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ABSTRACT
Currently, several business organizations are inclined toward corporate entrepreneurship to cope with today's global market competition.

Corporate entrepreneurship is also considered an approach to modernizing an organization, as it involves innovation and motivates
investment in new ventures. Accordingly, this study examines the interaction between corporate entrepreneurship and corporate governance.
This research is applied in terms of purpose, as the beneficiaries of the research use it, and it is descriptive-correlational, as it examines the
relationship between the research variables. Additionally, this research is exploratory with an inductive approach and an interpretive
philosophy with a developmental direction. For this purpose, a mixed-method (qualitative and quantitative) approach was used. Correlation
analysis was conducted using SPSS22 software, and structural equation modeling (SEM) was performed using PLS Smart software to
examine the model fit. Based on the research findings, there is a significant correlation between the dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship
and corporate governance. According to the composite reliability results, Dillon-Goldstein coefficients exceed 0.7, and the average variance
extracted (AVE) values are above 0.5. Additionally, a goodness-of-fit (GoF) value above 0.36 indicates better model quality, with the
developed model in this study achieving a GoF of 0.411. Thus, it can be concluded that the interaction model of corporate entrepreneurship

and corporate governance demonstrates a desirable fit.
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Introduction

Corporate entrepreneurship (CE) has become one of the most critical strategic imperatives for firms operating in
increasingly volatile, technology-driven, and globally interconnected markets (1, 2). The pressures of globalization,
digital transformation, geopolitical uncertainty, institutional complexity, and intensifying competitive dynamics have
positioned entrepreneurship as a vital organizational capability that enables firms to innovate, renew their strategic
direction, and sustain long-term growth (3). In parallel, corporate governance (CG) has emerged as a foundational
framework for overseeing managerial decision-making, allocating resources, monitoring organizational conduct,
and protecting stakeholder interests. Understanding the intersection between CE and CG has therefore become
essential, particularly as firms must simultaneously innovate and comply with governance structures that constrain

or enable entrepreneurial behavior.
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Scholars increasingly argue that entrepreneurship cannot be examined in isolation from its contextual
#governance structures. Early theoretical work emphasized board-level mechanisms such as ownership
concentration, incentive alignment, and monitoring effectiveness as the primary drivers of organizational innovation.
Increasingly, however, contemporary research highlights the multidimensionality and contextual embeddedness of
entrepreneurial activity, suggesting that formal governance systems, informal institutional norms, cultural
characteristics, and organizational history shape the capacity of firms to pursue entrepreneurial initiatives (1). This
shift toward contextualized theory reflects broader trends in entrepreneurship research, particularly the recognition
that entrepreneurial outcomes emerge from complex interactions between individual actors, organizational systems,

and societal institutions (2, 3).

In emerging and transition economies, where institutional frameworks are less stable and markets are more
fragmented, governance structures assume even greater significance. Scholars note that CE development in such
contexts requires firms to navigate institutional voids, resource constraints, and social complexities that influence
entrepreneurial orientation, strategic flexibility, and innovation investment (4, 5). These factors may explain why
organizational characteristics—such as governance quality, board composition, managerial incentives, and
transparency—are often stronger predictors of CE outcomes than traditional market-based determinants.

Corporate governance systems aim to mitigate agency conflicts, align managerial behavior with shareholder
interests, and ensure accountability and transparency in organizational decision-making (6). Through formal
monitoring, reporting structures, audit functions, and strategic oversight, CG mechanisms directly influence the
strategic posture of firms, including their willingness and ability to engage in entrepreneurial activity. A critical
dimension of governance concerns board behavior—particularly board independence, expertise, gender diversity,
and meeting frequency—which significantly affects strategic decisions such as R&D allocation and opportunity
pursuit (7, 8). Studies have shown that gender-diverse boards and boards with relevant domain expertise tend to
allocate more resources toward innovative initiatives, enhancing firm capacity for corporate entrepreneurship. At
the same time, governance constraints—such as rigid reporting requirements, conservative risk policies, and
excessive monitoring—may inhibit entrepreneurial risk-taking. Research indicates that firms often struggle to
balance governance compliance requirements with the strategic agility necessary for disruptive innovation (9). This
tension is especially pronounced in firms where risk aversion, hierarchical structures, or shareholder pressure
toward short-term performance dominate, thereby limiting investment in new ventures or experimentation.

Notably, empirical evidence remains mixed. Some studies find a positive relationship between governance
quality and entrepreneurial performance, while others reveal negative or nonlinear effects. For example, excessive
board monitoring may initially encourage disciplined innovation but ultimately suppress creativity when monitoring
becomes overly restrictive (10). These contradictions underscore the need for integrative, context-sensitive models
that explain when and how governance mechanisms support or hinder entrepreneurial behaviors.

Corporate entrepreneurship requires substantial investment in exploratory activities such as research and
development, technological experimentation, and strategic renewal. Governance systems influence these
investments through executive compensation incentives, ownership distribution, and managerial overconfidence,
each of which shapes risk-taking behavior (11, 12). Well-designed governance structures can reduce agency costs,
facilitate appropriate risk-taking, and promote long-term strategic investment. Conversely, poorly designed systems
may reinforce short-termism, discourage innovation, or misalign managerial incentives. Ownership structure is

another crucial determinant of CE; while concentrated ownership can reduce agency conflicts, it may also
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encourage overly conservative decision-making. For example, evidence from ltalian firms demonstrates that
ownership configuration significantly affects R&D investment propensity (13). In emerging economies and SMES,«
governance codes and systems vary widely in their ability to support entrepreneurial initiatives, making context-

aware governance design essential (14).

Institutions—both formal and informal—play a central role in shaping entrepreneurial activity. Institutional support
mechanisms such as regulatory frameworks, innovation policies, tax incentives, and internationalization programs
influence organizational behavior and cross-border entrepreneurial activity (15). Conversely, institutional voids may
increase uncertainty, restrict access to capital, or undermine strategic experimentation. Scholars emphasize that
CE initiatives often fail not because of weak internal capabilities but due to insufficient institutional or governance
support (16). Cultural values and social norms likewise shape entrepreneurial behavior by influencing risk tolerance,
innovation orientation, and opportunity recognition. For example, collectivist cultures may favor incremental
innovation and structured governance processes, whereas individualistic cultures tend to support more autonomous
and non-conventional entrepreneurial activity (17). These variations highlight the importance of understanding the
embeddedness of CE within the broader socio-cultural system.

Corporate entrepreneurship encompasses intrapreneurship, strategic renewal, innovation activity, and new
venture creation within established firms. Scholars argue that CE represents a dynamic process of opportunity
identification, resource recombination, experimentation, and organizational transformation (18). Intrapreneurs rely
heavily on governance structures for legitimacy, support, and access to resources. Organizational-level policies,
managerial competencies, and institutional norms determine whether such initiatives will be fostered or suppressed.
Recent work in emerging markets further demonstrates that CE development requires strong governance systems
that promote accountability, risk management, transparency, and organizational learning (19, 20). Empirical studies
conducted in banking and public-sector settings reveal that integrating governance mechanisms with CE practices
promotes strategic alignment, enhances innovation processes, and increases firm readiness for competitive
transformation, including findings similar to those reported in T article Fatehi jmbs.

The agency of leaders—particularly CEOs and top management teams—plays a pivotal role in driving
entrepreneurial outcomes. Research highlights that entrepreneurial behavior emerges not only from external
opportunities but also from managerial cognition, experience, and temporal orientation (21). Leadership shapes the
willingness to take risks, allocate capital to uncertain projects, and mobilize internal and external support for
entrepreneurial initiatives. Time horizons are especially relevant: long-term orientations and patient capital
structures tend to enable CE, while short-term performance pressures hinder experimentation. Corporate
governance structures must therefore balance accountability requirements with strategic flexibility to ensure that
entrepreneurship can thrive.

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) face unique governance and entrepreneurial challenges.
Governance systems in SMEs are often informal, owner-driven, and constrained by limited resources, which can
either accelerate or impede entrepreneurial activities. Contemporary research highlights the importance of
sustainable governance systems in supporting SMEs’ entrepreneurial growth, resilience, and competitiveness (22).
In public-sector contexts, CE is increasingly recognized as a mechanism for service innovation and modernization.
Public institutions have begun adopting CE models to enhance flexibility, user-driven innovation, and operational
effectiveness while navigating bureaucratic governance structures (23). These findings reinforce the need for

governance frameworks that allow public entities to innovate while ensuring accountability and legitimacy.
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Corporate entrepreneurship frequently intersects with marketing strategy, customer engagement, and
internationalization processes. Effective marketing governance can amplify entrepreneurial outcomes by enabling

firms to capitalize on new market opportunities, strengthen brand positioning, and develop competitive advantages
(24). International platform development further expands entrepreneurial opportunities by facilitating access to
global markets, partnerships, and knowledge networks. At the same time, firms must manage increased complexity,
regulatory risks, and cross-cultural dynamics when engaging internationally. Governance systems that support
transparency, ethics, and strategic alignment help firms navigate these challenges (25).

Knowledge creation, absorption, and recombination are core components of CE. Firms must continuously learn
from their internal and external environments to identify emerging opportunities and adapt to technological changes.
Recent work emphasizes the role of IT adoption, knowledge openness, and learning orientation in facilitating CE
(26). The temporal dimension of knowledge development also matters, as sustained learning strengthens the
capacity to innovate over time (27). Effective CG mechanisms encourage knowledge sharing, protect intellectual
capital, and ensure appropriate oversight for innovation investments, thus enabling CE initiatives to scale and
mature.

The aim of this study is to examine the nature of the interaction between corporate entrepreneurship and
corporate governance to develop an integrated model that explains how governance mechanisms shape

entrepreneurial outcomes in organizational settings.

Methods and Materials
Research Method

The research method refers to the application of a specific approach that provides more and better information
about the subject under study and identifies the related factors and causes. This research is applied in terms of
purpose, as the beneficiaries of the research use it, and it is descriptive-correlational, as it examines the relationship
between the research variables. Additionally, this research is exploratory with an inductive approach and an
interpretive philosophy with a developmental direction. For this purpose, a mixed-method (qualitative and
quantitative) approach was used.

Statistical Population, Sampling Method, and Sample Size

In the qualitative section, the statistical population consisted of managers of entrepreneurial companies, and a
combination of purposive judgmental sampling and snowball sampling methods was used to select the sample. The
dimensions of the research were extracted based on previous studies.

In the quantitative section, after extracting the dimensions, a questionnaire was developed, and data were
collected. The statistical population included company managers, financial and entrepreneurship experts, and
management specialists in companies. The sample size was determined based on Morgan's table, with a target of

385 participants. The sampling method was proportional stratified random sampling.

Execution Method

The research process was as follows: First, to gather information related to the theoretical foundations and

literature review, a library and documentary method was used. Books, articles, and theses from other researchers
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were utilized. A checklist was used to select these articles that met the inclusion criteria, and information was
extracted for the qualitative method. Then, through interviews with experts, the components and indicators related

to corporate entrepreneurship and corporate governance were identified. The conceptual model of the research
was developed. Subsequently, based on the findings from the qualitative phase and the quantitative evaluation of
the grounded theory model, a researcher-made questionnaire was designed for field data collection to test the
model. After distributing the questionnaire and collecting the data, the model was tested, and the final model was

extracted based on the output and findings from the statistical approaches.

Data Collection Methods

This research was conducted in two stages:

1. Library Studies: To review the literature, books, journals, and articles from both domestic and international
sources, online databases and libraries were used.

2. Field Research: To collect the required information and measure the research variables, a questionnaire

was used.

Data Collection Tools

This research was conducted in two stages. In the first stage, by reviewing the literature and interviewing experts,
the components and indicators related to corporate entrepreneurship and corporate governance were identified,
and the conceptual model of the research was developed. In the second stage, the obtained model was examined
using the partial least squares method and related software. Therefore, the questionnaire consisted of 15 closed-
ended questions based on a 5-point Likert scale.

Validity refers to the accuracy and correctness of the measurement tool. It means that the tool should be able to
measure the intended characteristics accurately. In this research, the validity of the questionnaire was confirmed
based on its standardization.

In this research, Cronbach's alpha method was used to assess the reliability of the questionnaire. A value of 0
indicates no reliability, while a value of 1 indicates complete reliability. Cronbach's alpha coefficient was used to
calculate the internal consistency of the measurement tool, which measures different characteristics. Using SPSS
software, the reliability coefficient was calculated, and the results are shown below. To determine the reliability of
the questions, Cronbach's alpha was used, and the value obtained was above 0.70, indicating that the tools used
in this research have appropriate reliability. Based on the results, which are higher than the threshold of 0.7, the

reliability of the questionnaire is confirmed.

Data Analysis

About descriptive statistics, frequency, percentage, mean, and standard deviation were used. Correlation
analysis was conducted using SPSS22 software, and structural equation modeling (SEM) was performed using

PLS Smart software to examine the model fit.
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Findings and Results

The statistical population in the qualitative part included managers of entrepreneurial companies with knowledge
of the research topic. Using purposive sampling, 12 individuals were selected as the study sample. Figure 1
illustrates the Delphi process used in the qualitative section of this research.

In the first Delphi round, a list of extracted factors was presented to the panel members to assess their
importance. Additionally, they were asked to suggest any variables not included in the initial list. Twelve qualified
experts participated in this study, providing their insights.

In the second Delphi round, the factors selected or proposed in the first round along with their initial scores were
shared with the panel. Members were then asked to reevaluate the factors deemed significant in both rounds.

To validate the Delphi process, screening and reliability checks were performed on the indicators until panel
consensus was achieved. Kendall's coefficient of concordance (W) was used to measure agreement among
experts. This coefficient indicates whether panelists applied similar criteria when ranking the importance of each
factor, demonstrating a fundamental consensus. A significance level (p-value) below 0.05 confirms that the
agreement is statistically meaningful. For calculations, SPSS 22 software was employed.

According to the results, the Kendall coefficient for the questionnaire was calculated to be 0.413. The significance
value of this coefficient was 0.000, indicating its significance. The value of this scale is equal to one when there is
complete coordination or agreement and equal to zero when there is complete lack of coordination. Schmidt has
provided two statistical criteria for deciding whether to stop or continue Delphi rounds. The first criterion is strong
consensus among the panel members, which is determined based on the value of the Kendall coordination
coefficient. In the absence of such consensus, the coefficient remaining constant or growing slightly in two

consecutive rounds indicates that there has been no increase in agreement, and the consultation process should

be stopped.
Table 1. Results of subcategories and main extracted categories for corporate entrepreneurship.
Main categories Subcategories
Human Resources Prerequisites Employee job security

Relative risk tolerance

entrepreneurial Employee enthusiasm

Generating creative and practical ideas
Management competencies Pioneering

Learning from Experiences

Emulating Successful Managers' Performance

Respecting Employees' Ideas
External opportunities Government support

Appropriate economic policies

Tax incentives

Facilitation and ease of issuing permits
International platform building International Marketing

Export Development

Ability to Compete with Similar Products

Increasing International Communications
Successful market orientation Market targeting ability

Gaining market share of a new product

Ability to transform and dynamism

Innovation in product production

Table 1 presents the extracted subcategories and main categories related to corporate entrepreneurship,

revealing a total of twenty sub-dimensions grouped into five overarching dimensions. The first dimension, Human
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Resource Prerequisites, includes job security, moderate risk tolerance, entrepreneurial enthusiasm among
employees, and the generation of creative and practical ideas—elements that collectively reflect the foundational
psychological and structural conditions necessary for intrapreneurial behavior. The second dimension, Managerial
Competencies, comprises pioneering tendencies, experiential learning, emulating successful managerial
performance, and respecting employees’ ideas, emphasizing the leadership attributes that shape innovative
organizational cultures. The third dimension, External Opportunities, includes government support, favorable
economic policies, tax incentives, and simplified licensing procedures, which collectively illustrate how the external
environment enables or constrains entrepreneurial action. The fourth dimension, International Platform Building,
includes international marketing, export development, competitiveness against similar products, and increased
international communication, highlighting the strategic expansion capacities required for entrepreneurial growth
beyond domestic markets. Finally, the fifth dimension, Successful Market Orientation, includes market targeting
ability, new product market share acquisition, adaptability and dynamism, and innovation in product development—
together capturing the strategic responsiveness and innovation capabilities essential for sustained corporate
entrepreneurship.

Table 2. Results of subcategories and main extracted categories for corporate governance.

Dimensions Below dimensions

Company accountability Ability to cite real documents
Not distorting company information
Ability to state future goals
Reliability of information

Information transparency Timing of information provision
Representing the company's true profit and loss
Having an efficient audit
Providing regular financial reports

Company Board of Directors The dual role of the CEO
Number of board meetings
Board expertise
Board independence

Corporate Responsibility Establishing effective risk management principles
Environmental monitoring and assessment
Establishing public trust
Developing a desirable vision

Company members Applying a code of professional conduct
Recruitment and hiring based on merit
Specialization in internal and external roles
Evaluating member performance and effectiveness

Table 2 outlines the twenty extracted sub-dimensions of corporate governance, organized into five major
categories derived from prior research. The first category, Corporate Accountability, includes the ability to reference
real documents, avoidance of information distortion, articulation of future corporate goals, and reliability of provided
information—emphasizing accuracy and responsibility in managerial disclosures. The second category, Information
Transparency, encompasses the timeliness of information provision, truthful representation of profit and loss,
efficiency of auditing mechanisms, and the regularity of financial reporting, together representing the clarity and
openness that underpin trustworthy governance. The third category, Corporate Board of Directors, includes CEO
duality, frequency of board meetings, expertise of board members, and board independence, reflecting structural
characteristics that determine strategic oversight quality. The fourth category, Corporate Responsibility, comprises

effective risk management principles, environmental monitoring and assessment, public trust creation, and the
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development of an appropriate organizational vision, underscoring the board’s broader ethical and strategic
responsibilities. The final category, Company Members, includes professional conduct standards, merit-based
recruitment, specialization in internal and external roles, and systematic evaluation of member performance—
dimensions that collectively demonstrate how human resource governance supports organizational integrity and
operational excellence.

A total of 385 of these individuals were selected as the research sample using simple random sampling. Table
3 shows the characteristics of the present research samples in the quantitative section:

Table 3. Characteristics of the research samples in the quantitative section.

Gender Frequency Percentage of frequency
Man 255 66.2
Woman 130 33.8
Age Frequency Percentage of frequency
Under 30 years old 52 13.5
30-35 years 98 25.4
36-45 years 151 39.3
More than 45 years 84 21.8
Work experience Frequency Percentage of frequency
Less than 10 years 84 21.8
10-20 years 220 42.9
More than 20 years 136 35.3
Sum 385 100

Table 3 provides descriptive information about the 385 respondents included in the quantitative section of the
study, summarizing their gender, age distribution, and work experience. With respect to gender, the sample
consisted of 255 men (66.2 percent) and 130 women (33.8 percent), indicating that male participants formed
approximately two-thirds of the sample. In terms of age, 52 participants (13.5 percent) were under 30 years old, 98
participants (25.4 percent) were between 30 and 35 years old, 151 participants (39.3 percent) represented the
largest group belonging to the 36—45 age range, and 84 participants (21.8 percent) were older than 45. Regarding
work experience, 84 individuals (21.8 percent) reported having less than 10 years of experience, 220 individuals
(42.9 percent) had 10 to 20 years of experience, and 136 individuals (35.3 percent) had more than 20 years of
experience, showing that the majority of respondents possessed mid-level professional experience. Together, these
descriptive statistics indicate a mature, experienced, and predominantly male participant group, appropriate for a
study examining corporate governance and organizational entrepreneurship dynamics.

To examine the results of descriptive statistics of research variables (Tables 4 and 5).

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of corporate entrepreneurship variables.

Corporate Human Management Foreign International Successful

entrepreneurshi  resources competence opportunities platform market

p prerequisites building orientation
Number 385 385 385 385 385 385
Mean 3.7582 3.7662 3.8981 3.9506 4.1260 3.6766
Mode 3.20 4.00 4.25 3.50 4.75 3.00
Standard 0.60847 0.48458 0.42293 0.49919 0.74217 0.87925
Deviation
Minimum 2.60 2.75 3.00 3.25 2.50 2.00

Maximum 4.75 4.75 4.50 4.75 4.75 5.00
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Corporate Company Information Board of Responsibility Company

governance accountability transparency Directors members
Number 385 385 385 385 385 385
Mean 3.4188 3.7468 3.4188 2.9316 3.8524 3.7195
Mode 2.00 4.00 2.00 2.50 4.00 4.00
Standard 0.94704 0.66376 0.94704 0.67345 0.52215 0.61783
Deviation
Minimum 2.00 2.50 2.00 1.25 2.25 2.00
Maximum 4.50 4.75 4.50 4.75 5.00 5.00

Before applying statistical methods, calculating appropriate test statistics, and making logical inferences about

research hypotheses, the most critical step is selecting the appropriate statistical method for the study. For this

purpose, understanding the distribution of the data is of fundamental importance.

In this test, we aim to verify one of the following hypotheses:

Ho: The variables under study follow a normal distribution. H;: The variables under study do not follow a normal

distribution.

Table 6. Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test for Assessing the Distribution of Research Variables.

Corporate entrepreneurship

Corporate governance

Number

Kolmogrof-Smirnov value
Significance level

385
0.125
0.000

385

0.230
0.000

As can be seen in Table 6, the significance level in each of the variables is less than 0.05, so with a confidence

of 0.95, it can be said that the assumption of non-normality of the variables under study was confirmed, and

therefore Spearman's correlation coefficient methods are used for the research.

To examine the correlation of variables, we use Table 7.

Table 7. Correlation of research variables.

Human Manage Foreign Internati  Successf Compan Informati Compan  Corporat Compan
Resourc  ment Opportu onal ul on y Board e y
es Compete nities Platform  Market Account Transpar of Respons  member
Require ncies Orientati  ability ency Directors ibility s
ments on
Human Correlati  1.000 0.756 0.422 0.502 0.657 0.449 0.690 0.426 -0.167
Resourc  on
es values
Require
ments
Significa 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
nce level
Number 385 385 385 385 385 385 385 385 385
Manage Correlati 1.000 0.627 0.424 0.692 0.595 0.683 0.257 0.140
ment on
Compete values
ncies
Significa 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.006
nce level
Number 385 385 385 385 385 385 385 385
Foreign Correlati 1.000 0.616 0.812 0.497 0.504 0.282 -0.162
Opportu on
nities values
Significa 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
nce level
Number 385 385 385 385 385 385 385
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Internati Correlati 1.000 0.625 0.796 0.776 0.484 -0.180
onal on
Platform  values
Significa 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
nce level
Number 385 385 385 385 385 385
Successf Correlati 1.000 0.658 0.587 0.549 0.146
ul on
Market values
Orientati
on
Significa 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.004
nce level
Number 385 385 385 385 385
Compan  Correlati 1.000 0.818 0.465 0.187
y on
Account values
ability
Significa 0.000 0.000 0.000
nce level
Number 385 385 385 385
Informati  Correlati 1.000 0.463 0.214
on on
Transpar values
ency
Significa 0.000 0.000
nce level
Number 385 385 385
Compan  Correlati 1.000 -0.026
y Board on
of values
Directors
Significa 0.617
nce level
Number 385 385
Corporat  Correlati 1.000
e on
Respons  values
ibility
Significa
nce level
Number 385
Compan  Correlati
y on

member values

s
Significa
nce level
Number

Based on the results of Table 7, given that the significance level is less than 0.05 (the relationship between the
dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship and corporate governance is marked in green), the correlation between
the dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship and corporate governance is significant.

Structural equation modeling (SEM) using the partial least squares (PLS) approach involves two main stages:
testing the measurement model and evaluating the structural model. The measurement model assessment
examines internal consistency, reliability, and discriminant validity. To assess internal consistency, Fornell and
Larcker (1981) propose three key criteria: 1) reliability of individual observed variables/indicators, 2) composite
reliability of constructs, and 3) average variance extracted (AVE). Gefen and Straub (2005) recommend specific
approaches for assessing indicator validity. Regarding composite reliability, Chin (1998) advocates using Dillon-

Goldstein's coefficient. Unlike OLS multiple regression, PLS utilizes factor scores for path estimation, making it
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essential to consider factor loadings when calculating reliability indices. While Cronbach's alpha assigns equal
weight to all indicators and tends to underestimate reliability, the Dillon-Goldstein coefficient proves more
appropriate for PLS analysis (Chin 1998), with acceptable values exceeding 0.7. The third reliability indicator, AVE,
should ideally surpass 0.5 (Fornell and Larcker 1981), indicating that the construct explains at least 50% of its
indicator variance. For discriminant validity assessment, Chin (1998) proposes two criteria: first, indicators should
demonstrate higher loadings on their parent construct than cross-loadings on other constructs Gefen and Straub
(2005) specify a minimum 0.1 difference; second, the square root of AVE should exceed inter-construct correlations,
confirming stronger within-construct relationships. Tenenhaus et al. (2005) additionally recommend examining
communality validity (CV-Communality) indices, where positive values indicate adequate measurement quality
while negative values suggest poor latent variable measurement. The subsequent table presents composite
reliability and AVE values for all indicators.

The values presented in the composite reliability column of the table represent the Dillon-Goldstein coefficients,
where values exceeding 0.7 are considered acceptable for this criterion. The average variance extracted (AVE)
values shown in the table must be greater than 0.5, as demonstrated in the presented data. For selecting the optimal
model, we employ the global quality criterion proposed by Amato et al. (2004), which provides a robust framework
for model evaluation. This approach allows for a comprehensive assessment of model fit while considering both the
reliability measures (Dillon-Goldstein coefficients) and convergent validity indicators (AVE values) that have been
systematically calculated and presented in our analysis. The combination of these quantitative benchmarks with the
established quality criterion ensures rigorous model selection grounded in sound statistical principles.

GOF = Square Root (Average Communality) multiplied by Square Root (Average R-squared)

The analysis evaluates both the average communality of each variable and the quality of the outer model. The
R-squared (R®) value for each exogenous latent variable is calculated to assess the internal model quality,
determined based on the latent variables that explain them. An R? value above 0.36 indicates better model quality,
suggesting that the partial least squares method has effectively explained the model. In this case, the model's
goodness-of-fit is calculated at 0.411, demonstrating satisfactory explanatory power.

Based on the results, the relationship between the dimensions related to the variables of corporate
entrepreneurship and corporate governance is as shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Results of t-values and path coefficients of the relationship between research variables.

Relationship between dimensions of research variables Path coefficient T-values P-value
Human Resources Prerequisites -> Company Members 0.154 6.653 0.000
Human Resources Prerequisites -> Information Transparency 0.130 6.383 0.000
Human Resources Prerequisites -> Company Responsibility 0.234 1.774 0.077
Human Resources Prerequisites -> Company Board of Directors 0.069 11.250 0.000
Human Resources Prerequisites -> Company Accountability 0.107 1.742 0.082
Management Competencies -> Company Members 0.198 0.974 0.331
Management Competencies -> Information Transparency 0.059 10.564 0.000
Management Competencies -> Company Responsibility 0.224 1.162 0.246
Management Competencies -> Company Board of Directors 0.123 4.687 0.000
Management Competencies -> Company Accountability 0.149 8.228 0.000
External Opportunities -> Company Members 0.153 9.057 0.000
External Opportunities -> Information Transparency 0.199 3.729 0.000
External Opportunities -> Company Responsibility 0.175 0.013 0.990
External Opportunities -> Company Board of Directors 0.073 11.416 0.000
External Opportunities -> Company Accountability 0.190 4.556 0.000
International Platform -> Company Members 0.113 3.878 0.000

International Platform -> Information Transparency 0.085 12.607 0.000
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International Platform -> Company Responsibility 0.152 0.664 0.507
International Platform -> Company Board of Directors 0.109 3.132 0.002
International Platform -> Company Accountability 0.122 11.308 0.000
Successful market orientation -> Company members 0.167 1.594 0.112
Successful market orientation -> Information transparency 0.068 9.950 0.000
Successful market orientation -> Company responsibility 0.196 0.583 0.560
Successful market orientation -> Company board of directors 0.121 7.877 0.000
Successful market orientation -> Company accountability 0.125 6.341 0.000

Based on Table 8, the results show that most of the t-values for the relationship between the dimensions related
to the research variables are greater than 1.96 and have a significance level of less than 0.05 (marked in green font
in the original), which indicates an interactive relationship between the dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship

variables and corporate governance in entrepreneurial companies.

Discussion and Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to investigate the interactive relationship between the dimensions of corporate
entrepreneurship and corporate governance in entrepreneurial companies, with an emphasis on how
organizational, managerial, and institutional characteristics influence entrepreneurial outcomes. The findings from
both qualitative and quantitative analyses demonstrate a strong, multidimensional, and statistically significant
relationship between the two constructs, confirming that corporate entrepreneurship is not an isolated managerial
practice but an outcome shaped by governance structures, leadership conditions, transparency mechanisms, and
institutional expectations. The PLS-SEM results revealed that most paths between the five dimensions of corporate
entrepreneurship and the five dimensions of corporate governance yielded significant t-values, reinforcing the
argument that governance mechanisms systematically shape entrepreneurial readiness, opportunity pursuit, and
innovation capacity. These results are consistent with the growing body of research that views entrepreneurship as
an institutionalized organizational process embedded in governance arrangements (1).

The study’s findings show that human resource prerequisites—such as job security, risk tolerance, enthusiasm
for entrepreneurial activity, and creative idea generation—are significantly related to governance elements including
transparency, board structure, and member performance. This aligns with prior work emphasizing that organizations
must cultivate psychological safety, structural empowerment, and learning environments to stimulate
entrepreneurial behavior (18). The positive paths from human resource prerequisites to board of directors’
effectiveness and information transparency indicate that entrepreneurial activity relies on trust-building, reliable
communication channels, and clearly articulated governance responsibilities. Similar results appear in empirical
studies demonstrating that strong governance systems encourage intrapreneurial engagement by fostering trust,
procedural fairness, and clarity in decision-making (25, 28). The results also confirm that effective governance
systems reduce the ambiguity that often deters employees from presenting creative ideas, thereby legitimizing
entrepreneurial participation across organizational levels.

Management competencies—such as pioneering leadership, experiential learning, emulation of best practices,
and respect for employee input—showed significant positive relationships with governance indicators, particularly
information transparency, board functionality, and accountability. These findings reflect the theoretical view that
corporate entrepreneurship is deeply linked to the cognitive and behavioral attributes of leaders, whose strategic

actions are shaped by governance frameworks (21). By demonstrating that management competencies significantly
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enhance transparency and board interactions, the study supports the proposition that entrepreneurial leadership is
not merely a stylistic characteristic but a governance outcome. This is consistent with research showing that boards«
with strong monitoring capability and high expertise encourage proactive, opportunity-oriented managerial behavior

(29). Moreover, the alignment with prior studies that highlight the moderating role of governance in shaping
executive decision-making (11) further validates the significance of managerial competencies in entrepreneurial

settings.

External opportunities—including government support, economic policies, tax incentives, and ease of licensing—
were found to be strongly correlated with multiple dimensions of governance. The positive relationship between
external opportunities and transparency as well as board effectiveness suggests that firms respond to institutional
incentives more effectively when governance systems are robust and well-structured. Such findings align with
institutional theory, which highlights the importance of institutional frameworks in shaping entrepreneurial
ecosystems (4). The results also correspond to recent work emphasizing that institutional support significantly
enhances international and domestic entrepreneurial activity by reducing uncertainty, facilitating knowledge
acquisition, and legitimizing venture creation (15). The significant path coefficients observed in this study reinforce
the argument that firms embedded in supportive institutional environments benefit more from entrepreneurial
initiatives when governance mechanisms are strong enough to absorb and respond to external opportunity signals.

International platform building—a dimension including export development, competitiveness, and international
communication—also demonstrated significant relationships with governance variables. In particular, its strong
associations with information transparency, accountability, and board effectiveness underscore the importance of
governance in global entrepreneurial strategy. Prior studies have similarly shown that international entrepreneurship
requires governance structures that reduce information asymmetry, enhance cross-border legitimacy, and
coordinate complex international operations (8, 9). The results of this study also parallel findings that international
entrepreneurial activities are more successful when governed by boards with diverse expertise and strategic vision
(7). These outcomes collectively suggest that governance systems must evolve alongside internationalization
efforts to sustain entrepreneurial competitiveness in global markets.

Successful market orientation—comprised of market-targeting capability, adaptability, and product innovation—
was positively associated with governance constructs regarding transparency, board structure, and accountability.
These findings affirm the strategic entrepreneurship literature, which emphasizes that entrepreneurial market
orientation depends on the firm's ability to interpret data, align with market signals, and strategically allocate
resources under governance oversight (30). Market-oriented entrepreneurial firms require strong governance
systems to ensure that innovation efforts are customer-driven, strategically relevant, and financially justified. Studies
in emerging markets highlight similar findings: firms with transparent governance and well-structured boards
achieve higher innovation performance and market expansion outcomes (24, 31). The results of the present study
thus extend prior research by demonstrating that market orientation is not only a strategic choice but also a
governance-dependent capability.

Across the dimensions, the structural equation modeling results showed high composite reliability, acceptable
AVE values, and a goodness-of-fit (GoF) value exceeding 0.36, indicating that the model presents a strong
explanatory framework. This analytical validation supports the conceptual assumption that corporate
entrepreneurship and corporate governance are not independent constructs but components of an integrated

organizational system. Similar claims appear in existing studies arguing that governance mechanisms such as



Fatehi et al.

board independence, diversity, and monitoring capabilities influence entrepreneurial resource allocation and
ﬂinnovation intensity (10, 32). The high significance levels observed in the study’s path coefficients further underscore
the interdependence between governance effectiveness and entrepreneurial dynamism.

The findings also illuminate the nuanced nature of governance's influence on entrepreneurship. Not all
governance components had strong or significant effects on all entrepreneurial dimensions. For example, corporate
responsibility showed weaker relationships in some paths, suggesting that ethical frameworks, environmental
monitoring, and risk management practices may influence CE indirectly through cultural or long-term strategic
mechanisms. These results echo studies that describe corporate responsibility as a “slow-impact” governance
dimension, where effects appear over extended time horizons or through stakeholder trust mechanisms rather than
immediate entrepreneurial outputs (33). This nuanced finding highlights the need for firms to differentiate between
governance mechanisms that produce rapid strategic effects and those that operate through incremental
institutionalization.

Another important implication relates to board composition and structure. The results demonstrated consistently
strong effects of board-related governance dimensions across entrepreneurial variables, confirming the central role
of the board as an entrepreneurial catalyst. Board independence, gender diversity, and expertise have been shown
to enhance innovation investment and strategic renewal (7, 8). These findings align with the present study's results,
which indicate that board structure influences both internal entrepreneurial dynamics and external opportunity
orientation. Similarly, the literature suggests that boards capable of balancing monitoring and strategic support
enable more effective entrepreneurial experimentation (14).

Finally, the study contributes to the broader theoretical discourse by integrating insights from organizational
behavior, institutional economics, entrepreneurship theory, and governance research. The results reinforce the
perspective that entrepreneurship in organizations is a multi-layered phenomenon shaped by governance
conditions, managerial cognition, institutional context, and cultural norms (3, 17). By empirically linking CE and CG
dimensions, this study advances a holistic view of entrepreneurial organization building and provides evidence for
designing governance systems that both constrain and enable entrepreneurial behavior.

This study, while comprehensive, has several limitations. The cross-sectional design limits the ability to infer
causality between governance mechanisms and entrepreneurial outcomes, suggesting that longitudinal designs
would provide deeper insights. The reliance on self-reported data introduces the possibility of response bias,
especially regarding governance perceptions and entrepreneurial behaviors. The study was conducted within a
specific national and organizational context, which may limit the generalizability of its findings to other cultural or
institutional environments. Additionally, although the model incorporated numerous dimensions, it could not fully
capture all contextual variables—such as informal norms, industry structure, or macroeconomic shocks—that may
influence the CE—CG relationship.

Future research should employ longitudinal and experimental designs to examine dynamic changes in
governance structures and their long-term effects on entrepreneurship. Comparative cross-country studies would
add clarity to how institutional environments moderate these relationships. Researchers could expand the model
by incorporating additional variables such as digital transformation readiness, ESG governance, cultural leadership
styles, or market turbulence. Moreover, qualitative case studies may provide deeper insights into micro-level

mechanisms through which governance practices foster or inhibit entrepreneurial action. Finally, future research
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should explore non-linear or curvilinear effects, given that some governance mechanisms may enhance
entrepreneurship up to a threshold and then produce diminishing or negative returns. «
Organizations should align governance mechanisms with entrepreneurial strategy by strengthening
transparency, board expertise, and participatory leadership practices. Firms should cultivate internal cultures that
support intrapreneurship while ensuring adequate governance controls to manage risk. Policymakers and
regulators should design governance frameworks that encourage innovation without imposing excessive
administrative burdens. Managers should prioritize continuous learning, cross-functional collaboration, and market
responsiveness to capitalize on emerging opportunities effectively.
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