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Entrepreneurship, a process of converting risks into capital, is a milestone of the
development of a country. It is pertinent in institutional schools as they are growing in
numbers in Nepal. The concerns of choosing entrepreneurship in institutional schools
become important because a larger number of educated people have been involved in
such schools as teachers or owners. With the purpose of finding the possible factors that
make graduates, who are either owners or teachers in the institutional schools, choose (or
not choose) entrepreneurship as a career, this research was carried out with two
fundamental research questions: a) Do socio-demographical differences make graduates
perceive internal traits of entrepreneurship (psychological and cultural dimensions) and
external traits of entrepreneurship (financial and policy dimensions) as a career options
differently? b) To what extent do internal entrepreneurial traits (personal-psychological
and cultural attributes) and external entrepreneurial traits (financial and policy attributes)
contribute the graduates to choose entrepreneurship as a career?

This research was primarily based on survey design method. The Krejcie and

Morgan formula was used to determine the sample size. Among all the full-time teachers



and owners of the institutional higher secondary schools of Lalitpur district, 171 teachers
and 125 owners were selected (as determined by the sampling formula) randomly as the
sample. The data were collected using a structured questionnaire, and they were analyzed
using descriptive statistics, t/ ANOVA test and multiple regression.

The analysis revealed that psychological and cultural traits were the most
influencing factors to develop entrepreneurial attitude of people among the
entrepreneurial dimensions. The result also indicated that the concern was distinct in
Janajati, other ethnic/ social groups and Dalits. For Janajati and other ethnic/ social
groups, culture played vital role in entrepreneurial perception building but for Dalits,
culture did not have influence to become entrepreneur. The concern was also visible in
financial and policy traits. The unfavorable policy and situation and financial instability
had higher influence on people for not developing their entrepreneurial attitude.

In conclusion, financial and policy traits appeared to be weaker than psychological
and cultural traits of a graduate to choose entrepreneurship as a career. Therefore, it is
suggested that future researchers are to be engaged to explore the reasons by which Nepal
has been falling back from policy support and favorable financial condition to enhance

the entrepreneurship attitude among graduates.

Sagar Mani Neupane,

Degree Candidate
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Background

Why do some people become entrepreneur and others are job seekers? The
question has always become appealing to me. | have experienced many events, which
motivated me to investigate entrepreneurial attitudes of those people. Putting three
different cases into consideration, | have attempted to bring some of the contexts related
to me, my classmates and my relatives about entrepreneurship attitudes.

Case 1: Since the completion of Bachelor Degree in Science (B. Sc) in 2003, |
have been spending more than an hour on reading daily newspapers with the aim to be
updated about vacancies which could be appropriate for me. | always intend to get
information about a better post and better earning than the present condition. Such a habit
and attitude prove that | am an active job seeker.

Further, witnessing my own past experiences, | am compelled to think about the
existence of strong but inverse relationships between entrepreneurial attitudes and an
academic degree or education in general. In support of the statement, | would like to put
the second case.

Case 2: | passed School Leaving Certificate (SLC) in 1998 along with 20 other
classmates. Out of them, 19 of us have passed at least Bachelor degree and one of them
stopped his study after SLC. In contrast with the assumption that education develops
entrepreneurial attitude (Sesen & Pruett, 2014), the friend discontinued his study has been
running his own business of electrical and electronics. Interestingly, he has brought many

innovations in his business such as generator-based electricity supply to his community.



Nonetheless, the remaining of us (who are graduates) become job holders in different
organizations and still are searching for better jobs. This has naturally raised question that
‘Does education reduce the entrepreneurial tendency of people’? Similarly, | have
witnessed reluctance of educated people towards entrepreneurship.

Case 3: One of my relatives works as a branch manager of a government bank.
We usually make lots of discussion about our future professions in our every sitting. In
every sitting, he talks about the need of innovation in professions. In numbers of such
discussions, he has proposed me to invest on education sectors such as ‘Advanced Level
(A- Level)’ or ‘International Baccalaureate (IB) education’. Similarly, he discusses about
different prospects of entrepreneurial sectors where he and | together can invest our time
and resources and apply innovations as entrepreneurs.

Our discussions have never been materialized because neither of us have been
able to take risk of shifting our profession from an ‘intrapreneur’ to an ‘entrepreneur’. My
relative’s elder son has just completed his Master of Business Administration (MBA)
from a reputed university of Nepal scoring a higher Grade Point Average (GPA). Rather
than encouraging his son to become entrepreneur he managed to work in a private bank as
a clerk.

Thus, | have realized that people make a lot of discussion on entrepreneurship but
when times come to make decision, they cannot do what they say. The contexts above
have helped me to think about the different traits and attributes which could affect a
person to become an entrepreneur. The scenario has helped me to ask a number of
questions such as:

a. Is entrepreneurship only a career option of less educated people?
b. Why are many graduates reluctant to choose entrepreneurship as a career?

c. What are the factors which restrict them to become entrepreneurs?



d. Does entrepreneurial behavior come from the gene?

e. Why are some ethnic groups (e.g. the Newar, the Marwari and the Thakali) more
successful entrepreneurs than other ethnic groups?

f. Are culture and entrepreneurial attitudes interrelated?

g. Does social demography of a person affect on his/her entrepreneurial attitude?

In searching answers to the questions; reviewing literatures and bringing
experiences from society, | have realized that the confidence level of a person, family
environment in which he or she grows, financial attributes, leadership skill and risk
bearing skills may affect a person on choosing between entrepreneurship and job seeking
attitude (Baron, 2000; Yabiku & Schlabach, 2009). In this way, it can be stated that there
are some dynamics and traits which motivate a person to choose entrepreneurship as a
career option (Apata, 2015).

As discussed above, some ideas came to my mind. Specially, the concept
‘entrepreneurship’ and its scope drove my interest to answer question “Why do a few
graduates become entrepreneurs and remaining seek day to day jobs? To investigate the
answer to the question, | was interested to study about entrepreneurial attitudes of
teachers and owners of institutional higher secondary schools of Lalitpur district. In
institutional schools, mostly two categories professionals work: teachers and owners.
Thus, to examine the attitude of both entrepreneur and non-entrepreneurs, | have selected
research topic as “Entrepreneurial Traits among School Owners and Teachers in Lalitpur
District”. While conducting this research, | attempted to see how the structure of society
and individual willingness help people to choose entrepreneurship as a career.

| have strong belief that social structure as well as individual interest and

will-power both are equally powerful to develop a person as an entrepreneur. Gidden and



Sutton (2014) claim that individual will-power and risk taking propensity of becoming
entrepreneur and social system both contribute entrepreneurship development.

The recent amendment on the Education Act of Nepal (Government of Nepal,
2016) has provisioned two levels in school education including elementary level (from
grade one to eight) and the secondary level (from grade nine to twelve).Further, the Early
Childhood Development (ECD) levels have also been recognized by the formal system.
Before this amendments of the Act, the school structure of Nepal was divided into four
levels: primary level (from grade one to five), lower secondary level (from grade six to
eight), secondary level (from grade nine and ten) and higher secondary level (from grade
11 and 12). People commonly term the schools which run grades 11 and 12 as Plus Two
(+2) schools/ colleges.

From the stand point of the financing structure and management modality of the
school system, two modes of school exit in Nepal. The government or community schools
in which investment, teacher recruitment and management are entirely controlled and
managed by the government system and privately ones in which the mode of management
can be public trust, private trust, public limited company and private limited company.
These all privately owned schools are called institutional schools. The research has taken
42 private schools running grade 11 and 12 as the sample. The reasons of taking those
schools of Lalitpur district as research site has been described in ‘Rationale of the
Research’.

As mentioned earlier, | have selected research topic Entrepreneurial Traits among
School Owners and Teachers in Lalitpur District. So, key words of the research include
Entrepreneurial Traits and school owners and teachers. Similarly, the guiding
meta- theory of this research was structure agency theory which is elaborated in the

following text.



Structure theorists believe that the established system and structure are stronger
than individual subjectivity whereas the reverse beliefs are held by agency theorists
(Gidden, 1993). While reviewing the literatures of system as well as agency theorists, |
have realized that various factors such as personal willingness, interest and motives as
well as social, economic, cultural and political structures of the society help people to
make their opinions towards entrepreneurial career (Grilo & Thurik, 2005). Historically,
people have been making intellectual debate to confirm the power of structural forces and
individual willingness to mold themselves as entrepreneurs. On the side of the system
theory, Schreiber and Valle (2013), following the Vigostkian social constructivism
model, put forward that learning and understanding of a phenomenon is a social construct
and people make meanings by interacting with others. In contradiction, following
Piagetian cognitive constructivism model, Alves (2014) believes that perception is related
to individual cognitive development and emphasizes that personal beliefs are more
influential than social forces to make a person an entrepreneur. From these debates we
can say that both personal attributes and structural factors have certain levels of influence
on making (or not making) a graduate an entrepreneur. Of course, it can be agreed that
degrees of influences of many factors are obviously different.

Of those many traits of entrepreneurship such as personal, financial, cultural, and
social demographic, not all may have an equal level of contribution. Degree of
contribution of each factor is obviously different. So, for this research, structural and
personal forces which contribute people’s determination of entrepreneurship as a career in
degrees are considered as “Traits of Entrepreneurship”. The traits include personal and
external attributes (Leff, 1979). Lowrey (2003) states that culture, social demography and
personal psychology are the major personal traits of entrepreneurship whereas Patterson

(2006) adds business environment and external stability as vital external traits. Therefore,



the working definition of entrepreneurial traits in this research would be personal and
external attributes which influence a graduate to choose entrepreneurship as a career.

Robert, Peters and Shepherd (2005) have explained entrepreneurship as a dynamic
process. | have realized that there are both risks of loss and opportunities for
strengthening the wealth. A person can be an entrepreneur only when he or she is career
committed and balances the risk and opportunity (Robert, Peters & Shepherd, 2005). So,
working definition of entrepreneurship for this research is as a process of utilization of
capital including social, cultural and economic capital (Bourdieu, 2013) to maximize the
wealth and profit. Thus, entrepreneurship in this research should be understood as any
kind of self-initiated business; industry and service which are intended to maximize the
profit.

Graduates are those who have successfully completed their Master degree (or
above). Here for the research purpose, the working definition of graduates has been
delimited because a substantial number of school owners were found to have completed
their Bachelor level only. So, for this research, graduates are those people who have
successfully completed at least their Bachelor degree and have been either involved as
teacher or owner in private +2 schools in Lalitpur district.

In the recent time +2 schools have become one of the prominent sectors of
massive investments. After the political change of 1990, the education sector became one
of the most fertile areas for investment and had grown as an industry. Therefore, for this
research purpose, +2 owners were considered as entrepreneurs and the teachers of the +2
schools as job seekers (representing non-entrepreneurs).

People choose different professions based on a number of dynamics chiefly such
as their family background, confidence level, future strategic plan, skill of leadership,

conflict management skills and ability to work on pressure (Dean, 2008; Hamilton, 2000;



Patterson, 2006). These dynamics stated by different scholars may not be ideal and may
differ from one situation to other situations (Dean, 2008). An available or created
profession of a graduate was considered as a career in this research.

Thus, this research has attempted to explore different traits of entrepreneurship
which affect the choice of a career as entrepreneur, and analyzed the magnitude of the
effects of different factors in choosing entrepreneurship as a career.

Rationale and Significance of the Study

Considering the trend of Nepal, students usually join the undergraduate level at
the age of 17 and get graduation at the age of 21. So, regular students can join the
graduate (master) degree at the age of 21 and can complete when they become 23/24
years (University Grants Commission, UGC, 2014). Of the total population of Nepal,
there are approximately 9% of people aged 15-19 years and 21% aged 20-24 years aged
group (Central Bureau of Statistics, CBS, 2014). According to the statistics, 30% people
of Nepal are of age group 15- 24 years. The analysis of Central Bureau of Statistics
(2014) states that most of the people of 15-24 years are full time (ten-to-five) job holders.
The study has categorized different professional choices of graduates in terms of
percentage (for detail see Annex 2). However, it does not tell about the situation and
statistics of entrepreneurship. So, the statistics shows that very few graduates have
remarkably chosen entrepreneurship as their profession in Nepal.

Entrepreneurial attitudes and practices are the major components of the economic
development of a nation (Baumol, 1990). Looking the data of Nepal, we do not find
encouraging figure of entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial activities (Central Bureau of
Statistics, 2014). In this line, Papzan, Afsharzade and Moradi (2013) claim that most of
the people do not have courage to take risks; nonetheless, risk taking behavior is one of

the major characteristics of entrepreneurship. Further, they argue that most of the people



consider entrepreneurship as a second option. Thus, addressing the question ‘what were
the traits which catalyze graduates to choose (or not choose) entrepreneurship as a
career’, this research can contribute to the fulfillment the knowledge gap as the
relationship between different factors which clarify the question that why
entrepreneurship becomes the second choice among the graduates has been explored from
this study.

Finding the degree of the effect of each trait would be beneficial for me as a
researcher as | have been giving a higher preference to a job rather than entrepreneurial
work. By diagnosing traits and dimensions and overcoming barriers | may find some
rooms where | can change myself from an intrapreneur to an entrepreneur.

Besides myself, this research would be helpful for many other university
graduates who are job seekers. The finding of this research would be useful for them to
overcome the reluctant attitude of being entrepreneurs. This research would be fruitful for
them to find the alternative idea to create self and respected employment. This research
has developed some models describing entrepreneurial traits with different factors. The
models would be the beginning point for the future researchers to diagnosis of many
issues regarding entrepreneurship.

Statement of the Problem

As mentioned above, following the literatures | comprehended that job has
become our first priority and we do not prefer to go for entrepreneurship. In the same line,
Papzan, Afsharzade and Moradi (2013) in their one of the studies found that graduates
choose entrepreneurship as a second option and they prefer to have a job. Many graduates
invest their time and energy for seeking an appropriate job (Sesen & Pruett, 2014).
Working eight hours a day (9.00 am to 5.00 pm) and earning certain amount at the end of

the month sounds safer and an easy job than handling an organization or business



enterprise. Most of the graduates do not like to go for an entrepreneurship and this trend
indeed degrades the economic condition of country by increasing the consumerist
attitude. Education and the demand of employment do not correspond with each other in
developing countries so, the students of those countries have to face lots of problems to
get employment (Yabiku & Schlabach, 2009). So, not every graduate may fit for the job
that he or she expects to obtain from their graduation. Thus, many problems associated
with graduates to choose entrepreneurship as a career exist. Scholars, such as, George and
Zahra (2002) believe that financial investment is one of the major constraints for this.
Similarly, the flow of human capital from one nation to another and from one geography
to another could be another problem; the charm of jobs and unhealthy competition in it
may be another problem for the development of entrepreneurship (Hamilton, 2000).

Developing the research idea, | conducted a pre-study by taking in-depth
interview of a few university graduates. The pre-study results show minimal effects of
money and other resources on the choice of entrepreneurship as a career. In contrast with
the effect of resources, the study revealed that innovation and risk taking capacity were
the major factors of entrepreneurship. The data showed that many educated people from
Nepal want to go abroad for some reasons. The record of Ministry of Education (2015)
reflects that more than 15000 graduates try to go to abroad in search of better benefits and
facilities from Nepal every year.

Why do many graduates want to go abroad for employment? The question may
not have a single answer. Grilo and Thurki (2005) state that social forces and personal
beliefs play a vital role to search alternatives. For me, reluctant from entrepreneur career
is a reflection of societal construct where job holders with good remunerations and salary
receive higher social status than an entrepreneur such a shopkeeper. The mismatch of

education and demand of the entrepreneurial world also restricts graduates choosing
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entrepreneurship as a career option (Peng, Lu, & Kang, 2012). This has led graduates to
entrepreneurship as a second career choice.

An empirical research study conducted by Suwal and Dahal (2014) states that the
number of entrepreneurs was decreased by 43.32 percentage points from the year 2001 to
2011 and the number of job holders has been increased by 11.85 percentage point within
the same interval. The data indicate that number of entrepreneurs have not increased as
the need of growing number of perspective employees. On the another hand, the number
of graduates enrollment has an increasing trend, the Gross Enrollment Rate (GER) of
Bachelor level of year 2001 was less than 10% however, at present it is 21.80%
(University Grants Commission, 2014). Thus, an increasing number of graduates with a
decreasing trend of entrepreneurship has brought a serious concern in development
dynamics of Nepal.

Considering the above concerns, many questions arise in my mind with regards to
entrepreneurship. Why do graduates not prefer entrepreneurship? How is
entrepreneurship related to societal, cultural, social-demographic and personal
dimensions? What is the degree of influence of external attributes such as business
environment and political stability in the country for attitude formation? Why do 1000
times as many applicants apply for the Public Service Commission vacancies? The
answers to the questions are different at different times, place and circumstances. A
prominent problem is associated with entrepreneurship that graduates do not prefer to go
for entrepreneurship but they favor a job, so they use their creativity and innovation for
the search of a job.

Thus, the statement of problem of this research is: Due to the reluctance of
graduates choose entrepreneurship as a career option, consumerism has increased

(Lowery, 2003). The underutilization of the educated brains has challenged the idea
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where education is considered as human capital (Peng & Kang, 2012). This has ultimately
degraded the economic development of the country and would ultimately lead the country
to the vicious cycle of under-development (Lowery, 2003). Thus, to reach the root of the
problem, this research intended to find out the degree of influence of different dynamics
affecting the graduates’ choice of entrepreneurship as a career option.

Purpose of the Study

The main purpose of this research was to examine the traits that significantly

contribute to the graduates’ choice of entrepreneurship as a career. More specifically, the
purpose of this research was to find the effect of social demographical differences on the
graduates’ entrepreneurial attitude. Similarly, the research has also intended to find out
the contributing attributes and their strengths that help the graduates to choose (or not to
choose) entrepreneurship as a career.

Research Questions
The study has the following research questions:

1. Do social demographic factors such as gender, age, ethnicity/ social group,
education and family history of entrepreneurship make graduates perceive the
internal traits of entrepreneurship (psychological dimension and cultural
dimension) and the external traits of entrepreneurship (financial dimension and
policy dimension) as a career options differently?

2. To what extent do the internal entrepreneurial traits (personal psychological and
cultural attributes) and the external entrepreneurial traits (financial and policy

attributes) contribute to their choice of entrepreneurship as a career?
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter makes a thorough review of related literature. First, the definitions of
‘entrepreneur’ and ‘entrepreneurship’ have been discussed. Then the different traits of
entrepreneurship have been enlightened in relation with entrepreneurship development
attitude of people. Further, taking the structure- agency theory as a basis of describing the
graduates’ attitude, discussions have been made focusing on ‘how systems and
individuals attitude and socio-cultural-economic condition of a country help people to be
entrepreneur’. The existing policies and empirical analysis, knowledge and the research
gap have been summarized.

Thematic Review

In this part, | have explained different aspects of entrepreneurship. How internal
and external traits of entrepreneurship help people to choose entrepreneurship as a career
option is described. Taking personal and external factors of entrepreneurship in sequence,
the reviews are divided into some sub-headings. First, the definitions and understandings
of ‘entrepreneur’ and ‘entrepreneurship’ are explained. Later, psychological as well as
socio-demographic factors that contribute to the turning of graduates into entrepreneurs
have been explained with a special consideration of personal attributes as prominent
factors. Similarly, in the second part of the thematic review, the relation of
entrepreneurship with the external factors is discussed. The external factors are described
in terms of political aspects including policy aspects and resources and networking

aspects.
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The Entrepreneur and Entrepreneurship

Under this heading | start with the general understanding of entrepreneurs. An
innovative person who establishes new business environment can be known as an
entrepreneur. Following Douglas and Sherpherd (2002), entrepreneurs are those people
who modify the existing products or ideas or/and create new products, services or ideas
for capital formation. Many scholars believe that entrepreneurship as only structure
driven or only agency driven. Douglas and Shepherd (2002) accept entrepreneurs as
people with strong belief in self and find the opportunity in the market by accepting
various kinds of risk. My personal stand as a researcher is directed by the principle of a
balance between these two. So, | would define an entrepreneur as a confident and
innovative person who tries to convert risk into capital for the success. Further, in favor
of structure Parson (2005) believes that entrepreneurship is less affected by personal
beliefs but it is highly contributed by the existing systems. Profit maximization is possible
only when a favorable situation exists.

Similarly, accepting many scholars such as Raposo and do Paco (2010),
entrepreneurship as a phenomenon is what an entrepreneur does. | comprehend that how a
person deals with an organization and how he or she maximizes the profit from his or her
firm is the entrepreneurial phenomenon. Limiting the definition only to the market I
would accept that an entrepreneur always seeks to get benefits from the market by
satisfying the needs of market demand. To do so, he or she intends to bear risks to
maximize the profit (Shaver, Gartner, Crosby, Bakalarov & Gatewood, 2001).Going
beyond the above saying | would like to link entrepreneurship with innovation. From this
perspective, | accept the concept of entrepreneurship as a process of innovation where
people choose the entrepreneurship option as a career. Whatever the risk, entrepreneurs

are self-guided people who see lots of opportunities on their agency which we call human
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potential. Further, emphasizing the entrepreneur with benefits, Shaver, et.al. (2001) state
that entrepreneurship involves bringing about change to achieve some tangible or non—
tangible benefits. Direct benefit may be financial or the benefits from other resources
whereas non—tangible benefits may include social network of an entrepreneur (Shaver,
et.al., 2001). Therefore, an entrepreneur has to recognize his or her self-capacity in wider
society.

From the above discussions, it becomes clear that entrepreneurs are individuals
who take risks and bring innovation and convert them into capital. Entrepreneurship is a
dynamic process which contributes to the development of make economically sound and
able society.
Psychological Aspects and Entrepreneurship

Personal willingness has a greater role to make a person an entrepreneur. Thinking
about entrepreneurship, many questions arose in my mind. Why are some people willing
to bear more risk than others? Why do people have different perspectives on the
entrepreneurship career? Reviewing the literatures, | realized that successful
entrepreneurs think differently from other persons in several aspects do. Baron (2000)
says that such peculiar characteristics of people to become entrepreneurs are acquired by
their birth. Emphasizing born-entrepreneurs concept (which assumes that an entrepreneur
brings a leadership ability and has bold decision making capacity by birth), it is argued
that personal willingness is more powerful than the societal induction to become an
entrepreneur. | am convinced with Raposo and do Paco (2010) who state that
entrepreneurs are ready to decide the things which benefit them. However, it may not be
in favor of other people. This shows the boldness and self-centrism of the entrepreneurs.
Baron (2000) gives a strong emphasis to structure and stresses that a competent

entrepreneur develops high social capital (Bourdieu, 1986) which he or she can change
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into the economic capital. In contrast to the born-entrepreneur concept, Sinha (1996)
values the continuous effort and appropriate education to change people into
entrepreneurs. Sinha (1996) claims that entrepreneurial attitude is developed through
trainings or interventions. Further, he clarifies that such trainings are heavily influenced
by the assumption that personality factors such as achievement motivation plays a crucial
role in creative business activities.

Baron (1998) values human cognition. He states that cognitive processes of people
are far from absolute rationality and our rational construction is heavily influenced by a
bias and errors. So, taking reference from many circumstances and accepting the
researchers’ view entrepreneurs often work in situations and under conditions that would
be expected to maximize the impact of such factors. Focusing further on personal bias,
Baron (1998) further describes that entrepreneurs face situations that tend to overload
their information-processing capacity which may lead to different decision than desired.
Thus, Baron (1998) and Birzi, et. al. (2012) contradict with to each other in terms of
personal psychology and degree accuracy of decision on time. Bizri, et. al. (2012) have
great belief on mentally bold and strong of entrepreneurs. They state that entrepreneurs
take risk because for their self-development. Thus, people differ according to their
capacity to perceive uncertainty based on cultural values and bias. However, referring to
Bizri et. al. (2012) again, | found that entrepreneurs can handle such things easily for
development despite anxiety and stress and undesirable elements for entrepreneurship.

While concluding the psychological aspect, we conclude that an entrepreneur can
change the risk and other challenges into opportunities. Thus, they are different from

other people who are merely bound within the job seeking attitude.
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Social Demographical Aspects and Entrepreneurship

Referring to the claim of Patterson (2006) sex, geography, age, ethnicity/social
groups and family history of entrepreneurship are some social demographical aspects
which support or constrict to develop entrepreneurship attitude in people. In some cases,
researchers such as Phuong and An (2016) have found that males are more successful
entrepreneurs than females. However, research conducted by Patterson (2006) found no
significant difference in the achievements owned by males or females. Whereas, the
Nepalese context, a majority of females have been limited indoors only as a housewives.
This indicates that there is less chance further to get involved in any kind of
entrepreneurial work.

A stereotype of thinking exists among people who believe that middle age persons
are good in their entrepreneurship because of their long experience and maturity. In
contrast with the consideration that the decision made by such aged people is better than
other aged people, Bonnet and Furnham (1991) claim that there is no age bar to be a good
entrepreneur. | would argue this statement by taking an example of Facebook owner Mr.
Mark Zuckerberg who is known as one of the most successful young entrepreneurs.
Referring to Mr. Zukerberg’s achievement, we cannot say that age is a factor influencing
entrepreneurial success.

Nepal has adopted entrepreneurship education as a part of education where
universities provide both theoretical and practical aspects related to the entrepreneurship
(Kathmandu University School of Management, 2016; Tribhuvan University Faculty of
Management, 2006). By the help of such education, students are expected to learn about
the trend of labor force, market situation and the human resource. Knowing such things
about entrepreneurship is very important to be a successful entrepreneur. In contradiction

from the view point of the decreasing percent point of entrepreneur in last decade (Central
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Bureau of Statistics, 2014), we can claim that in Nepal entrepreneurial education has not
been able to make significant contribution to the motivation of students to become
entrepreneurs.

Knowing the social values and norms of a particular area is very important to
start-up new ventures. Sesen and Pruett (2014) state that knowledge about the social
demographic situation of the area where we run our venture is very important to be a
successful entrepreneur. In other words, social demography plays vital role to make
people entrepreneurs.

Culture as a Dominant Social Demographic Aspect of Entrepreneurship

The culture where an individual grows up molds entrepreneurial attitude of the
individual. Emphasizing on culture George and Zahra (2002) remark that
entrepreneurship needs venture creating attitudes which are cultural products. They
further say that innovative ways to solve problems, risk taking attitude and capacity are
highly influenced by the cultural set up of a person. In practice, certain cultural groups
have high entrepreneurial spirit. | witness that many business people of Nepal are from
the Newar community and | believe that they have been culturally grown up to become
entrepreneurs. Thus, it can be said that different cultures perceive benefits differently.

In the same line, culture is important in any dimension of entrepreneurship as it
determines the attitudes of individuals towards the initiation of entrepreneurship
(Mugnai& Ogot, 2003). Some cultural groups have a tendency to challenge themselves.
They want to do something innovative. Thus, culture is highly influential because it has
the capacity to mold a person to be confident and a risk taker.

Political Aspects and Entrepreneurship
Policies and priorities are determined by politics. The political aspects of a

country have direct effect on people to choose entrepreneurship as a career. If we observe
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our national context, numerous political changes have directly influenced the national
policies and priority sectors. Despites other aspects, policy facilitation and supports are
major external forces to grow entrepreneurial culture in the country. Accepting the
structuration theory, the political system can change the attitude of people to be
entrepreneurs and people can change the system to enhance entrepreneurial activities
(Gidden, 1993). Entrepreneurship is very useful for the country and it has a high value for
innovation and structural changes (Apata, 2015). Political changes are major structural
changes. These structural changes bring changes in priorities of the nation. Therefore,
political changes a play vital role in development of entrepreneurship as they influence
the attitude of people (Baumol, 1990). A country can have better economic development
by entrepreneurial development.

Thus, political situation (political instability) of a country influences the
entrepreneurship aspect of graduates of a country negatively. For example, if a country
has a stable government then people feel easy to start and grow their business. Usually,
under an unstable government, the policy does not have stability so, it is risk for an
entrepreneur to grow and implement innovative idea.

Resource and Networking Aspects and Entrepreneurship

Discussing about resources, two resources including financial resources and social
resourcesare considered as major resources required for entrepreneurship (Borch, Huse &
Senneseth, 1999). Accepting the view of people, financial and social resources are very
crucial for the startup and growth of the enterprises. Linking with resource and
networking, Bourdieu (1986) defines social capital, cultural capital and financial capital
as means of accumulated energy which are easily transferable from one state to another.
Here linking with the capital theme, Bourdieu (1986) has defined resources as the

economic capital and the networking as the social and cultural capital and he further
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emphasizes that each capitals interchangeable and transferable. In this background, |
comprehend that economic capital can easily be converted into social capital and vice
versa. Therefore, an entrepreneur needs both modes of capital viz. social capital and
economic capital. If a person has very good economic capital, he or she can convert it into
the social capital (hame, fame and prestige) and an entrepreneur easily can convert the
social networking to make better economic capital and different ways of income
generations.

Resource is considered as the most powerful aspect to choose entrepreneurship as
a career. Emphasizing the importance of resources (labor, capital and material)
entrepreneurs have more resources. They can have plenty of options to develop better and
more effective the strategies (Borch, Huse & Senneseth, 1999). Resource in terms of
economic and other materials are required to start an entrepreneurship. Thus, to start a
business, both financial and networking resources are needed and these capitals may be
gained from many sectors.

The statement “financial source is one of the most important factors of
entrepreneurship” is a taken-for-granted idea because our mindset is pre-occupied to
accept that without sufficient investment we cannot even think about entrepreneurship.
Grilo and Thurik (2005) focus the importance of financial resources in their paper about
entrepreneurship. They emphasized that financial barriers restrict people to choose
entrepreneurship as a career option. This means, besides many factors, for a graduate to
choose entrepreneurship as the career option, financial support is one of the crucial
factors.

Again, in contrast with saying that production is major entrepreneurial sector, |
would like to put a point that starting a business or producing a product is not sufficient to

be a successful entrepreneur. For example: when a product is produced then it should go
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to the market. To sell such products, we need a chain and network. It may be social
network or business networks. Therefore, most of the entrepreneurships require strong
network. Emphasizing the value of network, Bayon, Vaillant and Lafuente (2015)
claimed that social networks have a large meaning to establish and sustain the enterprise.
Further, they highlight the utilization of the networks and relation which play vital roles
for mobilizing complementary resources, getting support and help, and establishing
sustainable business relations. In this background, it can be concluded that for the growth
of a firm, an entrepreneur should be able to maintain sound relationships and networks.
The network could be in the form of competition or the supplementary force to strengthen
the business environment and entrepreneurship.

Therefore, demography, culture, economic status, interpersonal communicative
capacity, risk bearing capacity are the major contributing dimensions which affect a
person to choose (or not to choose) an entrepreneurship option as a career.

Theoretical Review

In this section, I have discussed how different social theories describe the
entrepreneurial attitude of a person with the system based and the personal based theories
into consideration, attitude formation of graduates towards entrepreneurship has been
discussed.

Entrepreneurial Attitude and Social Theory

Baron (2000) believes that society and existing structure both are the molding
factors to construct the perception of people in one way or another. In favor of structure,
Parson (2005) states that a person is merely a follower of the system and structure,
whereas in contradiction; Alves (2015) argues that a person has the capacity to change the
perceptions and beliefs. In this reference they focus on two aspects. The first aspect

describes society as the composition of individual where individuals mold the entire
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subjectivism of the society whereas the second aspects illustrates individual as a unit of
society and he or she acts how society/ structure makes him act.

An individual’s subjectivism is vital to develop the entrepreneurial attitude. While
reviewing the literature in the theme ‘psychological aspects of entrepreneurship’ | have
discussed the risk of loss, personal skill, fear of failure and hardworking habit as personal
traits of entrepreneurship. From the discussion, it is known that if a person is bold enough
to overcome such factors he or she can be an entrepreneur. This phenomenon can be
described by using agency theory (Blummer, 2005). Agency theory says that everyone
has the potential of being an entrepreneur as he or she is a human. On the other hand,
other factors such culture, business environment, demography and external stability are
vital elements of entrepreneurship and these are beyond the control of individual capacity.
These can be described as structure theories (Blummer, 2005). Therefore, to see the
entrepreneurial behavior of an individual, we should not limit ourselves to the macro
theories like functionalism and of course micro theories like interactionism too.
Therefore, | comprehend that both agency and structure are the concepts which are
equally important to describe entrepreneurial traits of graduates. Hence, the theoretical
ground of my study is the structure agency theory.

System theorists believe that people are assimilated with the social structure and
so develop entrepreneurial attitudes. The main claim of structure theory is to see society
as a system. It believes that if each system in the society functions properly, society is
functioning well (Mahner & Bungett, 2001). System theorists define structure in three
different forms: social structure, physical structure and cultural structure (Parson, 2005).
In a structure, social factors are related to the ego of an individual or a group but physical
factors do not have any connection with ego, however; both social and physical factors

are means and conditions for ego. Further, cultural elements are the by-product of ego,
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they are; nonetheless, the constructive elements of personality (Parson, 2005). This means
that personal discretions do not come from vacuum but are merely the effects of the
structural phenomenon. Linking the view of Parson, we can say that the risk-taking
behavior and innovation are the effects on a person of the physical, societal and cultural

world. Parson (2005) is presented diagrammatically in figure 1.
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Idea adapted idea from Gidden (1993)

Figure 1. Cultural Effect on Individual and Vice-versa

Figure 1 reveals that cultural pattering is highly influential to the individual
action. Interactions between individual actions also contribute to the development of
culture. However, the role of individual action is weak to change the entire system.
System is dominant for attitude development and in this circumstance human actions are
merely the reflection of the structures. According to Parson (2005), the entrepreneurial
attitude of a person, decision making capacity, innovation and risk taking competence are
the social and cultural influence on people to become entrepreneur.

Considering the conflict theorists such as Marx; Gaarder (1995) in her popular
book Sophie’s World says that Superstructure viz. religions, morals, art, philosophy and
science are influential to idea construction. According to her, Marxists believe that people
thinking a materialist way they are only actors to act and think what superstructures make
them act and think. Marx & Engels (1987) believe that without the destruction of the
superstructure, we cannot get rid of our hegemonized mindset. The hegemonized mindset,

a byproduct of superstructure always makes people accept the voices of authorities
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(Gramsci, 2005). The acceptance of authority results ultimately to symbolic violence
(Bourdieu, 1986) where some people gain power without any efforts. Going through these
kinds of Marxist and post- Marxist theories, it can be argued that the entrepreneurial
attitude of a graduate is merely what his/her society and culture teach him or her.

Considering structure as more powerful than individual subjectivism, Ree and
Urmson (2005) argue that structures lie beyond individual control and consciousness. We
can notice the contrasting opinion between Blumer (2005) and Ree and Urmson (2005).
Blumer (2005) argues that existing social thoughts which do not accept the existence of
individuality, nonetheless; it assumes human beings to be merely organisms just respond
to the forces which play upon them. Referring to the structure favored views, human
beings only act what the social forces intends them to act and they decide what they are
supposed to decide. The system theorists argue that no person becomes an entrepreneur
unless he or she has favorable surroundings, societies and cultures. Nonetheless, it is hard
to accept the above mentioned things because the answer to the question ‘Why do the
second generation of many entrepreneurs choose a profession other than
entrepreneurship’?

In contrast with structure theorists; agency theorists believe in the individual
capacity. They accept, a person could be an entrepreneur and his or her sibling may be a
job seeker. The theory values individuality and describes the system and structure as
nothing than the facilitating environment. It values individualism and accepts personal
interest as the major factor to choose entrepreneurship as a career option. Referring to
Blumer (2005), it can be said that human interactions are possible by symbols and the
meaning of symbols differs for every individual. This signifies that different people have
different layers of understanding and attitudes. Individual can utilize power to strengthen

the structure but the individual is always more powerful than the structure (Porter, 2005).
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One of the prominent conflict theorists Gramsci (2005), in his writing
‘Intellectual’ describes that an individual who can utilize the given situation (Field as
described by Bourdieu, 1986) can easily gain power. Thus from his perspective actors are
stronger than the structure. Action can manipulate the structure to exercise the power.
Further, Gramsci (2005) in his radical view towards entrepreneurship says that an
entrepreneur creates a technician and enhances innovation. Further, technicality and
innovations are the forces to create a new culture and legal system. Thus, the elaboration
of the social phenomenon is under the control of the entrepreneur

An individual can utilize the given structure to advance his or her control and also
has the ability to alter the systems as per needs. This is true for me. For example, most of
the people in Nepal believe political instability has reduced entrepreneurial activities.
However, we witness the expansion of such activities in some areas such as microfinance,
cooperative sectors and the real estate business. Thus, referring to Gramsci (2005),
society may not value an individual but his or her innovation, and the capacity to create
employment for others would definitely provide his or her name and faith. Name and
faith which are gained by the structure, help him or her to achieve a better position in
society and ultimately the person can gain capability to change the society and structure
in his or her favor.

Thus, discussing the structure and agency debate, it can be argued that Giddens’
Structure-Agency theory is more balanced. This is because Giddens not only has focused
on individual capability but also given an equal value to the system. In the same line, he
clarifies that structures have a lot of intervention to mold a person for the formation of
perception. Further, an actor can bring innovation in the structure (Gidden& Sutton,
2014). On the other hand, the system is equally interventional for his or her activities.

Therefore, to be an entrepreneur, personal traits and risk taking capacity are the agency
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level aspects whereas political scenario, demographic orientation and existing social
values are also equally significant factors for a person to be an entrepreneur.

Gidden (1993) emphasizes that the function of the actor and the rationale of the
functions are evaluated by the structures in the moral grounds. Moral grounds can be
created by the individual agencies. To balance, a person must be assimilated with the

given moral ground. Figure 2 reveals Giddens’ idea diagrammatically.
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Figure 2. Structure and Agency Duality
This means no structure and agency are complete. For them to be complete there should
be strong supplementary interrelationship between both of them.

The discussion shows that an argument from only one view never complete. From
the holistic view, we need to take both under consideration. In line with the holistic view
Gidden (1993) says that no structure can work by the individual effort and no individual
can grow without the influence of the structure. This means the actor perspective is both
the cause and effect of the system perspective. The system can alter the thinking of a
person and of course a person can alter the system. Family profession is influential for the
career of a person. Conversely, a person can influence the overall interest area of a

family. This is applicable to the greater systems as well.
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Policy Review

Most of the policy documents of Nepal have ensured personal freedom. There are
some specific policies which promote entrepreneurship in one way or others. Some of the
policies which directly or indirectly relate to the entrepreneurial system are summarized
below.

The Constitution of Nepal (Government of Nepal, 2015), which is being
implemented for a year, has provisioned some aspects of fundamental rights. It ensures
the promotion of any kinds of entrepreneurial activity in the country. Article 17.2 (f)
states that people have freedom to undergo any kinds of employment or entrepreneurial
activities. Thus, the constitution does not restrict people from choosing any types of
entrepreneurship as a career. Similarly, in the article regarding right to equality, it has
ensured equality and no discrimination of people by their profession, ethnicity, social
groups and gender. It means, everyone can choose their desired profession. Article 18.1
has provisioned that no profession or entrepreneurial activities are preserved for any
specific gender, geography and ethnic or social groups.

The Constitution of Nepal has provisioned the right to property and declares
“Every citizen shall, subject to laws, have the right to acquire, enjoy own, sell, have
professional gains, and otherwise utilize, or dispose of property” (Government of Nepal,
2016, Article No. 25.1). This means people can own their own property and utilize it.
There is no state-restriction in the limit of earning and utilization at all. Thus, it can be
concluded that, this article indeed is a motivational policy for the entrepreneurs that they
can acquire and sell their professional achievement. Further, the Article 42 has ensured
the positive discrimination for minorities. So, the state can provide some kinds of

reservation to promote entrepreneurial activities for the minorities as well.
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Entrepreneurship is one of the major activities of economic dynamism. Supporting
the same statement the Constitution of Nepal in its directive principle states that
economic activities will be promoted in the coordination of cooperatives, public and
private sectors (Government of Nepal, Article 50.3). Further, supporting the directives in
the State Policies section in Article 50, the constitution has emphasized maximum
utilization of available recourses for the strengthening of fair, accountable and
competitive activities in economic resources for development of the nation.

Thus, the articles and sub-articles of the Constitution are obviously in favor of the
economic development of the nation via entrepreneurship. So, by our major policy
document, there are no any restrictions to enhance entrepreneurship. The Constitution
also discloses that people can conduct their economic activities in any provinces as well.
Thus, there are no legal hindrances to entrepreneurship in the nation.

The Preamble of the Industrial Enterprises Act highlights on the enhancement of
the environment of entrepreneurship activities. It has focused that the state would work
for the development of economy of country; the environment of entrepreneurship will be
created even by giving some sorts of supports as stated. In the same line, the Economic
Act has divided the industries as cottage, small, medium and large and has ensured the
private property right. It says that private property will not be taken by the government.
This means an entrepreneur can perform his or her activities without any kinds of state
interventions. The law has prioritized the following areas as the entrepreneurial areas viz.
farm and forest based, engineering (farming and industrial machines), fuel saving and
pollution reduction, refining garbage, construction (road, bridge, tunnel, ropeway, flying
bridge, trolleybus, tram hospital and nursing homes), ayurbedic, homeopathic and other
traditional medicine production as well as the production of requirements for challenged

people like wheel chair, cold storage for the storage of agricultural products, fruits and
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vegetables. The above prioritized areas university graduates from a general stream are not
addressed properly. Similarly, most of service entrepreneurial sectors where graduates
can perform better are also missing from the nation’s policy.

Industrial Enterprises Development Institute Act, 2053 (1996) has focused on
need of the entrepreneur. It states that “Whereas it is expedient to develop industrial
business by addressing the need for entrepreneurship, quality management, technology
and technical human resource by strengthening national economy through the
development of the industrial sector”” (Government of Nepal, 1996, Preamble). Thus, this
act has envisioned for the development of innovative practices in entrepreneurship.

In Tribhuvan University Act and policies either, there is no special provision for
entrepreneurship. TU Act 1992 and Some Nepal Acts Amendments 2003 emphasize the
preparation of capable human resources required for the overall development of Nepal by
imparting standard higher education, doing research works into various fields, protecting
and developing national culture and tradition especially in the fields of arts, science,
technology and vocation” (Government of Nepal, 2003). This means still we do not find
the direct linkage of objectives of the study and entrepreneurship. Tribhuvan University
which constitutes more than 80% of the total students in higher education (UGC, 2014)
even does not focus on its policies to enhance entrepreneurial activities.

Kathmandu University, in its vision states “To become a world class university
devoted to bringing knowledge and technology to the service of mankind”. That means
the university encourages its students to utilize knowledge and technology for betterment
of human being. However, still the focus on entrepreneurship is not very clear from the
vision. The focus is whether to be an entrepreneur or to become an employee is still

vague.
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The Ministry of Education (2015) discussed about the gap between education
investment, production and academic efficiency and effectiveness on its ‘Challenges” of
the Higher Education Policy. This means despite of a larger investment in the higher
education sector, the product is not up to the standard as expected. The document focuses
on quality education. It seeks direct relationship between an education degree and its
effects. It has envisioned that education development plan and human resource
development plan need to be directly interrelated. It has focused on output/ outcome
based education. The policy concentrates on the creation of larger employment and
enhancement of entrepreneurship via quality and competitive higher education. Thus,
higher education policy will be helpful in the future to guide the remaining higher
education policies such as university acts and regulations to focus on entrepreneurial
activities of the graduates.

Empirical Review

When we observe the employment status, we find that more than 54% of the
youth are still underemployed or unemployed. Nepal Living Standard Survey (Central
Bureau of Statistics, 2011) shows that 22% of the youth are not employed at all, whereas
32% are underemployed among these 54% people. If we consider 21% graduates among
the youth (University Grants Commission, 2011), it comes that more than 10% of the
graduates are still struggling for employment.

Research conducted by Karki (2010/11) finds the political instability and other
milieu causes as the major contributors to the degradation of an entrepreneurial
environment. The research work shows that Nepal is in 116™ position out of 183 nations
having entrepreneurial environment. Further, it also shows a comparative figure of Nepal
and Singapore for the entrepreneurial environment. The findings of the study show that

legal procedures and number of days as compared to Nepal and Singapore are 96:4 and
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7:3 respectively. Further, Karki finds that Nepal has not been able enough to protect
investors. The study shows a very low rank of Nepal compared to Singapore i.e. 74" and
29 respectively in protecting investments. In the same line, the World Bank has published
its report about the logistic performance index in 2016. The index describes the situation
of logistics chain in the country. The report shows that Nepal has fallen back from
creating favorable logistics management. Logistics management is directly or indirectly
associated with entrepreneurship development. Out of the 160 countries, Nepal’s position
is 124™. This shows that Nepal has to do a lot to make the business environment
favorable. Germany gets 4.23 points and holds the first position whereas Nepal’s score is
only 2.38 indicating customs clearance, infrastructure development, international
shipments, logistics competence, tracking and tracing mechanism and timeliness work
completion are not very systematic and firmed in Nepal (Arvis, et. al., 2016). The report
further figures out that Nepal is lagging in creating favorable business environment than
its neighboring countries such as India (score 3.42), Pakistan (score 2.92) and China
(score 4.07).

The main ladder of the development of the country is entrepreneurial attitude. It
can be achieved only through favorable external and internal environment. Pathak and
Gyawali (2010/11) pointed out from their research that micro—finance, a major
entrepreneurial activity, is one of the appropriate tools for poverty alleviation in Nepal.
They concluded that Nepal has been lagging in the proper utilization of the local
resources to generate further employment. They claim that the proper mobilization of
local resources is one of the key elements of development. Their study shows that
graduates have not been interested in micro-finance activities. This means graduates are
taking entrepreneurship as a second option. The study shows that people involved in

taking micro finance facility are 20 to 60 years of aged group. Forty two percent of them
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are in the age group of 31 years to 40 years. Seventy six percent the respondents are
below School Leaving Certificate or merely literate. This means educated people do not
actively take part in micro-finance activities leading to deterioration in the entrepreneurial
attitude.

Tambunan (2009) indicated from his research that empowering women is one of
the key elements of development. Women entrepreneurship plays a vital role in
development. Further, the same research found that the status of Nepal in gender
empowerment is lagging behind. The research shows that gender equity index is 44,
gender envolvement in education is 61.1 and that of ecoonomic index is 57.0 and overall
the empowerment index is only 15.3. This means half of the poeple are lagging in
entrepreneual activities. In the same line Bushell (2008) remarks: ‘entrepreneurship for
women... a journey out of poverty and a march towards equality” (p. 549). This signifies
that entrepreneusship is one of the key aspects of women empowerment.

Bushell (2008) claimed that the cultural aspectis one one of the key factorsfor
graduates to choose entrepreneurship as a career option. Sobel, Dutta and Roy (2010)
found in thier cross sectoinal study that certain cultural makeups boost the rate of
entrepresurhip activities. We can compare the same fact to our certian ethnic and social
groups such as Marwari, Thakali and Newar communities. We witness that these
communities are more orieted to entreprenurial activities than any other communities in
the Nepalese society.

Conceptual Framework

The exploration of literatures reveals that the entrepreneurial attitude of a graduate
is determined by many factors. Political stability and economic stability are the major
dynamics as the policy and provision are determined by political stability. If a person

does not have any economic privilege; he or she cannot go for any kinds of
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entrepreneurship. Such privilege by law is determined by the political situation of the
nation. Similarly, the psychological aspect, demography, business environment and
culture are the major dynamics of a person to choose entrepreneurship as his or her
career.

The conceptual framework of this study is presented in the diagrammatic form in
figure 3.

The diagrammatic representation of the conceptual framework of study indicates
that the entrepreneurial attitude of graduates depends upon their socio-cultural
environment and their own willingness to choose entrepreneurship as a career. These
factors can be divided into two traits including internal traits and external traits. Based on
the literature review, it can be said that the internal traits of entrepreneurship can be
further explained from the demographic factors, psychological factors and cultural
factors. Similarly, the external traits can be explained from two different components
including financial factors and policies. Gender, ethnicity, age group, education status and
family history of the entrepreneur are the major demographic factors by which the
entrepreneurial attitude of graduates can be examined. Further, following Bezzina (2010),
personal psychological traits of entrepreneurship can further be divided into many sub-
components. Some of the major components include need for achievement; self-
sufficiency; ambiguity tolerance; enthusiasm; creativity; locus of control; and risk taking
propensity. The study of social demographic differences in terms of personal
psychological traits of entrepreneurship provides insights to the tendency of personality to

become entrepreneur.
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Figure 3. Conceptual Framework of the Study
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Similarly, Hofstede as cited in Lee (1999) sub-divided four major areas of cultural
factors that help graduates to choose entrepreneurship as a career. The areas are
individualism verses collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance and masculinity
vs. femininity dimension. The first dimension (individualism vs. collectivism) deals with
how culture helps people to get influenced from the structure and system. Similarly, the
second dimension is related to cultural value to prioritize available choices. The third
dimension (uncertainty avoidance) denotes the personal leadership and decision making
power acquired by the culture during odds situation and the fourth one (masculinity vs.
femininity) explains how gender role is defined culturally so that a person is able (not
able) to make entrepreneurial activities.

In terms of the external traits of entrepreneurship, the financial factors can be
considered as one of major components. Gulo (2013) has divided some of important sub-
sectors of financial factors of entrepreneurship. It includes the availability of startup
capital for entrepreneurship. Similarly, financial attributes include the skill of
management of financial resources. It further discusses the ways by which different
structures of the country help people to assist to manage financial resources. Similarly,
the readiness of financial institutions to invest on ideas is another important factor to
motivate a person to become an entrepreneur. Material costs are also considered as one of
the important aspects of entrepreneurship. If the cost is high, obviously people become
reluctant to start their entrepreneurial activities. Besides financial attributes, the policy of
the government of the country plays a vital role in entrepreneurship. Gulo (2013) has
provided some of the sub-areas of policy which are important for entrepreneurship. The
areas cover subsiding policy, clear procedure for entrepreneurship development,

favorable taxation policy, business laws and encouragement strategies of the government.
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Research Gap

There have been various research studies conducted in various aspects of
entrepreneurship. Many researchers have invested lots of time for the development of
theoretical and practical aspects of entrepreneurial barriers. Similarly, many researchers
have focused on economic status and capital for investment. However, personal
willingness is also a prominent factor for entrepreneurship. The present review that
indicates no research has been conducted to find out barriers for Nepali graduates to
choose entrepreneurship as a career option. Similarly, | did not find the past research
which could establish the causal relationship of different traits to choose or not to choose
entrepreneurship option. Many researchers have focused on the individual effects such as
demographic effect, cultural effect and effects of external traits of entrepreneurship.
However, no any comprehensive research to see the combined effects of internal and
external traits of entrepreneurship has been conducted so far. This dissertation aims to

fulfill this literature gap.
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CHAPTER IlI

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The Theoretical Ground of the Study

This is basically the field based research. Having surveyed the perspectives and
the opinions of the graduates (both entrepreneurs and job seekers), using regression
analysis, | have developed models which interrelate of different factors related to
entrepreneurship attitude. Survey method was to collect empirical data from the field. For
the purpose, structured questionnaire was used to collect primary data. Thus, the
theoretical ground for this research is post-positivistic.

The Paradigm of Research of the Study

Taking reference of Creswell (2011), | would like to define entrepreneurial
research paradigm as the general view, idea and trend grounded on assumptions and
social constructs toward entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial attitude. The attitude
towards entrepreneurship was possible to understand by various universally accepted
trends. Finding the graduates’ entrepreneurial behaviors was also facilitated by my own
personal beliefs and values. People perceptions towards entrepreneurship are measurable
and generalizable. In line with Guthrie’s view (2010), | figured out that people’s attitude
and beliefs towards entrepreneurship are systematized thoughts. So, entrepreneurial
attitudes and perceptions of people are quantifiable and measurable. Thus, | comprehend
research paradigm as the accepted constructs (Creswell, 2012) that provides me a specific
lens to observe entrepreneurial behavior of people by following the standard and
objective procedures. So, for me looking the factors that mold graduates to choose

entrepreneurial career are the measurable and expressible knowledge.
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If we examine debates of the academia, two kinds of research paradigms are
distinguished: positivistic and non-positivistic paradigm. These paradigms are useful
describe the dynamics of the graduates choosing entrepreneurship as a career. Some
academia believe that these two paradigms are totally two different poles (Guthrie, 2010).
In contrast with the view, some thinkers believe the demarcating different between
positivism and non-positivism paradigms simply restricts the researcher to views and
horizon (Kumar, 2011). In the same line, Kumar (2011) further emphasizes that there
should not be a restriction of paradigm while conducting research. He said positivist and
non- positivistic paradigms noting than supplement schools of thoughts. However, my
understanding in this regard would be in line with Creswell (2012). | believe in the
existence of a distinct demarcation line between positivism and non-positivism paradigm
because | accept that entrepreneurship attitude either comes from gene or evolve from the
social interactions. | emphasis that exploring entrepreneurial attitudes of graduates are the
matter of facts of social values, norms and ethics. Attitude of graduates towards
entrepreneurship can be measured by scientific procedures and norms.

So, paradigm of my research is post positivistic paradigm and | have considered
that entrepreneurship behavior of people is objectively measurable. In line with post-
positivistic paradigm, | have followed reductionist approach and have accepted causes
determine effects, and vice-versa as my intention is to find out probable relationship
among many variables with the entrepreneurship attitudes. Hence, my position in this
research is guided by post positivistic research paradigm.

Ontology of the Study

Following Tuli (2010), I comprehend that ontology is my beliefs to perceive

reality of the graduates’ attitudes towards entrepreneurship. | believe that the graduates’

attitude towards entrepreneurial traits already exists as reality. As a researcher, my main
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objective is to bring same reality. Kumar (2005) remarks that the degree of bringing the
reality by a researcher depends upon the capacity of an individual. Thus, taking the post
positivistic ontological value, I believe that finding the dynamics of the graduates to
choose entrepreneurship as a career option is to explore reality that already exists. My
main task is to discover the reality by using various means and tools. Therefore, | believe
that reality is outside from me. To bring the reality, | have analysed the views of
entrepreneur as well as non-entrepreneur. Therefore, defining ontology, | accept as true
that the views of entrepreneur and non-entrepreneur already exist. Understanding about
the reality is guided by the philosophy of the single reality.
Epistemology of the Study

Following Creswell (2011), | have considered objectivity of knowledge to dig out
the factors that form career decision aligned with entrepreneurship in those graduates. To
take reference from Tuli (2010), | explain epistemology as a confirmation of what and
how “we know” this research comprehended knowledge as objective and can be
generated from the field data and statistical analysis. Since the paradigm of which this
research is based, is post- positivism, so my epistemology is the way of knowing
something which is based on empirical observations and scientific procedure and
explanation accepting that empirical facts exist apart from me. Following post-positivism
paradigm and believing in the objectivity of knowledge construction, my epistemology is
to measure the attitude of the entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs. As a researcher, my
main goal is to describe such reality by the help of empirical observations.
Methodology of the Study

Having realized, research methodology as a by-product of epistemology and

ontology (Tuli, 2010), I describe methodology as a driving force of the researcher to fill
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the knowledge gap in the existing system. To meet the research objective | have taken
these points into consideration:
e The entrepreneurial attitudes of graduates can be measured objectively from a
scientific sampling
e The attitudes of entrepreneurs or non-entrepreneurs already exist.

So, the approach to this research is quantitative. The research has used descriptive
and analytical research design. In this study the survey technique is used to collect data
from the sampled respondents by using a structured questionnaire. Statistical analysis and
inference are the base to draw the conclusions.

Area of the Study.

Education is one of the most prioritized entrepreneurial sectors in Nepal. Each
year more than 15% of the total budget is allotted to this sector. In the fiscal year 2072/73
out of the total Rs. 61.8, Rs. 9.86 billion was allotted for the education sector (Ministry of
Finance, 2015) i.e. 16% budget in total and in the fiscal year 2073/74 it was more than
12% of total budget (Ministry of Finance, 2016).The budget allocations indicate that this
sector has always become a highly prioritized sector of the government. Hence, this
sector was chosen for the research. My concern in this research is, however, the higher
secondary education only.

After the political change of 1990, investments in private sectors particularly in
formal education have significantly increased. Out of a total 1276 higher educational
institutes, there are 751 private institutes (UGC, 2014), which is about 59% and in the
case of higher education (+2), out of the total figure of 3659, the private institutions count
for 979 (36%) (Higher Secondary Education Board, HSEB, 2015). These data clearly
signify that education sector is a prominent sector of entrepreneurship. This research

included only private +2 institutions, a major sector of educational entrepreneurship.
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Lalitpur district has proven itself as a most conscious district in education. It is
declared the first totally literate district in the country with a literacy rate of 99.2%
(District Education Office, Lalitpur, 2014). There are many schools and colleges in the
district. People term Lalitpur district as a hob of higher secondary education. In this
distinct there are 104 (64 private) higher secondary schools. This is about 3% among total
the number of +2 schools/ colleges in Nepal. This is why Lalitpur district was selected as
the field of this research study.

Nature and Source of the Data.

Based on the ontological assumption, my intention was to discover the
relationship between entrepreneurial attitude and the different factors. Thus, following the
quantitative approach the results were analyzed. For the study, the survey method, which
included the selection of the number of representative individuals was used and the
selection of the questions which were appropriate for the informants and tied with the
research questions (Baker, 1999). Thus, the nature of the data of the study was
quantitative and the primary source of the data was collected by conducting the survey.
Population and Sample of the Research.

As mentioned earlier, the study area of this research was Lalitpur district. For the
study, the owners of +2 schools were considered as the entrepreneurs and the teachers of
the same institutions were regarded as the graduates, who were non-entrepreneurs.
However, for the research purpose the +2 owners who actively involved themselves in the
day to day activity of the college were considered the population of the study. Similarly,
being a part time teacher of a +2, | experienced hardship to count the number of the
teachers in a +2 school. So, for this research purpose, I considered those teachers who

spend more than half day in +2 schools/colleges as the population of the study. The
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criteria describing inclusion and exclusion rule for the selection of respondents is given in
the Table 1.
Table 1.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria of Population and Sample

Coverage Entrepreneurs  Non- Reason
Entrepreneurs
Area Institutional Institutional e Education sector is mostly prioritized area
higher higher of the government
Secondary Secondary e Higher secondary schools has developed
Schools Schools as a prominent sector of investment after

the political change of 1990
District Lalitpur Lalitpur o Lalitpur is the first totally literate declared
district (99.2% of literacy) in Nepal
e Lalitpur has a significant number of
institutional higher secondary schools (64
+2 schools out of 1276 in Nepal)

Population  Owners Teachers e Owners are investors and teachers are
employees
Inclusion/  who have who work as e Only active promoters identified as
Exclusion invested; full time sample. Other promoters who are
Criteria actively take teacher; involved in other professions than
part in school  spends more education are excluded as entrepreneur.
activities; than half of e Teachers who work part times in other
spend more working hours institution also are not considered in this
than half research to avoid duplication. Also, part
working hours time teachers who are involved in other
at schools professions have been termed as non-
entrepreneurs

e Administrative staffs have been excluded
from research because in many cases they
were not the graduates. So, they are not

under the scope of the research
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The number of teachers and +2 owners are not known for the research. So, the
entire private higher secondary institutes (private +2 schools) were taken as sample
schools for the study. Site-visits and telephone enquiry with at least ten +2 institutions in
Lalitpur districts were made and based on that it was found that three owners and five full
time teachers on an average were actively working in each school. Thus, these numbers of
owners and teachers were considered as the respondents.

Of those 64 higher secondary schools, three of the schools are not running now
(District Education Office, Lalitur, 2015). So, the number of schools which were included
in this research was 61. So, this was the sampling frame of the research. To find the

sample, a formula developed by Krejcie and Morgan (1970) was used.

2299 . n
n="—_7 followed by Sample size = —— —
a 1+ T

where, z = z-value for 5% significance level = 1.96; p= prevalence rate (probability of
happening) = 0.5, q = probability of not happening, a= significant level = 5% and
N= population size, n= sample size

A simple random survey was conducted to select the schools. Based on the sample
schools, teachers (non— entrepreneur) and owners (entrepreneur) were selected. Since,
there were three active owners of an institution and five full time faculty members in an
average.

Total population size of owners =61 x 3 =183

Total population size of faculty members = 61 x 5 = 305

Thus, using the formula,

2
Zpq n
n= z > followed by Sample size = — 1
’ 1+ T

The sample size for teachers was 125 and that for faculty members was 171.
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The calculation of the sample size is shown in table 2.

Table 2.

Determining Sample Size

Owner

Faculty Member

Population size = 183
z = 1.96 (at level of significance 5%)
p= 0.5 (for unknown prevalence rate,
probability of happening is 0.5)

g= 0.5 (for unknown prevalence rate,
probability of not happening is 0.5)
First finding n,

= z’pg _ (1.96)>x0.5x0.5

o - 0052 - 304
. n
Sample size = 1
L
N
384
. 384-1 1%°
183

Population size = 305
z =1.96 (at level of significance 5%)
p= 0.5 (for unknown prevalence rate,
probability of happening is 0.5)

g= 0.5 (for unknown prevalence rate,
probability of not happening is 0.5)
First finding n,

= z%pq _ (1.96)2x 0.5 x 0.5

o? 0.052 =384

. n

Sample size = 1
1+ n-1
N
384

R 3g4-1 171

305

Thus, out of the 183 entrepreneurs, the sample size of the research would be 125

and similarly, out of the 305 non-entrepreneurs, the sample size would be 171.

Variables of the Study

There were two types of variable in this study. The major factors of

entrepreneurship are culture, external stability, psychological aspects, business

environment and demography. The dependent variable of this study was entrepreneurial

attitudes among private plus two school owners and teachers. Further, external stability

could be subdivided into political stability and economic stability. So, within external

stability, political stability and economic stability were considered as independent

variables and external stability was the dependent variable. | have followed Hofstede

(2003) model of entrepreneurship to account for the cultural factors drew four

independent variables viz. power distance; masculinity and femininity; uncertainty
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avoidance; and individualism verses collectivism. Similarly, such socio-demographic
factors as sex, family history, age and education were considered the independent
variables. Business environment has two independent variables namely, network and
resource. Within the psychological factors, risk of loss, stress, hard work and fear of
failure were regarded as independent variables and political and economic factors of
external instability were taken as the independent variables. Table 3 and 4 show the
dependent variables and independent variables at two levels.

First Level

Table 3.

First Levels of Variables

Dependent Variable Independent Variables
Entrepreneurial attitudes of Internal traits (Social demography, culture, personal
graduates psychology) and external traits (government policy,

financial attribute)

Second Level

Table 4.

Second Levels of Variables

Dependent Variables Independent Variables

Culture Power distance, individualism vs. collectivism; masculinity vs.
femininity and uncertainty avoidance

Social demography Sex, family, age, education

Attitude/ personal psychology Risk of loss, Stress, Hard work, Fear of failure, Decision
making capacity

Business Environment Government policy, financial situation

Ethical Considerations
According to Parahoo (1997) there are ethical issues at every stage of the research

process and he argues that there are ethical considerations, even regarding whether or not
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a topic should be researched. Ethical considerations in research can generally be
understood under some components. Some of the major components described commonly
by scholars are confidentiality, respect, equanimity, acknowledgement, trustfulness,
integrity, openness and non-interference.

To maintain confidentiality, the names of the respondent were not disclosed in this
research work. Similarly, for maintaining respect a great respect was exercised while data
collection and its analysis. No discrimination in terms of sex, gender, ethnicity, profession
and any other diversity was exercised at every stage of research and | have maintained the
research integrity. Further, to maintain equanimity and non-interference none of the
informants was compelled to fill the questionnaire. Similarly, I have acknowledged all the
concerned personnel who directly or indirectly help me to perform this research. No data
were falsified and great trustfulness was maintained as a part of researcher’s integrity.
Table 5 gives how the ethical issues were maintained during the conduction of this
research.

Table 5.

Maintaining Ethical Issues

Ethical considerations Ways of maintenance
Confidentiality ¢ No name was presented
Respect e Respect exercised while data collection

and its analysis
Equanimity and non-interference ¢ No informant compelled to fill the
questionnaire
Acknowledgement o All the concerned personnel involves
directly or indirectly acknowledged
Trustfulness e No falsification of any data or response
Integrity e No discrimination in terms of sex,
gender, ethnicity, profession and any

other diversity
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Tools and Techniques of Data Collection

Because the research was survey design, a structure questionnaire was used. The
questionnaire was developed to test the attitudes of the graduates by using a five point
Likert scale. Similarly, the social demographic information was also collected in the
questionnaire. Based on some established theories such as Hofstede Cultural Model of
Entrepreneurship (2003) and literatures (Aziz, Friedman, Bopieva & Keles, 2013;
Bezzina, 2010; Gulo, 2013; Kgagara, 2011), the first draft of questionnaire was
developed. Thus the first draft was refined with the help of scholars and experts of
entrepreneurship education. After the refinement of the questionnaire, a pilot study was
made among 10% of the sample i.e. the 30 respondents. Before finalizing the
questionnaire, the responses collected from respondents were fed onto the SPSS database
and internal consistency was measured by using the Alfa test. Further, following the
advice of the experts two of the items were omitted and the language of number of
questions was modified.

After finalizing the questionnaire, | went to collect the data and found it was not
easy as expected. Many schools head teachers were found reluctant to fill the
questionnaire. So, many rounds of visit to the schools had to be made. In some cases,
school teachers and head teachers gave back the questionnaire unfilled as well. In such
cases, the schools nearby were chosen randomly to collect the data as determined by the
sample size.

Analysis and Presentation of Data
The data obtained from different respondents were listed in descriptive form.
Using software SPSS 23, the data were analyzed and was presented in tabular forms.

Further different inferential statistics such as Independent Sample t- test and ANOVA
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were conducted for the analysis of the data. The main focus was to see the strength of the
relationship between entrepreneur attitudes with different factors. For this, multiple
regression analysis was used.

Thus the finding from the statistical analysis was further viewed in terms of
different social theories, literatures and personal reflections. Comparison and contrast of
the data, statistical findings and social theory was made for the further validity of the
findings.

The ways of analysis, presentation and interpretation of data are presented in table
6.
Table 6.

Instruments of Data Analysis and Interpretation

Presentation/ Analysis/ Interpretation Purpose

Frequency distribution table and cross  To present demographic information of informants

tabulation

Mean calculations To summarize entrepreneurial attitudes of entrepreneurs
and non-entrepreneurs with respect to the variables
Culture, Demography, Attitude/ personal Psychology,
Financial Attributes and Government Policies

t-test/ ANOVA To see the group differences in terms of responses about
the entrepreneurship attitude

Odds ratio analysis To see how more likely one gender is better to be an
entrepreneur than another gender

Multiple Regression To develop a model which describes interrelationship

among the attitudes of the graduates choosing
entrepreneurship as a career option in regards with the
variables culture, demography, attitude/ personal

psychology, business environment, external stability




48

Reliability and Validity

As defined, reliability is the measurement of the degree of consistency maintain
reliability, I made an internal consistency test. In line with Drost (2011) | was aware that
the tools must give similar results when they are administrated by other persons as well.
For the research, to check internal consistency, piloting was made and Cronbach’s Alpha
test was conducted. Ten percent of the total sample size i.e. 30 different respondents
including both of the teachers and owners were taken for the piloting purpose. Fifty three
different items were analyzed while making the Alfa test. While making test, Alfa value
of the study was 0.745 (more than 0.7) which was enough to justify that the tools could
measure what was intended to measure. Further, two items were eliminated after the item
analysis. The test result of reliability analysis is presented in Annex 4. Taking suggestions
from the experts, minor language editing was made before going to the field.

For me validity is a measure of the deviation of the result from the intended result.
Usually, we cannot give answer whether we have achieved validity or not but it depends
upon the interpretation of the researcher and the context that he or she researched (Gorin,
2007). However, significance correlation of between each item to the overall sum of the
items is a statistical measure to compute validity. Table 7 shadows the relation between

each item with the overall entrepreneurial attitude of people.
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Table 7. Validity Analysis of the Study

Validity Analysis of the Study

Overall Entrepreneurial Attitude

Items Correlation Sig. N
Need for Achievement 179" .002 295
Freedom .285™ .000 295
Ambiguity Tolerance 157 .007 295
Enthusiasm 157 .007 295
Creativity/ Innovation 184" .001 295
Locus of Control 287" .000 295
Risk Taking Propensity 192™ .001 295
Individualism verses Collectivism Dimension 251" .000 295
Power Distance Dimension .198™ .001 295
Uncertainity Avoidance Dimension 239" .000 295
Masculinity verses Feminity Dimension 145" 012 295
It is easy to obtain startup capital in Nepal 112 .054 295
I can easily manage financial resources to start own -
) 343 .000 295
enterprise
Financial institution are ready to give required finance to .
. 147 011 295
start business
Economic condition of my country is supportive to -
) 303 .000 295
entrepreneurship development
Obtaining money to run a business is easy where | live. 291" .000 295
Material costs are affordable to start new venture in
031 599 295
Nepal
Government has subsidies policy to support -
o 395 .000 295
entrepreneurship in Nepal.
The procedures for establishing a new company are clear 350" .000 295
Government policy, rule and regulations are favorable -
176 .002 295
to start a company
Taxation policy is in Nepal supports entrepreneurship. 283" .000 295
Business and other laws and regulations support -
o 351 .000 295
entrepreneurship in Nepal
My government encourages entrepreneurship 414™ .000 295

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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The table shows that each of the items (except 2 items) is significantly correlated
with the overall entrepreneurial attitude. This shows the overall validity of the result can
be assured.

The ways of researcher’s interpretation is more crucial to measure the degree of
accuracy of the achievement. As the scientific procedure was used to develop the
questionnaire and piloting was done to measure consistency, this research has maintained
content validity. To maintain construct validity, the research finding was further
compared and constructed with the literatures and exiting knowledge. Moreover, as
accepted norms, the probability of the acceptance of alternative hypothesis by chance
(alpha value) to maintain the construct validity was 5%. For criterion validity, the result
that was obtained from the research was based on standard sampling method and standard
statistical procedure. This is presented in table 8.

Table 8.

Tools to Measure Reliability and Validity

Reliability/ Validity Methods
Internal consistency Piloting and Cronbach’s alpha test
Content validity Scientific procedure to develop questionnaire

Existence of significance correlation between each item to
the overall attitude

Construct validity Compare and contrast result with existing construct and
literature

Criterion validity Standard sampling procedure and statistical analysis
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CHAPTER IV

DIFFERENCES IN ENTREPRENEURIAL PERCEPTION DUE SOCIAL

DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS

In this chapter, | have presented descriptive analysis showing the status of the
respondents in terms of their gender, ethnicity, age group, subject of study, and family
history of entrepreneurship. Further, the mean rank values of their agreement or
disagreement towards the influencing factors of entrepreneurship have been calculated.
Using statistical tests to see the mean difference such as t- test and ANOVA, | examined
whether there existed any significant difference among the groups.

Social Demographic Information about the Respondents

While collecting the data wide verities of demographic information about
respondents were collected. The demographic features of the respondents include gender,
age, ethnicity, education area, highest degree and family history of entrepreneurship.
Table 9 gives the descriptive figure of diversity of the sample chosen randomly while
collecting the data.

Table 9.

Social Demographic Information of Respondent

Social Demaographic No. of % of total No. of % in total
demography disaggregation teachers  respondents promoters respondents
Gender Male 118 41.26 89 31.12
Female 52 18.18 27 9.44
Age Less than 25 yrs 17 6.14 5 1.81
26- 30 yrs 48 17.33 29 10.47
31-35yrs 53 19.13 24 8.66

36- 40 yrs 21 7.58 27 9.75
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41- 45 yrs 17 6.14 18 6.50
46- 50 yrs 4 1.44 7 2.53
51- 55 yrs 3 1.08 1 0.36
56- 60 yrs 0 0.00 2 0.72
61 yrs or above 0 0.00 1 0.36
Ethnicity Others 106 37.06 86 30.07
Janajati 61 21.33 29 10.14
Dalits 4 1.40 0 0.00
Highest Degree  Bachelor 32! 1143 24 8.57
Master 124 44.29 76 27.14
MPhil or Above 9 3.21 15 5.36
Area of Study Humanities 39 14.13 26 9.42
Management 63 22.83 52 18.84
Science and
Technology 34 12.32 18 6.52
Education 22 7.97 17 6.16
Law 4 1.45 1 0.36
Family history of
business Yes 50 17.73 19 6.74
No 114 40.43 99 35.11

Gender and Entrepreneurial Attitude

Many research studies conducted in the field of gender and entrepreneurship show
that males have higher tendencies to become entrepreneur than females. Observations
indicate that of the promoters of private +2 schools, a greater number of male teachers
and male promoters than females. To examine the perception of males and females about
an entrepreneurial career, | used four different traits of entrepreneurship, which are
cultural traits, psychological traits, financial traits and policy traits.

From Table 9, we can see a roughly similar percent point of male and female

teachers. However, from the figure of the promoters, this research shows that the females

! In some cases teachers who did not complete their master’s level were also working as teachers. Making
direct communication with them, many of them were not able to submit their master’s thesis.
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were nearly a half of the males. So, this figure gave an idea that in the selected field males
were more likely to be entrepreneurs than females.
Hypotheses: G1
Null Hypothesis (Ho): Males and females are equally likely to be an entrepreneur.
Alternative Hypothesis (Ha): Males are more likely to be entrepreneurs than females.
Rule to accept and reject hypothesis: Null hypothesis would be retained if level of
significance (p-value) is more than 5% (0.05), otherwise alternative hypothesis would be
accepted.

To test the hypotheses, the odds ratio analysis (phi-test followed by odds ratio
analysis) using SPSS 23 was used. The result of the test is presented in Table 10.
Table 10.

Odds Ratio Analysis of Gender and Profession

Systematic Measures Risk Estimate

Approximate 95% Confidence Interval
Phi (¢)= —0.080 Significance (p Odds Ratio= 0.688 Lower Upper
N= 286 value)=0.174 N= 286 0.401 1.182

Here, phi (¢) value for the test is -0.08 (with odds ratio 0.688, 95% lower
confidence interval value 0.401 and that of upper value 1.182). This means, males are 8%
more likely to be entrepreneurs than that of females. However, the level of significance is
0.174 (more than 0.05) and considering the range of Risk, 1(equal probability of
happening to non-happening) lies between the interval of upper and lower confidence
(95%) value. So, it can be said that the result is not statistically significant and not
applicable as well. The result of the sample would not be reflected in the population.
Thus, the null hypothesis, i.e. males and females are equally likely to be entrepreneurs
cannot be rejected. This means, both males and females are equally likely to be

entrepreneur.
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This is how we can say gender is not a determinant for a person to be (or not to
be) an entrepreneur (promoter). The result has clearly challenged the existing gender
stereotype thinking that males have a higher entrepreneurial tendency than females and
has established that gender does not make any contribution to a person to orient himself
or herself as an entrepreneur.

Gender and Psychological Dimension

While testing psychological traits of entrepreneurship, seven different dimensions
including need of achievement, freedom, tolerance, enthusiasm, innovation, locus of
control and risk taking propensity were taken into consideration. In doing so, a five point
Likert Scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree (1 to 5) was used. It means,
more the value, better the entrepreneurial attitude of the people. The average of
psychological traits for the male was 3.36 and that for the female was 3.45. Thus, these
descriptive statistics shows that psychologically females are more intended to be
entrepreneurs than males. However, for further confirmation, statistical tests were
conducted. First the hypothesis (G2) in gender in relation with psychological dimension
was tested.

Hypothesis: G2

Null Hypothesis (Ho): Males and females both have equal psychological tendencies to
become entrepreneur.

Alternative Hypothesis: Females have better psychological tendencies than of males to
become entrepreneur.

Table 11 gives the result of the independent sample t- test
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Table 11.

Independent Sample t- test of Psychological Aspect with Respect to Gender

Levene's Test for

Psychological Traits Equality of Variances t- test for Equality of Means
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed)

Equal variances assumed 1.812 0.179 -1.607 283 0.109
Equal variances not assumed -1.727 165.029 0.086

Table 11 shows that Levene’s test for equality of variances is not significant with
F-value 1.812 and level of significance 0.179 (>0.05). This signifies that the distribution
of the males and the females with their responses in psychological dimensions were
equally varied. Table 11 clearly marks that the t-value is -1.607 with a degree of freedom
of 283 and p-value 0.109. As the level of significance (p-value) is higher than 0.05 of
level of significance, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected. This means, there is no
significant difference in psychological orientation of the males and the female to become
entrepreneurs. The result shows that the males and the females are equally intended to
become entrepreneurs.

This result contradicts with the established research findings. Banon and Lloret
(2016) said that males and females have distinct roles in society. Due to the roles and
responsibility set by the society for the male and the female, the female has lower
tendency to become entrepreneurs than male. As society has differentiated the role of the
male as bold and risk takers, the male is more likely to have a higher level of aspiration to
choose entrepreneurship as a career (Banon & Lloret, 2016). In the same line, Bengtsson,
Ola and Sanandaji (2012) focused that the roles of females are limited as care givers
(family raring) so they have less tendency to take risks. This lower level of risk taking

tendency ultimately degrades the entrepreneurial attitude. Thus, despite established
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theories and literature, it can be said that sex does not have a decisive role for people to
become entrepreneurs.
Gender and Cultural Dimension

We generally witness that males are grown up to be leaders and successful
persons in the society whereas in many cases females have schooled to be better in
different household chores chiefly children rearing. The sample of this research were
graduate people who had been involved in college education either working as promoters
or teachers. The average of the acceptance of the male was 3.27 (tending toward the
agreement that culture molds people becoming entrepreneur) and that of females was
3.25(tending toward the agreement culture molds people becoming entrepreneur). These
results showed that the males were more culturally oriented towards becoming
entrepreneurs than the females. However, to see the statistically significant, hypotheses
(G3) is tested by using independent sample t- test.
Hypotheses: G3
Null Hypothesis (Ho): Cultural orientation of both males and females are the same to
become entrepreneurs.
Alternative Hypothesis (Ha): To become entrepreneur cultural orientations of the males
are better than that of the females.

SPSS output using independent sample t- test is given by:
Table 12.

Independent Sample t- test of Cultural Aspect with respect to Gender

Cultural Dimension Levene's Test for )
] ) t- test for Equality of Means
Equality of Variances
F Sig. t Df  Sig. (2-tailed)
Equal variances assumed 5.808 017  .665 283 507

Equal variances not assumed .731 173.880 466
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Table 12 shows that F-value to test Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances is
5.808 with the level of significance 0.017 which is less than the level of significance 0.05.
This implies that the distribution of males and females with respect to their cultural
orientations does not equally vary (i.e. equal variances of both the distribution is false).
From the table, t-value is 0.731 with the degree of freedom 173.88 and the level of
significance (p-value) is 0.466 which is more than 0.05. As the level of significance for t-
value is more than 0.05, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected. This means that the
cultural orientations of males and female are the same. This signifies that there is no
difference in cultural orientations of males and females to become entrepreneurs.

This result contrasts with the social beliefs rooted in the selected community that
the males have better cultural tendency to become entrepreneurs than the females.
Research in the field of culture and entrepreneurship says that females have less risk
taking propensity than males because of their cultural orientation. A study conducted by
Maysami and Ziemnowicz (2007) concluded that due to cultural stereotype, people
believe that women to have less confidence and ability to run an organization. The same
research points out that due to culturally biased thinking, women suffer from different
barriers to grow up their enterprises. Unlike the Singaporean experience, this research
found less or no effect, of culture in the attitude development of males and females
towards entrepreneurship.

Gender and Financial Dimension

Many researches consider the financial attribute as the major contributor to a
person being an entrepreneur. | also consider the financial factor as the major attributing
dynamics towards this. While making discussion with the graduates, they claimed that
they were reluctant towards entrepreneurship because of financial barriers. To see the

perceptions of the graduates about the role of financial dimension to mold a person as an



entrepreneur, five point Likert scale was used. The mean of perception of financial

condition of the country to encourage people to start up their entrepreneurial activities out

of 5 for the males was 2.69 (less than neutral i.e. tending towards ‘disagree’) and that for

the females was 2.61 (tending towards ‘disagree’). This shows that the males had slightly

more perceptional value than female. The mean value less than 3 signifies that both males

and females were not much convinced that the financial factor is one of the major

contributing factors for them to become entrepreneurs. The t- test was used to confirm the

significance difference of the males and the female (hypothesis G4) to their perception

towards the financial attribute as one of the major factors.

Hypothesis G4:

Null Hypothesis (Ho): The males and the females were equally convinced that the

financial attribute is one of the major factors to mold persons becoming entrepreneurs.

Alternative Hypothesis (Ha): The males were more convinced than the females that

financial attribute is one of the major factors to mold persons becoming entrepreneurs.
To test the hypothesis, an independent sample t- test was used. The test result is

shown in Table 13.

Table 13.

Independent Sample t- test of Financial Aspect with respect to Gender

Financial dimension Levene's Test for )
) ] t- test for Equality of Means
Equality of Variances

Sig. (2-
F Sig. t df tailed)
Equal variances assumed 228 .633 1.277 283 203
Equal variances not
1.242 134.032 216

assumed

The test result shows that Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances is not

significant (F value= 0.228 and p-value= 0.633) as p-value is more than the level of
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significant 0.05. This infers that the distribution of the males and the females regarding
their acceptance of the financial dimension is one of major dimensions of
entrepreneurship which have nearly equal variance (equal variances cannot assumed).

Further, the result of the t- test is also not significant with t-value 1.277, df= 282
and p value=0.203>0.05. From this, null hypothesis that ‘no difference in perception of
the males and the females to become entrepreneurs’ cannot be rejected. It signifies that
the average of perception towards the financial dimension as one of the major dimensions
to mold people as entrepreneurs in the males and the females are not different.
Statistically there is no significant difference in perception of the males and the females.
Thus, it shows that gender does not cause any different for the graduates to become
entrepreneur.

This result was similar to the research findings of Lama and Bhandari (2013) that
gender does not a play vital role in perception building to become entrepreneur. Lama and
Bhandari (2013) chose a sample from University Graduates and found that the perception
of males and females regarding entrepreneurial career was nearly the same. However, the
research conducted by Maysami and Ziemnowicz (2007) in Singapore found that females
have weaker perception than males about the sound financial condition of the country to
enhance entrepreneurial activities. This result clearly indicates that the perception of the
educated mass in developing countries such as India and Nepal and that in developed
countries is different. The educated mass in developing country do not make different
perceptions towards entrepreneurship due to their gender difference.

Gender and Government-Policy Dimension

Government-policy is considered as the major contributing external traits to

enhance entrepreneurial environment in a country. From the gender perspective, | was

interested to see how males and females perceive the entrepreneurial environment in the
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country. The averages of both the males and the females were less than 3 (“neither agree
nor disagree”). This signifies that the respondents did not accept that Nepal had a
favorable condition to grow entrepreneurial activities. The average of the males it was
2.72 and that of the female was obtained 2.80. Thus, a slight difference in terms of
perception was noticed. Comparatively, the females were found more convinced than
males on the average. To confirm the statistical significance, hypothesis test was made.
Hypotheses G5:
Null Hypothesis (Ho): The males and the females both have similar perception that Nepal
has favorable policies to enhance entrepreneurial activities.
Alternative Hypothesis (Ha): The females are more convinced than the males that Nepal
has favorable policies to enhance entrepreneurial activities.

To test the hypothesis, an independent sample t- test was tested. The test result is
given in the Table 14.
Table 14.

Independent Sample t- test of government policy aspect with respect to Gender

Government Policy Levene's Test for
Equality of t- test for Equality of Means
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig.
Equal variances assumed .015 902 -.995 283 321

Equal variances not

-1.001 143.080 .318
assumed

Table 14 shows that Levene’s test for equality of variance is not significant with
F-value 0.025 and p-value 0.902. This signifies that the distribution of males and females
with respect to their response about entrepreneur-favorable policies existing in country

are equally varies.
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From the table, it is found that the t- value for the test was -0.995, degree of
freedom= 283 and p-value as 0.321 which is more than 0.05. The result of the t- test was
not found significant. So, the null hypothesis that the males and the females are equally
convinced that Nepal has favorable entrepreneurial policies cannot be rejected. This
implies that the males and the females have similar perception towards the entrepreneurial
policies. The differences on the averages about the perception towards the existing
policies were not significantly different.

The result indicates that the male and the female graduates are both equally
convinced that the country does not have favorable policies to favor entrepreneurial
activities. This result is contradictory with a result conducted in the US by Manley
(2015). According to the study gender played a vital role for the entrepreneurial activities
of the people. The same study concluded that the females were limited within family
owned business boundaries whereas the males were able to challenge them from the
entrepreneurial perspective. As explained somewhere in this dissertation, the respondents
of this research were educated people so, due to the capital gained by education, no
gender difference was found in entrepreneurial attitudes.

Despite of constitutional supports (right to protect property, right to choose
profession) it can be concluded that Nepal lags from creating favorable entrepreneurial
policies to motivate graduates choosing entrepreneurship as a career.

Gender and Internal Traits

A closer look at the segregated figures made me realize that gender does not have
important role for a person to be an entrepreneur. | was interested to seeing the overall
effect of the internal traits (psychological dimensions and cultural dimension) on the

entrepreneurial attitude. For the purpose, the independent sample t- test was used. Taking
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weighted means of psychological and cultural dimensions, the internal traits of a person
was aggregated.
Hypotheses G6:
Null Hypothesis (Ho): Males and females both are equally motivated to become
entrepreneurs due to their internal traits of entrepreneurship.
Alternative Hypothesis (Ha): The internal traits of becoming an entrepreneur are different
in the males and the females.

Testing the hypothesis, average of the internal traits for the male was found to be
3.32 and that for the female was found to be 3.35. This description shows that both males
and females tended to be towards the “agree” side. This means both the males and the
females agreed that the internal traits of persons are responsible for choosing entrepreneur
as a career. Further, to see who the males or the females had better tendencies the t-test
was used. Table 15 is the output for the independent sample t- test.
Table 15.

Independent Sample t- test of Internal Traits with Respect to Gender

Internal Traits Levene's Test for )
) ) t- test for Equality of Means
Equality of Variances
F Sig. t df Sig.
Equal variances assumed 8.119 .005 -.793 283 428

Equal variances not

-.874 175.024 .383
assumed

Table 15 shows that Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances is significant with F-
value 8.119 and p-value 0.005. This indicates that the distribution of the males and the
females are not equally varied. Further, table shows that t-value=-0.874, degree of
freedom = 175.024 and p-value is 0.383. The p-value is more than the level of

significance 0.05. This implies that difference is not significant. So, null hypothesis that
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both males and females have an equal level of influence of internal traits to become
entrepreneurs cannot be rejected.

Although we found some difference in perception of the males and the females
towards the internal traits of entrepreneurship in the descriptive part, the same is not
applicable to the population. This means the difference is not significant. Canizares and
Fernado (2013) said that there is no dependency between gender and desirability of
enhancing entrepreneurship. Despite the higher percentage of involvement of the males in
entrepreneurial works, the desire of being successful and innovative is irrespective of
gender. So, it can be concluded that the internal traits of the males and the females are not
different for them to choose entrepreneurship as a career. Both male and female agreed
that the internal traits play a prominent role making (or not making) a person an
entrepreneur.

External Traits and Entrepreneurship

Regarding the external traits, | found that people were not much convinced about
the external traits as dominant factors to mold the graduates as entrepreneurs. Out of the
five point Likert Scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), the
average of the males was 2.71 and that of the females was 2.70. That means both males
and females did not agree on the external traits as being determinant about choosing
entrepreneurial career because the averages of both were less than 3 (“neutral”).
However, this trait a small difference was found. So, it can be tested by the significance
test. For this the hypotheses would be:

Hypotheses G7:
Null Hypothesis (Ho): Both males and females have equal beliefs that the external traits

are major contributors to make graduates entrepreneurs.
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Alternative Hypothesis (Ha): The females have weaker beliefs than the males that
external traits are major contributors to make graduates entrepreneurs. The test result is
shown in the Table 16.

Table 16.

Independent Sample t-test of External Traits with respect to Gender

External Traits Levene's Test for )
] ] t- test for Equality of Means
Equality of Variances

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Equal variances assumed .000 .983 061 283 951
Equal variances not assumed .061 141930 .951

Table 16 shows that Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances is not significant with
F-value 0.000 and p-value 0.983. This implies that the distributions of both males and
females are equally varied (i.e. equal variances of both the distribution can be assumed).

Table 16 further shows that t-value is 0.061, degree of freedom as 283 and that of
p-value 0.951 which is more than 0.05 (accepted level of significance). The difference is
not significant. So, the null hypothesis that both males and females are equally influenced
by the external traits to become entrepreneurs cannot be rejected. So, there is no
significant difference in attitudes towards external traits between males and females
choosing entrepreneurship as a career. It means that both males and females equally
perceive the external traits less likely to affect people choosing an entrepreneurial career.
So, the hypothesis what was set for t external traits did not establish.

Gender and Overall Entrepreneurial Attitude

| investigated the disaggregated results of the effects of gender to choose
entrepreneurial career. The overall mean of perception of the males was 3.01 and that of
the female was 3.02. This means in an average, both males and females were nearly

(neither agree nor disagree) neutral that internal and external traits mold graduate
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entrepreneurs. However, a slight difference is observed. So, to confirm the difference of
the average of perception, a hypothesis test was made.
Hypotheses G8:
Null Hypothesis (Ho): There is no significant difference in entrepreneurial attitude
between the males and the females to choose entrepreneurship as a career.
Alternative Hypothesis (Ha): There is significant difference between the average attitude
of males and females choosing entrepreneurship as a career.

Testing the hypothesis, the independent sample t- test was made. The test result is
given Table 17.
Table 17.

Independent Sample t- test of Entrepreneurial Attitude with Respect to Gender

Entrepreneurial Attitude Levene's Test for )
) ) t- test for Equality of Means
Equality of Variances

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Equal variances assumed 027 .870  -.400 283 .689
Equal variances not assumed -.398 139.501 .691

Table 17 shows that Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances is not significant
with F-value 0.027 and p-value 0.870. So, the equal variances of the male-distribution
and female-distribution can be assumed.

The result shows that t value = -0.400, df= 283 and p- value= 0.689 which is more
than the accepted level of significant 0.05. So, the null hypothesis that males and females
both have similar attitudes to become entrepreneurs cannot be rejected. This shows that
males and females do not have different perception (as p-value more than 0.05) about the
effect of internal and external traits on an average to mold graduates as entrepreneurs.

Thus gender does not play vital roles for the choice of entrepreneurship as a

career. The males and females do not have significantly different perceptions about the
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entrepreneurial career. In this study gender is not significant regarding internal attributes
( physiological and cultural dimension) and external dimensions (financial and
government policy dimensions) of entrepreneurial career.
Ethnicity and Entrepreneurial Attitude

It can be commonly observed in Nepal that some specific ethnic groups have
higher entrepreneurial tendencies than other groups. As mentioned already, the Newars,
the Thakalis and the Marwaris are known as born entrepreneurs. Similarly, by examining
the small entrepreneurship we see that the Dalits have been considered as entrepreneurs.
However, these types of small entrepreneurship have only little contributed to the
upliftment of the economic aspects of the nation. Out of 296 respondents, only five of
were Dalits whereas 90 were from Janajati ethnicity and 105 were from other ethnic
groups. None of the Dalits were found promoters of +2 schools. Using the five point
Likert Scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), | investigated the
mean scores of different ethnic groups in four different traits including psychological
traits, cultural traits, financial traits and policy traits. | also calculated the overall mean
value of the internal traits and the external traits and considered the overall value, overall
mean value of entrepreneurial traits for different ethnic groups. So, only alternative form
hypothesis was applied to the testing of the group difference.
Ethnicity and Psychological Traits

The descriptive analysis shows that psychologically the Dalits have higher
tendencies (3.53) than the other ethnic groups the Janajati (3.37) and the Others (3.38).
The mean values suggested that each of the ethnic groups has agreed that psychological
traits are the major ones to contribute persons to choosing entrepreneurship as a career.
The mean value has challenged the previous thinking that the Janajati have higher

psychological tendencies than the other ethnic groups.
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Hypothesis E1 (Ha): Psychologically the graduates of one ethnic group are more
willing to be entrepreneurs than the other groups.

| used Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to test the hypothesis. The test result is
shown in Table 18.
Table 18.

ANOVA Test of Psychological Traits with Respect to Ethnic groups

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F Sig.

Average of Between

) _ .069 2 .034 .206 814
Psychological Traits Groups
Within
47.266 282 .168
Groups
Total 47.335 284

Table 18 shows that F value is 0.206 and level of significance is 0.814. For this
research, it was considered p-value 0.05 as the maximum value up to which it could be
said that the statement is significant. Thus, the p-value obtained from the ANOVA result is
more than 0.05, which indicates that the null hypothesis that ‘psychologically graduates
of all ethnic group people have equal willingness to become entrepreneurs’ cannot be
rejected. That means none of the ethnic group graduates have higher or lower
psychological tendencies of becoming entrepreneurs. The result signifies that the
perceived idea of the society that some ethnic groups are psychologically more prepared
to be entrepreneurs than the others is not valid. This result challenged the pre-assumption
that some ethnic groups have better tendencies especially in entrepreneurial works in the
+2 education sector.

Ethnicity and Cultural Traits
From the perspective of cultural factors molding people to become entrepreneurs,

mean values were calculated first. This indicates that the values of the Likert Scale
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ranging from one (strongly disagree) to five (strongly agree) to the response of cultural
traits of the Dalit ethnic group was 3.18 and that for the Janajati was 3.23 and 3.38 for the
rest. The mean value has challenged that pre-assumption that the Dalits and the Janajatis
are culturally grown up to become entrepreneurs. Further, the value above 3 indicates that
each ethnic group people believe that culture is also one of the traits that motivates a
graduate to choose entrepreneurship as a career option. However, for the confirmation, it
can be tested by the significance test of the difference.
Hypothesis E2 (Ha): Culturally the “Others” ethnic group are more oriented to become
entrepreneurs.

While testing the hypothesis, ANOVA was used. The test result is given below:
Table 19.

ANOVA Test of Cultural Traits with Respect to Ethnic groups

Cultural Dimension  Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 182 2 091 1.119 .328
Within Groups 22.996 282 .082

Total 23.178 284

The result shows that the average value among the groups is not significant with F
value 1.119 and p-value 0.328 (more than 0.05). So, the null hypothesis that all ethnic
groups’ are equally motivated to become entrepreneurs due to their cultural traits cannot
be rejected. This infers that the difference seen in above descriptive result does not come
true of population. So, with the sample of graduates who have been involved in +2
schools in mind, none of the ethnic groups are culturally grown up better to become
entrepreneurs than the Other groups. Thus, the claim made in the background part of this
study that some ethnic groups are culturally grown up to become entrepreneurs did not

retain. The result of the research did not match what was expected. Culture plays some
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role (mean more than 3 in Likert Scale) but all the ethnic groups have somehow similar

types of cultural orientation.

Ethnicity and Financial Traits

If we look at the national statistics, we find that some of the ethnic groups are

financially sounder status than other groups. To investigate orientation towards

entrepreneurship of those different groups, | used the Likert Scale and found different

values for different ethnic groups. As this research show, the mean score for the “Others”

is 2.63; that for the Janajati and Dalits are 2.76 and 2.80 respectively. The average value

less than 3 (neutral) signifies that none of the ethnic groups believed that they could

easily manage the startup capital for their entrepreneurial functions. Similarly they also

denied that they had sufficient capital to start any entrepreneurial works. The descriptive

findings of this research show that there is some difference in perception of people

towards financial traits due to their ethnicity.

Hypothesis E3 (Ha): The “Others” ethnicity groups are significantly more confident that

they can easily manage finances for their entrepreneurial work than other ethnic groups.

The SPSS output of the ANOVA for this given in the table 20.

Table 20.

ANOVA Test of Financial Traits with Respect to Ethnic groups

Financial dimension  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1.578 2 .789 3.298 .038
Within Groups 67.447 282 239

Total 69.024 284

Table 20 shows that the perceived financial traits among the different ethnic

groups are significantly different with F value 3.298 and p-value 0.038 (less than 0.05).

This means that the null hypothesis that ‘all ethnic groups have equal confidence to

manage financial resources to start their entrepreneurial activities’ cannot be retained.
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This indicates that some ethnic groups are more confident about managing finance to
become entrepreneurs. Thus, the hypothesis that ‘some ethnic groups have better
perception than other ethnic groups in terms of their confidence to manage finance for
their entrepreneurial work’ turns true. The segregated figure (Tukey test result) explains
that the “Other” ethnic groups are more confident about it the Janajatis and the Janajatis
more confident about this than the Dalits. Therefore, this research shows g clear
distinction among different ethnic groups in terms of their perception towards the
financial attribute as a factor of entrepreneurship.
Ethnicity and Government Policy

Different people may have different perceptions towards the government policy.
The average of the “Other” is 2.69 whereas that for the Janajatis and the Dalits are 2.82
and 3.13 respectively. This shows that the “Other” ethnic group and Janajati were not
found much convinced that Nepal has a better government policy to enhance
entrepreneurial activities whereas the Dalits were found a bit on the “agree” side for the
same statement.
Hypothesis E4 (Ha): Dalits and Janajati have a more positive perception towards the
favorable government policy than other ethnic groups in average.

For this, ANOVA was used. The result is presented in the table 21.
Table 21.

ANOVA Test of Policy Traits with Respect to Ethnic Groups

Government Policy  Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2.493 2 1.246 3.895 .021
Within Groups 90.246 282 .320

Total 92.738 284

Table 21 shows that the F-value is 3.895 and p= 0.021. This indicates that the null

hypothesis that ‘all the ethnic groups have similar perception towards favorable
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government policy in Nepal to enhance entrepreneurship’ cannot be retained. This means,
ethnicity-wise different perceptions exist towards entrepreneurship. The Tukey test result
shows that among the different ethnic groups, the Dalits and the Janajati have a more
positive perception towards the favorable government policy than the “Other” ethnic
people. Therefore, the perception towards the government policy about entrepreneurship
differs from one ethnic group to another. Moreover, the different ethnic group people
understand the government policy differently. This has raised some serious question:
‘Does the government foster certain ethnic group people only? Why different people
perceive same thing differently’?
Ethnicity and Internal Traits

Bearing in mind the segregated figure of internal traits via the cultural dimension
and personal psychological dimension, I did not find any significant difference in
perception of choosing entrepreneurship as a career. | have seen an overall effect of both
the traits as internal traits.
Hypothesis E6 (Ha): There is significant difference in perceptions among different ethnic
groups due to the internal traits to become entrepreneur.

Test result for the test is given in Table 22.
Table 22.

ANOVA Test of Internal Traits with Respect to Ethnic Groups

Internal Traits Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups .040 2 .020 224 .799
Within Groups 25.114 282 .089

Total 25.154 284

Table 22 shows that the difference is not significant with the F-value 0.224 and
the p-value 0.799 which is more than 0.05 (the accepted level of significance). This

indicates that the null hypothesis that ‘there is no difference in perception of different
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ethnic group people to become entrepreneurs’ cannot be rejected. It indicates that the
internal traits (combined effects of psychological and cultural traits) do not differ among
the graduates due to their ethnicity.
Ethnicity and External Traits

As already discussed, the segregated traits of the external traits (financial traits
and policy traits) have significant effects on choosing entrepreneurship as a career due to
ethnicity of the graduates. Considering the combined effect of all external traits, the given
hypothesis was set.
Hypothesis E7 (Ha): Due to external traits, there is significant difference in perceptions of
graduates choosing entrepreneurship as a career because of their ethnicity.

To test the hypothesis, an ANOVA was performed. The test result is given in Table
23.
Table 23.

ANOVA Test of External Traits with Respect to Ethnic Groups

External Traits Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1.984 2 992 5.298 .006
Within Groups 52.793 282 187

Total 54.777 284

The results show that the difference among the different ethnic groups is
significant with F-value 5.298 and p-value 0.006 which is less than 0.05. This means that
the null hypothesis that ‘external traits of entrepreneurship do not differ among graduates
due to their ethnicity’ cannot be retained. This further indicates the overall perception on
external traits among different ethnic groups is significantly different. Looking at the
disaggregation (Tukey test), the Dalits have a more positive perceptions towards the

external traits than the Janajati and ‘Other’ ethnic groups.
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Overall Internal and External Traits and Ethnicity
The research shows that the internal traits are not significant whereas the external
traits have significant effects on people to make their perception towards
entrepreneurship. To consider the overall effect, given hypothesis was set.
Hypothesis E8 (Ha): There is significant difference in perception on overall internal and
external traits of graduates choosing entrepreneurship as a career due to their ethnicity.
To test this hypothesis, SPSS 23 was used to execute ANOVA. The test result is
given in Table 24.
Table 24.

ANOVA Test of Overall Internal and External Traits with Respect to Ethnic Groups

Overall effect Sum of Square df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 399 2 .200 3.678 .026
Within Groups 15.304 282 .054

Total 15.703 284

The result Table 24 shows that the difference is significant with F- value 3.678
and p-value 0.026 (a value less than the accepted level of significance 0.05).This indicates
that the null hypothesis of this test i.e. ‘there exists no significant difference in perception
of the graduates to become entrepreneurship due to their ethnicity’ cannot be retained.
This means there is significant difference in perception of those graduates from different
ethnic groups to make their conception about entrepreneurship as a career option.

Age Group and Entrepreneurial Attitude

Many research studies concluded that mid age people can be more successful
entrepreneurs than the other ages. However, due to the recent development in information
communication and technology (ICT) the age stereotype has been demystified.

Nowadays, we can see many young entrepreneurs. Taking age group as a major factor
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which supports the development of entrepreneurial attitude, | was interested in seeing its
effect on entrepreneurial attitudes.

From the perspective of this research, an increase in age tended the graduates to
become entrepreneur. It is found that segregation of data in respect of age group above 46
years is less than five. So, for the further analysis, | included people whose age is less
than 46 years only.

Considering the age group wise mean-difference for internal and external traits,
the following results are obtained.
Table 25.

Age-wise Mean Value of Different Traits

Age (years)/ Traits Less than 25 26- 30 31- 35 36- 40 41- 45
Psychological Traits 3.39 3.42 3.39 3.39 3.34
Cultural Dimension 3.25 3.32 3.28 3.24 3.28
Internal Traits 3.32 3.37 3.33 3.31 3.31
Financial dimension 2.61 2.71 2.65 2.68 2.58
Policy Traits 2.80 2.82 2.68 2.83 2.55
External Traits 2.70 2.76 2.67 2.75 2.56
Overall Entrepreneurial
Traits 3.01 3.07 3.00 3.03 2.94

Table 25 shows that different age group graduates believe that the psychological
trait is one of the influencing traits for the graduates to choose entrepreneurship as a
career. Similar results were obtained from the cultural and the total internal dimensions.
However, the graduates did not believe that financial dimensions and policy dimensions
are the major contributing factors to choose entrepreneurship as a career. Thus, the
overall external traits were also not found in favor of an entrepreneurial career. | found

that in some traits age level make much difference and in other cases, some differences
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are observed (Table 25). For the significant test of the result let us see the Analysis of

Variance (ANOVA) test. Table 26 is the SPSS output while conducting ANOVA.

Table 26.

ANOVA Test of Entrepreneurial Traits in Respect of Age-group

Traits Groups Sum of Squares Df  Mean Square F Sig.
Psychological ~ Between 136 4 .034 210 933
Within 41.342 254 163

Total 41.478 258

Cultural Between 231 4 .058 713 584
Within 20.566 254 .081
Total 20.797 258

Internal Between 143 4 .036 407 .804
Within 22.315 254 .088
Total 22.458 258

Financial Between 493 4 123 .509 129
Within 61.457 254 242
Total 61.949 258

Government Between 2.510 4 627  1.956 102
Within 81.457 254 321
Total 83.967 258

External Between 1.214 4 304 1.617 170
Within 47.670 254 .188
Total 48.884 258

Overall of Between 456 4 14 2.287 .061

External and Within 12.650 254 .050

Internal Total 13.106 258

Table 26 shows that the test results were not significant in any conditions. This

implies that age does not make any significant contributions for people to the choice of

entrepreneurship as a career. The result has challenged the pre-conception that mid age

people are more intended towards entrepreneurship. Here the test result shows that
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whether the person is under 25 years or above, the age of 45 years, his or her thinking
toward entrepreneurship is not affected.
Area of Study and Entrepreneurship

Usually it is believed that graduates who completed their study from Management
Science have a higher motive to become entrepreneurs than others. In Nepal, most of the
universities have provisioned Entrepreneurial Education as a part of their Management
Education. Nonetheless, it may not be valid to say that the person having good theoretical
knowledge of entrepreneurship can choose entrepreneurial works as his or her career.
Thus, to see whether different subjects (areas) of studies make graduates perceptionally
different to choose entrepreneurial career. Table 27 describes the attitudinal status of
teachers and promoters with respect to their areas of study.
Table 27.

Distribution of Respondents in Respect of the Areas of Study and Profession

Teacher Promoter

Area of Study Number Percent ~ Number Percent
Humanities and Social Sciences 39 24.1% 26 22.8%
Management 63 38.9% 52 45.6%
Science and Technology 34 21.0% 18 15.8%
Education 22 13.6% 17 14.9%
Law 4 2.5% 1 0.9%
Others 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

The test result of table 27 shows that out of all the promoters (entrepreneurs)
45.6% were the Management Science graduates, whereas the count of the promoters who
studied Law was only one. The table also clarifies that people who studied Humanities
and Social Sciences have also distinct presence in the +2 education sector. Here, the count
of Law and Others is less than five. So, for the further analysis purpose, the ‘Law’ and the

‘Other’ elements are omitted.
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Table 28.

Mean Values of Different Traits in Respect of the Areas of Study

Humanities and Science and
Traits Social Sciences Management Technology Education
Psychological 3.42 3.35 3.32 3.47
Cultural 3.24 3.27 3.25 3.31
Internal 3.33 3.31 3.29 3.39
Financial 2.68 2.70 2.63 2.67
Government 2.74 2.72 2.68 2.86
External 2.71 2.71 2.65 2.76
Overall 3.02 3.01 2.97 3.08

The results show that the graduates believe that entrepreneurial attitude is more
influenced by personal psychological aspect than external traits such as financial
dimensions and government policies. Further, overall of internal and external traits is also
found aligned towards “agree”. To test significance an ANOVA test was carried out. The
test result is shown in Table 29.

Table 29.

ANOVA Test of Entrepreneurial Traits in Respect of the Areas of Study

Sum of Mean

Traits Groups Squares Df Square F Sig.

Psychological Between 719 3 240 1528 207
Within 41.879 267 157
Total 42.598 270

Cultural Between 131 3 .044 537 .657
Within 21.695 267 .081
Total 21.826 270

Internal Between .258 3 .086 .999 394
Within 22.997 267 .086

Total 23.255 270
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.205 3 .068 273 .845

Between

Financial Within 66.857 267 .250
Total 67.062 270

Government Between .837 3 279 .898 443
Within 82.983 267 311
Total 83.820 270

External Traits Between 281 3 .094 482 .695
Within 51.766 267 194
Total 52.046 270

Overall Between .260 3 .087 1.608 .188
Within 14.397 267 .054
Total 14.657 270

Similar to the age group, the subject of study does make difference in graduates to
choose or not to choose an entrepreneurial career. The result does not show the
remarkable result for the management graduates, either. Both psychological and cultural
aspects have more or less equal contributions to making the graduates entrepreneurs.
Since the p-value for each of the dimension and trait was less than 0.05 we can say that
the difference seen in the sample (as shown in table 28) was not valid for the population.
This has raised a question as to why the management graduates, who have been taught in
universities to many theoretical aspects of entrepreneurship, are not much motivated
towards entrepreneurship than the other subject graduates.

Family History and Entrepreneurial Attitude

The profession of people is highly guided by the profession of their parents.
Looking into the entrepreneurial attitude, 1 have experienced that all the family members
of a business person are oriented towards business itself. Networks and other factors
which are vital needs of entrepreneurship can easily transferred in family business. So,

attempts were made to see ‘does family history of entrepreneurship (entrepreneur parents)
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really matter graduates to make their perception of choosing entrepreneurship as a
career’? For this perception of people in terms of their psychological, cultural, financial
and government policy traits were taken into consideration. Table 30 gives the descriptive
figure of people and their responses in regards of family history of entrepreneurship.
Table 30.

Mean Values of Different Traits in Respect of Family History of Business

Traits Family History N Mean SD (o)
Psychological Yes 68 3.3712 441
No 213 3.3973 .393

Cultural Yes 68 3.2440 .286
No 213 3.2691 .288

Financial Yes 68 2.6985 452
No 213 2.6724 506

Government Policy Yes 68 2.9488 524
No 213 2.6975 570

Internal Traits Yes 68 3.3074 .304
No 213 3.3332 295

External Traits Yes 68 2.8235 378
No 213 2.6847 448

Entrepreneurial Attitude Yes 68 3.0663 190
No 213 3.0086 .245

Table 30 shows that only 68 of the respondents had their family history of
entrepreneurship whereas 213 did not have such history. Those respondents who had and
those who did not have family history of entrepreneurship both agreed that psychological
traits are one of the key factors to mold a person as an entrepreneur. The average of the
responses was 3.371 and 3.397 for the people who had and did not have family history of
entrepreneurship respectively. The result did not show the remarkable difference in the
responses. Similarly, the average for the cultural traits was 3.244 and 3.269 for the people

who had and those who did not have family history of entrepreneurship respectively. It
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means that both types of graduates accepted that cultural factors are dominant to make
graduates entrepreneurs. Looking into the financial dimension, the average was 2.699 and
2.672 respectively. This means, both types of graduates did not accept that financial
dimension is one of the major dimensions to choose entrepreneurship as a career. This
implies that it has a very small effect on choosing entrepreneurial activities. Further, it
also describes that the graduates did not agree that Nepal has favorable financial
condition to startup their own venture. Looking into the confidence in the government
policy, | found some difference in perception of the graduates. The mean of people who
have family history was 2.95 and it was 2.7 for the people who did not have family
history of entrepreneurship. These descriptive values indicate that the graduates having
family history of entrepreneurship were nearly neutral and that the government of Nepal
has favorable policies for entrepreneurial development whereas people who did not have
family history were found less confident about the policies.

The mean value of agreement of people who have family history of
entrepreneurship in overall external traits was 2.8 and that was 2.7 for those who did not
have family history. This implies that the graduates were not much convinced that
external traits are prominent to make a person an entrepreneur.

The mean value of people with parental history of entrepreneurship was looked
into. The mean values were 3.00 and 3.06 respectively for the people who had and who
did not have such history. The figure shows that people neither agreed nor disagreed to
consider family history as one of the prominent factors of entrepreneurial attitude.

For the significant test of the above descriptive figures some hypotheses are

tested. The hypotheses for the test are given below.
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Hypothesis FH1 (Ha): There is significant difference in mean score of agreement
that psychological traits are one of the major attributing factors to choose an
entrepreneurial career.

Hypothesis FH2 (Ha): There is significant difference in mean score of agreement
that cultural traits are one of the major attributing factors to choose an entrepreneurial
career due to family history.

Hypothesis FH3 (Ha): There is significant difference in the mean score of
agreement that perceived that financial traits are one of the major attributing factors to
choose an entrepreneurial career due to family history.

Hypothesis FH4 (Ha): There is significant difference in the mean score of
agreement that the government policy is one of the major attributing factors to choose an
entrepreneurial career due to family history.

Hypothesis FH5 (Ha): There is significant difference in the mean score of
agreement that the internal traits are the major attributing factors to choose an
entrepreneurial career due to family history.

Hypothesis FH7 (Ha): There is significant difference in the mean score of
agreement that the external traits are the major attributing factors to choose an
entrepreneurial career due to family history.

Hypothesis FH8 (Ha): There is significant difference in the mean score of
agreement that on the whole the internal and external traits are the major attributing
factors to choose an entrepreneurial career due to family history.

To test the hypothesis, independent sample t- test was used. The test result is

given in Table 31.
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t- test of Different Traits Due to Family History
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Levene's Test for

t- test for Equality of

Equality of VVariances Means
Equal Variance F Sig. t df Sig.
Psychological Assumed 2.468 0.117 -.463 279 0.644
Not assumed -.436 103.092 0.664
Cultural Assumed 1.015 0.314 -.629 279 0.530
Not assumed -.631 113.637 0.529
Financial Assumed 1.531 0.217 .380 279 0.704
Not assumed 403 124.787 0.688
Policy Assumed 1.171 0.280 3.225 279 0.001
Not assumed 3.369 121.705 0.001
Internal Traits Assumed 0.018 0.893 -.624 279 0.533
Not assumed -.614 110.171 0.540
External Traits Assumed 5.019 0.026 2.305 279 0.022
Not assumed 2514 131.997 0.013
Overall Assumed 3.715 0.050 1.777 279 0.077
Not assumed 2.020 143.878 0.045

As table 31 indicates, Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances for psychological

traits is not significant. Similarly, for cultural traits, financial dimension, government

policy dimension and overall internal dimensions, Levene’s Test was not found

significant. However, the Levene’s test was found significant for overall external traits

and overall entrepreneurship traits.

From the corresponding t-tables, t-value for psychological traits is -0.463 with df

value 269 and p-value 0.664. Therefore, the test is not significant. This implies the family

history does not affect graduates to make them psychologically different to think

entrepreneurship as a career. Thus, the hypothesis ‘family history affects people’s

psychological thinking about entrepreneurial career’ is falsified.
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The t-value of cultural traits is also not found significant with t-value 0.380,
degree of freedom 279 and p-value 0.530 (>0.05). This signifies culture does not make
any difference for people to be entrepreneurs even if their parents are or are not so. Thus
hypothesis FH2 is falsified.

Financial traits are not found significant with t-value 0.380, degree of freedom
279 and p-value 0.704 either. This implies that graduates whose family history is or is not
entrepreneurial think in the same way that financial matters have very few effects on the
graduates’ choice of entrepreneurship as a career. Thus, hypothesis FH3 becomes false
too.

To observe the government policy, the test value is found significant with t-value
3.225 and degree of freedom 279 and p-value 0.001. Since the p-value is less than 0.05,
my hypothesis that ‘perceptions of graduates with different family history of
entrepreneurship are different” becomes true. This means, graduates whose parents are
entrepreneurs think that government policies are less favorable but the graduates whose
parents are not entrepreneurs are neutral about it. Therefore, the hypothesis FH4 becomes
true.

Now, looking at the effects of the family history of entrepreneurship on overall
internal traits again the test is not found significant. It means parental history of
entrepreneurship does not affect a persons’ choice of entrepreneurship as a career. Hence,
the hypothesis FH5 becomes false.

However, while testing the effect of the parental history of entrepreneurship, the
test is found significant. This implies that the graduates having and not having parental
history of entrepreneurship perceive an entrepreneurial career differently. Consequently,

the hypothesis FH1 becomes true.
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The test result for the overall traits is found significant with t-value 2.020, df as
143.878 and p value 0.045. This of course, shows that the overall entrepreneurial attitude

of the graduates is affected by the family history. Hence, hypothesis FH7 becomes true.
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CHAPTER V

CONTRIBUTION OF INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL TRAITS IN BUILDING

ENTREPRENEURIAL PERCEPTION

In this chapter, | have analyzed the relationship between entrepreneurial attitude
and different traits of entrepreneurship. Regression analysis was conducted to define the
intra- relation among the psychological traits with its different dimensions; cultural traits
with its dimensions, financial traits with different items and policy traits with its different
items. Finally, I have developed the models of entrepreneurial traits relating with four
major themes of the research.

Relationship between Psychological Traits with Different Personal Dimensions

| have described the psychological traits by taking seven different personal
dimensions, which are need for achievement, freedom, ambiguity tolerance, creativity/
innovation, locus of control and risk taking propensity. All the different dimensions were
measured using the five point Likert Scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly
agree (5), taking at least two different items for each dimension. Table 32 is the
regression analysis where psychological dimension is the dependent variable whereas
need for achievement, ambiguity tolerance, enthusiasm, creativity/ innovation, locus of

control and risk taking propensity are the independent variables.
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Table 32.

Regression Analysis of Psychological Traits and Different Personal Dimensions

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) .001 .002 .902 .368
Need for
_ 143 .000 280 587.748 .000

Achievement
Freedom 143 .000 341 776.383 .000
Ambiguity Tolerance 143 .000 338 727.161 .000
Enthusiasm 143 .000 293 633.996 .000
Creativity/

) 143 .000 231 499.389 .000
Innovation
Locus of Control 143 .000 .281 568.533 .000
Risk Taking

_ 143 .000 169 402.968 .000
Propensity

The constant was not found significant as p-value was 0.368 greater than 0.05,
which means, we cannot develop a model which could relate among the independent
variables (Table 32). So, at least one of the independent variable should be omitted to get
the model. While analyzing, | found that when the need of achievement is omitted, then
we would get the best model which could describe the relation among different
dimensions with the psychological traits significantly.

The significant model can be defined as:
Y= Bot+ PiX1+ PaXo+ PBaXs + PaXa + PsXs + PeXe + €
Where,
y = Psychological Traits
Bo= Constant (Slope of the model line)
1= Coefficient of Ambiguity Tolerance, x;= Ambiguity Tolerance

2= Coefficient of Enthusiasm, x.= Enthusiasm
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3= Coefficient of Creativity/ Innovation, x3= Creativity/ Innovation
4= coefficient of Locus of Control, xs= Locus of Control
Bs= coefficient of Risk taking Propensity, xs= Risk taking Propensity
Be= coefficient of Need of Achievement, x¢ = Need of Achievement
e= Error Term
To confirm whether the regression is valid analysis or not, first dependent variable
i.e. psychological aspects should be normally distributed. For this, histogram with normal

curve has been generated and is presented in figure 4.
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Figure 4. Normality Test of Dependent Variable (Psychological Aspects)
The figure shows that the dependent variable is normally distributed as the value
of mean is six times less than the standard deviation. So, we can proceed for the

regression analysis. The test results are shown in Table 33.
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Model One of Psychological Traits and Different Personal Dimensions

Model Summary (Table a)
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R R? Adjusted R? Std. Error of the Estimate Durbin-Watson
0.948 0.898 0.896 0.13166 1.677
ANOVA (Table b)
Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 44.033 6 7.339 423.367 .000
Residual 4.992 288 017
Total 49.026 294
Coefficients (Table c)
Unstandardized Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) .285 .070 4.042 .000
Need for
_ 143 011 281 12.867 .000 743 1.345
Achievement
Ambiguity
109 .009 .258 12.445 .000 820 1.220
Tolerance
Enthusiasm 170 .010 350 16.713 .000 .808 1.237
Creativity/
) 176 013 .285 13.596 .000 806 1.241
Innovation
Locus of
150 011 294 13.038 .000 694 1.441
Control
Risk Taking
_ 157 016 186 9.711  .000 959 1.042
Propensity

Dependent Variable: Average of Psychological Traits
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Normal Q-Q Plot of Unstandardized Residual
0.4

Expected Normal Value

-0.4 -0.2 0o 0z 04

Observed Value

Figure 5. Normality Test (Q-Q Plot) of Residual (Psychological Aspects)

Glejer Test of Heteroscedasticity (Table d)
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Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
(Constant) -1.902E-15 .070 .000 1.000
Need for Achievement .000 011 .000 .000 1.000
Ambiguity Tolerance .000 .009 .000 .000 1.000
Enthusiasm .000 .010 .000 .000 1.000
Creativity/ Innovation .000 .013 .000 .000 1.000
Locus of Control .000 011 .000 .000 1.000
Risk Taking Propensity .000 .016 .000 .000 1.000

Dependent Variable: Unstandardized Residual for Psychological Trait
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Test of Endogeneity (Table e)

Unstandardized Residual for Psychological Trait

Explanatory Variables R Sig. (2-tailed) N
Risk Taking Propensity 0 1 295
Locus of Control 0 1 295
Creativity/ Innovation 0 1 295
Enthusiasm 0 1 295
Ambiguity Tolerance 0 1 295
Need for Achievement 0 1 295

In the model summary, the value of R is 0.948. This indicates that the multiple
correlations of all the predictors to the dependent variable is very strong and positive. The
R-square value 0.898 indicates that the change in value of the overall psychological traits
of entrepreneurship is 89.8% contributed by the change in the values of its predictors. The
Durbin Watson value 1.677 lies in the accepted range of 1.5 to 2.5 indicates that there is
no autocorrelation in the samples. The ANOVA table indicates that the overall regression
model is good for fit for the data as the F (6,288) value is 423.37 and the p-value is 0.000
(<0.05).

The coefficient table shows that the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for each
regression coefficient is less than 10 and the Tolerance Value for each is less than 1, so,
we can say that no multi-collinearity among the independent variables exists. This means
that all the explanatory variables are significantly independent as the p-value for each
corresponding t-value is less than 0.05.

The Q-Q plot of the residual shows that the distribution is the normal. Further,
Glejer Test of Heteroscedustaticity shows that none of the explanatory variables
significantly define the residual. Further, no significant correlation between residual and
the explanatory variables indicate that no issue of endogeneity exists. So, the regression

model has met almost all of the conditions valid.



91

Therefore, it can be said that the creativity/ innovation is more influencing (with
coefficient 0.176) than the other dimensions whereas ambiguity tolerance (with
coefficient 0.109) has the least effect on it. Thus, the model is given by:

Psychological Traits = 0.285 + 0.109 x (Ambiguity Tolerance) + 0.107 x (Enthusiasm) +
0.176 x (Creativity/ Innovation) + 0.150 x (Locus of Control) +
0.157 x (Risk Taking Propensity) + 0.143 x (Need of
Achievement),

where each of the independent variables ranges from values one to five, more

specifically, 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree and 5= strongly agree

This means, unit change is ambiguity tolerance keeping other independent
variable constant will change the overall psychological traits by 0.109. Considering
regression coefficient values, it can be concluded that the change in creativity/innovation
variable can be the largest change in the psychological traits of a person.

Interrelationship between Cultural Traits with Its Different Dimensions

To define the cultural influence in choosing an entrepreneurial career, | used four
different dimension of Cultural Model developed by Hofstede (1993). The dimensions
include individualism vs. collectivism; power distance; uncertainty avoidance; and
masculinity vs. femininity. To see the interrelationship between the dependent variable
(cultural traits) and independent variable (dimensions of cultural traits), multiple
regressions was used.

To confirm whether the regression is valid analysis or not, first dependent variable
i.e. cultural traits should be normally distributed. For this, histogram with normal curve

has been generated and is presented in figure 5.
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Figure 6. Normality Test of Dependent Variable (Cultural Aspects)
Figure 6 shows that the dependent variable is normally distributed as the value of mean is
six times less than the standard deviation. So, we can proceed for the regression analysis.
The test results are shown in Table 34.
Table 34.

Regression Analysis of Cultural Traits and Different Components of Culture

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients

Model B Std. Error  Beta T Sig.

(Constant) -.003 .002 -1.246 214

Individualism verses
o ) _ .250 .000 .394 585.391 .000
Collectivism Dimension

Power Distance Dimension .250 .000 .387 587.867 .000

Uncertainty Avoidance
_ ] .250 .000 .449 645.392 .000
Dimension

Masculinity verses Feminity
) ) 250 .000 .479 696.639 .000
Dimension
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The table 34 shows that the slope (the constant) of the regression equation taking
all four dimensions into consideration is not found significant with p-value 0.214 (>0.05).
This signifies that the model cannot not be described on the basis of the four dimensions.
While making further analysis, | found that at least one dimension should be removed to
get the significant model. Thus, mathematically the model can be described as:

Y = Bo + PuXe + P2Xo + Baxs + g,
where, y = Cultural Traits

Bo= Slope of the regression equation (constant)

B1 to B3 are either of the coefficients of these dimensions individualism vs.
collective dimension, power distance, uncertainty avoidance and masculinity vs.
femininity and € means the error term.

Omitting individualism verses collectivism, the following table was obtained
while running regression analysis.

Table 35.
Model One of Cultural Traits and Different Components of Culture

Model Summary (Table a)
R R? Adjusted R? Std. Error of the Estimate Durbin-Watson
924 854 .852 10970 1.977

Analysis of Variance (Table b)

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 20.429 3 6.810 565.87 .000
Residual 3.502 291 012

Total 23.931 294
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Coefficient (Table c)
Unstandardized  Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) .530 .069 7.630 .000
Power Distance 272 .015 420 18.693 .000 .994 1.006
Uncertainity
_ .287 .013 516 21.924 .000 908 1.101
Avoidance
Masculinity verses
o 274 .012 525 22.341 .000 912 1.096
Feminity
Normality Test of Residuals of the Model
Normal Q-Q Plot of Unstandardized Residual Cultural 1
o
Té
2 7
&
2
_4

T
-04 -0.2 0.0000 0z 04

Observed Value

Figure 7. Normality Test (Q-Q Plot) of Residual (Cultural Aspects 1)



Glejer Test of Heteroscedasticity (Table d)

95

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
(Constant) -1.798E-15 .069 .000  1.000
Power Distance .000 015 .000 .000 1.000
Uncertainity Avoidance .000 013 .000 .000  1.000
Masculinity verses Feminity .000 012 .000 .000 1.000
Dependent Variable: Unstandardized Residual Cultural 1
Test of endogeneity (Table d)
Dimensions Residual
Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) N
Power Distance .000 1.000 295
Uncertainity Avoidance .000 1.000 295
Masculinity verses Feminity .000 1.000 295

The R-value in the model summary Table 0.924 indicates that very strong and

positive multiple correlation among the predictors to the dependent variable exists, The

degree of determination ( R?) is equal to 0.854 means change is dependent variable is

contributed by 85.4% in change predictive variables. The Durbin-Watson value 1.077

lying between 1.5 to 2.5 indicates that no autocorrelation in the samples. The ANOVA

table indicates that the overall regression model is good for fit for the data as the

F (3,291) value is 565.87 and the p-value is 0.000 (<0.05).

The coefficient table that shows the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for each

regression coefficient is less than 10 and the Tolerance Value for each is less than 1, so, it

can be said that the multi-collinearity among the independent variables do not exist. This

indicates that all the independent variable are significantly independent as the p-value for

each corresponding t-value which is less than 0.05.
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The Q-Q plot of the residual shows that the distribution is the normal. Further,
Glejer Test of Heteroscedustaticity shows that none of the explanatory variables
significantly define the residual. Further, no significant correlation between residual and
the explanatory variables indicate that no issue of endogeneity exists. So, the regression
model has met almost all of the conditions valid.

Thus, mathematically the relation can be expressed as the model given below.
Model C1
Cultural Traits = 0.530 + 0.272 x (Power Distance) + 0.287 x (Uncertainty Avoidance) +

0.274 x (Masculinity verses Femininity Dimension),

where each of the independent variables is ranged from values one to five, more
specifically, 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree and 5= strongly agree

The constant value (slope) of regression is 0.530 (p-value 0.000). Among the three
dimensions, the uncertainty avoidance seems to be much influencing dimension as its
coefficient which is 0.287. This indicates that the unit change in the perception of people
about uncertainty avoidance brings 0.287 times change in the overall cultural influence on
a person for becoming an entrepreneur. This means people are grown up to consider
many events as their cultural products. In many situations, they cannot avoid the culture
as a construct. Those, who are able to avoid uncertainty have better tendency to become
entrepreneurs.

Similarly, omitting the power distance dimension from the four dimensions, the
significant model is obtained. Comparatively, regression value in this case was more than

the previous case.
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Table 36.
Model Two of Cultural Traits and Different Components of Culture

Model Summary (Table a)

R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate Durbin-Watson
923 .852 851 11016 1.832

Analysis of Variance (Table b)

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 20.399 3 6.800 560.296 .000
Residual 3.532 291 012
Total 23.931 294
Coefficients (Table c)
Unstandardized Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients  Coefficients Statistics
Model B  Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 744 .063 11.865 .000
Uncertainty
_ 230 013 413 17.308 .000 890 1.124
Avoidance
Masculinity vs.
o .255 012 489 20.597 .000 901 1.110
Feminity
Individualism vs.
272 .015 429 18.549 .000 .948 1.055

Collectivism
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Normality Test of Residuals of the Model

Normal Q-Q Plot of Unstandardized Residual Cultural 2

Expected Normal

T
0.00

Observed Value

Figure 8. Normality Test (Q-Q Plot) of Residual (Cultural Aspects 2)
Glejer Test of Heteroscedasticity (Table d)
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
(Constant) -2.869E-16 .006 .000 1.000
Uncertainity Avoidance
_ ) .000 .001 .000 .000 1.000
Dimension
Masculinity verses Feminity
_ ) .000 .001 .000 .000 1.000
Dimension
Individualism verses
o ) _ .000 .001 .000 .000 1.000
Collectivism Dimension
Dependent Variable: Unstandardized Residual Cultural 2
Test of Endogeneity (Table €)
Uncertainity ~ Masculinity vs. Individualism
Avoidance Feminity vs. Collectivism
Unstandardized Correlation .000 .000 .000
Residual Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 1.000 1.000
Cultural 2 N 295 295 295

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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The R value 0.923 indicates a very strong and positive correlation between the
predictive variables and the dependent variables. Similarly, the R? value 0.852 indicates
that the contribution of change in the dependent variable due to change in independent
variables is 85.2%. Similarly, the Durbin-Watson value 1.832 lying between 1.5 to 2.5
indicates the non-existence of autocorrelation in samples. Similarly, looking the ANOVA
table, the model seems to be significant with F value (3, 291) = 560.30.

The coefficient table shows that the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for each
regression coefficient is less than 10 and the Tolerance Value for each is less than 1, so,
we can say that no multi-collinearity among the independent variables exists. This means
that all the explanatory variables are significantly independent as the p-value for each
corresponding t-value is less than 0.05.

The Q-Q plot of the residual shows that the distribution is the normal. Further,
Glejer Test of Heteroscedustaticity shows that none of the explanatory variables
significantly define the residual. Further, no significant correlation between residual and
the explanatory variables indicate that no issue of endogeneity exists. So, the regression
model has met almost all of the conditions valid.

In this case, individualism vs. collectivism dimension is comparatively found
more influencing to make the graduates agree that cultural traits as the major traits of
entrepreneurship. The above table can be expressed mathematically as:

Model C2

Cultural Traits = 0.744 + 0.230 x (uncertainty avoidance) + 0.255 x (masculinity verses
femininity) + 0.272 x (individualism verses collectivism),

where each of the independent variables ranges from values one to five, more

specifically, 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree and 5= strongly agree
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The regression coefficient of the variable individualism vs. collectivism is the
highest one i.e. 0.272, which means a unit change in opinions of the graduates in this
variable brings the 0.272 times change in the overall value of cultural traits of
entrepreneurship among the graduates.

Omitting the uncertainty avoidance, the value of the regression coefficient is
0.596 which is a bit less than the previous case.

Table 37.
Model Three of Cultural Traits and Different Components of Culture

Model Summary (Table a)
R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate  Durbin-Watson
.907 822 .820 12094 1.726

Analysis of Variance (Table b)

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 19.675 3 6.558 448.424 .000
Residual 4.256 291 015

Total 23.931 294

Coefficient (Table c)

Unstandardized Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
Model B  Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 596 076 7.817 .000
Masculinity verses
o 313 013 .600 23.942 .000 973 1.028
Feminity
Individualism verses
.296 016 466 18.546 .000 967 1.034

Collectivism
Power Distance .226 .016 .350 14.109 .000 994 1.006




Normality Test of Residuals of the Model
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Figure 9. Normality Test (Q-Q Plot) of Residual (Cultural Aspects 3)

Glejer Test of Heteroscedasticity (Table d)

101

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta T Sig.

(Constant) -1.779E-15 .076 .000 1.000
Masculinity verses Feminity

_ ) .000 .013 .000 .000 1.000
Dimension
Individualism verses

o ) ) .000 .016 .000 .000 1.000

Collectivism Dimension
Power Distance Dimension .000 .016 .000 .000 1.000

Dependent Variable: Unstandardized Residual Cultural 3
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Test of Endogeneity (Table e)

Unstandardized Residual Masculinity vs. Individualism vs. Power
Cultural 3 (Dept.) Feminity Collectivism Distance
Pearson Correlation .000 .000 .000
Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 1.000 1.000
N 295 295 295

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
The R-value which is equal to 0.907 in the model summary table indicates that the

existence of a very strong multiple correlation among the predictive variables exists and
the dependent variable and the R? value 0.822 means the degree of determination of
bringing change in dependent variables by 82.2% due to change in independent variables.
From the Analysis of Variance Table, it appears that F value with the degree of freedom
(3, 291) is 448.424 and the significant value is 0.000 (<0.05). This indicates the existence
of the significant regression model which can be described by the given independent
variables to the dependent variable. The coefficient table shows the Variance Inflation
Factor (VIF) for each regression coefficient is less than 10 and Tolerance Value because
each is less than 1, so, we can say that the multi-collinearity among the independent
variables does not exist. This indicates that all the independent variables are significantly
independent as the p-value for each corresponding t-value are less than 0.05.

The Q-Q plot of the residual shows that the distribution is the normal. Further,
Glejer Test of Heteroscedustaticity shows that none of the explanatory variables
significantly define the residual. Further, no significant correlation between residual and
the explanatory variables indicate that no issue of endogeneity exists. So, the regression
model has met almost all of the conditions valid.

The model can be mathematically expressed as:

Model: C3



103

Cultural Traits = 0.596 + 0.313 x (Masculinity verses Femininity) +
0.296 x (Individualism verses Collectivism) + 0.226 x (Power Distance),

where each of the independent variables ranges from values one to five, more
specifically, 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree and 5= strongly agree

The ‘masculinity vs. femininity’ dimension is more influencing with regression
coefficient 0.313 for the graduates to choose entrepreneurship as a career. Thus, a unit
change in this variable will cause 0.313 times change in overall cultural traits of the
graduates to choose entrepreneurship as a career.

At last, also by omitting masculinity vs femininity, all the coefficients including
regression coefficient were found significant. The test result is shown in table 39.
Table 38.
Model Four of Cultural Traits and Different Components of Culture

Model Summary (Table a)

R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate  Durbin-Watson
.890 793 791 13053 1.718

Analysis of Variance (Table b)

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 18.973 3 6.324 371.177 .000
Residual 4.958 291 017
Total 23.931 294
Coefficients (Table c)
Unstandardized Standardized Collinearity

Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 425 .087 4.880 .000

Individualism verses

. 284 017 447 16.342 .000 .953 1.050
Collectivism
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Power Distance
Uncertainity
Avoidance

257 017 397 14.780 .000

323 .015 580 21.232 .000

987 1.013

.954 1.048

Expected Normal Value

Figure 10. Normality Test (Q-Q Plot) of Residual (Cultural Aspects 4)

Normality Test of Residuals of the Model

Normal Q-Q Plot of Unstandardized Residual Cultural 4
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Glejer Test of Heteroscedasticity (Table d)

Unstandardized Standardized

Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
(Constant) -2.021E-15 .087 .000 1.000
Individualism verses
o ) ) .000 .017 .000 .000 1.000
Collectivism Dimension
Power Distance Dimension .000 .017 .000 .000 1.000
Uncertainity Avoidance
.000 .015 .000 .000 1.000

Dimension

Dependent Variable:

Unstandardized Residual Cultural 4
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Test of Endogeneity (Table e)

Unstandardized Residual Individualism vs. Uncertainity
Cultural 4 (Dept.) Collectivism Power Distance Avoidance
Correlation .000 .000 .000
Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 1.000 1.000
N 295 295 295

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The R-value in the model summary is 0.890 which indicates that a very strong and
positive correlation exists between the predictive variables and the dependent variable.
Similarly, the R? value 0.793 indicates 78.3% of the contribution in change in dependent
variable due to change in the independent variables. The Durbin Watson value 1.718
which lies in the accepted range of 1.5 to 2.5 indicates that there is no autocorrelation in
the samples. The ANOVA table indicates that the overall regression model is good for fit
for the data. F (3, 292) value 371.18 and p-value 0.000 (<0.05) indicate the existence of
regression which can be described in terms of independent variables and the dependent
variable. The coefficient table shows the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for each
regression coefficient which is less than 10 and the Tolerance Value for each is less than
1, so, we can predict that the multi-collinearity among the independent variables do not
exist. Which indicates that all the independent variables are significantly independent as
p-value for each corresponding t-value is less than 0.05.

The Q-Q plot of the residual shows that the distribution is the normal. Further,
Glejer Test of Heteroscedustaticity shows that none of the explanatory variables
significantly define the residual. Further, no significant correlation between residual and
the explanatory variables indicate that no issue of endogeneity exists. So, the regression
model has met almost all of the conditions valid.

Thus, the regression model exists and can be expressed as:
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Cultural Traits = 0.425 + 0.284 x (individual verses collectivism) +
0.257 x (power distance) + 0.323 x (uncertainty avoidance)

The coefficient of uncertainty avoidance is found highest (with B value 0.323, p-
value 0.000). This means that a unit change in the variable can cause 0.323 times change
in the overall cultural traits of entrepreneurship.

Interrelationship between financial dimension and its items

The financial dimension of entrepreneurship was measured using these six
different items: startup capital; financial resources management; readiness of financial
institutions; economic condition of nation; easy to get money; and material costs. While
doing so, | tried to establish a model based on this research. Taking those six different
items as independent variable and the financial dimension of entrepreneurship as a
dependent variable, my model would be:

y= Bot BiXe+ BaXo+ BaXs + PaXs + PsXs + PeXs + €,

where, Bo= slope of the regression line

B1= coefficient of startup capital and x;= startup capital

o= coefficient of management of financial resources and x> = management of

financial resources

3= coefficient of readiness of financial institutions and x3 = readiness of financial

institutions

B4 = coefficient of economic condition of country and x4 = economic condition of

country

s = coefficient of easy to money and xs = easy to get money

s = coefficient of material costs and Xs = material costs

€= error term
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To confirm whether the regression is valid analysis or not, first dependent variable
i.e financial traits should be normally distributed. For this, histogram with normal curve

has been generated and is presented in Figure 11.
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Figure 11. Normality Test of Dependent Variable (Financial Traits)
Figure 11 shows that the dependent variable is normally distributed as the value of mean
is six times less than the standard deviation. So, we can proceed for the regression
analysis. The test results are shown in Table 39. The table gives the regression model of
financial traits with its different components
Table 39.
Model of Financial Traits and its Components

Model summary (Table a)

R R Square Adjusted R Square  Std. Error of the Estimate ~ Durbin-Watson

.848 .720 714 .26462 1.939




Analysis of Variance (Table b)
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Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 51.839 6 8.640 123.381 .000
Residual 20.167 288 .070
Total 72.006 294
Coefficient (Table c)

Unstandardized Standardized Collinearity

Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
Model B  Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) .760 077 9.880 .000
Startup capital 150 .016 339 9.204 .000 717 1.395
Manage financial

131 014 312 9.471 .000 896 1.116
resources
Readiness of financial
o 105 .020 220 5.276 .000 557 1.794
institution
Economic condition of

127 .015 297 8.642 .000 826 1.211
country
Easy to get money .092 .015 203 5.986 .000 848 1.179
Material cost 124 016 .288 7.808 .000 712 1.404

Normality Test of Residuals of the Model

Normal Q-Q Plot of Unstandardized Residual Financial
1.0

0.57

0.0

Expected Normal Yalue

-0.5-

Observed Value

3

Figure 12. Normality Test (Q-Q Plot) of Residual (Financial Traits)
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Glejer Test of Heteroscedasticity (Table d)

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
(Constant) 7.654E-16 077 .000 1.000
Startup capital .000 016 .000 .000 1.000
Manage financial resources .000 014 .000 .000 1.000
Readiness of financial
o .000 .020 .000 .000 1.000
institution
Economic condition of
.000 .015 .000 .000 1.000
country
Easy to get money .000 015 .000 .000 1.000
Material cost .000 .016 .000 .000 1.000

Test of Endogeneity (Table e)

Unstandardized Startup Manage Readiness of Economic  Easy to Material

Residual Financial capital financial  financial condition of get cost
(Dept.) resources institution  country money

Pearson Correlation .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
N 295 295 295 295 295 295

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

In the model summary table, the value of R= 0.848 indicates the existence of a
strong level of the positive multiple relationship of the predictive variables, and
dependent variable. Similarly, the value of R? = 0.720 means 72.0% contribution of
independent variable to change the dependent variable. In the same line the Durbin-
Watson value 1.939 lying between the accepted ranges of 1.5 to 2.5 suggest the non-
existence of autocorrelation in the samples. From the ANOVA table, it is apparent that the
value of F (6, 288) = 123.38 is significant with p=value 0.000 (<0.05). This indicates that

the regression model among the financial traits with its components can significantly be
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explained. The coefficient table shows the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for each
regression coefficient which is less than 10 and the Tolerance Value for each is less than
1. So, the multi-collinearity among the independent variables does not exist. This
suggests that all the independent variables are significantly independent as the p-value for
each corresponding t-value is less than 0.05.

The Q-Q plot of the residual shows that the distribution is the normal. Further,
Glejer Test of Heteroscedustaticity shows that none of the explanatory variables
significantly define the residual. Further, no significant correlation between residual and
the explanatory variables indicate that no issue of endogeneity exists. So, the regression
model has met almost all of the conditions valid.

So, the variable can be expressed in a model. The item “obtaining money to run a
business is easy in my country” is found to be least influencing to the model as its
coefficient is the least (0.092) whereas the variable “I can easily manage financial
resources to start my own enterprise” was found most influencing with the coefficient
0.150. Therefore a unit change in the opinion of the respondent about the variable related
to the management of financial resources to start his or her own enterprise would make
0.150 times change in overall financial traits of the entrepreneurship. Thus, the model can
be expressed as:

Model F1:

Financial Dimension = 0.760 + 0.150 x (startup capital) + 0.131 x (management of
financial resources) + 0.105 x (readiness of financial institutions) +
0.127 x (economic condition of nation) + 0.092 x (easy to get
money) + 0.124 x (material costs),

where each of the independent variables ranges from values one to five, more

specifically, 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree and 5= strongly agree
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Interrelation between Government Policy and its Items

To define the entrepreneurial attitude of graduates in regards of government
policy, six different items were used. They included subsiding policy, clear procedure,
favorable rules, supportive taxation policy, supportive business laws and encouragement
of the government were used. To see the effect of these independent variables on
government policy, multiple regression analysis was used. In doing so | found the
government encouragement factor as the most influencing one. As presented already,
most of the graduates believe that financial dimensions and policy dimensions of
entrepreneurships in Nepal are weaker than the other dimensions. The observation of the
coefficient values, people do not believe that in Nepal the procedures for the
establishment of new companies are clear. They thought the procedures are too
bureaucratic and unclear so that the graduates cannot easily get what should be done and
when. Now, comprising six independent items and policy dimension as a dependent
variable my model would be:

y= Bot+ BiXa+ BaXo+ PaXz + PaXa + PsXs + PeXe + €

Where, y= policy dimension

Bo= regression coefficient

B1= coefficient of subsiding policy and x1= subsiding policy

o= coefficient clear procedure and x> = clear procedure

3= coefficient of favorable rules and x3 = favorable rules

B4 = coefficient of supportive taxation policy and x4 = taxation policy

s = coefficient of supportive business laws and xs = business laws

s = coefficient of encouragement of government and Xs = encouragement of
government

e= Error term
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To confirm whether the regression is valid analysis or not, first dependent variable
i.e. policy aspects should be normally distributed. For this, histogram with normal curve

has been generated and is presented in Figure 13.
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Figure 13. Normality Test of Dependent Variable (Policy Aspects)

Figure 13 shows that the dependent variable is normally distributed as the value of
mean is six times less than the standard deviation. So, we can proceed for the regression
analysis. The model including the factors is summarized in Table 40.

Table 40.
Model of Government Policy Traits and Its Different Components

Model summary (Table a)

R R Square  Adjusted R Square  Std. Error of the Estimate  Durbin-Watson

.883 .780 775 .27005 1.959

Analysis of Variance (Table b)

Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 74.343 6 12.390 169.906 .000
Residual 21.003 288 073

Total 95.345 294
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Coefficients (Table c)

Unstandardized Standardized Collinearity

Coefficients Coefficients Statistics

B  Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) .666 073 9.070 .000
Subsidies policy 116 015 234 7.716 .000 .833 1.201
Clear procedures 107 .020 184 5.363 .000 .647 1.547
Favorable regulations .116 .019 204 6.083 .000 .682 1.466
Clear taxation policy.  .117 .019 218 6.291 .000 .638 1.567
Supportive business

134 .018 256 7.247 .000 612 1.633
laws
Government

172 .016 .359 10.601 .000 .666 1.501
encouragement

Expected Normal Value

Normality Test of Residuals of the Model

Normal Q-Q Plot of Unstandardized Residual Financial
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0.0

-0.57

Observed Value

Figure 14. Normality Test (Q-Q Plot) of Residual (Policy Traits)
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Glejer Test of Heteroscedasticity (Table d)

Unstandardized Standardized

Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) -9.360E-16 073 .000  1.000
Subsidies policy .000 015 .000 .000 1.000
Clear procedures .000 .020 .000 .000  1.000
Favorable regulations .000 .019 .000 .000  1.000
Clear taxation policy. .000 .019 .000 .000 1.000
Supportive business laws .000 .018 .000 .000 1.000
Government encouragement .000 016 .000 .000 1.000

Dependent Variable: Unstandardized Residual Policy

Test of Endogeneity (Table e)

Unstandardized Subsidies Clear Favorable Clear  Supportive Government

Residual Policy policy  procedures regulations taxation business  encouragement

(Dept.) policy. laws
Pearson

_ .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
N 295 295 295 295 295 295

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

In the model summary table, the value of R= 0.883 which indicates the existence
of a strong level of positive multiple relationship of the predictive variable i.e. different
components of policy traits to the dependent variable. Similarly, the value of R? = 0.780
says that 78.0% contribution of independent variable to change the dependent variable. In
the same line, the Durbin-Watson value 1.959 lying between the accepted ranges of 1.5 to
2.5 explains the non-existence of autocorrelation in the samples. From the ANOVA table,
the value of the F (6, 288) = 169.91 is significant with the p=value 0.000 (<0.05). This

indicates that the regression model among the policy traits with its components can



115

significantly be explained. The coefficient table shows the Variance Inflation Factor
(VIF) for each regression coefficient is less than 10 and the Tolerance Value for each is
less than 1, so, we can say multi-collinearity among the independent variables do not
exist. Which indicates that all the independent variable are significantly independent as p-
value for each corresponding t-value are less than 0.05. Further, The Q-Q plot of the
residual shows that the distribution is the normal. Further, Glejer Test of
Heteroscedustaticity shows that none of the explanatory variables significantly define the
residual. Further, no significant correlation between residual and the explanatory
variables indicate that no issue of endogeneity exists. So, the regression model has met
almost all of the conditions valid. This suggests that the regression model exist and it can
be expressed as:
Model G1
Government Policy = 0.666 + 0.116 x (subsiding policy) + 0.107 x (clear procedure) +
0.116 x (favorable rules) + 0.117 x (supportive taxation policy) +
0.134x (supportive business laws) + 0.172 x (encouragement of
government),
where each of the independent variables ranges from values one to five: 1= strongly
disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree and 5= strongly agree
The models show that among other predictive variables ‘encouragement of the
government’ has the highest regression coefficient i.e. 0.172. Thus, we can establish that
a unit change in the response of respondents in this variable can ultimately change the
overall policy traits of entrepreneurship by 0.172 times.
Leveling Dynamics of Entrepreneurship
This research helped develop different intra- dimensional models. The dimensions

include the internal dimensions (psychological traits and cultural traits) and external
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dimensions (financial traits and government policy traits). Now, considering these wider
variables as a unit of analysis, I intend to find the model which could easily explain which
one of the dynamics has a better leveling value to make a graduate an entrepreneur. Now,
taking entrepreneurial attitude of the graduate as a dependent variable and psychological
traits, cultural traits, financial traits and policy traits as independent variables, the
following model can be proposed.

y= Bot Pixa+ Baxat PaXs + Paxs + &,

where, y= entrepreneurial trait

Bo= regression coefficients

B1 = coefficient of psychological traits, x1= psychological traits

B2 = coefficient of cultural traits, x» = cultural traits

B3 = coefficient of financial traits, xs= financial traits

4= coefficient of policy traits, X4 = policy traits

€= error term

To confirm whether the regression is valid analysis or not, first dependent variable
i.e. overall leveling dynamics should be normally distributed. For this, histogram with

normal curve has been generated and is presented in figure 15.
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Figure 15. Normality Test of Dependent Variable (Overall Entrepreneurial Attitude)
Figure 15 shows that the dependent variable is normally distributed as the value of
mean is six times less than the standard deviation. So, we can proceed for the regression
analysis. The test results are shown in Table 41.
Table 41.

Regression Analysis of Level Dynamics of Entrepreneurship

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta t-value Sig.

(Constant) .001 .003 253 .800
Psychological Traits .250 .001 433 477.818 .000
Cultural Dimension 249 .001 302 328.895 .000
Financial dimension 250 .000 525 602.972 .000
Government Policy 250 .000 .604 702.872 .000

The table shows that the regression coefficient of the model is not significant with
the B-value 0.001 and the p-value 0.800. This implies that the significant model will not
exist by taking all four variables as an independent variable. Further, I found that at least

one independent variable must be excluded from the model to make it significant. Below
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are the models summarized with each variable at a time and the following model excludes
the psychological traits

Table 42.

Model One of Level Dynamics of Entrepreneurship

Model Summary (Table a)
R R Square Adjusted R Square  Std. Error of the Estimate  Durbin-Watson
924 .854 .852 .09068 1.634

Analysis of Variance (Table b)

Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 13.950 3 4.650 565.522 .000
Residual 2.393 291 .008

Total 16.343 294

Coefficients (Table c)

Unstandardized  Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 373 .078 4.794 .000
Average of Cultural 409 .019 495 21.439 .000 944 1.059
Average of financial 233 012 489 20.091 .000 850 1.176

Average of Policy 250 .010 .604 25.107 .000 869 1.151




Normality Test of Residuals of the Model

Normal Q-Q Plot of Unstandardized Residual Overall 1
0.3

119

0.2

0.1

0.0000]

-0.19

Expected Normal Value

T T T T
-03 0.2 -01 0.0000 01 02

Observed Value

03

Figure 16. Normality Test (Q-Q Plot) of Residual (Overall Attitude Model 1)

Glejer Test of Heteroscedasticity (Table d)

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
(Constant) -4.385E-16 .078 .000 1.000
Cultural 000 019 000 000 1.000
Dimension
Financial 000 012 000 000 1.000
dimension
Government 000 010 000 000 1.000
Policy
Dependent Variable: Unstandardized Residual Overall 1

Test of Endogeneity (Table e)
Cultural Financial Government

Unstandardized Residual Overall 1~ Dimension dimension Policy
Pearson Correlation .000 .000 .000
Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 1.000 1.000
N 295 295 295

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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In the model summary table, the value of R=0.924 indicates the existence of
strong level of positive multiple relationship of the predictive variables i.e. different
leveling dynamics of entrepreneurship to the entrepreneurial attitude. Similarly, the value
of R? = 0.845 signifies that 84.5% contribution of the independent variable to change the
dependent variable. In the same line, the Durbin-Watson value 1.634 which lies
somewhere between the accepted ranges of 1.5 to 2.5, explains the non-existence of
autocorrelation in the samples. The ANOVA table reveals that the value of F (3, 291) =
565.52, which is significant with p=value 0.000 (<0.05). This indicates the regression
model among the overall entrepreneurial traits with its components that can significantly
be explained. The coefficient table shows the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for each
regression coefficient which is less than 10 and the Tolerance Value for each that is less
than 1, so, we can claim that the multi-collinearity among the independent variables does
not exist. This indicates that all the independent variables are significantly independent as
the p-value for each the corresponding the t-value are less than 0.05.

The Q-Q plot of the residual shows that the distribution is the normal. Further,
Glejer Test of Heteroscedustaticity shows that none of the explanatory variables
significantly define the residual. Further, no significant correlation between residual and
the explanatory variables indicate that no issue of endogeneity exists. So, the regression
model has met almost all of the conditions valid.

Thus, the model explained by the Table 42 exists and can be expressed as:

Model LD1:

Entrepreneurial Traits of Graduates = 0.373 + 0.409 x (Cultural Traits) +0.233 x
(Financial Traits) + 0.250 x (Government Policy),

where each of the independent variable ranges from values one to five: 1= strongly

disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree and 5= strongly agree



121

The model describes that if we put the leveling dynamics in the descending order
the order would be:
Cultural dimension> Policy Dimension > Financial Dimension

Thus, in this model, the cultural dimension has the highest tendency to level a
graduate as an entrepreneur. This implies that the graduate would be an entrepreneur if he
or she is culturally grown up to become so.

Now, omitting the cultural dimension for the independent variables, Table 43 was
obtained:
Table 43.
Model Two of Level Dynamics of Entrepreneurship

Model Summary (Table a)
R R Square  Adjusted R Square  Std. Error of the Estimate  Durbin-Watson
.965 931 930 .06246 1.929

Analysis of Variance (Table b)

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 15.207 3 5.069 1299.365 .000
Residual 1135 291 .004

Total 16.343 294

Coefficient (Table c)

Unstandardized  Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 627 042 15.037 .000
Financial dim. 234 .008 492 29.458 .000 .855 1.169
Policy 240 .007 579 35.067 .000 875 1.143

Psychological 326 .009 565 35.932 .000 966 1.035
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Figure 17. Normality Test (Q-Q Plot) of Residual (Overall Attitude Model 2)

Glejer Test of Heteroscedasticity (Table d)

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta T Sig.
(Constant) -1.375E-16 .042 .000 1.000
Financial dimension .000 .008 .000 .000 1.000
Government Policy .000 .007 .000 .000 1.000
Psychological Traits .000 .009 .000 .000 1.000

Dependent Variable: Unstandardized Residual Overall 2
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Test of Endogeneity (Table e)

Unstandardized Residual Overall 2 Psychological Financial Government
(Dept.) Traits dimension Policy
Pearson Correlation .000 .000 .000
Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 1.000 1.000
N 295 295 295

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

In the model summary table, the value of R=0.965 indicates the existence of very
strong level of a positive multiple relationship of the predictive variables i.e. different
leveling dynamics of entrepreneurship to the entrepreneurial attitude. Similarly, the value
of R? = 0.931 suggests that 93.1% contribution of independent variable to change the
dependent variable. In the same line, Durbin-Watson value 1.929 lying between the
accepted ranges of 1.5 to 2.5 explains the non-existence of autocorrelation in the samples.
The ANOVA table establishes that the value of the F (3, 291) = 1299.37 is significant with
the p=value 0.000 (<0.05). This indicates that the regression model among the overall
entrepreneurial traits with its components can significantly be explained. The coefficient
table shows that the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for each regression coefficient is less
than 10 and the Tolerance Value for each is less than 1, so, we have every reason to claim
that the multi-collinearity among the independent variables does not exist, which
indicates that all the independent variable are significantly independent as the p-values of
each corresponding t-value is less than 0.05.

The Q-Q plot of the residual shows that the distribution is the normal. Further,
Glejer Test of Heteroscedustaticity shows that none of the explanatory variables
significantly define the residual. Further, no significant correlation between residual and
the explanatory variables indicate that no issue of endogeneity exists. So, the regression

model has met almost all of the conditions valid.
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Thus, the model without cultural traits is also significant. The model can be
expressed as:

Model LD 2:

Entrepreneurial Traits of Graduates = 0.627 + 0.240 x (Government Policy Traits) +0.326
x (Psychological Traits) + 0.234 x (financial
dimension),

where each of the independent variables ranges from values one to five, more

specifically, 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree and 5= strongly agree

This model seems more precious than the previous one (LD1) because of the higher value

of regression coefficients. Thus, the descending order of the variables which mold a

graduate entrepreneur due to the regression coefficients is given by:

Psychological Traits > Government Policy > Financial Dimension

This concludes that psychological traits are most influencing factors for the
graduate to choose entrepreneurship as a career.

By omitting the financial dimension the following table is obtained:
Table 44.
Model Three of Level Dynamics of Entrepreneurship

Model Summary (Table a)
R R Square Adjusted R Square  Std. Error of the Estimate ~ Durbin-Watson
.876 167 765 11440 1.657

Analysis of Variance (Table b)

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 12.534 3 4.178 319.232 .000
Residual 3.809 291 013

Total 16.343 294




125

Coefficients (Table c)
Unstandardized  Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta T Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 743 .092 8.065 .000
Average of Perceived
_ .320 012 773 26.928 .000 973 1.028
Government Policy
Average of
) _ 222 .018 385 12.059 .000 784 1.275
Psychological Traits
Average of Cultural
196 027 238 7.377 .000 771 1.297

Dimension

Expected Normal Value

Normality Test of Residuals of the Model

Normal Q-Q Plot of Unstandardized Residual Overall 3
0.4

0.2

0.0

-0.2

Observed Value
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Figure 18. Normality Test (Q-Q Plot) of Residual (Overall Attitude Model 3)



126

Glejer Test of Heteroscedasticity (Table d)

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) 1.191E-16 .092 .000 1.000
Government Policy .000 012 .000 .000 1.000
Psychological Traits .000 .018 .000 .000 1.000
Cultural Dimension .000 027 .000 .000 1.000

Dependent Variable: Unstandardized Residual Overall 3

Test of Endogeneity (Table e)

Average of Average of
Unstandardized Residual Average of Cultural Perceived
Overall 3 (Dept.) Psychological Traits Dimension Government Policy
Pearson Correlation .000 .000 .000
Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 1.000 1.000
N 295 295 295

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

In the model summary table, the value of R=0.876 indicates the existence of a
strong level of positive multiple relationship of the predictive variables i.e. different
leveling dynamics of entrepreneurship to the entrepreneurial attitude. Similarly, the value
of R? = 0.765 indicates that 76.5% contribution of independent variable to change the
dependent variable. In the same line, the Durbin-Watson value 1.657 lying between the
accepted ranges of 1.5 to 2.5 explains the non-existence of autocorrelation in the samples.
From the ANOVA table it can be seen that the value of F (3, 291) = 319.23 is significant
with the p=value 0.000 (<0.05). This indicates that the regression model among the
overall entrepreneurial traits with its components can significantly be explained. The
coefficient table shows that the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for each regression

coefficient is less than 10 and Tolerance Value for each is less than 1, so, the multi-
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collinearity among the independent variables does not exist. This indicates that all the
independent variables are significantly independent as the p-value since each
corresponding the t-value is less than 0.05.

The Q-Q plot of the residual shows that the distribution is the normal. Further,
Glejer Test of Heteroscedustaticity shows that none of the explanatory variables
significantly define the residual. Further, no significant correlation between residual and
the explanatory variables indicate that no issue of endogeneity exists. So, the regression
model has met almost all of the conditions valid.

The model can be expressed as:
Model LD 3:
Entrepreneurial Traits of Graduates = 0.743 + 0.320 x (Government Policy Traits) +0.196

x (Cultural Traits) + 0.222 x (Psychological
Dimension),

where each of the independent variables ranges from values one to five, more
specifically, 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree and 5= strongly agree

This shows that the financial dimension has the least effect on the graduates to
choose entrepreneurship as a career. By omitting it, | found the highest value of
regression coefficients. Considering the leveling figures in descending order, the
following order was obtained.
Policy Traits > Psychological Traits > Cultural Traits

The result suggested that in the absence of the financial traits, the cultural traits

had an influence on the graduates choosing entrepreneurship as a career.
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Omitting the policy traits, the Table 45 was obtained.
Table 45.
Model Four of Level Dynamics of Entrepreneurship

Model Summary (Table a)
R R Square Adjusted R Square  Std. Error of the Estimate ~ Durbin-Watson
827 .683 .680 13334 1.862

Analysis of Variance (Table b)

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 11.169 3 3.723 209.386 .000
Residual 5.174 291 .018
Total 16.343 294
Coefficients (Table c)
Unstandardized  Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 581 114 5.112 .000
Psychological Traits 251 .022 435 11.623 .000 778 1.285
Cultural Dimension 203 .031 246 6.532 .000 767 1.304

Financial dimension .346 .016 725 21.377 .000 .945 1.058
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Normality Test of Residuals of the Model
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Figure 19. Normality Test (Q-Q Plot) of Residual (Overall Attitude Model 4)

Glejer Test of Heteroscedasticity (Table d)

Unstandardized Standardized

Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) -2.912E-16 114 .000  1.000
Financial dimension .000 .016 .000 .000 1.000
Cultural Dimension .000 031 .000 .000  1.000
Psychological Traits .000 .022 .000 .000 1.000

Dependent Variable: Unstandardized Residual Overall 4

Test of Endogeneity (Table €)

Unstandardized Residual Overall 4 Psychological Cultural Financial
(Dept.) Traits dimension dimension
Pearson Correlation .000 .000 .000
Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 1.000 1.000
N 295 295 295

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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In the model summary table, the value of R=0.827 indicates the existence of a
strong level of the positive multiple relationship of the predictive variables i.e. different
leveling dynamics of entrepreneurship to the entrepreneurial attitude. Similarly, the value
of R? = 0.683 points out 68.3% contribution of the independent variable to change the
dependent variable. Similarly, Durbin-Watson value 1.862 lying between the accepted
ranges of 1.5 to 2.5 explains the non-existence of autocorrelation in the samples. The
ANOVA table shows that the value of F (3, 291) = 209.386 is significant with the
p-value 0.000 (<0.05). This indicates that the regression model among the overall
entrepreneurial traits with its components can significantly be explained. The coefficient
table shows that the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for each regression coefficient is less
than 10 and the Tolerance Value for each is less than 1, it comes to use that multi-
collinearity among the independent variables does not exist with an effect that all the
independent variables are significantly independent as the p-value because each
corresponding the t-value is less than 0.05.

The Q-Q plot of the residual shows that the distribution is the normal. Further,
Glejer Test of Heteroscedustaticity shows that none of the explanatory variables
significantly define the residual. Further, no significant correlation between residual and
the explanatory variables indicate that no issue of endogeneity exists. So, the regression
model has met almost all of the conditions valid.

The model can be expressed as:

Model LD 4:

Entrepreneurial Traits of Graduates = 0.581 + 0.251 x (Psychological Traits) +0.203 x
(Cultural Traits) + 0.346 x (financial dimension)

where each of the independent variable ranges from values one to five as indicated by our

Likert Scale.
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The model shows that the financial dimension is the most influencing dynamic
with a regression coefficient 0.346 for the graduates to choose graduates entrepreneurship
as a career. This means a unit change in the financial dimension brings 0.346 times
change in the overall entrepreneurial attitude of the graduates. Further, putting the effect
of the traits into the descending order:

Financial Dimension > Psychological Dimension > Cultural Dimension
Overall summarizing the models of leveling dynamics of entrepreneurship:

Table 46.

Overall Models of Level Dynamics of Entrepreneurship

Coefficient
Model  Regression Psychological Cultural Financial Policy
Dimension Dimension Dimension Dimension
1 0.373 0.409 0.233 0.250
2 0.627 0.326 0.234 0.240
3 0.743 0.320 0.196 0.320
4 0.581 0.252 0.203 0.346

Table 46 shows that the regression coefficient is the highest for the entrepreneurial
attitude of the graduates when we take the psychological, cultural and policy dimension
into consideration. This shows that the financial dimension has minimal effects on the
choice of a person to take entrepreneur as a career. Comparatively, the lowest value of the
regression coefficient was found when the psychological dimension was omitted. This
signifies that the psychological dimension is the most prevailing trait of a person to be or

not to be an entrepreneur.
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CHAPTER VI

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS

This research was mainly focused on finding out the entrepreneurial traits of the
graduates who were working as promoters or teachers in higher secondary schools in
Lalitpur District of Nepal. Taking psychological and cultural traits as internal traits and
financial and policy traits as external traits of entrepreneurship into consideration, | made
analysis how the graduates perceive entrepreneurial traits. The study revealed two major
findings. First, study found that the Dalits had a significantly a small degree of agreement
than other ethnic groups regarding the external trait of entrepreneurship namely the
financial dimensions and the policy dimension in Nepal to facilitate entrepreneurial
activities. Secondly, second generation (offspring) of entrepreneurs had significantly a
smaller amount of belief that Nepal had good policy supports for the entrepreneurial
development. Besides these findings, this research found no gender difference in
perceiving entrepreneurship as a career. Age difference does not contribute to the
perception of entrepreneurship. Similarly, as it found, ethnicity in most of the cases does
not make difference. Likewise, family history had no effect on developing the
entrepreneurial attitude. Finally, as the result show, the area of specialization in study
does not make significant difference to perceive entrepreneurship as a career. Each of the
finding is elaborated in the following headings.

Dalits Did Not Believe That There Is Favorable Entrepreneurial Environment

Favorable external traits including policy supports and easily accessibility of
financial supports are the major contributors to create entrepreneurial environment in the

country. Considering the perspectives of people from different ethnic groups, the Dalits
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have significantly a lower degree of belief that Nepal offers a favorable entrepreneurial
environment. Despite specific skills such as tailoring; the Dalits did not have strong belief
in the existing system. The finding is consistent with many other research studies, for
example a study conducted in United Kingdom reported that minority people perceive the
financial and policy barrier more strongly than the other ethnic group people (Roper &
Scott, 2009). The reason for this situation can be explained from the symbolic
interactionism theory as described by Bourdieu (1986), who remarks that people from the
minority acquire less social and economic capital than the other groups in the society.
According to him, they feel themselves insecure and even do not get support from other
people of the society. Other ethnic groups and government institutions have weaker trust
on them. Because of this, financial institutions feel insecure of their investment and thus
do not grant sufficient loan to the minority.

A study conducted in Norway by Engelschion (2014) also found that financial
access of people from the minority ethnic groups were weaker than people from other
ethnic groups. The same research highlighted entrepreneurship as a tool of reducing
unemployment rates among the minority groups. However, due to the perceived financial
and policy barriers, the minority people cannot get advantage to start-up their own
business and sustain it.

Further I would like to answer the question: ‘why minority people have weaker
trust on government’s policy’ with the help of the system theory suggested by Parson
(2005). Minority people (e.g. the Dalits in Nepal) have been historically oppressed from
the society. This long run of oppression has limited the thinking and behavior of those
people. Due to their structurally controlled behaviors, perceived access to finance and

supportive policy of entrepreneurship, the Dalits become weaker than any other ethnic

group.
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The research study conducted by Roper and Scott (2009) found that there is no
direct relation between a perceived financial situation and the entrepreneurial orientation.
However, Roper and Scott (2009) established that minority people have a lower level of
financial and social capitals. These capitals are ultimately the determining factors for
people to choose entrepreneurship as their career.

Therefore, it can be argued that the people of a minority group have weaker levels
of capital. This weaker level of capital (e.g. agency) is the product of socially constructed
value and belief system that have been existing from long time in the society. Due to this
the minority people perceive the government and policy support to start-up their
entrepreneurial activities from weaker levels.

Offspring of Entrepreneur Had Less Believe on Existing Policy

Offspring (Sons or daughters) of entrepreneurs have significantly less trust in the
existing entrepreneurial policies. In comparison to other people, the respondents who had
a family history of entrepreneurship had significantly lower levels of belief that the
policies of the government were supportive to enhance entrepreneurial activities. Usually,
it is taken for granted that the offspring of entrepreneurs are also aligned towards
entrepreneurship. However, in contradiction with the general perception, this research
revealed that offspring of entrepreneurs were not adequately aligned towards
entrepreneurship due to the lower level of policy support. In many of the situations, both
entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs were found unaware about the entrepreneurial
policies. However, it can be believed that due to regular discussions in the family, the
offspring of the entrepreneurs were quite aware about the policies and they had the
capacity to assess the existing policy. Despite the constitutional guarantee to perform any
type of entrepreneurial activities throughout the country, still many specific acts and

regulations related to entrepreneurship are not drafted and implemented.
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The concept can be described in terms of the theory of interactionism. According
to this theory, due to continuous interaction at home or within the family, sons and
daughters of entrepreneurs start to thinking as their parents did as acquired characteristics.
In the same line, Manley (2015) found in the United Kingdom that people may acquire
their entrepreneurial characteristics from their home environment. According to this
theory, how parents talk about different situations and scenarios shapes the ways their
offspring perceive things. Therefore, following Manley (2015), how people perceive a
system is a by-product of the structure (as defined by Parson). Family interaction is the
main driving force for a person to make perception about something. Thus, due to
continuous family interactions, people who had family history of entrepreneurship
perceive the existing policy differently from other respondents.

Entrepreneurial Perceptions are Irrespective of Gender

This research shows that perception building to become an entrepreneur is
irrespective of gender. Having examined the entrepreneurial attitude, the research shows
that the entrepreneurial traits of the female are more numerous than those of the males.
However, the difference was not significant. This implies that psychologically both men
and women have similar level of confidence to choose entrepreneurship as a career.
However, many research studies show that males have better tendency to become
entrepreneurs than females. For example, Phuong and An (2016) using a case study in
China found that males have significantly higher tendency than females to become
entrepreneurs. This may reflect that there could be some difference in the perspectives of
gender towards entrepreneurship in the developing countries like China. Nonetheless, it is
not different in a country like Nepal. Answering the question: ‘why there may exist
gender difference in perception building’, Hofstede (2003) remarks that structural forces

of society having distinctly divided roles and responsibility of males and females, are
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responsible to make significantly different perception towards entrepreneurial attitudes.
This may be the reason why the concern was different in China. In the context, as
explained by Hofstede (2003) in his cultural theory of entrepreneurship, males try to
prove themselves as bold and risk takers (a major attribute of entrepreneurship).
However, for me, education plays the major role. Educated people are conscious in their
activities.

The human capital theory assumes that education is one of the major assets of a
person and it can be transformable in different forms such as economic capital, cultural
capital and educational capital (Bourdieu, 1986). As the respondents of the research were
an educated mass, education had significantly contributed them to perceive them the
entrepreneurial attitude irrespective of their gender. Education have helped them to
enhance their agencies (as described by Bourdieu, 1986) so they could challenge existing
the social constructs. It was also against their perception that women should be limited in
household chores.

Due to strong capital, the graduates were able to keep themselves distant from the
social rules and regulations and were able to use their rational choice while making
decisions (Gidden, 1993). Thus, logically education has helped them to challenge the
societal barriers. This suggests no difference in perception of the male and female
graduates against choosing entrepreneurship as a career.

No Contribution of Subject Specification in Study in Entrepreneurial Development

Entrepreneurship has always become second choice among the graduates. They
have used their creativity to become entrepreneurs. We find that educated people have
been doing better jobs and attributing to the achievement of organizational goals.
However, when they have to start their own business or any kinds of venture, they

become reluctant of doing so. With the effect of subject of higher studies in mind, this
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research did not find any significant effects of any subject to make a graduate an
entrepreneur. | used to believe that management graduates were more aligned towards the
entrepreneurial development due to their specialization in entrepreneurial studies and
management. Nevertheless, the research result stood against it.

No matter what was the background of the study, the people were more convinced
that psychological and cultural dimensions are more prominent than financial and policy
dimensions. This research showed no significant differences in the mean of acceptance
that the psychological trait is one of prominent dimensions to mold a person an
entrepreneur. So, we cannot claim that any of the subjects is more influencing than others.
The same situation was found about the cultural dimension where the averages for the
students from Arts, Management, Science and Education were still no significantly
different. This implies that psychologically also, the area of study does not play a vital
role for perception building. However, with the values in mind, the psychological traits
get better faith than the cultural traits.

Further, the averages for the financial dimension and policy were also not
statistically significantly different. However, the averages in each case was found less
than 3 (i.e. people did not accept that financial traits and policy traits of entrepreneurship
were supportive enough to establish and run any enterprises). Thus, arguably, the ‘area of
study’ does not make significant difference in the entrepreneurial development. This has
raised a crucial concern about the subject in which people had been taught to become
entrepreneurs. The validity of the subject specialization has not been justified regarding
perception building related to entrepreneurship.

This research did not support training and education as the major source to mold
people into entrepreneurs. These findings did not support Hofstede (1993) beliefs. As he

defined, socio-culture do’s and don’ts are the major cultural factors that help people to
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build their conception. Cultural factors are always dominant to formulate perception
people’s perceptions. Hofstede (2003) claims that training and education could be some
of the stimuli that could make people able to challenge the existing cultural norms and
values. So, the result of research did not match with Hofstede’s claim. This difference in
the existing theory and research finding can be described with the support of the structure
theory. According to this theory, what people learn from their family and milieu are the
major attributes that help them to perceive their career choice. Thus, the graduates’
university education was not able to change what they had perceived from their family
and society. Cassis and Minoglou (2005) concluded that entrepreneurship is a form of
human capital in which people need to relate information to capital. Further, they said that
entrepreneurship is not a routine managerial skill to which bureaucracy follows but it is a
skill of bringing innovation and invention of the procedures in an organization. Hence, |
can point towards the quality of the Nepalese education system which is just making
people aware about the procedure of management rather than invent the procedure which
is fruitful for them in their further.

No Age Bar to Become Entrepreneurs

Age difference does not make significant difference in choosing entrepreneurship
as a career. The graduates of different age groups perceived an entrepreneurial career in a
similar way. This research has contradicted to the many research findings which conclude
that mid-age people are better entrepreneur than others.

The overall entrepreneurial attitude of the people was not significant. However,
from the perspective of the individual traits and dimensions all age group people showed
their positive acceptance (average value more than 3) towards the psychological traits and
cultural traits whereas their perceptions about financial traits and policy traits for each

group people were negative.
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The finding has challenged the existing thoughts and ideas. The research
conducted by Engelschion (2014) in Norway found that age had positive effects on the
entrepreneurial attitude. This research, however; showed that people of age group 25- 35
years had the highest probability of becoming entrepreneurs. Similarly, the same research
found that people with higher level of education had higher tendency to becoming
entrepreneurs. However, my study did not find the similar results. The overall societal
value towards entrepreneurial activities could be the molding factor in a developed
country like Norway where mature people have a higher degree of entrepreneurial
intension. As the participants of respondents of this research were educated people, it can
be believed that education had empowered them irrespective of their age. Following
Douglas and Shepherd (2002), education provides capital irrespective of their habitus (as
defined by Bourdieu). Our education system has not contributed much to mold the
graduates so that they could bear the risk. The entrepreneur converts risks into capital.
However, we do not have such favorable condition that people become confident enough
that they could easily take risks and make meaningful decisions where and when
necessary to become successful entrepreneurs.

Further, applying the structure agency theory, the attitude of a person could be
defined as a function of his or her social structure. Understanding gained by society plays
vital role in shaping choices and opportunities available to people (Gidden & Sutton,
2014). Our society has never contributed people to get rid from consumerist behavior. We
witness that people who do a nine-to-five job are better respected in society than people
who are involved in entrepreneurial activities. So, our social construct did not allow us to
tend towards entrepreneurship even we gain a lot of experience. Thus, the age factor is

irrelevant to entrepreneurial activities because of societal values and constructs.
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No Effect of Family History to Become Entrepreneur

This research did not show the significant contribution of family history on
graduates to perceive entrepreneurship as a career. Gidden and Sutton (2014) state that
family history as a part of social structure helps people to build a social sphere and the
social sphere the most significant factor for people to develop their perception. However,
this research did not show that such social spheres were very useful to make them a career
choice. I did not find that the offspring (sons or daughters) of entrepreneurs have better
perception than that people whose parents were not entrepreneurs. Thus, this finding
challenged Gidden’s thinking that the capital gained from the structures are transferable
to generation to generation.

The findings of this research indicate that whether people have family history of
entrepreneurship or not, psychological and cultural aspects are dominant traits whereas
financial and policy traits are the weaker traits of entrepreneurship. Here, viewing the
finding from structure and agency theory, this result shows that structure was less
influencing than agency for making choice of a career. Although the graduates who had a
family history of entrepreneurship had strong structural support for him or her but, this
research found that people were not able to utilize it as a habitus to make a favorable
condition for their growth. However, it is the agency which determines a career choice
among the graduates. The stronger the agency, thought the better the entrepreneurial
orientation.

This research had used the dimensions suggested by Bezzina (2010). Bezzina
(2010) suggests seven different dimensions of psychological traits which help people to
choose entrepreneurship as a career. The dimensions include need for achievement,
freedom, ambiguity tolerance, enthusiasm, creativity, locus of control and risk taking

propensity. However, it was found that the psychological traits were the most influencing
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traits for the graduates to choose graduates entrepreneurship as a career. It has established
that all the ethnic groups and age groups accepted that personal confidence level is the
most prominent factor for them to choose an entrepreneurial career. Further, in all the
demographic disaggregation, the mean value of acceptance was more than 3, signifying
the importance of the psychological factor as one of the most influencing factors.

Luthans et. Al. (2007) as cited in Ziyae, Mobarki and Saeediyoun (2015) said that the
psychological factors, the most influencing source of potentiality including higher self-
efficacy, better hop, optimism about future, resilience in decision making, searching
alternatives are the major characteristics of people that make them choose
entrepreneurship as their career.

Similarly, cultural traits are also found influencing to the graduates’ choice of
entrepreneurship as a career. Measuring the cultural dimensions, | had followed Lee
(1999) who has customized the cultural model of Hofstede to measure the entrepreneurial
attitude of people. Hofstede (2003) has taken four major areas of cultural dynamics viz.
masculinity vs. femininity, power distance; uncertainty avoidance and individualism vs.
collectivism. According to this research, the power distance dimension includes the
acceptance of the less powerful people in the society. Similarly, individuality vs.
collectivity includes the agency perspective and structure perspective. It is the debate of
“who is more powerful, an individual or society”. The masculinity vs. femininity
dimension incorporates the gender role in society and uncertainty avoidance is the degree
of anxiety of individuals in any uncertain situation.

Both the psychological and cultural aspects were more dominant than the other
aspects. To describe why this happened, let us use the structure agency theory. An
individual has the capacity to choose what is right and what is wrong. Particularly,

individual willingness and other characteristics are dominant over the person to make
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choice about his or her career. In this situation, referring to Gidden (1993), it can be said
that an individual being an actor has the capacity to change the existing norms and values
of society.

In the same line, it was found that culture was also one of the dominant factors to
mold a person (Bhattarai, 2010). Culture is indeed the social forces which provide
guidelines for people about what to choose and what not to choose. In the same line, it
could be said that both agencies (personal capacities) and structures (social forces) are
both equal contributors to make graduates choosing entrepreneurship as a career.

Further, explaining the phenomenon from the interactions perspective which
believes that both the structure and agency make continuous interaction between each
other and the decision made by graduates choosing to be an entrepreneur or not is the
product of both individual and social forces in an aggregate. Omri and Boujelbene (2015)
claim that individual characters and behaviors are the assets of people which are further
enhanced by their cultural values, create the human capital. Human capitals are
transferable into the financial capital too. So, combining of both structure and agency
powers, a person can be an entrepreneur.

In contrast with my pre-assumptions, the Dalits were less convinced that cultural
factors are the major contributor to make or not to make people entrepreneurs. The mean
value of the Dalits was significantly less than that of the other ethnic groups. That means,
the Dalits had smaller amount of confidence that they were culturally strong to become
entrepreneurs. To examine the results in terms of interactionism, the Dalits have been
historically lagged in Nepal. Having a weaker interaction (in terms of power exercise)
with the powers of society, they never got opportunities to build up their capital which

could be transferable (Bourdieu) into different forms of other capitals. Due to the similar
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kinds of family capital among the graduates, their family history did not make significant

contribution to molding those people as entrepreneurs.
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CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary

From this study I intended to answer two different research questions. The first
question was whether the social demographic differences make difference in graduates to
perceive an entrepreneurial career differently and the second questions was about the
degree of strength of the internal traits (personal and cultural traits) and external traits
(financial and policy traits) affecting graduates to choose entrepreneurship as a career.
So, with the purpose of finding entrepreneurial traits that make the graduates (private +2
owners and teachers) entrepreneurs, this research was focused to see if there exist any
difference in perception towards the psychological traits, cultural traits, financial traits
and policy traits due to different social demographic differences including gender,
ethnicity, family history of business, age group and areas of study.

An entrepreneur is the person who can convert risk into the capital.
Entrepreneurship is a challenging self. In the Nepalese context, entrepreneurship has
always become the second choice among the graduates. The graduates feel more secure to
do nine-to-five jobs than challenging self. Many findings show that the creativity or
efforts of the educated mass has been drained in vein just to find the better job rather than
creating jobs for other people. Such thinking has led to consumerism behaviors which
tend to lead the country into the vicious cycle of poverty.

Using the quantitative approach, considering uni-reality as an ontological base and
epistemologically considering the objectivity of knowledge i.e. knowledge can be

measured by using statistical tools, | performed a survey research using a piloted tested
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structured questionnaire (with Alfa value 0.74) in private higher secondary schools of
Lalitpur district. This used the random sampling method, out of 64 schools taking five full
time teachers and three promoters who have been actively involved in day to day
activities of schools. The respondents were 125 promoters and 171 teachers as the sample
entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs. The data were collected maintaining the higher
level of ethical issues.

Using the SPSS 23 software assistance, the data were analyzed and interpreted
when and where necessary. Descriptive statistics were used for analyzing the collected
data. Further, inferential statistical tools were used for the significance statistical tests and
developing models.

Research shows that gender does not make significant different to make
perception towards the entrepreneurial career. Both males and females are equally
motivated (or not motivated) due to their personal psychological aspect, cultural aspect,
perceived financial aspects and perceived policy aspects to choose entrepreneurship as
career. Similarly, entrepreneurial attitudes are irresponsive of ethnicity. Ethnicity does not
make different on graduate to become entrepreneurs.

Specialization in study is irrespective of making perception towards
entrepreneurship. People do not have their different perception due to their age. Neither
mid-age people nor young people are found motivated towards entrepreneurship. The
social construct that offspring of entrepreneur are motivated to become entrepreneur
becomes falsified from this research. Family history does not affect at all to make a
person entrepreneur but his or her person perception plays vital role in it.

Among all the traits, psychological trait was found most influencing factor to
make a person entrepreneur. Culture has less affect in entrepreneurial attitude formation.

However, the Janjatis and the “Other” ethnic group believe that culture plays vital role in
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perception building whereas the Dalits people do not believe that culture has influence to
make a person entrepreneur. Research revealed that financial condition of Nepal is not
appealing to make people entrepreneur. Due to unstable financial policy and situation,
graduates have become reluctant to become entrepreneur. Regarding policy issues,
different people have different perceptions. People who have entrepreneurial family
history do not believe that Nepal has favorable policy support to mold a person
entrepreneurial whereas graduates without entrepreneurial family history believe that
policy plays lesser role for the development of entrepreneurial attitude.

At last, research shows that external traits of entrepreneurship are weaker than
internal traits. People do not agree that Nepal has good economic condition and policy
support for the development of entrepreneurial activities.

In conclusion my research have challenged gender and ethnic stereotypical
thoughts and found men and women both can equally be entrepreneurs. Research further
concluded that people from the any ethnic groups can be successful entrepreneur.
Teaching entrepreneurial development in university does not add value for the graduates
as there is not different in perception of management graduates and other subject
graduates.

Conclusion

With the limitations (methodology, study area, population, sample, analysis of
data and meaning making), the findings of this research suggest that the demographic
characteristics of a person do not make much contribution to the choice entrepreneurship
as a career. The male and the female are both equally motivated to become entrepreneurs.
Age difference also does not impact on people’s career choice. All the aged group of
people have nearly similar entrepreneur intension. The siblings of entrepreneurs are not

necessary become entrepreneur. Siblings of both entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs
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have similar type of thoughts towards entrepreneurship. Family history does not
contribute to becoming entrepreneurs. However, family history of entrepreneurship helps
people to understand about the different policies of the country related to
entrepreneurship. All ethnic and social groups have similar types of thoughts towards
entrepreneurship. Nonetheless, the Dalits (who are considered as one of the deprived
communities of Nepal) have a lower degree of belief in financial strategies and policy of
the country to enhance entrepreneurial activities. The specification of education does not
play a vital role. However, experience and personal orientations are more important than
classroom based training and formal education.

The internal traits of entrepreneurship which includes personal psychological
traits and cultural traits play vital role to mold people entrepreneur behavior. Personal
psychological traits including need for achievement, freedom, ambiguity tolerance,
enthusiasm, creativity and locus of control are the major personality sub-traits which have
higher effect on helping people to make an entrepreneurial career choice. Among the sub-
traits, creativity is the most influencing personal trait to help him or her to choose
entrepreneurship as a career. Similarly, cultural traits includes cultural practices and
distance from power, cultural role of gender, decision making skill during uncertainty,
and cultural practices of making decision collectively or individually are also the major
contributing factors for a person to choose entrepreneurship as a career. Among them,
power distance has less influence than other sub-traits.

External traits including financial and policy traits have less effect on
entrepreneurial attitude of the graduates. The financial condition in Nepal is not much
favorable to enhance entrepreneurial activities. Financial traits include startup capital for
business, management of financial resources, readiness of financial institutions, economic

condition of the nations, easy to access money and material costs. Among the different
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traits the ‘startup capital’ is the most influencing sub-traits. People are reluctant to
become entrepreneurs because of the unavailability of the startup capital. Besides
financial traits, policy traits also play a vital role to make (or not make) a person an
entrepreneur. Policy traits include subsidy policy, clear procedure, favorable rules,
supportive taxation policy, supportive business laws and encouragement policy of the
government such as weaving policy. Among the sub-traits, Nepal has weaker
encouragement policy (weaving policy) due to which entrepreneurial activities have not
increased as expected.

Therefore, cultural and psychological traits have higher tendencies to make a
person an entrepreneur than any other traits. Similarly demographic differences do not
affect people to make ¢ (or not make) choices about the entrepreneurial career.

Implication of Research for Policy Makers and Future Researchers

From this research, it is established that the internal traits of entrepreneurship
were stronger than the external traits. These findings have demystified some stereotypical
thinking and established norms. Some of them are: no difference in perception of males
and females regarding entrepreneurship attitude; no ethnic difference in perception to
becoming entrepreneurs; the Dalits have different perspectives toward the cultural traits
and their beliefs towards cultural influence on people becoming entrepreneurs; financial
traits and policy traits are weaker traits than psychological traits and cultural traits; the
offspring of entrepreneurs were not motivated to become entrepreneurs.

Based on above findings, this research has opened the door for the future
researchers and policy makers to make further investigation and actions.

Implications for Future Researchers

The following are the implication of this research for future researchers.
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a. Despite of the socio-cultural construct that males have higher tendency of
becoming entrepreneurs, | found that both males and female have equal tendency
to become entrepreneur. Similarly, future researchers can make research into the
reason for this. They can find the answer to ‘why males and females both are
equally motivated (or not motivated) to become entrepreneurs’.

b. We have wide socio-economic status of different ethnic group in Nepal. Per capita
income, education status and other factors are smaller in some ethnic groups than
others. However, this research showed that these socio-economic differences did
not make difference in people’s perception building. So, a psychological study can
be performed into different ethnic groups to dig out the source of perception
building and the role of socio-economic difference.

c. Because they have specific skills, the Dalits are culturally termed as
entrepreneurs. However, this research showed that the cultural belief held by the
Dalit towards entrepreneurship was weaker than any other ethnic groups. This has
raised the question against the accepted construct. So, this research further
demanded research studies to explore the Dalits’ entrepreneurial activities and
their perception.

d. Many of us think that financial traits are the strongest traits to become
entrepreneurs. However, this research showed them as the weakest ones. The
model developed from this research defined the weaker effects of the financial
traits of perception building to become entrepreneurs. So, the door is opened to
study into the reasons of personal traits against external traits to become

entrepreneurs.
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Policy Implications
The following are the policy implications of this research study.

a. A smaller degree of the confidence of the Dalits towards the entrepreneurial
policy could be a beneficial point for the policy makers to bring the policy which
could enhance the existing small entrepreneurial works of the Dalits communities
in mainstreaming.

b. Most of the graduates accepted that Nepal lacks a favorable financial situation to
enhance entrepreneurship activities. So, | would suggest that the policy makers
should make suitable financial policies to enhance entrepreneurship.

c. This research has revealed that the policies of the nation are not supportive to
grow entrepreneurial activities. Thus, | would suggest that the policy makers
should amend or enhance the different policies related to entrepreneurial
development.

Last but not the least, | would like to suggest future researchers and policy makers
that they should find answers to the question “Why is the entrepreneurial attitude in Nepal

is declining further”?
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Annex 1: Professional Choice of Graduates

Career choice of youth of age group 15- 24

Career Options

Bachelor Level  Master Level

Armed Forces

Managers

Professionals

Skilled Technician and Associate Professionals
Clerical Support

Service and Sales workers

Agriculture and Forestry

Craft workers

Plant Operators

Elementary Workers

8.54
15.19
24.07
18.99
12.79
5.84
0.77
1.76
1.63
151

3.67
10.47
13.16
8.61
5.26
1.21
0.13
0.45
0.43
0.41

Data Source: CBS (2012)
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Annex 2: List of +2 Schools in Lalitpur District

Source: HSEB (2015)

SN Serial No. Code No  Name of Institute
1 1167 2501 RMAE-HISAHETEES AL, qeaih
2 1168 2502 STTCEieh-ATohd 3. AT, Hietesit
3 1169 2503 FATFRMUHISHISALML, AL IAAT-Y, THESA
4 1170 2504  WIECRRMSALI., AIAAN.-R, ATAHHRT
5 1171 2505 CACTAQEehelST, SIIUEre
6 1172 2506 ﬁaﬁf&rgm%, EIENICK]
7 1173 2509  JHIIETSTIEHTS 1T for, waT
8 1174 2510  ATTAIRTETToRITRIE, -3l
9 1175 2511 FATECSUHSHIS AL, Foriaret
10 1176 512 Tefseussieas mn e, wifieas
11 1177 2513 ﬁﬁﬁ:ﬁgm%,‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁ
12 1178 2514 mﬁﬁagamm%,fmﬁ
13 1179 2515 FRUHSHIS AL, T
14 1180 2516 TETUheHIS AT, qwTeR!, AHye
15 1181 2517 WRiS AL, Mdee
16 1182 2518 aawq‘]atrw?ﬁsmﬁ, gwmtn'a
17 1183 2519 TUATeheIUshre S AT {4, smEe
18 1184 2520  poERHISHLT, 3
19 1185 2521 AYHCMSITS AT, wrdgErer
20 1186 2502 ANTSHCHISHIS AL, Joiteh, Sieteam
21 1187 2523 CfHERISISTHRTSICR S, .3 H.A.1. -, TH=HT
2 1188 2524  USWIFHUHSHIS AL, A3 HAN.-4, FARAE
23 1189 2525 UTIE(-BYESAHHASTHEUUSHTE A3 AL [o., et
24 1190 2526 aaﬁ%mam.%r., HHIA
25 1191 2527  OeeSIfaaEs AL, STaa@e
26 1192 2528 ATRIOTASI AT I8 A1 4., Fhiqueier
27 1193 2529  dAEFHEHASIS AL, STaa@d
28 1194 2530  TecewsALia., =TS
29 1195 2531 SLEML QRIS A fa., STaemee
30 1196 2532 UeWFHSCGTHOHIeHs A1.f, HEe
31 1197 2533 @S AL, SHE-wEiEe
32 1198 2534 RISCRISHS AL, AR
33 1199 2535  UTFSUsheHIS. AT, eEd,
34 1200 2536 TAITAS.HL.fo., HETASH T, See
35 1201 2537 Toramnfemuerede arfa., Tegie
36 1202 2538 SERTEAUshTeHIS AT f., aftrger
37 1203 2539 SIS~ aTE g ot for., arere
38 1204 2541  AYFCASAIRAST, HHIT
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39 1205 2542 VRS SATCRI TSRS 1119, graeiare]
40 1206 2543 Afuspenias.anfa, =umee

41 1207 2544  STATCETTHEAS T, TRt

42 1208 2545 PromfommR AR, [T

43 1209 2546 SITESERREAIRES 3L, sitfufg

44 1210 2547 wifafgzanfa, ity

45 1211 2548 eerfeataensms.a i, dice

46 1212 2549  TICSTARISTESB AL, @3 H ALY, FAKTRT
47 1213 2550  STETSSIS.ALI., AI A\, ARTAEH I, T e
48 1214 2551 IAATENEES AL, AMER

49 1215 255y Tefgrmersanfa, fafege

50 1216 2553 STASIMLIA., FHRIE

51 1217 2555  EURHHINIASCARMAS AL, HIqueiet

52 1218 2556 Wﬁmm%,aﬂﬁﬂt

53 1219 2557 AAMEEYHAS ATl a’%ﬁg’{f(\, W
54 1220 2558 W@ AL, ST

55 1221 2559  TetmisHATfe., Seamea

56 1222 2560  HETAEHIRITFE3 HLf, 79

67 1223 2561 SIHTSHTRITAES 1.9, =TS

58 1224 2562 T oS- aRITAIEs Ao, e

59 1225 2563 FVRBHL, e

60 1226 2564 ~ TEEdRALE, O

61 1227 2565 Tﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁ(gaﬁ S.HT.%T., 3‘4’@?{

62 1228 2566  WEIEHISALAL, Y

63 1229 2567  WRTRIAICH IS AL, wgeter

64 1230 2568 ArEdRALI., =

65 1231 2569 URASHLA, U

66 1232 2570 HAATEEHATI AL, AZHATLR, FALUE

67 1233 2571 FHIACHRAL. Fer

68 1234 2572 SSERIER AL, ITanTsS

69 1235 2573 Geues ML, a=

70 1236 2574 ARG (TEfeaemise) 3 AfeEa
71 1237 2575 WEAEHRHS ML, qeah

72 1238 2576 STAHSSRALI. QY

73 1239 2577 dugesgieEs A dg

74 1240 2578 S (USSIEICTETSaH) SRl AL, eI
75 1241 2579 YeAThiggTIordS. ., suTee

76 1242 2580  JHfOHRERETCER AT, A3 -8, A
77 1243 2581 33, . qA-EE e, =ife

78 1244 2582 STERIERSALIALM. HIaRER!

79 1245 2583 Taertemnfa. faerd

80 1246 2584 STAGHARISHLI. gAERRT

81 1247 2585 WS, ¥Ry
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82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104

1248
1249
1250
1251
1252
1253
1254
1255
1256
1257
1258
1259
1260
1261
3617
3618
3619
3620
3621
3622
3623
3624
3625

2586
2587
2588
2589
2590
2591
2592
2593
2594
2595
2596
2597
2598
2599
8101
8102
8103
8104
8105
8106
8107
8108
8809

Tl'r-‘i-l“lwggelgsmﬁ. SHISTA-Y, gRTER
TTRTETEETS LI, A3 H.A.-L 0, FATSIA
ClEAICRIPECRIAC ISR I c
QUGS 3T AY-4%, qoteve
SIS AL 3FeIa-Y, EHtferett
Frfleds AL, BFt R

TATATTS AL, A2 3, Tedien
fornferadisanfa. stame-&, F%
MESATSTR. AL, Teamshi-2
AL, , ey

EANICCIRR: IRC IR | [ AR Cei
IR CITTUheHTS AL, Afa -2 4
HergaTeei3 arfa, saree
FIRHATTSATETERS AL, SAfTdqL-—R0
FAHS AL, ATATI-L b, Rrrermt
Sofifereres .o, =Ry,
FrEeis A i, v, TRemrerer
sfiumes3 A1, 3, ST, T
IS AL, WRAS-¢, STeTersien
HETS AL, FHRIIE R0

FES AL, 39-3, AT

ATFES AL, AT, TaTeht
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Annex 3: Career choice of youth of age group 15- 24

Career Options

Bachelor Level  Master Level

Armed Forces

Managers

Professionals

Skilled Technician and Associate Professionals
Clerical Support

Service and Sales workers

Agriculture and Forestry

Craft workers

Plant Operators

Elementary Workers

8.54
15.19
24.07
18.99
12.79
5.84
0.77
1.76
1.63
151

3.67
10.47
13.16
8.61
5.26
1.21
0.13
0.45
0.43
0.41

Data Source: CBS (2012)
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Scale Scale Cronbach's
Mean if Variance Corrected  Alphaif
Item if tem Item-Total Item
Items Deleted Deleted Correlation Deleted
| can reach to the excellence in everything that | do  162.96 258.211 .264 740
Success and failure both are related to the
163.75 265.809 .002 751
performance of a person.
| prefer being my own boss. 163.48 251.191 .384 734
I make sole decision of what | do 163.08 248.078 548 729
| can work effectively even in stressful situation. 164.12 265.601 .030 748
I can easily handle difficult situations. 163.75 255.000 318 737
For me everything is possible if | believe | cando it. 163.21 259.998 241 741
I have confidence to accomplish the task that | take.  163.08 266.333 .030 747
It is easy for me decide whether or not to launch
. 164.08 254.461 .300 737
new project.
I am fairly curious and | am continually in search of
) 162.75 258.404 .303 739
discovery.
I can easily influence one’s attitude. 163.85 264.085 .039 .750
The outcome of my actions depends on my own
163.08 246.461 501 728
performance.
I’'m prepared to invest my own capital to take
) ) 163.17 257.929 .255 .740
entrepreneurship opportunity
| believe that higher risks are worth taking for
) 163.31 259.964 184 742
higher rewards.
I know, plan with risk results more benefits. 163.98 270.787 -.108 754
| regularly take calculated risks to gain potential
164.44 280.379 -.364 .763
advantage.
Success is not limited only in promotion 163.19 267.347 -.025 751
Success is owning my own +2 school/college or any
o 163.33 257.504 216 741
other organization
Merit based rewards means equality 164.23 260.734 142 744
Organization cannot be responsible health and
164.15 276.425 -.226 761
welfare of employees
Success means being able to control my own time 162.87 257.218 334 .738
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I must cross the border of family legacy to be a
successful.

Person who has money may come from even non-
influential family.

Owner bears risk. So, there is no meaning of equal
give and take relation between owner and workers
Anyone can change his or her social status.

| prefer an authoritarian manger

Having rights does not means | have special
privilege that others do not have

Power comes when | own my own organization
One should not worry with the disagreement with
manager

Starting a entrepreneurial work means gaining profit
Starting entrepreneurial work means gaining assets
starting an entrepreneurial work means investing
money to obtain a profit

Failure does not mean losing money but it is an
opportunity to explore barriers

success is not only associated with gaining respect
change is for better, without change, there cannot be
progress

entrepreneur is able to identify resources
entrepreneurs produce existing products in a more
efficient way

Success does not mean having a lot of money

Job provides material things but it cannot grant
dignity.

work does not help to develop social status

| work for interest more than wage

It is easy to obtain startup capital in Nepal

I can easily manage financial resources to start own
entreprise

Financial institution are ready to give required

finance to start business

163.79

163.75

163.27

164.15
163.67

163.75

164.06

163.50

163.23
163.83

163.65

163.56

163.73

163.35

163.50

163.77

163.62

164.29

163.58
163.27
164.10

164.21

163.92

258.849

266.447

265.691

267.404
260.312

268.787

273.166

257.745

250.223
252.780

255.468

248.890

257.351

245.638

244851

245.755

265.048

263.488

252.887
249.095
258.393

267.445

257.270

167

.000

.037

-.018
185

-.057

-.180

.267

357
.358

259

423

223

.583

.663

.585

.038

.098

403
513
219

-.029

284

743

.750

47

.750
742

.750

755

.739

734
.735

739

132

741

126

725

.726

748

.45

734
730
741

752

739
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Economic condition of my country is supportive to
entrepreneurship development

Obtaining money to run a business is easy where |
live.

Material costs are affordable to start new venture in
Nepal

Government has subsidies policy to support
entrepreneurship in Nepal.

The procedures for establishing a new company are
clear

Government policy, rule and regulations are
favorable to start a company

Taxation policy is in Nepal supports
entrepreneurship.

Business and other laws and regulations support
entrepreneurship in Nepal

My government encourages entrepreneurship

164.15

164.25

163.83

163.92

164.27

164.12

163.75

163.85

163.75

251.872

260.957

258.950

254.376

268.755

259.473

254.021

254.978

258.064

403

173

207

.286

-.056

197

.338

297

214

734

743

741

.738

751

742

7136

738

741
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Annex 5: Tool of the Research

AT TR T |
T HISHTS! [ ToeTerd Thet 1% e ST=IUTd orehTe 3Teeehl Tfthe (MPhil) Teh feremeff § | 7 reh at
TAThITR UMY T TR Afererqy foreetreht fafimy Bsft a1 Site g3 et/ Fels (+2 Schools/ Colleges) |1 firersh =
TEEH(Promoter) T FIHT HRIT WU SATHEEATS S T ATl ATATGRUTEEHT o1~ FReFgeet Fl TIHT et T
(TS FeTST) HEINT TS q fr=rT Ieras m Tﬁ@ | T 31ereht f3TSek “Entrepreneurial traits of graduates to
choose entreprencurship as career” Wehl B | TeFATHT At Bt ﬁﬂ'@'ﬂT@ﬁ T TR TR 9l At Tt T
T ifeTgT Tifde gy TEY | AW WoaTo AT T quTsel fSWueT e qeT SRones e URa qom e
STEITHT AR AT ST A G U T
weArTeh fiet gTfdeh er=raTe o e e qraelt 311 SR <ieeHn went e 7 7l de Wl F e
g s
Wity =T
RICIECE R IAANE
TSI TRATIART I8T 7 £ 2

UL &: ST Tehen farawor
Il GUSH qUTSHT afcheh forawor Sted forgar, ik, fRvefm, STspeImTent U Seatfaent STeAT SIHeit faws | o
T STEHEHT 39T ST Aatergd ST9aT fIguenT foshe Hed qUISATS AT Afg a1 A WaT ST IR Looh! SThEHT

3t (V) foree erfege sy g |
3. 9™ ‘ ‘lﬁaéa:f: |
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¥ ° |fmew | w@d®(Promoter) |

~ ‘ )

& I WHE [ Ry =T R-30 [ 3%-34 [ 3"-¥o | ¥%-¥y | ¥&-Yo | 4344 | 4&-Go | & =THlE
(ST

o Sfd [ sy e EEEIG] aford T
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%0 I=d NfEE | Far AN o T o au wfadt | fram 3=
SuTEfiRT & (Humanities and | (Management/ (Science  and | (Education) | (Others)
Social Sciences) Commerce) Technology) (W@ Tﬁﬁl{)
3y SR | |
2R smERG | |
Qo I UTRETIGR TEVH AR | & | EieIECicy
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9. SR JTATH
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h Y (Statement)
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E
(eEd)

(FEH)

ot

HEH )
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£.R. HAAT a1 THBAAT HI=hT B T |

2.3. T SATHT HTfeAsh 3% (boss ofown)gﬁwqﬂﬂ?fggl
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Development) 3T ST 3715 Uit T T TR g |
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2,24, AT SIRGH A HUEhT JISTHT 7ID |
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3
(qeEd)

(FEHe)

ot

HgHd )
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(Promotion)@fbfm |
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