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Abstract

The global economy is in a state of uncertainty aotiforecasted to grow at a rate that
will realise economic prosperity for all. Entrepeemship is recognised as a potential
remedy to this problem as it is posited to offémstus to economic growth. However the
actualisation levels of entrepreneurial activitys Haeen low, especially in South Africa.
MBA students are identified as a segment of theufan that can stimulate
entrepreneurial activity since the tendency to persntrepreneurship is positively
correlated with maturity, education, experience amdporate exposure. This study
examines the entrepreneurship profile of the 2@t of MBA students enrolled at the
University of Kwa-zulu Natal (UKZN). There is no idence of a study of this nature
having been conducted at UKZN and as such the stadsesents new research. By
evaluating the entrepreneurship profile of the MBiWddents the study seeks to identify
how the actualisation of entrepreneurship may beeced. The entrepreneurship profile
of the students is established by measuring thenexif Entrepreneurial Intention (El) and
Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO). Both EI and EOpact on the likelihood of
entrepreneurial actualisation. A census surveylisiaistered to evaluate EO (as measured
by self-efficacy) and El (as measured by the dinmerssof risk-taking, innovativeness and
proactivity). Statistical analysis reveals highdsvof EO and El and strong correlations
between the two factors. Variances in El are acsalfor by the dimensions of risk-
taking, innovativeness and proactivity. Proactivgyfound to be the best predictor of El
followed by innovativeness and risk-taking. No #iigant differences are noted in gender,
age, race and entrepreneurial awareness. The Istuindyits students and organisations as it
provides an assessment of the likelihood of endéregarrial actualisation, which is a source
of competitiveness and economic prosperity. UKZNhdigs from the creation of a
benchmark study for future research on evaluatiegpropensity of students to engage in
entrepreneurial activity. In addition to high EldakO, the study identifies that external
factors in the environment, the preparation of vidiials for entrepreneurship and the
availability of entrepreneurial opportunities posty impact on the actualisation of
entrepreneurship. Consequently UKZN, local industiyd government must devise
strategies that positively influence these factwrsorder to stimulate entrepreneurial
activity.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

11

1.2

Introduction

Entrepreneurship has been recognised as a keyesotireconomic prosperity in
economies around the globe (Bosma, Wennekers & Asdt012). Despite this
accolade the actualisation levels of entreprengqursas measured by
entrepreneurial activity has been low, especiailysouth Africa (Herrington, M.,
Kew, J. & Kew, P., 2011). A key segment of the dapan for entrepreneurship
has been identified as graduates since the tendenpyrsue entrepreneurship is
positively correlated with education (Herringtonakét 2011). This study will seek
to examine the entrepreneurship profile of one irgm segment of graduates,
namely MBA students. Chapter 1 presents the probktatement and the
justification for the study. It identifies thoseakéholders that will benefit and
elaborates upon the benefits to be derived. Thectibbgs of the study are identified
and an overview of the proposed methodology iseuesl. The chapter concludes
with an outline of the remaining chapters of thesdrtation which is focused on
understanding the entrepreneurship profile of thigexts in the study.

Problem Statement

Kumara and Sahasranam (2009, p.8) noted that “tbbalg economy is not

generating enough decent work for all, nor is aeypredicting a scenario where
such growth will occur in the foreseeable futur@he consequences of this
scenario are dire when one considers that the Qiotgulation is projected to

exceed 8 billion people by 2025. South Africa hks® aot responded well to job
creation as the unemployment rate in Quarter 22 204s reported to be 23.9%
(Statistics SA, 2012). Furthermore, moderate ecangmowth is forecasted for an
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economy that despite the interventions of the jgudatid private sectors has failed
to create jobs (Gordhan, 2012).

Academics, government and industry agree that greineurship has a pivotal role
to play in the economic growth and societal wellhigeof both current and future
generations. However studies on the extent of préreurship in South Africa
have indicated low activity and actualisation ra(8smrie, Herrington, Kew &

Turton, 2011) implying that Africa’s largest andyaably most powerful economy
is lagging behind. In the context of a represseta&l economic climate, low levels
of entrepreneurship are concerning especially wbae considers that poor

economic growth can fuel problems such as unempoynpoverty and crime.

The 2011 Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (Bosmaalet 2012) indicates that
individuals with high levels of maturity, educatjoexperience and corporate
exposure exhibit high entrepreneurial tendenciesad&mics and researchers
advocate that MBA students are a good source oégmneurship as they have
acquired the necessary capabilities and netwogsfdister entrepreneurial success
(Thandi & Sharma, 2004). However no local studtesthe author’'s knowledge,
have been undertaken to examine the entreprenpupsbiile of MBA students
enrolled at the University of Kwa-Zulu Natal (UKZNJhe aim of this study is to
address this lack of research by examining theingart factors that contribute
towards the actualisation of entrepreneurship. Timesstudy begs the question:
What is the entrepreneurship profile of UKZN MBAidents?

Focus of the Study

The entrepreneurship profile is established by stigating the extent of
entrepreneurial orientation and self-efficacy exbib by the subjects in the study.
Entrepreneurial orientation is evaluated along thmensions of risk-taking,
innovativeness and proactivity. Self-efficacy isasred to assess entrepreneurial
intention. Based on the extent of orientation amntion, the likelihood of
entrepreneurial actualisation is assessed. Thg stilidfocus on the 2012 cohort of
MBA students enrolled at the UKZN Graduate SchddBasiness and Leadership
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(GSBL) in Westville, Durban. The population compsf 191 students located in
and around the Durban metropolitan area. The ntgjofi students are corporate
employees; however some individuals have pursuéepmeneurship as a career

choice and are self-employed.

Motivation for the Study

At present no research exists that has measuree@rttiepreneurship profile of
UKZN MBA students. The study will close this gap. Wwill evaluate the
entrepreneurial tendencies of students engagedrpoate employment as well as
those who have chosen entrepreneurship as a cdteerfollowing benefits are

envisaged:

* An understanding of the likelihood of entreprenaluactualisation based
on an assessment of the extent of entrepreneuiggitation and intention

* The creation of a benchmark study that will forre flatform for future
longitudinal studies that measure the impact of M2A curriculum on

the propensity towards entrepreneurship

Orientation is a good predictor of entrepreneungntions. Intentions are a good
predictor of entrepreneurial actualisation and sssc Thus the following parties

will benefit from the study:

» Corporates and students who have aggregated dgtadiieg the extent of
entrepreneurial orientation and intention of thkjects and an assessment
of the likelihood of entrepreneurial actualisation

* The University of KwaZulu-Natal in that the studsincbe replicated in
other faculties to assess the impact of courseicalar on the

entrepreneurial tendencies of students

Whilst the outcome of this study may be of limitgeneralisability, it provides a
benchmark for longitudinal studies to assess thpaoh of course curricula on

entrepreneurial tendencies. These studies neethenobnfined to the GSBL and
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can also be replicated at other faculties. Takirg step further, the study may be
replicated across tertiary institutions. The benefi this exercise is the cross
comparison of programmes in so far as establisthag impact on entrepreneurial
tendencies is concerned. Researchers, industry gaweérnment may also be
interested in administering the study and usingatliieomes to positively enhance
entrepreneurship potential in the locality of thepective study.

An understanding of the extent of entrepreneurshilp provide industry with

better insight into the entrepreneurial tenden@égshe professionals employed
within organisations. In particular there will bebatter level of understanding
regarding the orientation and intention of studeiotsstart up new ventures or
actualise entrepreneurship within organisationssdndoing competitiveness and
innovativeness may be enhanced and the longevitgrg@nisations positively
impacted. Finally the study is unique in that itllwseek to understand the
entrepreneurial constructs of orientation, intemt@md actualisation on a cohort of

students where these dimensions have not beeropstyievaluated.

Research Questions

The sub questions that support the main researestiga identified in the problem

statement include the following:

* What is the level of entrepreneurial orientatiomibked as measured by
the dimensions of risk-taking, innovativeness arahgtivity?

 What is the level of entrepreneurial intention é&xed as measured by
self-efficacy?

* Is there a correlation between entrepreneurial ntateon and self-
efficacy?

* Which dimensions of entrepreneurial orientationarify, impact on self-
efficacy?

* Are there any correlations between entrepreneteiatiencies and the

variables of gender, age, race and entrepreneawiaeness?



1.6

1.7

Objectives

The objectives of the study are as follows:

* To determine the entrepreneurship profile of theZMKMBA students by
examining the extent of entrepreneurial orientateord entrepreneurial
intention exhibited

* To examine the relationship between entrepreneariahtation and self-
efficacy

» To ascertain which of the dimensions of entrepraakarientation is the
best predictor of self-efficacy

* To examine the relationship between entreprenetamencies and the

variables of gender, age, race and entreprenawialeness

Proposed Methodology

Research is conducted via a literature survey tmtity the factors that are
pertinent to entrepreneurial orientation and intemt Importance is placed on
fundamental psychoanalysis and its impact on ergregurial tendencies. Based on
the outcome of this research, the study is desidaeeffectively and accurately
measure the variables of interest. A quantitatmgr@ach is applied as the study is
intended to be objective, conclusive and to entii@edrawing of conclusions based

on statistical data.

A census survey is conducted to ensure the highracg and reliability of results.
Questionnaires are personally administered to the dohort of 2012 MBA
students including first, second and third yeadstus. Once the data is collected
and analysed, the extent of entrepreneurial otiemtaand intention is measured
and conclusions drawn on the entrepreneurship lprofi the respondents. The

research methodology is discussed in detail in @ne
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Whilst numerous models exist to measure entrepralearientation, this study
applies the Individual Entrepreneurial OrientatidgO) instrument (Bolton &
Lane, 2012) to measure entrepreneurial orientatiorso far as entrepreneurial
intention is concerned, the New General Self-Eyc@NGSE) scale is employed
(Chen et al., 2001). Both studies exhibit high ¢ams validity and reliability. In
the study at UKZN, the IEO and NGSE studies aresglidiated into one study.

Chapter outline

Chapter One: is the study overview and outlinespittdlem statement, research

questions and objectives, and identifies the pattiat benefit from the study.

Chapter Two: is the literature review used to foateithe conceptual framework.
It examines the extent and impact of entreprengurstexplains the
psychoanalytical theories and models that undezpirepreneurial tendencies and
identifies the important factors that culminate ithe actualisation of

entrepreneurship.

Chapter 3: is an outline of the research methodolagd the quantitative

techniques employed to conduct the study.

Chapter 4: is the presentation of the results nbthvia statistical analysis.

Chapter 5: is the interpretation of the resultsirssgathe backdrop of the literature

review and the conceptual framework.

Chapter 6: is the discussion of the research fgglincluding the recommendations

and conclusions drawn relative to the problem, antobjectives of the study.
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Summary

This chapter provided an outline of the researdpgsal and the justification for
the study. It was established that a number ofesialklers will benefit including
students, industry, government and the Univerdit{wa-Zulu Natal. The study is
quantitative in nature. A census survey is admanest to the 2012 cohort of MBA
students enrolled at the GSBL. In order to esthlii® entrepreneurship profile of
the students and assess their entrepreneurialriteiede the factors that impact on
entrepreneurship are investigated and the condefsaraework for the study is
developed.



CHAPTER TWO

Conceptual Framework

2.1

2.2

Introduction

This chapter evaluates the need for entreprenguisha global economy that is
uncertain and not poised to grow at a rate thatl wifectively reduce
unemployment. The impact and extent of entreprestguiis evaluated in the South
African arena where entrepreneurship is positeaffer stimulus to economic
growth and job creation. Various psychoanalytibalories and models are explored
to understand and assess the factors that fosteepesneurial behaviour.
Personality traits and attitudes that are charatierof the entrepreneur and the
entrepreneurship paradigm are presented. The ootstrof entrepreneurial
orientation and intention which are deeply rootaedsocial cognitive theory are
investigated to identify the causal factors of epteneurial actualisation. Other
pertinent factors including gender, age, race anicepreneurial awareness are also
investigated. Based on the outcome of the liteeataview and the development of
the conceptual framework, the propositions and thgses for the study are
conceptualised.

A global dilemma

The United Nation’s Development Policy and AnalyBigision (2012) cautions in
the World Economic Situation and Prospects (WE®Pdt that as a consequence
of the turbulent global environment, economic giovg delicately poised to grow
at a moderate rate of 2.5 percent per annum in 20823.1 percent per annum in
2013. This is largely underpinned by the economeigsion in Europe and the
United States and the proliferation of this tensioto the various economies
around the globe. This state of global uneasinsstrther exacerbated by the

presence of financial vulnerability and trade inalogles. Economies such as Japan
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and Germany are guilty of siphoning global demamstead of contributing to
global growth resulting in a repressed economitoolt(Akyuz, 2011). At best the
Internal Monetary Fund World Economic Outlook (2Piritlicates that lower than
forecasted growth in emerging market economies @plimistically result in an
improved global economic growth rate of 3.5 pergaert annum in 2012 and 3.9
percent in 2013. However these predictions aredbhapen eased financial tension

in the Eurozone, as well as banking and fiscalgggdrudence in the United States.

The WESP report cites many reasons for the tepahauic growth forecast

including restrained credit flows, moderate demagdconsumers, high levels of
public debt and a frail financial sector. Kumar&&hasranam (2009) indicated that
one of the major consequences of this situatiotmas the global economy is not
generating sufficient work and that there is nodemce of such growth

materialising in the foreseeable future. Unemployines both a cause and
consequence of this restrained growth and oneefithin obstacles hindering an

economic rebound. This situation is not unfamilcaSouth Africa.

South Africa is not immune to the repressed glazanomic climate with gross
domestic product forecasted to grow at a rate @fp&rcent per annum in 2012
(Gordhan, 2012). This is largely attributed to thiemoil in Europe which is one of
South Africa’s main trading partners. The Interoasél Monetary Fund (2012)
projects that South African exports into Europelvidé compromised as the
European economy is forecasted to contract by atirasi 0.5 percent in 2012. This
contracting growth rate has consequences for threrdustate of the local economy

as well as for the South African population lookintp the future

The need for entrepreneurship

Entrepreneurship is described as a process thathea$potential to open new
markets and create new industries” (Viviers, SoloroVenter, 2011, p.1). The
positive spinoffs of entrepreneurship are identifees the stimulation of economic

growth, reduction in unemployment and the fostedghgnovation.
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2.3.2

2.3.3

Economic growth

Turker & Selcuk (2008) asserted that entreprengursttcelerates economic
development and Carree & Thurik (2010) found tlean@mic growth is positively

impacted by entrepreneurial activity. The notioratttentrepreneurship has a
stimulating effect on economic growth is furthempparted by Acs (2006), van
Praag & Versloot (2007), Stam & Elfring (2008), gsn (2009) and Aghazamani
& Roozikhah (2010). Nystrom (2008) found empiricadidence indicating a

positive relationship between aggregate econonowilr and entrepreneurship for
periods longer than ten years. Thurik (2007) n@eabsitive correlation between
economic growth and the speed with which entrepnestdgp is embraced by
economies. Literature thus provides strong evidewtgch substantiates that

entrepreneurship is a significant enabler of ecan@rowth.

Employment

Timmons & Spinelli (2009) described entrepreneyrsds a value creation engine
that not only drives economic growth but also spuws job creation.
Entrepreneurship is conjectured to penetrate throtng different levels of an
economy i.e. the individual level, community lewaid country as a whole (Co,
Gorenewald, Mitchell, Nayagar, van Zyl, Visser, ilir& Emanual, 2007). On the
individual level, the immediate impact of entreprenal activity manifests in the
creation of employment. The knock-on effect of thistcome is the social and
economic upliftment of communities. Thus the beseadf entrepreneurship and the
emergence of entrepreneurs extend beyond econams gnd into societal one’s
(Mathur, 2012).

Innovation and competitiveness

According to Oosterbeek, van Praag & ljsselsteD0{ increased entrepreneurial
activity results in increased innovation which stlates economic growth. Turker
& Selcuk asserted that innovation through entregueship accelerates economic
development through the generation of new ideagpaniitable ventures which are
described as “incubators for technological innawati(2008, pp. 142 — 143). Van

Praag & Versloot (2007) noted that entrepreneurs, campared to non-

10
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entrepreneurs, stimulate growth in productivity grasitively impact innovation.

Co et al. (2007) presented that the innovation ltiegufrom entrepreneurship
provides more choice for consumers and creates nopportunities within

economies. Li & Liu (2011) asserted that entrepuesidp also increases
competition which in turn improves firm performande¢ystrom (2009) asserted
that the increase in competition forces firms t@nave efficiencies and reallocate
resources in order to remain viable. The downsglghat this results in the
reduction of employment in the short-term. Howedespite this transitory loss,
entrepreneurial activity has a positive impact @mgkterm economic growth. Thus
the relationship between entrepreneurship and ases employment is a function

of time.

The value of entrepreneurship to South Africa

The Global Competitiveness Report (Schwab, 2018icated that South Africa
displays the highest national microeconomic androemonomic competitiveness
in sub-Saharan Africa with a B@osition placing out of 142 countries across the
globe. However despite this accolade poverty aneimioyment are unusually
high when compared to emerging economies. Stais8& (2012) reports
unemployment (at the end of Quarter 2) at 24.9grin a population of 50.59
million people, of which close to 50 percent liveldw the poverty line. South
Africa is also reported to exhibit one of the wo@ni coefficients in the world
highlighting the high level of economic inequaljiyevalent.The forecasted GDP
growth rate of 2.7 percent per annum falls sigarfity short of the 6 percent per
annum target that is considered to be fundameotadonomic progress (Gordhan,
2012). As a consequence numerous social probleafisasupoverty and crime have

manifested out of the shortfall between actual r@agiired economic growth.

From a population growth perspective the Southcatmilnstitute of Race Relations
(2011) reported that as a consequence of HIV, A#D& reduced fertility rates the
population is forecasted to grow at a declining rater the next thirty years. The
population growth rate was 0.6 percent in 201@giiscast to decline to 0.3 percent
in 2020 and is then expected to trend negativelyohe 2030. But the potential
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2.5

decline in the population growth rate does not nteah there is eased pressure on
the local economy to grow. In fact significant gtbws required to address existing
problems including high unemployment, crime andgstyvthat will go unchecked
should meagre economic growth materialise. A me#neealising positive and
sustained growth is required to address these gmwbl Given the impact of
entrepreneurship on employment, innovation, cortipetiess and economic
growth it is palpable that entrepreneurship can\alde in a developing economy

such as South Africa.

Herrington, Kew, J. & Kew, P. (2011) submitted tiathe South African context
entrepreneurship may be the answer to the faikedngts of the public and private
sectors to stimulate economic growth and alleviatemployment. Academics,
government and industry collectively agree thatregeneurship has an
instrumental role to play in the economic and gatieell-being of both present
and future generations. Levenburg & Schwarz (2@38rted that entrepreneurship
is important in the economic and political conteatsdeveloping economies. This
view is shared by Akyuz (2011) who proposed thates@f the solutions to tackle
moderate economic growth is policy making aimedulitemployment levels and

increased consumer consumption.

Thandi & Sharma (2004) reinforced the importancerdfepreneurship as a means
of creating and preserving wealth, particularlythie context of a volatile global
economy where organisations are susceptible taathrééom both within and
beyond country borders. This is important as thewieied fates of economies
means that they are all susceptible to shock atedidetion. It is therefore prudent
that appropriate mechanisms are devised to promdeinity to economic turmoil.

Entrepreneurship may be the answer.

The current state of entrepreneurship in South Afrca

Wennekers, van Stel & Carree (2010) explored thioaship between economic
development and entrepreneurship. Early stage petreurial activity is an

important and effective measure of entrepreneursftip Global Entrepreneurship
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Monitor (Bosma, Wennekers & Amoros, 2012) used [Tdatrepreneurship
Activity (TEA) scores to measure and compare eméregurial activity rates across
countries. In addition to measuring the participatrates of individuals in early
stage entrepreneurial activity, TEA scores indidaie percentage of individuals

(aged 18 — 64 years) that either started a busorem® in the process of doing so.

The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (Bosma et 20]12) focuses on the nature
and extent of entrepreneurship, the differencesntnepreneurship across different
economies and policy implications for the entreprgship paradigm. According to
the study, the TEA score for South Africa of 9.186 2011 was below the average
of 14.1% as exhibited by other efficiency drivenomemies including Brazil,
Russia and India. In fact since the participatiorSouth Africa in the survey in
2001, the country has consistently scored belowrpao far as TEA is concerned.
In order to assess the extent of entrepreneurifiVitgc within organisations,
Entrepreneurial Employee Activity (EEA) rates aresasured in the Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor study. EEA is defined asemsure of the percentage of
individuals involved in entrepreneurial activity €Hington et al., 2011). The EEA
rate for South Africa of 0.32% is reported to bes af the lowest of the 142
countries that participated in the survey (Bosmalgt2012). Thus the low TEA
and EEA scores indicate that South Africans haymar tendency to engage in
entrepreneurial activity. A similar pattern has egeel in individuals with tertiary

education.

The Global University’'s Entrepreneurial Spirit Seyv (Viviers et al., 2011)
investigates the behaviour and intent of studentesa 26 countries to actualise
entrepreneurship by starting ventures. It found five years after the completion
of studies, the intention of South African studdantbecome entrepreneurs lead that
of their international counterparts by as much .4%® However when compared to
2008/09 there is a lower conversion rate of en&me@urial intention into
actualisation. Consequently the South African guméneeurial index is reported to
be below the international benchmark. This indisaéelack of entrepreneurial
activity and hinders any positive spinoffs that ba&nrealised from entrepreneurship

such as the reduction in poverty, unemploymentcaimde.
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2.6

Factors hindering entrepreneurship

The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (Simrie et aQ11l) undertook an
investigation into the factors affecting the cutrstate of entrepreneurship in South

Africa. The findings are indicated in Table 2.1.

Constraining factor Percentage of South Average percentage of

African experts citing GEM 2011 experts

this factor citing this factor
Financial support 59.5 49.1
Government policies 70.3 46.6
Government programmes 16.2 14.5
Education and training 35.1 27.1
R&D Transfer 0 5.6
Commercial and
_ _ 10.8 8.1

professional infrastructure
Market openness 10.8 10.0
Access physical
_ Py 5.4 7.2
infrastructure
Cultural and social norms 10.8 27.4
Capacity for entrep. 16.2 115
Economic climate 2.7 13.3
Workforce features 10.8 10.5
Perceived pop. composition 0 1.6
Political, institutional and

) 18.9 28.7
social context

Table 2.1 Factors constraining entrepreneurship irsouth Africa

Source: Adapted from Simrie, M., Herrington, M.ew( J., & Turton, N.
2011. Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 2011 South Africa
[Online].

Available at:_http://www.gemconsortium.org
[Accessed 30 April 2012].
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It is evident from Table 2.1 that the main factbrsdering entrepreneurship are
government policies, education and training andrfaal support. According to the
study, government policies are very bureaucratigislative compliance is onerous,
labour legislation is restrictive and administraticequirements are demanding
resulting in low entrepreneurship activity. Govesmh programmes are failing to
stimulate entrepreneurial activity as the individugroviding entrepreneurial
support are inexperienced and lack practical irisigroblems are also experienced
by potential entrepreneurs in that it is diffictdtgain access to funding. The lack of
angel investors and venture capital also resulta lack of finance. Education is
compromised due to low school completion rates poar rates of enrolment in
tertiary studies. Since education positively impattte intention to pursue and
realise entrepreneurship success (Herrington gf@L1), low levels of education
result in low levels of entrepreneurial activityoush Africa when compared to
other efficiency driven economies such as Braaiis$ta and India was found to be
lagging in cultural support, government policiesl amarket place dynamics. On the
positive side, however, the country infrastructisrdavourable for entrepreneurial

activity and legal and commercial policies are agpportive.

Simrie et at. (2011) reported that the lack of gpteneurial activity extends beyond
the factors of government policies, financial sup@nd education and training.
The dynamics of the South African market place @@ conducive to
entrepreneurial activity as larger firms outperf@amaller and emerging enterprises
which are unable to compete in so far price, gualiid the availability of goods
and services are concerned. South Africans alsiéxhfear of failure and as a
result of cultural entrenchments prefer to findolh ps compared to embarking on
their own business ventures. An expectation isqulach government to provide
employment, as compared to individuals activelyspimg employment generation
opportunities. This has resulted in a poor entregueal mindset and the lack of an

affinity towards entrepreneurship as the souraenefs livelihood.
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2.7

Defining entrepreneurship and the entrepreneur

Schumpeter (1949) in the acclaimed theory of coveatiestruction presented
entrepreneurship as a phenomenon that transfoensdi in which people live and
operate. Timmons & Spinelli (2009) defined entreguaship as a marvel that
penetrates the globe and where the obsession wgfortnities creates and
captures value and benefits all the constituent®lwed in the process. The
entrepreneurial process culminates in the creaifdimew technologies, products,
processes and services that become the next wan@aoindustries” (p.28). In this
regard entrepreneurship transgresses beyond traalitboundaries and involves a
fresh and dynamic approach to business. Schumf(E2d®) emphasised that the
defining characteristics of an entrepreneur are dpédtude and proclivity to
innovate. Entrepreneurs are creators who serveatsysts for the growth and
evolution of economies. Opportunity identificatiand idea obsession are the key

defining traits of entrepreneurs accompanied bygtiest for new and novel ideas.

Co et al. (2007) postulated that the entreprenkepracess is characterised by the

following elements:

* The value added creation of something new

* Financial risks and rewards

* Personal satisfaction and independence

* The ability to deal with emotional stress (ass@tatvith achieving
success)

e The ability to deal with social stress (associateith being responsible
for the people who are dependent on the businesa asans of

survival)

Co et al. (2007) developed a societal view, an egovst’'s view and a

psychologist’'s view of entrepreneurship. In theistal view entrepreneurship is
defined as activities that generate employment. @b@nomist’'s view presents
entrepreneurship as the synchronisation of the factors of production (human,
financial, physical and information resources) toduce and sell market offerings.
The psychologist’s view of entrepreneurship is @ned with personality traits

and entrepreneurs are viewed as individuals tleatlaven to “experiment, perform
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and succeed” (2007, p.4). The quest for indeperedand the power to influence
others underpins the psychological view of entnepoeship. In all of these
descriptions of entrepreneurship the key themerdsinates is the drive to create
and add value by exploiting resources while beimgfithe constituencies involved

in the process.

The pursuit of entrepreneurship may be necessigpportunity driven. Herrington
et al. (2011) presented that opportunity driverregreneurship is the exploitation
of new or existing business opportunities. Necgs#itven entrepreneurship is the
pursuit of entrepreneurship when no other choiceroployment is available. The
latter construct is posited to lack the dexteritygl doresight that is fundamental to
entrepreneurial success. It lacks the rigour ofntiigng a high potential
opportunity upfront and then exploiting it to thdlfpotential. Thus more success
has been realised by opportunity driven entrepnesigu as compared to necessity
driven entrepreneurship. Viviers et al. (2011) aaded that ventures created with a
focus on the opportunity are characterised by Hifferentiation and therefore face
less intensive competition. In contrast necessityved ventures are less
differentiated and more susceptible to competitiogsulting in them being
vulnerable. Consequently fewer jobs were createad @sult of opportunity driven

entrepreneurship.

Entrepreneurship versus corporate entrepreneurship

When considering the boundaries of entrepreneuisiniust not be confined only
to the creation of new ventures since the obsesgithnopportunity manifests in all
areas of the business environmdhtiessen & Zwart (2005), Co et al. (2007) and
Bosma et al. (2012) presented that entrepreneurshigterialises within
organisations via the pursuit of new opportuniti@nmons & Spinelli (2009)
presented that entrepreneurship exists on the a@molevel (corporate
entrepreneurship) and penetrates all stages ofrganigation’s business cycle
(start-up, growth, maturity, rebirth, and decling)occurs in organisations of all
ages (old and new), sizes (big and small) and droates and in private, public
and not-for-profit sectors. Co et al. (2007) preed that corporate
entrepreneurship is an important ingredient forifmess success in a continually

changing business environment. It is a phenomenanimproves profitability and
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2.8

enables the achievement of continuous advantageodilne conceptualisation and

actualisation of new ideas which renew businessdsrerease competitiveness.

According to Co et al. (2007) there are many défemes between the traditional
view of entrepreneurship and corporate entreprahgur In the corporate

entrepreneurship setting the entrepreneur is tivindrforce and the organisation
assumes the risks. The organisation also providesdsources required and the
decision making authority of the entrepreneur mitkd. In the conventional

entrepreneurial setting the individual starts ameh® the business, has decision
making authority and takes full responsibility urccess or failure. In so doing it is

the entrepreneur that assumes the risk.

Bosma et al. (2012) presents that corporate emneprship is a top down

approach driven by a management strategy to fastewvation and new business
activities. Intrapreneurship on the other hand isottom up approach concerned
with individuals in the organisation who innovatedaundertake new business
activity. The current study does not seek to déiftiate between the traditional
venture seeking entrepreneur, the corporate eetnepr or the intrapreneur and is
focused on exploring the entrepreneurial tenderafi@dl individuals. Herrington et

al. (2011) presented that entrepreneurial flaimacted upon by the contributions
of individuals, irrespective of whether or not th@yn the business. Individuals are
the core of the entrepreneurial process. Thus iderorto evaluate the

entrepreneurship paradigm it is necessary to eaplbe factors that influence

individual entrepreneurial activity.

Factors influencing entrepreneurial activity

Luethje & Franke (2004) asserted that the entreqneal decision making process

is influenced by external and internal factorsllastrated in Figure 2.1.
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External factors /
environment
VYT

Financing
Society
University

Attitude
towards self-
employment

Entrepreneurial Entrepreneurial
Intention Activity

Internal factors /

personality
Willingness to
take risks

Need for

independence
Locus of control ) Other
i factors

Figure 2.1 Conceptual model of the entrepreneuriadecision process

Source: Adapted from Luethje, C. & Franke, N., £20@&ntrepreneurial
Intentions of Business Students: A Benchmarking dtu
International Journal of Innovation and Technololy\anagement,
[Online]. 1 (3), pp. 269 - 288.
It is evident from Figure 2.1 that entrepreneuadlivity is impacted upon by the
attitude towards self-employment and the extentenfrepreneurial intention.
External influences in the environment such as etacknditions, the availability
of finance and society influence the willingness iodividuals to pursue
entrepreneurial activities. In addition there asriaus other factors that have a
bearing on entrepreneurial attitudes and intentibmshis regard Turker & Selcuk
(2008) point to culture, economics, politics, sbgielemographics and technology
as being pertinent factors. Levenburg & Schward&0ndicated tax advantages,
culture and education as factors and Herringtoal.e(2010) indicated that the
conditions for entrepreneurship are underpinneddmtextual economic, social and
political conditions. Veciana, Aponte & Urbano (B)Qeiterated the importance of
formal forces (political and economic) and infornfiaices (attitudes, values and

norms of behaviour).
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2.9

Figure 2.1 stresses the importance of internabfaain the entrepreneurial decision
making process. Personality traits including th#ingness to take risks, the need
for independence and locus of control influences thttitude towards
entrepreneurship. Literature indicates that theectffof personality on the
entrepreneurship paradigm is supported by a platbbacademics and researchers
including Shapero (1982), Luthje & Franke (2003kvé&nburg and Schwarz
(2008), Turker & Selcuk (2008), Urban & Van Vuuré&008), Athayde (2009),
Timmons & Spinelli (2009), and Zhao, Seibert & Lukp (2009). Thus
personality traits must be evaluated to assesslikbBhood of entrepreneurial
actualisation. This study focuses on the persgndiiaits (internal factors)
impacting upon entrepreneurial attitudes and imest The external factors lie

beyond the battery limits of the study.

Personality Trait Theory and Attitudes

The Five Factor Model of personality provides ayfuyet comprehensive view of
personality and consolidates more than four decafiessearch on the “emotional,
interpersonal, experiential, attitudinal, and mational style of an individual”
(Zhao & Seibert, 2006, p.260). The construct isugaed on an extensive sphere of
psychology and narrows down the dimensions of pexgy to five distinctive

traits characterised by different behavioural \@oies as indicated in Table 2.2.
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Trait ‘ Behavioural variations

Conscientiousness Degree of organisation, persistence,
(Mount & Barrick, 1995) accomplishment, achievement
motivation and dependability

Extraversion Assertiveness, energetic, dominant
(Barrick & Mount, 1991) enthusiastic and talkative
Agreeableness Interpersonal orientation, trusting,

(Costa & McCrae, 1992 and Digman, | forgiving, caring, altruistic, gullible
1990)

Openness to experience Intellectually curious, seeks new
(McCrae, 1987) experiences, explores novel ideas
Neuroticism Emotional stability and adjustment

(Costa & McCrae, 1992)

Table 2.2 Five Factor Model Personality Traits

Source: Adapted from Zhao, H. & Seibert, S., 200¢ big five personality
dimensions and entrepreneurial status: A meta-doahgview.
Journal of applied psychologjOnline]. 91 (2), pp. 259-271.
It is evident from Table 2.2 that the key persdgatiaits underpinned by the Five
Factor Model of personality are conscientiousnesdraversion, agreeableness,
openness to experience and neuroticism. Conscismass is characterised by
persistence, accomplishment and achievement miativatExtraversion is
characterised by assertion and an outward senselfaind energy. Agreeableness
is biased towards interpersonal orientation anadoess to experience manifests in
curiosity that seeks new and novel experiencesideas. Neuroticism correlates
with emotional stability. Literature suggests thagh and low scores for the
various traits manifests in different types of bebars as indicated in Table 2.3.
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High scoring behaviours Low scoring behaviours

Extraversion - Cheerful and like people - Spend more time alone
(Barrick & Mount, 1991)| - Seek excitement and | - Reserved, quiet and
stimulation independent
Agreeableness - Co-operative values - Self-centred
(Costa & McCrae, 1992] - Prefer positive, - Suspicious
Digman, 1990) interpersonal - Ruthless
relationships - Manipulative

Openness to experience - Creative Conventional

(McCrae, 1987) - Innovative - Narrow in interests
- Imaginative - Not analytical
- Reflective

- Untraditional

Neuroticism - Experience negative - Calm, confident,
(Costa & McCrae, 1992) emotions such as relaxed and even
hostility, depression and tempered

vulnerability

Table 2.3 Variation in Traits

Source: Adapted from Zhao, H. & Seibert, S., 200& big five personality
dimensions and entrepreneurial status: A meta-aoahgview.
Journal of applied psychologjOnline]. 91 (2), pp. 259-271.
It is evident from Table 2.3 that the behaviouratiations on different ends of the
spectrum of personality traits form polar opposéas high openness to experience
is characterised by innovation and creativity ampgared to low extraversion
which is characterised by narrow interests and eotion. Similar patterns prevail
with regards to extraversion, agreeableness anwt&am. Seibert & Zhou (2009)
by applying meta-analyses that compared entrepreneumanagers found that
entrepreneurs score higher on the traits of opennes experience and
conscientiousness. Lower scores are realised orirdlits of agreeableness and
neuroticism. No significant differences are notedso far as extraversion is
concerned. Based on these findings and the behalivariations presented in
Table 2.2 it is conjectured that individuals digfh high entrepreneurial

personality traits actively seek stimulation, enjppsitive relationships, are
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innovative and creative, display confidence andrartetempestuous by nature. In
contrast, low scoring entrepreneurial personalitgits are characterised by
reservation, manipulation, self-centredness, narnowvdedness, convention and

tempestuousness.

Bolton & Lane (2012) summarise recent researchheniridividual traits that are

pertinent to measuring entrepreneurial attributemdicated in Table 2.4.

Variables / traits Authors Results

* Need for achievement | Okhomina (2007) Traits correlated with

* Locus of control entrepreneurial orientation
+ Tolerance for ambiguity for 90 used car salesman.
* Perseverance Gelderen, Brand, Entrepreneurial alertness

 Entrepreneurial alertnessvan Praag, Bodewes,correlated with

« Self-efficacy Poutsma & Gils entrepreneurial intention.
« Creativity (2008)

* Achievement Harris & Gibson Correlation between

e Personal control (2008) entrepreneurial attitudes
e Innovation and past entrepreneurial
« Self Esteem experience

» Risk-taking Levenburg & Students with

e Creative thinkers Schwarz (2008) entrepreneurial intentions
« Internal locus of control scored higher on

creativeness not risk-taking

Table 2.4 Variables to measure entrepreneurial attbutes in individuals

Source: Adapted from Bolton, D.L. & Lane, M.D., 120 Individual
Entrepreneurial Orientation: Development of a Measwent
InstrumentEducation and Trainings4(2/3), pp. 219-233.

It is evident from Table 2.4 that the need for agbiment, locus of control, risk-
taking propensity and innovativeness are all peayi correlated with
entrepreneurial tendencies. Alertness, past expmri@nd creativity also feature

prominently in the entrepreneurial attributes afiwduals. Harris & Gibson (2008)
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2.10

found that there is a correlation between the pndreeurial attitudes of
achievement, personal control, self-esteem andvatan and the following
personality traits: creativity, openness to experge self-efficacy, perseverance,

strong judgment and variety seeking.

Trait research, however, provides mixed resultsdoes not define a specific set of
traits that epitomise entrepreneurial successiSaae also static i.e. they do not
change over time. Entrepreneurial attitudes onather hand are dynamic. Thus
while there appears a resurgence of interest isopetity, it is clear from the many
studies cited that the research findings on petggraae mixed. Hence Bolton &
Lane (2012) recommend a focus on entrepreneuriehtation rather than on

personality and this has been applied in the cugternly.

Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO)

On the organisational level Rauch, Wiklund, LumpEinFrese (2009) presented
that Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) is rooted simategy making laying the
foundation for decisions and actions that are entrgeurial in nature. The positive
spinoffs of this approach are the realisation ahpetitive advantage arichproved
business performancéumpkin & Dess (1996) identified five dimensions B0
including innovativeness, risk-taking, proactivitgutonomy and competitive
aggressiveness. These dimensions were defined loghRd al. (2009) as indicated
in Table 2.5.
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Dimension ‘ Definition

Autonomy Independent action directed at conceivangew venture

and seeing it to maturity

Competitive Intensity to outperform rivals

aggressiveness

Innovativeness Predisposition to creativity angezimentation
Proactivity Forward-looking perspective, acting anticipation of

future demand

Risk-taking Venturing into the unknown, committingignificant

resources to ventures in uncertain environments

Table 2.5 Entrepreneurial orientation dimensions ad definitions

Source: Rauch, A., Wiklund, J., Lumpkin, G.T. & &ee M., 2009.
Entrepreneurial orientation and business performazg assessment
of past research and suggestions for the futbdrgrepreneurship
Theory and PracticdOnline]. 33 (3), pp. 761-768.

It is evident in Table 2.5 that the dimensions dD Ere characterised by
independence, the intensity to perform, creativityesight and an appetite for
uncertainty. In the organisational context, Co &t @007) presented that
innovation, proactivity and risk-taking are impartain organisations that are
confronted with a state of flux and instability.nbvation involves doing new
things or doing existing things in different way&oactivity is defined along the
dimension of competition in terms of initiating act that results in competitors
responding to the organisation rather than vicsazelt involves being first off the
starting blocks at introducing new offerings intee tmarket place. Risk-taking is
the willingness and appetite to undertake proj¢lctd can potentially result in
losses.

Bolton & Lane (2012) present that the EO constapgilies on the individual level
I.e. Individual Entrepreneurial Orientation (IEOnee the entrepreneurial nature of
an organisation is the outcome of the individuahdwours exhibited within the
organisation. An exploratory factor analysis of IB&as conducted on 1,100

university students in the United States and ewglirdata suggested that three
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distinct factors exhibit validity and reliabilitypiso far as IEO is concerned. These
factors are:

1. Innovation
2. Proactivity
3. Risk-taking

This study aims to evaluate entrepreneurial ortemtaat the individual level by
measuring the three IEO factors identified by Bolemd Lane (2012). But Luethje
& Franke (2004) also stressed the importance ehiitn in the conceptual model
of the entrepreneurial decision making process.ceénis important to explore the
entrepreneurial intention construct in order tangaholistic view of the factors that
contribute towards the actualisation of entreprestap.

2.11 Entrepreneurial Intention (EIl)

Zhao et al. (2009) asserted that there is a do@celation between the intention to
pursue entrepreneurship and the actualisation oemneneurship. Personality is
posited to play a pivotal role in entrepreneunmeéntion (El) and the emergence of
entrepreneurs. Many theories explore El and thengxdaf commitment to actualise
entrepreneurship. These include the Theory of Resakéction (Fishbein & Ajzen,
1975), Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 199 Blf-8fficacy theory (Bandura,
1997), Model of the Entrepreneurial Event (Shapel882), Model of the
Entrepreneurial Potential (Krueger & Brazeal, 1924}d Competence Theory
(Driessen & Zwart, 2005).

2.11.1 Reasoned Action and Planned Behaviour

The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) presents thdividual decision making is
a rational process that takes cognisance of thesecuences of one’s actions
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). It is deeply rooted inced cognitive theory which
emphasises the pivotal role played by intentionsbehaviour as illustrated in

Figure 2.2.
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Figure 2.2 Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)

Source: Adapted from Fishbein, M. & Ajzen, |., B97Belief, Attitude,
Intention and Behaviour: An introduction to theagd research,
[Online]. Psychological Bulletin 84 (5), pp. 888-918
It is evident from Figure 2.2 that the attitudesaods the behaviour and subjective
norms are instrumental in the transformation ofawabural intention into actual
behaviour. Werner (2004) defined attitude as thBvidual’'s perception towards
specific behaviour. Ajzen (1991) presented thatattiéude towards behaviour was
influenced by one’s beliefs and evaluations. Thusrye belief is associated with
outcomes perceived by the individual to be eithesitpve or negative. Favourable
attitudes are formed towards behaviours deemed atee tpositive outcomes.

Unfavourable outcomes on the other hand soliciaheg attitudes.

The subjective norm variable takes cognisance efpteference and support of
normative influences (Ajzen, 1991). Normative bisliare based on the individual’s
perception of how certain influences such as fanirignds and mentors react to
the different types of behaviours displayed. Oftipalar importance, the TRA

construct is concerned with the perceived impogaoicthe reactions of normative
influences towards behaviour and whether or nog #gorove. This has an impact
on the motivation to copy the behaviour. Shap&882) posited that the mother or
father has the greatest influence on an individumel this impacts the desirability
and feasibility of actions undertaken by potergiairepreneurs.
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Ajzen (1991) introduced another dimension to TRAtdokle the concern that it
neglected the impact of social factors which atspact on individual behaviour. A
third antecedent to behavioural intention i.e. pemed behavioural control was

introduced in the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TB8)llustrated in Figure 2.3.

Attitude toward
behaviour

Behavioural
intention

Subjective norm

Actual behaviour

Perceived
behavioural
control

Figure 2.3 Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB)

Source: Adapted from Ajzen, |., 1991. The thedrglanned behaviour.
Organisational behaviour and Human Decision Proes&® (2),
pp. 179-211.

It is evident from Figure 2.3 that the inclusionpafrceived behavioural provides a
more exhaustive view of behavioural intention. ¥ premised upon the
psychoanalytical constructs that aim to predict axglain human behaviour.
Perceived behavioural control is concerned with escgption of the ease or
difficulty of performing a specific behaviour. ¥ preoccupied with psychological
perception as compared to actual control. Dispwsstihat are general in nature are
not accurate in predicting specific behaviour antpleasis is placed on cognitive
self-regulation. Control beliefs are concerned wisources and capabilities and
are influenced by previous experiences. These s may be directly acquired
or indirectly acquired e.g. via the experiencesfrédnds and impacts on the

perceived ease or difficulty of executing actions.
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Criticisms of TRA and TPB

Werner (2004) argued that TRA and TPB exhibit tiWwing shortcomings:

* The models are predictive in nature and based @mvecedents that are
inadequate in providing a comprehensive explicabibinehaviour

» Empirical studies reveal that less than 40 peroébehavioural variance is
explained

* The models do not consider that intentions can ghdetween the time that
the behavioural intention is assessed and the tohebehavioural

actualisation

Whilst these criticisms are noted, TRA and TPB @rjectured to possess some
confidence in the prediction of El since they aveted in social cognitive theory
and also consider the impact of normative influsnae beliefs. These constructs
have time and time again been referenced as fundameheory to explain
behavioural intention by a plethora of academias @searchers. However one of
the shortcomings of TRA and TPB is that these flesoignore the question of
venture feasibility. The model of the EntreprenaurEvent addresses this

shortcoming.

2.11.2 Model of the Entrepreneurial Event

Shapero (1982) in the model of the Entreprene@vaint asserted that the intention
to pursue entrepreneurship is predicated upon loeped venture desirability and
feasibility. The desirability element, involvingti@ctiveness or appeal, is impacted
upon by culture and the social environment. Thesrta draws interesting parallels
with TPB when one considers the impact of normatimuences and the
motivation to copy on behavioural intention. Simpdyated, both constructs
consider the impact of society on EIl. From a faéilperspective, the model of
the Entrepreneurial Event places emphasis on tieeiped availability of financial
support, education and advice. This emphasisesntpertance of the external
environment on the entrepreneurial decision makirmgess. Veciana et al. (2005)
drew parallels between the model of the EntrepmealedEvent and TPB as
indicated in Table 2.6.
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Entrepreneurial Event TPB

_ ~ | Attitude towards the behaviour
Perceived venture desirability

Subjective norm

Perceived venture feasibility Perceived behaviocoalrol

Table 2.6 Model's equivalencies: EE vs. TPB

Source: Adapted from Veciana, J.M., Aponte, M. &b&aho, D., 2005.
University’s students attitudes towards entreprestep: a two
countries comparison. International entrepreneurship and
management journal, (1), pp. 165-182.

It is evident from Table 2.6 that the attitude todgabehaviour and subjective norm

which impact behavioural intention as per TPB drpasallels with the perceived

desirability of a venture in the model of the Epteneurial Event. Similarly the
perceived behavioural control variable in TPB dragsiivalency with perceived
venture feasibility. Thus the actualisation of miten is an outcome of venture
desirability and feasibility. Both TPB and the mbdéthe Entrepreneurial Event
were consolidated into the model of Entreprenelr@kential (Krueger & Brazeal,

1994).

2.11.3 Entrepreneurial Potential

The model of Entrepreneurial Potential is groundiedsocial psychology and
highlights the importance of social norms, attiudend self-efficacy in the

potential for entrepreneurial activity as illusaatn Figure 2.4.
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Perceived
Desirability

(Social norms,
Attitude)

Credibility Potential

Propensity to Precipitating
Act Event

Perceived
Feasibility
(Self-efficacy)

Figure 2.4 Model of entrepreneurial potential

Source: Krueger, N.F. & Braezeal, D.V. 1994. Eotemeurial potential and
potential entrepreneurg&ntrepreneurship Theory and Practickg
(3), pp. 91-104
According to Figure 2.4 perceived desirability aedsibility are instrumental in
spurring on intentionsKrueger & Braezeal (1994) provided evidence thaiséh
factors are significant predictors of variancesmirepreneurial intentions. In the
model of Entrepreneurial Potential, perceived @dxslity adopts the attractiveness
dimensions of TRA and TPB in so far as social noamd attitudes are concerned.
Perceived feasibility is underpinned by self-effigavhich is also posited to play an

important role in influencing El.

2.11.4 Self-Efficacy

Urban et al. (2008) studied the attitudes, belid intentions of entrepreneurs and
found empirical results substantiating a positieationship between self-efficacy
and entrepreneurship. Self-efficacy posits that fikelihood of pursuing
entrepreneurial tasks is based on the beliefs @isarapabilities. Self-efficacy and
self-beliefs impact the actualisation of entreptera activity since self-efficacy
influences intentions which in turn influence adigation. Bandura (1997) also
asserted that self-efficacy is a key determinirggdiaof intention. The reason is that
actualisation is driven by the belief in one’s daipty to perform and being
psychologically equipped to do so. Thus self-efficss an important antecedent of
entrepreneurial intention.
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Bandura (1986) noted that the self-efficacy panadig rooted in social cognitive
theory. Self-efficacy is the belief that one hastiveir capability to marshal
behavioural and cognitive resources and perforngiven situations (Bandura,
1997). Urban et al. (2008) stressed the importaosfcéhe will to succeed and
personal motivation in achieving entrepreneuriatcess. Individuals with high
levels of self-efficacy pursue challenging goal®, persistent and rebound quickly
from failure. Thus high self-efficacy is an indicat of a greater likelihood to
pursue tasks as compared to low self-efficacy. Cheally & Eden (2004)

supported this view by positing that self-efficasyuseful in explaining behaviour.
Zhao, Seibert & Hills (2005) also stressed the irtgpwe of self-efficacy as

antecedents to the intention to pursue entrepraiaativities.

McGee, Peterson, Mueller & Sequeira (2009) presktitat entrepreneurial self-
efficacy is value adding as it incorporates botlviemmental and personality
variables. Chen et al. (2004) asserted that sktfaefy is instrumental in affecting
the choices made by individuals and the levels eE@verance that are applied.
This applies to the entrepreneurs both within aggbhd organisational boundaries.
The theme of perseverance is also an integral eleofethe drive and motivation
that accompanies entrepreneurial success and tlity &b handle emotional and
social stress associated with entrepreneurshigs. Vi is supported by Hmieleski
& Corbett (2008) who stressed that high levels elf—-efficacy translates into
entrepreneurs setting and persisting in the achiewe of challenging goals. Judge,
Shaw, Jackson & Rich (2007) presented that sakiaefy is “proven to be one of

the most focal concepts in contemporary psychoteggarch” (p.107)

Barbosa, Gerhardt & Kickul (2007) presented foynety of self-efficacy tasks that

exemplified individual entrepreneurial self-effigad hese include:

1. Opportunity-identification self-efficacy: perceptido identify and develop new
market offerings

2. Relationship self-efficacy: perception of the dbilito build investor
relationships

3. Managerial self-efficacy: perception of economicgl dinancial management
capabilities

4. Tolerance self-efficacy: perception of the abitbycope with stress and change
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These self-efficacy dimensions reinforce the imgnace of personality and the
ability to interact with the forces at play withthe environment. Judge, Shaw,
Jackson et al. (2007) posited that self-efficacgt amrk-related performance are

the outcomes of numerous factors as illustratdelgare 2.5.

Cognitive abilit

Conscientiousnes

Agreeablenes SELF-EFFICACY

...............

Extraversiol

WORK-RELATED
Opennes PERFORMANC

................... r— b

Figure 2.5 Conceptual path model

Source: Adapted from Judge, T.A., Jackson, Chavg J.C., Scott, B.A. &
Rich, B.L., 2007. Self-efficacy and work relatedfpemance: The
integral role of individual differencesJournal of Applied
Psychology92 (1), pp. 107-127.

It is evident from Figure 2.5 that cognitive alyilithe personality traits contained

in the Five Factor Model of personality and expeaeee all have a bearing on self-

efficacy. Judge & llies (2002) undertook a metakgia on the relationship

between conscientiousness, agreeableness, extoavarpenness and neuroticism
to performance motivation and found a positive e@ation between these
constructs. Thus personality factors are founddadnbportant for entrepreneurial

Success.

General self-efficacy (GSE) extends the perceptibnapacity from performance
within specific situations to performance in a e#yiof situations (Judge, Erez &
Bono, 1998). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy (ESE)swdefined by Krueger &
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Brazeal (1994) as the antecedent to the creatiorewfventures. Baum, Locke &
Smith (2001, 2004) and Forbes (2005) found positelationships between new
venture growth and entrepreneurial self-efficacpwidver, McGee et al. (2009)

presented that the following factors prevented ESE being effectively applied:

* There is a lack of consensus on whether or not B&Emore appropriate
than GSE

» There are inconsistencies in how the ESE consamdtits dimensionality
are captured

* An overreliance on empirical data collected from limited source

(entrepreneurs and university students) is prevalen

In contrast to ESE, GSE is more stable and reptathem of the capacity to
perform in different task-orientated situations (&= et al., 2009). This is because
it accepts that a diverse set of skills is requit@cchieve success. It explores a
variety of capabilities as compared to the limistady of ESE that focuses only on
students and entrepreneurs. This view was suppbytédarkman, Balkin & Baron
(2002). Practically, GSE is also much easier angpkr to measure as compared to
ESE which is specific and lacks generalisabilityowdver Chen, Gully & Eden
(2001) presented that GSE has limited construdditsaland problems such as
multidimensionality and low content validity areident. They developed and
validated the New General Self-Efficacy (NGSE) teasure self-efficacy.

The NGSE scales indicates that goal setting, eemié when tackling difficult
tasks, the belief in achieving desired outcomes;eseding, overcoming challenges,
and confidence are the key dimensions of self-&ffjc(Chen at al., 2001). The
study was conducted on undergraduates in both rahttic and Israeli
universities and exhibited high construct validayd reliability. The NGSE scale
was also employed by Urban et al. (2008) to tasimfeasurement invariance across
ethnic groupings in so far as cultural valuestwds and beliefs regarding self-
efficacy were concerned. This study employs the BEG&ale to assess the extent
of self-efficacy in the subjects. Based on thetreteship identified between self-
efficacy and EI (Bandura, 1997, Zhao et al., 2008 Brban et al., 2008), self-

efficacy is measured to assess the extent of EI.
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2.12 The actualisation of entrepreneurship

Thandi and Sharma (2004) posited that drivers ¢aolents) combine with
facilitators (intervening variables) to produce antrepreneurial outcome as

illustrated in Figure 2.6.

Antecedents Intervening variables Outcomes
ENTREPRENEURSHIP ~ ENTREPRENEURSHIP RESPONSE
DRIVERS FACILITATORS

Entrepreneurial
Entrepreneurial capacity /
intentions capability

Likelihood of
entrepreneurship
actualisation

Entrepreneurial Preparation for
motivations entrepreneurship

Entrepreneurial
opportunity

Figure 2.6 Conceptual framework for entrepreneurshp actualisation

Source: Adapted from Thandi, H. & Sharma, R., 200BA students’
preparedness for entrepreneurial efforf®rtiary Education and
Management]0 (1), pp. 209-226.

It is evident from Figure 2.6 that the drivers atrepreneurship include intentions

and motivations. When these drivers are facilitatgdentrepreneurial capacity,

entrepreneurial preparedness and the entrepreheppartunity, the actualisation
of entrepreneurship is realised. It is presentet #ntrepreneurial capacity is
correlated with entrepreneurial orientation sinceerspnality traits fuel

entrepreneurial tendencies. Entrepreneurial capab$ conjectured to draw
parallels with self-efficacy as asserted by Barbetsal. (2007). The preparation for
entrepreneurship is impacted by knowledge, attjitgligls and experience (Thandi

& Sharma, 2004). The entrepreneurial opportunitythe outcome of external

factors in the environment including market andafice conditions, culture,
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2.13

economics, politics, society and technology. Theleulying theme is that the
likelihood of entrepreneurial actualisation is degent upon the individual
(intentions, motivations, capacity and capabilitgnd the entrepreneurial

opportunity itself.

Development of the conceptual framework

A consolidation of the theories and empirical sésdin the literature review results
in the formulation of the conceptual framework émtrepreneurial actualisation as

illustrated in Figure 2.7.

Internal factors Perceived Desirability

(GEISNEIVATELS) FACILITATOR

 Attitudes

e Entrepreneurship
 Subjective norms

ENTREPRENEURIAL

ORIENTATION (EO) \ ’ opportunity

DRIVER DRIVER

ENTREPRENEURIAL
ATTITUDES
TOWARDS SELF ENTREPRENEURIAL ACTUALISATION

| EMPLOYMENT INTENTION (El)

Perceived Feasibility
FACILITATOR
External factors « Perceived behavioural
(Environmental control Entrepreneurship
influences) preparation
(SELF-EFFICACY)

Figure 2.7 Conceptual framework for the study

According to Figure 2.7, the drivers of entrepraship are the attitude towards
self-employment and entrepreneurial intention. Wheambined with the
facilitators of the entrepreneurship opportunityd aantrepreneurship preparation,

they culminate in entrepreneurial actualisation.
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2.14

In so far as the drivers of entrepreneurship are@med, research indicates that
the attitudes towards self-employment are impaaiedn by internal factors
(personality traits) that impact on EO and exterfattors (environmental
influences). EIl is impacted by perceived venturesirddility and feasibility.
Perceived desirability is influenced by an indiatis attitudes and subjective
norms and perceived feasibility is impacted uponskif-efficacy (Chen et al.,
2001).

This study focuses on the EO and EI constructs &l impact on the

actualisation of entrepreneurship. The externatofa¢ perceived desirability and
facilitators presented in the conceptual framewar& beyond the scope of this
study. Bolton & Lane (2012) present that the keyasuees of EO are risk-taking,
innovativeness and proactivity. These factors aeasured in the current study to
assess the extent of EO. Chen et al. (2001) adsbdeself-efficacy is an effective
measure of El. Self-efficacy is evaluated to as#esgxtent of El in the population

chosen for the study.

A viable source of entrepreneurs

Researches and academics advocate that educasiangieotal role to play in the
achievement of entrepreneurial success. Smith. g2@05) found that education
has a moderating impact on entrepreneurial oriemaand psychological traits.
Given the importance of orientation and traits atrepreneurship, it is postulated
that education thus directly impacts the succesfaibire of the entrepreneurial
initiatives. Herrington et al. (2011) noted an adee relationship between
individuals with lower levels of education and thendency to pursue
entrepreneurship. This indicates that educationamasnpact on the likelihood of

entrepreneurship actualisation.

Laukannen (2000) indicated that the objective afcation for entrepreneurship is
to “develop and stimulate the entrepreneurial pgeceroviding all the necessary
tools for the start-up of a new venture”. The impaaf education on

entrepreneurship is not limited solely to the coe$ of organisations but also
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influences the extent of entrepreneurship beyondarosational boundaries.
Friedrich & Visser (2006) presented that entrepuesi@p education is valuable in
developing economies and that tertiary instituticam® obligated to provide
entrepreneurship education and training to indusihe relationship between the
university, industry and government forms the backbof enterprise success. The
importance of education as a facilitator of enteggurship means educated
individuals are a potential source of successfitepneneurs. However education

alone is inadequate and needs to be supplementearioys other factors.

Thandi & Sharma (2004) and Driessen & Zwart (20p&sented that successful
behaviour is influenced by individual motivationhatacteristics, capabilities,
knowledge and experience. Motivation is intrinsiad agrounded on one’s value
system. Characteristics comprise traits that impacttone’s ability to handle

activities. Motivations and traits are related taternal factors and are
interchangeable with personality trait theory. Caliities can be learnt and are
prone to change over time and feature orientatibrthe market, creativity,

flexibility and management attributes. Knowledgel axperience form the final
dimension of successful behaviour and experienegegsiired over time. Thus it is
evident that education needs to be supplementechpgbility and experience to

realise entrepreneurial success.

Researchers and academics indicate that skillscapdbilities acquired through
corporate exposure are positively correlated with greparedness to embark upon
entrepreneurial activities. Luethje & Franke (20@p4¢sented that experience was
enhanced by mentorship, training and networkingrpG@te exposure and
experience is postulated to supplement knowleddarasiil confidence and know-
how that that equips an individual with the necess$aols to tackle a multi-faceted
environment (Thandi & Sharma, 2004). Given the heda struck between
education and experience, Urban et al. (2008) ptedethat MBA students are
more likely to embark on entrepreneurial careersaspared to individuals with
no work experience. They are also more likely talise entrepreneurial success
since the exposure of these individuals to the@ate environment means that the
requirements of experience, inspiration, trainingd anetworking are fulfilled.
Bosma et al. (2012) indicated a higher inclinatimwards entrepreneurship
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2.15

amongst individuals who possess high levels of ntgiweducation, experience and
corporate exposure. Thus MBA students provide aalidource of entrepreneurs
since they possess the necessary attributes impdotaentrepreneurial success. In
this regard the subjects in the current study cosapof MBA students. The
propositions and hypotheses developed as a rekuheoliterature review and

conceptual framework are tested on these subjects.

Propositions and Hypotheses

The conceptual framework for the study (Figure r8sents that Entrepreneurial
Orientation (EO) and Entrepreneurial Intention (Etpact the likelihood of
entrepreneurial actualisation. Thus these factoes evaluated to establish the

entrepreneurship profile of the subjects in thestu

2.15.1 Proposition 1: Entrepreneurial Intention (EI)

Self-efficacy is measured to establish if the sciisj@n the study exhibit high or low
levels of EI. Self-efficacy is underpinned by ardiidual's belief in their

capability to marshal behavioural and cognitiveotgses and perform in situations
(Bandura, 1997). Given the dynamics of the corgomtvironment that enhance
the capabilities and competencies of individual8Avistudents operating in this
context are likely to have strong beliefs in thanilities. This culminates in high
self-efficacy and El. Thus the following proposititss conceptualised: The 2012

cohort of UKZN MBA students display a high leveleftrepreneurial intention.

2.15.2 Proposition 2: Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO)

Bolton & Lane (2012) identify three personality itsathat exhibit validity and
reliability in so far as the measurement of EO asaerned. These include risk-
taking, innovativeness and proactivity. In the gttidese dimension are measured
to establish if the subjects exhibit high or lowdts of EO. The exposure of MBA
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students to the dynamics of the corporate envirannslikely to enhance these
dimensions and consequently EO. Thus the followipgoposition is
conceptualised: The 2012 cohort of UKZN MBA studedisplay a high level of

entrepreneurial orientation.

2.15.3 Hypothesis 1: Correlation of EO and El

The study has identified EO and EIl as drivers dfegmeneurial behaviour and
factors that positively impact the likelihood oftespreneurial actualisation. Hence
it is pertinent to evaluate the relationship thatis between these factors. In this

regard the following hypotheses are conceptualised:

* Null hypothesis (lJ): There is no statistically significant relatiofnsthetween
overall EO and its dimensions (risk-taking, innov@ess and proactivity)
and El

* Alternative hypothesis (ht There is a statistically significant relationghi
between overall EO and its dimensions (risk-takingjovativeness and
proactivity) and El

2.15.4 Hypothesis 2: Variation in El

An establishment of the factors that account faiaveces in El is important to
further assess the relationship that exists betwsleand EO. Hence the study
evaluates if the dimensions of EO account for vexés in El. The following

hypotheses are conceptualised:

* Null hypothesis (H): The variance in El is not significantly explaihby the
EO dimensions of risk-taking, innovativeness arwhptivity

» Alternative hypothesis (§t The variance in El is significantly explained by

the EO dimensions of risk-taking, innovativeness proactivity
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Finally, research indicates that gender, age, eaw® entrepreneurial awareness
impact the entrepreneurship profile of individuadéséxd often accounts for

differences in entrepreneurial tendencies. Thederfaare considered in the study.

2.16 Demographics and entrepreneurship

2.16.1 Gender

Herrington et al., (2011) presented that although ihvolvement of females in

entrepreneurship has a greater impact on econommiakes are more likely to

pursue entrepreneurial activities. In South Afrfoa example, 11.3 percent of
males versus 6.9 percent of females in SA are regpdo be involved in early stage
entrepreneurial activities. Similar trends, althowugth less disparity are reported in
other developing economies such as Brazil, RusglaChina. Males are also found
to have higher levels of self-esteem and creativitgo far an entrepreneurship is
concerned (Harris, Gibson & Mick, 2009).

Regarding the impact of gender and personality lo&@ tendency to pursue
entrepreneurial activities, Zhang, Zyphur, NarayanaArvey, Chaturvedi,

Lichtenstein & Larsson (2009) found that femaleseha strong genetic influence
but no environmental influences. Males exhibit #@léernative pattern i.e. no
genetic influence but large environmental influendeurthermore, the tendency of
females to become entrepreneurs is impacted byweion and neuroticism. In
the case of males extraversion has a mediatingdngraenvironmental influences
and the pursuit of entrepreneurship. Thus it isimkrest to evaluate the
entrepreneurial orientation dimensions of riskitgki innovativeness and

proactivity of males versus females as well addkiels of EO and EI exhibited.
2.16.2 Age

Levesque & Minniti (2011) presented that age hasngmact on the tendency to
pursue entrepreneurship. In South Africa entrepreakeactivity (at early-stages) is
greatest in the 25 — 34 year old bracket (Herringtbal., 2011). Low activity is

noted in the 18 — 24 year old bracket. Simrie e{2011) and Bosma et al. (2012)
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indicated that individuals in the 25 — 44 year alge group display a much higher
level of entrepreneurial activity as compared tonger individuals as a result of
the extent of corporate exposure acquired. Thables the development of
networks, skills and capabilities that are impdrt@eilitators of entrepreneurship
and increase one’s appetite for entrepreneurial Yihile the underlying paradigm
is that there is a direct relationship betweenagkexperience, and the appetite for
entrepreneurial risk, individuals greater than 5darg of age exhibit low
entrepreneurial activity (Herrington et al., 201This is attributed to a lower

propensity for risk.

The statistics in the United States follow veryfatiént trends. Stangler (2009)
indicated that in the United States, the 55 — 6dr y#d age bracket exhibits the
greatest entrepreneurial activity rates. The lowast is evident in the 20 — 34 year
old age bracket. This trend is evident consistdotlyhe period 1996 — 2007. These
individuals are high-risk takers as compared tartb&ler counterparts who are

more experienced and have more to lose from fatedepreneurial ventures. The
older bracket of individuals also experience highsuccess rates with

entrepreneurial initiatives.

2.16.3 Race

Urban et al. (2008) found that there was a diffeeem entrepreneurial intention
across the various cultural groups in South Afriehen applying the ESE and
NGSE scales. Veciana et al. (2005) presented that dultural and social
environment has a key role to play in the percagtiof desirability and feasibility
of new venture creation. In this regard Herringemnal. (2011) indicated that
Whites and Indians are more likely to start busesesas compared to Coloured and
Blacks. This is attributed to the largely to thgdey of apartheid which has resulted
in limited access to markets, lower levels of skidhd education and a lack of role
of models in the population groups exhibiting lavels of entrepreneurial activity.
Overall there is a difference in entrepreneuridivég rates when measured across

the various race groups in South Africa.

42



2.16.4 Entrepreneurial Awareness

2.17

Harris & Gibson (2008) presented that strong eménegurial attitudes correlate
with prior family business experience. Co et aDQ2) supported the notion that
family exposure to entrepreneurship has a diregach on the attitude towards
entrepreneurship. Dombrovsky & Welter (2006) notedt individuals with the

strongest entrepreneurial tendencies have siblargs parents as entrepreneurs.
Thus exposure to entrepreneurship impacts the idecie pursue entrepreneurial
activities. It is further conjectured that this espre has a positive impact on
attitudes and the readiness of individuals to becemtrepreneurs as well as the

success rates experienced.

The demographic factors of gender, age, race atr@pganeurial awareness are
important in the analysis and comparison of entnegurial tendencies. Hence the
extent of EO, EIl and likelihood of entrepreneumatualisation will be evaluated

against these factors.

Summary

This chapter provided an overview of entreprenaprand the importance of this
phenomenon in a global context. The benefits afepnéneurship are identified as
increased employment and economic growth, and eeldanompetitiveness and
innovation. The state of entrepreneurship in So#thca is presented to be
concerning, especially in the context of high unkEyment and economic
disparity. Thus a need for the stimulation of emte@eurial activity is identified.
The literature review presents that the likelihadcentrepreneurship actualisation
is impacted by EO and EIl. The assessment of EQvasaneasuring risk-taking,
innovativeness and proactivity. In so far as Etaesicerned, the measurement of
self-efficacy is pertinent. Research also indicatkat MBA students as a
consequence of their knowledge, skills, capabdjtiexperience and networking
abilities are potentially good entrepreneurs. Deraplic factors such as gender,
age, race and entrepreneurial awareness are #s@me The research has been
designed to investigate these factors and estathieskentrepreneurial profile of the

subjects in the study.
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CHAPTER THREE

Research Methodology

3.1

3.2

3.3

Introduction

This chapter outlines the research methodology eyepl and elaborates upon the
research design, population and the survey prochesen for the study. The
chapter also discusses the tools, tests and tassigsed to analyse and interpret

data against the backdrop of the conceptual framewo

Aim of the Study

The aim of the study is to assess the entrepremeupsofile of the 2012 cohort of
UKZN MBA students.

Respondents and Location of the Study

Sekaran & Bougie (2010) indicated that the reseatglectives and scope of a
study are critical when identifying the target plapion. In the present study MBA
students have been chosen as the aim is to exaemtrepreneurship in a
population that exhibits the characteristics regpliior success. MBA students have
been identified as individuals who are more likedyembark on entrepreneurial
careers than those without the necessary educatiovork experience (Urban et
al., 2008).The basis for this claim is that a gbatance has been struck between
theoretical know-how and practical application. itia& Sharma (2004) asserted
that the exposure of individuals to the working aiyncs of the corporate
environment results in the acquisition of the neagg skills, capabilities,
pragmatism and maturity that is required for sugcebhis is supplemented by

mentorship, training and networking (Bosma et2012).
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3.4

This study is administered on MBA students at th&ZN’'s Westville campus in

Durban. The reasons that the 2012 cohort of UKZNAViBudents have been
chosen is twofold. Firstly there is readily avalalaccess to a population that
exhibits the necessary requirements for entrepraiesuccess. Secondly there is
no evidence of a study of this nature having beamacted at the GSBL. As a
result the study represents new research that forenbasis for future studies of a

similar nature.

The population comprises of students from a divedgcational background with

gualifications in Arts, Science, Medical Sciencajgleering, Social Science,

Commerce, Education and Law. Students are locateahd around the Durban

metropolitan area and the majority are employedarporates. Some individuals

have also pursued entrepreneurship as a carearechod are self-employed. The
total population comprises of 191 students (Year I3 students, Year 2 = 71

students and Year 3 = 47 students). The minimunrege&ired for admission onto

the MBA programme is 25 years old. A minimum oféags working experience is

also mandatory to ensure that potential candidaga® acquired the necessary
work experience to be able to benefit from the paogne.

Research Approach

Render, Stair & Hanna (2009) described quantitatesearch as the process of
collecting, manipulating and interpreting raw ddta acquire information that
supports the decision making process. Since itaseth on fact, quantitative
research is scientific, precise and justifiable nklw & Pennink, 2010).
Consequently it produces valid and reliable resudised on statistical analysis. On
the other hand qualitative research is often stibgcexplorative and emerges as
the study begins to unfold. It is often used in daely stages of research projects

and lacks the scientific rigour and precision ti@ompanies quantitative research.
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In the current study a quantitative approach has lmhosen since scientific and
statistical evidence is used to examine the vagbf interest and the relationships
that ensue. The study builds upon previous researdhhere is no need to develop
an initial understanding of the issues. Theress alo need to explore new ideas as
is the case in qualitative analysis. Based on theamnes of prior research the study
is employed to test the relationships between kbsa not to determine if
relationships exist. For example the study seekadsess the strength of the
relationship between the risk-taking propensitystiidents and their extent of
entrepreneurial orientation, not to determine whetors determine entrepreneurial

orientation or if a relationship exists.

The quantitative approach has been chosen footleving reasons:

a. The aim of the study is to measure entrepreneariahtation and intention
via statistical models as compared to investigativeescriptive research

b. The researcher is not aiming to become immerseengaging with the
respondents but to be objective and obtain scienahd conclusive
outcomes

c. An objective analysis of data is required as comgaio a subjective
interpretation e.g. via in depth interviews.

d. All elements of the study including the measurememstrument
(questionnaire) have been developed upfront andvaliedefined, prior to
the process of data collection

e. There is substantial prior research available entdms of interest and the

relationships to be explored

The study is conducted via a questionnaire adneiradtto the full 2012 cohort of
MBA students. The questionnaire is developed baseprevious studies that have
employed quantitative research techniques to measgividual entrepreneurial
orientation (Bolton & Lane, 2012) and self-effica¢Zhen et al., 2001). A
guestionnaire is the instrument of choice due o ¢ost, fast data collection, high

guality and accuracy. The research process idraiiesl in Figure 3.1.
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Purpose, support from
literature, sample selection
and delivery method

Design \

Form of response layout

Stage 3: Pilot stu

Make alterations — re-pilot?

s

Coding and storage media
Missing data

Figure 3.1 The Survey Process

Source: Adapted from Adams, J., Khan, H.T.A., RBesR. & White, D.,
2007.Research Methods for Graduate Business and Sociah&
StudentsCalifornia: Sage Publications.

It is evident from Figure 3.1 that the design af 8tudy (Stage 1) is based on the
outcomes of the literature review and the develogmef the conceptual
framework. The conceptual framework (Figure 2.®niifies that in the case of
entrepreneurial orientation, the pertinent dimemsito be measured are internal
factors viz. risk-taking, innovativeness and proaist (Bolton & Lane, 2012). Self-
efficacy is a pertinent measure of entrepreneuntdntion (Chen et al., 2001).
Other factors of interest include gender, age, &u# entrepreneurial awareness.
The outcome of the design stage was the ideniibicatf the UKZN MBA students
as an ideal population. Furthermore, as per thdieticonducted by Bolton & Lane
and Chen at al., a quantitative approach via atmuemire was chosen as the
delivery method for the study at UKZN. The detailddvelopment of the

questionnaire formed Stage 2 of the survey process.
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Once the questionnaire was finalised, and prioadministration, a pilot study
(Stage 3) was conducted on five previous MBA sttglér the following reasons:

* To test the sequencing and layout of the questiomna

e To test if the questions were simple, clearly atited and easily
understandable

* To assess the uniqueness and unambiguous natilve @tions presented

» To assess if the questionnaire adequately explaivegurpose of the study
and the benefit to be derived

« To evaluate the respondents confidence of assuremhyeity and
confidentiality

* To gauge the potential for a high response ratecdas the questionnaire

being simple, concise and efficient

No issues were raised by the pilot study partidpanith regards to layout,
sequencing, uniqueness of options, length of suoregerceptions of anonymity
and confidentiality. The participants advised tthet survey was unambiguous and

the purpose clearly articulated.

One of the concerns raised during the pilot studg that the response rate would
be low if the questionnaire was administered viaat Keller (2009) describes
response rate as the proportion of people seleiteparticipate who actually
complete the survey. Adams et al. (2007) indicéted the response rate of mailed
or electronic surveys is less than twenty percené participants in the pilot study
recommended that the survey should be adminisiarpdrson either on a one-to-
one basis or to larger groups of 10 - 20 studd#tsvever, due to the excessive
time required in this approach, the decision wé&®rtato administer the survey
separately to each one of the MBA classes (MBA BAVR and MBA 3). This
formed Stage 4 of the survey process. A resporiseofe61% was achieved based
on 117 students completing the questionnaire ow twital of 191 students. Upon
collection of the questionnaires the data entrysphi{&tage 5) of the survey process
was followed and the data obtained was coded falyais (Stage 6). Once the data

was analysed and interpreted, the final reportprapared (Stage 7).
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3.5

3.6

Census Survey

A census survey is described as a survey whermtidation of the researcher is to
involve the entire population in the study (Adaidban, Raeside & White, 2007).
Sampling on the other hand is defined as the psooéselection of a sufficient
number of elements from a population in a mannat ¢mables the generalisation
of certain characteristics to the entire populatiakaran & Bougie, 2010). While
the benefits of sampling are lower cost and higiféciency due to reduced data
collection and processing (Keller, 2009), the censurvey has been favoured for
the current study because of the higher accuradynare reliable data obtained as
compared to a sampling approach. The readily adailaccess to the population of
only 191 students also means that no major additicost is incurred when opting

for the census survey.

Sekaran & Bougie (2010) reported that the downsidsampling is the potential
non-representativeness of the sample due to théesmamber of respondents in
the study However in the case of a census surygygdimcern is irrelevant since the
intention of the researcher is to involve all elatseof the population. For the
present study the census survey is applied to tpalation comprising the full

cohort of 191 MBA students. The survey is crosgigeal in nature as it involves

the gathering of information from the populatioraagingle point in time.

Data Collection

Sekaran & Bougie (2010) refer to primary data asa datained specifically for the
area of interest and secondary data as informajdinered from existing sources.
No secondary sources such as existing surveysistgtal compilations are able to
provide the data required as the study is pecwtiathe 2012 cohort of MBA

students enrolled at UKZN. Consequently, primanyrses of data are employed to
evaluate the variables of interest. First-hand rmfttion is obtained from the

respondents via the administration of the questoenn Appendix 1.
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3.7

Keller (2009) indicated that low survey respongegand high rates of incorrect
responses are attributable to the misunderstaradingspondents regarding certain
guestions or statements. This was mitigated thrqaegeonal administration of the
guestionnaire. The questionnaires were distribateti the purpose and benefits of
the study were communicated. Respondents wereeassfiranonymity and were
informed that the survey was entirely voluntaryeyhwere also informed of their
right to withdraw from the questionnaire at anydjnif so desired. Respondents

were allocated 15 minutes completion time befoeedbllection of questionnaires.

The researcher was also available to field any topress during the process. In
addition to the clarification of ambiguous or urte@r issues, the benefit of this
approach was the collection of responses withinatsspace of time (Sekaran &
Bougie, 2010). No additional costs were incurresbainaking the process cost-
effective. Furthermore it was an ideal opportumgyntroduce the research content
and establish rapport with the respondents in otodegnable improved response
rates. It was also utilised as an opportunity tghhght the importance of frank and

honest answers to the integrity and credibilityhef study.

Development of the Instrument

The conceptual framework for the study (Figure Xéntifies that entrepreneurial
orientation and entrepreneurial intention are ingodrin determining the likelihood

of entrepreneurial actualisation. Since these cocist are well defined there is no
need to explore any nuances or vaguely definedsapéanterest. Consequently
closed-ended questions are employed in the reseastrument and in the

assessment of the variables of interest. KelleD92@escribes variables as the
characteristics of samples or populations. In ttuglys the variables include the
demographics of the participants, as well as theepreneurial intention and self-

efficacy scores.

According to Adams et al. (2007), the benefits losed-ended questions include
the easier completion of surveys by respondenssiifieg in higher response rates),

simpler and more efficient processing, and reducathbility in the analysis of
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3.7.1

3.7.2

results. These benefits are contrasted to operdemaestions that are characteristic
of qualitative research and which are more timeensive, subject to

misinterpretation and tedious to process. Consdtyuetosed-ended questions
were chosen for the questionnaire (see AppendiX 8. questionnaire consists of
three broad areas of evaluation viz. demographegsurement of entrepreneurial

intention and measurement of self-efficacy.

Demographics

The responses of participants are profiled accgrdm the following variables:

gender, age, race, year of study, professionalifgpadion, field of employment,

working experience, employment status, job stahds entrepreneurial awareness.
In terms of professional qualification, field of ployment and entrepreneurial
awareness, respondents were able to select moretita option presented e.g. an
individual may have entrepreneurial influences #ratnot only limited to a partner
or spouse but that also includes relatives andhdee Singular responses were
solicited for the remaining variables i.e. only om@ion could be selected when

completing the questionnaire.

Measurement of El

Chen et al. (2001) asserted that self-efficacy ms eifective measure of
entrepreneurial intention and developed and vaiiahe New General Self-
Efficacy (NGSE) scale. The scale was formulategkgponse to concerns that there
was limited research on general self-efficacy messu which were
multidimensional and exhibited low content validifyhe study was conducted on
undergraduates in mid-Atlantic and Israeli univiesi and exhibits high internal
consistency, content validity and predictive validiThus the NGSE scale is an

effective measure of self-efficacy.

The self-efficacy measures employed in the NGSEesma replicated to measure
self-efficacy in the UKZN MBA students as indicaiedlable 3.1.
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3.7.3

ltem ‘ Description

Q11 | I will be able to achieve most of the goals thiaave set for myself

Q12 | When facing difficult tasks, | am certain that llivéiccomplish them

Q13 | In general, I think that | can obtain outcomes Hratimportant to me

Q14 | | believe | can succeed at most any endeavour tohwitset my mind

Q15 | I will be able to successfully overcome many chajks

Q16 | | am confident that | can perform effectively onmgalifferent tasks

Q17 | Compared to other people, | can do most taskswelly

Q18 | Even when things are tough, | can perform quitd wel

Table 3.1 New General Self-Efficacy (NGSE) Scale

Source: Adapted from Chen, G., Gully, S.M. & Eden2001. Validation of
a New General Self-Efficacy scalélrganisational Research
Methods[Online]. 4 (1), pp. 62-83.

It is evident from Table 3.1 that the key featunéshe NGSE scale are the beliefs
that individuals possess to achieve difficult goalsd tasks, to successfully
accomplish important outcomes and to overcome ehgéls. Other themes that
feature include confidence in the ability to penfloand resilience to perform when
the going gets tough. The level of disagreementirakty or agreement with these
statements is tested in the current study at UKZBEH on responses to a five-point
Lickert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disag®e, neither agree nor disagree,

4 = agree and 5 = strongly agree).

Measurement of EO

The current study replicates the Individual Entesgurial Orientation (IEO)
instrument developed by Bolton & Lane (2012). Toel tvas tested and validated
on 1,102 students at a regional university in theitdd States of America.
Exploratory factor analysis resulted in measured #xhibit high validity and
reliability for the dimensions of risk-taking, invativeness and proactivity.
Furthermore there was a statistical correlationhwihese dimensions and
entrepreneurial orientation. The items used inlE@ study are indicated in Table
3.2.
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ltem ‘ Dimension Description
Q19 | Risk-taking | like to take bold action by venturimgo the unknown

Q20 | Risk-taking I am willing to invest a lot of time @tor money on

something that might yield a high return

Q21 | Risk-taking | tend to act “boldly” in situations fte risk is involved

Q22 | Innovativeness | often like to try new and unusual activities thag¢ not

typical but not necessarily risky

Q23 | Innovativeness In general, | prefer a strong emphasis in projents
unique, one-of-a-kind approaches rather than tawsi

tried and true approaches used before

Q24 | Innovativeness | prefer to try my own unique way when learning new

things rather than doing it like everyone else does

Q25 | Innovativeness | favour experimentation and origapgproaches to
problem solving rather than using methods others

generally use for solving their problems

Q26 | Proactivity | usually act in anticipation of futupeoblems, needs or
changes

Q27 | Proactivity | tend to plan ahead on projects

Q28 | Proactivity | prefer to ‘step-up’ and get things going on potge

rather than sit and wait for some else to do it

Table 3.2 Iltems measuring Individual Entrepreneurid Orientation (IEO)

Source: Adapted from Bolton, D.L. & Lane, M.D., 120 Individual
Entrepreneurial Orientation: Development of a Measwent
InstrumentEducation and TrainindOnline]. 54(2/3), pp. 219-233.

It is evident from Table 3.2 that the risk-takinghénsion is assessed by evaluating
responses to statements involving venturing in thknown, taking bold action
where risk is involved and investing in activitiesth the potential to yield high
returns. The innovativeness dimension is assesgavdluating responses related
to trying new and unusual activities, trying unigapproaches and favouring
experimentation above convention. In so far as ginaey is concerned, the
questionnaire tests responses to acting in antioipaf future problems, planning

forward and initiating action on projects. The lewé disagreement, neutrality or
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3.8

3.9

3.9.1

agreement with these statements in the curreny ssuteésted according to a five-
point Lickert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 =adi®e, 3 = neither agree nor

disagree, 4 = agree and 5 = strongly agree).

Pre-testing and Validation of previous studies

The pilot study was utilised to pre-test the questaire designed for the UKZN
study as described in section 3.5 Census Surveg. NGSE scale and IEO
instrument both exhibited high construct validitydareliability as described in

sections 3.7.1 and 3.7.2 respectively.

Analysis of the Data

Data coding and interpretation

Data editing is described as the process of “detgcind correcting illogical,
inconsistent, or illegal data and omissions” (Saka% Bougie, 2010, p. 308). Once
the data was collected it was analysed for compéste and integrity. During this
process no responses were edited or corrected, vieowe/o responses were
illegible and exhibited inconsistent responseshénlatter case, Lickert scale scores
were not within the 1 — 5 point scale prescribedhi@ questionnaire. These two
responses did not indicate any underlying pattdraswould enable the editing of

data for analysis while retaining the integritytio¢ study. Thus they were omitted.

Sekaran & Bougie (2010) describe coding as thegasmnt of numbers to
responses, for entry onto a database. The remaidih responses were
consolidated onto a Microsoft Excel database armd data coded. During the
coding process unigue numerical values were assigmeach one of the options
presented in the questionnaire. An example of dweng methodology for the age

group demographic is indicated in Table 3.3.
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3.9.2

Age group Code allocated

25 - 34 years 1
35 - 44 years 2
45 - 54 years 3
55 - 64 years 4
Over 64 years 5

Table 3.3 Coding allocation for the Age Group variale

It is evident from Figure 3.3 that each optionhe tge group category is allocated
a unique code ranging from 1 to 5 that differeesait from the other possible
options. The assignment of codes enables the ca®parison of data and the
assessment of relationships that exist betweerablag. A similar approach is
applied for the other variables in the study. Infap as the items measuring
entrepreneurial orientation and self-efficacy avaaerned (Q1l1 — Q28) responses
to the Lickert type scale are coded in a similanng. A full set of data codes

allocated during the coding process is presentégppendix 3.

Once the coding process was completed, the datanpasinto SPSS (Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences) Version 19 forilget analysis. The SPSS
software tool was utilised because of the capghiditmanipulate and compare data
via a wide range of relationships and testing tqdlandau & Everitt, 2004).
Various tests administered via the tool form theidbdor the detailed analysis of

data.

Tests used for the study

The IEO study (Bolton & Lane, 2012) and NGSE sdé@lben et al., 2001) used
many statistical tests for the analysis of datdusiog Cronbach’s Coefficient
Alpha, Factor Analysis and Principle Component Agsel. Frequency analysis and
the Lickert scale were also utilised. The curreatyg also makes use of these tests

to analyse the data obtained from the survey.
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Tavakol & Dennick (2011) described the applicatidran internal consistency test
as fundamental to ensuring the validity and religbiof the measurement
instrument and the data obtained. Validity is a suea of how well the instrument
measures what it is intended to measure. In tefmsliability, this is concerned
with the ability of the instrument to consistentiyasure the variables of interest. It
is also a measure of the inter-relatedness of @news items of measure within the
test concerned. Reliability and validity are clgsetlated. In the current study
Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha is used to test foteinal consistency. This is
achieved by measuring the correlations betweenlifferent items in the IEO and
NGSE tests. Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha has besstidbed as the “correlation of
a test with itself” (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011, p.53Jhe typical values for
Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient range from zero (0) doe (1). Higher scores

indicate higher reliability.

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling eggiacy and Bartlett's
Test of Sphericitys used to assess the suitability of data for faatalysis. In the
case of KMO, sampling adequacy is the measureishased to determine the
appropriateness of factor analysis (Williams, OnsndaBrown, 2010). Typical
values for sampling adequacy ranging between Odblad are an indication that
factor analysis can be performed. Any values bédwindicate that factor analysis
is inappropriate. Bartlett’'s Test of Sphericityaisstatistical procedure used to test
for the equality of variances (Keller, 2009). Itused to check the correlation of
variables in a population. Should the variablesdreelated, factor analysis may be

performed. Values of p < 0.5 indicate suitabifiy factor analysis.

Factor analysis is valuable in uncovering pattetimast exist in data, thereby
reducing data complexity (Landau & Everitt, 200#)is used to reduce a large
number of variables into a few pertinent factotsislalso used to establish the
underlying dimensions and relationships that elettveen variables (Williams et
al., 2010). In Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) @&xplorative approach is
employed to identify the main dimensions that upgea theory. By comparison in
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) there are certagxpectations upfront

regarding key dimensions. These are tested fathé@y in question.
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In the case study concerned, EFA is utilised toesssthe structure and
dimensionality of the items in the two questionesir Williams et al. (2010)

presented that EFA has the following benefits:

* It enables the reduction in the number of variabled helps to examine the
relationships between variables

» It examines the correlation of variables

* Is useful in validating or disproving theories aimhstructs

* Enables simple (parsimonious) analysis and thegreagation of variables

* Is useful in establishing construct validity

As part and parcel of EFA, Principle Component Asml using Quartimax

Rotation is utilised in the current study to redacé&rge number of items into a
small number of factors (Williams et al., 2009).eTaim is to provide a simpler
factor structure so that the dimensions and reiahigps between the variables of

interest can be analysed.

Descriptive Statistics is used to understand anthsarise data collected (Adams at
al., 2007). Keller (2009) presented that descrgtistatistics involves the

organisation, summarisation and presentation ofa dat a “convenient and

informative way” (p. 2). Descriptive statistics &kthe form of graphs to extract
information or numerical techniques such as frequeanalysis to present the
distribution of data. Some of the benefits of dggre analysis techniques include
the recognition of patterns and distribution ofadatong the variables of interest.
Sekaran & Bougie (2010) presented that frequercmasider the “number of times

various subcategories of a certain phenomenon ‘bccur

In the current study frequency analysis is useeixtamine the demographics of the
students and responses to items Q11 — Q28. Datadsanalysed in terms of min,
max, mean and standard deviation scores. The medrstandard deviation is
applied to ascertain the extent to which subjeeteqve the study variables and
dimensions and the extent of variation in theipoeses. Keller (2009) indicates

that the mean is used to describe the centre @fta ahd hence is a measure of
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central tendency (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010). Thedsteth deviation measures the
amount of variability in the observations record&te minimum and maximum

data represent the smallest and largest valudgeafdta observed respectively.

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is used to decide anubke of either parametric or
non-parametric tools in the further analysis ofaddthe test is conducted to check
for the presence of normal distribution. Normaltmlsition is described as an
approximation to describe random variables andr tbleistering around a mean
value and takes the shape of a bell curve. Shdwddbell curve become evident
then parametric tools may be employed. If not, then-parametric tools will be
employed. Parametric tests enable the drawing laglaer number of conclusions
that can be mathematically described based onethdts of the bell curve. Non-
parametric testing occurs when the bell shapedecsrmot prevalent. The results of
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test are indicated in Tahié

Dimension N Z ‘ p
Risk-taking 117 1.745 | 0.005
Innovativeness | 117 | 1.964 | 0.001
Proactive 117 | 1.946 | 0.001

Table 3.4 One-sample Kolmogorov Smirnov Test Result

It is evident in Table 3.4 that in the present csisely, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
test did not reveal a normal distribution or bdilaged curve since p < 0.05.
Consequently non-parametric tests are conducte@. ddvantage is increased
simplicity and the models are less impacted aniferatthat exist (Cox, 2006). The
non-parametric tests utilised in the study incltliee Spearman’s Correlation, Man

Whitney test and the Kruskal-Wallis test.

The Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient is uged compare the linear
relationships between entrepreneurial intentiorsk-taking, innovativeness,
proactivity and self-efficacy and to establish hiete is a statistically significant
relationship between these variables. The Man-Vékittest is used to test for

differences in mean scores in the gender varidihle Kruskal-Wallis is used to test
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for differences in mean scores in the remaining agaphic variables. These tests
are used to check for any significant differencasthe mean ranks of the
dimensions between the various categories of thablas on interest. Based on
this outcome certain conclusions are drawn e.gthdre is a difference in

entrepreneurial orientation across males and feamateacross the different age
groups of the respondents.

Inferential statistics is a method that is useddtaw certain “conclusions or
inferences about characteristics of populationséligt, 2009, p. 4). Statistical
interference is the process of predicting or ediimgabased on sample data of the
population. While it is more cost effective drawiimferences based on a sample as
compared to evaluating an entire population, thwrdide is that the estimations
and conclusions drawn were not always correct. thisr purpose the confidence
level metric is used in the study to indicate #nel of assurance that an estimate is

correct.

Multiple regression analysis enables the identifocaof the relationships between
variables (Adams et al., 2007). As there are sépatantial independent variables
as compared to only one, multiple regression amgligsemployed to understand
which factors impact most on entrepreneurial inten{identified as the dependent
variable). The test is employed to indicate to wéent entrepreneurial intention
is predicted by each independent variable (riskagakinnovativeness, proactivity
and self-efficacy). The Analysis of Variance (ANOY#s used to assess if the
regression model has explanatory power (for p keOrésults and the regression are
significant). The beta coefficient is utilised toderstand which independent
variables have the greatest influence on the degpendariable of entrepreneurial

intention.
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3.10 Summary

This chapter provided an overview of the quantiatresearch methodology
applied in the study. The IEO model (Bolton & La@812) and NGSE scale (Chen
et al., 2001) are consolidated and replicatecssess the entrepreneurial profile of
the MBA students at UKZN’'s Westville campus. Degtivie and inferential

statistics are employed to evaluate the variadi@sterest and the relationships that

exist between variables.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Presentation and Analysis of Results

4.1

4.2

Introduction

This chapter presents and analyses the resultsea$ttidy in accordance with the
aims and objectives. The outcomes of the validiy eeliability tests are presented.
Frequency and descriptive statistics are useddtyse demographics, self-efficacy
and entrepreneurial orientation trends. An in-deptfalysis is conducted via
statistical tools including Spearman’s correlatiéiactor Analysis and Multiple

Regression Analysis. These tools are used to ungoatterns and relationships
between the dimensions of interest and the vasalnethe study. Based on the
outcomes of the analysis the propositions and thgsats are either accepted or

rejected.

Reliability and Validity

4.2.1 Reliability

Chronbach’s Coefficient Alpha was used to establisternal Consistency
Reliability for the questionnaires used in thisdstuTable 4.1 shows the reliability
for the NGSE scale measuring self-efficacy. Tabshows the reliability for the

entrepreneurial orientation (EO) questionnaire.

Cronbach’s Alpha No. of items

Table 4.1 Reliability statistic for Self-Efficacy

The results show a reliability statistic of 0.90%iegh indicates that this

questionnaire has very high internal consistenbglity.
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Cronbach’s Alpha No. of items

Table 4.2: Reliability Statistic for Entrepreneurial Orientation

The results show a reliability statistic of 0.866high indicates that this

guestionnaire has very high internal consistenbglity.

It is evident from Tables 4.1 and 4.2 that the rmaemment tools are able to
consistently measure the variables of interests Higo indicates a high level of
inter-relatedness of the various items of meashlings the measurement tools are

able to offer useful insight into the study.

4.2.2 Validity

Factor Analysis was used to assess the structureliarensionality of the items in

the two questionnaires.

4.2.2.1Entrepreneurial Intention (EI)

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Samplingegpiacy is equal to 0.904
indicating confidence that the instrument is ableffectively measure the extent of
entrepreneurial intention. Since the KMO measurdase to 1.0, there is a strong
indication that factor analysis can be performeake Tesults for the Bartlett’'s Test
of Sphericity (581.297; p <0.01) supports the vi¢ghat the items in the

measurement tool are well correlated. Consequefattor analysis can be
performed. The 9 item questionnaire was subjecte@ tPrinciple Component

Analysis using Quartimax Rotation. The resultssrewn in Table 4.3.
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Item Component 1

Q12 0.894
Q15 0.863
Q11 0.820
Q16 0.813
Q13 0.807
Q14 0.798
Q17 0.649
Q18 0.595

Table 4.3 Component Matrix for Self-Efficacy

It is evident from Table 4.3 that the Principle Gmnent Analysis yielded one
component (factor). The component is labelled s&iéacy and is concerned with
achieving the goals one has set, being resilietitamcomplishing difficult tasks. It
is also concerned with obtaining important outcommscceeding in tasks and
overcoming challenges. The self-efficacy constrigt underpinned by the
confidence in one’s ability to perform effectiveljhe self-efficacy factor is able to

explain any variances that exist in the El scoessilting from the study.

4.2.2.2Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO)

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequaess equal to 0.850
indicating strongly that the instrument is ablestfectively measure entrepreneurial
orientation. The results for the Bartlett's TestSphericity (453.647; p < 0.01)
indicate that the items in the measurement tool vaedl correlated with the
entrepreneurial orientation construct. Both testhBciate that factor analysis can be
performed. The 10 items was subjected to a Piemc@mmponent Analysis using

Quartimax Rotation. The results are shown in Tdbde
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Components

lem Factor1 Factor 2 \ Factor 3
Q21 0.856

Q20 0.754

Q19 0.725

Q22 0.631

Q27 0.856

Q28 0.739

Q26 0.664

Q25 0.771
Q24 0.724
Q23 0.645

Table 4.4 Rotated Component Matrix for Entrepreneuial Orientation

According to Table 4.4 the Principle Component Ara yielded 3 components
(factors) identified as Risk-taking (factor 1), Retivity (factor 2) and
Innovativeness (factor 3). In so doing a simpled arore concise factor structure
was arrived at. These factors were found to bevaalewhen evaluating variances
in EO.

Component 1 (Factor 1)

This component is labelled Risk-taking and dealthvitlems relating to acting
boldly in situations where risk is involved (highésading), investing a lot of time
and money on initiatives that yield high returns @aking bold action by venturing
into the unknown. ltems Q21 — Q23 loaded onto fdxsor however Item Q22 was
considered to be more appropriate under Compondydsdd on the findings in
established studies such as the IEO study by Bélthane (2012).

Component 2 (Factor 2)

This component is labelled Innovativeness and deatls the trial of new and

unusual activities, the application of one-of-aekiapproaches, unique ways of
learning new things and favouring experimentatian cempared to applying

methods generally used by others. Items Q26 — Q&dd onto this factor.
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4.3

4.3.1

Component 3 (Factor 3)

The final component of the entrepreneurial orieatafactor analysis is labelled

Proactivity. This component involves acting in aiptation of future problems,

planning ahead on projects and stepping-up andhgéttings done as compared to
waiting for someone else to do so. Items Q23 — IRaded onto this factor.

It is evident that the Principle Component Analygias able to reduce the 10
measures on entrepreneurial orientation into tfaetrs. The items that loaded on
these factors are consistent with the results efIEO study by Bolton & Lane
(2012).

Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics in the form of frequenciesl gercentages was computed to
establish the profile of the respondents as welleaponses to the entrepreneurial

intention and entrepreneurial orientation statesiénthe questionnaire.

Profile of the respondents

Gender

Gender N %

Male 80 68.4
Female 37 31.6
Total 117 100

Table 4.5 Gender distribution of respondents

It is evident that the majority of respondents arales who comprise 68.4% of
respondents with females comprising only 31.6%.r&he not much that can be
attributed to this difference which is expectedcsithe percentage of males and
females enrolled at the GSBL are approximately @0#h40% respectively.
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Age N %

25 - 34 years 58 | 49.6
35 - 44 years 49 | 41.9
45 - 54 years 9 7.7
55 - 64 years 1 0.8
Over64 years| O 0

Total 117 | 100

Table 4.6 Age distribution of respondents

In terms of age, the majority of respondents fadbithe age group 25 — 34 years
old (49.6%), followed by the 35 — 44 year old ageug (41.9%) and 9 subjects
(7.7%) in the 45 — 54 year old age group. Only @endividual falls in the 55 —
64 year age group. This distribution is expectedesthe majority of MBA students
(90%) enrolled on the MBA programme fall in the-284 year old age group.

Race

Race N %

Black 54 46.2
Indian 49 | 41.9
White 12 10.2
Coloured 2 1.7
Total 117 | 100

Table 4.7 Race distribution of respondents

In so far as race is concerned, the majority ofréspondents are Black (46.2%),
followed by Indian (41.9%), White (10.3%) and Caled (1.7%). These statistics
are expected as the majority of students enroltethe MBA programme are Black

and Indian who account for 90% of the population.
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Year of study

The study considered the split of students acrbesdifferent years of study as
illustrated in Figure 4.1.
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35.9%

35% - 33.3%

30.8%

30% -
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20% -
15% -

Percentage of students

10% -
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0% -
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Year of MBA registration

Figure 4.1 Year of MBA reqistration

It is evident from Figure 4.1 that there is an appnately even split in the number
of respondents across the different years of stirBspondents from Year 1
comprise 35.9% of the students surveyed, Year 2pases 33.3% and Year 3
comprises the remaining 30.8% of the responderttsrelis not much that can be
attributed to this distribution. In terms of thetiesnpopulation of 191 students that
is presently enrolled on the MBA programme, Yeacoprises 38.2%, Year 2
comprises 37.2% and Year 3 comprises 24.6%. Thaigligtribution obtained in

Figure 4.1 is expected.
It must be noted that the Year 3 MBA respondentiugbed students from previous

years of study enrolled solely for the dissertatioadule. All respondents were
enrolled for part-time study.
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Employment status

The study considered the employment status ofttldeats ranging from full time
employees, part-time employees and those indivedwhb were either unemployed

or in-between jobs as illustrated in Figure 4.2.

120%
100% 96.6%
o, 80% -
&
g 60% -
@
- 40% -
20% -
2.6% 0.9%
0% -
Full-time Part-time Unemployed or In-
between jobs

Employment status

Figure 4.2 Category of employment

It is evident from Figure 4.2 that the majority thfe respondents (96.6%) are
employed on a full time basis, either within orgations or in self-employment.
This statistic is expected as the majority of thedents registered on the MBA

programme are employed full time and are studymg@ part-time basis.

Only a small percentage is either employed paré t{16%) or unemployed / in-
between jobs (0.9%). A total of 113 respondentsewamnployed on a full-time
basis with only 3 respondents being employed pawe-tOne (1) respondent was

unemployed / in-between jobs.
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Professional qualification and field of employment

The study also considered the tertiary educatiah fagld of employment of the

respondents as illustrated in Figure 4.3.

40%
35%
2
= 30%
(5}
2 25%
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=
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©
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g wird " 1
Arts | Sci. Me_d Eng. SO?' Com.| Edu.| Law, Other
Sci. Sci.
u Profession Qualified 2.6%| 5.1%| 4.3% 29.9% 7.7% 33.3% 4.3% 5.1% 14.5%
u Profession Employed).9% | 3.4% 3.4% 22.2% 5.1% 30.8% 9.4% 1.7% 24.8%

*Note: These statistics include students with dications / jobs in more than one field.

Fiqure 4.3 Profession

It is evident from Figure 4.3 that most of the m@spents in the study graduated in
the Commerce (33.3%) and Engineering (29.9%) diseip. The Social Science
field comprised 7.7% of respondents followed byeSce (5.1%), Law (5.1%),

Education (4.3%), Medical Science (4.3%) and Ar6%2). “Other” professions

accounted for 14.5% of the respondents surveyedt oOthe 117 respondents in
the study, 4 students have embarked on careensti@preneurs. It is also evident
that most of the respondents are employed in threrfi&rce and Engineering fields
with the statistics being 30.8% and 22.2% respelstivi he other fields feature less

predominantly.

The Global University’'s Entrepreneurship Spirit @y (Viviers et al., 2011)
indicates that the majority of tertiary studentsSouth Africa are in the Business
and Economics fields (55.8%). Social Sciences cmapt% of students. Arts and

Law comprise 2.6%. The current study reveals smtitnds.
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Years of experience

The number of years of working experience of tlepoadents was measured and

the results are illustrated in Figure 4.4.
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Figure 4.4 Number of years working experience

It is evident in Figure 4.4 that most of the regpemts (46.2%) have between 5 - 10

years working experience, with 30.8% having 11 —y&érs working experience.

This distribution is expected since the majorityMBA students (90%) enrolled on

the MBA programme fall in the 25 — 44 year old ageup and are therefore

expected to have 5 — 16 years of working experience

Employment level in organisation

The job status of the respondents was classifiembrding to five categories

including top management, middle management, sigmrvnon-managerial and

other. The results of the frequency distributioa lustrated in Figure 4.5.
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Figure 4.5 Job status

It is evident from Figure 4.5 that most of the @spents are top and middle
management employees in their organisations withta percentage of 71.8% of
the respondents falling into this category. Sugami, non-managerial and other
positions comprised 28.2% of the respondents wdh-managerial comprising

13.7% and supervisor comprising 7.7%. The hightdistic was that of middle

management which accounted for more than half 61L& the respondents. These
statistics are expected since one of the requiresrfen acceptance onto the MBA

programme is management experience.

Entrepreneurial Awareness

The survey investigated the level of entreprenéaeareness of respondents as
measured by exposure to entrepreneurial influenties.results are illustrated in

Figure 4.6.
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Figure 4.6 Entrepreneurship Influences

It is evident from Figure 4.6 that a large numbgthe respondents in the study
have entrepreneurial influences in the form ofridie (27.7%), other relatives
(25.2%), parents (18.0%) and brothers and siste4s5%). Only 6.8% of the

respondents did not indicate any entrepreneuriélences. If one considers that
entrepreneurial influences that are directly relate the respondents including
parents, partners or spouses, brothers or sistefsredatives, this accounts for
65.5% of entrepreneurial influences. In total 93.@Pthe respondents in the study

had some form of entrepreneurial influence.
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4.3.2 Responses to the El and EO tests

4.3.2.1Self-Efficacy results

The conceptual framework for the study identifiel-efficacy as an antecedent of
entrepreneurial intention. Thus responses to thfeefcacy items (Items Q11-
Q18) are analysed to test the proposition that20&2 cohort of UKZN MBA
students display a high level of entrepreneuriggntion. The results are indicated

in Table 4.7.
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Figure 4.7 Responses to self-efficacy items

011 — | will be able to achieve most of the gohds t have set for myself

An overwhelming majority of 97.4% of the respondeagree / strongly agree that
they will achieve most of the goals they have smtthemselves. Only 2.6%

disagree / strongly disagree.
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012 — When facing difficult tasks, | am certaintthaill accomplish them

In this case, 96.6% of the respondents agree hgltroagree that they can
accomplish difficult tasks with 1.7% who stronglyisagree and a similar

percentage is neutral.

013 - In general, | think that | can obtain outcanibat are important to me

A large number of respondents (97.4%) in the saghge / strongly agree that they
think they are able to obtain important outcomed anly 1.8% either strongly

disagree/disagree. A small percentage (0.9%) igaleu

014 - | believe | can succeed at most any endeawowhich | set my mind

The majority of respondents (94.9%) agree / stprgjree that they will believe

that they can achieve success with the endeavbaisthey set their minds as
compared to 0.9% who disagree / strongly disagieeitral responses accounted
for 4.7% of respondents.

015 - | will be able to successfully overcome melmllenges

In this case, 92.3% of the respondents agree hglraagree that they have the
ability to successfully overcome challenges, withh being neutral. A small

percentage of 1.7% strongly disagreed.

016 - | am confident that | can perform effectivatymany different tasks

An overwhelming majority of 94.9% of the respondeagree / strongly agree that
they confident of their ability to effectively perin on different tasks. Only 2.6%

were neutral and 2.6% disagree / strongly disagree.
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017 - Compared to other people, | can do most taskg well

A large number of respondents (88.0%) in the saghge / strongly agree that they
are able to execute most tasks well as comparedher people. No respondents

strongly disagree, 1.7% disagree and 10.3% ofdbpandents are neutral.

018 - Even when things are tough, | can perforntequiell

In this case, 96.6% of the respondents agree ngiragree that they are able to
perform well in tough situations and 8.5% are redutNo respondents strongly

disagree / disagree.

The majority of the respondents indicated high lewd agreement with all of the
items measuring self-efficacy. More than 90% of thgpondents either agreed or
strongly agreed with Items Q11 — Q16 and Item Qri8he case of Item Q17, 88%
of the respondents either agreed or strongly agr&ssed on these results
respondents have a strong belief in their abilitesvercome difficult challenges
and achieve goals. They also have a strong balidiair ability to succeed when
faced with adversity and to perform successfully different tasks. Finally
respondents are likely to pursue challenging goais, persistent and rebound

quickly from failure as exhibited from their selffieacy scores.

4.3.2.2EO Results

Respondent scores to the dimension of risk-takimgpvativeness and proactivity
are evaluated to measure the extent of entrepraheuientation. The responses

are shown in Tables 4.8, 4.9 and 4.10 respectively.

Risk-taking

This dimension was measured by evaluating the regsoof participants to items
Q19, Q20 and Q21. The results are presented ire #a8l|
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Figure 4.8 Responses to Risk-Taking dimension of EO

019 - | like to take bold action by venturing ink@ unknown

It is evident from Table 4.8 that a large numberthsd respondents in the study
(71.8%) enjoy taking bold action and venturing itite unknown. In comparison, a
small number of respondents (7.7%) strongly disagisagree with the statement

concerned. A significant number of respondents5@).are neutral.

Q20 — I am willing to invest a lot of time and /mabney on something that might

yield a high return

In this case, 79.5% of the respondents agreergiragree that they are willing to
invest time and / or money on activities with thetgmtial of high returns while
6.8% of the either strongly disagree / disagreeaardherefore unwilling to do so.

The neutral number of respondents was 13.7%.

021 — | tend to act “boldly” in situations wheresK is involved

In terms of acting boldly in situations of risk,.836 of the respondents either agree
|/ strongly agree with the statement. A large nuntdferespondents were neutral
(23.9%) with 12.9% who strongly disagreed/disagne#l the statement.
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The majority of the respondents either agreed mmngty agreed with the items
measuring risk-taking (Item Q19 = 71.8% and Iten0@279.5%). In the case of
item Q21, 63.2% of the respondents either agreestrongly agreed. Based on
these results it is evident that the students aysplstrong appetite for risk-taking.
Thus the respondents in the study enjoy bold adbwyrventuring into unknown

territory, are willing to invest in initiatives wit potentially high returns and act

boldly in situations of risk.

Innovativeness

The Innovativeness dimension of EO was measureglvalpating the responses of

participant to items Q22, Q23, Q24 and Q25. Thaltesire presented in Table 4.9.
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Figure 4.9 Responses to Innovativeness dimensionE®d
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022 — | often like to try new and unusual actigtihat are not typical but not

necessarily risky

It is evident from Table 4.9 that a large numberth# respondents in the study
(76.9%) agree / strongly agree that they enjoy aad unusual activities that are
not necessarily risky. In comparison, a small numbe respondents (4.2%)
strongly disagree / disagree with the statementatithg a lack of interest in trying

new activities. Neutral responses comprised 17.08eoresponse.

023 — In general, | prefer a strong emphasis inj@cts on unique, one-of-a-kind

approaches rather than revisiting tried and trugoagaches used before

In this case, 70.9% of the respondents agreergiragree that they prefer unique
approaches to projects. However 6.8% either styotighgree / disagree indicating
the preference for conventional, tried and tesfgaf@aches. The neutral number of

respondents was 22.2%.

024 — | prefer to try my own unique way when leagniew things rather than

doing it like everyone else does

In terms of trying unique ways of doing things,aagke number of the respondents
(77.8%) either agree strongly / agree with the est@int. A much smaller
percentage (4.3%) strongly disagree / disagreeatidg the preference to conform

to the standard ways of doing things and 17.9%augral.

025 - | favour experimentation and original apprbas to problem solving rather

than using methods others generally use for soltheq problems

In so far as favouring original approaches to pFobbkolving and experimentation
was concerned, 69.3% of respondents either agteengly agree while 22.2%
were neutral. No respondents strongly disagreeBabtid disagree indicating the

lack of appetite for experimentation.
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The majority of the respondents indicated high Ievef agreement / strong
agreement with the four items measuring the inneeaess dimension of El (Item
Q22 = 76.9%, Iltem Q23 = 70.9% and Item Q24 = 77.8Po)he case of item Q25,
69.3% of the respondents either agreed or stroaghged. Very low levels of
respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed wehtéms (Item 22 = 5.2%, Item
23 = 6.8%, Item 24 = 4.3% and Item 25 = 8.5%). €he=ssults indicate that the
respondents exhibit high levels of innovativengssnsequently they enjoy new
and unusual activities that are not necessarikyriprefer unique approaches to
projects and learning new things, and favour expentation above traditional
problem solving approached.

Proactivity

The Proactivity dimension of EO was measured byluatimg the responses to
statements Q 26, Q 27 and Q 28. The results asemied in Table 4.10.
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Figure 4.10 Responses to Proactivity dimension of(:

026 - | usually act in anticipation of future prehs, needs or changes

It is evident from Table 4.4.2 (b) that a large fn@mof the respondents in the study
(82.9%) agree / strongly agree that they act incgation of future problems,
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needs or changes. In comparison, a small numbegspiondents (3.5%) strongly
disagree / disagree with the statement and 13.@%eartral.

Q27 - | tend to plan ahead on projects

A majority of 85.5% of the respondents agree /rgjlp agree that they plan
forward on projects. Only 1.8% disagree / strongdjigagree indicating a lack of

forward planning and 12.8% are neutral.

028 - | prefer to ‘step-up’and get things going mojects rather than sit and wait

for some else to do it

In terms of being proactive and getting things goam projects, an overwhelming
majority of 92.3% of the respondents strongly agresgree with the statement
while only a very small grouping (0.9%) stronglysagree. No respondents

disagree and 6.8% are neutral.

The majority of the respondents indicated high levef agreement / strong

agreement with the items measuring the proactiyigm Q26 = 82.9%, Iltem Q27

= 85.5% and Item Q28 = 92.3%). Based on thesetseth# respondents exhibit
high levels of proactivity. Thus they act in anpation of the future, plan ahead and
prefer to get things going rather than to take ckbeat.

4.3.2.3Comparison with other studies

A study on entrepreneurial intention and actuabsaivas undertaken by Thandi &
Sharma (2003) on MBA students enrolled at the Alisin Graduate School of
Entrepreneurship. Although the study did not fodusctly on self-efficacy, certain
themes emerged that bear reference to the cuiahy at UKZN. The Australian
students displayed high levels of agreement wikintaresponsibility for their
ideas and working under pressure and conflict. Tdleg indicated high scores for
stamina, hard work, sacrifice and persistence ptitibhlems until these are solved.

These themes resonate with those identified inséteefficacy dimensions of the
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NGSE scale. Both the UKZN and Australian studemtslat high scores on these
items indicating high self-efficacy beliefs in MB#udents.

In terms of the propensity to take risks, while thi€ZN respondents scored very
highly, their Australian counterparts scored motidya This pattern is repeated for
the measures of innovation. The Australian studerdgated a low to moderate
propensity towards developing new business idedgadting a low propensity
towards innovativeness. There is no evidence ofptieactivity dimension being

measured in the Australian study.

The differences in scores on risk-taking and intiweaess may be attributed to a
variety of reasons. Veciana et al. (2005) presetied the cultural and social
environment impacts on entrepreneurial tendencdiég vast differences in the
socio-economic dynamics of the Australian and Séidtitan economies may have
contributed to different levels of entrepreneunalkentation as exhibited by risk-
taking and proactivity. Another factor identifiésl that quite a large number of
respondents in the Australian study were unemplayeiti-between jobs (39.6%)
as compared to the UKZN respondents where lesst®a are unemployed. The
reduced levels of corporate exposure due to ungmm@ot amongst the Australian
student could have adversely affected risk-takimgl @annovativeness scores.
Luethje & Franke, 2004, Thandi & Sharma, 2004 amdad et al., 2008 indicated
that corporate exposure enhances entrepreneundgneies, supporting this claim.
In both studies the number of years working expegeand male to female ratio

are similar, thus any differences in scores arattdbutable to these variables.

The Australian students also indicated that theyrewenore likely to be
intrapreneurial and actualise entrepreneurshipimnvitihganisations as compared to
actualising entrepreneurship beyond organisatiboahdaries. This item was not
considered in the study at UKZN.
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4.3.3 Perception of study variables and dimensions

The mean and standard deviation was applied tortagtdhe extent to which

subjects perceive the study variables and dimessaod the extent of variation in

their responses. The results are illustrated iferats.

Variables and Dimension. N Min Std. Deviation
Risk-taking 117 2 5 3.89 0.769
Innovativeness 117 2 5 3.88 0.635
Proactivity 117 1 5 4.19 0.598
EO 117 1 5 3.98 0.559
El (self-efficacy) 117 2 5 4.38 0.534

Table 4.8 Deviations and Scores for the study vaiides and dimensions

The results show that subjects agree that theyriske (M = 3.89), are innovative
(M = 3.88) and have an overall entrepreneurialrdaton (M = 3.98). They have a
stronger level of agreement on being proactive (M4.49) as well as on
entrepreneurial intention as measured by selfaffic(M = 4.38). There is some
variation in the respondents’ perceptions of rekisig, innovativeness and
entrepreneurial intention / self-efficacy. Here gosubjects disagree (min = 2)
while others strongly agree (max = 5). There idighly wider variation in their

perceptions on being proactive and having an ovenéitepreneurial orientation. In
this case some subjects strongly disagree (min while others strongly agree

(max =5).

4.3.3.1Proposition 1: Entrepreneurial Intention (El)

It is evident from Table 4.8 that the respondentsilet very high levels of self-
efficacy. Based on these high scores and the oakttip identified between self-
efficacy and El (Zhao et al., 2005 and Urban ¢t24108) the following proposition
is accepted: The 2012 cohort of UKZN MBA studenisplhy a high level of

entrepreneurial intention.
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4.3.3.2Proposition 2: Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO)

Table 4.8 indicates that the respondents exhibgh hievels of risk-taking,
innovativeness and proactivity. These dimensiores edfective measures of EO
(Bolton & Lane, 2012). The overall EO score in Tal.8 is also very high.
Consequently the following proposition is accept&étde 2012 cohort of UKZN

MBA students display a high level of entreprendwoigentation.

4.3.3.3El, EO and the likelihood of entrepreneurial adsatlon

Empirical evidence indicates that the 2012 cohdbti&ZN MBA students exhibit

high overall EO (M = 3.98) as measured by riskfgkiM = 3.89), innovativeness
(M = 3.88) and proactivity (M = 4.19). High selffiehcy is also evident (M = 4.38)
indicating a high level of EI. High EO and EI shdypositively impact on the
likelihood of entrepreneurship actualisation asidated in the conceptual
framework for the study (Figure 2.7). However thare other factors including
environmental influences and entrepreneurship ifawks that impact on the

actualisation of entrepreneurship.

Simrie et al. (2011) identified that governmentigek, finance, education and
training are factors that hinder the extent of gmteneurial activity in South Africa.
Another pertinent factor is the cultural entrenchingf South Africans who prefer
to get a job and work for someone else as comparedrsuing entrepreneurship.
Closely attached to this cultural embedding isféae of failure. Thus in order to
stimulate entrepreneurial activity, these issuesdni® be addressed to create an
enabling environment that supports and drives tteatisation of entrepreneurial

tendencies.

The extent of entrepreneurship actualisation ie alfluenced by individual value
systems, motivations, skills, capabilities, knowgedand experience. However
given the dynamics of the corporate environment ¢émfiance the capabilities and
competencies of individuals, MBA students operaiimghis context are likely to

score strongly in these attributes, especially an far as skills, capabilities,
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4.4

4.4.1

knowledge and experience are concerned. Thus angotd the conceptual
framework in the study, the key to unlocking entezy@urial actualisation is to
focus on the external factors or environmentaluierfices and the availability of
entrepreneurial opportunities. In order to compnshesly assess the likelihood of
entrepreneurial actualisation amongst the respdaderthe study, further research
to evaluate these factors is required. Howeversthdy has established that the
entrepreneurship profile of the respondents is atdtarised by high EO as
measured by risk-taking, innovativeness and praigagtand high El as measured
by self-efficacy. This positively impacts the likedod of entrepreneurial

actualisation.

Inferential Statistics

Inferential Statistics was also used to ascertanrelationship between the study
variables and dimensions as well as to identifyclwhidimension(s) is the best

predictor of El.

Hypothesis 1: Correlation of EO and El

The hypothesis developed to examine the relatipngl@tween entrepreneurial

orientation and entrepreneurial intention in thpydation of students is as follows:

* Null hypothesis (&): There is no statistically significant relationsh
between overall EO and its dimensions (risk-takimmpovativeness and

proactivity) and El
» Alternative hypothesis (§t There is a statistically significant relationshi

between overall EO and its dimensions (risk-takimmpovativeness and

proactivity) and El
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Spearman’s Rank Correlation

Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient was used ctumpare the linear

relationships between the EO, risk-taking, innoxatess, proactivity and EIl. There
is a statistically significant relationship betweewerall EO and its dimensions
(risk-taking, innovativeness and proactivity) anld(gelf-efficacy) as illustrated in

Table 4.9.

Spearman’s rho Correlation Coefficients

Dimension El

El 1.000
Risk-taking 0.592*
Innovativeness 0.583*
Proactivity 0.482*
EO 0.658*

*Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2l¢d)

Table 4.9 Spearman’s Correlation between the studyariables and dimensions

It is evident from Table 4.9 that there is a pesitand fairly strong and significant
relationship between risk-taking and El as meashyesklf-efficacy (r = 0.592; p <

0.01). This indicates that subjects who are rigleits have a high level of El. There
Is also a positive and fairly strong significanat®nship between being innovative
and EI (r = 0.583; p < 0.01). This shows that sttisjevho are innovative have a
high level of EI.

A positive and moderately significant relationstiptween proactivity and El is
evident (r = 0.482; p < 0.01). This reveals thdijects who are proactive have a
high level of El as measured by self-efficacy. Bjna positive and strong
significant relationship between overall EO ands€¢vident (r = 0.658; p < 0.01).
This shows that subjects who are entrepreneurgintated have a high level of

entrepreneurial intention.
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4.4.2

Based on these results the Null hypothesig) (Bl rejected and the Alternative
hypothesis (k) is accepted i.e. There is a statistically sigaifit relationship
between overall EO and its dimensions (risk-takingpvativeness and proactivity)
and El.

Hypothesis 2: Variation in El

The hypothesis used to examine the variation adéres in the respondents is as

follows:

* Null hypothesis (i): The variance in El is not significantly explathby

the EO dimensions of risk-taking, innovativeness proactivity

» Alternative hypothesis ()t The variance in El is significantly explained by
the EO dimensions of risk-taking, innovativeness proactivity

Multiple Regression Analysis

As there are several potential independent vaisabke compared to only one,
multiple regression analysis is employed to idgntvhich factors impact most on
El (identified as the dependent variable). Multigkgression analysis is also
employed to indicate how well the dependent vaeiald predicted by each
independent variable viz. risk-taking, innovativemn@nd proactivity. In so doing it
Is possible to identify the most significant inde@ent variable. The result of the

Multiple Regression Analysis is illustrated in Tedl.10.

Std. Error of
Variable the Estimate
El 0.751 0.564 0.553 0.358

Dependent R? Adjusted R?

Table 4.10 Multiple Regression test results
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Since R = 0.564, the model has a moderate fit and thezefora fairly good
predictor. The Rvalue indicates that 56.4% of the variance insEésxplained by

risk-taking, innovativeness and proactivity

The Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) is utilised to ass if the regression model

has explanatory power. The results are illustratéhble 4.11.

1 Regression 28.338 1 28.338 412.010 (2000
Residual 7.910 115 0.069
Total 36.248 116

2 Regression 33.827 2 16.913 796.4p8  (°000
Residual 2421 114 0.021
Total 36.248 116

3 Regression 36.248 3 12.083 0.00 6.00
Residual 0.000 113 0.000
Total 36.248 116

a. Predictors: (Constant), Innovative

b. Predictors: (Constant), Innovative, Risk

c. Predictors: (Constant), Innovative, Risk, Privact
d. Dependent Variable: Orientation

Table 4.11 ANOVA test results

Since p = 0, the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) igyhly significant indicating

that the regression model has explanatory power.
The beta coefficient is utilised to determine whictlependent variables have the

greatest influence on entrepreneurial intentiore fésults are illustrated in Table
4.12.
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4.5

Coefficients’

Unstandardised Standardised

coefficients coefficients
B = B
Error_

1 (Constant) 2.008 0.273 7.3583 0.000
Proactive 0.567 0.065 0.633 8.778  0.000
2 (Constant) 1.654 0.252 6.554 0.000
Proactive 0.389 0.066 0.435 5.882 0.000
Risk-taking | 0.282 0.051 0.405 5.484  0.000
3 (Constant) 1.447 0.252 5.74p 0.000
Proactive 0.306 0.069 0.343 4.446 0.000
Risk-taking 0.202 0.056 0.291 3.62P 0.000
Innovative 0.223 0.071 0.264 3.135 0.002

Table 4.12 Beta Coefficient results

According to Table 4.12 the Beta Coefficients shinat all 3 dimensions are
significant predictors of EI with proactivity beirige best predictor (Beta = 0.306)
followed by innovativeness (Beta = 0.223) and-taking (Beta = 0.202). Thus
the null hypothesis (§) is rejected. The alternative hypothesis)(ld accepted i.e.

The variance in El is significantly explained by tBO dimensions of risk-taking,

innovativeness and proactivity.

Demographic variables

The literature review indicated that age, gendeopufation group and
entrepreneurial awareness have an impact on thepeaheurial tendencies of
individuals. In the current study, the Mann-Whitngt and Kruskal-Wallis test
compared the differences in mean scores for thasables as well as qualification,
field of employment and job status. The resultscai no significant differences
in the mean ranks of the dimensions for these deapbic variables at the 95%

level since p > 0.05. This means that there isigoifecant difference in EO, the
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dimensions of EO or El in so far as the differemhe@hsions of each one of these
factors is concerned. The detailed results arespted in Appendices 5 and 6.

Gender

While literature indicates that males are morelyike pursue entrepreneurship as
compared to females (Simrie et al., 2011 and Hgtom et al., 2011) this is not
evidenced in the study. Both genders exhibit sinstzores in all entrepreneurship

measures.

Age

Simrie et al. (2011) and Bosma et al. (2012) ingicthat in South Africa
individuals in the 25 — 44 year old age group @gph much higher level of
entrepreneurial activity as compared to individualshe 55 — 64 year old age
group. Stangler (2009) indicates that this trendeigersed in the United States.
However in the survey at UKZN neither of these dieis evident since there are no
significant differences in the scores of EO, dimems of EO or El. Thus all the
age groups in the study exhibit the same entreprshgp profile.

It must also be noted that out of the 117 respaisdd®7 or more than 90% fell in
the age group of 25 — 44 years old. In the age@modb5 — 64 years old, there was
only a single respondent. Thus the study cannat dradible conclusions that this
age group has either high or low entrepreneuriaideéacies or draw any

comparisons across the 25 -44 year age group vérsEb — 64 year age group.

It is also presented that the overall profile of tespondents in so far as age is
concerned lacks variation and is indistinct duentoe than 90% of the respondents
falling in the 25-44 year age group. This age grofipstudents were found to
display very similar entrepreneurial tendenciesn{& et al., 2011 and Bosma et
al.,, 2012) and hence it is expected that the tstares will be high and
monochromatic. Whilst literature indicates thatalbd EO are enhanced with age as

experience, confidence and maturity increase, thieet study does not indicate
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any significant differences in the mean ranks efdge dimensions at the 95% level

since p > 0.05.

Race

Urban et al. (2008) found a difference in entrepteral intention across the
different cultural groups in South Africa, when gjipg the ESE and NGSE scales.
Veciana et al. (2005) indicated that the culturad social environment has a key
role to play in the perceptions of desirability dadsibility of new venture creation.
However in the current study the results indicadesignificant differences (p >
0.05) between mean scores of EO and El scoresakgpondents in the different
race groups. Given the similarity of scores it apehat ethnic differences do not
have a distinct impact on the entrepreneurial tecds of the UKZN MBA
students. Herrington et al. (2011) indicated th&iités and Indians are more likely
to start businesses as compared to Coloured amttBés a result of the apartheid
legacy. The results of this study do not show aaistically significant evidence

of this pattern.

Entrepreneurial Awareness

Co et al. (2007) presented that family exposurertvepreneurship has a direct
impact on the willingness and attitude to beconangntrepreneur. The correlation
between strong entrepreneurial attitudes and faimily business experience was
asserted by Harris & Gibson (2008) and Zampetakas. €2009). Whilst the results

of the study indicate strong EO and EIl scores for tespondents who had
entrepreneurial influences, the same trend wasreddedor respondents who did
not indicate any entrepreneurial influences. Domskyg & Welter (2006) indicated

that the strongest influence on entrepreneuriaddpoies is present in individuals
who have siblings and whose parents are involveentrepreneurial activity.

However the results do not indicate any differenceshe mean ranks of the

different dimensions of entrepreneurial awarenéfisea95% level since p > 0.05.

It must also be noted that due to respondents keditgyto choose more than one
entrepreneurial influence, it is difficult to eslish which entrepreneurial influence

impacts most on entrepreneurial tendencies.
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4.6

Summary

The results obtained from the study indicate highdity and reliability. Based on
the outcomes of factor analysis, three factors lsadngly on entrepreneurial
orientation and are labelled as risk-taking, inrimemess and proactivity. In the
case of entrepreneurial orientation, a single fadb@ads and is labelled self-
efficacy. Respondent scores on these dimensionsaiiedthat they exhibit high El
and EO. Strong correlations between El and EO @ evident. A statistically
significant relationship between overall EO andsslound and variances in El are
found to be significantly explained by the EO dimiens of risk-taking,
innovativeness and proactivity. In so far as gendge, race and entrepreneurial
awareness is concerned, no significant differeraresnoted. A similar pattern is
evident for the demographic factors of qualificatidield of employment and job
status. Based on these outcomes the entrepreneysiiile of the MBA students
at UKZN has been established. Notwithstanding tmgaict of environmental
influences and the availability of entrepreneugpportunities, the high levels of
EO and EIl are an indication that the students lmwtrong propensity towards
entrepreneurial activity and the likelihood of epreneurship actualisation is high.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Recommendations and Conclusions

5.1

5.2

Introduction

This chapter summarises the findings of the stuaty d@raws conclusions on the
research aim and objectives. The benefits obtaanedvaluated and the limitations
of the study are assessed. The chapter concludiesegommendations for further

research.

Outcomes of the study

The study has evaluated the entrepreneurship @rofilocal MBA students in so
far as El and EO are concerned. Empirical evidendieates that the 2012 cohort
of UKZN MBA students exhibit high overall EO (M =98B) as measured by risk-
taking (M = 3.89), innovativeness (M = 3.88) andamtivity (M = 4.19). High self-
efficacy is also evident (M = 4.38) indicating gthilevel of El.

Spearman’s rank correlation indicates strong catiais between El and EO (r =
0.658, p < 0.01). A similar pattern is evident betw El and risk-taking (r = 0.592,
p < 0.01), innovativeness (r = 0.583, p < 0.01) prahctivity (r = 0.482, p < 0.01).
Multiple regression analysis reveals that 56.4%hef variance in El is accounted
for by risk-taking, innovativeness and proactiviBroactivity is found to be the
best predictor of EI (Beta = 0.306) followed by awativeness (Beta = 0.223) and
risk-taking (Beta = 0.202). No significant diffeic@s are noted in the mean ranks of
the dimensions for demographic factors of gendge, aace and entrepreneurial

awareness at the 95% level since p > 0.05.
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5.3

Benefits of the research

This study closes the gap on the lack of reseanctih® entrepreneurship profile of
the 2012 cohort of UKZN MBA students. Consequestiydents, corporates and
the university are provided with insight into thetrepreneurial tendencies of the
respondents. An assessment of the extent of EE&hihdicate that UKZN MBA

students have a strong propensity towards entreprship and thus the likelihood
of entrepreneurship actualisation is high (notwéhding the influence of external
factors and the availability of entrepreneurial ogpnities). These tendencies if
materialised can enhance innovation and competitis® and foster economic

prosperity both at the individual and organisatideeel.

The study also indicates no differences in El a d€ores when evaluating the
impact of gender, age, race and entrepreneurialea@sas, providing evidence of a
somewhat homogenous population in so far as theiiikod of entrepreneurial
actualisation is concerned. A similar pattern isedofor all other demographic
factors. Thus students and organisations are eedippth the knowledge that
initiatives to stimulate entrepreneurial activityush focus on positively impacting
environmental influences and fostering entrepreakapportunities, rather than on
addressing the impact of any demographic variablé®e study also provides
individuals with an appreciation of their entreprarship profile and this may lead
to the progression of entrepreneurial tendenciés emtrepreneurial actualisation

beyond the confines of the organisation.

Whilst the outcome of the study may be of limitezhgralisability, it provides a
benchmark for longitudinal studies that can beicepd at the University of
KwaZulu-Natal to assess the impact of course aui@ion the entrepreneurial
tendencies of students. The study can also becatgdl in other faculties and at
other institutions to understand the impact of seucurricula on ElI and EO.
Comparison of results across institutions may Isgghtful. Researchers, industry
and government may be interested in replicating wtudy and utilising the

outcomes to positively enhance entrepreneurshipeiocality of future studies.
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5.4

Recommendations to solve the business problem

The study indicates that UKZN MBA graduates exhtbgh EI and EO and this
should positively impact entrepreneurial actuaiisat However Bosma et al.
(2012) indicate low entrepreneurial activity anduatisation rates in South Africa.
The conceptual framework for the study (Figure 2déntified that factors in the
environment, the individual’'s preparedness foregrgneurship and the availability
of entrepreneurship opportunities all impact omepreneurship actualisation. Thus
in addition to EI and EO, these factors are impurtghen devising strategies to
stimulate entrepreneurial activity. In this regatdkeholders have a role to play in
creating an enabling environment by influencing thaetors that either hinder or
stimulate entrepreneurial activity, ensuring thatividuals are well equipped with
the skills and capabilities required and creatingpastunities that will enable
employees to actualise their entrepreneurial teriden Some of the potential
initiatives that can be employed by the University Kwa-Zulu Natal, local
industry and government need to influence the illoeld of entrepreneurship

actualisation include:

. Formulating strategies that influence external dextor environmental
influences either within organisations or in thedlty of the study e.g.
improving access to finance and relaxing onerousnimdtration

requirements for entrepreneurial undertakings
. Focusing on improving the attributes and percepgtioh individuals that
positively impact on the preparedness to embark emtrepreneurial

activities

. Creating opportunities within organisations andha locality of the study

that enable the actualisation of entrepreneurship

. Fostering a culture that embraces entrepreneulsditp within and beyond

organisational boundaries
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5.5

. Conducting an investigation on the respondentskiZNUto identify what
factors hinder entrepreneurial activity and acsalon despite high levels

of intention and orientation, and then taking stepaddress these issues

Thus in order to increase the extent of entrepnealeactualisation it is necessary
to focus on the external factors that influenceegreneurship, the preparation of
individuals to actualise entrepreneurship and thailability of entrepreneurial
opportunities. These initiatives along with thethigO and El scores measured can

stimulate entrepreneurial activity in the localitythe study.

Limitations of the study

The following limitations have been identified metstudy:

a. A homogenous population comprising solely of UKZNBM students was
surveyed and this is not fully representative, thlus results may lack

variability in so far as the dimensions of entrenarship are concerned

b. The study is cross-sectional in nature and didcnasider the impact of the
MBA course curricula across the years of study.sTihinas not established
if the MBA programme influences El and EO scores] the likelihood of

entrepreneurship actualisation.

c. The study did not take into account the full cohadrfactors that impact on
the actualisation of entrepreneurship, includingiremmental influences
and entrepreneurial opportunities. This informatisnmequired in order to
devise strategies that are effective in increagngrepreneurial activity

rates.
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. The study did not investigate whether respondemttnded on actualising
entrepreneurship within their organisations or \wbetthey intended on
pursuing careers in entrepreneurship beyond org@migl confines. This
has a bearing on the types of initiatives to be leygal to stimulate the

extent of entrepreneurial activity.

. The study did not probe what respondents viewed bagiers to
entrepreneurial actualisation. An understandinghete factors can enable

specific actions that realise tangible results.

The study neglected the respondent’s perceptionisenf own readiness to
undertake entrepreneurial activities. This is int@or as beliefs in ones
capabilities, along with skills, knowledge, expage and pragmatism have
a direct impact on the success rates achievediepraneurial ventures.

. The study did not consider the impact of organiseti culture on
entrepreneurial actualisation. Since there are etaions between
organisational culture and entrepreneurial activityis important to gain

insight into this factor.

. The design of the study did not enable the researtth establish which
entrepreneurial influences positively correlatece tmost with strong
entrepreneurial intention and orientation. Reselaezhindicated that higher
entrepreneurial tendencies are positively corrdlateith different
entrepreneurial influences e.g. individuals whoaeepts are entrepreneurs
exhibit the highest propensity towards engaging entrepreneurial

activities.
The census survey was chosen as involvement ohtre g@opulation in

research results higher accuracy and data retiabilowever despite this,
a response rate of 61% was realised.

96



5.6  Recommendations to overcome the limitations

The following recommendations are proposed to amaec the limitations

identified in the study:

a. The current study focuses on a homogenous populetimprising the 2012

C.

d.

cohort of MBA students at UKZN. A more heterogereegsample may be
appropriate where the population comprises of MBW#dsents in all
universities in Durban or in South Africa. A stutihat is conducted across
more tertiary institutions and in a larger popwaticould highlight
differences amongst the demographics of gender,, agee and
entrepreneurial awareness. The outcomes may aididtit certain trends
that are common to South African MBA students sués that are peculiar.
Expansion of the study to other faculties at UKZNab other institutions
would enable the comparison of entrepreneurialdroigs across different
fields of study and faculties e.g. a study of stugein undergraduate
degrees may reveal different patterns of entrepmge intention and
orientation. In this case the census survey approay have to be replaced
with a sampling approach due to the larger poputagize.

The undertaking of longitudinal studies to measamepreneurship scores
pre and post the MBA programme or across yearsudiysvould enable an
assessment of the programme on the dimensiongrepeeaneurship.

A redesign of the survey to go full circle and ddes all aspects of
entrepreneurial  actualisation including environmaént influences,
entrepreneurial preparedness and entrepreneuripbrtomities.  This
information is wuseful in devising effective straeg to stimulate

entrepreneurship.

Additional questions could be included in the syrue investigate if
students intended on actualising entrepreneursliipinvcorporates or to
choose entrepreneurship as a career. In this régardustralian study on

entrepreneurial intention and actualisation (Thaadharma, 2003) could
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be used as a basis to redesign the UKZN study.pdkgive spinoff is the
development of actions that realise tangible result

Explorative type investigation could be used toberavhy entrepreneurial
actualisation may be low despite high EO and Etescand to identify the
factors that hinder entrepreneurial activity. Thiesearch could be
conducted on specific groups of interest e.g. tdewstand differences in

entrepreneurial Scores across gender, age or race.

A survey could be designed to evaluate the pemmeptof individuals of
their own levels of entrepreneurial awareness ifas@as skills, knowledge,
capabilities and experience is concerned. Thisystadild focus solely on
examining this facilitator of entrepreneurial adisetion as well as
identifying what factors are the most pertinentander to address specific

areas of concern.

. A survey could be designed to measure El and E@escm different
companies and draw conclusions on what types ainisgtional culture
positively or negatively impact on entrepreneut@idencies. In so doing
initiatives unique to different organisations couldd developed, provided
that there are sufficient respondents in each @ghaon to provide

unbiased and statistically substantiated outcomes.

In order to effectively assess the impact of théfednt types of

entrepreneurial influences on entrepreneurial amem® the survey could
be redesigned so that only a single entrepreneunflalence is chosen by
respondents. This will enable the identificatiormdgfich influences impact
most on entrepreneurial tendencies. The outcomelsl a@lidate or reject
claims by other research. Cross tabulations coukb anable the
comparison of El and EO scores across multiple dswss e.g. a
comparison of which entrepreneurial influences iotpanost on

entrepreneurial awareness across gender or race.
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5.7

I. In order to increase the response rate the cemsusyscould be conducted
on smaller groups of students. This would be mange tconsuming,

however the results would exhibit higher accurany data reliability.

Summary

The study has evaluated the entrepreneurship @rofithe 2012 cohort of UKZN
MBA students who are found to exhibit high entreyérial intention and
entrepreneurial orientation. Notwithstanding the patt of environmental
influences and the availability of entrepreneuggportunities, the high levels of
EO and El are an indication to UKZN, industry aral/grnment that the students
have a strong propensity towards entrepreneuriitycand the likelihood of
entrepreneurship actualisation is high. Despiteh HiD and EI scores, further
research is required to assess the impact of tharfay of factors that impact on
the actualisation of entrepreneurship, includingriemmental influences and
entrepreneurial opportunities. This is requiredi¢vise strategies that are effective

in increasing entrepreneurial activity rates andctvinealise tangible results.
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire

UNIVERSITY OF KWAZULU-NATAL
GRADUATE SCHOOL OF BUSINESS & LEADERSHIP

MBA Research Project
Researcher Mr. M. Ramkissor (083 297 8223)
Supervisor. Professor S. Cassim (031 260 1479)

Research Office Ms. P. Ximba (031 260 3587)

The entrepreneurial orientation and intention of UKZN MBA students

Dear Participant,

| am a final year MBA student at UKZN and | am amtly completing the dissertation
module for the course under the guidance of ProfeShahida Cassim from the Graduate

School of Business and Leadership.

This questionnaire is designed to study entrepmgienrientation and intention amongst
MBA students. The information you provide will helps understand the current
entrepreneurial orientation and intentions of UKZiNdents enrolled for the 2012 year of

study. The survey should take approximately 10 miftutes to complete.

Please note that you are under no obligation topbet® this questionnaire as it is
voluntary. All responses will be treated with straonfidentiality and are completely
anonymous. Please note that should you so desie,aye free to withdraw from the

questionnaire at any time.
In this questionnaire, you are asked to indicatatidtrue for you, so there are no “right”
or “wrong” answers. Work as rapidly as you canydfi wish to make a comment please

write it directly on the booklet itself. Make suret to skip any questions.

Thank you very much for your participation.
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Please tick your selection from the options listedelow:

1. Gender
Male [] Female []
2. Age
25-34 [] 35-44 []
45 — 54 [] 55 — 64 []
Over 64 []
3. Population group
Black [] Indian []
Coloured [] White []

4. Year of MBA registratior(Year 3 if on track to complete MBA in 2012)

Year 1 []
Year 2 []
Year 3 []

5. In what profession have you graduated?

Arts

Science

Medical Science
Engineering

Social Science
Commerce

Education

Law

Other (please specify)

I

6. In what field are you currently working?

Arts

Science

Medical Science
Engineering

Social Science
Commerce

Education

Law

Other (please specify)

L]

OO
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7. No. of years working experience (since completindargraduate studies) :

Less than 5
5-10
11-16

17 -20
21-25
Greater than 25 [_]

NN

8. Present employment status:

Full time employment ]
Part time employment []
Unemployed / In-between jobs[_]

9. Job status

Top management ]
Middle management ]
Supervisor []
Non-managerial []
Other (please specify) [ ]

10.Which of the following people close to you have @dra business / been self-
employed (can select more than one option)

Parents

Partner / Spouse
Brother / Sister
Other Relatives
Friends

None

0]

NN
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Kindly rate the following statements on a scale frm 1 to 5 where:

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree
Agree

Strongly agree

G WwWNPEF
L L I | I

No. Statement Score
11 | I will be able to achieve most of the goals tHave set for myself
12 | When facing difficult tasks, | am certain thatill accomplish them
13 | In general, | think that | can obtain outcontes are important to me
14 | I believe that | can succeed at most any endedaavhich | set my
mind

15 | I will be able to successfully overcome manyllenges

16 | I am confident that | can perform effectivelyrmany different tasks
17 | Compared to other people, | can do most taskswell

18 | Even when things are tough, | can perform qué#

19 | Ilike to take bold action by venturing into tineknown

20 | I am willing to invest a lot of time and/or mgnen something that migh
yield a high return

21 | | tend to act “boldly” in situations where riskinvolved

22 | | often like to try new and unusual activitibattare not typical but not
necessarily risky

23 | In general, | prefer a strong emphasis in ptsjen unique, one-of-a-kind
approaches rather than revisiting tried and trygaarhes used before
24 | | prefer to try my own unique way when learnimeyv things rather than
doing it like everyone else does

25 | | favour experimentation and original approadiegsroblem solving
rather than using methods others generally ussdieig their problems
26 | lusually act in anticipation of future problemseds or changes

27 | | tend to plan ahead on projects

28 | | prefer to ‘step-up’ and get things going onjects rather than sit and
wait for some else to do it

—t

29. Please make any additional comments that y@uhave regarding your attitude
towards entrepreneurship and any intention to @uesurepreneurial initiatives.

Thank you very much for your time and cooperatiimdly check through to ensure that
you have completed all questions before submittiegquestionnaire.

Kind regards,
Manoj Ramkissor
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Appendix 2: Coding for data entry

Variable of interest Code | Options available

Gender 1 Male

N

Female

Age group 1 25 - 34 years

35 - 44 years

45 - 54 years

55 - 64 years

g |w|N

Over 64

Population group 1 Black

N

Indian

w

Coloured

4 White

Year of MBA registration 1 Year 1

N

Year 2

w

Year 3

Profession graduated 1 Arts

Science

Medical science

Engineering

Social science

Commerce

Education

Law

O OIN OO 0~ WIN

Other

Field currently working in 1 Arts

Science

Medical science

Engineering

Social science

Commerce

Education

Law

OO INO T~ WIN

Other (please specify)

Number of years working
experience 1 <5 years

5-10 years

11 - 16 years

17 - 20 years

21 - 25 years

OO jw|N

> 25 years
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Variable of interest

Code

Options available

Present employment status Full time
2 Part time
Unemployed / In-between
3 jobs

Job status

Top management

Middle management

Supervisor

Non-managerial

g WIN

Other (please specify)

Entrepreneurial influences

Parents

Partner / spouse

Brother / sister

Other relatives

Friends

o Ok |WN

None

Q11-28 Lickert scale responses

Strongly disagree

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Agree

g W|N

Strongly agree
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Appendix 3: Frequency distribution results

Variable Option Count (N) | Percentage
Gender Male 80 68.4%
Female 37 31.6%
Total 117 100.0%
Age 25 - 34 years 58 49.6%
35 - 44 years 49 41.9%
45 - 54 years 9 7.7%
55 - 64 years 1 9%
Over 64 0 .0%
Total 117 100.0%
Race Black 54 46.2%
Indian 49 41.9%
Coloured 2 1.7%
White 12 10.3%
Total 117 100.0%
Year of MBA Year 1 42 35.9%
registration Year 2 39 33.3%
Year 3 36 30.8%
Total 117 100.0%
Number of years <5 years 1 0.9%
working experience | 5. 10 years 54 46.2%
11 - 16 years 36 30.8%
17 - 20 years 16 13.7%
21 - 25 years 8 6.8%
> 25 years 2 1.7%
Total 117 100.0%
Present employment| Full time 113 96.6%
status Part time 3 2.6%
Unemployed or In-between jobs 1 0.9%
Total 117 100.0%
Job status Top management 24 20.5%
Middle management 60 51.3%
Supervisor 9 7.7%
Non-managerial 16 13.7%
Other 8 6.8%
Total 117 100.0%
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Quialification Arts 3 2.6%
Science 6 5.1%
Medical science 5 4.3%
Engineering 35 29.9%
Social science 9 7.7%
Commerce 39 33.3%
Education 5 4.3%
Law 6 5.1%
Other 17 14.5%
Total 125 106.8%
Field of Employment| Arts 1 0.9%
Science 4 3.4%
Medical science 4 3.4%
Engineering 26 22.2%
Social science 6 5.1%
Commerce 36 30.8%
Education 11 9.4%
Law 2 1.7%
Other 29 24.8%
Total 119 101.7%
Entrepreneurial Parents 37 31.6%
Influences Partner or spouse 16 13.7%
Brother or sister 30 25.6%
Other relatives 52 44.4%
Friends 57 48.7%
None 14 12.0%
Total 206 176.0%
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Appendix 4: Mann Whitney test results

Comparison of mean ranks between Male and Femsi®mndents

Intention/Self-Efficacy

Gender
Méle Female | Total

Entrepreneurial Mean 4.40 4.34 4.38
Intention/Self-Efficacy  Std. Dev. 0.474 | 0.653 | 0.534

N 80 37 117
Risk Mean 3.95 3.78 3.89

Std. Dev. 0.720 0.865 0.769

N 80 37 117
Innovative Mean 3.95 3.72 3.88

Std. Dev. 0.585 0.716 0.635

N 80 37 117
Proactive Mean 4.22 412 4.19

Std. Dev. 0.486 0.790 0.598

N 80 37 117
Entrepreneurial Mean 4.03 3.86 3.98
Orientation Std. Dev. 0.485 | 0.685 | 0.559

N 80 37 117

Test Statistic$
Mann- Wilcoxon

Whitney U W Z p
Risk 1387.500 | 2090.500| -0.549 [ 0.583
Innovative 1189.500 | 1892.500| -1.726 | 0.084
Proactive 1467.000 | 4707.000| -0.078 | 0.938
Entrepreneurial 1273.500 | 1976.500| -1.214 | 0.225
Orientation
Entrepreneurial 1438.000 | 2141.000| -0.248 | 0.804

a. Grouping Variable: Gender
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Appendix 5: Kruskal-Wallis Anova test results

Comparison of mean ranks between Age

a. Kruskal Wallis Test

b. Grouping Variable: Age group

123

Age Group
25-34 35-44 45 - 54 55-64
years years years years Total
Entrepreneurial Mean 4.39 4.43 4.06 4.75 4.38
Intention/Self-  Std. Dev.| 0.624 0.363 0.650 0.00 0.534
Efficacy N 58 49 9 1 117
Risk Mean 3.86 4.03 3.37 4.00 3.89
Std. Dev. 0.795 0.688 0.889 0.00 0.769
N 58 49 9 1 117
Innovative Mean 3.85 3.93 3.75 4.00 3.88
Std. Dev. 0.687 0.577 0.673 0.00 0.635
N 58 49 9 1 117
Proactive Mean 4.14 4.26 4.04 5.00 4.19
Std. Dev. 0.678 0.453 0.716 0.00 0.598
N 58 49 9 1 117
Entrepreneurial Mean 3.94 4.06 3.72 4.30 3.98
Orientation Std. Dev. 0.631 0.424 0.689 0.00 0.559
N 58 49 9 1 117
Test Statisticg”®
Chi-Squarqd  df p
Risk 4.273 3 0.233
Innovative 0.551 3 0.908
Proactive 2.708 3 0.439
Entrepreneurial 2.087 3 0.555
Orientation
Entrepreneurial 3.007 3 0.391
Intention/Self-Efficacy




Comparison of mean ranks between Race

Population Group

Black Indian | Coloured| White Total
Entrepreneurial Mean 4.28 4.47 4.19 4.53 4.38
Intention/Self-Efficacy ~ Std. Dev. 0.577 | 0.498 | 0.265 | 0.450 | 0.534
N 54 49 2 12 117
Risk Mean 3.81 4.01 4.33 3.75 3.89
Std. Dev. 0.833 0.734 0.000 0.622 0.769
N 54 49 2 12 117
Innovative Mean 3.74 3.99 3.88 4.06 3.88
Std. Dev. 0.626 0.681 0.530 0.371 0.635
N 54 49 2 12 117
Proactive Mean 4.13 4.20 4.00 4.44 4.19
Std. Dev. 0.658 0.527 0.471 0.592 0.598
N 54 49 2 12 117
Entrepreneurial Mean 3.88 4.06 4.05 4.08 3.98
Orientation Std. Dev. 0.588 | 0569 | 0.354 | 0.341 | 0.559
N 54 49 2 12 117
Test Statisticg®
Chi-Squarqd  df p
Risk 2.798 3 0.424
Innovative 4,932 3 0.177
Proactive 2.275 3 0.517
Entrepreneurial 3.115 3 0.374
Orientation
Entrepreneurial 4.451 3 0.217
Intention/Self-Efficacy

a. Kruskal Wallis Test

b. Grouping Variable: Population group
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Comparison of mean ranks between Year of MBA Reifish

Year of MBA Reaqistration

Yearl | Year2 | Year3 | Total
Entrepreneurial Mean 4.36 4.38 4.41 4.38
Intention/Self-Efficacy  Std. Dev. 0.670 | 0.428 | 0.470 | 0.534
N 42 39 36 117
Risk Mean 3.90 3.96 3.82 3.89
Std. Dev. 0.808 0.697 0.811 0.769
N 42 39 36 117
Innovative Mean 3.90 4.04 3.69 3.88
Std. Dev. 0.617 0.546 0.708 0.635
N 42 39 36 117
Proactive Mean 4.13 4.28 4.15 4.19
Std. Dev. 0.765 0.443 0.519 0.598
N 42 39 36 117
Entrepreneurial Mean 3.97 4.09 3.87 3.98
Orientation Std. Dev. 0.650 | 0.448 | 0.545 | 0.559
N 42 39 36 117
Test Statistics®
Chi-Squarg _ df p
Risk 0.555 2 0.758
Innovative 5.429 2 0.066
Proactive 1.159 2 0.560
Entrepreneurial 4.569 2 0.102
Orientation
Entrepreneurial 0.264 2 0.876
Intention/Self-Efficacy

a. Kruskal Walllis Test

b. Grouping Variable: Year of MBA registration
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Comparison of mean ranks between Profession Gradiuat

Profession Graduated

Med. Soc.

Arts | Sci. | Sci. | Eng.| Sci. |Com.| Edu. | Law | Other| Total

El/ Mean 442 | 4.27| 458 | 450| 4.22| 4.34| 4.46| 4.18| 4.35| 4.38
Self-  std. Dev] 0.52|0.329| 0.480(0.416/0.700[0.677|0.288( 0.464| 0.435| 0.534
Eff. N 3| 6| 5 | 3|9 |37 3| 5| 16 |117
Risk  Mean 4.22|3.72| 4.07 | 4.00| 3.89| 3.88| 4.33| 3.40| 3.73| 3.89
Std. Dev) 0.385| 0.491| 0.641(0.722[1.106(0.810[0.333(0.723(0.809( 0.769|

N 3|6 | 5 | 33| 9 |37]| 3| 5| 16 |117
Innov. Mean 3.75| 4.13| 3.95 | 4.06| 3.75| 3.76 | 4.08| 3.60| 3.81 | 3.88
Std. Dev) 0.661| 0.586| 0.798(0.573|0.857|0.712|/0.520|0.576| 0.403| 0.635

N 3| 6| 5 | 3| 9 |[37] 3| 5 | 16|117
Pro. Mean 4.2213.89| 440 | 4.37| 4.19| 4.12| 4.22| 3.87| 4.10| 4.19
Std. Dev) 0.385| 0.584| 0.435(0.470]0.603/0.704|{0.192|0.730[ 0.629| 0.598

N 3|6 | 5 | 33| 9 |37]| 3| 5| 16 |117
EO Mean | 4.033|3.933| 4.120|4.136|3.922|3.905| 4.200| 3.620| 3.875| 3.977
Std. Dev) 0.251| 0.516| 0.589(0.474]0.782]0.632] 0.200/ 0.593| 0.468| 0.559

N 3| 6| 5 | 3| 9 |[37]| 3| 5 | 16|117

Test Statistics®
Chi-Square g p
Risk 6.535 8 0.588
Innovative 8.146 8 0.419
Proactive 5.948 8 0.653
Orientation 7.381 8 0.496

a. Kruskal Wallis Test

b. Grouping Variable: Profession graduated
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Comparison of mean ranks between Field of Employmen

Field of Employment
Med. Soc.
Arts | Sci. | Sci. | Eng.| Sci. | Com.| Edu. | Law [ Other| Total
El/ Mean 5.00| 4.22| 4.53| 4.51| 4.06| 4.35| 4.36| 3.94| 4.39| 4.38
Self-  std. Dev] 0.00[0.257| 0.543[{0.421|0.769(0.683|0.355/0.088| 0.437|0.534
Eff. N 1 4 4] 26 6| 36/ 11 2| 27| 117
Risk Mean 4.00] 3.75| 4.17| 4.00[ 3.56| 3.86| 4.03| 3.17| 3.89| 3.89
Std. Dev| 0.00[0.569 0.694|0.699|1.223|0.806|0.795(1.179(0.716|0.769|
N 1 4 4 26 6| 36| 11 2 27 117
Innov. Mean 3.00] 4.13| 3.94| 3.96 3.54| 3.78| 3.86| 3.38| 4.05| 3.88
Std. Dev| 0.00[0.629 0.921]0.551/0.941]0.709|0.574{0.884{ 0.476| 0.635|
N 1 4 4 26 6| 36| 11 2 27 117
Pro. Mean 4.67| 4.17| 4.50( 4.31| 4.06| 4.13| 4.15| 3.33| 4.20| 4.19
Std. Dev| 0.00[{0.577| 0.430/0.461/0.574/0.709|0.565|0.943( 0.572| 0.598
N 1 4 4 26 6 36 11 2 27| 117
EO Mean 3.800[4.025| 4.175|4.077|3.700(3.908[4.000(3.300| 4.044{ 3.977
Std. Dev| 0.00(0.457| 0.665/0.451|0.839|0.624{0.551{0.989( 0.474{ 0.559|
N 1 4 4 26 6| 36| 11 2 27 117
Test Statistics®”
Chi-Square df p

Risk 3.216 8 0.920

Innovative 8.449 8 0.391

Proactive 5.670 8 0.684

Orientation 5.193 8 0.737

a. Kruskal Wallis Test

b. Grouping Variable: Field of Employment
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Comparison of mean ranks between Years of WorkiqueEence

Number of years working experience

<5 [5-10]11-16[{17-20[ 21 -25| >25
years | years| years | years| years | years| Total
Entrepreneurial Mean 500 | 436 | 440 | 419 | 4.72 4.44 | 4.38
Intention/Self-  Std. Dev. 0.00 | 0.615| 0.434| 0.498| 0.312 | 0.442(0.534
Efficacy N 1 54 | 36 | 16 8 2 | 117
Risk Mean 400 | 3.83 | 3.91| 381 4.38 | 4.00 | 3.89
Std. Dev. 0.00 | 0.771( 0.767| 0.902| 0.547 | 0.000|0.769
N 1 54 36 16 8 2 117
Innovative Mean 400 [ 3.81 | 3.89 | 3.78| 4.53 3.88 | 3.88
Std. Dev. 0.00 | 0.655( 0.625( 0.618| 0.339 | 0.177]0.635
N 1 54 36 16 8 2 117
Proactive Mean 467 | 409 | 427 | 413 | 4.38 | 4.83 | 4.19
Std. Dev. 0.00 | 0.699( 0.435( 0.607| 0.415 | 0.236|0.598
N 1 54 36 16 8 2 117
Entrepreneurial Mean 420 | 390 | 401 | 3.89 | 444 | 420 | 3.98
Orientation Std. Dev. 0.00 | 0.605( 0.488( 0.601| 0.329 | 0.141]0.559
N 1 54 36 16 8 2 117

Test Statisticé®

Chi-Squarq __ df p

Risk 3.597 5 0.609
Innovative 12.308 5 0.031*
Proactive 5.989 5 0.307
Entrepreneurial 10.302 5 0.067
Orientation

Entrepreneurial 9.214 5 0.101
Intention/Self-Efficacy

a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: Number of years working exgece

128



Comparison of mean ranks between categories of &mant Status

Present Employment Status

a. Kruskal Walllis Test

b. Grouping Variable: Present employment status
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Unemployed
or In-betweer
Full time| Part time jobs Total
Entrepreneurial Mean 4.40 3.71 4.38 4.38
Intention/Self-Efficacy  Std. Dev. 0.466 | 1.922 0.00 0.534
N 113 3 1 117
Risk Mean 3.90 3.56 4.67 3.89
Std. Dev. 0.743 1.711 0.00 0.769
N 113 3 1 117
Innovative Mean 3.90 3.00 3.75 3.88
Std. Dev. 0.597 1.500 0.00 0.635
N 113 3 1 117
Proactive Mean 4.21 3.44 4.33 4.19
Std. Dev. 0.524 2.117 0.00 0.598
N 113 3 1 117
Entrepreneurial Mean 3.99 3.30 4.20 3.98
Orientation Std. Dev. 0.509 | 1.706 0.00 0.559
N 113 3 1 117
Test Statistics®
Chi-Squarg _ df p
Risk 1.405 2 0.495
Innovative 1.651 2 0.438
Proactive 0.154 2 0.926
Entrepreneurial 0.534 2 0.766
Orientation
Entrepreneurial 0.001 2 0.999
Intention/Self-Efficacy




Comparison of mean ranks between of Job Status

a. Kruskal Walllis Test

b. Grouping Variable: Job status
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Job Status
Top | Middle Non-
mngt. mngt. | Superviso manageria| Other Total
Entrepreneurial Mean 4.49 4.28 4.46 4.54 4.39 4.38
Intention/Self-  Std. Dev.| 0.423 | 0.611| 0.400 0.415 | 0.502 | 0.534
Efficacy N 24 60 9 16 8 117
Risk Mean 3.85 3.91 3.70 4.13 3.71 3.89
Std. Dev.| 0.890 | 0.739| 0.539 0.729 0.950 | 0.769
N 24 60 9 16 8 117
Innovative Mean 3.96 3.86 3.50 4.05 3.91 3.88
Std. Dev.| 0.666 | 0.675| 0.500 0.542 0.442 | 0.635
N 24 60 9 16 8 117
Proactive Mean 4.38 4.16 4.00 4.25 3.96 4.19
Std. Dev.| 0.504 | 0.621| 0.601 0.590 0.653 | 0.598
N 24 60 9 16 8 117
Entrepreneurial Mean 4.05 3.96 3.71 4.13 3.86 3.98
Orientation Std. Dev.| 0.570 | 0.578| 0.426 0.533 | 0.550 | 0.559
N 24 60 9 16 8 117
Test Statistics®
Chi-Squarg  df p
Risk 2.700 4 0.609
Innovative 5.786 4 0.216
Proactive 4.472 4 0.346
Entrepreneurial 6.511 4 0.164
Orientation
Entrepreneurial 2.624 4 0.623
Intention/Self-Efficacy




Comparison of mean ranks of Entrepreneurial Infbgsn

Influences
Partner| Brother
or or Other
Parenty spouse| sister | relatives| Friends| None | Total
Entrepreneurial Mean 427 | 4.46 | 4.52 4.48 442 | 4.25| 4.38
Intention/Self-  Std. Dev. | 0.634| 0.449| 0.386| 0.461 | 0.505 | 0.584| 0.534
Efficacy N 37 7 16 26 17 14 | 117
Risk Mean 3.70 | 3.81 | 4.29 3.99 3.86 | 3.86 | 3.89
Std. Dev. | 0.853| 0.790( 0.556| 0.739 | 0.727 | 0.770( 0.769
N 37 7 16 26 17 14 117
Innovative Mean 381 | 3.64 | 4.14 3.99 3.84 | 3.73 | 3.88
Std. Dev. | 0.715| 0.789 | 0.577| 0.487 | 0.559 | 0.703| 0.635
N 37 7 16 26 17 14 117
Proactive Mean 419 | 3.86 | 4.33 4.19 418 | 4.19 | 4.19
Std. Dev. | 0.752| 0.690( 0.404| 0.500 | 0.410]| 0.663| 0.598
N 37 7 16 26 17 14 117
Entrepreneurial Mean 389 | 3.76 | 424 | 4.05 395 | 391 3.98
Orientation Std. Dev. | 0.644| 0.682( 0.422| 0.422 | 0.488 | 0.654| 0.559
N 37 7 16 26 17 14 117
Test Statistics”
Chi-Square df p
Intention 4.724 5 0.451
Risk 6.417 5 0.268
Innovative 4.920 5 0.426
Proactive 3.066 5 0.690
Orientation 5.937 5 0.312

a. Kruskal Wallis Test
b. Grouping Variable: Influences
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Appendix 6: Ethical Clearance

_{ UNIVERSITY OF
rd KWAZULU-NATAL
K e
1 INYUVESI
., YAKWAZULU-NATALI

Research Office, Govan Mbeki Centre
Westville Campus
Private Bag x54001
DURBAN, 4000
Tel Mo: +27 31 260 8350
Fax No: +27 31 260 4609
nyman kzn.ac.za

16 May 2012

Mr M Ramkissor (961074068)
Graduate School of Business

Dear Mr Ramkissor

PROTOCOL REFERENCE NUMBER: H55/0139/012M
PROJECT TITLE: The entrepreneurial orientation and intention of UKZN MBA students

in response to your application dated 17 April 2012, the Humanities & Social Sciences Research Ethics Committee has considered the
abovementioned application and the pratocol has been granted FULL APPROVAL.

Any alteration/s to the approved research protocol i.e. Questionnaire/Interview Schedule, Informed Consent Form, Title of the
Project, Location of the Study, Research Approach and Methods must be reviewed and approved through the amendment
Jmodification prior to its implementation. In case you have further queries, please quote the above reference number.

PLEASE NOTE: Research data should be securely stored in the school/department for a period of 5 years.

| take this opportunity of wishing you everything of the best with your study.

Yours faithfully

HUMANITIES & SOCIAL SCIENCES RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE

ee. Supervisor — Prof § Cassim
cc. Mrs Wendy Clarke

l 1910 - 2010 ‘

100 YEARS OF ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE
Founding Campuses: =m Edgewocod — mm Howard College Madical School m Fietermaritzburg = Westville

132


ShabaneP
Rectangle


