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Abstract: Although strategic entrepreneurship in established firms is recognized as a vital source of sustainable 
compe ve advantage, this field has no clearly developed research paradigm. Entrepreneurship as a firm-level, i.e., 
corporate entrepreneurship, is associated with a firm’s growth, innova on and flexibility, which are desirable traits for 
the success of modern established firms. Strategic entrepreneurship is an integra on of entrepreneurial and strategic 
perspec ves to design and implementa on of entrepreneurial strategies that create wealth. Strategic entrepreneurship 
results in superior firm. Strategic Entrepreneurship which plays an important role in a highly turbulent environment, 
integrates strategic func ons with entrepreneurial ac ons. The goal of strategic entrepreneurship is to con nuously 
create compe ve advantages that lead to maximum wealth crea on. Authors recommend a process model of 
strategic entrepreneurship that describes how beginning with an entrepreneurial mindset, an entrepreneurial culture, 
and entrepreneurial leadership, a firm can manage resources more strategically, apply crea vity, and develop 
innova on, which can in turn lead to compe ve advantage and wealth crea on. This study sought to conceptually 
examine the various facets of strategic entrepreneurship and performance. The dimensions of strategic 
entrepreneurship considered were entrepreneurial orienta on, networking, resource strategy, strategic leadership 
Keywords: Strategic Entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurial Orienta on, Networking, Resource Strategy, Strategic 
Leadership 

Keywords: Succession planning, sustainability, family businesses, innova veness, compe veness. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The tradi onal concept of entrepreneurship, as in the Schumpeterian view, suggests the most 
innova ve individuals can bring sustainable change and crea ve destruc on to specific markets, 
ac ng alone or within large firms (Elia, Margherita & Pe , 2016; Schumpeter 1961). Thus, the 
ini a ve of individuals is a core competence of firms to transform promising business ideas into 
successful new ventures. However, many entrepreneurs in the high-tech industry o en ignore 
managerial aspect of organiza ons and fail to capitalize on connec ons in and outside the 
industry necessary to sustain market compe veness (Zahra & Nambisan, 2012). The global 
business environment demands that established firms adopt entrepreneurial strategies to 
revitalize exis ng organiza ons and create innova on (Ireland, Covin & Kuratko 2009; McGrath 
and MacMillan 2000). Individual-level interpreta ons of business opportuni es should be 
ins tu onalized as organiza onal-level strategies, linking individual-level cogni on and 
organiza onal-level outcomes (Ireland et al. 2009). For this reason, entrepreneurship has become 
accepted as a firm-level phenomenon deserving scholarly a en on (Brown, Davidsson & 
Wiklund, 2001). 

Strategic entrepreneurship is an integra on of entrepreneurial and strategic perspec ves to 
design and implementa on of entrepreneurial strategies that create wealth (Hi , Bierman, 
Shimizu & Kochhar, 2001; Ajagbe, 2014). Strategic entrepreneurship results in superior firm 
performance (Ireland et al., 2003). Strategic Entrepreneurship which plays an important role in a 
highly turbulent environment, integrates strategic func ons with entrepreneurial ac ons. The 
goal of strategic entrepreneurship is to con nuously create compe ve advantages that lead to 
maximum wealth crea on. Ireland et al. (2003) recommends a process model of strategic 
entrepreneurship that describes how beginning with an entrepreneurial mindset, an 
entrepreneurial culture, and entrepreneurial leadership, a firm can manage resources more 
strategically, apply crea vity, and develop innova on, which can in turn lead to compe ve 
advantage and wealth crea on. Ireland, Hi , Camp & Sexton (2001) opine that in a highly 
compe ve environment, organiza ons need to create sustainable posi ons in the market to 
enable them grow over me.  

Entrepreneurship as a firm-level, that is, corporate entrepreneurship, is associated with a firm’s 
growth, innova on and flexibility, which are desirable traits for the success of modern established 
firms (Stevenson & Jarillo, 2007). Corporate entrepreneurship, by extending scope of 
entrepreneurship from individuals to organiza ons, can provide essen al means of achieving 
organiza onal innova on and new business crea on as well as strategic renewal of exis ng 
businesses within established firms (Elia et al. 2016). Studying corporate entrepreneurship in 
large established firms offers key insights for firms’ survival and performance in a vola le 
environment (Ahuja & Lampert 2001; Hi  et al. 2001). Analyzing corporate entrepreneurship 
allows for a be er understanding of value crea on process and contribu on to firms’ capabili es 
(Ferreira, Reis & Miranda, 2015). Strategic entrepreneurship (SE), belonging to the realm of 
corporate entrepreneurship, can place corporate entrepreneurship within a broader field of 
strategic management, more than merely within the start of a new business (Kuratko & 
Audretsch, 2013; Stevenson & Jarillo, 2007). SE is concerned with a poten al source of 
sustainable compe ve advantage of established firms as a result of entrepreneurial and 



Interna onal Journal of Business, Economics and Entrepreneurship Development in Africa 

 

45 
 

managerial ac vi es (Ireland et al. 2009). SE integrates the concept of entrepreneurship and 
strategic management, focusing on entrepreneurial ac on with a strategic perspec ve (Hi  et al. 
2001; Ireland et al. 2009). The field of entrepreneurship and strategic management are mutually 
suppor ve and thereby enhance the value of outcomes by crea ng synergy (Ireland et al. 2001). 
Entrepreneurship embraces iden fying and exploi ng external opportuni es to create new 
economic ac vi es, while strategic management embraces a set of ac ons to produce 
compe ve advantage and maintain what has been created (Hi  et al. 2001; Venkataraman and 
Sarasvathy, 2001). Previous studies have suggested entrepreneurship and strategic management 
research can be synthesized to be er understand how entrepreneurship func ons for firms (Hi  
et al. 2001). 

However, despite its importance, entrepreneurship research at firm-level lacks concrete, 
integra ve theory and specific framework of SE has been elusive for scholars (Hi  et al. 2001; 
Ireland et al. 2009). SE is built on mul disciplinary research and a complicated phenomenon of 
which scholars are striving to gain a be er understanding (Mazzei et al. 2017). While much 
understanding about entrepreneurship has been achieved in the past decade, integra ve 
approaches to SE have been rare (Dhliwayo, 2014). Empirical research of established firms 
successfully adop ng SE has seldom been prac cally applied. That is why we need a research that 
constructs a conceptual framework of SE by clarifying comprising dimensions and empirically 
studies cases of established firms appropriate to iden fy connec ons of SE and sustainable 
performances.  Strategic entrepreneurship which is an interac on of strategic orienta on and 
entrepreneurial orienta on behaviour, could be a ributed to contribute to the difference in 
performance of the organiza ons though entrepreneurial behaviour, (opportunity seeking) and 
strategic behaviour (advantage seeking) have been prac ced independently. This study seeks to 
establish the rela onships among the various facets of strategic entrepreneurship and 
performance with a view to understanding the interac on of entrepreneurial and strategic 
behaviour leading to difference in performance of organiza ons. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Strategic Entrepreneurship  

Entrepreneurship from the academic viewpoint, can be defined as the analysis of how, who, and 
with what effects the opportuni es for crea ng future goods and services are discovered, 
evaluated, and exploited (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Entrepreneurship has also been defined 
by other researchers as the iden fica on and exploita on of previously unexploited 
opportuni es (Hi  et al., 2001; Ajagbe, 2014). Entrepreneurs are able to create wealth by 
iden fying opportuni es and then developing compe ve advantages to exploit them (Alvarez & 
Barney, 2000). The focus on opportuni es is a good basis in order to describe the rela onship 
between entrepreneurship and strategy. Strategy has lately been of great importance in the 21st 
century due to compe ve environment that has been heavily shaped by new technologies, and 
globaliza on which is strongly associated with uncertainty (Hi  et al., 2001). Uncertainty 
condi ons evidence an increase in management risks, a growing difficulty in making predic ons, 
the dilu on of fron ers between companies and industries, the emergence of new structural 
forms, and innova ve managerial mindsets (Hi  et al., 2001; Ajagbe & Ismail, 2015). Due to this 
compe ve environment, the integra on between entrepreneurship (entrepreneurial 
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orienta on) and strategic management (strategic orienta on) has been increasingly explored by 
numerous researchers based on the concept of strategic entrepreneurship (Ireland et al., 2003). 

Strategic entrepreneurship is therefore defined as the ac on of simultaneously engaging in the 
search for opportuni es and compe ve advantages for devising and implemen ng 
entrepreneurial strategies that create wealth (Hi  et al., 2001). The integra on of 
entrepreneurship and strategic management knowledge is strategic entrepreneurship (Ireland et 
al., 2003). Therefore, strategic entrepreneurship involves simultaneous opportunity-seeking 
(entrepreneurial orienta on) and advantage-seeking behaviours (strategic orienta on) or and 
results in superior firm performance. Covin & Slevin (2002) concludes that strategic 
entrepreneurship refers to an entrepreneurial ac vity with a strategic perspec ve. The authors 
posit that an entrepreneurial mindset is required to successfully engage in strategic 
entrepreneurship. It is both an individualis c and collec ve phenomenon; that is, it is important 
to individual entrepreneurs as well as to managers and employees in established firms to think 
and act entrepreneurially (Barney & Arikan, 2001).  

According to McGrath & MacMillan (2000), they view an entrepreneurial mindset as a way of 
thinking about business that focuses on and captures the benefits of uncertainty. Brorstrom 
(2002) posit that organiza ons capable of successfully dealing with uncertainty tend to 
outperform those unable to do so. Thus, an entrepreneurial mindset can contribute to a 
compe ve advantage (Miles, Heppard, Miles & Snow, 2000) and is necessary for crea ng wealth. 
Hence, recognizing entrepreneurial opportuni es, entrepreneurial alertness, real op ons logic 
and entrepreneurial framework are some of the important components of an entrepreneurial 
mindset. 

Dess and Picken (1999) argue that entrepreneurial culture is a system of shared values and beliefs 
that shape the firm’s structural arrangements and its members‟ ac ons to produce behavioural 
norms. Culture has been defined by six proper es which include shared basic assump ons that 
are, invented, discovered, or developed by a given group as it learns to cope with its problem of 
external adapta on and internal integra on in ways that, have worked well enough to be 
considered valid, and therefore, can be taught to new members of the group as the correct way 
to perceive, think, and feel in rela on to those problems. Mizik and Jacobson (2003) stress that a 
firm’s culture affects organiza onal members’ expecta ons of each other as well as their 
expecta ons of interac ons with stakeholders outside the firm’s boundaries. 

Covin and Slevin (2002) opine that entrepreneurial leadership is the ability to influence others to 
manage resources strategically in order to emphasize both opportunity-seeking and advantage-
seeking behaviours. The authors add that it is characterized by six impera ves which include; 
suppor ng an entrepreneurial capability, protect innova ons threatening the current business 
model, make sense of opportuni es, ques on the dominant logic, and revisit the decep vely 
simple ques ons, link entrepreneurship and strategic management. Hence, private secondary 
schools are facing substan vely increasing uncertainty and compe veness; the power of 
analy cal leadership is diminished and there is an emerging and increasing demand for the type 
of business leader whom McGrath & MacMillan (2000) call the entrepreneurial leader. This is a 
leader who can operate in a world that is highly unpredictable and in which compe ve ac on 
rapidly erodes whatever advantage the firm may currently have. The entrepreneurial leader 
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forges an organiza onal unit that is constantly reposi oning it to capture opportunis c rents. In 
terms of uncertainty of private secondary schools, founders may also pursue performance which 
is to say, they may think about possible opportuni es and then forge a social ac on unit that will 
lead to performance and by this very ac on thereby reduces the uncertainty. 

Zo  (2003) stresses that firm’s ability to effec vely manage its resource por olio affects its 
performance. The author adds that applying crea vity and developing innova on is another 
construct to strategic entrepreneurship. Thesmar & Thoenig (2000) argues that innova ve first 
movers destroy incumbents‟ market power and enjoy transient monopoly advantages and 
abnormal profits because of rivals‟ lagged responses. Innova ons resul ng from new 
combina ons of produc on factors are cri cal to firms‟ wealth-crea ng efforts. Innova on is 
linked to successful performance for firms in both the industrial and service sectors as well as to 
en re economies (Kluge, Meffert & Stein, 2000). Effec ve innova ons create new value for 
customers (Mizik & Jacobson, 2003). Firms must be crea ve to develop innova on. Barney and 
Arikan (2001) posit that crea vity is increasingly important, especially for companies opera ng in 
markets with mul ple opportuni es to differen ate goods and services. Crea vity is a con nuous 
process rather than the outcome of single acts. Crea vity skills include the ability to manage 
diverse matrices of informa on, to suspend judgment as complexity increases, to recall accurately 
and to recognize pa erns of opportuni es (Smith and Di Gregorio, 2002). Crea vity is the basis 
for innova ons and is supported when resources are strategically managed. 

Dimensions of Strategic Orienta on 

Entrepreneurial Orienta on  

Entrepreneurial orienta on refers to the processes, prac ces, and decision -making ac vi es that 
lead to the development and delivery of new and innova ve products or services that can 
differen ate a firm from others in the market (Naldi, Nordqvist, Sjöberg & Wiklund, 2007). Some 
empirical studies suggest that entrepreneurial orienta on is a mul -dimensional construct and 
can be evaluated from different perspec ves (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2003). There are specific 
dimensions offered by Miller (1983) for characterizing entrepreneurial orienta on; he describes 
an entrepreneurial firm as one that engages product marke ng innova on, undertakes somewhat 
risky ventures, and is first to come up with proac ve innova ons, bea ng compe tors to the 
punch. In some studies, compe ve aggressiveness and proac veness have been treated as the 
same (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2003). Contrarily, Lumpkin & Dess (1996) suggest that the two are 
dis nct factors. They authors opine that while proac veness refers to a tendency of the firm to 
act in an cipa on of future opportuni es, compe ve aggressiveness represents a firm’s 
propensity to adopt a confronta onal posture characterized by a high degree of compe ve 
intensity aimed at overcoming market adversaries. Considering aforemen oned opinion, this 
study iden fies four dimensions of entrepreneurial orienta on to be examined such as 
proac veness, risk taking, compe ve aggressiveness and innova on. 

Innova veness  

Innova on is significant to entrepreneurs, because it reflects an important means by which firms 
pursue new opportuni es (Lumpkin et al., 2000). It is what helps successful entrepreneurs to 
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come up with good business ideas that allow them find niches in the market place and beat the 
compe on (Collis & Montgomery, 1995). In this study, the private secondary schools that 
encourage innova on in their schools are be er performers than those that tended to discourage 
innova on. Innova ons can come in many different forms, and innova veness is one of the 
factors over which management has considerable control (Hult et al., 2004).There are at least two 
types of innova on in which firms can engage, disrup ve and sustaining (Antoncic & Hisrich, 
2003). Private secondary schools are able to engage in both disrup ve and sustaining innova on. 
Disrup ve innova ons introduce new ways of playing the compe ve game. Sustaining 
innova ons are those that help incumbent companies earn higher margins by selling be er 
products to their best customers. Sustaining innova ons comprise both simple, incremental 
engineering improvements as well as break-through leaps up the trajectory of performance 
improvement (Christensen & Raynor, 2002). Effec ve innova ons help to create a compe ve 
advantage by crea ng new value for customers (Mizik & Jacobson, 2003). 

Risk Taking 

 Covin (1991) perceives risk taking as the willingness to invest resources in business opportuni es 
with possibili es of costly failure. The author adds that the risks involve not only financial success, 
but career opportuni es, family rela ons and physical wellbeing. Collis & Montgomery (1995) 
states that business risk-taking involves venturing into new business field without knowing the 
probability of success or failure. This may include new product development, new market 
segments, changing demographics, new services or processes, new organiza onal structures, 
new strategic direc ves and others. However, change is constant and accelera ng in today’s 
compe ve landscape and the firm’s focus must be on iden fying and exploi ng opportuni es 
in the environment (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). There are empirical evidence that all business 
ventures involve some degree of risk since we cannot predict future events, so risk-taking 
propensity can range from low risk-taking to high risk-taking (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Also some 
studies reported inconsistencies in the risk-taking propensity of individuals who engage in new 
entry. The overall evidence is that entrepreneurs are moderate risk takers and do not significantly 
differ from managers or even the general public. 

Proac veness  

Proac vity is crucial to entrepreneurial orienta on because it suggests forward-looking ac ons 
(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Proac veness refers to a process aimed at an cipa ng and ac ng on 
future needs by seeking new opportuni es which may or may not be treated to the present line 
of opera ons. Hence, introduc on of new products and brands ahead of compe on, 
strategically elimina ng opera ons which are in the mature or declining stage of the life cycle is 
an essen al entrepreneurial strategy for firms. Lumpkin & Dess (1996) considers proac veness as 
a posture of an cipa ng and ac ng on future wants and needs in the marketplace and crea ng a 
first-mover advantage. Proac veness is also associated with compe ve superiority, as well as 
the market leadership characteris cs exhibited by firms with this strategic behaviour (Ga gnon 
& Xuereb, 1997; Ajagbe & Ismail, 2015). Proac ve firms iden fy the future needs of current and 
poten al customers, monitor trends, and an cipate changes in demand. A strong effect between 
proac veness of entrepreneurial orienta on and strategic management was found.  
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Compe ve Aggressiveness 

 McGrath and MacMillan (2000) argue that firms that seize compe ve ini a ve are usually 
mo vated by the challenge or threat from close compe tors. The result usually includes a 
comba ve response or an offensive aimed at enhancing performance and or improving market 
share (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). The overall objec ve is to defend gains previously made 
and maintain a strong presence in the market place. Mugimu, Jacob, & Holsinger (2002) argues 
that all firms face an increasingly dynamic and complex environment, where industry 
consolida ons, technology, globaliza on, shorter product life cycles, and fast-changing 
compe ve approaches impact on overall performance. The intensity and complexity of this 
external environment is driving both large and small firms to ferret out new ways of conduc ng 
business to survive and grow (Kyrgidou & Hughes, 2009). Hence, increasing number of firms are 
turning to strategic approaches and processes as the way to approach business in the new 
millennium Menguc & Auh (2005)posit that strategic orienta ons are the strategic direc ons 
implemented by a firm to create proper behaviours for con nuous superior performance of the 
business and they o en reflect beliefs and mental models of senior execu ves. Harris & Ogbonna 
(2001) and Kirby (2003) also define strategic orienta on as how an organiza on uses strategy to 
adapt and change aspects of its environment for a more favourable alignment. Dimensions of 
strategic orienta on considered in this study are resource strategy, networking and strategic 
leadership. 

Networking  

Entrepreneurial networks refer to the personal es between the entrepreneur and other 
individuals and organiza ons with which he performs economic transac ons (Aldrich & Zimmer, 
1986). Networking ac vi es may also contribute to enhance the visibility and reputa on of new 
ventures and may help private schools to partly overcome their liabili es of newness (Ajagbe, 
2014). Private school entrepreneurs can benefit when they draw on their network to iden fy new 
business opportuni es or validate new ideas. The importance of networking opportuni es for 
strategic orienta on has also been recognized by directors of private secondary schools. They 
provide a pla orm for them to meet and build up personal and business rela onships. 

Resource Strategy 

 Resource strategy research seeks to discover and explain why some firms are more successful 
than others. Kirby (2003) finds that strategy is based on resource strengths. Hence, how to 
determine if a firm’s resource strengths do, indeed provide value crea on and contribute to firm 
performance appears to be cri cal to the discussion of strategic entrepreneurship. Floyd and 
Wooldridge (2000) stresses that not all resources can be considered strengths like the existence 
of nonearning assets in a firm’s financial statements that do not contribute to value, would 
appear to be a waste of a firm’s limited resources. The resource-based view of the firm, then 
stresses the role of idiosyncra c firm resources in crea ng and sustaining compe ve advantage 
(Barney, 2002). Compe ve advantage can be sustained by protec ng any economic benefit 
gained through barriers to imita on derived from organiza onal strategy and processes (Floyd & 
Wooldridge, 2000). The concepts of resources and economic rents derived from these resources 
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must be examined. One of the difficul es in reviewing the literature of the resource-based view 
of the firm is the myriad terms used to describe the concepts (Barney, 1991; 2002).  

A firm’s resources at a given me could be defined as those tangible and intangible assets which 
are semi permanently ed to the organiza on (Barney, 1991). In addi on, resources strategy 
could also refer to the tangible and intangible assets business forma ons use to develop their 
strategic processes and implement their chosen strategies. Harris & Ogbonna (2001) opine that 
resource strategy could also be viewed as the process of iden fica on and evalua on of resources 
by way of changing resources, bundling resources, leveraging capabili es thus gaining 
compe ve advantage. This would involve reconfigura on of new resources, acquisi on of new 
resources and establishing superior posi ons in the markets through skilful management of 
rela onships with compe tors, customers, and suppliers. McCarthy (2003) finds that the 
entrepreneurial and strategic ac ons linked to wealth crea on are products of the firm's 
resources. However, to build and maintain a compe ve advantage through which 
entrepreneurial opportuni es can be iden fied and exploited, firms must have access to 
heterogeneous and idiosyncra c resources that current and poten al rivals cannot easily 
duplicate. 

Strategic Leadership  

Strategic leadership style plays a vital role in strategic orienta on. Leadership in fundamentally 
new business ac vi es is a long-term risk that requires a long-term strategic vision (Menguc & 
Auh, 2005). Strategic leaders are experts in iden fying, managing risks and enable themselves to 
be extremely comfortable in environments of high risk (Meyer & Heppard, 2000). It is their ability 
to develop an effec ve strategy to deal risk and uncertainty that makes them dis nguished 
winners. Drucker emphasized that these entrepreneurs are the people with rare intelligence, 
daring and possess crea ve skills. At the same me it is their visionary approach, self-confidence, 
strong passion to realize whatever dreamt, die-hard nature, and communica ve skills that keep 
them outstanding. McCarthy (2003) argues that strategic leadership is the ability to an cipate, 
envision, maintain flexibility and empower others to create strategic change as necessary. It is 
said to be a unique, dis nc ve construct through which firms are able to create wealth. Hi  et al. 
(2001) concludes that current research has not addressed the interac on of strategic orienta on 
and entrepreneurial orienta on in explaining the difference in performance levels in the private 
sector despite its emergence as a leading force in wealth crea on. 

Strategic Entrepreneurship and Organiza onal Performance 

Strategic entrepreneurship which integrates entrepreneurship and strategic management (Hi  et 
al., 2001; Ireland et al., 2003), can be uncertain and ambiguous as it seeks to combine and 
synthesize "opportunity-seeking behaviour and advantage-seeking behaviour" to promote 
wealth crea on. Thesmar & Thoenig (2000) men ons that when effec vely implemented, 
strategic entrepreneurship leads to a comprehensive and integrated commitment to both 
sustaining and disrup ve innova ons as drivers of wealth. Ireland et al. (2001) adds that strategic 
entrepreneurship helps a firm to respond properly to the different environmental changes that 
face many of today's organiza ons. Ireland et al. (2001) opines that the goal of strategic 
entrepreneurship is to con nuously create compe ve advantages that lead to maximum wealth 
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crea on. An entrepreneurial mindset, an entrepreneurial culture, entrepreneurial leadership, 
strategic management of resources and applying crea vity to develop innova ons are important 
dimensions of strategic entrepreneurship that explain the different levels of performance of 
private secondary schools. Recent research has shown that resources are the basis of firm 
differen al performances in terms of wealth crea on (Barney & Arikan, 2001). The evidence 
shows that firms‟ use of par cular resources has a stronger influence on performance than do 
industry characteris cs, although the rela ve size of firm effects can vary by industry. Hi  et al. 
(2001) found that human capital has direct and indirect effects on firm performance. Hence, 
applying crea vity and developing innova on by organiza onal personnel is important in 
strategic entrepreneurship. 

Barney and Arikan (2001) posit that an entrepreneurial orienta on promotes ini a ve and is 
conceptualized as having anywhere from three to five dimensions, which may vary independently 
and have different levels of effects on the rela onship between entrepreneurial orienta on and 
performance. This indicates that an organiza on could exhibit rela vely high levels of one or more 
dimensions and, at the same me, rela vely low levels of other dimensions (Ajagbe, 2014). As 
suggested by Lumpkin and Dess (1996), this study focused on the four most commonly cited 
entrepreneurial orienta on dimensions: innova veness, risk taking, compe ve aggressiveness 
and proac veness. The dimensions of entrepreneurial orienta on were perceived to affect firm 
performance because it is poten ally important to the success of private firms (Kuratko, Ireland, 
Covin & Hornsby, 2005). Entrepreneurial orienta on has been found to contribute to firm growth 
(Becherer & Maurer, 1997) and relates to strong performance in private firms. Wiklund (1999) 
have empirically supported the posi ve impact of entrepreneurial orienta on on firm 
performance. Kraus & Kauranen (2009) found that firms with an entrepreneurial orienta on could 
target premium market segments, charge higher prices, and were faster to the market. These 
firms tend to monitor market changes, respond quickly, and capitalize on emerging opportuni es. 
Hence, product or service innova on, compe ve aggressiveness and proac ve behaviour 
constantly keep them ahead of compe tors, leading to be er performance. 

Strategic orienta on is frequently conceptualized as a key antecedent to superior performance 
(Barney, 2002; Hi  et al., 2001). The strategic orienta on concept reflects entrepreneurs' 
percep ons of the environment and their reac ons to environmental condi ons. Aldrich & 
Zimmer (2000) argues that entrepreneurs are implementers of strategy and their preferences 
con nue strategic drives. Recent studies view strategic orienta on as an issue of how enterprises 
posi on themselves with respect to compe tors (Kuratko et al., 2005; Aldrich & Zimmer, 2000). 
Private schools have deliberate or emergent strategic orienta ons based on a variety of internal 
and external factors such as resources, organiza onal structure, and level of compe on, 
enterprise's goals, the enterprise's networking and strategic leadership. Private school 
entrepreneurs can benefit when they draw on their network to iden fy new business 
opportuni es or validate their new ideas and therefore superior performance (Aldrich & Zimmer, 
2000). Recent strategic literature drawing on the context provided by the resource-based theory 
has persistently insisted on the relevance of resource strategy especially those of intangible 
nature (Ogbari, Egberipou, Ajagbe, Oke & Ologbo, 2016b). However, strategic orienta ons were 
argued by Teece et al. (1997) to be a determinant of a compe ve sustainability. While firm 
performance analysis literature has tradi onally argued that well-conducted strategic 
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orienta ons enable a firm to earn above-average returns (Hi  et al., 2001). Resource strategy is 
important in firm performance and also interes ng to study how these resources and capabili es 
determine the strategic process of the firm (Barney,2002), or whether the way in which resources 
and capabili es are managed is influenced by the strategic orienta on of firm performance. 

CONCLUSION 
From the review of extant literature, the prac ce of entrepreneurship determines organiza onal 
performance. This is because factors such as networking, resource strategy and strategic 
leadership impact on the performance of organiza ons. The integra on of entrepreneurship and 
strategic management knowledge is strategic entrepreneurship (Ireland et al., 2003). Therefore, 
strategic entrepreneurship involves simultaneous opportunity-seeking (entrepreneurial 
orienta on) and advantage-seeking behaviours (strategic orienta on) or and results in superior 
firm performance. Strategic entrepreneurship refers to an entrepreneurial ac vity with a strategic 
perspec ve. The authors posit that an entrepreneurial mindset is required to successfully engage 
in strategic entrepreneurship. It is both an individualis c and collec ve phenomenon; that is, it is 
important to individual entrepreneurs as well as to managers and employees in established firms 
to think and act entrepreneurially. 
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