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Abstract 
 

The purpose of this study is to examine the challenges of small businesses in Tamil Nadu face when adopting strategic 
entrepreneurship. It seeks to understand how the demographic profiles like Age, gender and educational qualification 
are influence the challenges for adopting strategic entrepreneurship. This study used a qualitative approach was 
employed, utilizing a Stratified Random Sampling Technique to select the 380 Small businesses across various sectors 
in the southern region of Tamil Nadu. Structured Questionnaires were used to gather data on the challenges for 
adopting strategic entrepreneurship. The percentage analysis for demographic profile, weighted average for the rank 
of the challenges and Kruskal-Wallis test was utilized for the testing of hypotheses. The study revealed the 20 challenges 
faced by the small business for adopting the strategic entrepreneurship including limited financial resources, lack of 
skilled personnel, etc. The demographic profile of the respondents highlighted a predominance of middle aged and male 
entrepreneurs with more business experience. The weighted average shows that mindset of the employee and limited 
financial resources are the high mean score and rank. The Kruskal – Wallis test shows the result of the hypotheses. This 
study adds to the body of knowledge by highlighting specific challenges that small businesses confront. By considering 
demographic profiles, it offers valuable insights for policy makers and business stakeholders to develop targeted 
strategies. The utilization of the Kruskal-Wallis test provides a rigorous statistical analysis of the association between 
demographic profiles and challenges enhancing the originality and validity of the findings. 
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Introduction 
Strategic Entrepreneurship represents a dynamic 

and multidimensional approach to business 

management that combines entrepreneurial 

actions with strategic thinking to create and 

sustain competitive advantages in today’s rapidly 

evolving business environment. As its core, 

strategic entrepreneurship involves the proactive 

identification and exploitation of opportunities 

while effectively navigating the challenges posed 

by volatile market conditions and intense 

competition (1). Unlike traditional views of 

entrepreneurship that focus on the creation of new 

ventures, strategic entrepreneurship encompasses 

a broader spectrum of activities, including 

innovation management, resource allocation, and 

strategic decision making within both new and 

established businesses (2). The concept of 

strategic entrepreneurship is the integration of 

entrepreneurial mindset (3), strategic vision, and 

operational execution. It requires leaders and 

managers to cultivate an entrepreneurial 

orientation within their organizations, fostering a 

culture of creativity, risk taking, and opportunity 

seeking at all levels (4). Moreover, strategic 

entrepreneurship involves the systematic 

identification and exploitation of opportunities 

through a combination of market sensing, resource 

leveraging, and strategic positioning strategies (5).  
Small businesses are the backbone of economies 

worldwide, serving as engines of innovation, job 

creation, and economic growth (6, 7). Their limited 

scale of operations, small businesses typically have 

fewer employees, lower revenue, and more 

localized market compared to large businesses. 

Many small businesses are founded by individuals 

or small groups of entrepreneurs who are driven 

by passion, vision, and a desire to make a 

difference in their communities. These  
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entrepreneurs often take on significant risks to 

pursue their ventures, leveraging their creativity, 

resourcefulness, and resilience to overcome 

challenges and seize opportunities (8). However, 

small businesses also benefit from certain 

advantages, such as agility, flexibility, and the 

ability to forge strong relationships with 

customers and suppliers (9). Digital tools and 

online platforms have enabled small businesses to 

reach broader audiences and streamline their 

operations, but they have also intensified 

competition and raised expectations for 

innovation and customer service (10). 

Strategic entrepreneurship is a combination of the 

entrepreneurship with strategic management. It 

involves the strategic thinking, future vision, 

innovation and entrepreneurial orientation etc. In 

strategic entrepreneurship is the essence of 

entrepreneurship to create wealth with identify 

and utilize the opportunities in a right time (11). In 

short, strategic entrepreneurship is the integration 

of opportunity seeking behaviour and advantage 

seeking behaviour in developing and taking 

actions designed to create wealth (3). This 

approach recognizes that entrepreneurship is not 

merely about launching new ventures but also 

about the continuous renewal and adaptation of 

existing businesses to stay ahead in an increasingly 

competitive marketplace. Strategic 

entrepreneurship emphasizes the importance of 

aligning entrepreneurial initiatives with the 

broader strategic goals and objectives of the 

organization, ensuring that innovative endeavours 

contribute to long-term value creation and 

sustainable growth (12). 

 

 
Figure 1: Model of Strategic Entrepreneurship; Source: Ireland et al., 2003 (12) 

 

Figure 1 shows the how strategic 

entrepreneurship creates a wealth creation with 

the four major dimensions. They are 

entrepreneurial mindset, entrepreneurial culture 

and leadership, managing resources strategically, 

and applying creativity and developing innovation 

(12). In that dimensions first two states that 

entrepreneurial orientation, framework and 

entrepreneurial opportunities, then third one 

states that opportunity seeking behaviour and 

advantage seeking behaviour (13) with the how 

resources are using strategically and managing the 

resources, finally the last one states that applying 

the creativity in the business and developing 

innovation in the products or services for the 

better outcomes. 

According to Lumpkin and Dess (4), strategic 

entrepreneurship represents "the integration of 

entrepreneurial and strategic perspectives," 

emphasizing the proactive identification and 

exploitation of opportunities to create value. In 

small businesses, this integration is particularly 

critical, as they often operate in resource-

constrained environments where strategic agility 

and innovation can be potent drivers of growth 

and resilience (14). 

Strategic entrepreneurship in small businesses in 

Tamil Nadu marks a significant nexus between 

innovation, adaptability, and economic 

development. Tamil Nadu, a state situated in 

southern India, hosts a thriving ecosystem of small 

businesses that contribute substantially to the 

region's economic vitality. Small businesses in 

Tamil Nadu demonstrate a unique blend of 

entrepreneurial spirit and strategic foresight, 

allowing them to seize opportunities and tackle 

market uncertainties effectively. One of the key 

aspects of strategic entrepreneurship in small 

businesses in Tamil Nadu is the alignment of 

entrepreneurial actions with broader strategic 

objectives (12). These businesses strategically 

allocate resources, foster innovation, and build 

competitive advantages tailored to the local 

market dynamics. Moreover, they exhibit 

resilience in the face of challenges such as 

regulatory constraints, access to finance, and 
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infrastructure limitations. The strategic 

entrepreneurship paradigm in small businesses in 

Tamil Nadu is characterized by a continuous 

process of sensing, seizing, and transforming 

opportunities (5). Entrepreneurs in Tamil Nadu 

leverage their networks, adopt new technologies, 

and adapt their business models to stay ahead in 

an increasingly competitive environment. Recent 

studies and data on strategic entrepreneurship in 

India's small firms demonstrate the important role 

that these companies play in the national economy. 

According to the Ministry of Micro, Small, and 

Medium Enterprises (MSME), the industry makes 

up 48% of India's exports and almost 30% of the 

country's GDP. With more than 110 million 

workers, this industry is an essential part of India's 

economy.  

Theoretical Framework  
Strategic entrepreneurship involves the 

integration of entrepreneurial actions with 

strategic management principles to navigate 

competitive environments and foster 

organizational development (3). Based on the 

synthesis of entrepreneurial actions and strategic 

thinking, this approach emphasizes proactive 

pursuit of opportunities while addressing 

challenges in dynamic environments (1). Drafting 

from theoretical frameworks such as the resource-

based view (15, 16), dynamic capabilities 

perspective (5), and social cognitive theory (17), 

strategic entrepreneurship underscores the 

necessity of identifying and leveraging valuable, 

rare, and difficult-to-imitate resources to gain a 

competitive advantage (16, 18). Additionally, it 

recognizes the role of dynamic capabilities in 

sensing market opportunities, adapting to change, 

and renewing organizational capabilities (19, 20). 

By combining entrepreneurial actions with 

strategic foresight, firms can foster innovation, 

stability, and long-term growth (20, 21). 

Institutional theory also elucidates how businesses 

incorporate entrepreneurial activity into larger 

institutional settings, influencing their strategic 

decisions and actions (22, 23). 

Strategic entrepreneurship encompasses creating 

value for customers and generating wealth for 

external stakeholders (24), with digital 

transformations emerging as crucial strategies for 

organizations (25). In facilitating the creation and 

exploitation of opportunities while balancing risks 

and uncertainties in the competitive environment 

(26). In sustainable entrepreneurship, promoting 

business operations like business plans (27) 

significantly impacts entrepreneurs and startups. 

Strategic entrepreneurship encompasses the 

entrepreneurial mindset (28), culture, and 

leadership needed to identify or create 

opportunities. A conceptual framework addresses 

two seemingly contradictory propositions in the 

field of strategic management (29). Strategic 

entrepreneurial awareness and continuous 

innovation (30), along with balancing exploitation 

and exploration (31) activities, enhance 

organizational performance (32). 

Through strategic entrepreneurship, businesses 

may simultaneously leverage present competitive 

advantages and seek opportunities for future 

improvement (33). According to Joseph 

Schumpeter, entrepreneurs drive innovations 

amid competition, leading to economic growth 

(34). Moreover, strategic entrepreneurship 

incorporates strategic networks, entrepreneurial 

ventures (35), collaborations, innovation, and 

creativity (36) to enhance businesses. A significant 

alteration in an organization's decision-making 

pattern is necessary as part of an entrepreneurial 

strategy (37), with knowledge investments by 

existing firms considered for decision-making 

(38). The input-process-output model in strategic 

entrepreneurship aids in identifying outcomes and 

firm performance (39). Additionally, fostering a 

new mindset among entrepreneurs and startups 

regarding strategic entrepreneurship (24), and 

evolving strategic behavior to improve innovation, 

are crucial. Firms should also adapt to technology-

based systems (40). Academic entrepreneurs 

integrate strategic entrepreneurship in 

universities (41) to inspire students' 

entrepreneurship involvement and focus on 

innovation for future businesses (42). Mazzei 

advocates for a better understanding of strategic 

entrepreneurship using the "theoretical toolbox 

approach" (43) and applies the knowledge 

spillovers theory to entrepreneurship 

perspectives (44). 

Small Business 
Small businesses are vital contributors to 

economic growth, innovation, and employment 

across the world. Their significance is well 

documented in contemporary research, 

emphasizing their role in enhancing economic 

resilience and community development (6). The 
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resource-based view of a firm’s resources and 

capabilities is crucial to achieving and sustaining a 

competitive advantage (15). This approach 

emphasizes the significance of distinctive, 

priceless, and non-replicable resources for small 

enterprises, such as specialized knowledge, 

abilities, and connections that can propel their 

development. Small enterprises must cultivate 

elastic competencies to accommodate shifts in the 

market, innovations in technology, and intensified 

competition. Entrepreneurial orientation refers to 

the processes, practices, and decision–making 

activities that lead to new entry (4). For small 

businesses, entrepreneurial orientation 

encompasses innovativeness, proactiveness, and 

risk-taking (45). High levels of entrepreneurial 

orientation are associated with better 

performance and growth in small enterprises (46). 

Small businesses operate within regulatory 

normative and cognitive frameworks that shape 

their strategies and operations (47). Small 

businesses contribute disproportionately to job 

creation compared to larger firms (48). Access to 

finance is a major issue, with many small 

businesses struggling to secure the necessary 

capital to start, sustain, and grow their operations 

(49). This financing gap is often exacerbated by the 

high risk perception among lenders and investors 

regarding small businesses (50). Small businesses 

often find it difficult to navigate complex 

regulatory environments, which can vary 

significantly by region and industry (51). 

Compliance with these regulations can be costly 

and time-consuming, diverting resources away 

from core business activities (52). Small 

businesses are often more innovative than larger 

firms, due to their flexibility and closer 

relationships with customers (53). Effective 

networking can help small businesses overcome 

resource constraints and enhance their 

competitive position (54). Digital technologies 

offer new opportunities for small businesses to 

enhance their operations, reach new markets, and 

improve customer engagement (55). However, the 

adaptation of digital technologies also presents 

challenges, including the need for new skills, cyber 

security concerns, and the cost of implementation 

(56). Sustainability is becoming increasingly 

important for small businesses. Integrating 

sustainable practices can enhance a firm’s 

reputation, build customer loyalty, and ensure 

long-term viability (57). 

Research Gap 
Although much research has been done on 

strategic entrepreneurship and how it can help 

companies grow and innovate, there is still a big 

knowledge vacuum regarding the unique 

challenges small businesses in Tamil Nadu's 

southern region face when trying to adopt 

strategic entrepreneurship. While the principles of 

strategic entrepreneurship have been extensively 

researched in several settings, small-scale 

entrepreneurs may face particular obstacles and 

prospects due to the distinct socio-economic and 

cultural dynamics of Tamil Nadu's southern region. 

Consequently, an empirical study aimed at 

pinpointing and dissecting the particular 

challenges implementing the adoption of strategic 

entrepreneurial methods in small-scale 

enterprises in this area is required. This gap in the 

literature emphasizes the need for a study that 

focuses on the difficulties that small businesses in 

Tamil Nadu's southern region face when adopting 

strategic entrepreneurship practices.  

Research Question 
“What are the main challenges faced by small 

businesses in adopting strategic 

entrepreneurship?” Small businesses face 

significant challenges in adopting strategic 

entrepreneurship due to limited financial 

resources, insufficient skilled labor, and 

inadequate technological capabilities. Tight 

budgets and small teams hinder investment in 

innovative projects and strategic planning. 

Hypothesis 
There is no association between the challenges of 

adopting strategic entrepreneurship and the age of 

the respondents. Similarly, there is no significant 

link between these challenges and the gender of 

the respondents. Additionally, the educational 

qualification of the respondents does not influence 

the challenges faced in adopting strategic 

entrepreneurship. 
 

Methodology 
The study will use a quantitative methodology to 

analyze the challenges faced by small-scale 

businesses in adopting strategic entrepreneurship 

in the Southern region of Tamil Nadu. 

Sampling Technique: The study uses a stratified 

random sampling technique; the study will select 
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an adequate sample number of small businesses 

from different sectors in the Southern region of 

Tamil Nadu. With a sample size of 380 small 

businesses owners/ entrepreneurs. In southern 

region of Tamil Nadu includes the 9 districts, they 

are Dindigul, Kanyakumari, Madurai, 

Ramanathapuram, Sivaganga, Theni, Thoothukudi, 

Thirunelveli and Virudhunagar. The 50 

questionnaire are distributed to each districts and 

researcher can get the 380 samples.   

Data Collection Methods: The chosen small 

businesses will get structured questionnaires 

to gather quantitative information on the 

challenges they have adopting strategic 

entrepreneurship.  

Data Analysis: The study will utilize the non-

parametric Kruskal-Wallis test as the primary 

statistical method for analyzing the challenges and 

testing the hypotheses. 
 

Results 
Demographic Profile 
The demographic profile gives a summary of the 

main attributes of the population under study, 

including age, gender, income, education, etc (58). 

It emphasizes how critical it is to comprehend 

these demographic variables in research and how 

they affect decision-making across a range of 

domains (59). 

 

Table 1: Demographic Profile of the Respondents 

S.No Characteristics Distribution Frequency 

(N=380) 

Percentage 

% 

1.  Age Below 25 years 32 8.4 

26 – 35years 77 20.3 

36 – 45 years 163 42.9 

Above 46 years 108 28.4 

2.  Gender Male 235 61.8 

Female 145 38.2 

3.  Business Experience Below 2 years 33 8.7 

3 – 5 years 68 17.9 

6 – 8 years 104 27.4 

Above 9 years 175 46.1 

4.  Business Sector Manufacturing 60 15.8 

Service 85 22.4 

Retail 122 32.1 

Any others 113 29.7 

5.  Marital Status Married 226 59.5 

Unmarried 109 28.7 

Widowed 29 7.6 

Divorce 16 4.2 

6.  Monthly Income from 

Business 

Below Rs.25,000 84 22.1 

Rs.26,000 – Rs.75,000 152 40.0 

Rs.76,000 – Rs.1,25,000 80 21.1 

Above Rs.1,26,000 64 16.8 

7.  Educational Qualification Matriculation 49 12.9 

High School 104 27.4 

Graduate  182 47.9 

Any others 45 11.8 

8.  Type of Organization Sole Proprietorship 150 39.5 

Partnership 96 25.3 

Corporations 50 13.2 

Any others 

 

84 22.1 

9.  Do you review and update 

your business strategy 

Quarterly 97 25.5 

Annually 108 28.4 
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Bi-annually 84 22.1 

Rarely or never 91 23.9 

10.  Innovation to your business 

strategy 

Extremely Important 64 16.8 

Very Important 155 40.8 

Moderately Important 83 21.8 

Not Important 78 20.5 

11.  Main sources of funding for 

strategic initiatives 

Personal funds 139 36.6 

Bank loans 85 22.4 

Venture capital 78 20.5 

Any others 78 20.5 
 

The respondents' demographic profile provides 

informative details about the small-business 

environment in the research location. The majority 

of entrepreneurs are between the ages of 36 to 45, 

with those over 46 coming in second. This suggests 

that middle-aged business owners are common. 

The sample is mostly male, which further suggests 

that there is a gender gap in small business 

ownership. There are seasoned entrepreneurs 

among the respondents, as seen by the large 

number of respondents who claim to have over 

nine years of experience in business. The retail 

sector emerges as the leading industry, trailed by 

manufacturing and services, demonstrating the 

variety of industries represented. The majority of 

participants are married, and a significant 

percentage report having moderate monthly 

wages. Most of them have graduated from college, 

highlighting the significance of education in 

entrepreneurship. The most common 

organizational structure, which reflects trends in 

individual ownership, is the sole proprietorship. 

It's interesting to note that a lot of business owners 

evaluate and revise their plans every year, placing 

a heavy focus on innovation and using their own 

money to finance key initiatives. All things 

considered, this profile offers insightful 

information about small businesses. 

Weighted Average  
A weighted average is a calculation that considers 

the different weights assigned to each number in a 

dataset (60). To calculate a weighted average, each 

number in the dataset is multiplied by its 

predetermined weight. These weighted values are 

then summed, and the total is divided by the sum 

of the weights to obtain the final weighted average 

(61). 

 

Table 2: Challenges faced by the Small Businesses to Adopt Strategic Entrepreneurship 

S.No Statement Weight Score  

Total 

weight 

Score 

Std. 

deviation 

Variance Mean 

score 

Rank 

SDA DA N A SA 

1 2 3 4 5 

1.  Limited financial 

resources 

9 44 66 120 141 1480 1.101 1.213 3.89 2 

2.  Lack of skilled 

personnel 

16 57 45 147 115 1428 1.165 1.357 3.77 5 

3.  High levels of 

competition 

14 65 68 120 113 1393 1.176 1.384 3.67 10 

4.  Insufficient 

technological 

infrastructure 

17 70 75 122 96 1350 1.180 1.393 3.55 12 

5.  Market 

fluctuations 

14 57 69 118 122 1417 1.168 1.364 3.73 7 

6.  Lack of access to 

networks 

26 58 41 123 132 1417 1.270 1.612 3.73 7 

7.  Lack of strategic 

partnerships 

22 66 54 128 110 1378 1.230 1.512 3.63 11 
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8.  Balancing short-

term 

profitability 

with long-term 

growth 

9 53 64 132 122 1445 1.107 1.225 3.80 4 

9.  Inefficient 

internal 

communication 

14 59 64 118 125 1421 1.177 1.386 3.74 6 

10.  Limited access 

to mentorship 

15 59 111 119 76 1322 1.095 1.200 3.48 14 

11.  Maintain 

innovation in 

product 

16 62 102 115 85 1331 1.131 1.280 3.50 13 

12.  Impact of 

globalization on 

supply chains 

11 67 136 96 70 1287 1.065 1.135 3.39 17 

13.  Difficulty in new 

Technologies 

27 72 93 114 74 1276 1.195 1.428 3.36 18 

14.  Risk 

management 

22 52 114 134 58 1294 1.082 1.170 3.41 15 

15.  Sustainability / 

Environmental 

impact 

13 90 87 133 57 1271 1.099 1.208 3.34 19 

16.  Changing 

Consumer 

Preferences and 

trends 

7 96 103 113 61 1265 1.077 1.161 3.33 20 

17.  Difficulty in 

scaling 

operations 

12 84 96 115 73 1293 1.122 1.260 3.40 16 

18.  Needs for more 

workforce 

16 60 54 134 116 1414 1.176 1.384 3.72 9 

19.  Economic 

uncertainty 

26 36 51 138 129 1448 1.198 1.436 3.81 3 

20.  Mindset of the 

employee 

8 38 75 115 144 1489 1.078 1.162 3.92 1 

 

Using a Likert scale, survey respondents evaluated 

the perceived challenges that businesses face, and 

the results are presented in a thorough overview in 

table. 2 With the highest mean scores of 3.92 and 

3.89, respectively, the results show that concerns 

like "Mindset of the employee" and "Limited 

financial resources" are among the most important 

followed by the other challenges. This shows that 

there is broad agreement regarding the 

significance of financial management and 

employee attitudes for the major challenges of 

adopting Strategic entrepreneurship. On the other 

hand, as demonstrated by the lowest mean scores, 

topics like "Sustainability / Environmental Impact" 

and "Changing Consumer Preferences and Trends" 

are viewed as less important. Responses vary 

widely, especially when it comes to remarks about 

network access and technological adaptability. 

This indicates that perspectives might vary greatly 

depending on the individual organizational or 

industry situation.  

 

Table 3: Reliability Statistics 

Case Processing Summary Reliability Statistics 

 N % Cronbach’s Alpha No. of Items 

 

Cases 

Valid 380 100  

.881 

 

20 Excluded 0 0 

Total 380 100 
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a. List wise deletion based on all variables in the procedure 

The strength of the 20-item survey instrument 

employed in the study, which gathered responses 

from 380 cases, is shown by the reliability statistics 

displayed in Table 3.  The study has a Cronbach's 

alpha coefficient of.881, indicating a good level of 

internal consistency, suggesting that the items are 

assessing the intended constructs or variables. 

This implies that the survey tool is trustworthy and 

dependable for evaluating the relevant 

components that are being addressed. The fact that 

all 380 legitimate cases were included in the 

analysis without any exceptions further confirms 

the accuracy of the data processing procedure. All 

things considered, these results give rise to 

confidence regarding the validity and reliability of 

the survey data, offering a strong basis upon which 

to draw relevant conclusions and guide decision-

making procedures. 

Kruskal – Wallis Test 
For Testing the Hypothesis 

To determine if there are statistically significant 

differences between two or more groups based on 

a scale or continuous outcome variable, a non-

parametric statistical method known as the 

Kruskal-Wallis test is employed. When the data 

don't match the normalcy assumptions, it's a 

substitute for the one-way ANOVA (62). In order to 

ascertain whether groups differ significantly, this 

test ranks the data from each group and evaluates 

variations in these ranks. It is commonly employed 

in many domains of data analysis, particularly in 

cases where parametric assumptions are violated 

(63). 

H0:  There is no association between the challenges 

for adopting Strategic entrepreneurship and Age of 

the Respondents. 

H1:  There is an association between the challenges 

for adopting Strategic entrepreneurship and Age of 

the Respondents. 

The Table 4 shows that valuable findings regarding 

the association between different challenges and 

age in the context of adopting strategic 

entrepreneurship were found in the Hypothesis 

Test Summary for challenges and Age, which was 

conducted using the Kruskal-Wallis Test. A 

significance level of 0.05 was chosen. 12 of the 20 

challenges that were studied had p-values less 

than 0.05, indicating that there were statistically 

significant associations between the challenges in 

terms of age groups. A lack of skilled personnel, 

high levels of competition, insufficient 

technological infrastructure, market fluctuations, 

lack of strategic partnerships, balancing short-

term profitability with long-term growth, 

inefficient internal communication, maintain 

innovation in products, impact of globalization on 

supply chains, risk management, 

sustainability/environmental impact, and 

changing consumer preferences and trends were 

some of these challenges. The null hypothesis was 

rejected (H1) for these Challenges, suggesting that 

there is an Association between the various 

Challenges and age groups. However, the null 

hypothesis was accepted (H1) for the remaining 

eight challenges, limited financial resources, lack of 

network access, Limited access to mentorship, 

Difficulty in new Technologies, difficulty in scaling 

operations, need for more workforce, and 

economic uncertainty indicating that there was no 

association between the various challenges across 

age groups. Overall, these results offer insightful 

information for strategic decision-making and 

point out contexts in which the challenges faced by 

small businesses to adopt strategic 

Entrepreneurship may be significantly influenced 

by age. 

The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to look at the 

association between the gender of respondents in 

small businesses and the challenges they had when 

adopting strategic entrepreneurship. 
H0:  There is no association between the challenges 

for adopting Strategic entrepreneurship and 

Gender of the Respondents. 

H1:  There is an association between the challenges 

for adopting Strategic entrepreneurship and 

Gender of the Respondents. 
 

Table 4: Hypothesis Test Summary for Challenges and Age 

S.No Challenges for Adopting Strategic 

Entrepreneurship 
Test Sig. Decision 

1.  
Limited financial resources Kruskal – Wallis Test .070 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 
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2.  
Lack of skilled personnel Kruskal – Wallis Test .012 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

3.  
High levels of competition Kruskal – Wallis Test .001 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

4.  Insufficient technological 

infrastructure 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .000 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

5.  
Market fluctuations Kruskal – Wallis Test .031 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

6.  
Lack of access to networks Kruskal – Wallis Test .061 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

7.  
Lack of strategic partnerships Kruskal – Wallis Test .000 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

8.  Balancing short-term 

profitability with long-term 

growth 

Kruskal – Wallis Test .001 
Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

9.  Inefficient internal 

communication 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .000 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

10.  
Limited access to mentorship Kruskal – Wallis Test .156 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

11.  Maintain innovation in 

product 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .001 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

12.  Impact of globalization on 

supply chains 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .019 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

13.  
Difficulty in new Technologies Kruskal – Wallis Test .205 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

14.  
Risk management Kruskal – Wallis Test .000 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

15.  Sustainability / Environmental 

impact 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .000 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

16.  Changing Consumer 

Preferences and trends 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .011 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

17.  
Difficulty in scaling operations Kruskal – Wallis Test .801 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

18.  
Needs for more workforce Kruskal – Wallis Test .140 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

19.  
Economic uncertainty Kruskal – Wallis Test .294 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

20.  
Mindset of the employee Kruskal – Wallis Test .724 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 0.5 
 

Table 5: Hypothesis Test Summary for Challenges and Gender 

S.No 
Challenges for Adopting Strategic 

Entrepreneurship 
Test Sig. Decision 

1.  Limited financial resources Kruskal – Wallis Test .136 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

2.  Lack of skilled personnel Kruskal – Wallis Test .129 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

3.  High levels of competition Kruskal – Wallis Test .407 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

4.  
Insufficient technological 

infrastructure 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .091 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

5.  Market fluctuations Kruskal – Wallis Test .091 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

6.  Lack of access to networks Kruskal – Wallis Test .166 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 
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7.  Lack of strategic partnerships Kruskal – Wallis Test .626 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

8.  

Balancing short-term 

profitability with long-term 

growth 

Kruskal – Wallis Test .002 
Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

9.  
Inefficient internal 

communication 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .012 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

10.  Limited access to mentorship Kruskal – Wallis Test .816 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

11.  Maintain innovation in product Kruskal – Wallis Test .373 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

12.  
Impact of globalization on 

supply chains 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .857 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

13.  Difficulty in new Technologies Kruskal – Wallis Test .445 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

14.  Risk management Kruskal – Wallis Test .386 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

15.  
Sustainability / Environmental 

impact 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .062 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

16.  
Changing Consumer 

Preferences and trends 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .021 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

17.  Difficulty in scaling operations Kruskal – Wallis Test .525 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

18.  Needs for more workforce Kruskal – Wallis Test .002 
Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

19.  Economic uncertainty Kruskal – Wallis Test .063 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

20.  Mindset of the employee Kruskal – Wallis Test .846 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 0.5 
 

The findings of the Kruskal-Wallis tests, which 

were carried out to look into the association 

between respondents' gender in small businesses 

and the challenges that they face when adopting 

strategic entrepreneurship, are intriguing. Of the 

20 challenges that were analyzed, p-values less 

than the significance level of 0.05 indicated that 

only four challenges had statistically significant 

variations across gender groups. "Balancing short-

term profitability with long-term growth," 

"Changing consumer preferences and trends," 

"Inefficient internal communication," and "Needs 

for more workforce" are some of these challenges. 

The null hypothesis was rejected (H1) for these 

challenges, suggesting that there are notable 

variations in perceptions among various 

gender groups. On the other hand, for the 

remaining 16 challenges, the null hypothesis was 

accepted (H0), indicating that there were no 

Associations between these challenges viewed by 

different gender groups.  

The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to look at the 

association between the Educational Qualification 

of respondents in small businesses and the 

challenges they had when adopting Strategic 

Entrepreneurship. 

H0:  There is no association between the challenges 

for adopting Strategic entrepreneurship and 

Educational Qualification of the Respondents. 

H1:  There is an association between the challenges 

for adopting Strategic entrepreneurship and 

Educational Qualification of the Respondents. 
 

Table 6: Hypothesis Test Summary for Challenges and Educational Qualification 

S.No 
Challenges for Adopting Strategic 

Entrepreneurship 
Test Sig. Decision 

1.  Limited financial resources Kruskal – Wallis Test .709 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

2.  Lack of skilled personnel Kruskal – Wallis Test .052 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 
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3.  High levels of competition Kruskal – Wallis Test .206 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

4.  
Insufficient technological 

infrastructure 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .047 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

5.  Market fluctuations Kruskal – Wallis Test .493 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

6.  Lack of access to networks Kruskal – Wallis Test .626 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

7.  Lack of strategic partnerships Kruskal – Wallis Test .094 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

8.  

Balancing short-term 

profitability with long-term 

growth 

Kruskal – Wallis Test .351 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

9.  
Inefficient internal 

communication 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .181 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

10.  Limited access to mentorship Kruskal – Wallis Test .123 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

11.  
Maintain innovation in 

product 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .866 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

12.  
Impact of globalization on 

supply chains 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .003 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

13.  Difficulty in new Technologies Kruskal – Wallis Test .492 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

14.  Risk management Kruskal – Wallis Test .012 
Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

15.  
Sustainability / Environmental 

impact 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .002 

Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

16.  
Changing Consumer 

Preferences and trends 
Kruskal – Wallis Test .229 

Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

17.  Difficulty in scaling operations Kruskal – Wallis Test .094 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

18.  Needs for more workforce Kruskal – Wallis Test .116 
Fail to reject the 

Null hypothesis 

19.  Economic uncertainty Kruskal – Wallis Test .013 
Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

20.  Mindset of the employee Kruskal – Wallis Test .001 
Rejected the Null 

Hypothesis 

Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 0.5 
 

The Table 6 shows that valuable findings regarding 

the association between different challenges and 

Educational Qualification in the context of 

adopting strategic entrepreneurship were found in 

the Hypothesis Test Summary for challenges and 

Educational qualification, which was conducted 

using the Kruskal-Wallis Test. A significance level 

of 0.05 was chosen. 6 of the 20 challenges 

that were studied had p-values less than 0.05, 

indicating that there were statistically significant 

associations between the challenges in terms of 

Educational Qualification. Insufficient 

technological infrastructure, Impact of 

globalization on supply chains, Risk management, 

Sustainability / Environmental impact, Economic 

uncertainty, and Mindset of the employee were 

some of these challenges. The null hypothesis was 

rejected (H1) for these Challenges, suggesting that 

there is an Association between the various 

Challenges and age groups. However, the null 

hypothesis was accepted (H1) for the remaining 14 

challenges, limited financial resources, lack of 

skilled personnel, high levels of competition, 

market fluctuations, lack of strategic partnerships, 

balancing short-term profitability with long-term 

growth, inefficient internal communication, 

maintain innovation in products, changing 

consumer preferences and trends, lack of network 

access, Limited access to mentorship, Difficulty in 

new Technologies, difficulty in scaling operations, 

need for more workforce, indicating that there 

was no association between the various challenges 
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across age groups. Overall, these results offer 

insightful information for strategic decision-

making and point out contexts in which the 

challenges faced by small businesses to adopt 

strategic Entrepreneurship may be significantly 

influenced by age. 
 

Discussion 
The respondents' demographic profile reveals 

significant aspects of the small-business landscape. 

Middle-aged people, in particular those between 

the ages of 36 and 45, predominate, showing that 

they actively participate in ownership. There is 

clear gender gap, with men making up the   

majority. Many have worked in the business for a 

long time, especially for more than nine years. The 

main industry is retail, which is followed by 

manufacturing and services. The majorities are 

married, have graduate-level education, and 

have moderate earnings. Sole proprietorship 

businesses are common. The significance of 

innovation and adaptation is shown by the 

frequent evaluation and revision of business 

strategies. Challenges related to limited financial 

resources and employee mindset rank the highest 

in mean score for the weighted score followed by 

the other challenges. On the other hand, challenges 

such as sustainability/environmental impact and 

changing consumer preferences are scored the 

least and rank in weighted score. The high 

Cronbach's alpha coefficient (0.881) demonstrates 

the internal consistency and reliability of the 

survey instrument used in the study. The Kruskal – 

Wallis test examined the association between the 

various challenges for adopting strategic 

entrepreneurship and the demographic factors 

like Age, Gender, and Educational qualification of 

the Respondents. For Age groups shows that 12 out 

of 20 challenges reject the null hypothesis, 

indicating that age influences the challenges for 

adopting the strategic entrepreneurship. Similarly, 

Gender showed that 4 out of 20 challenges rejected 

the null hypothesis, highlighting that gender 

slightly influences the challenges. Followed by the 

Educational qualification shows that 6 out of 20 

challenges rejected the null hypothesis, indicated 

that educational qualification also slightly 

influences the challenges for adopting the strategic 

entrepreneurship. Overall, this finding shows the 

importance of considering demographic profiles in 

understanding and addressing challenges in small 

business.  

The Tamil Nadu government has implemented 

several schemes to help small businesses 

overcome various challenges. The Tamil Nadu 

Industrial Investment Corporation Limited (TIIC) 

provides financial assistance to small and medium 

enterprises (SMEs) for the purchase of land, 

machinery, and working capital, thereby 

addressing the critical need for financial resources. 

Additionally, the New Entrepreneur-Cum-

Enterprise Development Scheme (NEEDS) 

supports first-generation entrepreneurs by 

offering capital subsidies, training, and 

mentorship, fostering a conducive environment for 

new business ventures. The Micro, Small, and 

Medium Enterprises Development Act (MSMED 

Act) aims to promote, develop, and enhance the 

competitiveness of micro, small, and medium 

enterprises, ensuring these businesses can thrive 

and compete effectively in the market. Moreover, 

the Tamil Nadu Small Industries Development 

Corporation (TANSIDCO) provides essential 

infrastructure support, such as industrial estates, 

sheds, and assistance in setting up small industrial 

units, which helps businesses overcome 

infrastructural challenges. The Unemployed Youth 

Employment Generation Programme (UYEGP) 

offers financial assistance to unemployed youth to 

start small enterprises, encouraging 

entrepreneurship and providing opportunities for 

economic participation. Additionally, Startup TN is 

an initiative to promote and nurture startups in 

Tamil Nadu by providing a platform for incubation, 

mentorship, and funding, thus supporting 

innovation and growth within the state's 

entrepreneurial ecosystem. These schemes 

collectively aim to mitigate the barriers faced by 

small businesses and promote a more robust and 

dynamic economic environment in Tamil Nadu. 

Limitations and Future Directions 
The size of the sample may limit the 

generalizability of the findings to the entirely small 

business group in the southern part of Tamil Nadu, 

regardless of the efforts taken to assure a 

representative sample. Although the Kruskal-

Wallis test provided insightful results, it has many 

drawbacks, including sample size sensitivity and 

distributional assumptions. The study's exclusive 

emphasis on small businesses in the southern part 

of Tamil Nadu may have limited the findings' 

applicability to other areas or categories of 

businesses. Self-reporting by business owners was 
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the primary source of the data, which could have 

led to bias or inaccurate responses. 

To improve our understanding and assistance for 

these businesses, future studies on strategic 

entrepreneurship in Tamil Nadu's small 

businesses should concentrate on a number of 

important topics. Government initiatives like TIIC, 

NEEDS, MSMED Act, TANSIDCO, UYEGP, and 

Startup TN can be improved and their influence 

can be better understood by conducting 

quantitative and qualitative studies of their 

efficacy. Sector-specific studies are important to 

address distinct difficulties and possibilities within 

industries such as manufacturing, agriculture, IT, 

and services. It is important to investigate the 

impact of technology adoption and digital 

transformation on business performance and 

strategic choices. To understand how small 

enterprises incorporate environmentally friendly 

operations and the results of government 

incentives, sustainability practices and green 

entrepreneurship need to be examined. 

Maintaining competitive advantages will become 

clearer when innovation and R&D efforts including 

partnerships with academic institutions are 

examined. To improve skill development, the 

efficacy of entrepreneurial education, training, and 

mentorship programs should be evaluated. To 

understand how cultural and social elements affect 

commercial operations, it is necessary to 

investigate the ways in which they influence 

entrepreneurship in Tamil Nadu. Studies should 

assess the impact that financial literacy plays in 

enhancing funding access, as well as financial 

inclusion programs and alternative financing 

mechanisms. Access to finance is still critical. 

Longitudinal studies that monitor a company's 

growth and survival over time can pinpoint the 

elements that influence a company's long-term 

success or downfall. Lastly, creating thorough 

frameworks and policy recommendations based 

on these findings will direct the growth of small 

businesses and encourage strategic 

entrepreneurship, which will eventually propel 

regional economic expansion. 
 

Conclusion 
This study delves into the intricate landscape of 

small businesses in Southern region of Tamil Nadu, 

offering valuable insights into the challenges they 

face in adopting strategic entrepreneurship. 

Through rigorous analysis, it becomes evident that 

the challenges like limited financial resources, 

market fluctuations, and lack of skilled personnel 

to these small businesses. This study's originality 

lies in its focused exploration of the unique 

challenges encountered by small businesses in a 

specific regional context, coupled with robust 

statistical analysis using the Kruskal-Wallis test. By 

comprehensively understanding the demographic 

profiles and associated challenges, policymakers 

and stakeholders can tailor interventions to better 

support these enterprises on their journey toward 

strategic entrepreneurship. 

In essence, this research underscores the 

imperative of recognizing and addressing the 

diverse challenges faced by small businesses, 

thereby fostering an environment conducive to 

their growth and long-term sustainability. 

Through targeted efforts and strategic initiatives, 

we can empower these businesses to thrive, 

driving economic prosperity and innovation in 

Tamil Nadu's vibrant business landscape. 
 

Abbreviation 
Nil. 
 

Acknowledgements 
We would like to extend my heartfelt gratitude to 

Alagappa University and my research supervisor, 

Dr. Heena Joshi, madam for their invaluable 

support and guidance throughout this research. 

Their expertise, resources, and encouragement 

have been instrumental in the successful 

completion of this study.  
 

Author Contributions 
Mr. S. Sundar and Dr. M. Gurupandi contributed 

equally to the conceptualization, methodology, 

data analysis, and writing of this article. 
 

Conflict of Interest  
The authors declare no conflict of interest.  
 

Ethics Approval 
Not applicable. 
 

Funding 
We would like to acknowledge the partial funding 

received from RUSA 2.0, which has played a 

crucial role in supporting this research endeavor. 
 

References 
1. Hitt MA, Ireland RD, Hoskisson RE. Strategic 

management: Concepts and cases: Competitiveness 
and globalization. Cengage Learning; 2012. 



 
Sundar and Gurupandi                                                                                                                                 Vol 5 ǀ Issue 3 

547 
 

2. Wright M, Hitt MA. Strategic entrepreneurship and 
SEJ: Development and current progress. Strategic 
Entrepreneurship Journal. 2017 Sep;11(3):200-10. 

3. Hitt MA, Ireland RD, Camp SM, Sexton DL. Strategic 
entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurial strategies for 
wealth creation. Strategic management journal. 
2001 Jun;22(6-7):479-91. 

4. Lumpkin GT, Dess GG. Clarifying the entrepreneurial 
orientation construct and linking it to performance. 
Academy of management Review. 1996 Jan 
1;21(1):135-72. 

5. Teece DJ, Pisano G, Shuen A. Dynamic capabilities 
and strategic management. Strategic management 
journal. 1997 Aug;18(7):509-33. 

6. Acs Z, Szerb L, Autio E, Acs Z, Szerb L, Autio E. The 
global entrepreneurship index. Springer 
International Publishing; 2017. 

7. Reynolds P, Storey DJ, Westhead P. Cross-national 
comparisons of the variation in new firm formation 
rates. Regional Studies. 2007 Mar 1;41(S1):S123-36. 

8. Shane S, Venkataraman S. The promise of 
entrepreneurship as a field of research. Academy of 
management review. 2000 Jan 1;25(1):217-26. 

9. Davidsson P, Honig B. The role of social and human 
capital among nascent entrepreneurs. Journal of 
business venturing. 2003 May 1;18(3):301-31. 

10. Brynjolfsson E, McAfee A. The second machine age: 
Work, progress, and prosperity in a time of brilliant 
technologies. WW Norton & Company; 2014 Jan 20. 

11. Gancarczyk J. Strategic entrepreneurship: essence 
and definition. Przedsiębiorczość i Zarządzanie. 
2018; 19(9.3):393-406. 

12. Ireland RD, Hitt MA, Sirmon DG. A model of strategic 
entrepreneurship: The construct and its dimensions. 
Journal of Management. 2003 Dec 1; 29(6):963-89. 

13. Anderson BS, Eshima Y, Hornsby JS. Strategic 
entrepreneurial behaviors: Construct and scale 
development. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal. 
2019 Jun; 13(2):199-220. 

14. Kuratko DF, Audretsch DB. Clarifying the domains of 
corporate entrepreneurship. International 
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal. 2013 
Sep; 9:323-35. 

15. Barney J. Firm resources and sustained competitive 
advantage. Journal of management. 1991 
Mar;17(1):99-120. 

16. Wernerfelt B. A resource-based view of the firm. 
Strategic management journal. 1984 Apr; 5(2):171-
80. 

17. Bandura A. Social foundations of thought and action. 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 1986;1986(23-28):2. 

18. Peteraf MA. The cornerstones of competitive 
advantage: a resource-based view. Strategic 
management journal. 1993 Mar;14(3):179-91. 

19. Eisenhardt KM, Martin JA. Dynamic capabilities: 
what are they?. Strategic Management Journal. 2000 
Oct; 21(10-11):1105-21. 

20. Zahra SA, George G. Absorptive capacity: A review, 
reconceptualization, and extension. Academy of 
Management Review. 2002 Apr 1; 27(2):185-203. 

21. Ireland RD, Covin JG, Kuratko DF. Conceptualizing 
corporate entrepreneurship strategy. 
Entrepreneurship theory and practice. 2009 Jan; 
33(1):19-46. 

22. DiMaggio PJ, Powell WW. The iron cage revisited: 
Institutional isomorphism and collective rationality 

in organizational fields. American Sociological 
Review. 1983 Apr 1; 48(2):147-60. 

23. Bjørnskov C, Foss N. How strategic entrepreneurship 
and the institutional context drive economic growth. 
Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal. 2013 Mar; 
7(1):50-69. 

24. Hitt MA, Ireland RD, Sirmon DG, Trahms CA. Strategic 
entrepreneurship: creating value for individuals, 
organizations, and society. Academy of Management 
Perspectives. 2011 May; 25(2):57-75. 

25. Jafari-Sadeghi V, Mahdiraji HA, Alam GM, Mazzoleni 
A. Entrepreneurs as strategic transformation 
managers: Exploring micro-foundations of digital 
transformation in small and medium 
internationalisers. Journal of Business Research. 
2023 Jan 1;154:113287. 

26. Lavie D, Stettner U, Tushman ML. Exploration and 
exploitation within and across organizations. 
Academy of Management annals. 2010 Jan 
1;4(1):109-55. 

27. Fichter K, Tiemann I. Impacts of promoting 
sustainable entrepreneurship in generic business 
plan competitions. Journal of Cleaner Production. 
2020 Sep 10;267:122076. 

28. McGrath RG, MacMillan IC. The entrepreneurial 
mindset: Strategies for continuously creating 
opportunity in an age of uncertainty. Harvard 
Business Press; 2000. 

29. Burgelman RA. A model of the interaction of strategic 
behavior, corporate context, and the concept of 
strategy. Academy of Management Review. 1983 Jan 
1;8(1):61-70. 

30. Webb JW, Ketchen Jr DJ, Ireland RD. Strategic 
entrepreneurship within family-controlled firms: 
Opportunities and challenges. Journal of Family 
Business Strategy. 2010 Jun 1;1(2):67-77. 

31. Ireland RD, Webb JW. Crossing the great divide of 
strategic entrepreneurship: Transitioning between 
exploration and exploitation. Business Horizons. 
2009 Sep 1;52(5):469-79. 

32. Sriboonlue P. Strategic entrepreneurial awareness 
and business performance: Empirical evidence from 
small and medium-sized enterprises in Thailand. 
Procedia computer science. 2019 Jan 1;158:653-61. 

33. Ireland RD, Webb JW. Strategic entrepreneurship: 
Creating competitive advantage through streams of 
innovation. Business horizons. 2007 Jan 1;50(1):49-
59. 

34. Tülüce NS, Yurtkur AK. Term of strategic 
entrepreneurship and Schumpeter's creative 
destruction theory. Procedia-Social and Behavioral 
Sciences. 2015 Oct 20;207:720-8. 

35. Stuart TE, Sorenson O. Strategic networks and 
entrepreneurial ventures. Strategic 
Entrepreneurship Journal. 2007 Dec;1(3-4):211-27. 

36. Ketchen Jr DJ, Ireland RD, Snow CC. Strategic 
entrepreneurship, collaborative innovation, and 
wealth creation. Strategic entrepreneurship journal. 
2007 Dec;1(3-4):371-85. 

37. Murray JA. A concept of entrepreneurial strategy. 
Strategic Management Journal. 1984 Jan;5(1):1-3. 

38. Agarwal R, Audretsch D, Sarkar MB. Knowledge 
spillovers and strategic entrepreneurship. Strategic 
entrepreneurship journal. 2010 Dec;4(4):271-83. 

39. Awang A, Kassim A, Noor AM, Shukor N, Shaari AZ, 
Amran S, Selamat SM, Khalid SA. Strategic 



 
Sundar and Gurupandi                                                                                                                                 Vol 5 ǀ Issue 3 

548 
 

entrepreneurship model for economic 
transformation: Malaysian evidence. Asian Social 
Science. 2015 Apr 1;11(7):19. 

40. Hughes M, Hughes P, Morgan RE, Hodgkinson IR, Lee 
Y. Strategic entrepreneurship behaviour and the 
innovation ambidexterity of young technology-
based firms in incubators. International Small 
Business Journal. 2021 May;39(3):202-27. 

41. Patzelt H, Shepherd DA. Strategic entrepreneurship 
at universities: Academic entrepreneurs’ assessment 
of policy programs. Entrepreneurship Theory and 
practice. 2009 Jan;33(1):319-40. 

42. Mazzei MJ. Strategic entrepreneurship: Content, 
process, context, and outcomes. International 
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal. 2018 
Sep;14:657-70. 

43. Mazzei MJ, Ketchen DJ, Shook CL. Understanding 
strategic entrepreneurship: A “theoretical toolbox” 
approach. International Entrepreneurship and 
Management Journal. 2017 Jun;13:631-63. 

44. Tavassoli S, Bengtsson L, Karlsson C. Strategic 
entrepreneurship and knowledge spillovers: Spatial 
and aspatial perspectives. International 
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal. 2017 
Mar;13:233-49. 

45. Rauch A, Wiklund J, Lumpkin GT, Frese M. 
Entrepreneurial orientation and business 
performance: An assessment of past research and 
suggestions for the future. Entrepreneurship theory 
and practice. 2009 May;33(3):761-87. 

46. Wales WJ, Gupta VK, Mousa FT. Empirical research 
on entrepreneurial orientation: An assessment and 
suggestions for future research. International small 
business journal. 2013 Jun;31(4):357-83. 

47. Scott WR. Institutions and organizations: Ideas and 
interests. Sage; 2008. 

48. Haltiwanger J, Jarmin RS, Miranda J. Who creates 
jobs? Small vs. large vs. young. NBER working paper. 
2011 Aug;16300. 

49. Beck T, Demirguc-Kunt A, Levine R. SMEs, growth, 
and poverty: Cross-country evidence. Journal of 
economic growth. 2005 Sep;10:199-229. 

50. Sarmah A, Saikia B. Business challenges of the 
nascent and mature micro small and medium 
enterprises (MSMEs): a comparative analysis from 
India. Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research. 
2023 Dec;13(1):20. 

51. Djankov S, La Porta R, Lopez-de-Silanes F, Shleifer A. 
The regulation of entry. The quarterly Journal of 
economics. 2002 Feb 1;117(1):1-37. 

52. Van Stel A, Storey DJ, Thurik AR. The effect of 
business regulations on nascent and young business 
entrepreneurship. Small business economics. 2007 
Mar;28:171-86. 

53. Nambisan S, Wright M, Feldman M. The digital 
transformation of innovation and entrepreneurship: 
Progress, challenges and key themes. Research 
policy. 2019 Oct 1;48(8):103773. 

54. Ritter T, Gemünden HG. Network competence: Its 
impact on innovation success and its antecedents. 
Journal of business research. 2003 Sep 1;56(9):745-
55. 

55. Vial G. Understanding digital transformation: A 
review and a research agenda. Managing digital 
transformation. 2021 May 26:13-66. 

56. Bharadwaj A, El Sawy OA, Pavlou PA, Venkatraman 
NV. Digital business strategy: toward a next 
generation of insights. MIS quarterly. 2013 Jun 
1:471-82. 

57. Bocken NM, Short SW, Rana P, Evans S. A literature 
and practice review to develop sustainable business 
model archetypes. Journal of cleaner production. 
2014 Feb 15;65:42-56. 

58. Walsh G, Mitchell VW. Demographic characteristics 
of consumers who find it difficult to decide. 
Marketing Intelligence & Planning. 2005 May 
1;23(3):281-95. 

59. Ghafoor MM. Role of demographic characteristics on 
job satisfaction. Far East Research Centre. 2012 
Jan;6(1):30-45. 

60. Grela G. Does Weighted Average Really Work? Active 
citizenship by Knowledge Management & Innovation 
Management, knowledge and Learning international 
Conference: Sktodowska University, Poland June 
2013. 

61. Magnus JR, De Luca G. Weighted-average least 
squares (WALS): a survey. Journal of Economic 
Surveys. 2016 Feb;30(1):117-48. 

62. Ostertagova E, Ostertag O, Kováč J. Methodology and 
application of the Kruskal-Wallis test. Applied 
mechanics and materials. 2014 Oct 15;611:115-20. 

63. Vargha A, Delaney HD. The Kruskal-Wallis test and 
stochastic homogeneity. Journal of Educational and 
behavioral Statistics. 1998 Jun;23(2):170-92. 

 


