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Abstract: Considering entrepreneurship as a state of mind, we have to admit that nowadays, apart from 
business and economy, any person can think and act in an entrepreneurial manner. Hence, not only the 
“entrepreneurship enhancing” policies should not be confined to higher education levels, but also they 
have to be included in elementary and non-athlete programs. In this study, the level of entrepreneurial 
attitude, and the effect of some demographic variables on it were investigated among a group of 406 
university students in Tehran. The main tool used in this study was the translated Athyde’s ATE 
questionnaire (attitude towards entrepreneurial business initialization) which was tested for reliability 
by a pretest and computation of Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for the main study and all its components. 
The results showed that the level of entrepreneurial attitude was above average among athlete students, 
in all of the investigated aspects and components. They also showed that variables such as gender, having 
a self-employed father, employment status of mother, and the type of university (athlete &non-athlete) 
have no significant impact on the level of entrepreneurial attitude in students. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Today developing entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial culture is considered as a key strategic policy in 
front of different countries. Moreover, developing entrepreneurial capacities has an special importance 
for creating innovation stabilizing comparative advantage in economics of the world (Drennan et al 
,2004) General translation of the word “entrepreneurship” has drawn special attention on the aspect of 
job making and business creation. Whereas the concept of entrepreneurship includes a more 
comprehensive and deep meaning, which is not limited to job creation and engagement in business 
creation? This misunderstanding of the real concept of entrepreneurship and existence of unemployed 
human resources in the society, especially obvious unemployment of educated people, lead to a 
downright attention on job making when adopting the policies through development process. While 
entrepreneurship has some other substantial positive consequences like proliferation of the creativities, 
persuasion and development of innovations, increasing of self-confidence, creation and development of 
technology, wealth creation and growth of the public welfare as well. Today, we should consider 
entrepreneurship as a set of subjective intellectuals. (Dahlgren, 1999) Such a distinct point of view from 
business and economic basis, leads in the fact that everyone could think and act in an entrepreneurial 
way. Therefore, the European commission has defined entrepreneurship in its perspective documents for 
year 2004 as a general view that is applicable in any kinds of business activities and routine lifetimes 
(Fuchs et al, 2008). One of the most important measures of development and growth of entrepreneurship 
in any society is preparation of a comfortable entrepreneurial infrastructure, in which creation of 
entrepreneurial culture is an important aspect. Entrepreneurial culture is a combination of values, 
perspective, norms and behaviors shaping the personal identity of entrepreneurs. Development plans 
should not be concentrated only on higher education students, but also on the primary and non-athlete 
ones (Linan et al. 2010). Development of entrepreneurship can be improved by increasing development 
of positive perception of possibility of entrepreneurship through comfortable teaching and other 
educational activities in lower ages (Rasheed, 2000). Fewer measures are considered through 
progressing entrepreneurial mentality in general public level. Evidently, compulsory education could not 
be a comfortable basis for a person to become an entrepreneur. Most students in primary education levels 
are not well experienced or mature enough to understand complex conditions of business management 
context. Therefore, entrepreneurial attitude can be considered as a good option for implementing current 
education system (Johannisson & Madsen, 2000). Scholars like Ajzen (1991), Ajzen & Fishbein (1977), 
and Rosenberg and Howland (1960), defined attitude as a stance of preparation and tendency that 
generally will cause to the situation of acceptance or denied in respect to subject of attitude itself. 
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According to this definition, we can say that entrepreneurial attitude is a stance, which according to that 
people will show entrepreneurial behavior. The main purpose of this research is to evaluate 
entrepreneurial attitude level of second and third level primary education non-athlete students and 
vocations of the second educational zone in Tehran and accessing the role of demographic variables in 
forecasting it. 
 
2. Literature Review 
 
Different researcher grading entrepreneurs normally see entrepreneurs with their own special and 
different viewpoints, and classify the cause of being entrepreneurs in different manners. Some scholars, 
such as Stewart et al. (1998), believe that psychological traits cause to some good results in foreseeing 
people’s attitude toward entrepreneurship. However, Robinson et al. (1991) express that basis of 
entrepreneurship research, which grounded, on the theories of personality, included two basic problems. 
One of these problems is that, these theories are not specially created for accessing entrepreneurship. 
(Homaday, 1987; Homaday & Nunnally, 1987) and are not describing human, environment counter 
effects. Some other researchers tried to define entrepreneurs specifications, focuses on demographic 
factors and famous as a permanent perspective. This viewpoint supposed behavior as a permanent factor, 
or the subject which is hardly under the effects of demographic factors such as, gender, race or birth 
ordinance; whereas the results someone has gained through entrepreneurship is not especially constant, 
but also these results may change under the state of new or past appearing experiences(Robinson et al, 
1991). Robinson et al (1991) argue that those psychological researches and those researches on 
entrepreneur’s personality should be more dynamic. He personally adhered to this belief that research in 
this area should take a more dynamic approach toward entrepreneurship subject. Attitudes are less 
dynamic in comparison with personality and demographic traits and proportionate to time sand different 
conditions, changes in action and reaction with environment (Rosenberg & Havland, 1960). According to 
Robinson et al.'s pattern (1991), attitude is the subject, which is of considerable importance in 
entrepreneurship field. In 1991, Robinson et al. grounded EAO measure’s designation, for evaluation of 
entrepreneurial attitude of individuals based on attitude models. In entrepreneurship studies Robinson et 
al. (1991) were the first group of scholars used the concept of attitude in this name and according to 
attitude three sectional including cognition, behavior and sensation. They introduced the attitudinal 
approach for anticipation of entrepreneurship, according to critics, which two past approaches including 
personality traits and demographic approach prone to. They did claim that attitudinal theories with a 
high level of reliability, which had a wide use in it, could be introduced as a more dynamic and rich 
approach with prediction nature in anticipation of entrepreneurial behaviors. Even if many scholars 
(Drucker, 1970; Gasse, 1985; Greenberger& Sexton, 1987; Olson & Bosserman, 1984) introduced the 
importance of attitudes in studying the subject of entrepreneurship and identifying of entrepreneurs, but 
there were only a limited group of them using the attitudinal theories as an alternatives to psychological 
models, which were based on personality traits. The models of Gasse (1985), Greenberger, and Sexton 
(1987), can be considered as attitudinal models, which concentrated only on cognitive section of attitude. 
Although, in 2009, a new model designed for evaluation of student’s entrepreneurial potential, based on 
Robinson's model, and called it as AT. Athayde (2009) had been trying to make the conceptualization for 
entrepreneurial potentials compatible, in a way to be comfortable for students.  
 
Entrepreneurship Dimensions: Defining successful entrepreneurs is usually the main center of 
behaviors combined with special skills and traits including creativity, inner control (independency), and 
leadership. This is unusual or different, dealing with ambiguity and uncertainty (Gibb, 1987, 1993, 2000, 
2002).  The following research considered different factors for entrepreneurial attitude. These factors 
include ones like need for achievement, personal control, innovation, self-confidence (Robinson et al, 
1991) attitude toward self-efficacy, inner control, creativity, leadership, and intuition (Athayde, 2009). In 
addition, some factors such as attitude toward earning money, competition (Rivalry), change and 
entrepreneurship (Schwarz et al, 2009) and other considerable traits like risk taking (Olson & Bosserman, 
1984) are included. While some other, researchers believe in factors like self-effectiveness, 
differentiability (Florin et al, 2007) and inner independency (Norasmah et al. 2008). Considering the 
population under study in this research is student is the Athayde's model (2009), have been used, which 
evaluates student’s entrepreneurial attitude dimensions in three aspects: sensational, cognitive, and 
behavioral. 
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Figure 1: Research Conceptual model based on Athayde ATE model (2009) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Creativity: Creativity is shaped of regular ingredients in two new combinations. Attending some special 
commitments or beneficiaries (Mednick, 1996) Timmons and Spinelli (2004) express creativity as the 
heart of entrepreneurship concept. This concept widely studied in various researches and studies relating 
to entrepreneurship (Caird, 1991). Personal creativity is the precursor of innovative behaviors and 
creativity and defining as an important dimension in entrepreneurial potential. 
 
Center of interior control: Interior control is defined as follow (Carton & Nowicki, 1994): The concept of 
inner control (center of interior control) has been used as an attitude by Robinson et al (1991) and as a 
basic dimension of entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurs considered as someone with more interior control 
(Gasse, 1985, Brockhaus, 1982). 
 
Need for achievement: Wilder (1989) defined Need for achievement as follows: tendency and thirsty or 
a serious attempt proposed by someone through gaining a goal or dominating things, people, beliefs, 
circumstances or one excelsior scale or criterion. Need for achievement is a provocation which is forcing 
someone to do activities and duties that include a full trying, expression of needed skills that should be 
proposed through the shade of smooth risk and creation of a clear outcome. (Shane 2007).Many 
researchers have defined the need for achievement as an important trait of entrepreneurs (Caird, 1991). 
 
Leadership: Leadership is an ability of affecting other people to achieve their goals (Northouse, 2007). 
Chio et al. (2003) defined “leadership” as an important entrepreneurship factor and expressed 
entrepreneurship as a kind of leadership (in SME’s) that works according to special arrangements. This 
viewpoint defined leadership as a key dimension of entrepreneurship. Timmons and Spinelli (2004) have 
identified leadership as one of the necessary conditions for creation of novel businesses; and have related 
it to skills such as team making, creation of confidence and commitment and self-motivation. 
 
3. Methodology 
 
According to our data collection method, here we faced a descriptive research and considering the use of 
consequences and findings this study have classified as a practical research, which leads in practical 
implications. Considering this fact that population under study includes university students, for 
evaluation of their entrepreneurial attitudes, Athayde's model (2009) have been used as the basis for our 
study. In this research, Athayde's(2009) standard questionnaire have been used, combining 18 indexes 
which assess student’s answer according to 5-point Likert scale to measure athlete & non athlete 
students’ entrepreneurial attitude, need for achievement, creativity, and leadership in three emotional, 
cognitive and behavioral sections. At first part of this questionnaire, some question have been arranged to 
collect demographic information of the statistical population. Second part of the questionnaire includes 
gender, type of universities (universities for athletes & non-athletes), self-occupancy of father, or whether 
he is under employment and occupancy of mother, which is considered as independent variables of this 
research. 
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Population and samples: Population of this research includes all public university students in Tehran. 
Cochran's  formula have been used in determining the sample size of which is 375, and 445 
questionnaires have been used through maximizing the accuracy of the research and processing method 
have been used for sampling stage. 
 
Table 1: Frequency distribution of the sample 

 Frequency percentage  frequency percentage 

Gender Father’s job status 

female 195 48%  Self-occupancy 226 56%  

male 211 52%  Employee 163 40%  

total 406  No answer 17 4%  

University type Mother’s job status 

Non athlete university 228 56%  Self-occupancy 88 22%  

Athlete university 178 44%  housekeeper 303 74%  

total 406  No answer 15 4%  

 
Table 1 reveals the frequency distribution of student statistical sample. Validity of questionnaire has been 
supported by specialists and scholars (Expert validity). Moreover, to prove the reliability, a pretest have 
been applied on 30 students which Cronbach's Alpha was equal to 0.06 for general test and more than 
0.06for subtests which generally shows an accepted reliability. 
 
4. Results 
 
Table 2: Entrepreneurial attitude averages and its dimensions and components 

  
This research questionnaire have contained 18 indexes, and students answers were according to 5-pint 
Likert scale ranging from 1= complete disagreement to 5=complete agreement. According to number of 
indexes in each dimension, that dimension’s scale calculated based on average amount which have signed 
as “three”. In fact, test value has proved to an average level amount in each dimension. Thus, amounts 
more than this “measure” considered more than average. In addition, amounts less, seemed to be lower 
so.  According to table 2, and numbers resulted as average indexes, and as the average test was 
meaningful; it has been shown that all dimensions of each student’s entrepreneurship attitude average 
score (each students perception of their abilities in leadership, their attitude respect to creativity, the 
level of need for achievement in each students and the level of self-controlling did percept in each one) 
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and all three components of entrepreneurship attitude (emotional, behavioral and cognition) are more 
than test value (scale amount). Therefore, the numbers are greater than average limit, Student’s 
entrepreneurship attitude severance to demographical variables Comparing student’s entrepreneurship 
attitude dimensions and components according to demographic variables (gender, kind of university, 
parents job). It should be noted that, T-test and Levin test have been used in this research. 
  
Table 3: Comparison of student’s entrepreneurship attitude according to gender and university 
type 

 
As you can see in table 3, such a meaningful difference exists between average scores of male and female 
students in central inner control dimension and behavioral section of entrepreneurship attitude. Male's 
average score is greater; differences in other dimensions and components are not meaningful. However, 
comparing to female students, average scores of male students in all dimensions and components of 
entrepreneurship attitude were greater. According to table 3, except in behavioral section case, which 
average score of athlete university students, was greater, non-athlete university students, in all other 
dimensions and components of entrepreneurship attitude had greater scores. According to the average 
comparison test, average scores of non-athlete and athlete university students, have a meaningful 
different in emotional section of entrepreneurship attitude only (Non-athlete student’s average score was 
greater than athlete university students were). No meaningful different observed in all other dimensions 
and components of entrepreneurship attitude.  
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357 
 

Table 4: Comparison of student’s entrepreneurship attitude according to their parent's 
occupations 

 

According to table 4, in general level testing, and considering all dimensions and components, average 
scales of entrepreneurship attitude test for students whose fathers are business owner have a meaningful 
different comparing to average scale of students whose fathers work as employees. Because level of 
meaningfulness for all dimensions and components of entrepreneurial attitude is greater than .05, all 
dimensions and components of entrepreneurship attitude except need for achievement, average scales of 
students whose fathers work as employees is greater than students whose fathers are business owner. 
Entrepreneurship attitude average scales of students whose mothers are business owner, in all 
dimensions and components, are greater than students mothers work as employees. However, this 
different is not meaningful in any dimensions and components, because level of meaningfulness for all 
dimensions and components of entrepreneurship attitude is greater than .05. Pearson correlation 
coefficient has been used to show the relation between variables and the consequences reflected in table 
5.Consequencesreflect that generation has a meaningful correlation with inner control in 95% confidence 
level and with behavioral section of entrepreneurial attitude in 99% confidence level so. Furthermore, 
university type (non-athlete or Athlete University) has a meaningful correlation with sensational section 
of entrepreneurial attitude in 99% confidence level. 
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Table 5: Correlation between research variables 
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In order to investigate the effect of demographic variables in anticipation of entrepreneurship attitude, 
multiple regressions has been used. In this process, demographic variables (gender, university type and 
parent's occupation) were included. Table 6 shows these variables. 
 
Table 6: Summary of multiple regression models (demographic variables) 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

1 0.103   0.011   -0.002     7.898 
 
Results of regression model summery, shows that only 1% of entrepreneurship attitude changes by 
demographic variables have been described. Although the meaningfulness of regression and linear 
relation between variable have been shown in Table 9(analyses of variance). In following table, the 
meaningfulness has been shown as 0.494, which means that regression is not meaningful here. Finally we 
can say: the effects of demographic variables on student’s entrepreneurship attitude were not 
meaningful.   
 
Table 7: Analysis of variance 

Model Sum square Degree of 
freedom 

Average 
square 

F Meaningfulness  

1 Regression 212.13   4 53.03    0.850 0.494 

Residual 19836.53    318 62.38   

Total 20048.66            322    
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5. Discussion and Conclusion 
 
Our findings show that, in all dimensions and components of entrepreneurship attitude, students' average 
scales are greater than average level. This finding consequently have supported the conclusion of other 
researches like Khedmati (2000) which have been defined that athlete university students have such a 
higher level of need for achievement and inner control compared to average. In addition, supporting the 
conclusion resulted in research done by Samadi & Shirazi (2006) about entrepreneurial spirit of girl 
students in Esfahan. They found that entrepreneurial spirit indexes (creativity, self-confidence, and need 
for achievement, source of inner control, providence, and risk seeking) in students are higher than 
average level. In addition, the results of this research are in unisonous with finding of Henderson & 
Robertson (2000) that assessed the juvenile’s entrepreneurial attitude toward entrepreneurship in 
England.  Generally, average scores of entrepreneurship attitude of male students were greater in all 
dimensions and components in compare to females, although this different is meaningful only about 
central inner control and behavioral dimensions. Can be proposed in this way that male students have 
such a higher central inner control and compare to female students, proposing higher level of 
entrepreneurial attitude in their behaviors. It seems that according to cultural factors, which sometimes 
play a deterrent role compare to females, females, comparing to males have such a weaker center of inner 
control and may fine lower level of possibility to propose entrepreneurial behaviors. Findings of this 
research concluded that there is no meaningfulness about effect of gender on entrepreneurship attitude 
so in this respect it is variant from finding of researches have been done by Kundu& Rani (2008), 
Naffziger et al (1994), and Athayde (2009). Even if the entrepreneurial attitude average score of non-
athlete university students is higher than athlete university students, but this different is not meaningful 
except in emotional section of entrepreneurial attitude. In this viewpoint, conclusion of present research 
is in compatible with research done by Samadi & Shirazi (2006). They have found in their research that 
there is a meaningful difference about creation of entrepreneurial attitude between non-athlete 
university students and athlete university students. Findings have shown that having a self-occupied or 
business owner parents have no effect on students entrepreneurial attitudes, which is not in compatible 
with conclusions resulted by Naffziger et al. (1994) and Athayed (2009) which have known self-
occupancy of parents as an effective factor on entrepreneurial attitude. These research conclusions are in 
compatible with conclusion of research done by Jumaat et al. (2004). He found that there is no meaningful 
correlation between gender, race, parents occupation and students entrepreneurial attitude 
(Shariff,2009) .The findings of present research concluded that demographic variable (gender, university 
type, parents occupation) cannot present any considerable anticipation about entrepreneurial attitude of 
students. Then, it seems possible to be able to affect students entrepreneurial attitude by direct or 
indirect methods and by putting them on comfortable moderated environment in a positive way an also 
on time. 
 

Suggestions: The results of this research have shown that non of the demographic variables have any 
meaningful effect on general entrepreneurial attitude of students, this fact can be considered as a 
remimder that shows necesity of attention to education for improve students entrepreneurial attitude. 
Thus, entrepreneurial attitude of students in this level should be put under special attention as a potential 
that will lead them to start a business entrepreneurially by doing entreprenurial actions. development of 
positive perseption of possibility and nicety of entrepreneurship by executing comfortable educations in 
lower ages, general improvement of entrepreneurship spirit in all public level, social strategic planing, 
policy and gole determination, appling comfortable methods, patterns and other applicable & persuasive  
programs can be useful in this fild.  Appropriate policies should be appliedthrough the use of this hidden 
potential. For example it is possible to grow students entrepreneurial knowledge by introdusing 
entrepreneurship as a method of occupqncy or create positive sensesion about entrepreneurship by 
introdusing benefits of self occupancy, entrepreneurship atractivness and its benefits.Moreover, it is 
possible to create an appropriate basis for improvement of entrepreneurial abilities and increase their 
confidency  about their ability by executing and appling  primary education about first level 
entrepreneurial skilles or during bookshops with small but applicable goals. Also by the help of 
confortable methods such as putting them under the challenge of teem working and other practical 
projects in universitys, we can create a appropriate environment for them to be able to express 
entrepreneurial attitude on behavioral demension. 
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