Indian Journal of Psychology and Education
July, 2026, Vol. 16 No.2, pp 9-18

Psychometric Evaluation of Scale on Attitude Towards Entrepreneurship: A Pilot Study
Abhishek Chauhan* and Ritika Sharma**
Abstract

Fostering entrepreneurial skills among youth has become national priority, especially in
India which is a growing nation. To make effective policies, it is important for the
policymakers to have an understanding of mindset and potentially the attitude of youth
towards entrepreneurship. This is possible by conducting researches to evaluate the
attitude with concerned scales. However, the majority of scales are influenced by western
culture thereby do not capture the reality. This calls for the construction of an instrument
to measure the attitude towards entrepreneurship of Indian youth. This study deals with
developing a new scale on attitude towards entrepreneurship and establishing its
reliability and psychometric properties. A pilot study was conducted in 2 tryouts with 30
and 50 university students respectively, using a 45-item likert scale. First tryout dealt
with qualitative checks on clarity, flow and difficulty in understanding of items, along
with response pattern. In second tryout, on the basis of mean, standard deviation,
skewness, kurtosis, item-rest correlation, and Cronbach’s o if item, is deleted for each
item in the draft scale, decision was taken for acceptance or rejection of the items. This
study found a high Cronbach’s o (0.936) of final scale of 35 items.
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Entrepreneurship is a vital concept to emphasize
if we want to understand the interplay of
creativity, proactiveness, problem solving,
opportunity recognition, propensity to take risk,
and autonomy. Entrepreneurship has immense
potential in generating employment and
economic growth for any country. Although
entrepreneurship is an important economic
phenomenon, it has evolved into a dynamic and
important area of academic inquiry which
requires rigorous work (Shane & Venkataraman,
2000) Entrepreneurship courses have gained
prominence over the years throughout the world
as a means to teach entrepreneurial skills and
inculcate entrepreneurial spirit ( Fayolle &
Gailly, 2015). The entrepreneurship in 21"
century has transcended the regional boundaries,
influencing global developments, and tucking
global issues and challenges (Acs et al., 2018).
Entrepreneurship is the engine for growth,
progress, adaptation and resilience in the
changing global scenario (Audretsch et al.,
2006). Entrepreneurship has emerged as a
powerful force driving “innovation”, “economic
empowerment” and “social advancement”
(Audretsch, 2007). All this necessitates deeper
understanding of mindset for which attitude is an
important psychological construct to evaluate. As
India is in developing stage of economic growth,
there is increased push towards entrepreneurship
by government, targeting youth of the country by
cultivating entrepreneurial mindset. The schemes
like Startup India, Standup India, and National
Education Policy (2020) reflects government’s

Entrepreneurship,

Pilot Study, Item Analysis,
entrepreneurship. Thus, it becomes crucial to
assess students’ attitude towards
entrepreneurship as it determines
“entrepreneurial intention” which in turn affect
“entrepreneurial behavior” (Ajzen, 1991; Lifian
& Chen, 2009). To understand the whole
entrepreneurial ~ process from  opportunity
recognition to venture creation , it becomes
pivotal to study entrepreneurial attitude as it
offers a detailed conceptualization (Greene &
Katz, 2009).

The attitude towards entrepreneurship measures a
person’s predisposition of entrepreneurship as
favorable or unfavorable (Krueger et al., 2000).
Within the framework of “Theory of Planned
behaviour”,  measuring attitude  towards
entrepreneurship helps in identifying such minds
which can be cultivated to  think
entrepreneurially (Ajzen,1991). Such individuals
would be capable of converting opportunity into
product. Therefore, it becomes imperative to
develop a scale to measure attitude towards
entrepreneurship for both academic research and
intervention measures in entrepreneurship
education. A positive attitude often correlates
with higher entrepreneurial intentions, greater
risk taking propensity, and resilience to
challenges, while a negative attitude can deter
one to pursue entrepreneurship as career
(Tkachev & Kolavereid, 1999).

Though there exist many scales to measure
entrepreneurial attitude, entrepreneurial
intentions and other related constructs, it is
always a need to develop contextually relevant
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sound as well and can measure attitudinal
disposition of university students in India where
entrepreneurship is being emphasized under
national missions and policies like Startup India,
Atmanirbhar Bharat Abhiyan and National
Education Policy (Ministry of Education,
Government of India, 2020; Ministry of finance,
Government of India, 2020). There are many
instruments developed in western contexts and
then applied globally without sufficient cross-
cultural validity and reliability (Shapero &
Sokol, 1982). There are lot of tools in Western
countries which are not established universally
thereby not adequately reflecting cultural and
educational realities of other regions (Urban &
Kujinga, 2017). This can further lead to
erroneous findings, as social and cultural context
significantly shapes an individual’s attitude
(Doepfer & Sprenger, 2012). Another reason for
conducting this study with a culture-specific tool
is to explore the McCleland’s opinion about
cultural difference in India and western
countries. He argued that need for achievement
was lower in traditional Indian society as
compare to economically dominant western
society (McClelland, 1961).

Keeping the above-mentioned research gap in
mind, the present study aims toward developing
and pilot testing a tool to measure attitude
towards entrepreneurship among university
students. The tool will remain general in nature
and avoid technical jargon related to
entrepreneurship. This study focuses on the
evaluation of reliability and item-level
psychometric properties of a tool through a pilot
testing with a sample of 50 students of Himachal
Pradesh University, Summer Hill, Shimla. The
research paper outlines the procedures employed
for item generation, content validation, and
statistical ~ analysis, including  item-rest
correlation, Cronbach's o, and measures of
normality such as skewness and kurtosis. This
pilot study is an important step towards
constructing a reliable and valid instrument to
measure attitude towards entrepreneurship which
will be employed in future research and help in
attitudinal ~ diagnosis in the context of
entrepreneurship.

Entrepreneurial attitude is a key psychological
construct which reflects an individual’s
predisposition towards entrepreneurship and
related concepts like opportunity identification,
initiative taking, risk taking ability, innovation
(Robinson et al., 1991). Therefore, understanding
attitude towards entrepreneurship becomes
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crucial for designing curriculums and policies. It
also becomes important for a developing nation
like India to focus on cultivating entrepreneurial
mindsets as the country aims towards becoming
self-reliant and increasing job opportunities. As
the attitude is a multidimensional construct

encompassing  cognitive,  affective,  and
behavioral components, the evaluation of the
same must me comprehensive  using
psychometrically sound measurement tools

(Linan & Chen, 2009). Many scales have been
reported to be developed and wvalidated to
measure entrepreneurial attitude, entrepreneurial
intention, and related constructs.

Attitude is a fundamental concept in social
psychology which is broadly defined as “a
psychological tendency expressed by evaluating
a particular entity with some degree of favor or
disfavor” (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Attitude
plays a pivotal role in the study of intergroup
relations, making it a crucial construct that
necessitates contextual analysis. For instance, a
negative attitude towards out-groups is a
fundamental aspect of theories pertaining to
discrimination and conflict (Allport, 1954).
Attitude in social psychology is broader in scope
as it includes cognitive, affective and
psychomotor domain underneath to study.
Attitudes can be form through classical
conditioning,  operant  conditioning  and
observational learning, which reflects the
interplay between environmental and cognitive
factors (Bandura, 1986).

Earlier views on attitude towards
entrepreneurship treated it as a general positive
or negative feeling about entrepreneurship and
choosing it as a career (Shapero & Sokol, 1982).
The major focus was on the perceived
desirability of the entrepreneurship, whether an
individual wants to pursue it as career or not.
However, as the academic work in this area
proceeded, more nuances and underlying
concepts emerged. Lifidn and Chen (2009)
conceptualized the attitude towards
entrepreneurship as specific beliefs about the
outcomes of entrepreneurial behavior. The
beliefs were based on certain perceived
advantages like financial rewards, autonomy, and
personal fulfillment, and disadvantages like risk,
and work-stress. Thompson (2009) identified
dimensions such as independence, financial
success, innovation, and risk-taking as
components of entrepreneurial attitude.

One important thing is to distinguish
entrepreneurial attitude from entrepreneurial
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intention. Though, both are closely related and
attitude is a significant predictor of intention
(Krueger et al., 2000), it is vital to understand
that attitude is something which is not so
concrete as intention. Attitude is an evaluative
component while intention is a cognitive
decision. A positive attitude is likely believed to
result in a stronger intention for pursuing
entrepreneurial ventures (Ajzen, 1991).

It is very important for researchers to understand
and study the antecedents of attitude towards
entrepreneurship in order to understand the
attitude  itself. ~ The  attitude  towards
entrepreneurship is shaped by personal, social,
and environmental factors (Lifidn & Fayolle,
2015). The Personal factors include individual
traits (self-efficacy, proactiveness), demographic
variables (age, gender, education, occupation)
and prior experience. The Social factors include
family background and support which can be
significant for ensuring motivation through the
process (Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986). The
environmental factors include policy support,
availability of resources and cultural norms
(Urbano & Aparicio, 2016).

Entrepreneurship: An Assessment

The measurement of attitude towards
entrepreneurship has been done using different
ways, thereby leaving us with many instruments
having different psychometric evaluations.
Although, diversity in measurement of the
construct shows that a due work has been done in
the area, but there comes challenges along with
this for comparison and generalization. The
earlier studies used to the construct by asking
question or a very few questions regarding the
evaluation of entrepreneurship as favorable or
not. However, a more comprehensive approach
has been adopted to measure multiple
dimensions of attitude towards entrepreneurship.

Robinson et al. (1991) developed
“Entrepreneurial Attitude Orientation scale” to
measure the predisposition towards

entrepreneurship. It is a 75-item scale which
measures attitude across four dimensions i.e.
achievement, self-esteem, personal control, and
innovation. The scale is quite comprehensive and
provides good reliability and validity in different
contexts (Kickul & Gundry, 2002). Lifidan and
Chen (2009) developed “Entrepremeurial
Intention  Questionnaire” which  measures
entrepreneurial intention and its predictors like
attitude, subjective norms, and perceived
behavioral control. The scale consists of 20
items, records high reliability and is backed by
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strong theoretical base. This scale focusses more
on intention than attitude thereby making less
suitable to focus solely on attitude towards
entrepreneurship.  Caird (1991)  developed
“General Enterprising Tendency Test” to
measure personality traits associated with
entrepreneurship. The advantage of this test is
that it is easy to administer, while the
disadvantage lies in its outdatedness and lack of
cultural relevance (Henry et al., 2005).

Over the years, research studies have
acknowledged the need to make such instruments
which are contextually relevant. Sesen (2013)
adapted entrepreneurial intention scales in
context of Turkey and observed that the core
components remain the same while adapting,
certain cultural values like collectivism influence
the actual results. The technology has also
influenced entrepreneurial attitude.

Although most of the established scales are
reliable and valid, their cultural validity has
always remained a concern. The instruments fail
to have the same meaning across different
cultural contexts. All this has led to the need to
make a relevant scale in context to Indian
students. In this study, a scale was constructed
and piloted for evaluation of psychometric
properties.

Objective

To evaluate the reliability and item-level
psychometric properties of a newly developed
scale measuring attitude towards
entrepreneurship through pilot testing.

Method

The present study was conducted in 3 phases. In
the first phase, items were constructed and expert
feedback was incorporated to reject few items
and modify few items and overall scale. In the
second phase, the draft scale was administered to
30 university students for checking clarity, flow
and difficulty of items, along with response
pattern of items. In the third phase, the draft scale
was administered to 50 university students. The
reliability and item-level psychometric properties
were established using appropriate techniques
(Creswell & Creswell, 2018).

Tool construction

For generating the items and overall tool
development, a review of existing literature,
instruments, and theoretical frameworks has been
done in the field of entrepreneurship, education
and attitude measurement (Ajzen, 1991). It has
been kept in mind to avoid entrepreneurship-
related technical jargon to ensure clarity and
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relevance across diverse disciplines and to cater
to students from general universities.

An initial pool of items was generated to reflect
entrepreneurial ~ dimensions of  creativity,
proactiveness, problem solving, opportunity
recognition, risk taking ability, and autonomy
which are well established in entrepreneurial
literature (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Rauch &
Frese, 2007). The items were written clearly and
simply to ensure that students could -easily
understand the items and underlying meanings
(DeVellis, 2016). A total of 62 items were
written at this stage.

Content validity

To establish content validity, a draft scale of 62
items was given to experts who had expertise in
education, psychology and entrepreneurship. The
experts evaluated each item of scale on different
parameters like clarity, relevance, and alignment
with the construct and associated dimensions
(Hayness et al., 1995). The items were divided
into three groups: 1) When experts accepted the
item. 2) When experts rejected the item. 3) When
one of the expert rejected the item. In case of the
third group of items, the panel of experts sat
together to discuss and rejected or accepted the
items with or without modifications. The
feedback from experts was incorporated to
further refine the scale, and a few items were
removed and a few were modified (Boateng et
al., 2018) .

First Tryout of Draft Scale

In this stage, a draft scale of 45 items was given
to 30 students. The study was conducted in the
campus of Himachal Pradesh University,
Summer Hill, Shimla which is a public university
in Himachal Pradesh. The departments were
selected randomly to ensure diversity of sample.
The departments were law, Education,
Economics, Business School, Mathematics and
Physics, from which 30 students were selected
randomly. The informed consent of students
were obtained and objectives of study were told
to them by the researcher. The time duration to
fill the rating scale ranged from 6 minutes to 15
minutes. Along with this, respondents were
asked about the clarity, flow and difficulty in
understanding of items. There was a separate
section in the draft scale to give feedback about
the overall scale and items.

The data was then analyzed by checking
response patterns of scale and items. The
feedback on clarity and flow of items was
generally positive. Also, students did not find
difficulty in understanding items. Most of the

12

items showed maximum frequency of responses
in 3 and 4, few items in 4 and 5. This pattern
suggest a generally favorable attitude of
respondents towards the construct being
measured. Few items seemed to be problematic,
for instance, item 1 had maximum responses in 5
reflecting that the item is socially desirable.
Item 1, item, 8, item 14 and item 25 showed
skewness. However, these items were not
eliminated as final decision to accept or reject an
item was taken after the statical treatment in
second tryout.

Second Tryout of Draft Scale

Sampling and data collection

The population for this study consisted of
students of Himachal Pradesh University from
various departments like Law, Physics,
Chemistry, Computer Sciences, Mathematics,
Rural Development, Business School, Journalism
& Mass Communication, Education, History,
Economics, and Political Science to ensure
academic diversity. Different disciplines were
taken for the study to reflect the diversity at the
broader university level. A total of 50 students
were selected for the study using a stratified
random sampling method. For this, the
departments were first selected randomly
keeping in mind that academic diversity should
be there. From each selected department, 2-8
students were selected randomly. The

stratified random sampling enhances
representativeness across subgroups (Fraenkel et
al., 2012). Prior to the commencement of data
collection, all participants were duly informed
about the objectives of the study and informed
consent was obtained. Strict measures were
implemented to ensure the anonymity and
confidentiality of all information throughout the
entire process (Israel & Hay, 2006).

For data collection, self-reported questionnaires
were used. The respondents were given
questionnaires for which there was no time limit,
though the time taken by respondents for
completing it ranged from 7-15 minutes.

Second tryout; Statistical Analysis

The data was analyzed using JAMOVI software.
To perform item-level analysis and establishing
reliability, following statistical techniques were
used:

* Descriptive statistics: These were used to
examine the central tendency and spread of
scores. Here, mean and standard deviation
(SD) of each item was calculated. The range
for mean was taken from 1.5 to 4.5. For
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standard deviation, the items having SD lower
than 0.70 were considered for rejection

attitude towards entrepreneurship. After deletion
of items, the scale contained 45 items, each of

Study site:
Campus of Himachal Pradesh
University, Summer Hill, Shimla

l

Select Departments
Law, Physics, Chemistry, Computer Sciences,
Mathematics, Rural Development, Journalism
& Mass Communication, Education, History,
Economics, Political Science

|

Stratified Random Sampling
Each department is treated as a stratum
2-8 students selected randomly

|

Total Sample Size: 50 Students
Informed Consent & Ethical Considerations
Participants informed about study objectives
Informed consent obtained

(DeVellis, 2016).

Normality: To assess the normal distribution
of scores, skewness and kurtosis of each item
were calculated. Items with skewness lying
outside the range of -1 to 1, and kurtosis
outside the range of -2 to 2 were considered
problematic (Kline, 2016; (Tabachnick &
Dennick, 2019).

Item-rest correlation: It was used to measure
the correlation of a particular item with the
overall scale. Items with correlation of below
0.30 were marked for rejection (Field, 2018
;Pallant, 2020).

Reliability: For this part, “Cronbach's a” was
calculated for the overall scale. Also,
“Cronbach's a if item deleted” is calculated
for each item to see if the value of Cronbach's
o increases significantly on the removal of
that particular item.

However, all the above discussed measures were
considered in totality for making a final take on
acceptance or rejection of any item (Boateng et
al., 2018).

Results and Discussion

The study was conducted to establish reliability
and evaluate the psychometric properties of scale
developed to measure university students’
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which is rated on a 5-point likert scale raging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The tryout of draft scale was done in 2 stages
with sample size of 30 and 50 university
students, respectively.

In the first tryout, qualitative checks were done
regarding flow, clarity and understanding of
items. This stage did not report any major fault
with the scale. Therefore, the items were retained
for second tryout where items underwent
statistical treatment.

To perform the item analysis in the second
tryout, we calculated mean, standard deviation,
Skewness, kurtosis, item-rest correlation, and
Cronbach's o if item dropped of each item
(DeVellis, 2016; Field, 2018). Along with this
we calculated mean, standard deviation and
Cronbach's o of the 45 item scale. The following
table presents analysis of each item.

Table 1: Item level analysis of scale

On the basis of above table, we considered items
for acceptance or rejection. A table is constructed
below to show which items were considered for
rejection when looking at the individual
measures.
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Ite |Mean | SD | Skewness | Kurtosis | Item-total | Cronbac
m correlatio | h's a if
No. n item
dropped
1 | 454 | 095 -2.63 7.02 0.43 0.93
2 | 3.40 | 1.09 0.22 -1.22 0.28 0.94
3 376 | 1.29 -0.61 -0.99 0.53 0.93
4 | 3.66 | 0.94 -0.02 -0.91 0.52 0.93
5 | 3.10 | 1.09 0.19 -0.43 -0.07 0.94
6 | 4.00 | 095 -0.75 -0.22 0.72 0.93
7 | 3.80 | 0.95 -0.63 0.33 0.36 0.94
8 | 398 | 1.10 -1.12 0.71 0.61 0.93
9 | 406 | 0.89 -0.84 1.10 0.54 0.93
10 | 3.80 | 1.01 -0.69 0.02 0.68 0.93
11 | 3.74 | 1.10 -0.50 -0.67 0.42 0.93
12 | 348 | 1.00 -0.20 -0.45 0.34 0.94
13 | 3.62 | 1.11 -0.70 0.08 0.45 0.93
14 | 392 | 1.16 -1.24 1.10 0.45 0.93
15 | 3.60 | 1.20 -0.96 0.14 0.77 0.93
16 | 3.20 | 1.11 -0.60 -0.88 0.35 0.94
17 | 3.76 | 0.98 -0.84 -0.94 0.55 0.93
18 | 3.66 | 1.12 -0.56 -0.38 0.39 0.93
19 | 3.76 | 1.02 -1.17 1.47 0.76 0.93
20 | 3.54 | 0.93 -0.68 0.06 0.35 0.94
21 | 3.84 | 1.20 -1.00 0.09 0.81 0.93
22 | 3.84 | 1.10 -0.84 0.18 0.46 0.93
23 | 3.70 | 1.11 -0.86 0.28 0.53 0.93
24 | 3.82 | 1.35 -0.85 -0.60 0.74 0.93
25 | 4.02 | 0.94 -1.13 1.44 0.53 0.93
26 | 398 | 1.19 -0.95 -0.09 0.62 0.93
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Ite | Mean| SD | Skewness | Kurtosis | Item-total | Cronbac
m correlatio | h's a if
No. n item
dropped
27 | 3.74 | 1.14 -0.93 0.23 0.44 0.93
28 | 3.42 | 0.95 -0.21 -0.28 0.59 0.93
29 | 346 | 097 -0.64 0.18 0.57 0.93
30 | 3.64 | 1.01 -0.72 0.41 0.57 0.93
31 | 278 | 1.17 0.21 -0.75 -0.09 0.94
32 | 3.82 | 0.92 -0.78 0.77 0.36 0.93
33 | 3.80 | 1.07 -1.04 0.98 0.59 0.93
34 | 332 | 146 -0.34 -1.31 0.21 0.94
35 | 334 | 1.17 -0.39 -0.62 0.39 0.93
36 | 3.78 | 0.98 -0.22 -0.98 0.46 0.93
37 | 370 | 1.25 -0.90 -0.01 0.46 0.93
38 | 3.20 | 1.18 -0.17 -0.56 0.49 0.93
39 | 3.68 | 1.20 -0.96 -0.02 0.41 0.93
40 | 3.62 | 1.18 -0.77 -0.33 0.66 0.93
41 | 4.08 | 1.03 -0.99 0.42 0.55 0.93
42 | 3.82 | 1.21 -1.02 0.31 0.59 0.93
43 | 336 | 1.06 0.07 -0.81 0.23 0.94
44 | 3.86 | 1.01 -0.82 0.22 0.67 0.93
45 | 394 | 1.04 -1.02 0.92 0.40 0.93
Table 2: Item numbers considered for No item in the analysis showed a significant

rejection on basis of individual measure

Statistical Measure Item numbers

Mean 1

Standard deviation Nil

Skewness 1,8,14,19, 25, 33,42, 45

Kurtosis 1

Item-rest correlation 2,5,31,34,43
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increase in Cronbach's a if an item was deleted.
Item number 33, 42 and 45 showed a slight
increase in skewness than the accepted values as
1.04, 1.02 and 1.02 respectively. However, these
items performed well in other statistical
measures and were retained for the final scale
(Boateng et al., 2018). Item number 1 performed
poorly on mean, skewness and kurtosis thereby
making it non-acceptable for the final scale. Item
number 2, 5, 31, 34 and 43 were rejected as they
showed low item-rest correlation. Item numbers
8, 14, 19 and 25 were rejected as they were
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showing high skewness. Thus, 10 items were
rejected from the draft scale of 45 items thereby
leaving us with 35 items for the final scale. The
scale statistics of final 35 item scale is as
follows:

Mean = 3.71

Standard Deviation = 0.609

Cronbach’s a=0.936

The results support the initial validity and
internal consistency reliability of the newly
developed scale to measure attitude towards
entrepreneurship (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011).
This scale is a potential tool to measure the
underlying construct of attitude towards
entrepreneurship. The scale also contributes to
the context specific needs in entrepreneurial
research by focussing on university students of
India.

Despite the promising statistical results, few
limitations were there. The study was conducted
with small sample size which led us to say that
generalization cannot be attempted with this
much sample size. There was not high diversity
in the sample due to the sample size. However,
these limitations will be resolved in the main
study with larger sample thereby making the
scale more robust in terms of psychometric
soundness.

Conclusion

This study was done to develop and evaluate
psychometrically a scale on attitude towards
entrepreneurship designed for university students
of India. The scale is general in nature and does
not have technical jargon. In this study, an initial
pool of 62 items was generated by doing
literature review, and studying existing
frameworks. After that, experts reviewed the
items and rejected/modified items thereby
leaving us with 45 items. All the items were
made to undergo qualitative checks and then
statistical treatment to get their mean, standard
deviation,  skewness,  kurtosis,  item-rest
correlation, and Cronbach’s a if item deleted. On
the basis of these measures, 10 items were
rejected. The final scale now contains 35 items
which will be administered further for main
work. The final scale of 35 items shows
Cronbach’s o of 0.936 reflecting excellent
internal consistency reliability of scale. The
mean of the scale came out to be 3.71 after pilot
testing, which reveals a generally favorable
attitude towards entrepreneurship. This pilot
study lays a strong foundation for a more robust
validation process of the scale when it will be
used for a larger and diverse sample. With
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further work on this scale, the tool will get better
psychometric backing thereby increasing the
contribution of tool in research, entrepreneurial
assessment and others.
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