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Abstract
    This article proposes an entrepreneurial paradigm designed specifically for a global, hyper-mutative, and technologically influenced economy. It mainly explores how conglomerate builds up the mechanism of continuous entrepreneurship via the perspective of Complex Adaptive System (CAS). Conglomerate builds the mechanism to encourage internal entrepreneurship, by such doing aids the integration of internal resources and capabilities in responding to the market dynamics. Via internal entrepreneurship mechanism of conglomerate provides the likelihood to grab global market share rapidly in short time and crafts capacity to initiate new business successively. In short this mechanism utilizes the strategy of contiguous entrepreneurship; wherein the skills of the individual participants in the conglomerate have the greatest incentive to grab the maximum amount of market share in the shortest amount of time.

  Through contiguous entrepreneurship a conglomerate can deploy measures for risk aversion based on the respective knowledge of its members. Capital deployment and human resources are also significantly effected.
Contiguous Entrepreneurship:

   In our modern economy, technological evolution triggers and cultivates many opportunities for investment. However, these opportunities are quickly monopolized by players with the insight to grab them. Google, Yahoo and many others are examples of this phenomenon. Clearly, economic behaviors differ sharply in the Information Age from that of the Industrial Age, and because of the speed with which opportunities manifest and disappear on the global stage, it has become increasingly difficult for individual entrepreneurship to function with any efficiency. 

  If a conglomerate can cultivate the individual entrepreneurship of its participants it will be much more successful than a conglomerate utilizing the knowledge base of only a finite set of members. 

  Similarly, in the model of contiguous entrepreneurship, not only is business initiation addressed, but also the critical factor of intra-organization investment and management. Three major issues need to be taken into account to implement our model:

1. Shared Identity Construction 

2. Business Risk Aversion 

3. Knowledge Sharing 

1. Shared Identity Construction:

  First rank employees, such as brand managers and sales managers, are often the most keenly aware of market opportunities. Rapid reporting of market conditions by these employees must be utilized by a conglomerate if it wishes to be innovative. This requires a degree of cooperation between top management and its branch employees. To facilitate this cooperative effort, the idea of shared identity must be fostered. With shared identity, members can respond to various conditions autonomously. An organization utilizing shared identity provides the motivation for its employees to aid in the innovation of the conglomerate as a whole.
2. Business Risk Aversion:

  A conglomerate must always balance the need for contiguous venture initiation and the management of potential risk. However, if the individual participant is invested in a new business venture, a firewall can be established, protecting the conglomerate from the collapse of one of its businesses. Under the shared identity model, the burden of failure need not rest solely on the conglomerate. 

  Likewise, this system allows the conglomerate a mechanism for disengaging from those aspects of its market share that are no longer operating efficiently.
3. Knowledge Sharing:

  The ease of internal and external information flow is a critical element of conglomerates operating in the modern economy. New ideas coming from the specific knowledge of individual members can infuse the organization, providing a conduit for the creative energy within the conglomerate, and triggering innovative thought in other branches of the organization. A knowledge-sharing platform will greatly facilitate this mechanism.

  Under conventional economic theory, equilibrium is maintained through the ubiquitous, top-down management paradigm we are all familiar with. The information age requires a rethinking of this model, for although the market is now global, technology has made it super-saturated with players. 

The Complex Adaptive System:

  Lots entrepreneurial theorists have discussed the way in which enterprise succeeds in initiating new business. In our research, we have concluded there are two main areas that most businesses focus on to initiate capital building. The first is the study of individual entrepreneurship. The second is the study of organizational entrepreneurship: 

• Individual entrepreneurship focuses mostly on an individual entrepreneur’s traits, experiences, and capabilities. 

• Organizational entrepreneurship analyzes how an organization can incubate new business through a strong integrative mechanism. 

   In the global economy, the interdependency of organizations has caused a new nexus of decision making. The roles, hierarchy, and function of organizations have to be clarified in order for these broad based systems to operate smoothly. These needs are being addressed; however, the role of innovative entrepreneurialism is scarcely being explored. 

  We therefore intend to describe a methodology for conglomerates wishing to be innovative, and to explore the major issues that are derived from the perspective of Complex Adaptive System (CAS). 

  What is truly innovative about CAS is its nonlinear network feedback system; a system that constructs an interaction between stability and instability functioning on the edge of chaos. CAS allows for co-existing formal and informal systems, and the acceptance of both institutional and novel mindsets. CAS also provides a theoretical framework wherein an issue’s causality is blurred and the status quo is continuously evolving. 

The four key points of the CAS framework are:

1. The conglomerate initiates ventures through the contiguous entrepreneurial mechanism.

2. Each new venture is both heterogeneous and autonomous, while keeping an intimate connection to the Executive Management Superstructure (EMS). 

3. The EMS adopts a decentralized business philosophy that empowers its subsidiary units with full decision making powers. The EMS provides capital, human resources and job training. In this way, the role of the management superstructure is entrepreneurial incubation rather than decision making and strategy planning. 

4. The guiding philosophy of the EMS is: 

a. To maintain cohesion and vision 

b. Operational process reengineering and management 

c. Human resource maintenance 

Solutions: 

1. Breeding the philosophy of shared identity:

  Because market opportunities are keenly sensed by first rank employees, cooperation between top management and its branch employees is critical to inspire contiguous entrepreneurship. Shared identity promotes rapid responses to opportunities, as well as giving incentive to individuals within the organization to make their own contributions.

2. Business risk aversion:

  The entire organization must conduct multi-dimensional development in order to explore new market opportunities, while managing short term and long term investments in order to garner maximum benefits.

3. Building the platform of knowledge sharing:

  Contiguous entrepreneurship is a learning process, through which individuals discover market information, and subsequently deploy resources toward new market opportunities. The EMS is responsible for building a knowledge sharing platform to facilitate the integration and coordination of entrepreneurial knowledge. By doing this, organizations can maximize the flow of information and opportunity.
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Introduction

Research Background

  The very last decade of 20th century has seen the advent of technology shift and global economic integration, which nourished the ‘new economy’ that made a difference among all industries around the world. Ventures and start-ups, benefiting from new economy, rapidly turned out to be multinational giants such as Microsoft and Google. According to Peter Drucker (1992), Start-ups launching out into business in the United States every year have increased to 600 thousands, a number seven times greater than that of the start-ups during the 1950/60’s economic boom. Taiwanese version of the same story depicts the rise of Quanta Computer and HonHai/Foxconn, founded by Barry Lam (林百里) and Terry T.M. Gou (郭台銘) respectively. 

  Starting a company in the time of new economy is something significantly differs from equivalent activities in the industrial age. Globalization and its momentum have made it a prerequisite for any newly founded business to take up market share worldwide as quick as it can. That means, when dealing with ever-changing environments, independent inventors and research prodigies do not always have an edge on existing enterprises, if the latter establish certain venture mechanism integrating all internal resources and capabilities that are necessary. 3M exemplifies this mechanism by encouraging individual employees to innovate, thus spawning new branches, affiliates, and in-house ventures out of project teams. On the other hand, Cisco applies to the operation pattern of a third dimension value matrix, entrusting some R&D, testing, manufacturing, and outsourcing to specialized contractors and contract workers. In this way diverse functions are combined into a seamless platform, giving support to Cisco’s efforts in various countries. 

Managerial Scenarios in the Age of New Economy

  That said, we may as well argue that new economy brings forth opportunities for entrepreneurship, either conducted by independent technology developers exploring novel areas or utilized by large companies with internal entrepreneuring systems to take up modern challenges and evolve along the way. 

  First rank employees, such as brand managers and sales managers, are often the most keenly aware of market opportunities. Rapid reporting of market conditions by these employees must be utilized by a conglomerate if it wishes to be innovative. This requires a degree of cooperation between top management and its branch employees. To facilitate this cooperative effort requires the smooth connection and communication among its subordinate units. 
  Because of all that, it is a must for an enterprise to adapt itself to the new economy environment, to adjust its configure to the optimized extent that upholds both the flexibility and creativity of a small company and the exclusive resources plus sheer size of a corporate Hercules, and to make continual improvements within a knowledge economy. What happened in Intel was a typical case, its top management Andy Grove concentrating on taking memory chip related technology to the next level, on contrary, the project managers and sales executives fine-tuning the strategy and shift its focus to processor business. These first rank employees are the most keenly aware of market opportunities. By shifting Intel’s focus, they make it to keep up with the market. For these crews in the front line, innovation and enterprising spirit were learned from the market, and were also what it took to expand the scope and scale of Intel’s business to be the greatest. Similar formations could be observed in 3M and Canon, to name a few. 

  Let’s take a look at 3M and its ‘fifteen percent rule,” which sanctions 15% of employees’ work hour diverted to any promising research project of their own choice. Once proven successful, those side projects will be turned into serious business, and the stories and experiences of the project initiators will become lesser paragons to their peers. 3M emphasizes on the entrepreneurial potentials of employed individuals, and preserves its organizational culture in an entrepreneurship-friendly fashion. While other big companies regard their component units as the sums of malleable sub-units, 3M encourages sustained innovation and entrepreneurial spirit inside these sub-units, and gradually reorganizes creativity squads and project teams into departments and divisions. 

  Certain Taiwanese businessmen have fulfilled sustained innovation and long-term evolution in the same way. CID Group was founded in October 1999, and rapidly raised approximately NT$ 4.4 billions for four separate venture capital funds it controlled in less than a year. The total market value of the funds increased to NT$ 10 billions by 2003, and reached NT$ 25 billions 12 months later. Strategically speaking, the portfolio team’s venture motto is to attend to the purposes and logics of both financiers and industrialists. That way the team plays the role of capital raisers and market opportunity hunters, and swiftly acquires winning technology for the selected industry, in order to strike root in the business and enhance its vertical development. In consequence, CID Group expands in very short time, and amazing profits become theirs to take. As a PhD candidate under my advice, Tzu-tang Lan (2005) concludes that owner-managers in charge of such a venture capital group possess the advantages of precise opportunity seizing, fast resources compensating, high IPO efficiency, and strong teamwork/coordination. 

  On the other hand, Wang’s Restaurant Group  comes up with this operating goal of launching at least two new brands per year under the patronage of its chairman Steve Day, a true believer in the value of entrepreneurship within the existing group. His “Project Dancing Lion” aims at 30 upcoming brands with 10 thousands outlets in the next 30 years. Besides, he encourages senior executives to found their own duchies within his kingdom, calling it “organic growth” of the group. For the past 3 years, two restaurant chains established that way, namely Tasty Steak  and Taoban, has earned acclaims all over Taiwan. Yet Day’s men have more than two ideas to submit, which has given birth to later restaurant chains such as Yuanshao  and Giguo. The proliferation of outlets and the evolution of the group go hand in hand. 

New Configuration of Enterprises in the Age of New Economy

  So far it can be concluded that an organization promoting contiguous entrepreneurial activities often relies on: 

A) The idea of decentralization. The centralization of the headquarters is downplayed, which enables a decentralized decision model that promises the devolution of powers and responsibilities. 

B) The heterogeneity of subsidiaries and their dynamic self-adjustment in response to the environment. To pursue as many market niches as possible, subsidiaries must elevate the heterogeneity and diversity of their specialized areas.

C) High autonomy enjoyed by all subsidiaries. For delegation and heterogeneity can only be completed if different subsidiaries are allowed to customize their own rules of engagement and operating principles dealing with specific situations. 

  With those in mind, the concept of Horizontal Enterprises brought up by Castells (1998) is actualized. He argued that, at the age of new economy, global economic evolution is accompanied by the strengthening of relatedness among peer organizations, turning their mother enterprise into a hub of the multi-functional decision-making network. To prevent articulation errors in such a network, a new management pattern has to be formulated, so that the multi-functional decision-making network is effectively reinforced by the integration of existed resources and capabilities, while the flexibility of decision-making and the advantage of coordinated efforts are retained, ensuring innovation and sustainability the enterprise seeks in an ever-changing environment. 
  An organization involved in sustained entrepreneurial activities is bound to face an environment with industry-wide challenges such as: 

1) Chaotic markets. Due to the development of information communication technology and Internet media, the asymmetry of available information no longer exists between the firms and their customers. The latter becomes thoroughly aware of all product/market-related information and trends, stimulating changes in demand. Therefore the uncertainty of the market drastically rises, and market situations become blurred and unpredictable for suppliers/providers. 

2) Keener Competitions. Aforementioned blurring and unpredictability intensify struggles and dogfights for resources and market niches, which promise sustained market advantages and maximized profits, among competing firms. Bitter battles against rival companies can be expected in an industry/market going in that direction. 

3) Higher dynamics. Setting foot in a market full of chaos and competitions, the enterprise must cope with higher dynamics of its market environment. 

  What have been described so far, focusing on sustained entrepreneurship organizations configured in new economy systems and the environment they encounter, illustrates the research background of my studies concerning the strategic evolutionary mechanism of sustained entrepreneurship. The theories I’m about to discuss with you, though adequate in the aspect of explaining how an organization evolves in a dynamic environment, have not put into consideration the fact that the scope of operation of an enterprise itself has to evolve accordingly and continually, to the extent that starting up new business frequently is regarded as an integral part of the enterprise’s main business. Thus my thesis applies to the viewpoint of complexity adoption system (CAS) and concentrates on how an enterprise keeps on starting up and developing new business in an unstable environment, to achieve better understanding of the issues and phenomena related to the strategic evolutionary mechanism of sustained entrepreneurship. 

Literature Review

  Traditionally, theories on organizational/strategic management were based on hierarchy mechanism (as opposed to market mechanism) advocated by scholars preferring the transaction cost approach. Under the rules of comparative institutional theory (Hennart, 1994), the decrease in transaction cost and the increase of transaction efficiency in an economy system were possible only because of the hierarchy that exploits the presence of the firm to substitute one single long-term transaction contract for several short-term ones for simplicity. That explained the existence of organizations as governance mechanisms in the market where transactions take place (Coase, 1937; Williamson, 1985; Rindfleisch & Heide, 1997). 

  Since the birth of the theory that treated the organization as another governance mechanism, scholars specializing in organizational/strategic management have directed their main concerns, from the choice between two external governance mechanisms; that is, the question of “make or buy” (Williamson, 1991; Hennart, 1993, 1994; Chi, 1994), toward the solution dimension that deals with the differences of destinations and risk-bearing potential of principals and agents belonging to the same organization (Eisenhardt, 1989; Bergen & Walker, 1992). 
  Under such heritage, those who studied organizational/strategic management might occupy themselves with internal or external issues, but they shared the same final purpose of clarifying effective strategies of development that helped firms reduce costs while strengthening competitive capacities. Whatever their arguments might be, their basic logic was derived from the age of old economy, during which efficient mass production and cost reduction were considered priority. 

  Organizations afterward started to notice the gradual changes of customers’ needs, the rising heat of market competitions, and the participation of emerging industrial technologies. As a result, topics concerning organizational/strategic management relocated their focus on industry structures and the acquisition of competing positions. That was prominently exemplified by the school of Industrial Organization (IO), which accentuated the analysis of external situations for enterprises and the detection of opportunities and menaces, in order to make use of the advantages and weak points of the enterprises to construct appropriate strategies for them. However, IO was predisposed to strategic analysis of industry structures and competing positions (Porter, 1980; Spanos & Lioukas, 2001), and thus insufficient for specifying why there were strategically correct corporations with authentic industrial positions ending up failing the market. Besides, various scholars have begun to learn the fact that the basic strategy (and the main profit driver) of a company is determined by nothing but the resources and capabilities it possesses, and the accumulation and cultivation of its internal resources and capabilities promise sustained competitive advantages for the organization itself (Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991). Thsu, the core resources and capabilities shall be the critical elements for company to scheme long-term strategies and as the nexus that a company exercises strategic thinking (Grant, 1991). 

  Due to the formerly neglected factors mentioned above, a new point of view with consideration for technologies and resources was brought to the spotlight, which focused on the concept of core competence in order to figure out how a firm with core capabilities and resources could outshine its competitors. It is known as the RBV, or the Resource-Based View (Wernerfelt, 1984, 1989; Barney, 1991), which argues that a competing organization must acquire key resources and capabilities that are valuable, imperfectly imitable, rare, and non-substitutable (V.I.R.N.) to maintain its core competence, optimizing its operating efficiency to achieve sustainable competitive advantages over its opponents (Barney, 1991; Collis & Montgomery, 1995). Although this viewpoint enriches the theories of organizational/strategic management and explains how an organization fulfills efficiency/effectiveness with improvised strategies responding to the immediate environment, the fickleness/complexity of the environment, the continuous development of technologies, and the ever-changing customer demands are not significantly addressed. While RBV highly values the sustainable competitive advantages, the drastic change in its strategic basis and the abrupt increase in the industrial dynamics it faces pose more and more of an obstacle. Aside from the features of core resources and capabilities it depicts, RBV provides little concrete or executable know-how as to the establishment of such resources and capabilities. Therefore, RBV simply gives us a glimpse of the attributes of core resources and capabilities. It hasn’t submitted the best solution for firms to construct sustainable competitive advantages in the new economy environment. 

  As a matter of fact, the school of Industrial Organization and the school of Resource-Based View share the same basic hypothesis that believes in the singular core around which the strategies are made certain and planned out. It is the analysis of external environments and the study of the competitive position of an enterprise that distinguish IO from the inward approach RBV takes to comprehend how new strategies are possible via internal resources and capabilities. Nevertheless, the examples of the strategic evolutionary mechanism of sustained innovation have shown to us that an enterprise is not an organization with one single core. Furthermore, strategies do not evolve in a predictable fashion, for they are the consequences of struggles among diverse judgments made by different action-takers. 

  Yet researches on dynamic evolution are not unprecedented. Some scholars have noticed the special features of unique environments and market competition patterns in a new economy system, and their scrutiny into these features has come to the conclusion that, in order to grasp the competitive advantages for an organization, the prior task is to build up dynamic capabilities that quickly answers to environmental changes and briskly detects market opportunities. 

  Teece and fellow researchers were the first to advance the theory of dynamic capabilities. It suggests that, when exposed to the highly dynamic market nowadays, companies need their managers to integrate and recompose all internal/external resources and capabilities, so that dynamic capabilities can be established to conquer the ever-changing market (Teece, 1994, 1997). It also holds that companies have to adjust their internal process of management and organization according to the immediate environment, update their technologies, enhance their connections, refine the market positions of their brands, and expand/enlarge their path of research and development. In a word, the establishment of dynamic capabilities enables not only new products, but also new process and routine of production, service and management that evolve along with the constantly changing market situations (Helfat, 1997), guaranteeing the competitive edge and market value of the companies. The ongoing integration and re-composition of the three P’s (path, process, and position) represent the planning and constructing strategy of dynamic capabilities. 

  On the other hand, Bartlett & Ghoshal (1995) have indicated that, in an ever-changing environment, management team leading a large-scale international enterprise should not confine itself to managing its strategies, structures and systems, for there are crucial factors such as objectives, processes and individuals at its service. The latter, especially front-line executives in large organizations, are the ones that catch up with latest information and devise effective management strategies out of it. Their superiors in the headquarters must make unconventional use of them to maximize their contributions to collaborated decision-making. 

  Still, certain things remain unsolved. Researches on dynamic evolution, with their main concern fixed on the scopes of operation of enterprises, provide little new points of view. For example, the thinking of dynamic capabilities explains the improvement and sublimation of internal processes, positions and paths for an organization, yet it only applies to the organization with one single core. Precious as Bartlett & Ghoshal’s theory may be, it hasn’t go far enough to include enterprises with multiple operating cores under examination. Some enterprises situated in dynamic settings, with their scopes of operation evolving on and on, even regard the constant starting-up of new ventures as their main business. To address that, I would like to concentrate my observations on how enterprises in fickle, chaotic environments start new business on a frequent basis. 

  Decentralization, multiple cores of decision-making, emphasis on participation and coordination, and dynamic network out of joint efforts by independent units, are common among organizations familiar with strategic evolutionary mechanism of sustained entrepreneurship. With a little help from the theory of complex adaptive system (CAS), such organizations can be better understood. 

The perspective of Complex Adaptive System 
  The year was 1984. Santa Fe Institute, founded in New Mexico, dedicated itself to the study of complex adaptive system including complex biology, computation, and attributes, behaviors and evolution of technology/economy systems. These scholars tried to describe non-linear systems, and appealed to evolutionary and cognitive science to construe the origin of lives and intelligence. Also known as complexity science, the subject invoked interdisciplinary ideas, methods and experiences from almost every department of knowledge (Anderson, 1999). Academic masterminds such as Arthur, Holland, Kauffman and Anderson, hailing from the worlds of economics, biology, computer science, politics, anthropology, and social studies, devoted their efforts one by one. The sum of their dedications can be roughly stated as the findings below. 

1) Self-organization of a system. The fountainhead of a Complex Adaptive System is usually random and chaotic at best. However, the comprising agents of the system spontaneously assemble themselves. This bottom-up behavior motivates unexpected development of the system, and the consequence can be either desirable (such as the growth of an economy) or unwelcome (such as the crash of a stock market or the maturity of a tropical storm). 

2) Non-additivity. A Complex Adaptive System cannot be simply interpreted as the additive result of its comprising elements. For instance, the capabilities of a human brain are beyond the sum of the functions of different brain cells. Similarly, an economy system is always more complicated than the aggregation of the institutions and individuals that reside in the system. Simple as the components may be, they combine to form a new machine of complicacy. In his Complexity: The Emerging Science at the Edge of Order and Chaos, Waldrop (1992) borrows Langton’s assertion concerning computer-simulated physics models, indicating that complicated behaviors do not necessarily derive from complicated origins, for it is possible to elaborate intriguingly complex activities from pure and simple elements. 
3) Edge of chaos. In Complex Adaptive System, behaviors of order and chaos co-exist, alternately showing themselves. It is referred to as the edge of chaos, a status between order and disorder, conservativeness and innovation, stabilization and transformation. Just like Brown and Eisenhardt (1998) have described, it is a gray area mixing up regulatedness and anarchy, capturing behaviors of complexity, uncontrollability, unpredictability, and self-organization at the same time. The edge of chaos does not only benefit the creativity (adaptivity) of human brains (living species), but also supply enterprises with core kinetic energy of sustainable innovation. 

  The theory of Complex Adaptive System (CAS) proposes that actors in the systems realize co-evolution and, as time goes by, adapt themselves to their respective environment to strive for higher rewards or adaptation functions (Holland & Miller, 1991). Moreover, the reward for a certain actor is influenced by decisions made by other actors. In other word, the adaptive landscapes of actors are ceaselessly shifting/drifting (Levinthal 1997). That results in some kind of dynamic equilibrium standing on the edge of chaos (Kauffman 1992). Simply put, complex adaptive systems operate far from the global optimum of system performances (Holland & Miller, 1991). As the systems distance themselves from equilibrium, small initial changes are amplified by the effect of positive feedback, causing unexpected, important impact. When every system involved becomes sensitively dependent on initial conditions, the cause-and-effect connections will be lost. That is to say, there are no linear relations between individual actions and global consequences. The long-term consequences basically emerge out of the blue from the organization. Therefore, while persons and groups in the organization are able to choose, plan and manipulate their interfering actions, the outcome of the actions cannot be chosen, planned or manipulated (Stacey, 1999). 

  In short, the Complex Adaptive System see the world as a systematic entity composed of related heterogeneous actors regarded as the combinations of individuals uphold different strategies. Interactions between the actors constitute the global environment in the system, in which both independent and collective operations incur only unpredictable outcomes, or time-dependent emergent. And that is how the system makes its way to innovation (Coleman, 1999; Kelly, 1994; Lissack, 1999; McKelvey, 1999; Muffatto & Faldani, 2003). 

To sum up, the highlights of the theory of CAS are: 

1) All actors are independent agents, with their strategies distinct from one another.

2) As a whole, the strategy of a complex adaptive system cannot be pre-planned or foreseen, for it’s emergent during the evolution. 

3) Strategies taken by the actors evolve with the scenarios/situations till they reach optimum, so that the actors respond better to the challenge of competitions and environments. Such procedures promise the effect of fitness landscapes for the evolutionary mechanisms of the actors’ strategies (Beinhocker, 1999). 
Contiguous Entrepreneurial Organizations under the perspective of CAS

  The study of Complex Adaptive System, derived from the complexity theory, actually provides a relative simple structure to examine systems discussed in social science (Stacey, 1996; Anderson, 1999; Beinhocker, 1997). Dooley (1997) also believes that complex adaptive systems are capable of self-organization and learning, creating a holistic viewpoint for those who wish to analyze the organization or society to which they belong. Hence an organization engaging in contiguous entrepreneurial activities can be looked upon as a complex adaptive system, with four primary features. They are: 

1) Full of specialized and independent business units doing different business. As decentralized as a constantly entrepreneuring organization is, it consists of specialized, heterogeneous, and highly self-ruling bodies running on their own. Under such a structure, autonomy can be witnessed in every comprising unit in the organization. 

2) An environment of discrete equilibrium. Organizations involved in sustained entrepreneurial activities are usually situated in industries of chaotic conditions, fierce market competitions, and intense dynamics. 

3) Adoption of emergent, instead of pre-planned, strategies. Holistic strategies of such organization take shape as units subordinate to the organization interact with one another while coping with their respective industrial environments that evolve at their own paces. Emergent strategies like those are too spontaneous to be worked out in advance. 

4) Complex network and co-evolution. Though autonomous and heterogeneous, units engaging in continuous entrepreneuring are still closely tied to their headquarters. Analogically, however diverse and loosely related their new business are, these units support one another financially and materially when necessary, creating a highly connected network of affiliation. 

  Henceforward it would be safe to say that the organizations we’ve been analyzing conform to the requisites of complex adaptive systems. I will further resort to what the CAS discourse has observed to discuss the mechanisms linking independent units in an organization and the roles they play. 

  Aforementioned cases of the evolutionary processes of modern organizations devoted to sustained entrepreneurial activities, including those of 3M, Cisco, Wang’s Restaurant Group and CID Group, have showcased notable qualities such as: 

1) Never stop venturing into new business. CID, for example, takes into account both the responsibility of a financier and the purpose of an industrialist, to stick by its strategic venture motto, and thus invests in three to five newly created technology business every year. Wang’s Restaurant, with its “Project Dancing Lion” thrusting for 30 new brands with 10 thousands outlets in the next 30 years, manifests the same spirit. 

2) Tightly associate the headquarters with all the affiliated start-ups, yet do not compromise individual autonomy and specialized heterogeneity. In Taiwan, gentlemen in power at Wang’s have resoundingly standardized the managerial systems throughout the group, even though they allow subordinated restaurant chains to develop their own tactics and ideals. Beside that, all top executives leading different brands under the flag of Wang’s gather to exchange opinions and experiences on a weekly basis. 

3) Delegate the rights of conventional strategy-contriving/decision-making to all business units in the organization, and provide them with incubation of talents and assistance of various kinds after delegation. Specifically speaking, it involves turning the headquarters into a dispatch center of funds, instructors, and training sessions, to incubate quality labor. That’s how CID employees advance their insights into different industries, which helps to single out potential investment targets and pour in the capital in no time. 

  Exploiting those novel approaches to achieve ceaseless evolution under unstable conditions, enterprises engaging in sustained entrepreneurial activities become challenge-proof even when being surrounded with complicated fickleness. The following directive purposes are common among these organizations. 

1) Sustained evolution of all business units. That is to say, the headquarters must be ready to launch into emerging business foreseen to be prosperous at any time, and not afraid of dumping outdated business in time. Such practice relies on the independency of all affiliated business units as self-sustained institutions, sometime even with dissimilar equity structures. Therefore, when the market mechanism declares the destined downfall of a certain unit, it can be closed without endangering other units. 

2) Sustained evolution of capital and governance mechanism. Legal distinctions between business units define their independent existences, but do not at all refrain them from sharing compatible governance mechanism or drawing from the same capital pool. Cooperation like that helps negate different risks happening in different timeframes. The story of CID Group has proven that, with its highly associated, seamlessly integrated capital pool and governance mechanism, the core strategy of “best of both worlds” (referring to their double concerns as financiers and industrialists) does bring about sufficient funds and precious information, ensuring widespread success for its independently operating portfolio teams. 

3) Sustained evolution of human resources. For large enterprises devoted to sustained entrepreneurial activities, the persisting thirst for innovation and leadership must be quenched. The acquisition of capable managers is also an evolutionary process, either via promoting worthy employees or by recruiting talents from the outside. In this aspect, Wang’s Restaurant does an excellent job by searching for outstanding personalities with “venture factors” among its employees, which authorizes outlet managers scoring growing sales to start anew as project leaders/outpost founders. 
Strategic Evolutionary Mechanisms of Contiguous Entrepreneurship

To fulfill those directive purposes mentioned above in a continuously evolutionary frame, organizations engaging in constant entrepreneurial activities should prepare themselves to answer these questions: 

1) How is it possible to build up common recognition for the integration of different business units into a low-risk, substantially consolidated organization? Gentlemen in the headquarters must realize that, units under their rule, though formally independent, still need basic consensus and mutual recognition on certain levels to make a difference. 

2) How to establish platforms benefiting effective information exchange and knowledge deposit? Entrepreneurial know-how is dynamic, and can only be perceived during actualization (Krizner, 1973; Minniti & Bygrave, 2001). Every enterprise has to find their own mechanism of knowledge-brewing/brain-storming that promises a better chance of successful entrepreneuring attempts. 

3) How to manage risks in unknown, swiftly changing environments? Predicting possible market fluctuations is always the opening act in conventional risk management, right before countering strategies can be outlined. However, enterprises in the age of new economy face a different story of fickle, complicated environments that are difficult to prevision. Operating risks have become even more irregular to be held under control these days, especially for large enterprises, hence a more flexible mechanism of risk management is necessary for organizations frequently starting up new business. 

  Instead of returning to the same old strategy-structure-system model of traditional strategic management, we believe that it takes the logics of complex adaptive system to construct new strategic mechanism solving those questions. The following are the strategic evolutionary mechanisms of sustained entrepreneurship we suggest. 

1) Building up organizational identity to promote sustainable innovation that enhance integration of business units, reduce operating risks, and heighten consolidation among comprising agents of an organization. 

  Eisenhardt (1997) has pointed out the possibility of combining organizational structures (which help define respective duties and straighten out priority of missions), extensive communications, and unbound, situational creativity to develop organizational reform. Under such existed structures of an organization, its members are encouraged to detect any quick-paced change in the market, and cultivate insight benefiting innovative reform of the organization through massive external/internal exchanges of information and market perception evolving with situations. This method of operations eliminates obstacles to most reforming acts and avoids chaotic reform without any guidance. It also symbolizes the transformation of organizational development from observing pre-regulated formulation of solutions to adjusting evolutionary formulation of countermeasures to multiple tasks and situations. 

  In brief, managers should embed specific assignment of duties and intensive communications in the adaptive, flexible organizational structures they created for continuous improvement of individual projects, in order to establish organizational recognition of sustainable innovation. Once these principles are maintained, there will be neither lack of creativity nor anarchy inside the organization. Moreover, the constantly entrepreneuring organization will confront little difficulty in integrating various business units, reduce operating risks, and heighten consolidation among its members.
2) Building up knowledge sharing platform that accumulates and shares entrepreneurial knowledge. 

  Krizner (1973) has argued that the knowledge of enterprisers is not static or fixed. They do have access to market-oriented and technology-related information beneficial to their newly created business, yet it does not mean they are fully aware of the ultimate action that helps them seize opportunities on the market. Their knowledge is dynamic, subject to changes, and can only be empirically accumulated via their direct experiences in launching new business. What they uncover in the knowledge are probable market opportunities, which in turn reinforce the evolution of their entrepreneuring knowledge, continuously expanding their knowledge pool. 
  Therefore, Minniti & Bygrave (2001) further implies that the act of entrepreneuring is a learning process, and entrepreneurs launching new business make the most out of their experiences from the past and in the making to pile up more and more entrepreneuring knowledge. While the new ventures are being founded, the cumulate amount of entrepreneuring knowledge climbs up accordingly. Still, in most organizations there may be merely one entrepreneuring team that exclusively enjoys the experiences and/or knowledge in question. In an organization utilizing strategic evolutionary mechanisms of sustained entrepreneurship, however, there are multiple entrepreneurs acting separately on their own entrepreneuring knowledge that lead to different market information, different allocations of resources, and different market opportunities for development. Besides, the headquarters of such organizations are able to integrate communicative platforms for different kinds of entrepreneuring knowledge, maximizing the accumulation of all related knowledge. In Taiwan, Wang’s Restaurant Group has made it a rule for the venture committee of the “Dancing Lion Project” to dine at one hundred or more rival restaurants famous for their peculiar cuisines or exceptional services every year, so that future discussions by the committee members are based on actual surveys and empirical investigations that essentially accelerate the accumulation of entrepreneuring knowledge, which becomes their most precious assets when they start even more new business in the depths of the restaurant industry. 

3) Building up business risk aversion mechanisms of optimal maneuvers.

   Conventional strategies of risk management are preceded by the prediction of forthcoming market fluctuations, and provide solutions to these problematic changes. Nevertheless, predicting market status has become more and more infeasible for enterprises facing perplexed, uncertain environments in the age of new economy, making it more difficult to manage the potential operating risks that can be extremely troublesome for companies of larger sizes. 

  With the perspective of complex adaptive system, Beinhocker (1991) has made an enlightened analogy between the formations of operating strategies of enterprises and the evolutionary process of coming to a climax in fitness landscapes. As the enterprises keep moving forward, make multiple explorations of areas for future development, and fine-tune their long-term and short-term investments in new business, they are also capturing best market positions for themselves. Thus, during their constant, recurring starting-up of new business, these enterprises neither expect nor have to be successful at their very first attempt of multi-dimensional investments in various new markets. Sometimes, loss-making ventures reveal key clues concerning the most probable target for future investments once the withdrawal of resources is completed. 

  Hence it can be inferred that, organizations adopting strategic evolutionary mechanisms of sustained entrepreneurship, with their headquarters capable of running multiple investing projects in diverse industries at the same time, are in touch with potential future developments of different markets. Such mechanisms help evade the tragic domino effect of the failure of a certain business unit undermining the operation of the whole group or collapsing the ongoing innovation of the organization, which illustrates how the feasibility of modern age risk management can be retained. 

  Taiwan-based CID Group, for instance, has noticed that, in the high-tech world, the advent of new products usually marks the rise of several corresponding component suppliers. Inspired by the fact, the group broadens its investing scope to cover IC packaging/testing services, semiconductor assembly, telecommunication component makers, and so forth, taking up larger market share at the headstream of pioneering business including 3G cellular phone manufacturing. While the financing experts of the group raise capital with professional efficiency, its portfolio teams hunt for various market opportunities and promptly acquire crucial technologies in promising industries, initiating both vertical and horizontal development to ensure its investing advantages. With numerous investing targets diversely and diffusely picked out, CID effectively averts from the risk of concentrated investment in homogeneous industries. And the portfolio teams also do a terrific job replenishing working funds and uncovering remunerative opportunities hidden in the market, which deepens its success and charts out more critical paths toward further development of existing business. 
Conclusion

  The common strategic concept of earlier theories of industrial organizations, resource-based view, and dynamic capacities, hypothesizes that the confirmable pairing of specific causes/effects or actions/consequences does exist in the real world. They all regard an organization as a system, but they overestimate the power of choice (enjoyed by external consultants and internal executives) over the organization’s objectives and directions that employees are supposed to pursue/defend. Strategic theories of this kind have been taken for granted. However, the strategy-structure-system model of conventional strategic management turns out to be insufficient when applied to interpret the evolutionary process of modern organizations engaging in sustained entrepreneurial activities, for the process involves continuous evolutions of business units, capital, governance mechanisms, and human resources over time. 

  Another defect of those decades-old theories lies in their limited descriptive ability beyond linear, equilibrium-oriented issues of strategic management. For modern enterprises comprising several highly-connected, co-evolving heterogeneous business units, the theories barely provide any account of how to establish collective recognition to integrate different units, how to effectuate risk management in unknown, ever-changing environments, or how to enhance association between all business units to maximize the synergy under a decision-making mechanism of multiple cores. 

  To complement the precedent theories, my study appeals to the views introduced by the complex adaptive system, achieving better understandings of organizations devoting themselves to sustained entrepreneurial evolutions. Such organizations are identical to complex adaptive systems in appearance, and the essence and process of their entrepreneurial activities do conform to the features of non-linear evolution, which can be fully elucidated by the theory of the complex adaptive system. The findings of my research indicate three distinct qualities observed in the process of starting up new business inside such organizations. They are: 

1) Units within the organization always in the process of starting up new business.

2) Start-up units maintaining intensively close association with their headquarters, without compromising their autonomy and specialized heterogeneity.

3) Headquarters turning itself into a consultant, talent-incubating, capital-supplying center. 

As the entrepreneurial activities go on and on, the organizations themselves evolve along on three different levels. They are: 

1) Sustained evolution of all business units. 

2) Sustained evolution of capital and governance mechanism. 

3) Sustained evolution of human resources. 
  Such organizations also make the best of the strategic evolutionary mechanisms mentioned below to solve problems standing in their way of evolution. 

1) Organizational recognition mechanisms of sustainable innovation. 

2) Communicative platform mechanisms that accumulate entrepreneuring knowledge. 

3) Risk management mechanisms of optimal maneuvers. 
  This study focuses on the strategic evolutionary mechanisms of contiguous entrepreneurship and the emerging organizations that adopt these mechanisms. It adheres to a softened, nimble, organic management pattern, pointing toward a previously overlooked yet potentially promising direction in the field of entrepreneurial studies. Furthermore, the management of top executives in such organizations should place emphasis on different ways of assisting these executives in working out long-term prespectives of organizational development and leading the organizations in new and hopeful directions, instead of meticulously analyzing the environment to respond to it with proper strategies in a conventional fashion. It may exactly be what most Taiwanese enterprises are looking for as they improve their outdated management methods. 
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