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ABSTRACT 

Introduction and purpose: Today's organizations need to pay attention to entrepreneurship due to growing 
environmental changes. A set of resources and tools are required for institutionalize entrepreneurship in 
organizations. Organizational intangible assets are the most important tools, and organizational assets are for 
distributing entrepreneurship. The aim of the current study is to explain the impacts of organizational intangible 
assets on corporate entrepreneurship and to provide appropriate model. 
Methods: The study population consisted of all staff of the Ministry of Sports and youths and 275 of them were 
selected based on stratified random sampling method. For collecting data, four questionnaires of human capital, 
social capital, psychological capital and corporate entrepreneurship had been used. For determining organizational 
intangible assets and corporate entrepreneurship, the mean test for population had been used; and Pearson’s 
correlation coefficient test and structural equation modeling had been used to determine the relationship between 
variables. 
Results: Results showed that the average organizational intangible assets and its components were significantly 
higher than normal and the average entrepreneurship was at a moderate level; there was a significant correlation 
between organizational intangible assets and its aspects with corporate entrepreneurship and the study model had 
confirmed the impact of organizational intangible assets and its aspects on corporate entrepreneurship. 
Conclusion: Based on the results, improvement of organizational intangible assets in the Ministry of Sports and 
Youth is effective in promoting corporate entrepreneurship. 
 
Keywords: organizational intangible assets, human capital, social capital, psychological capital, corporate 
entrepreneurship. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The importance of entrepreneurship in today's organizations is so increased that it became essential and necessary 
for survival and development of organizations [1], and many organizations rely on entrepreneurship for promoting 
and differentiating their products and services and also to gain business competitive advantages. Corporate 
entrepreneurship facilitates the efforts of an organization for exploiting its current competitive advantages and also 
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to explore new opportunities and capabilities that are required for successful follow ups [2, 3, 4]. Corporate 
entrepreneurship is defined as a desire of an organization to encourage and support creativity, flexibility, and risk 
appetite [5]. Corporate entrepreneurship can be used in private or public sectors of an organization. The most 
important distinction between entrepreneurship in private and public sectors is that entrepreneurship in the public 
sector does not necessarily targets financial benefits but it can fallow non-financial goals as well; and the goal of 
entrepreneurship in government agencies and public sectors goes beyond mere profitably [6: 76]. 

In the past decade, research on entrepreneurship has fallowed different paths, but what is obvious is that after the 
importance of entrepreneurship in today’s organizations had been established, primary knowledge that facilitates 
entrepreneurship is also became especially important [7]. Hence, these questions always rise that what necessitates 
entrepreneurship and what kind of resources are needed for entrepreneurship. Perhaps the roots of this new approach 
of entrepreneurship can be found in a resource-based view. According to the resource-based approach, sustainable 
competitive advantage is possible through a unique resource control which cannot be imitated by others. So, for a 
corporate entrepreneurship to lead to a competitive advantage for the organization, it needs to rely on resources that 
are unique and inimitable. Intangible assets of an organization are among the most unique and inimitable assets of 
that organization. Therefore, it can be concluded that this process will lead to improved organizational performance 
and gain competitive advantage because of reliance of corporate entrepreneurship process on organizational 
intangible assets [8]. Human, social and psychological capitals are the most important components of organizational 
intangible assets and organizations can deal with other organizations and shall handle their duties through these 
capitals. 

Human capital: theory of human capital suggests that individuals have different knowledge, skills and abilities 
(KSAs) that can be successfully implemented on tasks associated with their jobs [9, 10, 11]. Therefore, human 
capital theory had upgraded the attitude towards people from a traditional concept to a newer one. In the traditional 
sense, human capital had been used only for physical struggles, but in the new concept, human capital is viewed as a 
value that can and should be invested on in order to gain economic benefits for many individuals and for society [12, 
13, 14]. Human resources are the only capitals that won’t decrease with more usage, and increasingly spreads; and it 
seems that the most important difference between advanced industrial countries and low-income countries is due to 
human capital [15]. Also, in the field of organizations, today this fact has become solidify that injection of 
significant amounts of financial and physical capitals doesn’t accelerated the pace of their success but organizations 
that have sufficient and skilled human capital are able to use their physical and financial capitals more effectively to 
accelerate their growth and development [16]. Basic human capital creates knowledge necessary for high quality 
innovation and entrepreneurial efforts [17]. In organizations, competent personnel that have higher human capital 
are a source of ideas for innovation and promotion of organizational productivity [14]. Many studies have shown a 
positive impact on the innovative performance and it has been clarified that more innovative organizations are 
managed by a team with higher education [17]. Scattered coordination among different individuals is a distinguished 
ability of entrepreneurs that is related to their previous learned skills and knowledge which they have gained during 
education and work experience. In addition, the perception of risks and opportunities is influenced by the ability to 
accumulating new knowledge which is in turn dependent on reserving accumulated explicit knowledge1 that has 
been gained in higher education institutes and implicit knowledge2 accumulated through experience in a given 
context [13]. Researchers of entrepreneurship field have studied the relationship between human capital and 
entrepreneurial outcomes in different levels and the results generally have supported the theory of human capital 
[18]. 

Social capital: Bourdieu have theorized his concept of social capital in 1988, but at the organizational level; people 
like have analyzed social capital. Organizational social capital is a combination of social and communicational links 
that allow employees to gain knowledge and resources in their organizations and professions [9]. According to 
experts, social capital as a source that is generated from infrastructure and communication networks of entrepreneurs 
and organizations is considered as a key factor in the process of entrepreneurship development and organizational 
infrastructure for innovation, creativity and dynamics [19, 20, 21, 22, 23]. The main question is that how could his 

                                                           
1 Explicit knowledge is a knowledge that one receives in school and educational institutions. 
2Implicit knowledge is the knowledge that a person gains in the workplace and when performing job responsibilities. 
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be achieved and what is the role of entrepreneurship in the development of social capital? Corporate 
entrepreneurship mainly refers to entrepreneurial activity of employees as a whole [7]. Therefore, corporate 
entrepreneurship activities require convergence of various sciences that belong to different members of the 
organization and require cooperation of all employees in an organization. In other words, corporate entrepreneurship 
is a group activity and it is the opposite of individual activity [24]; And also social capital, by facilitating collective 
action and information exchange which is followed by brainstorming and group synergy, provides new and 
innovative solutions as well as improving organizational performance and outcomes. In fact, it seems that continues 
results from successive and frequent social interaction is necessary for creating an entrepreneurial organization [13: 
353]. On the other hand, most of the previous studies on identifying opportunities have focus on the key role of 
information for identifying opportunities. If information has such a prominent role in identifying opportunities, what 
are the sources of such information for entrepreneurs? One of the hidden sources of such information is the links 
between entrepreneurs. Numerous empirical studies show the when entrepreneurial social network is broader, more 
opportunities can be identified. Therefore, one of the factors in identifying opportunities is social networks. These 
networks, provides more resources and opportunities for entrepreneurs and expand the circle of their choices [25]. 

psychological capital: A new concept that has been introduced recently by Luthans which was inspired by positive 
organizational behavior is psychological capital [26] that has been used as a key construct in the field of positive 
organizational behavior in the territory of a jobs [27: 1]. Luthans, [28] had introduced a well-known definition of 
Psychological capital as it follows: "psychological capital is a positive psychological stated of a person and it is 
defined by [1] having confidence (self-efficacy) to take responsibility and put required  efforts to succeed in high 
challenging tasks; [2] making a positive attribution (optimism] about success at present moment and in future; [3] 
having the perseverance to achieve goals and when necessary changing paths for achieving goals (hope) so that 
success is gained; and [4] when surrounded by hardships and problems, employ endurance, rehabilitation and even 
beyond (resiliency) to achieve success "[28: 3]. Thus, psychological capital is considered a "higher order" construct 
that appears when the four constructs of hope, self-efficacy, optimism and resilience are combined [29, 30, 31]. 
Psychological capital seeks to create a positive approach to organizational performance among inevitable, stressful 
and fast changing demands in the work environment which is widely identified as an important predictive variable 
for attitudes, behaviors, and performances of employees and thus it is well-known in management research [29, 32, 
33]. Previous research has found significant positive correlation between psychological capital with positive results 
related to work including psychological health and happiness, job performance, job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, attachment to work and organizational citizenship behaviors [34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40], as well as 
significant negative correlation between had been found psychological capital with negative attitudes and behaviors 
related to work such as stress, anxiety, abuse in the workplace, absenteeism and leaving job [41, 42, 43]. 
Psychological Capital has high potential and capacity in the organization [44] and previous studies regarding 
psychological capital emphasized on significance of this new capital and strengthening its four dimensions in order 
to maximize performances of different roles at work place [34, 45]. Psychological capital has a positive correlation 
with innovative behavior and beliefs of individuals in their abilities to perform a job successfully [46]. Psychological 
capital is an important factor for predicting entrepreneurship and those with higher psychological capital are looking 
for growth and progress and show more efforts [47]. Psychological capital as the newest organizational intangible 
assets is one of the most important sources for developing corporate entrepreneurship, and employees who have high 
psychological capitals, more likely will engage in challenging and risky activities. They hope that with 
determination and alternative routes, they will achieve goals; they are actually optimist about achieving positive 
outcomes; they believe in effectiveness, and they also believe that they can create a positive difference in their 
working environment and they can keep out hardships. All these positive factors help the creation of new and 
different ways of working and employment and organizational entrepreneurship [46]. Psychological capital has a 
promoting nature in one’s recovery of failure and stagnation and entrepreneurs are generally those who have high 
tolerance for ambiguity and failure and by adapting an appropriate attributional style (optimism), they are hopeful 
for future and they try to change current situation and repeating previous successes self-confidently [48]. 

Based on the findings of research in this area, human, social and psychological capitals which are the fundamental 
components of organizational intangible assets plays vital roles in the promotion and development of 
entrepreneurship in today’s organizations and the need for paying attention to theses for promoting entrepreneurship 
in these organizations is strongly felt. The ministry of Sports and Youth is also not an exception. The ministry of 



Loghman Keshvarz et al Int. J. Pharm. Res. Allied Sci., 2017, 6(3):79-92 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

82 

Sports and Youth as a government agency, is responsible for sports in the Islamic Republic of Iran and has been a 
major influence in this exclusive area. So, the dynamics of this organization is growth and development of sports 
and ultimately followed by large-scale development of sports in the country. On this basis, and given the necessary 
attention to entrepreneurship for valorization in today's organizations and increase efficiency and effectiveness as 
well as the need for paying serious attention to the antecedents and resources needed for this developments of 
entrepreneurship, the corporate entrepreneurship and organizational intangible assets of the Ministry of Sports and 
Youths have been evaluated; and the effects of  organizational intangible assets on corporate entrepreneurship of this 
ministry is analyzed. In fact, the current study seeks to answer this question that what efficiency status of using 
organizational intangible assets and entrepreneurship in the Ministry of sports and Youths look like and what is the 
role of organizational intangible assets and corporate entrepreneurship and their component as newest and most 
developed resources and organizational assets on promotion of corporate entrepreneurship in the ministry? 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The current study regarding a philosophical basis is considered as positivist paradigm group. In terms of the 
direction of research, it is an applied research. From methodology data collection point of view, it is considered a 
descriptive study. In terms of research strategies, the current research uses correlation with the use of Structural 
Equation Modeling (SEM). The population of this study included all employees of the Ministry of Sports and 
Youths of the Islamic Republic of Iran who consisted of a total number of about 750 individuals, and the sample size 
based on the table provided by Cohen, Morgan & Kerjcie had been estimated to be 254 individuals and by 
calculating the probability of failure to return a number of questionnaires, 300 questionnaires were distributed 
randomly among employees and 275 questionnaires were returned to the researcher. For data collection, four 
questionnaires of human capital [9] with 10 questions, social capital [9] with 12 items, psychological capital with 24 
questions (these three questionnaires had been used together to measure organizational intangible assets) and 
corporate entrepreneurship scale [7] with 30 questions have been used [7, 9, 28]. Human capital, social capital and 
psychological capital questionnaires had been designed in the form of 6 point Likert scale and the corporate 
entrepreneurship scale was designed in the form of 7 point Likert scale. To evaluate content validity and reliability 
of the research instruments, the questionnaires had been distributed among a few professors and experts in this field 
and by considering their opinions, necessary modification had been applied. To assess reliability of existing 
constructs in questionnaires, confirmatory factor analysis had been used. First, in this analysis, the adequacy and 
appropriateness of factor analysis had been evaluated by Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy index 
(KMO) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity. After ensuring that the data can be used for factor analysis, confirmatory 
factor analysis model had been used to evaluate construct validity of human capital, social capital, psychological 
capital and corporate entrepreneurship in LISREL software and relationships between markers had been molded. 
The results show that what the researcher intended to measure by subscales had been achieved through these 
questionnaires; therefore, the relationship between the constructs with hidden variables is invoked. To show how far 
the obtained values are matched with the realities of implementation model, fitness indices was evaluated. All 
fitness indices in this section displayed desirability levels. Therefore, the data for the current study had a good fit 
with the factor structure and underlying theories which shows that questions are aligned with theoretical constructs. 
Cronbach's alpha was used to evaluate the reliability of these questionnaires. Values that is greater than 0.7 indicate 
a desired reliability. Cronbach's alpha coefficient for human capital, social capital, psychological capital and 
corporate entrepreneurship had been evaluated as 0.88, 0.91, 0.86 and 0.95, respectively. For data analysis, SPSS 
and LISREL software packages were used. Statistical methods employed in this study include: descriptive and 
inferential statistics. The descriptive statistics had been used for organizing, summarizing, and classifying raw scores 
and for describing sample sizes; And in inferential statistics normality of data distribution was determined by using 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov3; then parametric tests for mean of study population4 had been used to examine the status of 
variables, and Pearson's correlation coefficient and structural equation modeling had been used to explain the 
relationship between the variables. 

                                                           
3 One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test 
4 One-Sample T Test 



Loghman Keshvarz et al Int. J. Pharm. Res. Allied Sci., 2017, 6(3):79-92 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

83 

RESULTS 

39.27 percent of the respondents were female and 58.91 percent were male. 4.73 percent of them had a diploma 
degree, 6.18% had associates degree, 56.73 percent had bachelor's and 32.36 percent had master's and PhD degrees. 
13.09 percent were up to 30 years old, 15.64 % were between 31 and 35 years old, 11.64 percent were 36 to 40 years 
old, 17.82 percent were 41 to 45 years old, 21.82 percent were 46 to 50 years old, and 14.18 percent were above 51 
years old. 18.18 percent had up to 5 years of work experience, 20 percent had 6 to 10 years, 25.45 percent had 11 to 
15 years, 17.82 had 16 to 20 years, 8.36 percent had 21 to 25 years, and 4.73 percent  had 25 years and above work 
experiences. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results showed that all factors examined in the sample followed in a normal 
distribution. Therefore, to test the hypotheses, parametric statistical tests can be used. 

To examine the status of organizational intangible assets of corporate entrepreneurship and each component of these 
variables, average test of study population had been used. In this test, the average value of organizational intangible 
assets of its three components meaning human, social and psychological capitals had been compared with number 
3.5 (median of questionnaire responses) and corporate entrepreneurship average and its components had been 
compared with the number 4 (median of questionnaire responses). 

According to the results of Table 1, we find that the testing "organizational intangible assets " and its three 
components has a significant level less than the critical value of 0.05, which indicates that the null hypothesis of the 
mean of this variable being equal to 3.5, is rejected and since upper and lower bounds on all the variables tested 
positive, therefore, we conclude that the average "organizational intangible assets" and its three components of 
"human capital", "social capital" and "psychological capital" are significantly more than average. 

Table 1. Results of Average test of population for organizational intangible assets and its components 

variables of the study the test value = 3.5 

 Average statistics 
degree of 
freedom 

level of 
significance 

lower 
bound 

higher 
bound 

human capital 4.42 22.58 274 0.000 0.84 1.00 

social capital 4.10 14.62 274 0.000 0.52 0.69 

psychological capital 4.39 43.87 274 0.000 0.85 0.93 

organizational intangible 
assets 

4.30 27.75 274 0.000 0.75 0.86 

Also according to table 2, we can see that the two variables of “corporate entrepreneurship” and “top management 
support” is significantly higher that the critical value of 0.05 which indicates that the null hypothesis that considers 
the mean of the two variable equals 4 will be accepted. This means that these two variables had no significant 
difference with the average value. The two variables of “work authorities” and “reward and reinforcements” are 
significantly lower that critical value of 0.05, which indicates that the null hypothesis that considers the mean of 
these two variables equals 4 is rejected, and with respect to the upper and lower bounds, which both are positive, we 
can conclude that the average “work authorities” and “reward and reinforcements” is significantly higher than the 
average. The two variables of “availability of time” and “organizational boundaries” also had been significantly 
lower that the critical value of 0.05, which indicates the null hypothesis which considers that these two variables 
equals 4 is also rejected; however, since the higher and lower limits are both negative, we can conclude that average 
“availability of time” and “organizational boundaries” are significantly lower than the average. 

 

Table 2. The results of average test of population for corporate entrepreneurship and its components 
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variables of the study the test value = 4 

 Average statistics degree of freedom level of significance lower bound higher bound 

top management support 4.02 0.28 274 0.783 -0.12 0.16 

work authorities 4.22 3.37 274 0.001 0.09 0.35 

reward and reinforcements 4.19 3.20 274 0.002 0.07 0.31 

availability of time 3.46 -11.86 274 0.000 -0.63 -0.45 

organizational boundaries 3.89 -2.80 274 0.006 -0.19 -0.03 

corporate entrepreneurship 3.96 -0.88 274 0.381 -0.14 0.05 

 

To examine the relationship between independent and dependent variables, Pearson’s correlation coefficient test had 
been used. The results of this test (Table 3) showed that organizational intangible assets and its three components 
have a significant linear relationship with corporate entrepreneurship and to explore the matter further, we used 
structural equation. 
 

Table 3. The results of the correlation between organizational intangible assets and its components with 
corporate entrepreneurship 

Study variables Pearson’s correlation coefficient level of significance 

human capital and corporate entrepreneurship 0.306 0.000 

social capital and corporate entrepreneurship 0.316 0.000 

psychological capital and corporate entrepreneurship 0.325 0.000 

organizational intangible assets and corporate entrepreneurship 0.695 0.000 

 

Based on the results of figure 1, the standardized factor load of organizational intangible assets was 0.65 and t 
statistics for corporate entrepreneurship was 6.11. Since the obtained value for t was greater than 1.96, it indicates a 
significant direct effect of organizational intangible assets on corporate entrepreneurship. To show that how obtained 
valued are matched the facts in the model, fitness indices should be studied. Desirable value for root mean square 
index (RMR) and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) is close to zero and obtained values are 0.021 and 
0.036, respectively. Desirable value for goodness of fit index (GFI), normed fit index (NFI), non-normed fit index 
(NNFI), incremental fit index (IFI) comparative fit index (CFI) are 0.9 which is higher that their values obtained 
values, these valuse had been calculated as 0.96, 0.98, 0.98, 0.99 and 0.99, respectively. Desirable value for Root 
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was 0.1 and lower and its value had been evaluated as 0.072. Also 
desirable value for Chi-Square index on degree of freedom was less than 3 which its value had been calculated as 
2.42. Therefore, all fit indices show optimal limits. 
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Chi-Square=45.76, df=19, P-value=0.07154, RMSEA=0.072 

Figure 1. Structural model of the effects of organizational intangible assets on corporate entrepreneurship 

Upper numbers on the axis display standardized load factor (path coefficients) and the bottom numbers are t 
statistic. 

According to Figure 2, standardized load factor of human capital variable on corporate entrepreneurship was 0.33 
and its t statistic was 5.11. Standardized load factor of social capital variable on corporate entrepreneurship was 0.35 
and its t statistic was 5.41; and the standardized load factor of psychological capital variable on corporate 
entrepreneurship was 0.38 and its t statistic was 5.71. Since t values for all three variables were greater than 1.96, it 
shows a significant and direct impact of all three components of the organizational intangible assets of human, social 
and psychological capitals on entrepreneurship. To show how obtained values  match the realities of model, fit 
indices should be studied. Desirable value for root mean square index (RMR) and standardized root mean square 
index (SRMR) is close to zero and both values had been calculated as 0.000. Desirable value for goodness of fit 
index (GFI), normed fit index (NFI), non-normed fit index (NNFI), indicators of fitness rising (IFI) and incremental 
fit index (CFI) was 0.9 and higher and all their values had been calculated as 1.00. Desirable value for the square 
root index had been estimated and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was 0.1 and lower which 
those value had been calculated as 0.000. Also desirable value for Chi-Square on degree of freedom was less than 3 
which the value had been calculated as 0.000. Therefore, as fit indices show, the data had a good fit with factor 
structure and underlying theories of research. 
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Chi-Square=0.00, df=0, P-value=1.00000, RMSEA=0.000 

Figure 2. Structural model of the effects of human, social and psychological capitals on corporate 
entrepreneurship 

Upper numbers on the axis display standardized load factor (path coefficients) and the bottom numbers are t 
statistic. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

The organizational assets may had been tangible in the past, but today the majority of assets are intangible [49]. In 
the knowledge economy, organizational success depends on the ability to manage intangible assets. To be able to 
manage these assets, first they must be identified and measured and finally they can be managed [50]. Based on the 
results, the rating for organizational intangible assets of the Ministry of Sports and Youths is higher than average. 
Therefore, in terms of having newest and most advanced organizational assets, the Ministry of Sports and Youths is 
in a relative good condition, and the managers of this ministry need to properly use these valuable assets in order to 
achieve organizational goals. Although the beneficial conditions of organizational intangible assets had been 
evaluated to be relatively reasonable at the Ministry of Sport and Youth, there is still a distance to ideal situation and 
the managers of this ministry should strive to improve intangible assets of this organization. Therefore, in our world 
today, the largest value of an organization is based on intangible assets and these key resources are able to introduce 
the organization an ideal outcome regardless of industry [51, 52]. Human capital as one of the three main structural 
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components of organizational intangible assets has a relatively good state in the Ministry of Sports and Youths and 
its rating is higher than average.  

Therefore, the Ministry of Sports and Youths should use employees that have acceptable knowledge, skills and 
abilities and using them appropriately and systematically in order to advance the goals of the ministry. The social 
capital raring was also higher than average in the Ministry of Sports and Youths. Therefore, the employees of the 
Ministry of Sports and youths in general have relatively effective social and communicational networks with each 
other and within the Ministry and with their colleagues outside the organization; moreover, these social and 
communicational networks are helpful in managing events and professional decisions. According to social capital 
provides links to explore opportunities and to identify collective and allocate scarce resources within the 
organization to facilitate organizational development [13: 350] which is a vital role. Consequently, not only social 
capital should be used in organizations but also according to Ellinger [53] organizations should invest on 
development and management of organizational social capital [53]. This is while the Ministry of Sport and Youth 
have a relatively good condition in having social capital, the managers of this ministry should focus their efforts to 
improve social capital and promote the effective use of this asset. Also, psychological capital rating in the Ministry 
of Sport and Youth was higher than average. Although the use of psychological capital in the Ministry of Sports and 
Youths is relatively good but it is still far from the ideal and managers of this ministry should strive to improve their 
employees' psychological capital; because quasi-state constructs of psychological capital component can be 
developed and improved further and it can improve under proper training and conditions [54]. Based on the results 
of the current study, the average corporate entrepreneurship in the Ministry of Sports and Youths is moderate. These 
findings are not consistent with research results of Farzi [57] because the average corporate entrepreneurship that 
was obtained in their studies was lower than average [55, 56, 57]. The average condition of entrepreneurship in the 
Ministry of Sports and Youth shows that managers have considered measures for development of entrepreneurship 
in this ministry, but these measures are not enough and must be completed. Therefore, a serious need for paying 
attention to the antecedents and tools that promote entrepreneurship in this organization is felt more than ever. 
Average "top management support" was also moderate and it seems that with little attention from top level managers 
the status of these components will be headed towards an ideal situation in order to support the employees and 
managers of the lower ranks to present creative ideas and conditions for innovation. Average of the variable 
"working authorities" and "reward and reinforcements" was higher than the average. Therefore, it seems delegation 
of authority to subordinates in the ministry is appropriately implemented and suitable rewards are considered for 
encouraging innovation and entrepreneurship by management for the staff, and these two components of corporate 
entrepreneurship have a relative desirable condition. The average variable of "availability time" and "organizational 
boundaries" was also lower than the average. Therefore, these two factors don’t have a good position in the Ministry 
of Sport and Youths and there is a need for serious efforts of managers for freer and unstructured time for employees 
as well as a need for more flexibility in organizational boundaries and duty structures in this ministry. 

Based on the results of the current study, organizational intangible assets have an effect on corporate 
entrepreneurship with a coefficient of 0.65. Therefore, organizational intangible assets as a vital resource for an 
organization in this era of knowledge economy has a great effect on the expansion of corporate entrepreneurship in 
the Ministry of Sports and Youth; and through expansion and development, corporate entrepreneurship in the 
Ministry of Sports and youths of the Republic Iran can be increased effectively. Also, according to the results of the 
current study, human capital effects corporate entrepreneurship with a coefficient of 0.33. Thus, by increasing 
attention to human capital as one of the antecedents and vital assets for corporate entrepreneurship and efforts to 
improve its level in the organization, the corporate entrepreneurship is also increases. The results of the current 
study is generally consistent with the results of  [11, 13, 17, 57, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 
73, 74, 75]. 

According to the results of the current study, social capital effects corporate entrepreneurship with a coefficient of 
0.38. Thus, paying more attention to social capital as structural components of organizational intangible assets and 
one of the most important antecedents and sources of corporate entrepreneurship and efforts to improve it, the level 
of corporate entrepreneurship can increase in the Ministry of Sports and Youth. The results of the current study are 
consistent with the results of [22, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88]. 
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Based on the results of the current study, psychological capital affects corporate entrepreneurship with a coefficient 
of 0.36. Thus, with increasing attention to psychological capital as one of the antecedents and leading drivers for 
corporate entrepreneurship and efforts to improve it, the level of corporate entrepreneurship will increase in the 
ministry of Sports and Youth. The results of the current study are consistent with the results of studies by [46, 48, 
89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96].  

In a general conclusion based on the results of the current study and similar researches in this area is suggested that 
managers in the Ministry of Sports and Youths are conscious regarding proper management of intangible assets of 
their organization through assessment, measurement and continuous improvement; and by paying more attention to 
organizational intangible assets and efforts to improve it, corporate entrepreneurs in this ministry will increase. New 
Age organizations are focused on people and just after putting the right people in right positions, they move in a 
direction so they can overtake their competitors [52]. Therefore, the director of the Ministry of Sports and Youths 
must have focus their efforts primarily to attract staff who have good intangible assets and they should put the 
evaluation of these assets at the priority of their employment program; and give organizational positions and 
responsibilities to employees based on utilization of organizational intangible assets so that employees’ abilities 
match the responsibilities and their positions; then the next stage is to provide specialized trainings for staff so these 
assets will increase. Because, although part of these capitals is inherent in individuals, part of these features can also 
be acquired; and under useful trainings and experiences they can be increased. Therefore, it is suggested that director 
of the Ministry of Sports and Youths consider improvement two approaches for their organizational intangible 
assets. First, hiring employees should be selective based on having organizational intangible assets for the Ministry 
of Sports or delegate positions within an organization to the employees of this ministry. And second, provide 
necessary conditions for training these capabilities and assets of the staff. The solution of future problems is in the 
use of tools that they're used to, but less attention has been paid o the way of using these tools. Based on the results 
of this study, by increasing organizational intangible assets in the Ministry of Sports and Youth, the corporate 
entrepreneurship of this organization will also increase and necessary capabilities will be created in order to achieve 
and implement main objectives of this organization. The solution of future problems is not in the use of tools that we 
are used to, but it is in the use of tools that we paid less attention to. 
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