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International Entrepreneurial Marketing Strategies in Large Firms: The Role of Intrapreneurial Managers

Abstract
This conceptual paper studies how intrapreneurial managers develop international entrepreneurial marketing strategies by bricolage in large firms. A conceptual framework is proposed, and propositions are formulated as follows. First, intrapreneurial managers’ bricolage capabilities are positively affected by 	a higher level of their perceived internal corporate entrepreneurship environment, but a lower level of their perceived environmental munificence. Second, the degree of innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking of international marketing strategies is associated with the degree of intrapreneurial managers’ intra-functional and cross-functional bricolage within the organization, and their bricolage with external stakeholders. Third, the extent of standardization and/or adaptation of international marketing strategies are associated with the extent of intrapreneurial managers’ bricolage between headquarters and subsidiaries. Finally, market growth of large firms results from the strategic fit between the degree of international entrepreneurial marketing strategies, organizational environment, and environmental munificence.
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International Entrepreneurial Marketing Strategies in Large Firms: The Role of Intrapreneurial Managers

INTRODUCTION

Marketing and entrepreneurship are traditionally viewed as two separate academic disciplines, despite their close integration in practice (Hills, Hultman, & Miles, 2008). The two research domains have largely progressed within their own disciplinary boundaries with limited cross-disciplinary fertilization (Webb, Ireland, Hitt, Kistruck, & Tihanyi, 2011). At the interface between the two disciplines, entrepreneurial marketing has been a fruitful focus for research since the 1980s. It is defined as “the proactive identification and exploitation of opportunities for acquiring and retaining profitable customers through innovative approaches to risk management, resource leveraging and value creation” (Morris, Schindehutte, & LaForge, 2002, p. 5). The theoretical perspectives on entrepreneurial marketing have evolved mainly based on studying marketing behavior in small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) or small entrepreneurial firms, because established large firms would have stronger internal obstacles to the entrepreneurial approach to marketing (Bjerke & Hultman, 2002; Carson, Cromie, McGowan, & Hill, 1995). 

However, researchers have argued that entrepreneurial marketing can be not only adopted in small firms, but also be leveraged in large firms to gain and renew their competitive advantage (Miles & Darroch, 2006). Many large firms get trapped in formulated marketing and lack creativity compared to smaller firms in the entrepreneurial stage (Kotler, 2003). Entrepreneurial marketing can be used strategically to foster entrepreneurship in the marketing processes of large firms: discovering and creating, assessing, and exploiting attractive market opportunities. Consequently, it enhances the innovation of the products, processes, strategies, and the level of corporate entrepreneurship in large firms, enabling more effective and efficient creation and renewal of competitive advantage (Miles & Darroch, 2006). 

The existing research in entrepreneurial marketing of large provides some insights on how entrepreneurial marketing processes are used strategically by large firms for competitive advantage. But it gives limited explanation on how international entrepreneurial marketing strategies are developed by managers in large firms, since established large firms often operate in international markets. Investigating the role of managers is important; because managerial decision-making plays a critical role in develop the marketing strategy of a firm (Bauer, Schmitt, Morwitz, & Winer, 2013). Inspired by the literature in intrapreneurship, which refers to “entrepreneurship within existing organizations” (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001, p. 496), we adopt the concept of intrapreneurial manager. An intrapreneurial manager is defined as a manager who engages in entrepreneurial behavior within an existing large organization. On the basis of the above discussion, the research question of this study is formulated as: how do intrapreneurial managers develop international entrepreneurial marketing strategies in large firms?

According to resource-based view, a firm is viewed as a bundle of valuable tangible and intangible resources (Wernerfelt, 1984). The resource heterogeneity across firms is a source that leads to differences in performance (Barney, 1991). Bricolage is a process of combining various resources at hand to find workable approaches to problems and opportunities (Baker, 2007). The notion of bricolage will be used in the study to investigate how intrapreneurial managers develop international entrepreneurial marketing strategies by creative bundling of resources in a large organization (Halme, Lindeman, & Linna, 2012). The paper is organized as follows. First, the relevant literature on international marketing strategies and bricolage of intrapreneurial managers is reviewed. Then a conceptual framework is developed and propositions are formulated to answer the research question. At the end of the paper, conclusions are made by discussing its theoretical contributions, managerial implications, limitations, and suggesting future research directions. 

INTERNATIONAL ENTREPRENEURIAL MARKETING STRATEGY

The research in entrepreneurial marketing has been dominated by studies of SMEs regardless of their internationalization (e.g. Jones & Rowley, 2011; Wallnöfer & Hacklin, 2013). Morris et al. (2002) suggest entrepreneurial marketing consists of seven dimensions: proactive orientation, opportunity-driven, customer-intensity, innovation-focused, risk management, resource leveraging, and value creation. Yet, these dimensions have not been intensively tested and validated. A few studies have adopted the entrepreneurial marketing approach as the theoretical background to investigate firms internationalizing rapidly, such as international new ventures and born globals (e.g. Hallbäck & Gabrielsson, 2013; Kocak & Abimbola, 2009; Mort, Weerawardena, & Liesch, 2012). Hallbäck and Gabrielsson (2013) propose that international entrepreneurial marketing strategy in international new ventures emphasizes two dimensions: marketing strategy innovativeness, adaptation of marketing strategies to countries and customers in international markets. 

The entrepreneurial approach to marketing highlights the entrepreneurial orientation of firms’ marketing activities, consisting of innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking (Miller, 1983). Moreover, marketing in large firms such as multi-national corporations (MNCs) is related to international markets. The standardization/adaptation aspects are essential in their international marketing strategy (Katsikeas, Samiee, & Theodosiou, 2006; Theodosiou & Leonidou, 2003). Hence, four important dimensions are suggested in international entrepreneurial marketing strategy in large firms: marketing strategy innovativeness, marketing strategy proactiveness, marketing strategy risk-taking, and marketing strategy standardization versus adaptation. In this study, international entrepreneurial marketing strategy in large firms is defined as the strategic marketing choices concerning the innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking, and the standardization versus adaptation in international markets. 

Marketing strategy innovativeness reflects the degree to which the marketing strategy differs from competing strategies and conventional practices (Atuahene-Gima, Li, & De Luca, 2006). For example, it may include novel and integrated products, service, or solutions; ingenious pricing and payment methods; creative promotion, advertising media and content; and new distribution channels. Marketing strategy proactiveness refers to the degree to which the marketing strategy seeks to lead the market. This may involve initiating a change in the market, or driving the market rather than being reactively driven by the market (Jaworski, Kohli, & Sahay, 2000; Tuominen, Rajala, & Möller, 2004). Marketing strategy risk-taking shows the degree to which the marketing strategy includes uncertain and bold marketing activities. For instance, it can be having large resource commitment to marketing activities in uncertain environments (Hughs & Morgan, 2007). Marketing strategy standardization versus adaptation represents the degree to which the marketing strategy standardizes based on the globalization trends and/or adapts according to variations among customers in international markets (Theodosiou & Leonidou, 2003). 

BRICOLAGE OF INTRAPRENEURIAL MANAGERS

Intrapreneurship is a process whereby individuals within a large organization pursue opportunities departing from the customary, in a spirit of entrepreneurship (Antoncic, 2001, 2003; Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). Although both intrapreneurship and corporate entrepreneurship focus on entrepreneurial behavior in established firms, intrapreneurship emphasizes that individuals initiate the entrepreneurial process in a bottom-up way; whereas corporate entrepreneurship stresses how firms stimulate entrepreneurial behavior in a top-down way, for example, using corporate entrepreneurship as a firm-level strategy (Åmo & Kolvereid, 2005). In pursuing their initiatives, intrapreneurs go beyond conventional boundaries and take on additional risks that others would not consider (Halme et al., 2012). Therefore, this paper highlights the role of intrapreneurial managers in developing entrepreneurial marketing strategies in established organizations. 

Resource-based view defines a firm as a unique collection of resources and capabilities, which is a source of sustainable competitive advantage (Wernerfelt, 1984). Heterogeneous resources, which are valuable, rare, imperfectly imitable, and non-substitutable, are required for a sustained competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). Even if firms possess very similar resources, they may still offer radically different products or services, due to differences in how they combine and innovate with those ostensibly identical resources (Penrose, 1959). Halme et al. (2012) find that bricolage by managers – the creative bundling of resources at hand, is crucial for innovation in MNCs. The notion of bricolage is used in the paper in exploring how intrapreneurial managers use bricolage to construct idiosyncratic resource combinations, in order to develop sustainable international entrepreneurial marketing strategies.
The original concept of bricolage was introduced by French anthropologist Claude Lévi-Strauss (1967, p. 17), referring to the process of “making do with what is at hand”. He used the metaphor of bricolage to distinguish two different types of actions: the engineer gathers tools and materials for an intended design, whereas the bricoleur makes do with whatever material is at hand (Fisher, 2012). The bricoleur obtains, compiles, and stores resources for future use, without being aware of the eventual applications in the early stage of resource acquisition. This creates flexibility in the later deployment, because the purpose is shaped by the available resources (Di Domenico, Haugh, & Tracey, 2010). Baker and Nelson (2005, p. 333) provide an integrative definition of bricolage as follows: “making do by applying combinations of the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities”. In this paper, bricolage of intrapreneurial managers is defined as applying combinations of existing resources for active engagement with new marketing opportunities.

Scholars found that managers’ intrapreneurial bricolage has a central role in promoting innovation for inclusive business in MNCs (Halme et al., 2012). Ritvala, Salmi, and Andersson (2014) find that material bricolage (i.e. integrating complementary and disregarded materials), network bricolage (i.e. using pre-existing contacts for problem-solving), and organizational bricolage (i.e. shifting roles and reassembling work responsibilities) are of great relevance to achieve integration within cross-sector partnerships between MNCs, governments and non-profit organizations. Two types of entrepreneurial bricolage are identified by Baker and Nelson (2005, p. 349), according to the environmental domains that firms use to “create something from nothing”. Parallel bricolage involves five domains simultaneously, consisting of physical inputs, labor, skills, customers, and the institutional environment. Using fewer domains, selective bricolage can lead to firm growth rather than parallel bricolage. This is because parallel bricolage makes firms trapped in the communities they created and were unable to exploit opportunities outside (Baker & Nelson, 2005). 

DISCUSSION AND PROPOSITION DEVELOPMENT 

To answer the research question of how intrapreneurial managers develop international entrepreneurial marketing strategies in large firms, a conceptual model and propositions are formulated based on the resource-based view, the extant literature in entrepreneurial marketing, intrapreneurship, bricolage, and the author’s own theoretical assumptions. The model aligns with the resourced-based view that idiosyncratic resources resulted from intrapreneurial managers’ bricolage can trigger international entrepreneurial marketing strategies, which brings competitive advantage for market growth in large firms (Penrose, 1959; Baker & Nelson, 2005). The conceptual framework and propositions are now discussed in details (see Figure 1).

----Insert Figure 1 here----
	
The ability to apply bricolage proficiently may differ among managers in large firms. Despite with a spirit of entrepreneur in a large organization, intrapreneurial managers’ bricolage capabilities can be affected by the internal organizational environment. Hornsby, Kuratko, Shepherd, and Bott (2009) suggest that entrepreneurial actions of managers are positively related to managerial support and work discretion. Hence, an internal environment for corporate entrepreneurship is conductive to intrapreneurial behaviors (Kuratko, Hornsby, & Covin, 2013). The internal corporate entrepreneurship environment can be assessed by individuals’ perspectives regarding top management support, work discretion, rewards and reinforcement, time availability, and organizational boundaries for entrepreneurial activities (Kuratko et al., 2013). On the basis of above discussion, the following proposition is formulated:

	Proposition 1: Intrapreneurial managers’ bricolage capabilities are positively affected by 	a higher level of their perceived internal corporate entrepreneurship environment. 

Environmental munificence refers to the scarcity or abundance of essential resources needed by firms operating in an environment (Castrogiovanni, 1991). When resources are abundant, it is relatively easy for large firms to pursue strategic goals rather than survival. Thus, resources can be easily acquired, therefore, may be taking granted by managers. On the other hand, resource scarcity enhances individuals’ effort to creatively combine existing resources to embrace new challenges (Baker & Nelson, 2005). However, a contradictory argument is raised by Neil and York (2012) that slack external resources in munificent environments enable firms to engage in experiments instead of concentrating on survival strategies. Nevertheless, I argue that a penurious environment without providing new resources better stimulates intrapreneurial managers’ bricolage capabilities for novel solutions by combining resources at hand. Therefore, a proposition is developed as follows:

	Proposition 2: Intrapreneurial managers’ bricolage capabilities are positively affected by 	a lower level of their perceived environmental munificence. 

The existing resources for intrapreneurial managers’ bricolage include both internal and external resources at hand. To develop innovative, proactive, and risk-taking marketing strategies, available resources within the function of marketing can be creatively combined by intrapreneurial managers, such as their own free time, pre-existing professional and private contacts, and self-taught or amateurish skills of the marketing employees (Baker, Miner, & Eesley, 2003). Besides bricolage within the marketing functions, intrapreneurial managers can collect diverse technologies, tools and materials intended for other purposes, or those that other functions of the organization do not intend to use. Moreover, intrapreneurial managers may obtain unofficial access to internal resources by overcoming organizational boundaries, mobilizing resources from other functions, and shifting roles through translation and persuasion attempts (Halme et al., 2012). These same approaches can apply to make use of resources provided by external network members, such as customers, suppliers, and partners (Baker & Nelson, 2005). Furthermore, creating new roles or using roles from other than business spheres of life may also increase the mobilization of external resources (Halme et al., 2012). Hence, I propose: 

Proposition 3a: The degree of innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking of international marketing strategies is associated with the degree of intrapreneurial managers’ intra-functional and cross-functional bricolage within the organization, and bricolage with external stakeholders.

There has been a long debate on international marketing strategy standardization versus adaptation, particularly expressed in terms of product, price, distribution, and promotion aspects. An integrative assessment by Theodosiou and Leonidou (2003) of the related empirical research indicates that antecedent factors influencing a firm’s decision to standardize or adapt the international marketing strategy consist of environmental factors, market characteristics, customer issues, competition, product and industry, organizational factors, and managerial attitude. I suggest that the resource combinations between headquarters and subsidiaries would also affect the extent of standardization/adaptation of international marketing strategies. For example, in the case of centralized decision-making by headquarters, active bricolage between headquarters and subsidiaries may facilitate an open dialog (Solberg, 2000), thus increasing the headquarters’ considerations on being adaptive to subsidiaries’ needs in certain aspects of the marketing mix. Moreover, an appropriate level of internally-oriented subsidiary initiative from subsidiary managers may achieve network optimization and higher efficiency of resource configurations in a large MNC (Birkinshaw, 1998). Therefore, I argue the bricolage between intrapreneurial managers of headquarters and subsidiaries would influence the degree of international marketing strategy standardization/adaptation.  

	Proposition 3b: The extent of standardization and/or adaptation of international 	marketing strategies are associated with the extent of intrapreneurial managers’ bricolage 	between headquarters and subsidiaries. 

The resource-based view believes that organizational performance is centrally driven by idiosyncratic resources and creativity (Bharadwaj, Varadarajan, & Fahy, 1993; Bharadwaj, Clark, & Kulviwat, 2005). Market growth is an important indicator of organizational performance, contributed by firms’ marketing actions (Bharadwaj et al., 2005). The comparative study of Jones, Suoranta, and Rowley (2013) discover that entrepreneurial marketing may lead to sustainable growth of firms in challenging markets; the case firm with more proactive and risk-taking marketing had a higher growth. Other empirical results on entrepreneurial marketing strategies show that the more proactive an international new venture is, the more innovative marketing strategies are adopted; the more reactive the venture is, the higher the degree of marketing strategy adaptation is (Hallbäck & Gabrielsson, 2013). Furthermore, high marketing performance results from the fit between international entrepreneurial marketing strategies, and the venture’s internal and external contexts (Hallbäck & Gabrielsson, 2013). Indeed, market growth is assumed to be influenced by contextual factors other than only the marketing effort of the firm. For instance, Bharadwaj et al. (2005) suggest the mediating effect of knowledge creation, matching, and diffusion. I make the following proposition based on the above discussion:

	Proposition 4: Market growth of large firms results from the strategic fit between the 	degree of international entrepreneurial marketing strategies, organizational environment, 	and environmental munificence. 

CONCLUSION

This paper makes several theoretical contributions. First, it further advances entrepreneurial marketing as a research area at the interface between marketing and entrepreneurship disciplines. Research in entrepreneurial marketing is still in a nascent stage, mainly focusing on SMEs (Bjerke & Hultman, 2002; Carson et al., 1995). A few empirical studies of international new ventures and born globals (Hallbäck & Gabrilesson, 2013; Kocak & Abimbola, 2009; Mort et al. 2012) show that entrepreneurial marketing contributes to enhanced firm performance. This study draws the attention of entrepreneurial marketing from SMEs to large firms, and suggests how international entrepreneurial marketing strategies are developed by intrapreneurial managers for market growth of large firms. Second, the paper incorporates the notion of bricolage from management and organization literature, thus promoting cross-disciplinary research. Bricolage emphasizes making do with idiosyncratic resource combinations to new marketing opportunities (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Lévi-Strauss, 1967). I argue intrapreneurial managers’ bricolage capabilities are essential in developing international entrepreneurial marketing activities in large firms.  

The paper also provides some important managerial implications. The management of large firms may consider making an effort in promoting a favorable environment for corporate entrepreneurship. This relates to providing managerial support, autonomy, rewards, available time for entrepreneurial activities, and decreasing organizational boundaries (Kuratko et al., 2013). Bricolage can be supported by efforts of the management to allow and facilitate the mobilization of internal resources. This can be enhancing internal networking, cross-functional collaboration (Halme et al., 2012), cooperation between headquarters and subsidiaries, as well as partnerships with external stakeholders. Moreover, marketing managers are encouraged to mobilize and combine available internal and external resources to seek entrepreneurial marketing strategies that fit the organization. 

The conceptual framework and propositions developed in this paper are without empirical evidence. Thus, future empirical studies are encouraged to investigate the process of developing international entrepreneurial marketing strategies through in-depth case studies. Further, the propositions in the paper can also be tested quantitatively in future research.  
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework of the study.



