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ABSTRACT 
Entrepreneurship is the key to success and economic growth of organizations. What 
distinguishes innovative and productive organizations from others is structural 
characteristics that can fit its position. The application of organizational structure comes 
with acquisition and promotion of corporate entrepreneurship. Therefore, the study seeks 
to investigate organizational structure underlying corporate entrepreneurship. With 
respect to methodology, the study is an applied research in terms of purpose, and a 
descriptive research in terms of data collection, and an experimental research in terms of 
relationship between research variables, and more specifically it is founded on a structural 
equation modelling. A questionnaire and statistical analysis along with SPSS and PLS 
software programs were used to measure research variables. The results of analysis on 
questionnaire indicated that there is an inverse association between organizational 
structure and organizational entrepreneurship; likewise, there is an inverse relationship 
between organizational structure (complexity, formalization and centralization) and 
organizational entrepreneurship.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 The concept of corporate entrepreneurship has been evolved over the three past decades, constituting 

entrepreneurial efforts requiring organizational support and resource allocation in an attempt to implement 

entrepreneurial activities in the form of corporate, procedural, and production innovation. The need for 

corporate entrepreneurship arises from incompatibility and slow reactions of small and medium-sized 

enterprises to growing, fast, intricate and insecure environmental changes, which introduces pace of action and 

innovation as key factors and survival code of organization in the modern stiff competition arena. As such, the 

recognition of suitable features attracting and raising entrepreneurs is the first and foremost step with respect to 

modern enterprises. It seems that some large firms could detect their weaknesses in terms of specific and 

fundamental operations, trying to amend their structures so as to achieve further innovation (Farsi et al. 2009). 

Thus, it is imperative to note that it is hard to win in the competition between enterprises simply by benefitting 

from creative and innovative individuals, yet it is required to offer an opportunity by which entrepreneurial spirit 

can lift so that they can easily implement individual or group entrepreneurial activities (Haghshenas et al, 2007). 

Drucker found organizational structure the most appropriate space for an entrepreneurial opportunity. For 

researchers, informality, complexity, and lack of centralization are considered the structural characteristics of 

entrepreneurial enterprises, which is a structure built organically throughout an organization (Sadler, 2000). 

Structural organization favors entrepreneurial behavior—exploring opportunity, facilitating opportunity, 

pursuing opportunity; and it is considered the foremost necessary element of organizational entrepreneurial 

success. As Borgelman suggested, “structural context” constitutes diverse managerial mechanisms by which a 

good management can have an impact on the domineering thought of strategy practitioners at first line and 

middle levels by manipulating it(Alimardani et al, 2009). Martinez et al (2010) hold that corporate 
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entrepreneurship requires introducing products, processes, and appropriate design of organizational structure, 

and creating new businesses (Martinez et al, 2010).  

 

Statement of the problem: 

 It is more than a decade since the firm entrepreneurial plan came to the fore in scientific and operational 

circle. In Social-Economic Vision of IRI 2025, a special attention has been devoted to such important debate. 

However, despite invaluable efforts of domestic scholars and researchers to develop the theoretical principles of 

entrepreneurship in Persian texts, it seems that the preliminary concepts have yet to be explained and analyzed 

well in this context (Heidarinejad et al, 2012). In light of the significance of entrepreneurship to competitive 

advantage, an organization can be successful that favors entrepreneurial process by laying down necessary 

foundations (Mosayebi, 2012). Organizational structure acting as the main frame of an organization is closely 

associated with corporate entrepreneurial space (Farsi et al, 2009). Likewise, Drucker views organizational 

structure as the most appropriate space to create an entrepreneurial space. For researchers, informality, lack of 

complexity, and lack of centralization are believed to be the structural characteristics of entrepreneurial 

enterprises, and the corporate entrepreneurial structure is a structure built organically throughout an organization 

(Haghshenas et al, 2007). The need for corporate entrepreneurship might have arisen from the incompatibility 

and slow reaction of large and medium-sized enterprises with respect to growing, fast, intricate and insecure 

environmental changes; and the pace of action and innovation is represented as the key factors and survival code 

of organization in the modern stiff competition arena. Hence, the recognition of suitable features attracting and 

raising entrepreneurs is the first and foremost step with respect to modern enterprises. It seems that some large 

firms could detect their weaknesses in terms of specific and fundamental operations, trying to amend their 

structures so as to achieve further innovation (Farsi et al. 2009). Thus, it is imperative to note that it is hard to 

win in the competition between enterprises simply by benefitting from creative and innovative individuals, yet it 

is required to offer an opportunity by which entrepreneurial spirit can lift so that they can easily implement 

individual or group entrepreneurial activities (Haghshenas et al, 2007). Accordingly. In the present paper, the 

effect of organizational structure and knowledge management on the appearance of corporate entrepreneurship, 

so we might be able to take a step to the promotion of entrepreneurship in the contemporary enterprises with the 

help of appropriate organizational structure and effective knowledge management.  

 

Research background: 

 Omidi et al (2007) conducted a research entitled “relationship between organizational structure and 

corporate structure of staff managers of Physical Education Organization”. The study was carried out to 

investigate the association between organizational structure and creativity of staff managers of Physical 

Education Organization; the results indicated that organizational structure and creativity of staff managers are 

significantly correlated, yet there was no significant relationship between complexity and creativity of staff 

managers. In addition, the relationship between formalization, centralization and creativity of staff managers 

was significant, so was the relationship between education levels and creativity of staff managers. According to 

the research findings, the most important factors associated with the decline of the creativity of Physical 

Education staff managers were found to be centralization of personal decision-making rather than participation 

in decision making and failure to match career to academic discipline and education level.  

 Azma and Aghaee (2009) conducted a research entitled “relationship between organizational structure and 

corporate entrepreneurship in North Khorasan Agriculture of Jahad”. The results indicated that complexity, 

formalization, and centralization were inversely associated with corporate entrepreneurship. Among the three 

variables, centralization had the highest relationship as complexity had the lowest relationship to corporate 

entrepreneurship.  

 Alimardani et al (2009) carried out their study entitled “a study of the relationship between organizational 

structure and corporate entrepreneurship (case study: Beheshti University). The results indicated that there was a 

significant relationship between organizational structure and corporate entrepreneurship, as there was an inverse 

relationship between its components. In a study entitled “the effect of centralization and formalization on 

entrepreneurship in export firms”, Caruana et al (1998) concluded that the entire dimensions could predict a 

direct significant relationship between entrepreneurial behavior and either construct—centralization and 

formalization. In general, it can be argued that higher levels of centralization is related to lower levels of 

entrepreneurship as higher levels of formalization has a positive relationship to corporate entrepreneurship.  

 Almasi et al (2012) conducted a study entitled “study of the effect of organizational structure on 

entrepreneurship in Tehran Municipality”. In this survey, a questionnaire was used to collect data, which were 

distributed among 120 managers and experts of municipality organization, and SPSS software program was also 

used to analyze data. The results indicated that there was a direct significant relationship between organizational 

structure and entrepreneurship. Antoncic and Hisrich (2004), in a work entitled “Corporate entrepreneurship 

contingencies and organizational wealth creation”, hold that despite the recognized importance of 

entrepreneurship for organizational wealth creation, research has devoted minimal attention to investigating this 
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area. The study contributes to a better understanding of the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship and 

wealth creation; this was accomplished by developing and testing a normative model, which clarifies the nature 

of the influences of corporate entrepreneurship. The findings of structural equation modelling, based on mail 

survey data from 477 firms, demonstrated that corporate entrepreneurship and some its contingencies make a 

difference in organizational wealth creation, growth and profitability.  

 

Research objectives and hypotheses: 

 Main objective: to assess the effect of organizational structure on corporate entrepreneurship in Mining and 

Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province 

 

Specific objectives:  

 Sub-objective 1: to investigate the influence of complexity on corporate entrepreneurship Mining and 

Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province  

 Sub-hypothesis 2: to investigate the influence of formalization on corporate entrepreneurship in Mining and 

Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province 

 Sub-hypothesis 3: to investigate the influence of centralization on corporate entrepreneurship in Mining and 

Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province 

 

Research hypotheses: 

 Main Hypothesis 1: organizational structure makes a negative significant difference in organizational 

entrepreneurship in Mining and Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province 

 Sub-hypothesis 1: complexity makes a negative significant difference in entrepreneurship in Mining and 

Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province 

 Sub-hypothesis 2: formalization makes a negative significant difference in entrepreneurship in Mining and 

Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province 

 Sub-hypothesis 3: centralization makes a negative significant difference in entrepreneurship in Mining and 

Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province 

 

Research methodology: 

 The study is an applied research in terms of purpose and descriptive in terms of data collection and it is an 

experimental-type research. The method of data collection was both library and field. The instrument for data 

collection was questionnaire. The items of the questionnaire were divided into general and subject parts. General 

items consist of querries about respondents’ specifications (demographic characteristics). Subject items were 

derived from two standard questionnaires —Robins’s (1987) organizational structure and Antoncic and 

Hisrich’s(2003) corporate entrepreneurship, which are rated based on a 5-point Likert scale. The validity of the 

foregoing questionnaires was measured by content validity and factorial validity.  

 The statistical population consisted of the staff of Mining and Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan 

Province, 480 individuals in total. Each unit was classified using a stratified random sampling and sample size 

was determined by Krejcie and Morgan table. Data analysis was performed at two levels—descriptive and 

inferential—using SPSS.18 and PLS software programs. For inferential statistics, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and 

one sample t test were employed. Using Friedman test, dimensions of variables are ranked. In order to test 

research hypotheses, structural equation modelling is used. Coefficient correlation test was also used to examine 

the relationship between components of research variables. The lateral findings will be assessed via t test with 

two independent samples (two independent samples of females and males or experts and managers/ staff 

supervision based on gender or organizational position) as well as one-way variance test (with different 

demographic characteristics/staff views based on age, experience, and education).  

 

Research findings: 

Reliability and validity of research questionnaires: 

 In this paper, in order to ensure reliability of organizational structure questionnaire, Cronbach’s alpha was 

employed. The results of Cronbach’s alpha calculation by SPSS.18 (PSAW) statistical software program can be 

seen in table (1).  

 
Table 1: The results of Cronbach’s alpha of research questionnaires. 

Organizational structure and its dimensions Cronbach’s alpha The number of items 

complexity 942 . 7 

formalization 899 . 7 

centralization 939 . 10 

Organizational structure 968 . 24 

Corporate entrepreneurship 928 . 24 
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 As seen in the above table, the results of Cronbach calculation indicate high reliability of the instrument. 

Moreover, in the study, content validity and factorial validity of the evaluation instrument of organizational 

structure were examined. The content validity of the questionnaire was confirmed by advisor and reader 

professors along with a number of experts including professors and graduate students of Management, which 

had sufficient validity.  

 

Descriptive statistics: 

Gender of respondents: 

 6 percent of respondents was composed of females as 94 percent was males.  

 
Table 2: Frequency distribution of respondent’s gender. 

gender frequency  Cumulative percent 

female 

male 
total 

20 5.9 5.9 

317 94.1 100.0 

337 100.0  

 

Respondents’ age: 

 11 percent of respondents were between 20 and 30 years of age, about 55 percent of them were between 31 

and 40 years of age, and finally 35 percent of respondents were in the41-year-old age group or older.  

 
Table 3: Frequency distribution of respondents’ age. 

age frequency  Cumulative percent 

30-20 

40-31 
41 years of age and older 

total 

36 10.7 10.7 

184 

117 

54.6 

34.7 

65.3 

100.0 

337 100.0  

 

Education level of respondents: 

 The most respondents had undergraduate degree, 32.2 percent.  

 
Table 4: Frequency distribution of respondents’ education. 

Education level frequency  Cumulative percent 

Diploma or lower 104 30.9 30.9 

Associate degree 69 20.5 51.3 

undergraduate 

graduate 
Doctoral 

Total 

109 32.3 83.7. 

54 
1 

16.0 
0.3 

99.7 
100.0 

337 100.0  

 

Respondents’ organizational position: 

 The most respondents were employees with a frequency of 56.3 percent.  
Work experience frequency  Cumulative percent 

employee 285 84.6 84.6 

director 

total 

52 15.4 100.0 

337 100.0  

 

Respondents’ years of work experience: 

 The most respondents had 21 to 30 years of work experience 
Years of work experience frequency  Cumulative percent 

5 years or less 

6-10 years 

11-15 years 
16-20 years 

21-30 years 

total 

42 12.5 12.5 

64 19.0 31.5 

56 16.6 48.1 

40 11.9 59.9 

135 40.1 100.0 

337 100.0  

 

Inferential statistics: 

Results of Kolmogorov-Smirnov test: 

 In this part, the situation of the population distribution is examined via Kolmogorov-Smirnov match test. 

With respect to the results, the distribution of research variables is normal.  

 
Table 7: Results of Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. 

 Organizational structure Knowledge management Corporate entrepreneurship 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1.332 1.106 0.801 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 057. 173 . 542. 
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Results of t test: 

 The status of organizational structure and its dimensions with respect to Mining and Industrial Corporation 

of Khuzestan Province 

 As can be seen, the status of organizational structure is not equal to 3 (05/0>000/0=Sig); considering the 

minimum and maximum amount, it is evident that the status of the variable is larger than 3 in Mining and 

Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province.  

 
Table 8: One sample t test for human resource dimension 

Variable N mean Standard deviation Mean standard error 

centralization 337 3.78524 78524.  04277.  

formalization 337 3.6685 70173.  03823.  

complexity 337 3.5594 79161.  04312.  

Organizational structure 337 3.6647 70182.  03823.  

One-Sample Test 

variable Test Value = 3 

T Degree of 

freedom 

Sig. (2-tailed) Mean difference 95 percent confidence interval  of the 

difference 

lower higher 

centralization 17.908 336 000.  76600.  6819.  8501.  

formalization 17.488 336 000.  66850.  5933.  7437.  

complexity 12.978 336 000.  55963.  4748.  6445.  

Organizational 

structure 

17.387 336 000.  66472.  5895.  7399.  

 

 The status of corporate entrepreneurship in Mining and Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province 

The status of corporate entrepreneurship is not equal to 3,(05/0>000/0=Sig); considering the minimum and 

maximum value, it is evident that the condition of the variable is optimal and larger than 3.  

 
Table 9: One sample t test of corporate entrepreneurship. 

variable N mean SD Mean standard error 

Corporate entrepreneurship 337 3.1025 61992.  03377.  

One-Sample Test 

variable Test Value = 3 

T Degree of 

freedom 

Sig. (2-tailed) Mean difference 95 percent confidence interval of the 

difference 

lower higher 

Corporate 

entrepreneurship 

3.036 336 003.  10251.  0361.  1689.  

 

Results of Friedman test: 

 In this part, Friedman test was used to rank research components. 

 

Ranking of organizational structure components: 

 As can be seen in table 10, with respect to the rank of the mean of organizational structure components in 

Mining and Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan province, centralization, formalization, and complexity were 

ranked respectively.  
 

Table 10: Results of Friedman test for components of organizational structure. 

variable Mean rank rank 

centralization 2.2.23 1 

Formalization 2.01 2 

complexity 1.76 3 

Test Statisticsa 

N 337 

Chi-square 44.657 

df 2 

Asymp. Sig. .000 

a. Friedman Test 

 

Testing hypotheses: 

Examining Z significance coefficients relating to each hypothesis: 

 Model output with the use of bootstrapping command demonstrates that significant coefficients of the path 

between the variables—corporate centralization, corporate formalization, and corporate complexity—and 

corporate entrepreneurship is more than 1.96 and less than 1.96, which is significant.  
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Examining standardized coefficients of paths relating to hypotheses: 

 Having examined the significance value of the paths between variables, it is time to check the degree of 

impact. The standardized coefficient of the path between corporate centralization and corporate entrepreneurship 

variables is 0.403- ; corporate complexity and corporate entrepreneurship 0.335- , corporate formalization and 

corporate entrepreneurship 0.331- ; which suggests the amount of dependent variable explanation by independent 

variable.  

 

Results of Pearson correlation test: 

 The results of Pearson correlation test between research variables, deriving from SPSS output, are given in 

table 11. In this table, internal and external correlation between research variables and their dimensions are 

shown.  

 
Table 11: Pearson correlation coefficients between research variables and their dimensions. 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 centralization 1     

2 Formalization **751.  1    

3 complexity **706.  **893.  1   

4 Organizational structure **889.  **949.  **937.  1  

5 Corporate entrepreneurship *152-.  **166-.  **208-.  *190-.  1 
**correlation is significant at 0.01 level 
*correlation is significant at 0.05 level. 

 

Lateral findings of the research: 

 Researcher attempted to draw an analogy between employees in terms of the main variables of the research, 

besides delving and investigating the findings relating to the hypotheses, which are given below. 

 

Results of independent two-sample t test: 

 The results of independent two-sample t test for males and females are presented in table 12.  

 Table 12 Results of t test of independent groups for comparing the mean of research variables evaluation 

among male and female employees 
Group Statistics 

variable gender Sample 
number 

mean Standard deviation The mean of standard 
deviation 

Organizational 

structure 

male 317 3.6638 .69777 .03919 

female 20 3.6786 .78269 .17501 

entrepreneurship male 317 3.1094 .62084 .03487 

female 20 2.9932 .61006 .13641 

Independent Samples Test 

 Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Degree 

of 

freedom 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

difference 

Standard 

error 

difference 

95% confidence 

interval of the 

difference 

lower higher 

Organizational 

structure 

equal 

variance 

1.032 .310 -.091 335 .928 -.01473 .16205 -

.33348 

.30403 

unequal 
variance 

  -.082 20.950 .935 -.01473 .17935 -
.38776 

.35830 

entrepreneurship Equal 

variance 

.291 .590 .813 335 .417 .11622 .14300 -

.16506 

.39751 

Unequal 
variance 

  .825 21.558 .418 .11622 .14080 -
.17613 

.40857 

 

 As can be seen, there is no significant difference between male and female employees with respect to 

research variables, so they had the same view on the research variables.  

 The results of t test for the two independent samples—employees and managers—are shown in table 13.  

 
Table 13: Results of t test of independent groups for comparing the mean of research variables evaluation among employees and managers 

Group Statistics 

Variable orientation Sample 

number 

mean SD The mean of SD 

Organizational 
structure 

employee 285 3.6758 .69086 .04092 

manager 52 3.6042 .76342 .10587 

entrepreneurship employee 285 3.0962 .62353 .03693 

manager 52 3.1372 .60446 .08382 
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Independent Samples Test 

 Levene's Test 

for Equality of 
Variances 

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T Degree 

of 
freedom 

Sig. 

(2-
tailed) 

Mean 

difference 

Standard 

error 
difference 

95% confidence 

interval of the 
difference 

lower higher 

Organizational 

structure 

equal variance .405 .525 .675 335 .500 .07154 .10592 -

.13680 

.27989 

unequal variance   .630 67.110 .531 .07154 .11350 -
.15500 

.29809 

entrepreneurship Equal variance .039 .844 -

.439 

335 .661 -.04107 .09359 -

.22517 

.14304 

Unequal 
variance 

  -
.448 

72.236 .655 -.04107 .09160 -
.22366 

.14153 

 

 As can be seen, there is no significant difference between male and female employee with respect to 

research variables, so they had the same views on research variables. 

 

Results of one-way variance analysis: 

 In this part, the results of one-way variance analysis as to the comparison of the mean of research variable 

evaluation among employees with different demographic characteristics are given.  

 
Table 14: Results of variance analysis for comparing the mean of the research variables evaluation among employees with different age  

groups 

ANOVA 

 Sum of squares Degree of 

freedom 

Mean squares F Sig. 

Organizational 

structure 

Between groups .052 2 .026 .053 .949 

Within groups 165.445 334 .495   

total 165.497 336    

entrepreneurship Between groups 1.880 2 .940 2.468 .086 

Within groups 127.244 334 .381   

total 129.124 336    

 

 As can be seen, there is no significant difference between employees with different age groups in terms of 

the evaluation of research variables, so they had the same evaluation of research variables.  

 
Table 15: Results of variance analysis for comparing the mean of research variables evaluation among employees with different education  

levels. 

ANOVA 

 Sum of squares Degree of 

freedom 

Mean squares F Sig. 

Organizational 
structure 

Between groups .342 4 .086 .172 .953 

Within groups 165.155 332 .497   

total 165.497 336    

entrepreneurship Between groups .431 4 .108 .278 .892 

Within groups 128.693 332 .388   

total 129.124 336    

 

 As can be seen in table 15, there is no significant difference between employees with different education 

levels with respect to the evaluation of research variables, so they had the same evaluation of the research 

variables.  

 
Table 16: Results of variance analysis for comparing the mean of research variables evaluation among employees with different years of  

work experience 

ANOVA 

 Sum of squares Degree of 

freedom 

Mean squares F Sig. 

Organizational 

structure 

Between groups .690 4 .173 .348 .846 

Within groups 164.807 332 .496   

total 165.497 336    

entrepreneurship Between groups 2.038 4 .510 1.331 .258 

Within groups 127.086 332 .383   

total 129.124 336    

 



110 

 

 As can be seen, there is no significant difference between employees with different years of work 

experience in terms of the evaluation of research variable, so they had the same evaluation of research variables.  

 

Conclusion: 

 In this paper, structural equation modelling and path analysis were used to test hypotheses. The results of 

testing main and subsidiary hypotheses are given in table 17.  

 
hypothesis Independent variable Dependent variable Path coefficient Significance 

value 

Test result 

main Organizational 

structure 

Corporate entrepreneurship 4.320 0.552 - confirmed 

Sub 1 complexity Corporate entrepreneurship 2.805 0.335 - confirmed 

Sub 2 formalization Corporate entrepreneurship 2.264 0.331 - confirmed 

Sub 3 centralization Corporate entrepreneurship 2.102 0.403 - confirmed 

 

 Main hypothesis: organizational structure makes a negative significant difference in corporate 

entrepreneurship in Mining and Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan province. The findings of the research 

indicate the confirmation of the first hypothesis. Thus, it can be concluded that structures with features such as 

complexity, formalization and centralization provide poor performance when aiding an organization with 

development and effectively confronting new challenges and demands. Accordingly, shaping a good 

organizational structure can provide necessary foundations or infrastructure for developing entrepreneurship of 

organization. The results of the paper partially substantiate previous research conducted in this area. For 

example, Frohi (2005), in his work, states that organizations are required to take advantage of flexible and 

organic structures in order to achieve competitive advantage. Aghdasi and Sakaki (1996) also posit that organic 

structure can bring about flourishing of productivity within organization.  

 Sub-hypothesis 1: complexity makes a negative significant difference in entrepreneurship of Mining and 

Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province. The findings of the research indicates the confirmation of the first 

subsidiary hypothesis. Accordingly, it can be concluded that command lines of organization have to become 

short so that organization is able to provide necessary foundations for developing corporate entrepreneurship by 

removing unnecessary managerial levels against environmental threats. Rezazadeh (2003), Jaafari (2008), 

Alimardani et al (2009), Azam and Aghaee (2009), Soltani et al (2009), Farsi et al (2009), Heidarinejad et al 

(2012), Miler (2008), Ortega et al (2010), Almasi et al (2012), in their practical works, came to the conclusion 

that there is a negative relationship between corporate complexity and corporate entrepreneurship.  

 Sub-hypothesis 2: formalization makes a negative significant difference in entrepreneurship of Mining and 

Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province. The findings of the research indicate the confirmation of the 

second subsidiary hypothesis. Accordingly, it can be concluded that it is necessary to reduce formalization in 

organization via entrusting powers, raising employees’ interaction levels, and so on in order to increase 

corporate entrepreneurship. Mirsepasi and Godarzvand (2003), in their study, concluded that formalization 

dimension should be reduced in order to make organizational structure work. Rezazadeh (2003), in his work, 

found a significant relationship between formalization and corporate entrepreneurship, but its correlation 

coefficients represented a curve shape, indicating an inverse relationship between formalization and corporate 

entrepreneurship. Jaafari (2008), in his work on personnel of Physical Training headquarter of northern 

Azerbaijan, reported a negative significant relationship between organizational structure and corporate 

entrepreneurship. Alimardani et al (2009), in their work, found that there is a negative relationship between 

formalization and corporate entrepreneurship at Beheshti University. Azma and Aghaee (2009) also in their 

study on North KhorasanAgriculture of Jahad, observed a negative significant relationship between 

formalization and corporate entrepreneurship. Clodin et al (2008) found organic organizational structure with 

little formalization appropriate for governmental sectors to achieve corporate entrepreneurship.  

 Sub-hypothesis 3: centralization makes a negative significant difference in entrepreneurship of Mining and 

Industrial Corporation of Khuzestan Province. The findings of the research indicate the confirmation of the third 

subsidiary hypothesis. Accordingly, it can be concluded that the less centralization is emphasized in an 

organization via entrusting powers, trusting employees, free stream of communication, collaboration between 

units and so on, the more necessary foundations for creating and developing corporate entrepreneurship will be. 

Rezazadeh (2003), Jafari (2008), Alimardani et al (2009), Azma and Aghaee (2009), Soltani et al (2009), 

Yadollahi Farsi et al (2009), Heidarinejad et al (2012), Miler (2008), Kevin and Selvin (1990), Moris and Troter 

(1990), Milez and Arnold (1991), Career (1996), Sadler (2000), Ortega et al (2010), Almasi et al (2012), in their 

practical works, came to the conclusion that there is a negative relationship between corporate centralization and 

corporate entrepreneurship.  
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