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Abstract: Despite international interest in corporate entrepreneurship research, relevant knowledge
has not been systematically accumulated. Even in practice, the discussions of corporate
entrepreneurship revolve around the appropriate level necessary and the preferred method of
action. This paper proposes an evolutionary model that outlines corporate entrepreneurship overall
in terms of an organization’s entrepreneurial activities. For the research objective, this paper includes
in-depth case studies on Samsung’s Creative Lab. The Creative-Lab of Samsung has been actively
implementing corporate venture system for eight years. We conducted collective case studies by
focusing on a single case (Creative-Lab) and then moving to multiple cases (Creative-Lab spin-off

companies). Firstly, the study identifies the development process of entrepreneurship from the
individual-level to the firm-level, and from the firm-level to the social-level. Secondly, the study
confirms that corporate venturing and the corporate spin-off system have a positive impact on
entrepreneurial behavior, which is crucial to seize opportunities. Thirdly, based on the growth factors
and performance of corporate entrepreneurship, an evolutionary model of corporate entrepreneurship
is proposed in this paper. This study can contribute to the establishment of an integrated and
structured mechanism of related research as it comprehensively reviews the antecedents, elements,
and outcomes of corporate entrepreneurship.

Keywords: corporate entrepreneurship; entrepreneurial orientation; corporate venturing; corporate
spin-off; opportunity seizing; innovation

1. Introduction

As the unexpected COVID-19 crisis accelerates to constitute the new normal, there is a need
to look back to the situation that prevailed during the 1970s and 1980s in the US. Overcoming the
economic downturn that lasted from 1970 to the first half of the 1980s, the US economy recovered
remarkably from mid-1980s. Focusing on the outcome, namely the creation of more than 40 million
jobs, which was contrary to every experts’ expectations, Drucker [1] stresses that the driving force for
this resurgence was entrepreneurship. Drucker presents the sources and opportunities, which were
needed for innovation when the US economy shifted from a managed economy to an entrepreneurial
one and demonstrates how individuals at their end can exercise entrepreneurship.

The economist George Schumpeter [2], the first to mention entrepreneurship, emphasized
innovation as the driving force behind capitalist economic development, and considered
entrepreneurship as the source of innovation. At the time, Schumpeter was the only major economist
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to pay attention to the impact of entrepreneurship on economy. While the other economists recognized
the importance of entrepreneurship, however, they did not consider it as a component of economy [1].
In addition, based on Gartner’s [3] claim that entrepreneurship is the ability to recognize, discover,
and exploit opportunities and an activity to create new organizations, related research has expanded to
include external environmental factors as well as founders’ inner tendency.

In the 2000s, we witnessed Steve Jobs revolutionizing the industrial world. In 2007, the creation of
the iPhone was a result of capturing new business opportunities and creating unprecedented value
through innovative thinking and behavior. Another example is that of LinkedIn, a business social
networking services platform, generated $26 billion in corporate value. Reid Hoffman, co-founder of
LinkedIn, emphasized organizational flexibility; he says entrepreneurship is “you throw yourself off

a cliff and assemble your airplane on the way down” (p. 103, [4]). As such, entrepreneurship today
places more emphasis on the “organizational ability to execute” than on the “brilliant idea of a genius.”

The new normal post COVID-19 is soon arriving. The untact trends and the acceleration of
digitalization present tasks to companies, which they must carry out in order to cope with the trials and
tribulations of the post-corona era. At this point, there is a need to remind ourselves of the importance
of entrepreneurship and take proactive actions of the firm-level. Drucker (p. 135, [1]) argues that
“Innovation is both conceptual and perceptual. The imperative of innovation is therefore to go out
to look, to ask, to listen. Successful innovators are opportunity-focused.” Hence, we should seek
opportunities in the new-found situation and respond to the new normal.

There is no independent and agreed framework for entrepreneurship. This is especially true
of corporate entrepreneurship (CE), which is a firm-level entrepreneurship. While international
interest in academic research has increased tremendously, relevant knowledge has been fragmented
and lacked systematic accumulation [5–8]. This is firstly because the nature of the research subject
varies depending on the industrial sector, and the purpose of the project, the expected performance,
and the methodology of the research differ with each other, making it difficult to reach a conceptual
consensus [9]. Secondly, while entrepreneurship has a strong practical aspect, it lacks case studies,
making it difficult to theorize the phenomenon.

Nevertheless, the importance of CE has come to gain great emphasis, with it being one of the most
interesting topics for corporate researchers. The first reason for this is that, as a business management
activity, CE reflects the characteristics and trends of the industrial sector, the size of the entity, the
national characteristics, and the particularities of the times. Second, as a strategic measure for corporate
survival and sustainable growth, discussions continue as to what the appropriate level is and how
can one implement it [6,9]. In order to answer these two questions, studies on CE’s manifestation
process and specific context should proceed in terms of entrepreneurial activity. Based on this, an
integrated and structured mechanism that covers CE as a whole will need to be established. However,
few studies closely examine and comprehensively analyze CE in terms of activity. The biggest gap in
the related research is the lack of a structured, representative, and comprehensive theory covering
entrepreneurship as a whole. It is important that the efforts to build this need are reinforced [10].

The objective of this study is to propose the evolutionary model of CE that outlines the entire CE
as an entrepreneurial activity. As a basis, this study analyzes the system and technology management
activities in-depth for “Samsung Electronics’ Creative-Lab (C-Lab)”, which is a representative CE
activity in Korea. The study focuses on the contextual understanding of “why” and “how” and on
the significance of each activity. By focusing on how CE develops within large enterprises and how
corporate venturing and corporate spin-off systems affect the seizing of opportunities, our ultimate
research objective can be achieved. In addition, the results of this study can contribute to the building
of the CE mechanism.
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2. Literature Review

2.1. Entrepreneurial Orientation and Corporate Entrepreneurship

The interest in and importance of CE is increasing as an effective way to improve the performance
of enterprises. This is because more entrepreneurial activities of the firm-level are required to secure
competitive advantage [11,12]. Entrepreneurship of the firm-level, not individuals, is called CE [13].
CE is a forward-looking, innovative, and risk-taking corporate policy that includes the proactive
attitude and behavior of all members. It is also a key factor in solving corporate bureaucratic problems
such as inefficiency or avoidance of responsibility. In other words, even bureaucratic large enterprises
can innovate through entrepreneurial thinking and actions of the firm-level. In addition, CE has
become a key means to accumulate, transform, and utilize an organization’s resources [14].

CE’s typical organizational concepts are largely divided into two main categories: Entrepreneurial
characteristics and entrepreneurial activities. The most comprehensive approach to entrepreneurship
was led by Miller [15], who divided entrepreneurial characteristics into innovativeness, proactiveness,
and risk taking. The concept was subsequently developed by Covin and Slevin [16] as entrepreneurial
posture, which was further expanded by Lumpkin and Dess [17] into entrepreneurial orientation. Lumpkin
and Dess [17] defined the five components of entrepreneurial orientation by adding autonomy and
competitive aggressiveness to innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking. From the arguments of Covin
and Slevin [16], entrepreneurship already means the concept of the firm-level, not the individual-level.
The concept of CE has since then continued to expand and strengthen at the firm-level.

Guth and Ginsberg [18] have defined CE in terms of an organization’s entrepreneurial activities.
This includes creating new businesses through innovation or venturing within existing organizations
and changing organizations through strategic renewals. Following Guth and Ginsberg’s [18] research
concept, Zahra [19,20] has defined CE as “the sum of a company’s innovation, strategic renewal and
corporate venture activities.” According to him, strategic renewal comprises of a wide range of corporate
institutions and policies, which include redefining the concept, scope, and competition method of the
business and redeploying the resources, which could maximize the generation of creative value. He also
argues that CE has a positive impact on a company’s financial performance and plays an important role
in its survival and growth. Focusing on the entrepreneurial activities within the organization, Sharma and
Chrisman [13] p. 18 tried to develop CE into an independent academic field, conceptualizing it as “the
process whereby an individual or a group of individuals, in association with an existing organization,
create a new organization or instigate renewal or innovation within that organization.”

There was a study that analyzed the past 40 years of research on CE in terms of
entrepreneurial activity [11]. Related research in the 1970s focused on how entrepreneurship could be
expressed within the existing organizations. Further, in the 1980s, CE was conceptualized to include
organizational separation and resource allocation. It was however, in the 1990s that a significant change
in the perception of entrepreneurial behavior took place. At the time, companies required practical
entrepreneurial behavior in terms of business reorganization and efficient utilization of resources,
and researchers also focused on CE as a practical means to enhance capabilities and improve the
performance of the enterprise. Later, in the 2000s, the concept of entrepreneurial behavior came to be
established as a set of entrepreneurial activities that seize opportunities in uncertain situations.

In addition, Ireland et al. [5] have proposed CE strategy as a means to revitalize the organization
deliberately and continuously. The primary components of the CE strategy are divided and
conceptualized here as “antecedents, elements, and outcomes,” and the model for the overall CE
strategy is presented by linking their relationships. The study also emphasizes the entrepreneurial
organizational structures and entrepreneurial behavior of seeking opportunities as the key elements
and success factors of CE strategy.

As shown above, research on CE has shifted its focus from an individual’s entrepreneurial orientation
to an organization’s entrepreneurial activity. This is because individual entrepreneurship by itself cannot
meet the rapidly changing business environment and the demands of various markets. Entrepreneurial



Sustainability 2020, 12, 9042 4 of 23

orientation is a fundamental component of CE [21–23], and representative entrepreneurial activities
can be defined as corporate venturing and strategic renewals [13]. These entrepreneurial activities also
lead towards the seizing of opportunities. As a result, since the 2000s, research on CE has expanded
into a variety of topics, including opportunity capturing, opportunity realization, start-up, and venture
growth. Also, an increasing number of studies are interpreting and evaluating them in connection with
the sustainable competitive advantage of enterprises [11].

Despite the quantitative increase in related studies, there is still a lack in research efforts to
interpret CE in terms of an organization’s entrepreneurial activities [7]. Also, there have been negative
opinions raised concerning CE. Some argued that it is due to the bureaucratic organizational structure
that entrepreneurial characteristics cannot be properly realized in large corporations [17], the others
have carried out studies to understand the reverse U-shaped relationships between CE and corporate
performance [9,24]. If CE’s opportunity cost is greater than the positive effect, it can lead to financial
losses, and a significant expectation may have a negative impact on the organization’s operations.

As such, detailed theoretical and empirical knowledge on entrepreneurial behavior, on which
CE is based, is required. Kuratko et al. [7] pointed out that the study of CE’s specific practice
methods and development directions should be focused on in the future. “How to institutionalize,
operate, and manage CE concepts in terms of organizational activities, and finding out the challenges
companies face and exploring the way to overcome them” are the research topics as important as the
conceptualization of CE. Such research should comprehensively include not only the allocation of
human resources, but also the institutionalization measures for CE, operation and management of the
system, and environmental and industrial issues surrounding it. Thus, efforts should be made to check
the current status of recent research focusing on corporate venturing, which is CE’s representative
activity, and further develop corporate venturing systems and processes via case studies.

2.2. Corporate Venturing and Corporate Spin-off

There is no agreed upon conceptual definition of corporate venturing. While abstract terms are
concretized with the passage of time, relevant new phenomena are being added. In general, corporate
venturing means “an independent organization within an organization that creates new business by
using internal resources” [25,26]. Burgelman [21] states that corporate entrepreneurship is a process of
creating a kind of corporate venturing, asserting the existence of a close link between entrepreneurship
and corporate venturing, and proving that entrepreneurship is a variable for organizational innovation
and corporate competitiveness. The most important mark of corporate venturing is an independent
organization, which is closely related to corporate innovation and strategic renewal and contributes
towards the creation of new businesses [13]. However, corporate venturing is distinguished from
innovation or strategic renewal, in that it focuses on the various processes required to create new
businesses [6]. Kuratko et al. [7] argue that corporate entrepreneurship is an approach that involves
implementation with the aim of seizing opportunities, and corporate venturing activities are the main
pillars for realizing CE. As for the effectiveness of corporate venturing, some are of the view that it
not only promotes innovation when it is difficult to do so within existing organizations with already
established scale and frameworks, but also serves as a source for new ventures [27]. In summary,
“corporate venturing is the main activity of CE and is the set of the organizational systems, processes,
and practices that focus on creating business in existing or new fields, markets or industries” (p. 59, [6]).
Its results range from creating new businesses to seizing opportunities, creating enterprises, and
promoting innovation.

In addition, related research primarily focuses on the characteristics, operational guidelines, and
performance of corporate venturing. Interest in the national and organizational context of operating
corporate venturing has been notably growing in the recent past. This is because corporate venturing
not only allows the entity to develop new capabilities and create sources of innovation value, but also
to derive leverage effects that make better use of existing assets and capabilities [8].
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Despite being a key component of CE, research on corporate venturing is relatively insufficient.
As with CE studies, the lack of a common framework and measurement and limited alignment with
major theoretical trends are impediments for in-depth studies [6,8]. In addition, inconsistencies
in temporal dynamics can hinder the development of corporate venturing. The inconsistency in
temporal dynamics is that the time required for corporate venturing to prove its viability is quite
long, around 8–12 years on average, while the time required for companies to participate in corporate
venturing activities is usually shorter [28]. In addition, frequent changes in the degree of belief and
support for corporate venturing activities do not produce optimal results for enterprises [21]. Thus,
most of the corporate venture activities are still in the introductory stage, and there are significantly
fewer subjects available that can be used as samples for case studies. As such, research on corporate
venturing is very difficult. While it is easy to criticize the methodology of a study, it is highly
difficult to adequately address a complicated research subject [8]. Nevertheless, the accumulation of
relevant knowledge requires efforts to collect various samples, carry out comparative analysis, and
make generalizations.

In a broad sense, corporate spin-off is also included in the corporate venturing strategy [13,29].
In management, corporate spin-off is a type of start-up enterprise, which is a separate and independent
business from the parent organization, such as a university or enterprise. As a representative type of
start-up company, it is considered as a meaningful social phenomenon that contributes toward national
economic development, industrial innovation, and job creation [30,31].

Spin-off companies are divided into two types: Research-based spin-off companies with
research-oriented universities and public research institutes as their parent organizations, and
corporate-based spin-off companies with companies as their parent organizations. Among them,
studies show that corporate-based spin-off companies generally perform better and have greater ripple
effects than research-based spin-off companies [30,32,33]. This is because technology is the main
competitive advantage for research-based spin-off companies, while various factors such as products,
markets, marketing, and management are the sources of competitive advantage for corporate-based
spin-off companies. However, the accumulated findings on corporate-based spin-offs are very sparse,
and there is little theoretical basis for success factors or reasons for failure [30]. In addition, a majority
of the existing literature is that of case studies of US corporate restructuring, and the objectives and
focuses of research are somewhat disconnected from CE activation. Also, the characteristics and
success factors of research-based and corporate-based spin-off companies are different. Nevertheless,
there has been a research approach that does not take into consideration the differences between the
two [31]. Accordingly, more research is needed on corporate-based spin-off companies.

As such, entrepreneurial orientation and CE, corporate venturing, and corporate spin-off are not
individual concepts. Nevertheless, few studies have systematically and comprehensively analyzed related
phenomena and derived CE activation plans [5,6,34]. This is a significant limitation of existing research,
which does not contribute towards the accumulation of knowledge and development of theories as most
results of entrepreneurship studies are fragmented [35]. These superficial and fragmented findings are
also difficult to generalize in practice. As a more proactive CE activity, research is needed to expand and
develop the performance of corporate venturing toward corporate spin-off and verify its validity.

3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Research Model

In this study, the entrepreneurship of spin-off company is expected to be promoted and manifested
through the process of Figure 1. In Figure 1, the horizontal axis represents the antecedents, elements,
and outcomes (left to right), which are the components of CE activity, and the vertical axis represents
the level of expansion (bottom to top) of CE area from individuals to markets and industries. If the
previous studies have confirmed that CE evolves from individual-level entrepreneurial orientation to
organizational-level entrepreneurial activity, this study will attempt to explore how organizational-level
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entrepreneurial activities develop into market- and industry-level innovative values. In other words,
it was confirmed through the existing studies that CE begins with an individual’s entrepreneurial
orientation, and that it can be expressed as a specific entrepreneurial activity at the organizational level
via the corporate venturing system. Furthermore, this study includes the corporate spin-off system
as a way to expand the performance of the corporate ventures to the social-level and tries to confirm
its validity through case studies. In Figure 1, what was confirmed through the previous studies is
indicated by a solid line, and those that need to be further confirmed through this study are indicated
by a dotted line. Corporate spin-off will enable companies to generate financial and non-financial
performance and create unprecedented innovative value. In addition, if external environmental factors
such as demand in products and markets, advance of related technologies, national support policies,
and strategic cooperation between companies are added, CE will finally be able to develop into a form
of realizing innovative values.

Figure 1. Research model.

3.2. Research Method

The best way to study CE as a whole is through qualitative research [21]. In this study, a case study
was conducted to understand CE’s context by closely examining its development process and examine
dynamic the phenomena that are difficult to examine with statistical means. This research method
can be applied when a complex and detailed understanding of an issue is required, and is effective
in explaining the methods, processes, and reasons for a particular subject [36,37]. It can also reveal
the interactions between important elements that characterize the phenomenon or help in gaining
new insights that overcome the limitations of existing research [38]. The reason why case studies are
drawing attention in the field of business administration is that as the business environment becomes
more complex, alongside the rapid changes in the industrial paradigm, there are growing phenomena
that are difficult to measure and interpret with the existing theories [37,39,40].

Thus, a collective case study was conducted through qualitative data analysis. The case study
was performed in accordance with the 8-step case study procedure of Eisenhardt [36], a representative
case study method. The detailed procedures for the case study are demonstrated in Table 1.

Corporate venturing is relatively less likely to succeed than the existing organizations, and even if
successful, it will take 3–8 years to achieve meaningful results [25]. Accordingly, this study purposively
sampled Samsung C-Lab as a representative example of corporate venturing and chose it as a research
subject. This is because Samsung C-Lab is a case of a large enterprise that has been operating a
corporate venturing system continuously and actively for more than eight years, and the C-Lab’s
process of finding, implementing, and commercializing ideas are systematically operated. This is a
case of centralized corporate venturing and belongs to internal corporate venturing, wherein the ideas
arise from the parent company.
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Table 1. Research process.

Research Phase Major Activities

1. Research initiation Case study on CE development process and components

2. Case selection Selecting a large enterprise that actively operates a corporate venturing
Target: (1) Samsung Electronics C-Lab, (2) C-Lab Spinoff: 4 companies

3. Design of research method (1) Document analysis: press data on Samsung C-Lab and spin-off companies
(2) Interview: preparing for interview protocols and questionnaires, confirming targets

4. Field survey Visit corporate sites
Conduct face-to-face interviews with the founders of 4 spin-off companies

5. Data analysis
Apply the grounded theory analysis procedure by Strauss and Corbin [41]
Detailed code classification (minor category)→ category classification (middle
category)→ central thematization (major category)

6. Derivation of proposition Derive the growth factors and performance of CE through corporate spin-off
Establish the evolutionary model

7. Literature comparison Proposal on how to overcome CE’s negative views and limitations

8. End of study Present the academic contributions and practical implications of this study

3.3. Data Collection and Data Analysis

The data collection process was divided into stages; the first stage of document analysis and
the second stage of interview. In the first stage of document analysis, the development process of
Samsung C-Lab was researched. Based on the experience of the researcher who participated in the
planning and project operation of the system for 4 years, right from the start of C-Lab, a total of 156
documents were collected and the major activities and development processes of C-Lab were analyzed.
Document collection was based on: (1) Samsung Electronics Newsroom [42], (2) Samsung Electronics
Sustainability Report (2013–2020) [43], (3) C-Lab related articles and analyst reports (DBR [44], etc.)
published in media, and (4) webpage information and internal data of each spinoff company.

In the second stage of data collection, the research subject was expanded to C-Lab spin-off

companies, and in-depth interviews were conducted with the founders of four representative spin-off

companies. This was to be used to verify the validity of the organization’s outside and the market and
industry (dotted line) presented in Figure 1. All four spin-off companies were in the growth phase
(3–7 years after their founding) and were set to get into the full swing for business. The interviews
were conducted four times from June to July 2020; they were conducted on the basis of semi-structured
questionnaires, which took over 3–4 h for each company to complete. The growth stage of companies
is divided into start-up preparation (C-Lab), start-up period (start to 3 years), and growth period
(4–7 years). Further, in-depth questions were asked about the crises, opportunity factors, and the
ways to overcome the challenges that the companies experienced at each stage. Through this, the
study was able to further identify the phenomena that were not revealed in the documents and
learn about the specific experiences of seizing opportunities. Table 2 presents the primary status of
interview companies.

In the data analysis stage, keywords related to CE were derived based on the collected documents
and interviews of the four spin-off companies. Significant words repeatedly mentioned were listed,
and data coding was performed based on the grounded theory analysis developed by Strauss and
Corbin [41]. Specifically, codes and categories were derived, and the topics were schematized
through subject-specific connections. A total of 127 keywords were derived from the collected data,
including idea, execution power, challenging spirit, creative organizational culture, and opportunities
to create businesses. These underwent a refining process, which included integration of similar words.
Subsequently, 22 keywords representing CE growth factors and performance were derived. The CE
evolutionary model was completed by dividing these 22 keywords into antecedents, elements, and
outcomes of CE and linking their relationships.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 9042 8 of 23

Table 2. Key status of interviewed companies.

Content Company A Company B Company C Company D

Time of establishment 2015. 08 2015. 08 2016. 06 2016. 11

Industry IT (audio)
Beauty appliance AI Shoes IT

(smart appliance) IT (security)

Corporate growth phase Growth period Growth period Growth period Growth period

Representative’s major Brain engineering Electric
engineering

Computer
science Computer science

Representative’s gender M M M M

Representative’s age 38 36 40 45

Number of co-founders 2 3 3 4

Number of employees 14 19 17 40

Customer type B2B-oriented B2B/B2C B2B-oriented B2B

Global presence US US, Japan US, Japan, etc.
Seven countries China, Japan

This study includes seven of the eight reliability criteria proposed by Lincoln and Guba [45].
While case studies typically include three or four of these criteria for internal validity and reliability,
this study included seven:

1. Concentrated observation over a sufficient period of time: Based on corporate documents related
to the field conditions experienced directly or indirectly by the researcher for four years, such as
attendance at the CEO’s report meetings, drafting of plans, and committee meeting minutes.

2. Triangulation: Reduce methodical and analytical errors by applying multiple research methods
such as observation of participation, document analysis, and interviews.

3. In-depth description: Improving the generalization of data analysis via activities such as
description of the context of the action, statement of intent and meaning behind the act, description
of the progress of the action, and interpretation of the situation.

4. Use of reference materials: Data coding for document analysis results and interview details.
5. Advice from fellow researchers: Accepting criticism from fellow researchers and reflecting

alternative ideas through workshops.
6. Member check: Study participants’ compliance with the verification procedure and reflection of

the participants’ opinions on interpretation.
7. Reviewing the opposite view: Comparison with the negative views on CE, such as the relationship

with performance.

In addition, multiple case studies were conducted on the 4 entities to enhance their
external relevance.

4. Results

4.1. C-Lab System

4.1.1. Status and Performance

Introduced in December 2012, Samsung C-Lab is a corporate venturing system that helps in
spreading creative organizational culture and discovering creative ideas. If the proposed idea is
adopted after a public review, the idea proposer can focus on commercializing the idea for a year.
C-Lab guarantees autonomy in budgeting and scheduling, as well as in team formation. It is a flexible
organization, wherein anyone can become a leader if they have ideas. A cumulative 297 projects
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were carried out through C-Lab, which involved 1194 executives and employees (as of July 2020).
In other words, 35 to 40 projects are carried out every year. Initially, Samsung Electronics aimed to have
more than 1% (460) of its R&D workforce participate in C-Lab by 2020. This was achieved three years
earlier than planned, resulting in the propagation of a new way of working within the enterprise [43].

In addition, as the possibility of commercializing C-Lab ideas increased, Samsung Electronics
introduced the corporate spin-off system in August 2015. Through this, 45 independent corporations
were established, with a total of 163 employees participating in the venture (as of July 2020). These are
examples of commercializing technologies based on C-Lab results. Samsung Electronics pushed for
such a system with the intention that it is more important to directly examine consumer responses
to products and services, communicate quickly, and be evaluated directly in the market. So far, the
spin-off companies have accumulated $47 million in investment, and their overall corporate value
has more than tripled from the time of spin-off. In addition, this created more than 200 new jobs [42].
The study also measured the degree of entrepreneurial activity of the C-Lab spin-off entity for the global
entrepreneurship monitor (GEM) measurement items presented by Niels and Donna [46]. As a result,
the early-stage start-ups, younger than 42 months, constituted 44% of the total companies (of the
45 companies, 20 were spun-off after May 2017), the middle-aged start-ups, older than 42 months,
constituted 53% (24 out of 25 companies were older than 42 months, excluding 1 company), those that
closed down within 12 months constituted 0%, and those involved in the fourth industry constituted
100% (all 45 companies). Among the major spin-off companies are Linkflow, which became independent
in November 2016 and achieved $51 million in corporate value (as of July 2020), and Mangoslab,
which achieved $7.7 million in sales just a year after its founding.

4.1.2. Development Process

C-Lab, which is in its eighth year, is considered as a system that not only spreads the organizational
culture of creativity and challenge within the company, but also makes disruptive innovation a reality.
While selective concentration, strong leadership, and consistent organizational culture were the
strengths of Samsung Electronics, it introduced C-Lab to internalize the spirit of challenge, creativity,
and innovativeness, and facilitate rapid execution in the future [43].

Let us take a detailed look at how C-Lab has evolved and explore its key annual activities. This can
be divided into five stages: (1) Securing a system for operation, (2) introduction of an online platform
for CE activation, (3) expansion of a commercialization channel, (4) advancement of CE operation, and
(5) creation of an external venturing program. The development process is summarized in Table 3.

Samsung Electronics first established a dedicated creativity-center to introduce and implement the
corporate venturing system. The creativity-center concretely designed the system’s implementation
plans, such as recruitment and evaluation methods, compensation systems, and securing and executing
of budgets. This is based on Drucker’s (p. 150, [1]) argument that “entrepreneurial management
requires specific practices pertaining to organizational structure, to staffing and managing, and to
compensation, incentives, and rewards.” For a corporate venturing system to be successful, the
protection of the organization is important [3,47]. While the internal environmental factors found to
affect corporate venturing include executive-level support and corporate strategies, organizational
structures and processes, autonomous organizational culture, and compensation systems, the external
environmental factors include technical opportunities and market demand for product and business
models [6,48]. C-Lab actively accepted and institutionalized these environmental factors.

The most important feature of C-Lab is that autonomy is guaranteed, and failure is tolerated.
Team formation, budget utilization, and schedule management are autonomous, and one can focus on
the implementation of ideas in the holacracy. Since the participants are not held accountable for failure,
they can challenge themselves for higher goals. Awards and incentives are provided if the project
shows tangible results beyond its goal. In addition, the dedicated resources for C-Lab operation were
secured from the head office, and a decision-making system consisting of five or more senior executives
was established for the review and commercialization of ideas. These institutional frameworks are
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based on corporate venturing success factors, which were previously identified in a number of studies.
These factors include executive-level support [49,50], separation from existing organizations [3,51,52],
and evaluation and compensation schemes [8,51,53–55].

Table 3. The development process of C-Lab and its major yearly activities.

Category Major Activities

1st year
(2013)

Organizational separation, securement of the framework for operating system,
establishment of the process of “discovery—implementation—commercialization of ideas”

2nd year
(2014)

Introduction of online collective intelligence platform (MOSAIC),
promotion of employees’ participation

3rd year
(2015)

Strengthen the verification of idea marketability,
introduction and implementation of the corporate spin-off system

4th–5th year
(2016–2017)

Advancement of CE operation
(enhancement of incubation, constant discovering of ideas, expansion of operating base)

After the 6th year
(2018–)

Joint operation of external venturing, establishment of the “C-Lab outside” program,
separate operation of “C-Lab inside” and “C-Lab outside” programs

Following this, the creativity-center laid the foundation for operation by addressing questions such
as how to discover creative ideas, how to turn them into projects, how to operate them, and how to use
the results after completion. C-Lab’s process to develop ideas is largely divided into five stages, which
are summarized in Table 4. The first step is the idea discovery process, wherein ideas are suggested
through a contest and participants get the opportunity to explain their concept. Once selected as a final
C-Lab project, an idea moves through multiple stages, from team formation, budgeting, and mentoring
to the implementation of the prototype. Once the implementation of the prototype is completed, each
team will demonstrate the concept by presenting the development results at a corporate or global
exhibition. In addition, successful exits will be promoted only for projects in which both the technical
feasibility and market potential are confirmed. Table 4 draws a comparison between C-Lab’s processes
and the corporate venturing processes presented by Baek and Bae [47]. C-Lab not only included all the
suggestions made by Baek and Bae [47], but also added more advanced and specific activities such as
mentoring, demonstrating concepts, and deciding directions for commercialization.

In the second year after the introduction of the system, the company focused on promoting
the participation of its executives and employees. Under the slogan “Thinking with your hands,” it
emphasized the importance of implementation and encouraged the participation of executives and
employees. Introduced in March 2014, MOSAIC greatly contributed to the development of ideas.
MOSAIC is a corporate online collective intelligence platform that connects people and develops ideas.
MOSAIC became a decisive opportunity to discover creative talent and develop ideas that the company
already possessed. Employees and executives in their 20s and 30s, who value voluntary participation
and immersion, first began to show interest in collective intelligence activities; about 200 executives
and employees participated in C-Lab every year.

In 2015, the use of C-Lab expanded not only within the company but also outside, as its business
potential was confirmed, and its results received positive reviews from outside exhibitions. While
achievements that are highly linked to the Samsung Electronics business are transferred to each of the
business unit in the company to continue the follow-up development, when it is judged that there is a
high possibility of commercialization from outside, the business is left independent as a startup to
continue the business. This is a two-handed venture that combines internal and external enterprise
activities. Gold [56] has proposed a similar form called the ACV-Model (Ambidextrous Corporate
Venturing Model) as one of the way ideas are rotated in and out.
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Table 4. C-Lab’s process of “discovering-implementing-commercializing of ideas”.

Stage Content Major Activities Corporate Venturing Process
[47]

1 Finding
ideas

An open audition-style ideas contest
Demo day, pitching day

Problem-defining phase
(finding and evaluating ideas)

2 Project
planning

Team forming (job posting)
Budget planning
Mentoring from technical and business experts

Team environment
building phase

3 Prototype
implementation

Verification of idea feasibility
(Apply Lean-Agile method)

Project execution phase

4 Proof of
concept

Verification of idea marketability
(Corporate On-line and Offline C-Lab Fair,
submission for global exhibition)

5 Exit
Deciding the direction for commercializing ideas
(corporate spin-off or transfer to the business units
in Samsung)

Venture completion phase

After that, in 2016, C-Lab promoted the advanced operation. More than anything, it strengthened
its incubation capacities. A dedicated organization was formed with related experts, who were
responsible for promoting the commercialization of completed projects and managing the support
of spin-off companies. In addition, it created a dedicated space in Suwon and Seoul, Korea, where
Samsung’s HQs is located, and increased the efficiency by distributing projects. Furthermore, the idea
was always suggested under the slogan “Ideas have expiration dates.” In 2017, C-Lab expanded its
foothold to Samsung Electronics-Seoul National University Joint Research Center located within the
university in Korea.

In 2018, C-Lab expanded its scope of operation and support outside the company under the
name “C-Lab Outside.” “C-Lab Outside” is an outside venturing program that supports and fosters
external start-ups based on C-Lab’s accumulated know-how in operation. Since its launch, the existing
corporate venturing system has been operating separately as “C-Lab Inside.” Thus, C-Lab includes the
academic concepts of inside as well as outside corporate venturing [13,57].

As such, C-Lab, Samsung Electronics’ corporate venture, has been active since December 2012.
Through the corporate venture system, Samsung Electronics discovers and fosters creative talent and
ingenious ideas, and through this, it pursues sustainable growth of companies and seeks the spread of
creative organizational culture.

4.2. CE of C-Lab Spin-off Company

4.2.1. Company A

Choi, the founder of company A, is a former member of Samsung Software Membership, a
program that supports R&D for college students with software skills. He served as a member for six
years, since his second year at the university. He showed incredible confidence in the implementation
of technology and proposed and implemented 11 ideas over six years. During his time there, he
focused on implementing ideas with the goal of resolving people’s inconvenience with technology.

He applied to C-Lab to develop the technology to transmit sound through the human body.
He focused on the development for six months and then produced the prototypes, which were
submitted to the C-Lab Fair, a corporate exhibition at Samsung Electronics. However, the feedback
from colleagues contrasted with what he had expected. Choi says the following.

“The executives and employees who used the product praised the product’s innovativeness, but
said they would not actually use it. The reason was that the electric signal has an effect on the body
as it passes through. I was shocked. But I realized that innovation and the good technology that
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consumers need are different things, and I struggled with it again. I quickly changed directions
during the two months and introduced a new technique, and this was the decisive move.”

The smart band, developed in a year, was chosen as the best C-Lab task, and as a result Choi got
a chance to spin-off. To Choi’s fortune, Samsung Electronics’ top executive supported his spin-off

decisively. Cho says the following.

“Many of the new technologies and creative ideas that are developed every year in Samsung
don’t fit in with Samsung’s business group and are discarded, and the top executive felt sorry
for this. So, he said that he would like to give a chance to brilliant ideas and to those who
are most attached to them. And he said that if we grow up strong in the start-up ecosystem
for 5 to 10 years, we will become a strong partner for Samsung Electronics. Therefore, the
corporate spin-off system should continue” [42].

He dreamed of starting a business before joining the company and got a chance to start a business at
the age of 33 through the C-Lab spin-off system.

“Unlike software-based services, technology-based startups require significant upfront
funding. It takes more than a year to develop the product, and it takes a lot of investment to
mass-produce the product. We were lucky to be able to prototype it with C-Lab, and we also
had the opportunity to create a business with the corporate spin-off system. In addition, we
were able to secure key talents and excellent processes based on our experience with Samsung
Electronics. I think entrepreneurship is not about creating a new business ecosystem, it’s
about capturing opportunities and implementing them.” Choi says that.

Company A is a hardware startup that develops new concept wearable devices. It introduced its
products on the American crowdfunding platform, Kickstarter, a year after its foundation. In just 45
days, it successfully raised $1.47 million, drawing global attention. The fund-raising amount was 30
times the target amount, making to the top 0.003% of the Kickstarter record. However, over the next two
years, Company A had a hard time. The production of 15,000 orders did not go as scheduled, leading
to complaints from consumers due to delayed delivery and poor function of products. Nevertheless,
Company A overcame the crisis by actively responding to A/S. It successfully improved its products
and updated the related software.

4.2.2. Company B

It was largely because of his father’s influence that the founder of Company B, Cho, decided to
start a business. After careful consideration, he decided to spin-off because he grew up seeing his father
challenging himself all over the world for his business. “Health information, location information,
and various data in our daily lives come from our feet. Most wearable devices, on the other hand,
are concentrated in the upper part of the body. We’re sure that ‘smart shoes’ will open a new world.
And the challenge to the blue ocean market is an advantage for people from C-Lab.” Cho says that.
This is the background of Company B’s establishment and the driving force for its growth.

Company B’s internalized technology through C-Lab is a solution that accurately measures and
analyzes body balance. This solution began with the correction of incorrect gait and posture, and its
application extended to fitness and golf. Information on body balance is important, which is directly
related to health, and can be applied to various sports. As a result, Company B won the Innovation
Award at CES, the world’s largest electronics exhibition, in 2017, and is currently growing by forming
strategic alliances with more than 400 fitness centers and rehabilitation centers.

According to a survey by the KISED [58], it takes an average 36.4 months for a normal venture company
to generate sales after its start-up. The biggest difficulties before achieving sales are financing (58%),
marketing issues (17%), manpower supply (5%), lack of technology (5%), and others (15%). The probability
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of start-up companies surviving for 10 years is only 17.5%. However, the investment and support of the
initial parent company contributes greatly to the performance and survival of the spin-off companies.

Cho makes the following statement with respect to Company B’s growth factors and corporate vision:
“It was possible because it started as a corporate venture. Although I was anxious to think about survival
and growth when I left a stable conglomerate, the C-Lab spin-off system has supported not only technical
skills but also management, legal advice, and networking. I think corporate spin-off is an opportunity to
realize innovative value and an opportunity to explore the future. The key value we want to deliver to our
customers is to live a healthy, enjoyable, and long life. That’s what we want to do for society.”

Cho stressed that innovation is a challenge to what is invisible and a power to seize opportunities.
“The beginning of innovation is action and perseverance. There are many opportunities around you
that inspire innovation, including institutional support for businesses, national policies, and market
and industry changes. It’s innovation that captures these opportunities, creates products and services,
and creates market value based on them, and the criteria for opportunity capture is ‘Why now?’.”
Finally, he says, “C-Lab is a system of raising people, and corporate spin-off is a system for developing
combat power DNA to survive in the market.”

4.2.3. Company C

Founded in 2016, Company C won the top innovation award at CES in 2017, six months after its
spin-off. It achieved sales of $7.7 million in just one year after its foundation. In 2019, the company was
selected as a “high-growth software company” by the Ministry of Science and ICT in Korea, winning a
competition ratio of 9 to 1.

The year 2014 marks the starting point of Company C. The members who initially proposed the idea to
C-Lab quit Samsung Electronics earlier, and four others, including CEO Jeong, who were attracted to the
idea, joined the commercialization. When asked what the best thing after the spin-off was, Jeong replied,
“The best thing was to get a chance to focus only on fun things and things that we’re good at.”

On the benefits of the corporate spin-off system, Jeong said, “In the early stages of the start-up, the
founder’s management ability is very important, such as securing core resources and differentiating
business models. We started with four people and within 2 years of our foundation, the number of
employees increased to 23, and there are three more from Samsung Electronics among the additional
employees. Whenever we desperately needed talent, the parent company network has been a big help.
I’ve been working at Samsung Electronics for nearly 10 years, in charge of developing mobile phone
software and planning new businesses and new products, and this experience has helped me a lot in
my management.”

In fact, an important growth factor in the early stages of a start-up is the entrepreneur leading
resources and organizations; start-ups can generate results through the founders’ capabilities [59–61].

Company C, which combines the advantages of analog and digital in its products, believed that it
could draw great productivity from small changes that do not undermine the user experience. In 2017
and 2020, it released two products, and smoothly completed the supply of hundreds of thousands of
products. Ironically, however, the two previous product launches came as two significant crises for
Company C. It faced practical difficulties such as negotiating with large companies and economies of
scale. However, looking back, Jeong believes that he was able to grow from each of the crises. In order
to stick to its essence, Company C is now focusing on making products the market and customers like.
Jeong stresses that focusing on the market is the success factor of entrepreneurial management.

At the end of the interview, Jeong quoted Andreessen [4], pointing out the two stereotypes around
entrepreneurship. “People often think entrepreneurs are very creative. However, there are many types
of creativity required for management. First, openness and curiosity about new experiences are more
important than brilliant ideas. Second, entrepreneurs enjoy risk taking. Entrepreneurs also want to
minimize risk in all opportunities. But a true entrepreneur is willing to accept risk rather than enjoy it.”
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4.2.4. Company D

Company D’s flagship product is a neckband-type 360-degree camera. Its strengths are the option of
operating it hands free, filming from a first person’s point of view, and facilitating 360-degree video-based
real-time communication. The founder’s previous experience is closely related to the conception of the
idea and willingness to start the business, which led to the pursuit of opportunities [62]. CEO Kim of
Company D came up with the idea after his honeymoon in 2007. “I thought I needed a device to record
someone’s experience and convey the emotion from that time. Unfortunately, however, as Samsung
Electronics was wrapping up its camera business at the time, Kim sought to realize his conviction. He later
won the grand prize at the 2014 Samsung Electronics new business idea contest with this idea, and after
going through the C-Lab incubating process, he went on to create Company D in 2016.

The wearable form and first-person perspective solution have a big difference from other products
in terms of usability and quality of video. In the early stages, a form factor in the shape of glasses was
considered, however, it was changed later to a neckband, considering the usability such as shaking of
the video, fever, and convenience. In addition, the business did not limit itself to just B2C devices for
experience recording, it also released third-generation models with more focus on the security solution
market for B2B. As the product evolved from first- to third-generation, it is the voice of the field that
he considered the most. On-site surveys were conducted several times before product development
began, and actual feedback such as light weighting, camera separation, and battery separation were
reflected. It is said that the direction of a product must be determined by the following three criteria: (1)
Is it a product that customers need? (2) Is it worth the cost? (3) Is it a problem that we can solve? [63]

When it comes to know-how about B2B market strategy, Kim says, “Be prepared to seize time and
opportunity.” In fact, Company D has recently suffered an unexpected blow from COVID-19 and has
gained unexpected opportunities. Initially, he was preparing to submit to MWC, the world’s largest
telecommunications exhibition, but it was canceled owing to the concerns over the spread of COVID-19.
However, post the crisis, another opportunity arose. In order to remotely treat patients in Wuhan,
China, during COVID-19, a large-scale order request was received from China. Technology-based
start-ups can survive the initial few years because the potential possibilities have a great ripple effect
when they meet the market demand [64]. In fact, Company D had almost no sales during the first two
years. Although it started selling products in 2018, it made only $180,000 in annual sales, and only
$1.3 million in sales in 2019. However, as untact demand increased due to the impact of COVID-19.
Company D received orders of over $25 million value in the first half of 2020 alone.

The accumulated investment in Company D amounts to $19 million and its corporate value stands
at $51 million (as of July 2020). When asked if there were any difficulties in raising funds, Kim said,
“In the early days of corporate IR, we were rejected all the time. But each time I strengthened my
resolve, saying ‘Just wait and see! I’ll make it no matter what!’ Eventually, I succeeded in attracting
investment on my 14th attempt. As such, we are moving forward by repeating challenges and failures.
But would I have thought of this without the corporate spin-off system? In that sense, the corporate
spin-off system is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity for someone [42].”

In addition, Company D won the CES Innovation Award for three consecutive years from 2018,
and the numbers of employees have increased from 4 to 40. As for the growth factors, Kim internally
mentioned the pride of executives and employees. In addition, he pointed out externally that business
and government support, growth of related technologies such as 5G and VR, and social trends. He also
emphasized the ability to push ahead quickly when the opportunity comes.

4.2.5. CE Comparison of Case Study Companies

As described above, this research studies, in-depth, not only the corporate venturing activities of
C-Lab, but also the growth processes and performances of spin-off companies. We were able to see
through specific examples how CE works in crisis situations and how the environmental factors affect
performances. A summary of this is given in Table 5. CE originates from entrepreneurial characteristics
such as creative ideas, a challenging spirit, and execution power, leading to entrepreneurial
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activities including crisis management and seizing of opportunities. Employees can demonstrate
entrepreneurship through corporate venturing opportunities and can generate practical results that
go beyond organizational boundaries via spin-off opportunities. In the process, corporate venturing
and corporate spin-off systems have become an opportunity to directly face the world and read its
trends. Innovation occurs in the process of turning ideas into business opportunities and realizing
opportunities ahead of others.

Opportunities are very important for entrepreneurs. The interaction of entrepreneurial
characteristics and opportunities is a key research area that can develop entrepreneurship into
an independent field of management [35]. From an academic point of view, opportunity means a
situation in which there is potential to dominate the market with new products and services [65], and
innovation can occur in the process of turning ideas into opportunities and realizing opportunities
ahead of others. The documents analysis and interviews show that the word mentioned most
frequently and repeatedly was “opportunity.” Through corporate venturing and corporate spin-offs,
the representatives of spin-off companies say that they have gained the opportunity to implement
ideas, the opportunity to experiment with ideas, the opportunity to focus, the opportunity of a lifetime,
the opportunity to make dreams come true, the opportunity to create business, and the opportunity to
pioneer the market and future. These opportunities can lead to financial and non-financial performances
in the short term and serve as a cornerstone for realizing innovative value in the mid- to long-term.
In other words, the implementation of the corporate spin-off system means whether CE is limited
within the company or extended to the outside world. Since the external expansion of CE means a
point of contact with the market, the corporate spin-off system is an opportunity for innovation with
great potential and impact.

Table 5. Corporate entrepreneurship (CE) of case study companies.

Company A Company B Company C Company D

Business area Novel concept wearable device Smart shoes solution Adhesive
memo printer Wearable 360-degree camera

Entrepreneur-ial
characteristics

· Implemented 11 ideas in college
· Planned a start-up at age 35
before joining the company

· Influenced by businessman
father, decided to start the
business

· 10 years of work experience
in Samsung was helpful in
management

· Feeling the need for the
device during honeymoon,
· Start implementing ideas
himself

Entrepreneur-ial
activity
(crisis
management)

· Developed “technology to
deliver sound through human
body” at C-Lab
· Received negative feedback from
colleagues about the marketability
· Introduced a breakthrough
technology in 2 months

· The initial goal was to correct
walking styles and postures,
However, it was difficult to
generate continuous profit
· Expansion of business to
fitness and golf

· Released two products and
supplied hundreds of
thousands of items in 2017
and 2020
· Due to the lack of bargaining
power with large enterprises
and economy of scale,
histories of two product
launches acted as two crises

·Not easy to secure wearable
usability by solving device
problems such as image
shaking and heating
·While investment in HW
development was large, the
sales were low for 3 years
after start-up

Entrepreneur-ial
activity
(opportunity
seizing)

· Selected as the best project of
C-Lab, secured a spin-off
opportunity
· Started business at the age of 33
· Samsung’s No. 1
spin-off company gets attention in
the industry

· Entry into blue ocean market
· Selected as SME for innovative
growth in Korea
· Samsung 1-generation spin-off
company gains attention in the
industry

· Belated joining in the
commercialization of ideas.
· Launch products through
Samsung partnership
· Entered Japanese market
through Softbank partnership

· Repositioning of
customer-centric product
· Target shift from B2C
(experience recording) to
B2B (security)

Environmental
factors

· Development of related
technology · National policy · Strategic cooperation

between companies

· Untact demand due to
COVID-19
· Development of related
technology

Performance

· Raised $1.47 million at
Kickstarter (receiving funds 30
times more than the target, record
for being in the top 0.003% of
companies)

· Innovation Award
at CES 2017
· Strategic alliances with 400
fitness and rehabilitation centers

· Sales of $7.7 million
in just 1 year since its
foundation
· Top Innovation Award CES
2017
· Selected as Korea’s “High
Growth SW Company”

· $19 million
in accumulated investment
· $51 million
in corporate value
(as of July 2020)
· Innovation Award CES
2018–2020

Common
implications

· Emphasis on the importance of seizing opportunity and execution
· Changing the scope and direction of business depending on market and customer demand



Sustainability 2020, 12, 9042 16 of 23

4.3. The Evolutionary Model of CE

Based on the CE growth factors and performances derived from C-Lab case studies, this study
proposes an evolutionary model of CE. Here “evolution” means the expansion and development of the
scope of research from the individual-level to the firm-level, and from the firm-level to the social- level.
The evolutionary model of CE proposed in this study is shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2. The evolutionary model of CE.

To build the model, the 22 keywords finally derived based on document analysis and interviews
were divided into four levels: “Individual,” “Inside the Organization,” “Outside the Organization,”
and “Market and Industry.” This is according to the research model in Figure 1. Then, they were further
subdivided into nine categories. The nine categories are “Entrepreneurial Orientation,” “Corporate
Venturing,” “Entrepreneurial Behavior of Corporate Venturing,” “Performance of Parent Company,”
“Corporate Spin-off,” “Entrepreneurial Behavior of spin-off’,” “Performance of Spin-off Company,”
“External Environmental Conditions,” and “Realization of Innovation Value.” The model was then
completed by dividing the 3 categories into “Antecedents,” “Elements,” and “Outcomes of CE.” For
example, the initial keyword “Challenging Spirit” is reduced to the keyword “Proactiveness” (minor
category), and this belongs to the category “Entrepreneurial Orientation” at the individual-level
(middle category), and this in turn corresponds to “Antecedent of CE” (major category).

CE can evolve following the stages [Step 1] to [Step 4] in Figure 2.

[Step 1] Individual

CE comes from the entrepreneurial orientation of each member of an organization. Entrepreneurial
orientation is defined as innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking, in accordance with the
representative concepts of the theory [15]. However, it also includes overall entrepreneurial beliefs,
attitudes, and values. Individuals’ entrepreneurial orientation is developed into collective
intelligence via institutions and systems of the company and can be expressed in terms of firm-level
entrepreneurial behavior.
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[Step 2] Inside the Organization

This step includes the elements and outcomes of CE. Corporate venturing and entrepreneurial
behavior 1 are the most important components of this model. Corporate venturing includes the
strategic vision of the company, organizational structure and processes, autonomous organizational
culture, and compensation system, as identified in a prior study [6]; the support of the chief executive
is part of the strategic vision.

Corporate venturing is influenced by entrepreneurial orientation and external environmental
factors. In particular, external environmental factors such as product and market demand, technological
advance, and national policy have a direct impact on the level of support from the chief executive.
Ireland et al. [5] says that support from chief executive is an important part of CE success, and that
corporate venturing is an organizational means to promote harmony between support from the chief
executive and entrepreneurial behavior 1. Thus, corporate venturing is a decisive factor in encouraging
entrepreneurial behavior 1. Furthermore, it is the most important and most difficult process as it
includes both the organizational structure, which is a hardware characteristic, and the organizational
culture, which is a software characteristic [5].

Entrepreneurial behavior 1 involves entrepreneurial efforts such as sensing and seizing
opportunities, and the interaction between corporate venturing and entrepreneurial behavior 1
eventually constitutes the performance of the parent company. The performance of a parent company
includes securing competitive advantage for sustainable growth, strategic repositioning as an innovative
company, and the spread of an organizational culture of creativity and challenge, which were derived
as constituting the performance of the parent company from the C-Lab case study. In addition, the
performance of the parent company eventually leads back toward the support for the corporate
venturing system, creating a virtuous cycle. In addition, the institutional and cultural characteristics of
corporate venturing have a positive effect on stimulating and activating the entrepreneurial orientation
of the members of the organization.

[Step 3] Outside the Organization

Like the research model in Figure 1 and the results of the C-Lab case study, the unique feature of
this study is that the range of CE was expanded to corporate spin-off. Thus, this model added corporate
spin-off as an element of CE and an activation factor. Corporate spin-offs include institutional support
from the parent company, such as separation and independence of the workforce, equity investment,
granting the right to use patents, and management support.

In addition, as seen in the CE activities of C-Lab spin-off companies in Section 4.2, the process of
sensing and seizing various opportunities through start-ups leads to actual results, including revenue
and profit, improvement in corporate value, and creation of innovative value. Further, there are
achievements such as job creation and investment attraction. Also, courtesy of the entrepreneurial
activities of spin-off companies, the parent company can secure potential business partners and
establish a sustainable cooperative system.

[Step 4] Market Industry

This step includes the antecedents and expected outcomes of CE. As the C-Lab spin-off companies
have experienced, CE’s performance is maximized when the performance of spin-off companies
meets the product and market demands, the advancement of related technologies, and national
policies. In particular, national policies have a positive impact on corporate financing and the business
environment [66]. Further, the performance of spin-off companies is a source of innovation. If the
innovative value created by performance is widely popularized and distributed through strategic
cooperation between companies, CE can surpass the financial and non-financial performance of the
firm-level. Also, it is expected to lead toward the realization of innovative value at the social level.

The mid- to long-term performance of CE will again have a positive impact on the changes in the
market and industrial environment, and the changed external environment will also have a positive
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impact on CE activities inside and outside the organization. It is expected that this causal virtuous
circle will ultimately have a positive impact on the sustainable growth of the enterprise.

5. Discussion

As shown above, CE activities promote sensing and seizing of opportunities via corporate
venturing and corporate spin-offs. CE activities, both inside and outside the organization, also provide
a strategic advantage, which is not fully captured by financial performance [6]. With regard to strategic
repositioning, for example, the parent company can place a product in a new position within a market
area and may change the properties of that area. Securing competitive advantage may in turn have a
direct impact on CE strategies via corporate venturing.

This model divides each component into “Antecedents,” “Elements,” and “Outcomes” of CE,
and breaks down the analytical units into levels like the structure of the CE strategy model presented
by Ireland et al. [5]. When the keywords derived from the C-Lab case study were compared with
the model presented by Ireland et al. [5], the components of [Step 1]–[Step 2] and their connections
matched significantly. However, as this study expanded the CE scope to corporate spin-off, [Step
3]–[Step 4] were created for outside the organization. Therefore, this study proposes an evolutionary
model of CE from the viewpoint of more active CE activities.

There are prior studies that show that CE works more flexibly in small and medium-sized
enterprises than in large enterprises [17]. The reason for this would have to be the bureaucratic systems
of large corporations; the various management and monitoring systems of big corporations hinder the
autonomy and creativity required for CE. However, one can apply Drucker’s (p. 148, [1]) view to the
study that “It is not true that bigness is an obstacle to entrepreneurship and innovation. In discussions
of entrepreneurship one hears a great deal about the bureaucracy of big organizations and of their
conservatism. And the existing seems to be even more of an obstacle.” Samsung C-Lab is a new system
for fundamental innovations such as working methods and business paradigms, and the independence
and autonomy are guaranteed under organizational support. In addition, the decisive trigger for
Samsung to promote the corporate spin-off was the concerns around the NIH syndrome, an exclusive
attitude within the organization. Nevertheless, it is also necessary to take into consideration the
negative effects of CE raised by some of the studies. The positive effects of CE reported so far may be
overestimated [9] due to the errors in the survivorship bias of the sample. It was also noted that CE
is an experimental activity for seizing opportunities and does not necessarily guarantee success [67].
This means that a proper management is needed to avoid excessive emphasis on CE and ensure that
positive benefits work more strongly than the negative effects. In addition, efficient management of
resources must be the first activity to improve the effectiveness of CE strategy.

The importance and virtuous cycle of CE can also be interpreted in terms of sustainability. More and
more organizations around the world are recognizing their role in sustainability. The “Sustainable
development” means development that meets current needs without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs. It plays an important role not only in economic and social
development, but also in business [68]. In addition, the relationship between CE and sustainable
development turns strongly positive in the presence of high levels of innovation and institutional
quality [69]. Corporate practices for sustainability provide better ways to manage human resources,
which ultimately leads to improved productivity and long-term business success. In the end, it
contributes to a stable society [68]. An important point here is that market innovation that drives
sustainability does not happen by accident. It must be created. Corporate should develop new products
and services that improve their quality of life, and CE is a core value for this [70].

It is also possible to extrapolate the importance of creativity in terms of sustainability. Innovation,
an entrepreneurial characteristic of individuals and companies, is the process of turning creative
and market-oriented ideas into opportunities [22]. Creativity is important because it provides new
solutions that go beyond existing limits [71]. Therefore, creative ideas and the institutional environment
supporting them lead the growth and development of companies.
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Finally, corporate ventures and corporate spin-off systems are good evidence of the importance
and strength of CE. In particular, as shown in Figure 2, the parent company’s institutional support for
the corporate spin-off is eventually returned to the parent company’s performance, such as securing
potential business partners. Focusing on this point of view, the interpretation of the corporate spin-off

system in the concept of the “sharing economy” will be a useful direction for future research. Given that
the sharing economy creates new opportunities for value creation and innovation [72], the corporate
spin-off system can be an alternative for corporate to participate in the sharing economy.

6. Conclusions

We conducted a case study on Samsung C-Lab to propose the evolutionary model of CE including
corporate ventures and corporate spin-off systems in terms of entrepreneurial activities. The academic
significance of this study is as follows.

First, while previous studies on CE measured growth factors and performance primarily from an
entrepreneurial orientation perspective or limited to corporate activities, this study expanded its scope
to corporate spin-offs. This allowed us to look at another level of growth and opportunity that exists
beyond the boundaries of an organization. The study also presented specific implementation methods
and evolutionary models, which exceed the limitations raised in prior research.

Second, this study can enable organic connection and comprehensive interpretation between
entrepreneurial orientation, CE, corporate venturing, and corporate spin-offs. This allows a new
assessment of the relationship between CE and performance and can contribute toward building an
evolution mechanism of CE. Further accumulation of such findings could contribute to academic
measurement and diagnosis of a company’s CE level.

Third, the study contributes toward further solidifying the foundation of technology management
theory by mapping and analyzing the opinions of existing scholars on CE, with cases reflecting the
situation of the times. The study confirms that a number of theories from the 1980s on entrepreneurship,
including those of Drucker [1] and Miller [15], are still applicable 40 years later.

The study has important implications in practice. For companies that are hesitant to introduce the
corporate venture system, the effect is presented in advance. In addition, specific operational plans
and practical benefits are presented for companies that are contemplating the systematic introduction
of the corporate venture system. According to Kuratko et al. [7], all the challenges and frustrations a
company faces when introducing and activating CE are important research topics.

Innovation is about making. Innovation that has never existed stems from the process of
entrepreneurial orientation, entrepreneurial activity, and seizing of opportunities. Further efforts are
needed to link CE to the realization of innovative value. If environmental factors such as product
market demand, technological advance, national policy, and strategic cooperation are added beyond
the firm-level, CE can have a greater impact on the future than the achievements that have been visible
so far at the social-level.

Despite its academic and practical significance, this study contains essential limitations. Thus,
relevant research should continue while also supplementing the following.

First is the expansion of the research subject. It would be more effective to generalize the findings
if the case study included has a large number of global companies, rather than confining the case study
to a single company. In subsequent studies, it would be more meaningful to diversify the cases on the
basis of country and industry and compare their characteristics.

Second is the expansion of research methods. It is necessary to further strengthen the reliability
and validity of the findings by adding empirical studies on the basis of this case study. The use of
statistical analysis methods for verification may provide more abundant research results.

Third is the expansion of the research scope. Of all the C-Lab projects, this study focuses on the
corporate spin-off cases. However, by analyzing the existing status of the C-Lab projects as a whole,
including in-house transfer cases and failure cases, one can produce meaningful research results.
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Fourth is the extension of the research period. Finally, the follow-up study that the researcher is most
interested in is a longitudinal study of C-Lab spin-off performance. Although this study is a cross-sectional
study, a longitudinal study of spin-off companies will have great academic and practical significance.

CE and corporate venturing can create a variety of research tasks as they combine with the phenomena
of the times. It is also expected that the actual importance and impact of these will be further expanded.
Thus, the accumulation of experience and knowledge in the field is more necessary than anything else.
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