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1. INTRODUCTION
Those companies which are participating in

entrepreneurial  activities can achieve more
profit compared to other ones that are limited
in such activities ( Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001)
(Mojica, et al., 2010) According to (Pearce I,
et al., 2010), the corporate entrepreneurship
results in a more profitable first-mover
benefit. The modern  business  contexts
include two main features which are
uncertainty and complexity (Morgan, et al.,
2006).

These two aspects impact and generate stress
for small and young businesses. In addition,
staying in such competitive context needs
some  entrepreneurial  abilities (Lee &
Pennings, 2005). Moreover, features of
corporate entrepreneurial behavior also are
remarkably impacted by nature of their
relations with context (Minguzzi & Passaro ,
2001). In addition, a lot of companies
currently are trying to compete within
international market and to participate in
some corporate entrepreneurship (lreland &
Webb, 2007). Thus, it is important to
understand and  study the  contextual
components within the individual
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organization and entrepreneurship (Wang &
Zhang, 2009).

Obtaining the reliable outcomes in
entrepreneurship investigations needs a
comprehensive method to forming factors of
entrepreneurial procedures such as individual,
environmental as well as organizational
procedures  (Adams &  Sykes, 2003);
(Audretsch & Keilbach, 2003). The research
of entrepreneurship in organizational level or
the corporate entrepreneurship (CE) has
become significantly important in managerial
researches (Dess, et al., 2003). The CE could
be described as an entrepreneurial behavior
demonstrated by existing firms. Such process
might lead to generating some new ventures
for example “corporate venturing” or in case
of organizational revitalization as well as
“strategic renewal”. Both of these procedures
include innovation that is the presentation of
new concepts to marketplace (Yilmaz , et al,
2005).

CE is assumed as a helpful method for
improvement and revitalization of
performance. In case of emerging economies
which are adapting their markets to standards
in developed markets, CE might be
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considered as a critical property for
profitability and also growth of existing
organizations (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2000) (
Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001); (Khanna &
Palepu, 2011); (Banerjee , 2003). Also CE
might improve their capability to understand
and get the opportunities over their
competitors (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000);
(Ahlstrom, et al., 2007).

The emerging economies are currently a main
economic force globally and entrepreneurship
has a critical role in this procedure (Bruton, et
al.,, 2008). In particular, organizations in
Russia, Brazil, India, South Africa and China
(BRICS) should re-test the traditional
methods of conducting business and provide
entrepreneurial mindset (You & Liu, 2008),
due to they are growing although having
competitive and hostile contexts (Weeks,
2008). The strategic corporate
entrepreneurship  (SCE) suggests a suitable
strategy for organizations to reconfigure their
sources in new ways and also exploit and
understand opportunities (Irland & Webb,
2002); (Kyrgidou & Hughes, 2010). Hence,
the corporate entrepreneurship is critical in
competitive markets these days. A lot of
attempts have been done to understand those
variables which define the commitment of a
corporation to the corporate entrepreneurship
(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996); (Zahra, et al.,
2000).

These days, entrepreneurship in small and
medium  enterprises (SMEs) is a good
strategy to deal with transition period and is
suggested for both developed and developing
countries. Of almost 350 million industrial
commercial units with more than 2 billion
employees  currently  operating  globally,
beyond 90 percent of them are small and
medium enterprises (Fakour & Ansari, 2009).
Such small and medium businesses can
become universal through their own products
and services and by benefiting from presented
patterns and strategies (Lee & Tsang, 2001).
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The most important aspects of a competitive
economy are generating private  sectors,
improving the entrepreneurship as well as
expanding small and medium businesses.
During recent years, a lot of changes within
the business industries took place. The
universal business context is moving toward
the developing nations that can lead to high
globalization as well as integration. Such
modifications explain that small and medium
businesses have a critical role in promoting
and also altering the economies. The
development and growth of economies in
various societies across the world are related
to new businesses so they are being
developed and created according to them.

In this regard, the entrepreneurs in every
single society have an important role to
develop entrepreneurship and businesses and
it can be a wvital tool to understand
opportunities and use them to confront with
challenges for example unemployment, lack
of dynamic and creative employees, low
quality services and products, efficiency,
competition and economy recession
(Landstrom, 2005).

Therefore, rapid changes across the world in
terms of technical and scientific areas and
also existed socio-economic issues, reduction
in underground resources and also
unemployment and  poverty made the
researchers and also policy makers focus
more on development of small and medium
businesses. Due to crucial role of such
businesses  within  social and economic
growth and also development of nations and
particular emphasize of policy makers on
such issue, it would be critical to begin some
fundamental proceeding in order to improve
condition of such institutions. These are the
places to grow, develop, innovate,
entrepreneur and take the risks that are the
bases for stable growth and moving toward
organizational improvement.

A lot of small and medium businesses
suggest new  opportunities to  develop
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competitive advantages. Besides, such
businesses are the main part of development
in technology and provide advanced and
complex requirements in  each  country
(Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, et al., 2008).

In recent years, lIran attempted to support
SMEs in order to contribute the economic
development of this country (Kamyabi &
Devi, 2010) (Arasti, et al., 2014). Due to CE
can improve the performance of SMEs so it is
important to identify the influential factors on
CE. The conducted studies by (Hornsby, et
al., 2009), (Turrd, et al.,, 2014) and (Armesh |,
et al.,, 2014) revealed that in order to improve
CE we should focus on organizational
factors.

Organizational factors consist of management
support, values, organizational culture, work
independence, formal control, environment
monitoring, and organizational
communication. According to the critical role
of SMEs in economic growth of Iran, it is
necessary to  investigate the role of
organizational factors in improvement of CE.
Role of each organizational factor to improve
the CE creates some level of ambiguity.
Hence, this study aims to find how
organizational factors can affect corporate
entrepreneurship in Iranian SMEs.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Entrepreneurship

The  Corporate  Entrepreneurship  concept
(known as Entrepreneurship  Activity or
Organizational ~ Entrepreneurship) has been
investigated for more than thirty years. Some
scholars  for example  (Peterson, 1971),
(Pinchot, 2002. 1ll (1985)) and (Hanan, 1976)
were some of these first movers that
suggested many definitions for CE. |In
addition, (Sathe, 1985) explained
Organizational Renewal Process. The
corporate  entrepreneurship in  fact  both
motivates and stimulates innovation inside
companies which are familiar with
entrepreneurship  concept.  So it  needs
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improving their activities in entrepreneurship
in an organization. The entrepreneurship is
not just for generating new business however
to do other innovation acts and methods for
instance  developing  the  services and
products, administrative  techniques, new
technology as well as business strategies. The
three  highly  identified  entrepreneurship
dimensions at organizational level are as 1)
New Business Venture, 2) Innovation of
services/products, and also 3) Innovation of
Processes.

The first dimension includes both semi and
fully independent enterprises or units which
are identified as Formative Entrepreneurship
(Schollhammer, 1981) (Schollhammer,
1982). Developing the new and independent
enterprises (MacMillan, 1984) domestic risk
activity  (Hisrich, 1984), developing the
independent businesses (Vesper, 1984), the
entrepreneurship activity (Guth & Ginsberg,
1990), new spectrum (Kanter, 1991) as well
as enterprise risk activity (Sharma, 1999).
The other dimensions of CE emphasize on
technology development. According to
previous studies of various scholars, the CE
includes abundant products within leading
technologies (Covin & Slevin , 1991),
offering new products and promoting their
performance  and  also  techniques  of
manufacturing (Schollhammer, 1982),
development and advancement of product
level and relevant services to technology and
methods (Knight , 1997).

Other scholars asserted that the CE includes
many entrepreneurship methods that need
organizational  approval and should be
compatible with all of the resources in order
to conduct such innovative acts
(Schollhammer, 1982); (Burgelman, 1983);
(Kanter, 1985) (Alterowitz, 1988); (Jennings
&  Seaman , 1990).  According to
(Damanpour, 1991), corporate
entrepreneurship is a  general  concept
including  manufacturing,  developing  and
establishing new behaviors and ideas. An
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innovation might as some new services or
products, a plan or an administrative system
consisting organizational members.
Moreover, CE includes improving and
renewal of organization’s capacity to achieve
and advance innovative and skill capabilities.
Generally, entrepreneurship is the procedure
which  attempts to act and innovate
progressively. This would be the nature of
entrepreneurship (Bygrave, 1991). A lot of
advancements in entrepreneurship researches
are initiated from entrepreneurship analysis
as a procedure and so an organizational basis
which is dependent. Hence, the question is
that how entrepreneurship acts are impacted
by the organizational  decisions. Time
limitations, reasoning or  entrepreneurship
activity type can impact personality as well as
preferences of entrepreneurs (Stevenson &
Jarillo, 1990). So, one should pay more
specific attention to compatibility among
research methodology and entrepreneurship
studies results.

Previous studies on CE classified two
corporate entrepreneurship groups
antecedents as: one group points out
organization (Hornsby, et al.,, 2009); (Turro,
et al., 2014); (Armesh , et al., 2014)and also
the other group refers external context
(Armesh , et al., 2014); (Edelman & Yli-
Renko , 2010); (Zahra, 1993) of firms.
However, this study specifically focuses on
organizational factors.

2.2. CE’s dimensions

The corporate entrepreneurship studies usually
emphasize on two aspects: the external context
of an organization and internal factors at
organizational-level.  Also  entrepreneurship
could be grouped as four aspects including (1)
Innovation, (2) New Business Venturing, (3)

Proactivity and (4) Self-Renewal.
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2.1 New business ventures
One of the most important key features of

entrepreneurship is new business ventures due to
the lead to new business development in an
organization. This could be achieved via
redefinition of products and services of a
company or through creating new markets. In
big corporations, it also covers developing more
formal semi-autonomous or autonomous units,
corporate start-ups, internal ventures, developing
the autonomous business unit and also new
streams. In all of the organizations in any size,
such new dimension of business venture means
generating new businesses in an organization
without considering its autonomy level (
Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001) (Antoncic & Hisrich,
2004).

2.2 Innovation
Innovation in fact means the development of

services or products with a focus on innovation
technological improvement  both.  The
entrepreneurship includes product enhancement,
new product development as well as new
methods and processes of production. (Covin &
Slevin , 1991) studies the entrepreneurship
posture which demonstrated regularity and also
extensiveness of products innovation and also
technological leadership inclination. Also in
1997, Knight asserted that product development,
services, technologies and methods in
production process are aspects of organizational
innovation (Knight , 1997). Zahra described
technological entrepreneurship and product
innovation as innovative dimensions of
manufacturing ( Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001)
(Antoncic & Hisrich, 2004).
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2.3 Self-Renewal
Self-renewal aspect shows the transformation of

companies through renewing the core ideas by
which they will develop. It includes both
organizational and strategic transformation and
defines again the concept of a business,
establishes organization and also introduces
remarkable innovative changes in a system (
Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001) (Antoncic & Hisrich,
2004).

2.4 Pro-activeness
The last part is proactivity which is the

aggressive  posturing into other rivals. A
proactive  organization takes risk through
experiments; it will take the initiative, is
aggressive and also bold to pursue the
opportunities. The proactive concept means
the degree to which companies try to lead
instead of following their rivals. This can be
applied to critical business areas such as
offering new  services and  products,
administrative  techniques  and  operating
technologies. The proactivity includes risk
and initiative taking as well as competitive
aggressiveness which are shown in activities
and orientations of top managers ( Antoncic
& Hisrich, 2001) (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2004).

2.5 2.3. Relationship between
organizational factors and CE

2.3.1. Management Support and CE

Studies reveal that internal factors of an
organization motivate individuals to organize
their organizational performance and
entrepreneurial activity (zahra, 2007).
According to (Hornsby, et al., 1990),different
internal context  dimensions  such as
management  support for CE, reinforcing
programs and work discretion, time access
and the other sources, improve  the
organizational scope overall (Hornsby, et al.,
1990) (Kuratko, 1990). The five-dimension
structure is a brief explanation of internal
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factors of an organization that motivates
middle managers to hasten entrepreneurship
attempts in organizations (Hornsby, et al.,
2002). The study conducted by (Gantsho,
2006) on SMEs in Europe in manufacturing
provided another aspect to the existing five
dimensions and evaluated the organizational
innovation within entrepreneurial
organizations.

In addition, (Chen & Cangahuala, 2010),
suggested that organizational communication
and  commitment have a  remarkable
relationship with job performance and CE.
Thus, it seems that corporate
entrepreneurship can make balance between
organization and commitment which leads to
improved performance. Besides, both
management and organizational support are
two positive factors motivating commitment (
Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001). Also (Hitt, et al.,
2011) suggested empirical proof
demonstrating the top management status in
supporting as well as controlling the activities
of team members in line with the production
process (Hitt, et al, 2001) and also
innovation (Soonhee, 2009). Moreover,
(Cooper, et al.,, 2004) mentioned that ideas of
top managers is significant in defining the
time interval in presenting the new products
and services (Cooper, et al., 2004). Applying
the meta-analysis, Henard and Zimanski
attempted to describe the factors which
impact capability of organizations in order to
present new products (Henard & Szymanski,
2001). In current research, the positive
relationship among the support factors of top
management and entrepreneurial activity of
presenting new products was verified. In
addition, the higher management role was
explained to introduce a future landscape,
promotion of a specific product concept,
allowing  for  projects initiation  which
introduces new products and also bringing
critical resources (Haynie, et al., 2010).
Hence, management support has high
potential to affect CE. So, the first hypothesis
will be as follow:
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H1: management  support  affects CE
significantly and positively

2.3.2. Organizational Values and CE

The organizational values are key values of
organizational beliefs that lead to growth of
people in teams. The main values in an
organization are the guiding rules and do not
require any justification and are important
and valued intrinsically for  employees
(Terziovski, 2010). The key organizational
values could be the foundations for policy
making within the organizations relevant to
organizational  entrepreneurship.  Organization
uses such values in order to describe daily
behavior of its employees and also decision
makings in organization. It is more helpful
that organizations consider their core values
while developing plans for long term and
when assessing organizational performance,
make decision based on such values.

These values will encourage the staff in
hardship and if not, so they are not core
values. These core values are daily slogans
that make god feelings to employees and the
organizational values are known as ethical
aspects of organization (Tabarsa, 2011).

Those organizations which nurture
organizational values and structures
motivating  entrepreneurial  activities  are

probably growing more compared to those
companies that do not. Quality and open
communication, using the formal monitoring,
regular environment control, organizational
support, managerial  support and values
generally, help the organization to improve
entrepreneurial qualities. The entrepreneurial
companies  participate in new  business
ventures and are more innovative; they
usually renew themselves and also are highly
proactive regarding their endeavors. Within
the transition economies that are improving
their economic position toward developed
standards economically and where growth
might not be the key goal, even the
entrepreneurship  is  more  necessary  for
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profitability and growth of their existing
companies ( Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001)
(Antoncic & Hisrich, 2004).

The organizational values are considered as
critical ~entrepreneurship  drivers. Guth and
Ginsberg asserted that the entrepreneurial
behavior inside companies is significantly
dependent on values, characteristics, visions
and beliefs of strategic leaders in that
organization (Guth &  Ginsberg, 1990).
(Zahra, 1991) mentioned that there is a
positive relationship between organizational
values and corporate entrepreneurship which
are individual centered and those values
which are competition centered. So, it is
value-based and  emotional =~ commitment
which increases innovation in organizations
(Kanter, 1985).

Organizational ~ Values are  viewed as
important drivers of entrepreneurship. (Guth
& Ginsberg, 1990) Hence, the second
hypothesis can be written as follow:

H2:  Organizational  values  affect CE
significantly and positively

2.3.3. Organizational Culture and CE

The organizational culture reveals a group of
norms, beliefs and values that is mutual
between  all of the employees in
organizations. One of the features of
entrepreneurial  organizations is that they
have a flexible entrepreneurship or culture. It
shows that via flexibility and based strategic
perspective; the external context would be
focused and will attempt to meet the demands
of customers. In such culture, beliefs and
norms which are accepted can make it
possible to understand environmental
variables and so interpret them and take the
necessary actions according to them or
demonstrate a proper behavior. This kind of
organizations needs to respond quickly to
new designs and also to be able to develop
and restructure a group of new actions
regarding new tasks (Kuratko, 2004). Those
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companies that do not have flexible culture
and structure to generate alliance and
collaboration will encounter with chaos while
there are crises but those companies which
can forecast the connections, in particular
flexible and informal connections in their
structures, will generate effective and positive
variable for more creativity and innovation
inside the organization in order to improve
organizational performance. Reinforcing and
also creating the entrepreneurial behaviors
and values and viewpoints in general are
known as business culture and is one of the
core governmental strategies components to
improve entrepreneurship. Often the goal is
followed in forms of promotional, persuasive
and educational plans and policies in all
social levels.

Due to its delicate and complex nature, more
than  other  aspects of entrepreneurship
strategies development, requires contribution
of all individuals and various social levels by
means of collaboration; the probability of
institutionalizing various cultures and
positive hidden values within the subcultures
could be done (Garcia-Morales, 2012). The
cultural ~ environment as one of the
infrastructure element or even the basis of
other needed infrastructures regarding
entrepreneurship,  requires to  have  big
evolutions in rights, beliefs, customs and
ethics of people. Significantly, the
organizational culture effects
entrepreneurship. The traditional
organization’s culture support decision
making which is conservative and in addition
would be according to hierarchical method.
In  general, organizational entrepreneurial
culture is flexible that can support innovation
and change, entrepreneurship, organizational
learning, risk taking, teamwork, providence,
mutual trust and honesty, enlivening work
with  delight and excitement, customer
orientation and competition.

The main role of this culture in forming and
motivating the entrepreneurial activities is an
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issue  which  attracted many  scholars
comparing to the other organizational aspects
impacting the CE (Sadler, 2000), (Zahra,
2005); (Darroch, 2005). The behavioral
features of entrepreneurial individuals are the
entrepreneurial context functions conforming
to place and time (Gantsho, 2006).

H3: Work independency & empowerment
affect CE significantly and positively

2.3.4. Work independency & empowerment and CE

The employee’s empowerment and work
independency is one of the critical methods
for improving the employee’s efficiency and
maximum use of group and individual
capabilities and  skills in  line  with
organizational goals  and organizational
performance. We can note that the
empowerment is one the strategies for growth
and development of an organization. The
organizations encounter with many pressures
due to a lot of factors including rising
competition globally, quick changes, need for
after sales services and quality and also
limited sources.

Based on the experience in many years, it
was concluded globally that if any
organization is going to be a leader and
entrepreneurial in both economy and work in
order to survive such competition, it must
have creative, professional and encouraged
human resources. Human resources in fact
form the basis of real organizational wealth.
There is a significant relationship between
organizational efficiency and human
resources (Gresov & Drazin, 2007). Using the
potential capabilities of the human resources
is assumed as a key benefit for organizational
entrepreneurship.  In terms of individual
efficiency, an organization employs all of its
potential and skills for advancement and via
such potential strengths and effective talents
will  generate individual advancement in
organization.
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Thus, in order to have organizational
entrepreneurship, the proper management of
such resources is necessary. Here, HRM
scholars and professions have emphasized
advancement, growth and development of
capabilities in employees during past years
known as empowerment and independency.
Since the organization will stand against
challenges and assume the stable
improvement as its primary objective so there
is a necessity for more support and
commitment of employees and making them
to participate in various tasks. Empowerment
and work independency are effective and new
methods for improving the organizational
efficiency in line with entrepreneurship via
using skills and abilities of employees
(Katsikea, 2011).

Followed by above discussion, the third
hypothesis can be developed as follow:

H4: Work independency & empowerment
affect CE significantly and positively

2.3.5. Formal Control and CE

Due to there is a significant formality in
organizations, there is no authority for
employees. Tasks are not also flexible and
tolerable. Also employees are not able to
demonstrate various behaviors. In this regard,
since learning is not an important factor to
develop plans and organizational
performance so the employees are not
encouraged to learn. But, in entrepreneurial
organizations, flexibility, learning and taking
the risks are the main principles.

On the other hand, organizations can be
named as entrepreneurial if they are able to
take the risks and assign authority for
decision making and appropriate judgment to
employees and allow them apply their
individual creativity to perform tasks. It could
be accomplished if the amount of operational
standards, instruction and also circulars are
reduced as much as possible thus staffs can
show their abilities. Here, there exists a
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negative relationship between formality and
organization entrepreneurship (Chiva, 2009).
In an entrepreneurial organization in which
the power to make decisions is assigned to
people and wunits to plan and develop
appropriate actions at the right time, the
concept of centralization could be neglected.
Referred to creativity, operational and talent
or the intellectual ability of experts in such
contexts, decentralization can take place.

In addition, other aspects of organizations
specifically the technology and size have
significant impact on centralization. Larger
organizations which have more experienced
professionals and also appropriate
communicative networks which are suitable
for updated technology will result in high
decentralization and lower authority. When
the staffs have enough knowledge, there
would be more authority and better situation
for centralization as well (Lumpkin, et al.,
2010).

For conclusion, to strengthen the
entrepreneurship, an  organization  should
generate an environment full of freedom,
flexibility and interactive communication of
potential  entrepreneurs.  This  could be
understood when satisfaction of employees is
optimum and they benefit from having
freedom to participate more in individual
innovation and  occupational  viewpoints
(Zahra, 2007). The findings revealed that
formal control can have negative or positive
influence on organizational performance and
CE  (Antoncic, 2001); (Zahra, 2007).
Followed by above discussion, the fifth
hypothesis can be developed as follow:

H5: formal control affects CE significantly
and positively

2.3.6. Environmental monitoring and CE

Network shows organization as being a
complicated structure of relationships through
which many organizations are existed. The
main issue for understanding this network is
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presenting a specific border among the
environment and  organization.  Managers
place their organizations at center of this
network and so those organizations that
interacting with their key competitors and
interactively will solve such problem. Thus,
managers  might  neglect the  outside
information of such border of defined
network. A part of this information could be
remarkably  valued. Next, managers are
interested to guide the information into
central part of this model that is the top
management and organization (Haynie, et al.,
2010). Studying the relationships in a
network  inside  the  organization can
contribute managers to realize the
dependency/authority relationship among
organization and other network players for
the better organizational performance.

The organizational  dependency is  not
according to a single way or dependency
rather it is complex set of dependencies
among  environmental  factors and an
organization inside the inter-organizational
network  (Villiers-Scheepers,  2012).  The
solution  for  such  competitive  action
practically is to rank resources according to
their vitality and availability. The vitality
refers to estimation of importance level for
specific resources. The critical resources are
those that organizations could not perform
without them. The necessary and rare
resources suggest the strongest for role of the
entrepreneurs  inside a  network.  The
environmental ~ monitoring  emphasizes  on
alteration of organizational context in a way
that it omits harmful and improper elements
from organizational environment and
improves the helpful and effective variables
on both organizational efficiency and process.
According to method of environmental
monitoring and its appropriate conduction,
there can be an optimum entrepreneurship
establishment.

By review the extant research, we can
conclude that environmental monitoring has
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potential to affect CE. So, next hypothesis
will be as follow:

H6: Environment monitoring affects CE
significantly and positively

2.3.7. Organizational Communication (OC) and CE

Organizational communication is an inter-
individual ~ process  that  considers  the
relationships  of  employees  inside  the
organization. The communication among two
or more individuals will be developed via
physical proximity and according to its novel
characteristics, an indicator of investigations
on communication will be focused (Morris &
Kuratko, 2002). All of the companies maybe
assumed as some goal-oriented communities
in which individuals are communicating with
others due to many reasons. But, the key
motivator for cooperation is that goals of
organization and employees could not be
achieved through solo performance rather
through cooperation and teamwork. Hence,
communication in organizations is considered
as one of the core variables to achieve
organizational goals and via such process the
exchange of information could be done and
S0 organizations can use this information to
get the objectives (Danneels, 2007).

This relationship among the organizational
interaction,  performance and  commitment
interested the scholars for a long time. A lot
of attention was given to the relationship
between organizational interaction and
organizational  performance and  corporate
entrepreneurship.

The employees’ commitment could be known
as one of the key factors to improve the
organizational performance. In many
companies, high level of stress results in less
satisfaction and also less organizational
commitment  (Elangovan,  2001). It is
mentioned that more organizational
communication leads to more employee
commitment. This can result in  more
performance too (Chen & Cangahuala, 2010).
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In 2010, Chen and Cangahuala investigated
the relationship between job performance,
communication and organizational
commitment (Chen & Cangahuala, 2010).
The results revealed that there are positive
relationships among job performance,
communication and organizational
commitment. These results suggested that
organizations empower their communication
processes and channels for empowering their
job performance and organizational
commitment of their accounting
professionals.

As noted by Zahra, communication is
necessary since novel ideas could be more
conveniently presented to an organization and
staffs could become familiar with such new
trends within different fields (Zahra, 1991).
In addition, fluid and clarified
communication is important between
different interdisciplinary ~ sectors since
usually idea creation needs participation of
various organizational departments for
example HRM, Finance and Operations.
Moreover, according to (Zahra, et al., 2009)
asserted that through looking for consensus
and having meetings regularly, staffs will
have a chance to contribute. This can be a
useful mutual platform between
organizational goals and intrinsic motivation
of employees that should be developed for
generating the CE inside the organization
(Kenney & Mujtaba, 2007). If there is no
employee involvement so there is low levels
of intrinsic motivation, thus communication
is remarkably relevant  to corporate
entrepreneurship. For instilling a supportive
internal context of CE, the quantity and
guality of communication are important
(Zahra, 1991). The mentioned results above
have been confirmed by (Antoncic, 2007)
(Antoncic, 2001); ( Antoncic & Hisrich,
2001) (Antoncic &  Hisrich, 2000).Even
though the studies by Antoncic cover the
entrepreneurship  but his definition of this
concept is as same as CE generally. So, the
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seventh hypothesis of the study can be
developed as follow:

H7: Organizational commitment affects CE
significantly and positively

3. Methodology and Results

As mentioned above organizational factors
have potential to affect CE. Figure 1 shows
the proposed framework of this study
achieved from previous research.

Organizational factors

»  Management support
+  Organizational Values
+  Organizational culture

+ Work mdependency &

Corporate

empowerment

o TFormal Control Entrepreneurship

» Environmental

monitoring
+ Organizational

Communication

Figure 1: Proposed Framework

This research applied quantitative approach
(hypothesis testing) to measure the impact of
each environmental factor on CE. For this
purpose, it was needed to gather primary data
through survey guestionnaire. The
guestionnaire  items  were adapted from
different previous studies. Table 2
demonstrates the references and number of
items for each variable.

To measure each item, 5- point Likert scale
was applied. The population of this study was
all top and middle managers who are working
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in the 50 SMEs in 5 largest provinces of Iran.
The population size was 2457, so the sample
size was 265 according to the (Krejcie, 1970
). So, 280 questionnaires were distributed, but
251 usable questionnaires were received. This
number of data is enough to apply multiple
regression analysis (Hair, 2010). The needed
data was gathered since March 2016 until
June 2016. The questionnaire had two parts.
The first part was concentrated on
demographic  questions  including  gender,
experience, number of employees, and
gualification. The second part referred to the
measurement of independent and dependent
variables.  Corporate  entrepreneurship  was
measured by 8 items which are obtained from
previous studies (they are presented in Table
2). For each independent variable 5 items
were adopted from extant research (as shown
in Table 2). Besides, the questionnaire is
presented in Appendix.

After gathering data through Likert Scale, the
mean of answers were calculated. The
obtained results help to apply different
statistical analysis such as Pearson
correlation, and multiple regression analysis.
Pearson correlation test shows the
relationship between two variables regardless
impact of one of them on another one.
Multiple  regression  analysis  usually s
applied to measure the impact of one or more
independent variables on dependent
variables. in other words, this method shows
that for every unit increase variation in
independent variable how many unit increase
dependent variable will have. There are two
main  indicators in  multiple  regression
analysis including R-Square and VIF. R-
square shows that how many percent of
variation of dependent variable is dependent
to highlighted independent variable. VIF is an

indicator to measure multicoliniearity  of
independent variables. When VIF is greater
than 5, the researcher should revise the

chosen independent variables.
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Referring to the Table 2, the results of
reliability test shows that all of the variables
have acceptable internal consistencies since
all estimate devalues are greater than .7
according to the (Nunnally, 1978)

Table 2: Research tems and Reliability Test

Variables No of items References Cronback’
Alpha
{Amesh , et al, 2014); (Zahra, 2007, (
CE § | Autoncic & Hisrich, 2001) (Antoncic & Histich, 30
2004); (Lua M & Covin, 2005)
. (Amesh., et al, 2014); (Zehra, 2007) (Zzhrs, -
Mnagementspport | 010 (omshy, et 2000 T
— (Armesh , et al, 2014); (Zzhra, 2007) (Zahra, -
Organizational Values i 2010)Homsby ta, 100 !
- (Armesh, et al,, 2014); (Garcia-Morales, 2012); .
Organizational culture i (Zee, 007 (T, 01) J67
Workndepeadency & 5| (Amesh, et al, 2014): (Topaatuam, 206) )
etpoweEment
(Armesh, et al,, 2014); (Togaratnarm, 2006), .
FormalConol T (Bult & Yimar, 005 &
Environmental monitoring j (Armesh et al,, 2014); (Haynse, et al, 2010) 1
A (Armesh , et al,, 2014); (Morris & Koratko,
C;i]”fu;c”;?m 5| 2002): (Antoncic, 007 (Amtoncic & Hiich, | 750
2001) (Antoneic & Hisrich, 204)

The first part of questionnaire referred to
demographic questions. Table 3 shows the
results of demographics.
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6 |01
Frequency Percentage Managem
Gender 3.2 9
Male 167 66.5% ent 7 02 -311 | -1.23 0.00
Female 84 13.50% SUppOft
Organizati
No. of employees onal 31181 704 | -008 | 000
less than 15 1 39% 2 21 | - ' '
) e Values
lfg gf 4f ’ Organizati | 5, |
51-70 68 17% onal 2 11 -.652 -.651 0.00
more than 71 3 131% culture
Experience Work
Less than 5 ) 8.5% independe | , 4 | g
610 121 48.2% ncy & 9 él 045 | -1.12 0.00
11:20 7 29.4% empower
more than 21 34 13.6% ment
Formal 36 | .8
Qualification Control 7 99 -1.23 | -.223 0.00
High school & below 5 2% ;
Diploma 28 11.1% eE:t\:II’Oﬂm 3.7 1
Bachelor 152 60.5% . : -
Master It 1713 monitorin 1 04 .005 .656 0.00
PhD 73 1% g
Organizati
Table 3: Demographics onal 31 1| 231 | -534 | 0.00
Communi 1 |05 ' ' '
cation

According to the table 3, 665 % of
respondnets are male while 33.5% are female.
Besides, the highest frequency of number of
employees refers to the group 31-50. Most of
the respondnets belong to the group
experience 6-10. Out of 251 respondnets, 152
have bachelor degree (highest frequency)
while the lowest frequency (5) referred to the
first group which have high school or below
degrees.

Next statistical analysis is mean analysis.
Table 4 shows the results of mean analysis
based on the four main central indicators
mean, standard deviasion, skewness and
kurtosis.

Table 4: descriptive Analysis

Norma

lity
Vraiables Me | S | Skew Ku'rt test
an D ness 0sIS (P-

value)

CE 34 | 1. | -291 | -767 0.00
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Reffering to the table4, all estimated values
for mean vary between 299 (work
independnecy and empowerment) and 3.71
(environemntal ~ monitoring). The  negative
signs of skewness asserted that the peak of
the frequency chart is centralized to the right
direction while the positive signes shows left
direction. All of the estimated values for
kurtosis are negative, so all of them have flat
distribution.

Besides, table 4 shows the results of normally
test based on the Kolmogrov —Smirnov test.
All of the p-values are less than .05, so none
of the wvariables is normally distributed.
Nonetheless, according to the central limit
theorem we can assume them normally
distributed because sample size is greater
than 30. Table 5 shows the results of Pearson
correlation test.

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
(2-tailed).
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**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
(2-tailed).

As shown in Table 5, all of the variables are
correlated significantly and positively
because all of the estimated p-values are less
than .05. The highest relationship with CE

refers to work independency and
empowerment while the lowest relationship
belongs to organizational values. However,
there is no high relationship between each
pairs of independent variables. The next
statistical ~ analysis  refers to  multiple
regression analysis (See table 6).
Table 5: Pearscn Corelations Test
Managemen |, Independercy & | Formal| Exvironmental | Organizational
CE t Support Values) Cultare empowerment | Control] monitoring | communication
Fearsan Correlation 1
CE Nig. 2-tled)
il ek |
Pearson Comrelation. | 4677 1
Managrment Sugport Tag. (2-tualed) £
N i | 151
Pearson Comrelation. | 4057 27 1
Valuss Sig C2wileds 1] (1]
M 23 151 231
Pearson Correlation AT kxS A877 1
Culture Sig. (2-teilad) A0 100 000
N 3 151 |25
Pearsan Comclatiom. | 376 T 5 [ 1% |1
Indapeadency & o
— Sig. (2-filed) 001 [00a 002|000
N 23 251 31 251 251
Pearson Correlation A8 20T e 2% | ame 1
Farmal Cantral Hig, (2-tuiled) ] RLLl 000|000 000
M 23 251 231 251 231 25
Pearsan Carrelation S ERA 1847 2017 | A28 2 1
Enviroamental monitoring Sig. (2-iled) 000 [0a 000|000 01z 000
Il 441 131 2 |21 23l F i
o d Pearsan Carrelatisn A&l 1a6™ el T B A Bk B dmwe e 1
EREzbC, s .
= icatioe Sig. 2-tailed) 003 R 000|000 0 00 1]
M 23 151 21|15 251 23 e | 251
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Tzble &: Multiple Eagression Analyvsiz

hadel Summary
hodel E F. Bguare Adusted B Square 5td. Error of the Estimate
1 B3 G602 683 30378
AMNOVAR
hodel Sum of Squares df Iiean Squars F Sig.
Fegrassion 138.631 7 19.807 78.043 000®
1 Eesidual 61.673 243 234
Tatal 200324 250
Coefficients®
Unztandardized | Standardized Collineanity
Coeffizients Coafficients ) Statistics
hiodel t Big.
B Std. Error Betz Tolerance | VIF

(Constant) -280 A58 -1.773 078
Mamagement | 17| gsg 158 2350 | 020 | 279 | 3.587
Support
Valuas s 043 110 1974 | 030 409 1443
Culture 083 037 118 1244 | 026 457 2.1k

| Formal contral | 123 033 148 2344 | 020 318 31148
Commmunication | 179 033 136 5193 | 000 B850 1.124
Emvironmental | 0| g3y 192 4876 | 000 | 814 | 1228
monitormg
Independency | q40 | p3g 423 | 11204 | 000 | 889 | 1125
empowenmnent
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According to the results of table 6, R square
is equal to .832 that implies 83.2 of variation
of CE can be achieved by independent
variables. P-value of ANOVA table equals
zero, so at least of the independent variable of
this study significantly affects CE. Since all
of the values of VIF are less than 5, it can be
concluded that there is no multi-collinearity
among independent variables.

By the results of regression analysis,
management support has significant impact
on CE because the estimated p- value is less
than .05 (.020). The estimated coefficient is
equal to .117, so for every unit increase and
growth in the management support, CE will
go up .117 units. Therefore, the first
hypothesis H1 is supported by this study.

As shown in table 6, organizational values
have significant impact on CE because the
estimated p- value is not greater than .05. The
estimated coefficient is equal to .086, so for
every unit increase and growth in the
organizational values, CE will go up .086
units. Therefore, the second hypothesis H2 is
supported by this study.

By the results of regression analysis,
organizational culture has significant impact
on CE because the estimated p- value is less
than .05 (.026). The estimated coefficient is
equal to .083, so for every unit increase and
growth in the management support, CE will
go up .083  units. Therefore, the third
hypothesis H3 is supported by this study.

We are 95% confident that the impact of
work independency and empowerment on CE
is significant because the p- value is equal to
zero. Besides, the estimated coefficient is
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.340 to Therefore, for every unit increase in
work independency and empowerment, CE
will grow .340 units. Consequently, the
fourth hypothesis H4 is supported by this
study.

We are 95% confident that the impact of
formal control on CE is significant because
the p- value is equal to .020 (less than .05).
Besides, the estimated coefficient is .125 to
Therefore, for every unit increase in formal,
CE will grow .125 units. Consequently, the
fifth hypothesis H5 is supported by this study.

We are 95% confident that the impact of
environmental monitoring on CE is
significant because the p- value is equal to
.000 (less than .05). Besides, the estimated
coefficient is .166 to Therefore, for every unit
increase in environmental monitoring, CE
will grow .166 units. Consequently, the sixth
hypothesis H6 is supported by this study.

We are 95% confident that the impact of
organizational communication on CE s
significant because the p- value is equal to
.000 (less than .05). Besides, the estimated
coefficient is .179 to Therefore, for every unit
increase  in  organizational communication,
CE will grow .179 units. Consequently, the
seventh hypothesis H7 is supported by this
study.
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Mormal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: CE

Expected Cum Prob

Observed Cum Prob

Figure 2: Normal p-plot of regression

Figure 2 shows an acceptable linearity for
obtained residuals of the multiple regression
analysis. As a result, we can write regression
equation as follow:

CE= -280+ .117 (management support) +
.086 (Values) + .083 (Culture) + .125 (Formal
Control) + .340 (independency and
empowerment) +.166 (environmental
monitoring) + 179 (Organizational
Communication)

5. Conclusion and Discussion

Iran like other countries has been trying to
improve its  economic  growth  through
corporate entrepreneurship of SMEs. There
are enough evidences to show that corporate
entrepreneurship ~ can be  affected by
organizational  factors. From review of
literature review we can conclude that
organizational factors consist of management
support, organizational values, organizational
culture, formal control work independency
and empowerment, environmental
monitoring, and organizational
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communication. Hence, this study aimed to
find how organizational factors can affect
corporate entrepreneurship in Iranian SMEs.
The outcome of multiple regression analysis
helped to measure the impact of each factor
on CE. Besides, these results can be applied
to answer the research questions of this study.

What is the relationship between
management support and CE in Iranian
SMEs?

By the results of Pearson correlation test, the
relationship  between  management  support
and CE is significant and positive. Besides,
the results of regression analysis showed that
management support has significant impact
on CE because the estimated p- value is less
than .05 (.020). The estimated coefficient is
equal to .117, so for every unit increase and
growth in the management support, CE will
go up .117 units. Therefore, the first
hypothesis H1 is supported by this study. The
obtained results are consistent with extant
research conducted by ( Antoncic & Hisrich,
2001), (Cooper, et al., 2004), and (Hitt, et al.,
2011).

What is the relationship between values and
CE in Iranian SMEs?

By the results of Pearson correlation test, the
relationship  between  organizational values
and CE is significant and  positive.
Organizational values have significant impact
on CE because the estimated p- value is not
greater than .05. The estimated coefficient is
equal to .086, so for every unit increase and
growth in the organizational values, CE will
go up .086 units. Therefore, the second
hypothesis H2 is supported by this study. The
obtained results are consistent with previous
research  conducted by (Kanter, 1985),
(Zahra, 1991), ( Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001),
(Tabarsa, 2011).

What is the relationship between
organizational culture and CE in Iranian
SMEs?
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By the results of Pearson correlation test, the
relationship  between organizational culture
and CE is significant and positive. By the
results of regression analysis, organizational
culture has significant impact on CE because
the estimated p- value is less than .05 (.026).
The estimated coefficient is equal to .083, so
for every unit increase and growth in the
management support, CE will go up .083
units. Therefore, the third hypothesis H3 is
supported by this study. The obtained results
can be considered consistent with previous
studies conducted by (Garcia-Morales, 2012),
(Gantsho, 2006), (Darroch, 2005), (Zahra, et
al., 2009), and (Sadler, 2000).

What is the relationship between work
independence & empowerment and CE in
Iranian SMEs?

By the results of Pearson correlation test, the
relationship between work independence &
empowerment and CE is significant and
positive. We are 95% confident that the
impact of work independency and
empowerment on CE is significant because
the p- value is equal to zero. Besides, the
estimated coefficient is .340 to Therefore, for
every unit increase in work independency and
empowerment, CE will grow .340 units.
Consequently, the fourth hypothesis H4 is
supported by this study. The obtained results
are consistent with extant research conducted
by (Gresov & Drazin, 2007) and (Katsikea,
2011).

What is the relationship between formal
control and CE in Iranian SMEs?

By the results of Pearson correlation test, the
relationship between work independence &
empowerment and CE is significant and
positive. We are 95% confident that the
impact of formal control on CE is significant
because the p- value is equal to .020 (less
than .05). Besides, the estimated coefficient is
125 to Therefore, for every unit increase in
formal, CE will grow 125 units.
Consequently, the fifth hypothesis H5 is
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supported by this study. The obtained results
are  consistent  with  previous  research
conducted by (Lumpkin, et al., 2010), (Chiva,
2009), (Zahra, et al., 2009), and ( Antoncic &
Hisrich, 2001).

What is the relationship between
environment monitoring and CE in Iranian
SMEs?

By the results of Pearson correlation test, the
relationship  between organizational  values
and CE is significant and positive. We are
95%  confident that the impact  of
environmental monitoring on CE is
significant because the p- value is equal to
.000 (less than .05). Besides, the estimated
coefficient is .166 to Therefore, for every unit
increase in environmental monitoring, CE
will grow .166 units. Consequently, the sixth
hypothesis H6 is supported by this study. The
obtained results are consistent with previous
research conducted by (Haynie, et al., 2010)
and (Villiers-Scheepers, 2012).

What is the relationship between
organizational communication and CE in
Iranian SMES?

By the results of Pearson correlation test, the
relationship  between  organizational values
and CE is significant and positive. We are
95%  confident that the  impact of
organizational ~communication on CE is
significant because the p- value is equal to
.000 (less than .05). Besides, the estimated
coefficient is .179 to Therefore, for every unit
increase  in  organizational communication,
CE will grow .179 units. Consequently, the
seventh hypothesis H7 is supported by this
study. The obtained results are consistent
with previous research conducted by (Zahra,
1991), (Kenney & Mujtaba, 2007),
(Antoncic, 2007) (Antoncic, 2001), (Antoncic
& Hisrich, 2000) ( Antoncic & Hisrich,
2001), and (Morris & Kuratko, 2002).
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Managerial implications and Future Study

Followed by above discussion, we can
conclude that Iranian SMEs can use the main
components of organizational factors to
improve CE. According to the results of
multiple  regression analysis, the highest
impact refers to the work independency and
empowerment. Hence, Iranian SMEs can
increase this factor inside their organizations
through transformational leadership (Manafi
& Subramaniam, 2015). It would be better if
Iranian SMEs concentrates on their R&D
departments.

Future study can test the proposed framework
of this study in other countries and other
industries.
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