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Abstract

The research paper intends to interpret how the three forms of family capital viz.
family’s financial capital, family’s man power capital and family’s human capital
influences the career choice intention of students of HEI’s of Uttarakhand, India.
Additionally the study also evaluates the impact of student’s individual social capital
on his career intent. This is a quantitative study conducted at Uttarakhand state of
India on a large sample of students studying in various professional courses of
Uttarakhand. The research validates a positive relationship between the family’s
financial capital and higher education intention of students. The study found no
influence of family’s financial capital (measured as father’s annual income),
manpower capital (measured as family size) and human capital (measured as father’s
occupation) on career intentions of students. The study confirmed that there is a
significant impact of students’ social capital network span on his career intentions,
especially in taking up entrepreneurship as a career choice.
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Background
The Forbes list of billionaires featured 55 Indians in 2013 and the net worth of top ten

billionaires was estimated at $102.1 billion. In contrast, every second malnourished

child and every third poor person in the world is also an Indian. This picture of sharp

contrast clearly highlights that India has sharp rise in inequalities over years. Uttarakhand

is the 27th state of India. It is located at the foothills of the Himalayan mountain ranges;

it is largely a hill state, having international boundaries with China in the north and Nepal

in the east. Uttarakhand has a unique culture of its own. It has a multiethnic population,

mostly dependent on agriculture, tourism and handicrafts. People are spread across two

recognized geo-cultural regions: the Garhwal, which corresponds roughly to the north-

western half of the state and the Kumaun, which spans the southeast. Uttarakhand

houses seven different ethnic groups, having as many as seven different cultures. More

than four-fifths of Uttarakhand’s residents are Hindu. Smaller communities of Muslims,

Sikhs, Christians, Buddhists, and Jains make up most of the remainder of Uttarakhand’s
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people. Struggling with the problems of rising rate of unemployment and immigration,

the state has introduced host of financial incentives to promote and develop entrepre-

neurship in the state. But the lukewarm response, especially from the youth in the state,

has predicted that local people of the state are not business oriented people, they are more

inclined towards jobs.

According to Lin (2000), differences in distribution of various types of capital across

different groups in society lead to inequalities in career aspirations and economic

achievement. Resource-based theory of entrepreneurship envisages that people’s like-

lihood of becoming an entrepreneur is influenced by their access to valuable and

unique resources (Alvarez & Busenitz, 2001; Barney, 2001). Resources refer to financial

capital (Schweinbacher, 2007), family capital (Parcel & Menaghan, 1993) as well as

human and social forms of capital (Chiles et al. 2007; Davidsson & Honig, 2003). We

have hereby emphasized on social forms of capital including family capital. The notion

of social capital has been around for decades. It is with the early works of Jacobs (1961),

Bourdieu (1983), Coleman (1988) and Putnam (1993; 2000) that it gradually received rec-

ognition. According to Putnam (2000), social capital refers to connections among indivi-

duals – social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from

them. He further explains that social capital is closely related to civic virtue, the difference

being that social capital calls attention to the fact that civic virtue is most powerful when

embedded in a dense network of reciprocal social relations. In other words, social capital

enables people to collaborate, socialize, establish communities and live together by adher-

ing to moral obligations, norms and social values. As such, Social Capital Theory refers to

the ability of actors to extract benefits from their social structures, networks, and mem-

berships (Lin et al. 1981; Portes, 1998). Broadly the relevant literature has accepted that

social capital enhances the likelihood of several individual outcomes (Burt, 1997; Nahapiet

& Ghoshal, 1998). Entrepreneurs require information, capital, skills, and labor to start

business activities. Although they try to manage many of these resources on their own,

the shortfalls are fulfilled by accessing their contacts (Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986; Aldrich

et al. 1991; Cooper et al. 1995; Hansen, 1995). When the entrepreneurs’ social contacts

contribute to their entrepreneurial goals, these social contacts are their social capital

(Burt, 1992). Social capital helps in entrepreneurship development (Bhagvatula et al.

2010; Birley, 1986) but its relevance for youth career intent needs further exploration.

Family capital is considered to be a special type of social capital that exists in family

relations (Parcel & Menaghan, 1993). Economic organization is largely structured

around the family, with the family’s survival essential to the long-term functioning of

society (Coale, 1973). Chrisman et al. (2002) asserted that family represents a critical

and often used resource for startups. It is well-documented in the entrepreneurship lit-

erature that entrepreneurs tend to rely heavily on their family capital to derive various

benefits (Zimmer & Aldrich, 1987). Several studies indicate that family plays an import-

ant role in the mobilization of financial resources during the initial stage (Aldrich &

Waldinger, 1990; Steier & Greenwood, 2000) and during survival times (Holtz-Eakin

et al. 1994). According to Smallbone and Welter (2001), in most developing countries,

people are dependent on their income to handle financial constraints in starting their

business. A vast majority of entrepreneurs in these countries use their own resources to

finance their business (Acs et al. 1999). Since students of HEI’s in developing countries

are either earning part time to generate some money to support themselves or entirely
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depend upon their families for their education and other needed support, the role of

families become even more important in career intent especially in taking up entrepreneur-

ship as a career option. The career choice preference of an individual is at its highest point

at student life and as such the influence of others, especially family & society, can result in

determining entrepreneurial intention (Gelderen et al. 2008; Leffel & Darling, 2009). Family

is seen to provide support for entrepreneurial start up in many ways. It has been found that

the family plays an important role in the transmission of values such as independence, am-

bition, career orientation and actual career choice (Grimstad & Way, 1993). It helps in the

provision of unique skills & pool of information (Greve & Salaff, 2003), human resources

(Dyer & Handler, 1994; Aldrich & Langton, 1997) and physical resources (Birley, 1986) in

the form of space and premises for enterprise development. Several research scholars

(Wilson et al. 2007; Mueller, 2006; Matthews & Moser, 1996) have argued that family role

models influence the preferences for self-employment. Cetindamar et al. (2012) states that

family capital can be especially beneficial in facilitating individual’s entrepreneurial entry

in developing countries. Another type of capital which is seen to play a significant role in

entrepreneurship development is human capital. Human capital refers to economically

salient personal resources (skills, specific knowledge associated with particular jobs,

general education) of the sort that might for example be considered by prospective

employers as justifying offers of employment (Becker, 1964; Coleman, 1988). Scholars

(Hitt et al. 2001) argue that human capital is the most critical resource that

economic actors possess. When new economic opportunities exist, individuals with

better human capital should have a higher likelihood of identifying and exploiting

them. (Cetindamar et al. 2012).

Demographic structures of developed countries (Bianchi, 2014; Aksoy et al. 2012) as

well as developing countries like India (James, 2011) are changing continuously and

changing fast. It is seen that demographic variables have a significant impact not only

on the economic variables like GDP, investments and inflation (Aksoy et al. 2012) but

also on changes in the family (Bianchi, 2014). Demographic trends reveal an increasingly

diverse and complex family life and a more ambiguous and fluid set of categories trad-

itionally used to define the family (Cherlin, 2010). Changing trends in family composition

and family members’ role and relationships are witnessed in developed economies like

USA (Walsch, 2012; Aldrich & Cliff, 2003) as well as in developing economies like

Pakistan (Rehman & Roomi, 2012). Continuous changes in demographic structures and

families could challenge the outcome of the earlier studies done on the role played by the

demographic and family variables on entrepreneurial outcomes. Cramton (1993) has pro-

vided strong evidence that organizational foundings may represent responses to changing

family relationships rather than outcomes of the rational assessments of discovered eco-

nomic opportunities. This calls for a continuous study of effect of demographic and more

specifically family variables on entrepreneurial outcomes. Furthermore, inspite of several

studies on impact of social variables and demographic variables on entrepreneurial out-

comes, the role of the family context for entrepreneurial orientation is not yet well under-

stood (Cruz & Nordqvist, 2012). Similarly, Thornton et al. (2011) posit that the influence

of social and cultural factors on enterprise development remains understudied.

Based on the above discussion, we have undertaken three forms of family capital viz.

father’s occupation as a measure of family’s human capital, father’s income as a measure

of family’s financial capital, family size as a measure of family’s man power capital and
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social network span of student as a measure of his individual social capital resource

and evaluated their impact on students’ career intent, more specifically entrepreneurial

intent. The outcomes of the research would help the state government understand the

impact of social & familial factors on youth entrepreneurship which can be used to for-

mulate appropriate policies for youth entrepreneurship development in Uttarakhand.

The research would also help educational institutions to do appropriate modifications

in the curriculum to develop youth entrepreneurship.

Review of literature and hypothesis formulation

The youths’ access to financial resources help ease the transition into self-employment

(Henley, 2005; Delmar & Davidson, 2000) and that is one of the main reasons why the

children born in rich family find it easy to venture on their own. The children may have

less pressure to make a living by finding a stable job and tend to be more risk-taking.

These factors indirectly impact entrepreneurial intention through the perception of de-

sirability and feasibility (Wang et al. 2011). According to Dunn & Holtz-Eakin (2000)

high income households are not only able to better provide the necessary financial

resources to entrepreneurial firm growth but are also likely to see more entrepreneurial

growth opportunities. Raijman (2001) posited that financial resources in the family have

direct bearing on entrepreneurial intentions. A lot of studies have shown that family income

influences the career development of youth (Alibaygi & Pouya, 2011; Mortimer, 1992) and

self-employment of youth (Hundley 2006; Henley 2005). The financial status of the

family has been observed to have an impact on the child’s choice of entrepreneurship

(Hsu et al. 2007). Study by Millman et al. (2010) also confirmed that household in-

comes are positively related to their entrepreneurial Intentions. A recent study done by

Nandamuri and Gowthami (2013) tested 11 competencies related to entrepreneurial

orientation of management students and found that the household income significantly

influences nine out of eleven competencies. Accordingly we propose the first hypothesis.

H1 : Annual income of the family has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s

According to Schulenberg et al. (1984), family size appears to influence adolescent car-

eer aspirations because parents with large families tend to have less money to aid the

older children in attending college, while younger children may receive more financial

assistance since the financial strain is less once the older children leave home. A recent

study by Cetindamar et al. in 2012 at Turkey found that family size was positively asso-

ciated with the likelihood of engaging in entrepreneurship only when family size is

more than seven people. People who had a family size of seven or more were 1.768

times more likely to engage in entrepreneurship compared with people who had fewer

than three people in their family. In contrast, another study conducted by Pushpalatha

(2013) in India found that majority of the women in Andhra Pradesh, India who turned

into entrepreneurs had an average family size of 2–3 members. She interpreted that

small family size have lessened their family responsibilities which motivated them to

enter into entrepreneurship. Weber (1978) posited that cooperation from within a fam-

ily stems not just from pure self-interest, but from a greater moral order in which the

accumulation of obligations among members builds a kind of social cohesion that may

be described as ‘household communism’. According to Cetindamar et al. (2012), family

members can be trusted in under-the-counter transactions aimed at evading taxes and
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other government regulations that are common in new and small businesses in many

parts of the world, such as in developing countries. While larger families could contri-

bute to greater motivation, larger social network and better support. Smaller families

may provide more time and fewer obligations that would enable them to engage in

diverse activities required in new business settings and taking more risks. A recent re-

port by Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (Kelly et al. 2012) found that average house-

hold size for male and female entrepreneurs ranged from three people in Europe and the

U.S. to five people in Sub-Saharan Africa and MENA/Mid-Asia. Finland, Austria,

Denmark and Germany showed the smallest household sizes for both female entrepre-

neurs and non-entrepreneurs/business owners: less than three people per household on

average. In Pakistan, Angola and Palestine, on the other hand, households for both groups

averaged over six individuals; accordingly we propose our next hypothesis.

H2 : Size of the family has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s

Most of the authors (Colombier & Masclet, 2008; Sørensen, 2007; Carr & Sequeira,

2007; Drennan et al. 2005; Arum & Mueller, 2004; McElwee & Al-Riyami, 2003; Krueger,

1993a; Krueger 1993b; Scott & Twomey, 1988) in the past have advocated that the children

who grew up with entrepreneur parents had a greater propensity to choose an entrepre-

neurial career. According to Wang et al. (2011), due to the example of the self-employed

parents, children with family business background have a higher probability to be-

come entrepreneurs. Moreover, self-employed parents can provide more financial

and (or) social support to their children to start their own business. According to

Corak and Piraino (2011) & Dunn and Holtz-Eakin (2000) second generation entre-

preneurs are two to three times more likely to work in the same occupation as their

fathers. A study by Olomi and Sinyamwale (2009) found that the students who had

families which engaged in business had been better socialized to the entrepreneurial

career and were likely to engage in starting their own businesses. Studies conducted

in different countries like US (Crant, 1996); Singapore (Phan et al. 2002); UK (Altinay

et al. 2012) and Malaysia (Tong et al. 2011) gave similar results and found that entre-

preneurial families or parents positively influence entrepreneurial career intentions in

their children. Lindquist et al. (2012) found that having an entrepreneur for a parent

increases the probability that own-birth children become entrepreneurs by 60%.

Davidsson showed that the average of 40% of small business owner managers in

Sweden have had a self employed parent(s) (Davidsson, 1995). The impact of family

business background has been proven in several other studies as well (White et al.

2007; Hout & Rosen, 2000). On the basis of the above discussion, the following next

hypothesis is proposed.

H3 : Father’s occupation has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s

Social capital refers to the relationships, either formal or informal, generated by indi-

viduals in their interaction with other individuals trying to obtain an expected reward

in the market, a capital captured in the form of social relationships (Lin, 2003). Social

capital comprises of a person’s social connection in family, professional and social net-

works, friends, entrepreneurial role models and other known supporting networks

comprising of investors, potential customers, bankers etc. Social capital has been linked

to a variety of positive social outcomes, such as better public health, lower crime rates,
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and more efficient financial markets (Adler & Kwon, 2002). One of the latest research

on social capital showed that individuals in communities with high levels of social trust

are more likely to be self-employed compared to individuals in communities with lower

levels of social trust. Additionally, membership in organizations connected to the larger

community is associated with higher levels of self-employment, but membership in iso-

lated organizations that lack connections to the larger community is associated with

lower levels of self-employment (Kwon et al. 2013). According to Davidsson and Honig

(2003) bridging and bonding social capital, consisting of both strong and weak ties, was

a robust predictor regarding who became a nascent entrepreneur as well as for advan-

cing through the start-up process. A recent study by Kreiser et al. (2013) found that an

increase in network tie strength is negatively associated with founding activities whereas

an increase in the number of ties is positively associated with founding activities. Many

other authors (Tararko & Schmidt, 2013; Bauernschuster et al. 2010, Linan, 2007) have also

emphasized upon the positive role of social capital in facilitating entrepreneurship. Social

capital helps in opportunity identification (Bhagvatula et al. 2010), establishment of business

(Birley, 1986) as well as in firm performance (Stam et al. 2014). Another recent study by

Light and Dana (2013) suggests that social capital promotes entrepreneurship only when

supportive cultural capital is in place. Similarly Malecki (2009) has also argued that people

living in different regions have different levels of trust and interaction among themselves so

regional outcomes with regard to social entrepreneurship will vary. As such we formulate

our next hypothesis.

H4 : The social capital network span of student has an influence on the career intentions of

students’ of HEI’s

Research Methodology

Quantitative research was used to conduct this study. The quantitative approach has

helped us to prevent bias in gathering and presenting research data and the discussion

and experimentation involved in the process are more objective. A self-administered

questionnaire was developed & used as the main data-gathering instrument for this

study. Questions regarding the career intentions after completion of degree, family size,

father’s occupation and father’s income were asked directly and multiple choices were

given to them to choose from. In order to determine the extent of social capital of

students, 24 statements derived from ‘Sociological Capital Assessment’ developed by

Roberts (2010) were used. The answers were recorded on Likert’s 5 point scale. Since

the study tends to evaluate the preferred career choices of students of professional

courses the target respondents were the final year students of higher educational in-

stitutions of Uttarakhand, studying in B.Tech., MBA, PGDM, BHMCT, B.Pharm. and

MCA courses. Students were typically in the age group of 21–25 years. Gender ratio

of the respondents was 25% female students and 75% male students. The sampling

method used in this research is proportionate stratified sampling. Students from

each course were picked up based on their prevalence in the universe. This type of

sampling has helped us in properly representing each stratum so the sample size

drawn from the stratum is proportionate to the stratum’s share of the total popula-

tion. The respondents were the students of Uttarakhand state only. The whole uni-

verse of the target respondents was nearly 20,300. For a size of population which falls
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in the range of 20,000, the sample size for a 95% confidence level with a reliability of ±3%

the sample size suggested is 530 (Zikmund, 2010). Accordingly, the sample size taken for

this study is 530.

Data Analysis and Interpretation

On the basis of the data collected, the hypotheses have been tested using various statis-

tical tools.

H1 : Annual income of the family has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s

Based on the average annual income of their family, the students were divided into

three different income categories (Table 1).

To test the above hypothesis we have cross tabulated the data and used Chi-square test

Table 2.

Cross tabulation displays the number of cases in each category defined by two grouping

variables i.e. ‘Average annual income’ and ‘Career choice preference after completion of de-

gree’. Total out of 530 respondents, 355 respondents are from ‘Low’ income group, 125 re-

spondents are from ‘Middle’ income group and 50 respondents are from ‘High’ income

group category. The data indicates that irrespective of the income group the intention to

become an entrepreneur remains to be low among all three income groups however the

desire to seek a job is significantly reduced in high income group students in comparison

to low and middle income group students and desire to go for higher education signifi-

cantly increases in comparison to low and middle income group students.

Table 3 contains the output of the Chi-square test. A low significance value of 0.012

and 0.031 of Pearson Chi-square test and likelihood ratio typically below 0.05 indicates

that there may be a relationship between the two variables. Since the calculated value

of Chi-square (~16.287) is greater than the tabulated value (~12.592), it is evident that

variables ‘Income category’ and ‘Career intention after completion of degree’ are

dependent. Since opting for higher studies is not actually a career, it is a postponement

of the career choice, we have discounted the two options of ‘Go for higher studies’ and

‘Not yet decided’ and reapplied Chi-square test on the variables in order to get a precise

picture of the relationship between income category & students’ career intentions of

starting a new business or seeking a job Table 4.

Since the calculated value of Chi-square (~.178) is greater than the tabulated value (~5.99),

it becomes clear that ‘Annual income’ of the family does not actually influence the career in-

tentions of starting an enterprise or seeking a job but the test applied earlier at Table 3

confirms that it does have an influence on the intention to pursue higher studies.

H2 : Size of the family has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s

Based on the family size of student, four categories were defined. The first category was

“Less than or equal to 4 members”, second category was “5 to 6 members”, third category
Table 1 ‘Income category’ vis-à-vis ‘Average annual income’

Average annual income Income category

Below Rs.3.00 Lakh PA Low

Rs.3.00 – Rs.5.99 Lakh PA Middle

Rs.6.00 Lakh and above High



Table 2 Cross tabulation: ‘Income category’ and ‘Career choice preference after
completion of degree’

Career choice preference after
completion of degree

Income category Total

Low Middle High

Start a new business 21 6 2 29

Seek a suitable job 269 94 27 390

Go for higher studies 46 16 16 78

Not yet decided 19 9 5 33

Total 355 125 50 530
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was “7 to 8 members” and the fourth category was “9 members and above”. The career

choice preferences of students were bifurcated based on the above defined four categories

Table 5.

Cross tabulation displays the number of cases in each category defined by two grouping

variables i.e. ‘Family size’ and ‘Career choice preference after completion of degree’. Out of a

total of 530 respondents 249 respondents fall in the category of ‘Less than or = 4 members’,

214 respondents fall in the ‘5-6 members’ category, 45 respondents fall in the category of

‘7-8 members’ and only 22 respondents fall in the ‘9 members and above’ category. To test

the above hypothesis, researcher has applied Chi-square test.

Table 6 contains the output of the Chi-square test. A significance value of 0.181 and

0.262 of Pearson Chi-square indicates non-dependence of ‘Family size’ on ‘Career

intention of student after completion of degree. ’ Since the tabulated value of Chi-square

(~16.919) is greater than the calculated value (12.621), it is evident that variables ‘Family

size’ and ‘Career intention after completion of degree’ are independent. We again applied

Chi-square on the variables after discounting the two options of ‘Go for higher studies’ and

‘Not yet decided’, in order to get a precise picture of relationship between students’ family

size and their career intentions of starting a new business or seeking a job Table 7.

Again the calculated value of Chi-square (~5.942) is greater than the tabulated value

(~7.82). This confirms that we can reject the hypothesis at 5% level of significance.

Hence we can say that manpower capital of the family, measured as the family size,

does not influence the career intentions of students.

H3 : Father’s occupation has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s

Father’s occupation was categorized into six different categories and arranged in a

hierarchical structure based on both income and status. In the first and lowest in the

hierarchy was the category ‘Others’ which included those fathers who are retired or

are home makers or have expired. In the second category we included farmers &

skilled persons like electricians, mechanics etc. or low paid employees, in the third
Table 3 Chi-square Test: ‘Income category’ and ‘Career choice preference after completion
of degree (including option of ‘Going for higher studies and ‘Not yet decided’

Value df Asymp. sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-square 16.287a 6 .012

Likelihood ratio 13.878 6 .031

Linear-by-linear association 7.956 1 .005

N of valid cases 530
a2 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.74.



Table 4 Chi-square Test: ‘Income category’ and ‘Career choice preference after completion
of degree’ (excluding option of ‘Going for higher studies and ‘Not yet decided’)

Value df Asymp. sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-square .178a 2 .915

Likelihood ratio .183 2 .913

Linear-by-linear association .087 1 .768

N of valid cases 419
a1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.01.
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category we included small business owners, in the fourth category we included self

practicing professionals like doctors, lawyers, chartered accountants etc., in the fifth

category we included employees working in responsible positions in government

departments or private organizations, finally in the sixth category & highest in the

hierarchy we included top management executives or mid sized and large business

owners. Students were asked a direct question about their father’s occupation and

six multiple choices, as discussed above, were given to the students. The data was

cross tabulated on the basis of students’ career choice preference and their father’s

occupation (Refer to table 8). To test the above hypothesis we have applied Chi-

square test.

Cross tabulation displays the number of cases in each category defined by two

grouping variables i.e. ‘Prior experience in business’ and ‘Career choice preference

after completion of degree’. Total out of 530 respondents 256 respondents said that

their father fall in the category of ‘Reputed salaried employees’, 113 told that their

father is a small business owner, 92 said that their father is a farmer, 35 students told

that their father is a professional and 34 students placed their father’s occupation in

‘others’ category which meant that their father was either retired or not working or

had expired. The above data clearly reveals that over 76% of the students whose fa-

ther’s occupation status was ‘Reputed salaried employees’ want to take up a job while

only 7.9% of the students whose father’s occupation status was ‘small business owners’

want to become entrepreneurs.

Table 9 contains the output of the Chi-square test. A high significance value of 0.174

& .202 and significance value above 0.05 indicates that there is no relationship between

the two variables. The tabulated value of Chi-square (~21.026) is found to be greater

than the calculated value (~16.399), it therefore becomes evident that variables ‘Fathers’

occupation’ and ‘Intention after completion of degree’ are independent. We again
Table 5 Cross tabulation: ‘Family size’ and ‘Career choice preference after completion of
degree’

Career choice
preference after
completion of
degree

Total family members Total

Less than
or = 4 members

5-6 members 7-8 members 9 and above
members

Start a new
business

11 11 5 2 29

Seek a suitable job 191 160 25 14 390

Go for higher
studies

32 29 12 5 78

Not yet decided 15 14 3 1 33

Total 249 214 45 22 530



Table 6 Chi-square Test: ‘Family size and ‘Career intention after completion of degree’
(including option of ‘Going for higher studies and ‘Not yet decided’)

Value df Asymp. sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-square 12.621a 9 .181

Likelihood ratio 11.206 9 .262

Linear-by-linear association .334 1 .563

N of valid cases 530
a5 cells (31.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.20.
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applied Chi-square on the variables after discounting the two options of ‘Go for higher

studies’ and ‘Not yet decided’, in order to get a precise picture of relationship between

fathers’ occupation and students’ career intentions Table 10.

Again the calculated value of Chi-square (~8.015) is greater than the tabulated value

(~9.49). This confirms that we can reject the hypothesis at 5% level of significance. This

justifies that there is no relationship between father’s occupation and the career inten-

tions of students after completion of their course or in other words between human

capital of the family and career intent.

H4 : The social capital network span of student has an influence on the career intentions

of students’ of HEI’s

We used 24 statements taken from Roberts (2010) ‘Sociological Capital Assessment’ to

identify the extent of social capital. Score stood 5 points for strongly agree and 1 point

for strongly disagree. Accordingly, three categories were developed between the score

of 24 and 120 as given below in Table 11.

In order to test this hypothesis we have applied Chi-square test Table 12.

Cross tabulation displays the number of cases in each category defined by two group-

ing variables i.e. ‘Social capital network’ and ‘Career choice preference after completion

of degree’. Total out of 530 respondents 235 respondents have ‘Large’ level of social

capital network, 241 respondents have ‘Moderate’ level of social capital network and 54

respondents have ‘Small’ level of social capital network span. The above data reveals

that as the level of social capital network span increase there is a corresponding in-

crease in the entrepreneurial intentions of students and decrease in the ratio of job

seeking preferences of students.

Table 13 contains the output of the Chi-square test. A low significance value of

0.009 & .003, typically below .05 indicates that there is a relationship between the two

variables. Further, since the calculated value of Chi-square (17.203) is greater than the

tabulated value (12.592), it becomes evident that the variables ‘Social capital network’

and ‘Career intention after completion of degree’ are dependent. We again applied
Table 7 Chi-square Test: ‘Family size and ‘Career intention after completion of degree’
(excluding option of ‘Going for higher studies and ‘Not yet decided’)

Value df Asymp. sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-square 5.942a 3 .114

Likelihood ratio 4.690 3 .196

Linear-by-linear association 3.674 1 .055

N of valid cases 419
a2 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.11.



Table 8 Cross tabulation: ‘Father’s occupation’ and ‘Career choice preference after
completion of degree’

Career choice
preference
after completion
of degree

Father’s occupation

Top mgt. executives/
Large business
owners

Reputed
salaried
employees

Professionals Small bus.
owners

Farmers Others Total

Start a new
business

0 8 1 9 9 2 29

Seek a
suitable job

0 196 24 86 61 23 390

Go for higher
studies

0 35 9 14 15 5 78

Not yet
decided

0 17 1 4 7 4 33

Total 0 256 35 113 92 34 530
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Chi-square on the variables after discounting the two options of ‘Go for higher studies’

and ‘Not yet decided’, in order to get a precise picture of relationship between students’

career intentions and their social capital network span Table 14.

The calculated value of Chi-square (~13.496) is again found to be greater than the

tabulated value (~9.21) at 1% level of significance thus we accept the hypothesis. This

justifies that there is a significant influence of social capital network span on the career

intentions of students.

Result and discussion
The findings of the study reveal that in Uttarakhand state there is an effect of income

of family on the students’ intention of going for higher studies after completion of de-

gree. In comparison to 13% of the respondents from the ‘Low’ & ‘Middle’ income group

who are interested in higher studies after completion of their degree there are 32% re-

spondents from ‘High’ income group who are interested to continue with higher stud-

ies. The analysis revealed that family income has an influence on the students’ choice

of going for higher studies but has no influence on the actual career choice of starting

a business or seeking a job. The result compliments Torche and Spilerman (2010) who

posited that wealthier households are less restricted and can make long-term investments,

such as education for children. The finding also supports Gary Becker’s household pro-

duction theory and the human capital theory which directly links household resources

and investments to the educational attainments of children (Becker, 1964). A considerable

shift in job intentions of students is seen while moving from ‘Low’ and ‘Middle’ income

group to ‘High’ income group families. While 77% of the respondents from the ‘Low’ in-

come group and 75% of the respondents from the ‘Middle’ income group want to take up

job after passing their degree, a comparatively low 54% of the respondents from the ‘High’
Table 9 Chi-square Test: ‘Father’s occupation’ and ‘Career intention after completion of
degree’ (including the options ‘Going for higher studies and ‘Not yet decided’)

Value df Asymp. sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-square 16.399a 12 .174

Likelihood ratio 15.764 12 .202

Linear-by-linear association .328 1 .567

N of valid cases 530
a4 cells (20.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.86.



Table 10 Chi-square Test: ‘Fathers’ occupation’ and ‘Career intention after completion of
degree’(excluding the options ‘Going for higher studies and ‘Not yet decided’)

Value df Asymp. sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-square 8.015a 4 .091

Likelihood ratio 7.750 4 .101

Linear-by-linear association 2.395 1 .122

N of valid cases 419
a3 cells (30.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.73.
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income group are eager to take up jobs. The results compliment the earlier studies by

Kothari (2013), who ascertained that students of ‘High’ income group families are less in-

clined towards taking up jobs but also disagrees with him & Hsu et al. (2007) on the as-

pect that students of ‘High’ income group families are likely to take up entrepreneurship

as a career. Our study observes that interest in starting up a new venture is seen to be

considerably low (less than 6%) among all income groups and no significant variation was

seen in all three income groups. This shows that merely belonging to a high income group

family does not guarantee entrepreneurship or even transfer of entrepreneurship from

father to children supporting the studies by Thrikawala (2011), Mueller (2006) and Kim

et al. (2003) who found that there was no significant relationship between family income

and overall entrepreneurial intention among the students. Sørensen (2007) also stated that

parental wealth does not explain the transfer of entrepreneurship. Studies by Fairlie and

Robb (2007) & Aldrich et al. (1998) found that a very low number of business owners bor-

row capital from their family. Again father’s occupation of the respondents was also seen

to have no influence on the career intention of students. Over 76% of the students whose

father’s occupation status was ‘salaried employee’ wanted to take up a job while only 7.9%

of the students whose father’s occupation status was ‘small business owners’ wanted to be-

come entrepreneurs. Although this finding is in conflict with most of the earlier studies

(Lindquist et al. 2012; Plant & Ren, 2010; Carr & Sequeira, 2007; Mueller, 2006; Mc Elwee

& Al-Riyami, 2003) advocating that children who have entrepreneur parents have a

greater propensity to choose an entrepreneurial career, our finding is in agreement with

two recent studies done in two different universities of Pakistan first by Mubarka et al.

(2012), who explored the impact of father’s occupation on the entrepreneurial inclination

of the students and found no significant impact. The second study was by Ali et al.

(2010), who found that father’s income and profession of father does not affect entrepre-

neurial attributes significantly. The possible explanation to this effect could be the poor

socio-economic climate and unfeasible business environment. Ali et al. (2010) has talked

about poor socio-economic climate and poor business environment in Pakistan and the

same is indicated to be true for Uttarakhand (Sharma & Madan, 2014). Keeping the exist-

ing theories of effect of parental income and occupation into account and the present

study, we may extend the existing theory that the demographic factors like parental
Table 11 Social capital network span vis-à-vis score of the candidate

Score of the candidate Social capital network

24 – 54 Small

55 – 90 Moderate

91 – 120 Large



Table 12 Cross tabulation: ‘Social capital network’ span and ‘Career intention after
completion of degree’

Career choice preference after
completion of degree

Social capital network Total

Large Moderate Small

Start a new business 21 8 0 29

Seek a suitable job 157 189 44 390

Go for higher studies 40 33 5 78

Not yet decided 17 11 5 33

Total 235 241 54 530
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income & occupation has an effect on the entrepreneurial inclination, when the business

environment is conducive. A recent study by Cetindamar et al. (2012) gives further sup-

port to the argument. The study found that income has a positive influence on entry into

entrepreneurship. The study was conducted in Turkey, which is another developing coun-

try like India but it has witnessed tremendous economic growth and development. Turkey

is known to be the 17th most industrialized nation in the world and has a worldwide

ranking of 92 on GDP (Cetindamar et al. 2012) indicating that Turkey has a healthy eco-

nomic and business environment. Another aspect that needs to be noted in this context is

the recent study by Zellweger et al. (2011) who proved that transitive likelihood of career

intent depends on degree of entrepreneurial self-efficacy and the independence motive.

They found that high levels of internal locus of control lead to a preference of employ-

ment, which challenges traditional entrepreneurship research and suggests that the feasi-

bility of an entrepreneurial career path does not automatically make it desirable. Their

findings suggest that students with family business background are pessimistic about be-

ing in control in an entrepreneurial career. No influence of family size is seen on the car-

eer intention of students. The career choice intention of becoming an entrepreneur

remained to be low among all family sizes. This finding is in disagreement with the

study by Cetindamar et al. (2012) but we do agree with them that the result may not

be considered to be conclusive in nature and it is an area which needs further

indepth research. Our study confirms that social capital of student has a significant

influence on the career intentions of students. As the level of social capital network

span increase there is a gradual increase in the entrepreneurial intention of students

and a corresponding decrease in the ratio of job seeking preferences of students. The

results of Chi-square test have confirmed that this shift is not by chance but there is

a relationship between the variables. The finding is in agreement with most of the

similar studies done earlier (Tararko, 2013; Leiffel et al. 2009; Linan, 2007) which

have stressed that social capital can facilitate the implementation of entrepreneurial
Table 13 Chi-square Test: ‘Social capital network span’ and ‘Career choice preference
after completion of degree’ (including the options ‘Going for higher studies and ‘Not yet
decided’)

Value df Asymp. sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-square 17.203a 6 .009

Likelihood ratio 19.791 6 .003

Linear-by-linear association .018 1 .894

N of valid cases 530
a2 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.95.



Table 14 Chi-square Test: ‘Social capital network span’ and ‘Career choice preference
after completion of degree’ (excluding the options ‘Going for higher studies and ‘Not
yet decided’)

Value df Asymp. sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-square 13.496a 2 .001

Likelihood ratio 15.092 2 .001

Linear-by-linear association 12.802 1 .000

N of valid cases 419
a1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.28.
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intentions. Taking the results into consideration, the study digests that state government

need to work upon improving the business environment in the state. The government and

educational institutions may include community building activities in enterprise training

programs, such activities have been found to be highly effective in micro enterprise training

programs being conducted at USA. Two such programs (ex. Women’s Initiative in San

Francisco and Working Capital in Boston) build community primarily by creating inter-

program & intra-program networks, this builds social capital which in turn supports entre-

preneurship development. These programs have been found to be successful in building

social capital and subsequently entrepreneurship development at USA (Servon, 1998).

With the continuous changes being witnessed in the demographic structures and families

some non-obvious results challenging the traditional results may be expected in future

studies done to find the impact of familial and social variables on entrepreneurial out-

comes. The author therefore encourages future research to be carried out in similar areas

and in different regions.

Conclusion and Limitations
The study confirmed that financial capital of the family (measured as father’s occupation)

has no influence on the actual career choice of starting a business or seeking a job, al-

though it does influences the students’ intention of going for higher studies. Students who

fell in the high income group showed higher intention of studying further in comparison

to students from the low and middle income groups. The study also revealed that there is

no impact of human capital (measured as father’s occupation) and man power capital

(measured as family size) of the family on the career intentions of students of students of

HEI’s of Uttarakhand. The study observed a significant impact of social capital of the stu-

dents on their career intent. Students who had large social capital network span showed

higher intentions of taking up entrepreneurship as a career. Like all studies, this study too

has certain limitations which could be improved in future studies. We have used only one

dimension to measure the human capital of family i.e. father’s occupation, where as we

could have taken into account the occupation of mother and other family members. In

addition to father’s occupation, we could have also included the parents’ educational level

in order to draw more accurate results. For example Nettles & Millett (1999) used par-

ents’ occupation & education to evaluate human capital. Similarly we have calculated only

father’s annual income in order to calculate the family’s financial capital, other assets and

property of the family were not taken into account. Additionally, including the income of

all the family members might have given more precise results. Another area which could

be further explored and bears a scholarly value is the impact of social capital of the family

of student on his career choice intent.



Sharma Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research 2014, 4:14 Page 15 of 18
http://www.journal-jger.com/content/4/1/14
Competing interests
The author declares that he has no competing interests.

Acknowledgement
The author would like to thank all the students who have sincerely and enthusiastically participated in this research
activity. The author would also like to extend his gratitude to the Directors & the Heads of various institutions of
Uttarakhand who have cooperated in this research by allowing me to interact with their students even during the
busy time of university examination. Special thanks are also conveyed to the Director & the Management of Quantum
School of Business who have provided all support in carrying out this research.

Received: 2 June 2014 Accepted: 11 August 2014

References

Acs, ZJ, Carlsson, B, & Karlsson, C. (1999). Entrepreneurship, Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises and the Macroeconomy.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Adler, P, & Kwon, S. (2002). Social capital: Prospects for a new concept. Academy of Management Review, 27(1), 17–40.
Aksoy, Y, Grasl, T, & Smith, RP. (2012). The economic impact of demographic structure in OECD countries, CESifo Working

Paper: Fiscal Policy, Macroeconomics and Growth, No. 3960. www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/65382/1/727866486.
pdf. Accessed 25 February 2014.

Aldrich, H, & Zimmer, C. (1986). Entrepreneurship through social networks. In D. Sexton & R. Smiler (Eds.), The Art and
Science of Entrepreneurship (pp. 3–23). New York: Ballinger.

Aldrich, H, Birley, S, Dubini, P, Greve, A, Johannisson, B, Reese, PR, Sakano, T. (1991). The generic entrepreneur? Insights
from a multinational research project. April: Paper presented at the Babson Conference on Entrepreneurship.

Aldrich, HE, & Langton, N. (1997). Human resource management and organizational life cycles. In P. D. Reynolds, W.
Bygrave, N. M. Carter, P. Davidsson, W. B. Gartner, C. M. Mason, & P. P. McDougall (Eds.), Frontiers of Entrepreneurship
Research (pp. 349–357). MA: Babson College, Center for Entrepreneurial Studies.

Aldrich, HE, & Cliff, JE. (2003). The pervasive effects of family on entrepreneurship: toward a family embeddedness
perspective. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(5), 573–596.

Aldrich, HE, & Waldinger, R. (1990). Ethnicity and entrepreneurship. Annual Review of Sociology, 16, 111–135.
Aldrich, HE, Renzuli, LA, & Langton, N. (1998). Passing on privilege: resources provided by self-employed parents to their

self-employed children. Research in Social Stratification and Mobility, 16, 291–317.
Ali, A, Topping, KJ, & Tariq, HR. (2010). Entrepreneurial attributes among postgraduate students of a Pakistani university.

US-China Education Review, 7(5), 66–77.
Alibaygi, A, & Pouya, M. (2011). Socio-demographic determinants of entrepreneurial intentions: A case from Iran. African

Journal of Business Management, 5(34), 13316–13321.
Altinay, L, Madanoglu, M, Daniele, R., & Lashley, C. (2012). The influence of family tradition and psychological traits on

entrepreneurial intention. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 31(2), 489–499.
Alvarez, SA, & Busenitz, LW. (2001). The entrepreneurship of resource-based theory. Journal of Management, 27(6), 755–775.
Arum, R, & Mueller, W. (2004). The Reemergence of Self-employment: A Comparative Study of Self-employment Dynamics

and Social Inequality. Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press.
Barney, JB. (2001). Is the resource-based ‘view’ a useful perspective for strategic management research? Yes. Academy of

Management Review, 26(1), 41–56.
Bauernschuster, S, Falck, O, & Heblich, S. (2010). Social capital access and entrepreneurship. Journal of Economic

Behavior & Organization, 76(3), 821–833.
Becker, GS. (1964). Human capital: A theoretical and empirical analysis with special reference to education (2nd ed.).

New York: National Bureau of Economic Research.
Bhagvatula, S, Elfring, T, van Tilburg, A, & van de Bunt, GG. (2010). How social and human capital influence opportunity

recognition and resource mobilization in India’s handloom industry. Journal of Business Venturing, 25(3), 245–260.
Bianchi, SM. (2014). A demographic perspective on family change. Journal of Family Theory & Review, 6(1), 35–44.
Birley, S. (1986). The role of networks in the entrepreneurial process. Journal of Business Venturing, 1(1), 107–117.
Bourdieu, P. (1983). The forms of capital. In J. Richardson (Ed.), Handbook of theory and research for the sociology of

education (pp. 241–258). New York: Greenwood Press.
Burt, RS. (1992). Structural Holes: The Social Structure of Competition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Burt, RS. (1997). The contingent value of social capital. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(2), 330–365.
Carr, JC, & Sequeira, JM. (2007). Prior family business exposure as intergenerational influence and entrepreneurial intent:

A theory of planned behavior approach. Journal of Business Research, 60, 1090–1098.
Cetindamar, D, Gupta, VK, Karadeniz, EE, & Egrican, N. (2012). What the numbers tell: The impact of human, family and

financial capital on women and men’s entry into entrepreneurship in Turkey. Entrepreneurship & Regional
Development, 24(1–2), 29–51.

Cherlin, AJ. (2010). Demographic trends in the United States: A review of research in the 2000s. Journal of Marriage and
Family, 72(3), 403–419.

Chiles, TH, Bluedorn, AC, & Gupta, VK. (2007). Beyond creative destruction and entrepreneurial discovery: A radical
Austrian approach to entrepreneurship. Organization Studies, 28(4), 467–493.

Chrisman, JJ, Chua, JH, & Steier, LP. (2002). The influence of national culture and family involvement on entrepreneurial
perceptions and performance at the state level. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 26(4), 113–130.

Coale, A.J. (1973). The demographic transition reconsidered. In Proceedings of the IUSSP International Population
Conference (pp. 53–73). Liège, Belgium: Editions Ordina.

Coleman, J. (1988). Social capital in the creation of human capital. American Journal of Sociology, 94, S95–S120.
Colombier, N, & Masclet, D. (2008). Intergenerational correlation in self employment: some further evidence from

French ECHP data. Small Business Economics, 30(4), 423–437.

http://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/65382/1/727866486.pdf
http://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/65382/1/727866486.pdf


Sharma Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research 2014, 4:14 Page 16 of 18
http://www.journal-jger.com/content/4/1/14
Cooper, AC, Folta, TB, & Woo, C. (1995). Entrepreneurial information search. Journal of Business Venturing, 10(2), 107–120.
Corak, M, & Piraino, P. (2011). The intergenerational transmission of employers. Journal of Labor Economics,

29(1), 37–68.
Crant, JM. (1996). The proactive personality scale as a predictor of entrepreneurial intentions. Journal of Small Business

Management, 34(3), 42–49.
Cramton, CD. (1993). Is rugged individualismthe whole story? Public and private accounts of a firm’s founding. Family

Business Review, 6(3), 233–261.
Cruz, C, & Nordqvist, M. (2012). Entrepreneurial orientation in family firms: a generational perspective. Small Business

Economics, 38(1), 33–49.
Davidsson, P. (1995). Determinants of entrepreneurial intentions. Piacenza, Italy: Presented in RENT IX Workshop on

Entrepreneurship Research.
Davidsson, P, & Honig, B. (2003). The role of social and human capital among nascent entrepreneurs. Journal of Business

Venturing, 18(3), 301–331.
Delmar, F, & Davidsson, P. (2000). Where do they come from? Prevalence and characteristics of nascent entrepreneurs.

Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 12(1), 1–23.
Drennan, J, Kennedy, J, & Renfrow, P. (2005). Impact of childhood experiences on the development of entrepreneurial

intentions. International Journal of Entrepreneurship & Innovation, 6(4), 231–238.
Dunn, T, & Holtz-Eakin, D. (2000). Financial capital, human capital and the transition to selfemployment: evidence from

intergenerational links. Journal of Labor Economics, 18(2), 282–305.
Dyer, WG, & Handler, W. (1994). Entrepreneurship and family business: Exploring the connections. Entrepreneurship:

Theory and Practice, 19, 71–71.
Fairlie, RW, & Robb, AM. (2007). Families, human capital, and small business: evidence from the characteristics of

business owners survey. Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 60, 225–245.
Gelderen, M, Brand, M, Praag, M, Bodewes, W, Poutsam, E, & Gils, A. (2008). Explaining entrepreneurial intentions by

means of theory of planned behavior. Career Development International, 13(6), 538–559.
Greve, A, & Salaff, JW. (2003). Social networks and entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice,

28(1), 1–22.
Grimstad, JA, & Way, WL. (1993). The role of family in the vocational development of family and consumer

education teachers: Implications for vocational education. Journal of Vocational Education Research,
18(4), 43–80.

Hansen, EL. (1995). Entrepreneurial network and new organization growth. Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice,
19(4), 7–19.

Henley, A. (2005). Job creation by the self-employed: The roles of entrepreneurial and financial capital. Small Business
Economics, 25(2), 175–196.

Hitt, MA, Biermant, L, Shimizu, K, & Kochhar, R. (2001). Direct and moderating effects of human capital on strategy
and performance in professional service firms: A resource-based perspective. Academy of Management Journal,
44(1), 13–28.

Holtz-Eakin, D, Joulfaian, D, & Rosen, HS. (1994). Sticking it out: Entrepreneurial survival and liquidity constraints. Journal
of Political Economy, 102(1), 53–75.

Hout, M, & Rosen, H. (2000). Self-employment, family background and race. Journal of Human Resources, 35(4),
670–692.

Hsu, DH, Roberts, EB, & Eesley, CE. (2007). Entrepreneurs from technology-based universities: Evidence from MIT.
Research Policy, 36(5), 768–788.

Hundley, G. (2006). Family background and the propensity for self-employment. Industrial Relations: A Journal of
Economy and Society, 45(3), 377–392.

Jacobs, J. (1961). The death and life of great American cities. New York: Vintage Books.
James, KS. (2011). India’s demographic change: opportunities and challenges. Science, 333, 576–580.
Kelly, DJ, Brush, CG, Greene, PG, & Litovsky, Y. (2012). Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 2012 Women’s Report.

http://www.gemconsortium.org/docs/download/2825. Accessed 31st March 2014.
Kim, PH, Aldrich, HE, & Keister, LA. (2003). If I were rich? The impact of financial and human capital on becoming a

nascent entrepreneur. Presented in Annual Meeting of the American Sociological Association. August: Atlanta.
Kothari, HC. (2013). Impact of contextual factors on entrepreneurial intention. International Journal of Engineering and

Management Research, 3(6), 76–82.
Kreiser, PM, Patel, PC, & Fiet, JO. (2013). The influence of changes in social capital on firm-founding activities.

Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 37(3), 539–568.
Krueger, N. (1993a). The impact of prior entrepreneurial exposure on perceptions of new venture feasibility and

desirability. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 18(1), 5–21.
Krueger, N. (1993b). Growing up entrepreneurial?: Developmental consequences of early exposure to entrepreneurship.

Academy of Management Best Papers Proceedings, 53, 80–84.
Kwon, SW, Heflin, C, & Ruef, M. (2013). Community social capital and entrepreneurship. American Sociological Review,

78(6), 980–1008.
Leffel, A, & Darling, J. (2009). Entrepreneurial versus organizational employment preferences: a comparative study of

European and American respondents. Journal of Entrepreneurship Education, 12, 79–91.
Light, I, & Dana, L-P. (2013). Boundaries of social capital in entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice,

37(3), 603–624.
Lin, N. (2000). Inequality in social capital. Contemporary Sociology, 29(6), 785–795.
Lin, N, Ensel, WM, & Vaughn, JC. (1981). Social resources and strength of ties: Structural factors in occupational status

attainment. American Sociological Review, 46(4), 393–405.
Lin, N. (2003). Social capital, a theory of social structure and action. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Liñán, F, & Santos, FJ. (2007). Does social capital affect entrepreneurial intentions? International Advances in Economic

Research, 13(4), 443–453.

http://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/62410/1/720521637.pdf


Sharma Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research 2014, 4:14 Page 17 of 18
http://www.journal-jger.com/content/4/1/14
Lindquist, MJ, Sol, J, & Van Praag, M. (2012). Why do entrepreneurial parents have entrepreneurial children? Discussion
Paper series, Forschungsinstitut zur Zukunft der Arbeit. No. 6740. www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/62410/1/
720521637.pdf. Accessed 25 February 2014.

Malecki, EJ. (2009). Geographical environments for entrepreneurship. International Journal of Entrepreneurship and
Small Business, 7(2), 175–190.

Matthews, H, & Moser, SB. (1996). A longitudinal investigation of the impact of family background and gender on
interest in small firm ownership. Journal of Small Business Management, 34(2), 29–43.

McElwee, G, & Al-Riyami, R. (2003). Women entrepreneurs in Oman: some barriers to success. Career Development
International, 8(7), 339–346.

Millman, C, Li, Z, Matlay, H, & Wong, W. (2010). Entrepreneurship education and students’ internet entrepreneurship
intentions: Evidence from Chinese HEIs. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 17(4), 569–590.

Mortimer, J. (1992). Influences on adolescents’ vocational development. Berkeley, CA: National Center for Research in
Vocational Education.

Mueller, P. (2006). Entrepreneurship in the region: Breeding ground for nascent entrepreneurs? Small Business
Economics, 27(1), 41–58.

Munbarka, K, Yousaf, U, & Altaf, M. (2012). Entrepreneurial attributes among postgraduate students of a Pakistani
university. Journal of Women’s Entrepreneurship & Education, 2012(3–4), 86–101.

Nahapiet, J, & Ghoshal, S. (1998). Social capital, intellectual capital, and the organizational advantage. Academy of
Management Review, 23(2), 242–266.

Nandamuri, PP, & Gowthami, C. (2013). Entrepreneurial orientation and household income: A correlation analysis. Asia
Pacific Journal of Management and Entrepreneurship Research, 2(1), 105–122.

Nettles, MT, & Millett, CM. (1999). The human capital liabilities of underrepresented minorities in pursuit of science,
math, and engineering doctoral degrees. Making Strides, 1(2), 11–14.

Olomi, RD, & Sinyamwale, SR. (2009). Entrepreneurial inclinations of vocational education students: a comparative study
of male and female trainees in iringa region, Tanzania. Journal of Enterprising Culture, 17(1), 103–125.

Parcel, TL, & Menaghan, EG. (1993). Family social capital and children’s behavior problems. Social Psychology Quarterly,
56(2), 120–135.

Phan, PH, Wong, PK, & Wang, CK. (2002). Antecedents to entrepreneurship among university students in Singapore:
beliefs, attitudes and background. Journal of Enterprising Culture, 10(2), 151–174.

Plant, R, & Ren, J. (2010). A comparative study of motivation and entrepreneurial intentionality. Chinese and American
Perspectives: Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 15(2), 187–204.

Portes, A. (1998). Social Capital: Its Origins and Applications in Modern Sociology. Annual Review of Sociology,
24, 1–24.

Pushpalatha, S. (2013). A study on issues and challenges of women in micro entrepreneurship, with reference to
Visakhapatnam district. The International Journal of Business & Management, 1(4), 42–48.

Putnam, RD. (1993). Making democracy work: Civic traditions in modern Italy. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Putnam, RD. (2000). Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of American community. New York: Simon & Schuster.
Raijman, R. (2001). Determinants of entrepreneurial intentions: Mexican immigrants in Chicago. Journal of Socio-

Economics, 30(5), 393–411.
Rehman, S, & Roomi, MA. (2012). Gender and work-life balance: a phenomenological study of women entrepreneurs in

Pakistan. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 19(2), 209–228.
Roberts, LP. (2010). Am I an Entrepreneur - Self Assessment Package. Canada: Goforth Institute.
Schulenberg, JE, Vondracek, FW, & Croutter, AC. (1984). The influence of the family on vocational development. Journal

of Marriage and the Family, 46(1), 129–143.
Schweinbacher, A. (2007). A theoretical analysis of optimal financing strategies for different types of capital-constrained

entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Venturing, 22(6), 753–781.
Scott, MG, & Twomey, DF. (1988). The long-term supply of entrepreneurs: students’ career aspirations in relation to

entrepreneurship. Journal of Small Business Management, 26(4), 5–13.
Servon, LJ. (1998). Credit and social capital: The community development potential of US microenterprise programs.

Housing Policy Debate, 9(1), 115–149.
Sharma, L, & Madan, P. (2014). Effect of individual factors on youth entrepreneurship: a study of Uttarakhand state,

India. Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research, 2(1)3.
Smallbone, D, & Welter, F. (2001). The distinctiveness of entrepreneurship in transition economies. Small Business

Economics, 16(4), 249–262.
Sørensen, JB. (2007). Closure and exposure: Mechanisms in the intergenerational transmission of self-employment.

Research in the Sociology of Organizations, 25, 83–124.
Stam, W, Arzlanian, S, & Elfring, T. (2014). Social capital of entrepreneurs and small firm performance: A meta-analysis of

contextual and methodological moderators. Journal of Business Venturing, 29(1), 152–173.
Steier, L, & Greenwood, R. (2000). Entrepreneurship and the evolution of angel financial networks. Organization Studies,

21(1), 163–192.
Tatarko, A, & Schmidt, P. (2013). Is individual social capital linked to the implementation of entrepreneurial intentions?

Психологический журнал, 31(5), 42–54.
Thornton, PH, Ribeiro-Soriano, D, & Urbano, D. (2011). Socio-cultural factors and entrepreneurial activity: An overview.

International Small Business Journal, 29(2), 105–118.
Thrikawala, SS. (2011). The determinants of entrepreneurial intention among academics in Sri Lanka. Economics &

Finance Research: International Proceedings of Economics Development & Research, 4, 454–468.
Tong, XF, Tong, DYK, & Loy, LC. (2011). Factors influencing entrepreneurial intention among university students.

International Journal of Social Sciences and Humanity Studies, 3(1), 487–496.
Torche, F, & Spilerman, S. (2010). Influencias intergeneracionales de la riqueza en México. In J. Serrano & F. Torche (Eds.),

Movilidad Social en México: Población, Desarrolloy Crecimiento. Centro de Estudios Espinosa Yglesias: Mexico,
Distrito Federal, Mexico.

http://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/62410/1/720521637.pdf
http://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/62410/1/720521637.pdf


Sharma Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research 2014, 4:14 Page 18 of 18
http://www.journal-jger.com/content/4/1/14
Walsh, F. (2012). Normal family processes: Growing diversity and complexity. New York: Guilford Press.
Wang, W, Lu, W, & Millington, JK. (2011). Determinants of entrepreneurial intention among college students in China

and USA. Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research, 1(1), 35–44.
Weber, M. (1978). Economy and society. Berkeley: University of California Press.
White, RE, Thornhill, S, & Hampson, E. (2007). A biosocial model of entrepreneurship: the combined effects of nurture

and nature. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 28(4), 451–466.
Wilson, F, Kickul, J, & Marlino, D. (2007). Gender, Entrepreneurial self efficacy and Entrepreneurial career intentions:

Implication for entrepreneurship education’. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 31(3), 387–406.
Zellweger, T, Sieger, P, & Halter, F. (2011). Should I stay or should I go? Career choice intentions of students with family

business background. Journal of Business Venturing, 26(5), 521–536.
Zikmund, WG. (2010). Business Research Methods (7th ed.). New Delhi, India: South-Western Cengage Learning.
Zimmer, C, & Aldrich, H. (1987). Resource Mobilization through Ethnic Networks Kinship and Friendship Ties of

Shopkeepers in England. Sociological Perspectives, 30(4), 422–445
doi:10.1186/s40497-014-0014-3
Cite this article as: Sharma: Impact of family capital & social capital on youth entrepreneurship – a study of
Uttarakhand state, India. Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research 2014 4:14.
Submit your manuscript to a 
journal and benefi t from:

7 Convenient online submission

7 Rigorous peer review

7 Immediate publication on acceptance

7 Open access: articles freely available online

7 High visibility within the fi eld

7 Retaining the copyright to your article

    Submit your next manuscript at 7 springeropen.com


	Abstract
	Background
	Review of literature and hypothesis formulation
	H1 : Annual income of the family has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s
	H2 : Size of the family has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s
	H3 : Father’s occupation has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s
	H4 : The social capital network span of student has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s

	Research Methodology
	Data Analysis and Interpretation
	H1 : Annual income of the family has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s
	H2 : Size of the family has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s
	 H3 : Father’s occupation has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s
	H4 : The social capital network span of student has an influence on the career intentions of students’ of HEI’s


	Result and discussion
	Conclusion and Limitations
	Competing interests
	Acknowledgement
	References

