreign tastes. Also, whiletherenewed war against terror
guarantees security of investments, the anti-corruption stance of the present
administrationisboundto alow for stablebusinessplans.

METHOD

A survey of Beverage manufacturing companiesoperating in Nigeriawasthefocus of
thisstudy. Purposive sampling techniquewas employed to select five (5) companies
that were observed to haveimbibed e ementsof corporate entrepreneurship strategies
intheir operations. The study’schoiceof firmsis predicated onthe NBS Report onthe
Nigerian Manufacturing Sector Summary 20102012, which posited that formal
sector contributions to the Nigerian economy has been dominated by the Food,
Beveragesand Tobacco manufacturing firms. And that, in spite of thedownturnbeing
experienced overtime, their shareof total output continuesto boost contributionsfrom
theformal manufacturing sector. Secondary datawere collected from audited Annual
Reports and A ccounts of sampled companies, spanning five years period between
2010 and 2014. Descriptive statistical toolswere employed to determinethe growth
rate of identified performanceindicators of Assets base, Grossearningsand Pre-tax
profitsof selected companiesover the period under review.
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RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

This study examines the effects of entrepreneurial activities embarked upon by
established companiesthat promote continuousinnovative processthrough which they
create new growth platformsincluding new products/services, new processes, new
marketseven new businessmodedsontheir corporatefinancia performance. Andwith
theaidsof smpledescriptivestatistical tools, thegrowthintheir financia indicatorsof
assts, grossearningsand profit beforetax wereexamined to determinethe contributions
of corporate entrepreneurship on their corporate performance.

Table 1 showstotal assets of sampled firmsgrew from; 269.3bin 2010to
N377.7bin 2014 showing agrowth rate of 40% over the period under review. Average
asset volume per firmwhich stood at | 53.9bin 2010 also grew to | 75.5b at theend of
2014. Nestle Plcisshown to have the most outstanding growth in volume of assets
mobilized, pulling awhopping } 21.8bincrement over theperiod. Thisisreativetoits
penchant for introducing customer-friendly delightsfrom both itsfood and beverages
segments. Themultiplicity of itsMaggi variants showcasesa continuous search for
customer satisfaction from different perspectives. Their research effortsresultinvarieties
like; Maggi-Chicken, Crayfish, Mix” py, to mention but afew. Initsbeveragessegment,
the company has been churning out rel ated productsthat complement its established
sets, leading to theintroduction of Chocomilo from Milo, Nescafe Classicfrom Nido
andlately, Nestle Pure Life Table Water. Theseenablethefirm maintainitsleadership
position in the industry with arecorded 20% growth in A ssets between 2010 and
2014 (NestleAnnual reports2014). In arelated development, Guinness Plcisshown
to havethe highest growth rate of 66% over 2010 assetsvolume, afest attributableto
seriesof well-packaged, high qudlity, cost effectiveand efficient manufacturing services
targeted a the beverage sector, foreign tradetransactionsand to local and multinationa
corporationsfor whom different but appropriate beverage productswere offered to
attract patronage (GuinnessAnnual Reports2014). Fromitsbrand stables, it hasbeen
improving value-propositionstargeted at various consumer interests. Extra Smooth
wasintroduced from regular Stout, Malta Guinnesslow sugar from Malta Guinness
and Snapp from Smirnoff Ice. Inthe samevein, Origin acoholic drink —itslatest
brand, istargeted at the new demand dimensionsof Nigerian teeming youths,

Mention need be made of outstanding performance of 7up Plc that recorded
someN17.8bincrementinvolumeof assetsbetween 2010 and 2014. Thefest attributed
toitspenchant for constant branding of itsregular products (Pepsi, 7up, Mirindaand
Mountain Dew), coupled with itsstrategiclocation of itsbottling plantsthat are serviced
by awell-coordinated distribution networks. The company isnot only improvingits
productsva ue propositions, it has since ventured into the production of Tablewater
(Aquafing) that isalready making wavesin theindustry (Seven-up Annua Report,
2014). It could therefore be deduced from the above that manufacturing firmsthat
adoptsresearch and product development assurviva strategy havetheir Assetsbase
increased considerably overtime while at the same time placing themselves at a
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competitive advantage positions. Thus, firmsthat adopt corporate entrepreneurship
exhibit good corporatefinancid performancethat strengthenstheir industry leadership
position. Table2 showsgross-earningsof sampled firmsgrew fromN102.1bin2010
to peak at N210.7bin 2014 representing 106% increase over the period under review.
Averageearningsper firmwhich stood at N20.4bin 2010 alsoroseto N42.1b at the
end of 2014 financia year. Nestle Plcisshownto bethe highest revenueearning firm
among the sampled firmswith amodest increasefrom M33bin 2010, it dominatesthe
scene through 2014 when it peaked at N91.6b representing a 177% growth rate.
Moreover, itisalso themost outstanding revenue earner. Unilever Pic followswith
some 145% growth in revenue over the period under review. Thisispredicated onits
ability to buildleading brandswhile devel oping capacity to meet consumer needsfor
nutrition, hygieneand persond carethrough continuousand innovativeresearch. The
firm claimsover 400 brandsin products serving morethan 2 billion peopled| over the
world ondaily basis. Itsbrands cover food and drinks, homecare and personal care.

Mention need be made of Guinness Plc, with asubstantive growthin Gross
earnings, fromamodest N29.5b in 2010 to some N60.6b in 2014 culminating into
some 106% growth. Thisfest isa so attributabletoits penchant for innovativeresearch
as an adopted management strategy. It should also be noted that only two of the
sampled firms performed below industry average with respect to their earnings, this
goesto demonstrate that manufacturing firm that adopts corporate entrepreneurship,
marketing of new products/servicesto attract existing and potential customerstends
to earn consolidated revenue over their activitiesand thereby perform outstandingly
well. Thereisno gainsaying thefact that revenuegenerationisthebedrock of profitability
for dl businessventures, afirm’sahility to generaterevenueover and aboveitsinevitable
and awaysincreasing costsof operationsisasign of good health, measure of strength
and confidence, which consequently makesit aheaven for numerousclients (both
existing and potentials).

Thepre-tax profitsof sampled firmsasshowed ontable 3indicate an upward
swing as appreciableimprovement wasrecorded from atotal of } 19.2bin 2010to
some| 39bin 2014, trandating into 103% increase over the5 yearsunder review. This
aggregate performance, in spiteof inclement financid climatethat hassinceenvel oped
the country, isby no means significant and aclear indication of aggressive pursuit of
corporate entrepreneurship objectives by thosefirmsthat utilized product devel opment
astoolsfor theachievement of their overdl goas. Thetable showsGuinnessPic asthe
most profitablefirmin 2014 having amodest risefrom N11.9bin 2010to peak at |
21.9bin 2014. Thisrepresents some 85% increase over the 5 year period. Themost
significant increase was however recorded by 7up Plc whose profit beforetax rose
from N1.9bin 2010 to an outstanding N5b in 2014, representing some 166% increase
in growth over the period under review. M ention need be made of the outstanding
performance of Nestle Plc, whose profit before tax have aso increased considerably
dueto their penchant for devel oping new growth platformstailor made to the benefit
of their customers.
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However, the performances of Cadbury Pic aswell asUnilever Plc with respect to
their Pre—Tax profitswerenot asimpressivewithin the sampled firms. Thiscould be
attributed to the nature of their structural cost of operations. It therefore pointsto the
fact that market-oriented firmsmay not alwaysperform outstandingly if resourcesare
not properly harnessed especidly intheadminisiration of risky ventures. Nevertheless,
thefact that al sampled firmsshowed considerable positivegrowthintheir profit over
theyear and some 60% of them recorded profit figuresaboveindustry averageisa
pointer to thefact that corporate entrepreneurship isnecessary for positivegrowthin
performanceindicatorsof manufacturing firms.

CONCLUSIONAND RECOMMENDATIONS

Intoday’s chaotic business environment characterized by fierce competition and
relentless changes, redefining thevery termsof competitionistheonly sustainabletool
for guaranteed long term corporate success. | deas and tool sto build on productivity
and to achieve competitive successcomefrom talent, training, experienceand human
energy most of al. Every firm must be intently focused on constantly developing
innovative waysto deepen servicerelationship with its customerswho areforever
becoming so sophigticated, for it toremain profit—making. Thisthey do by deliberately
fostering conduciveenvironment within their establishment throughwhich every stratum
of employees are encouraged to generate innovativeideas, and with management
commitment transform veritableideasinto concrete actions.

The concept of corporate entrepreneurship hasbeen examined to agreat extent
inthisstudy; assessment is made of their effects on the performanceindicators of
assets, grossearningsand profitability of market oriented firms. Corporatefirmsthat
adopt corporate entrepreneurship as devel opment strategy are expected to benefit
greatly withrespect to their financid performance, thiswasamply demondtratedinthis
study. Sampled firmswerefound to adopt corporate entrepreneurship as management
strategiesand their corporatefinancial performance grow positively over the period
under review. It should however be noted that the benefits of corporate entrepreneurship
does not come easy asthere is need for government to promote appropriate and
conduciveentrepreneurid ecosystem through which entrepreneurshipinnovation thrives,

Government policiesthat encourageinfrastructural development, largescale
research and devel opment, conducive atmosphere to experiment and network or
leverage on socia (State) resources, and so on should be given top attention. Aside
fromgovernment promotion of conducivefinancia environmentsthat encouragebusiness
entrepreneurship, creativity and innovativenessare bound to encourage enterprising
culture. It makes possible the transformation of businessideasinto new products/
SEVices, new processes, new markets, and even new growth platformswithitsattendant
economic growth and devel opment. Corporatefirmsthat must benefit from corporate
entrepreneurship should endeavour to promote and encourage experimentation,
openness and networking through provision of robust communication and positive
executive engagement that spur creativity initsemployees.
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Table 1: Analysisof Total Assets of Selected Manufacturing Companiesin Nigeria(Nm)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Growth
rate %
7up 39,422 43,631 48,486 51,371 57,255 45
Guinness 90,366 95,455 106,010 121,061 150,162 66
Unilever 6,551 6,977 7,250 7,275 8,045 23
UAC 8,527 7,568 7,038 7,715 11,526 35
Cadbury 21,356 33,656 40,157 43,173 28,820 35
Nestle 111,641 114,091 125,877 120,442 133,450 19.5
Total 269,336 293,810 327,780 343,322 377,732 40
Average Total 53,867.2 58,762 65,556 68664.4 75,546.4 40

Source: Annual Reportsof firmssampled, 2015

Table2: Analysisof Gross Earnings of Selected Manufacturing Companiesin Nigeria(Nm)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Growth
rate %

Tup 13,565 19,755 21,326 22,889 25,236 86

Guinness 29,461 41,278 55,183 56,078 60,614 106
Unilever 1,104 2,507 2,523 2,440 2,702 145
Cadbury 24,979 34,111 33,551 35,761 30,519 22

Nestle 33,015 83,642 89,721 92,158 91,612 177
Total 102,124 181,356 202,304 209,326 210,783 106
Average Total 20,424.8 36,271.2 40,460.8 41,865.2 42,136.6 106

Source: Annual Reportsof firmssampled, 2015

Table3: Anaysisof Profit before Tax of Selected Manufacturing Companiesin Nigeria(Nm)

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Growth
rate %
7up 1,886 2123 2558 3253 5012 166
Guinness 11,863 19,214 20,383 17,009 21,896 &
Unilever 203 365 259 2 36 70
Cadbury 978 5,053 5,361 7424 1467 50}
Nestle 4233 9487 10,228 12437 10,268 143
Total 19,163 36,242 38,789 40417 38,989 103
Average Total 38326 72484 77578 80834 77978 103

Source: Annual reportsof firmssampled, 2015

High businessrisks (Security, Politicsetc.)
Insufficient Demand

Corruption

Government Policy I nconsistences

Weak and Unstable local currency

Raw materials costs and Availability

Accessto Capital

Inappropriate technology

Stiff competition from Asian products

Physical infrastructure problems

(o] 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 20 100

Figure 1: Perceived Main Problems Facing the Nigeria M anufacturing Sector as at 2006
Source: Bigsten and Soderbom (2006) cited in Ku, Mustaphaand Goh (2010).
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Fig 2: Corporate Entrepreneurship Model ~ Source: Wolcott, R. and Lippitz, M. L. (2007)
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