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Abstract  

 

The Paper inves tigates the ent repreneur ia l incl inat ion  o f the S tud ents o f Management at  Ind ore. I t explores,  

whether or not d emographic var iables i .e.  gend er and resid ent ia l background , in ter fere or  no longer with the 

observe-var iable i .e. `entrepreneurship  inclinat io n .  For  thi s  motive a  hundred ,  and  s ixty MBA college stud ents  

were measured  for  ent repreneur ia l  i nclination  inclusive o f n inety-two males .  and  s ixty-eight  f emales;  f if t y-

three had  thei r  hi story f rom rural  and  107 were f rom cit y area.  To apprehend  the impor tance o f gend er  and  

res id ential  background  two-sample t -  t es t  were applied .  The t est  revealed  that  each gend er  and  resid ent ia l  

background  had been ins ignif i cant .  The stud y would  be beneficial  to the author it i es in  addi tion to  inst ructional  

es tabli shments  in  designing thei r  t echniques  for  sel ling  entrepreneurship  to  beaut if y the economy,  employment  

creativi t y,  innovation,  and  bet terment  of  society.  

KEY WORDS: Entrepreneurial  Incl ination ,  Innovat ion, Creativit y.  Res ident ia l  Background  

 

Entrepreneurship i s a  core of the economic growth of sta tes.  Shane (2012) lamented that  

entrepreneurial  dyna mism plays a  crucial role in economic growth.  In their  study, Henderson 

and Weiler  (2010) recognized that Entr epreneurship i s a  major  engine of economic growth o f 

a  country (it  provides multiple benefit s to the society  like employment, mobilizing  the 

economy, service to society . and innovation. I t  is a  k ind of working  wisdom enabling a n  

individual whether  a  sel f-employed or a  manager to under stand the level of r isk  involved in th e 

work initia tive and transform it  into a  profit -making activi ty. Entrepreneurship r efer s to  

individual  opportuni stic  activity  that creates value and bears risk  and is  strongly  associated  

with innovation (Sexton and Kasarda, 1992)  i t  is to organize and manage business by 

considerable initia tive and risk  (Flexner and Hauck, 1983). Entrepreneurs are change a gent s ,  

innovators, r isk  takers, deci sion makers and people with defini te position. I t  is a  per son who 

combines various factors of production, processes, raw materia l,  convert s raw materia l into  a  

fini shed product s  and creates u tili ty  in  the product and sal es the product into  the market in  

order to earn profit’(Kaulgud, 2003). The driving force for establishing an enterprise lies in  

venturous nature, autonomy,  risk  taking spirit  and innovative ideas.  They are by nature  

independent , motivated to experimentati on and learn new things by sel f -effort s, beli eve in  

contemplation, r ealisti c in observation, adventurist,  internal locus of control, and proficient in  

reading body language, and having envi sioning ability J angalwa and Mishra (2012). 

Brookhouse (1982) and Caird (1990) had found that both entr epreneur s and senior manager s 

                                                           
 

http://www.jetir.org/


© 2025 JETIR January 2025, Volume 12, Issue 1                                                                   www.jetir.org (ISSN-2349-5162) 

 

JETIRGS06003 Journal of Emerging Technologies and Innovative Research (JETIR) www.jetir.org 25 
 

have internal locu s of control a s they believe that they are the master of their  fa te.  They beli eve 

in taking measured risk  (Brookhouse, 1998).  

  

Manimala (2005) defined an entrepreneur as identi fying a  business opportunity  out of th e 

prevailing environmental conditions, demanding a  solution to the persi sting problem , or  

somet imes even creating a  demand that practi cally does not exi st.  The entr epreneurs do not see 

their  profession as a  means of livelihood; ra ther  they envision i t  as a  means to bring change in  

society.  

Entrepreneurs are driven by their  vi sions and dreams. They sometimes innovate and foray int o  

ventures and also  pla n exit  stra tegies.  I t  i s  a  process that includes three important  e lements ,  

adaption, invention, and innovation.  Schumpeter (1965) asser ted that entr epreneurs ar e  

innovators who use thi s process of shattering the sta tus q uo of the exi sting product s and 

services to set new product s and new services.   

 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE  

 

In order to under stand the process of entr epreneurship  development in higher educational  

institu tions  it  i s imperative to understand the purpose of entr epreneur ship .  

Most of the growth of the entrepreneurship ecosystem within educational institu tions focuses 

signi ficantly on knowledge and entrepreneurial sk ills  through activities like seminars,  busines s 

tra ining, industry support , or competitions for business plans (Bergner et a l. ,  2023; Lim et a l. ,  

2023). Such programs can enhance their  entrepreneurial knowledge and skill s as  part of the 

stra tegy to address graduate unemployment i ssues. Various effort s to str engthen the fi eld  o f 

entrepreneurship  among student s in higher l earning institu tions have been put into action 

(Alakaleek et  a l.  ,  2023). For instance,  since 1989, the Student  Entr epreneur Development  

Program has been initia ted to foster entr epreneurial activiti es and encourage students ' mindset s  

to pursue career s as entr epreneurs while a lleviating unemployment among graduates (Moraes 

et a l. ,  2023). These initia tives encompa ss student  entrepreneurship tra ining,  which wa s 

subsequently  replaced by an entr epreneur ship  module for  fir st -year student s  comprising two 

credi ts,  organizing short -t erm entrepreneurship  courses for fina l -year students,  group bu sines s 

promotion initia tives on ca mpus, establi shing companies, and Student in Free Enterpri se (SIFE)  

community activiti es a imed at enhancing t he local community 's  economic sta tus. The Ministry  

of Higher Education ha s introduced the Entrepreneurship Act ion Plan for  Higher Education 

Institu tions (EAP -HEIS 2021-2025) and the MOHE Guide to Entr epreneurship Integrate d  

Education (EIE)  to  bol ster the l ongevity  of the entrepreneurship agenda in Higher  Education 

Institu tions (HEIs) and to cultivate a  larger number  of entr epreneur s among students  and 

graduates.  

 Smith (1776) defined an entrepreneur  as an  individual, who undertakes the formation of a n  

organi sation for commercial purposes by recognizing the potentia l demand for  goods and  

services and thereby act s a s an economic agent and transforms demand into  supply.  Say ( 1845) 

argued that the nature of entrepreneurial work is more of orga nising rather than capita li st  or  

financer. Drucker (1985) had contended that entrepreneur is a  per son capable of convertin g 

sources into r esources. The researcher s Gartner (1998 ) had affi rmed that it  i s the intention  of 

developing career as entrepreneur over a  period of time bring into the reality to establi sh  

onesel f as entrepreneur. Dana (2000) sta ted that there was a  di ffer ence in the Indians attitude 

and intention about entrepreneurship. Indians  beli eve in maintaining sta tus quo than to be 

venturi st,  restlessness to achieve something big in li fe . For exa mple Anglo -Indians have strong 

drive to achieve more in li fe.  Though, change can be seen in  the Indians for e -ship;  as the 
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youngsters are more open for developing t heir  career in entr epreneurship. The major factor s 

contributing for development was identi fi ed by Dana (2000); Handy and et a l (2002) and 

Shivani et a l (2006) that it  is the change in culture, means of education, economic and poli tical  

environment, positiv ely  effecting on Indians mindset about entr epreneur ship .  

 Schu mpeter (1934) enumerated that entr epreneurship has long been recognised as important  

economic sector to enrich at local, regional and national level s.   Reynolds et a l (2004) had 

contended that the entrepreneurial activ ity  is  majorly  influenced by environmental factor s such 

as culture,  concern for  entrepreneurial tra ining & education.  I t  is  a  major driving economic  

sector for developed nations. Therefore, many of the nation facilita te for e -ship education,  

tra ining and finance as i t  i s the major source of innovation.  They al so  found that Briti sh  

Occupation, religion and cultural values, government r egulations had negatively a ffected a s 

the e-ship in Indian culture. Handy et a l (2000)  affirmed that  it  was the government regulation 

impeded the process of e-ship in India . Mishra (2011 , 2012) found that government policies 

are supportive to the entr epreneurs now a s it  was not a  decade ago. Jangalwa  & Mishra (2012)  

had found that the government  initia ti ves in the first  decade of 21 s t  Century have brought  

positive changes in the society. Although instead of perceiving entr epreneurship a s an engine 

for economic booster, i t  i s more perceived a s employment generator in India . Wani et a l (2003) 

had di scu ssed that now a day’s entr epreneursh ip i s promoted in  education sector a lso.  

 

Entrepreneurs as Innovator and Economic Booster  

 

Drucker (1985) defined entrepreneurship “as a  systematic innovation which consi st s in  the 

purposeful and organi sed search for changes and in a  systematic analysis o f the opportunitie s  

such changes might offer for economic and social innovation.”  Schu mpeter  (1961) described 

“Entrepreneurship i s one of the basic requirements for industria l  development. An entrepreneur  

is a  dyna mic agent  of change,  or the catalyst who t ransforms the physical, hu man resources 

into corresponding production possibilit ies. Right entr epreneur ship makes it  possible to exploit  

the available opportunities  for higher  business gains. These business gains besides fuellin g  

exi sting demands,  add further to investment  potentia l,  thereby, creating higher employment  

output and growth. Entrepreneurship, being an individual based characteri stic , is mostly  

determined by factors like socio -economic characteri sti c, i s mostly  determined by factor s lik e 

socioeconomic sta tus, education and knowledge, organizational skills,  information ba se,  

innovation orientation,  progressive values etc.  

 

Carree and Thurik  (2002) had found that entrepreneurship and it s relevance to economic growth 

cannot be directly re levant. Bygrave & Minniti  (2000) had found that  relevance is  not possibl e  

because of the problem in the finding connections between ent repreneurship and in termediate  

variables. Some such variables are innovation, competi tion, exit  and entry policies of the firms,  

supply of energy and effort s by entrepreneurs di ffer.  

 

Emergence of Entrepreneurship  

 

Although entrepreneurial sk ill  varies from individual to  individual, i ts  concentration in  some 

societi es compared to others shows speci fic  factor s may explain di fferences in  achievements.  

Studies show that the emergence of entr epreneurs in a  society  depends closely  upon the inter -

linked economic, psychological, religious and cultural a ttributes. With the inability to  

assimilate such a  detailed profil e to entrepreneurial facto rs across the sta tes of India , an outline 

in terms of broad indicators can be expected to offer some expectations.  
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Difference between Managers and Entrepreneurs  

 

Entrepreneurs and managers are two different types of people. Entrepreneurs often lack  

diplomacy, they di slike bureaucracy and they have a  lot of energy and are source of dramatic  

change.  Jangalwa & Mishra, (2015)  Manager, by contrast,  t end to be more introvert s, mor e 

diplomatic, more conforming and sensitive to sta tus. Entr epreneurs are more foun d to be in  

small unit s, ra ther than in big organisation and appear to be deviant within big organi sations.  

Almost a ll  the major entr epreneurial activities throughout the world have start ed from the 

small -scale sector. Entr epreneur ship i s a  composite skill ,  including imagination, readiness to  

take risk , ability to bring together and put to use the fa ctor s of production.  Entrepreneurship  

is not an inborn quality of a  particular group or fa mily yet it  i s learned from Social  

environment.  

 

RATIONALE  

 

Entrepreneurship works as a  honey -bee model. I t  provides multiple benefit s such a s generating  

employment, mobili ses individual’s funds, service to society and boost the economy. Further ,  

i t  is a  major source of bringing innovation in the business. Todtling & Wanzanbock, (2003) 

had contended that it  i s a  booster in  economic gr owth.  Yet , i t  consi stently  demands for  

innovation. Carree and Thurik  (2002) had argued by giving evidence to exhibit the r elevanc e 

of e-ship to economic growth. The turbulence of entry and exit in a  particular industry, the si ze  

distributions in r egions (Lloyd -Elli s and Bernhardt, 2000). Same was also affirmed by two 

more research, but their  argument was not  based on region rather it  wa s ba sed on change in th e 

size of di stribution ultima tely  effect on the (Carree, Van Stel,  Thurik  & Wennekers, 2002).  

Women as Entrepreneur 

Murugesan and Jayavelu  (2020) used the Big Five theory to examine how per sonality tra it s  

affected entrepreneurial intentions.  They found that female student s t end to ste er clear of 

entrepreneurial activiti es because they have a  less posit ive view of their  efficiency, are l ess 

likely to consider themselves entrepreneurs, and are less likely  to have entrepreneurial goal s.  

These r esults are consi stent with those of Wil son, K ickul, and Marlino 's study [21], which also  

found that young female student s have lower level s of sel f -effi cacy in area s they beli eve to b e 

male, such as entr epreneurial intentions, whereas male student s have higher l evel s o f 

entrepreneurial intention than  female student s.  

 

OBJECTIVES 

 

1. To study the entr epreneurial behaviour of male  and female MBA Students.  

2 . To study the entr epreneurial behaviour of Rural and Urban  male and female  MB A 

Student s.  

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

The methodology of the research has been discussed in the heads viz. The Study,  The Research 

Design, The Sample Design, The Sample, The Tools for Data  Collection and The Tools for Data  

Analysi s.  
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The Study  

The present study i s an empirical study in nature. I t  a ims to identi fy and assess th e 

entrepreneurial behaviour of MBA student s  particularly in t erms of entrepreneurial behaviour  

of male and female and enterpri sing score of rural and urban student s.  

 

Respondents 

The student s who were enroll ed  in the MBA course in various ma nagement institu t ions at Indore 

city.  

 

Tools for Data Collection  

The data  coll ected from the source thus the data  was of primary nature.  

 

Variables   

The study was focu sed to discover the entr epreneurial behaviour of young budding manager s 

differ on the ba si s of gender  and  origin or not.  Thus Entrepreneurial Behaviour  was the study -

variable and gender and origin  were independent variable.  

 

The Sample  

The sample wa s constitu ted  of 160 respondents having composition of 92 male and 68 female 

respondents. Out of the 160, the origin sta ti stics was, 53  were  from rural and remaining i. e .  

107 were from urban origin.  

 

Questionnaire  

Caird, Sally and Cliff Johnson (2003). The Entrepreneurial Behaviour .  Durham Universit y  

Business School:  USA. The instrument consi st s of 54 items on five point  Likert scale.  The 

Cronbach 's Alpha was found higher i . e. 0 .758.  

 

HYPOTHESIS 

 

H 0 1 :  There i s no signi ficant difference between the mean scores of male MBA and female MBA 

students  in t erms of entrepreneurship scores.  

 

H 0 2 :  There i s no  significant  di ffer ence between the mean scores of  male and female MBA 

students  hailing from rural and urban area.  

 

RESULTS 

 

H 0 1  and  H 0 2  both were accepted.  

 

DISCUSSION 

 

The study aimed to investigate  the signi fi cance of two demographic  variables i .e.  gender  and 

origin,  whether affecting entrepreneurship behavior  of not.  Both were discussed in the 

light of another research finding, which were as fol lows:  

 

The gender was found insigni ficant for entrepreneurship behaviour as the results exhibited that  

the mean scores of males a nd females for 3 .4275 and 3 .4055 respectively, with a  standard  

deviation of 0 .335 and 0 .238. Thus, i t  i s  cl ear that the male 's  mean score ranged a  lit t l e  

higher than their  counterpart .  Similar results were r eported  by Ahl (2002) and  Reynolds 
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(1997). They recommended that gender di ffer ences in entr epreneurship behavior should  

not be emphasized. In a  multivaria te analysi s by Reynold s (2003), i t  was observed that  

gender a s a  tendency di sappeared. Although it  was r esearch on entr epreneur ship , the 

underlying presu mption of thi s reference i s based on the inclination that higher  

entrepreneurship behavioral  people could take the initia tive to adopt entr epreneurship a s 

a  career. Although, Wagner (2004) had found that gender was signi ficant . He  argued that  

the scores for males and females in  terms of entrepreneurship were sta tisti cally different .  

He indicated that it  might  be the fear of fa ilure may be a  responsible factor. Furthermore,  

he found that women tend to perceive more risk  than their  c ou nter part s, therefore they 

are reluctant in taking ri sk . Normally it  i s reported by most of the r esearches that males 

are aggressive a s well as  higher aspirant than their  counter part.  This might  be the rea son  

for signi fi cant di fference (Schoett and Bager, 2004). The ratio of female in MB A 

programs ha s dramatically increased and they may be lit t l e lacking in participative spirit .  

Verheul & Thurik  (2003) had argued on the same line as they mentioned that gender  

analysi s suggested that the female participat ion rate in the workforce is one major  

expla nation why they relatively under r epresentation. I f,  merely mean scores for  

demographic factors are considered i . e. gender and origin then abysmally low di fference s 

were observed among them in terms of entr eprene urship.  

Contrary to the current findings , Rama zan and Ali (2012)  found that features like gender, age,  

education, native or  nomad were signi ficant.  So there were mixed results  regarding the 

gender a s an independent variable. The di fference might be negligent because of 

increa sed l evel  of education and under standing. S imilarly  Bird and Brush (2002) had 

found that in  feminine l eader ship organi sations the orientation towards relation wa s 

found higher in comparison to the growth of business. Whereas their  counterparts i . e .  

the male entrepreneurs were observed more inclined towards profit  and growth rather  

than relationship. They also found that female entr epreneurs were more value oriented 

in comparison to  their  counterpart s. Manuere (2013) had sta ted  that undergraduates ha d 

exhibit ed concern  for society  and asserted  that entr epreneurship i s  better  for  

organizations as they generate employment. Thus, i t  i s a  service to society. Despite o f 

exhibiting concern  only  males were found more inclined than female student s to start u p  

a  business after graduation. So finally this inclination might not be so emphatic that  

creating di ffer ence to observe gender as signi ficant  variable.  

 

The origin  wa s found insigni ficant  as  the mean scores for  entrepreneurship behaviour for rural  

and urban young budding manager s were found 3 .473 and 3 .391 respectively.  Though th e 

difference was more but sta ti stically it  wa s found insigni ficant. The gender equality i s  

progressive in society bu t stil l  i t  i s male dominant society. I t  seems that due to the male 

dominance,  males might perceive that they are more responsible as a  family member to  

be main  earner than their  counter  parts.  Ramazan and Ali (2012) had conducted a  researc h 

study on entr epreneur ship behaviour and nomad v / s native a nd found that there was  

signi ficant di ffer ence. This s tudy was conducted in Europe an countries. When comparing 

this  to  the current r esearch the subjects  have a  basic difference of education can b e 

observed. Thus, i t  might be the l evel of education affecting ent repreneurial behaviour.  

 

CONCLUSION 

Finally it  can be said that there  exist s  a  deference between male and female young budding 

manager s in t erms of their  entr epreneurial behavior ; and no such difference was observed 

concerning the origin . However , study reveals that more in -depth research i s required to  

under stand the role of cultural factor s in entr epreneurial behavior . Further , the study can  
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be repli cated on a  larger  perspective and framework. So that poli cy initia tives can be 

extracted  for entr epreneurship to pave the path  for improving l evels  of employment ,  

boosting the economy and quality of li fe via  enhancing innovations.  

 

Edwards and Muir (2005); Postigo et a l.  (2006); and N urmi and Paasio (2007) had affirme d 

that the demand i s increasing for seeking entrepreneurship education from their  

graduation and post graduation institu tions so that students could equip themselves for  

bett er career. Further, Mahlberg (1996) had found th at for inculcating entrepreneurial  

sk ills,  the  universiti es are considered to  be the ideal place by the society.  Therefore, i t  

is a ffirmed by the r esearcher s of thi s  study that vigorous initia t ives are  required a s it  i s  

a  long term process. Even the government , society and seminaries combined efforts needs 

long t erm effort s to see the effect a s it  is a  process of about 6  to 10 years to bring positive 

change in the society.  

 

--------------- 
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ANNEXURE                             

 

 

Test of Reliability of the Entrepreneurship Behaviour Instrument  

 

Summary Item Statistics  

 Mean  Minimum Maximum Range Maximum /  

Minimum 

Variance  N of 

Items 

Item Means  3 .410 2 .340 4 .308 1 .969 1 .841 .152 54 

Item Variances  1 .077 .656 1 .591 .935 2 .424 .039 54 

Inter -Item 

Covariances  

.059 -.279 .534 .813 -1 .910 .014 54 

 

 

 

Reliability Statistics  

Cronbach 's Alpha  Cronbach 's Alpha Based on Standardized Items  N of It ems  

.758 .760 54 

 

 

 

Crosstabs  

 

Gender *  Origin Cross tabulation  

Count     

  Origin  

Total   Rural Urban  

Gender  Male  33 59 92 

Female  20 48 68 

Total 53 107 160 

 

T-Test 

Group Statistics  

 Gend

er 

N Mean Std. 

Deviation  

Std. Error  

Mean 
Entrepreneurship 

Score  

Male  92 3 .427

5 

.33469 .03489 

Femal

e  

68 3 .405

5 

.23787 .02885 
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Independent Samples  Test 

  Le vene's  Tes t  

for  Equal ity 

of  Variances 

t - t est  for Equal ity of  Means  

  F S ig. t df  S ig.  

(2-

tai l ed) 

Mean 

Di fference 

S td .  Error 

Di fference 

95% Confidence 

In ter val  of  the 

Di fference 

  Lower  Upper  

Ent repreneurship 

Score 

Equal 

variances  

assumed  

4 .858 .029 .462 158 .645 .02198 .04758 - .07199 .11595 

Equal 

variances  

not  

assumed  

  .485 157.789 .628 .02198 .04527 - .06744 .11140 

** Signi fi cant a t 95% confidence l evel.  

T-Test 

 

Group Statistics  

 Origin  N Mean Std. 

Deviat

ion  

Std. 

Error 

Mean 
Entreprene

urship 

Score  

Rural 53 3 .472

7 

.25006 .03435 

Urban  107 3 .391

1 

.31496 .03045 

      

Independent Samples  Test  

  

Le vene's  Tes t  

for  Equal ity of  

Variances 

t - t est  for Equal ity of  Means  

  
F S ig. t Df 

S ig.  

(2-

tai l e

d)  

Mean 

Di fferen

ce 

S td .  

Error  

Di fferen

ce 

95% 
Confidence 

In ter val  of  

the 

Di fference 
  Lowe

r 

Uppe

r 

Ent repreneur

ship  Score 

Equal 

variances  

assumed  

1 .869 .174 
1 .64

7 
158 .102 .08166 .04958 

-

.016

27 

.179

58 

Equal 

variances  

not  

assumed  

  
1 .77

9 

127.2

81 
.078 .08166 .04590 

-

.009

17 

.172

48 
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