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ABSTRACT

This research had a purpose to seek an impact of entrepreneurial mindset on innovativeness, risk taking, competitive
aggressiveness, autonomy and proactiveness of bachelor students of management program of public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia and to seek their impact on entrepreneurial performance of the students. Entrepreneurship had
been popular in university all over the world including Indonesia. However, the entrepreneurial performance of Indo-
nesian students had not increased yet. How to increase it? This study explored the impact of entrepreneurial mindset on
innovativeness, risk taking, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactiveness on entrepreneurial performance
of the students. This research was explanatory quantitative for the analyzing technique. It gathered data of 364 respon-
dents, which were Indonesian bachelor students of management program of public universities. The results showed that
entrepreneurial mindset had a significant impact to innovativeness, risk taking, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy,
and proactiveness which further had enhanced significant positive impact to entrepreneurial performance of the stu-
dents.
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ABSTRAK

Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk mengetahui dampak pola pikir kewirausahaan terhadap daya inovasi, pengambilan
risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, kemandirian dan daya proaksi mahasiswa program sarjana manajemen perguruan tinggi
negeri di Surabaya, Indonesia dan mencari dampaknya pada kinerja kewirausahaan mahasiswa. Kewirausahaan telah
populer di berbagai universitas di seluruh dunia termasuk Indonesia. Namun demikian, kinerja kewirausahaan
mahasiswa Indonesia belum meningkat. Bagaimana cara meningkatkannya? Studi ini menggali dampak pola pikir
kewirausahaan terhadap inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, otonomi, dan daya proaksi terhadap
kinerja kewirausahaan mahasiswa. Penelitian ini ialah kuantitatif eksplanatif untuk teknik analisisnya. Penelitian ini
mengumpulkan data dari 364 responden, yang merupakan mahasiswa sarjana management program of public univer-
sities. Hasil penelitian menunjukkan bahwa pola pikir kewirausahaan memiliki pengaruh yang signifikan terhadap daya
inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, kemandirian, dan daya proaktif yang selanjutnya meningkatkan
kinerja kewirausahaan mahasiswa secara positif signifikan.

1. INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship is an interesting field as a career. World Economic Forum concludes that over a third of
Indonesian young people want to be entrepreneurs (Wood, 2019). On the other hand, the choice as an entre-
preneur as career stood at 26% from 20% in 2009 (GMAC, 2014). It adds what shown by the survey against
37,000 students from 14 countries by the International Survey of Collegiate Entrepreneurship in 2006, states
that 15.4% students choose entrepreneur as a career within the first five years after graduation and for the
next five years the number increased to 50.1% (Szerb & Imreh, 2007). In this study, we draw some lessons
from Indonesia’s experience with the focus of the public universities students. It offers an interesting case
study due to the fact that growth of entrepreneurship in the country in general and universities students in
particular do not tally to the entrepreneurial performance. Entrepreneurship which encouraged in university
level education by various countries in the world and also in Indonesia, apparently has not been followed by
an increase in entrepreneurial performance of Indonesia's student.
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Gustiawan et al. (2014) indicated that the entrepreneur in Indonesia was still small although the
development of entrepreneurship is critical to the country. They stated that 2% was an ideal figure for entre-
preneurs in any country from the total population. In the case of Indonesia, 400,000 entrepreneurs were iden-
tified of which about 0.08% were low comparatively to America (12%), Singapore (7%) and Malaysia (6%).
From policy perspectives, entrepreneurship help to reduce unemployment while the ability of entrepreneurs
needs to be developed and enhance particularly among the young people.

Motivated by the importance of entrepreneurial performance, this article set to explores the impact of
entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, risk taking, competitive aggresiveness, autonomy, and proactive-
ness on entrepreneurial performance of undergraduate management students of public universities. The con-
cept of entrepreneurial orientations which contains some variables such as innovativeness, risk taking,
competitive aggressivenes, autonomy, and proactiveness is adopted from Miller (1983), Lumpkin and Dess
(2001), and Rauch et al. (2009) who found that these variables have positive and significant relationships
towards entrepreneurial performance. What happen with students of Indonesia?

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES

Entrepreneurship starts from mindset. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated that entrepreneurial mindset
was a way of thinking about business and the opportunity to benefit from the uncertain circumstances.
According to Valerio et al. (2014) entrepreneurial mindset refered to socio-emotional abilities and overall
awareness towards entrepreneurship which related with entrepreneurial motivation and the success that
would come as an entrepreneur. Indicators used to describe the entrepreneurial mindset in this study are the
ability to identify business opportunities and the amount of thinking to entrepreneurship (Solesvik et al.,
2013).

Innovativeness can be described as the ability to innovate. There are several definitions about
innovativeness. According to the West and Anderson (1996), innovativeness could be defined as the ability
to create effective implementation of new processes and products for the organization and was designed to
give you an advantage for the organization and stakeholders in it (in Baregheh et al., 2009). Galunic and
Rodan (1998) claimed that innovativeness was the ability to produce continuous innovation (in Quintane et
al., 2011). Rogers (2003) defined innovativeness as how fast a person or organization in adopting innovations
compared against another person or organization (in Yildiz et al., 2014). There are three indicators of Inno-
vativeness, which are 1) Openness towards new things. Hurt et al. (1977) described innovativeness as a
willingness to try new things (in Goldsmith & Foxall, 2003); 2) The level of creativity. Kirton (1976) declared
that innovative people will search for and combine various information, examines problems they
experienced, and produces a thought or idea that is unconventional (in Lee, 2008); and 3) The ability to
innovate. The power of innovation is seen as a further phase of creativity, a comparison between the study
in quickly manner with the embodiment of an innovation practices, particularly practices that are socio-orga-
nized. The power of innovation is a person's ability to understand socially, accept, estimates, disseminate,
implement, and use innovation (Mikhailova, 2015).

Byrnes (1998) stated that in some literature about development, risk taking was defined as involvement
in a variety of behaviors that are associated with some possibilities against unwanted results (in Boyer, 2006).
According to Hyrzky and Tunnanen (undated) the definition of risk taking was a process of decision making
and act without enough knowledge about the results that will be obtained (in Noer et al., 2013). Risk taking
according to Wenhong and Liuying (2010) was a tendency to take action against something that's rated as
risky. There are several indicators to know Risk taking. These indicators include 1) The courage of facing new
things. Sung and Hanna (1996) stated that young entrepreneurs were more willing to take risks. They have
the urge to invest in new goods/services and enter into new markets (in Wang & Poutziouris, 2010); and 2)
The courage of facing a difficult situation. Brockhaus (1980) declared that the tendency of risk-taking as a
possibility to receive profit related to success in certain situations which was required by a person before that
person puts himself on the consequences associated with failure, an alternative situation that provides a
smaller benefit (in Wenhong & Liuying, 2010).

Competitive aggressiveness is associated with a way to confront the threats and challenges of the
external environment (Gamble et al., 2013). Lumpkin and Dess (2001) stated that the competitive aggres-
siveness was the intensity of the desire to beat your opponent. Noer et al. (2013) stated that the competitive
aggressiveness was responsive attitude towards any threat as a form of resistance and effort to win the
competition. According to Chen (1996) there are three main indicators of competitive behaviour (in
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Stambaugh et al., 2011): 1) Awareness of competitors. Awareness includes the analysis of the strength of the
opponent, stalking the opponent's competitive actions, and the dissemination of information about the
opponent. Awareness talk about awareness of the condition of your opponent that emerges from the
information obtained; 2) Motivation to compete. There are two characteristics of motivation in the company
that owns high competitive aggressiveness. The first is beating competitors which crucial for aggressive com-
panies. Other companies might choose other things as references of motivation within the company such as
its performance in the past, the internal purpose, and satisfied with the reached a target, but the aggressive
companies seek information about the competitor company's performance and compare the performance of
the own company with the performance of the competitor company. The second one, namely the position of
opponents which put the oneself company in difficult situation as appropriate and necessary steps to
improve the performance of oneself; and 3) Capability to compete. The intended capability is the ability to
deliver attacks to the opponent and reflect the opponent's attack. Part of this ability is a resource that has
existed as the funds resulting from the company's good performance in the past. The company is also
aggressively identifying available resources and prioritize the resource to attack while the less aggressive
company saw the same resource base. Aggressive companies better use the available resources rather than
waiting for the resource to achieve the optimal point to available.

According to Metaal (1992), a definition of autonomy was freedom of choice without depending on other
parties (in Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006). In another study, Brooke (1984) also revealed almost the same
definition that autonomy was the degree of freedom of a person without the need for approval from others
(in Barnabas and Mekoth, 2010). Feinberg (1989) stated that autonomy had at least four meanings: the
capacity to govern ourself, the conditions for setting up ourself, the ideal state to regulate ourself, and
authority to rule ourself (in Mitcham, 2005). There are several indicators of autonomy, which are 1)
Independent. The ability to do things without being influenced by other people (Van Gelderen & Jansen,
2006); 2) Self-learning. Ryan and Deci (2000) said that someone independent would involve himself to learn
on an ongoing basis about himself (in Weinstein et al., 2012); and 3) Determination. The ability to set and
decide whether the regulations, targets, and the process that occurs in his business (Van Gelderen & Jansen,
2006).

Crant (1993) defined proactiveness as taking the initiative to improve the circumstances of (in Unsworth
& Parker, 2003). According to Wiklund and Shepherd (2005) proactiveness was looking far ahead and have
the determination to identify and respond to opportunities (in Wong, 2012). Teece (2000) stated that in the
entrepreneurship literatures, proactiveness had definitions as the ability to anticipate and feel a vague signs
and act to the needs in the future ahead of existing competitors to gain a competitive advantage (in Sundqvist
et al., 2012). Crant (2000) stated that proactiveness could be seen from some behaviors. The behaviors could
be used as gauges or indicators for proactiveness: The ability to pick the opportunity quickly; Courage start
a change; The desirability of creating favorable conditions.

Van Vuuren (1997) said that entrepreneurial performance was the achievement of a number of entrepre-
neurial objectives (in Sebikari, 2014). According to Dollinger (2008), entrepreneurial performance was
something done by an entrepreneur with high initiative to obtain the goal of entrepreneurship (in Tseng,
2013). Callaghan and Venter (2011) mentioned that entrepreneurial performance was something that
emphasizes on achieving something and provide continous satisfaction. There are several indicators of
entrepreneurial performance, which are 1) Need for achievement. McClelland (1961) stated that the need for
achievement that was often described as a passion to deliver good performance and gain a feeling of
achievement, it is one of the specific character of entrepreneurship and Collins et al. (2004) stated that the
need for achievement had positive correlation with corporate success (in Khan et al., 2015). Successful entre-
preneurs have high scores in need for achievement (Oosterbeek et al., 2010); 2) The enthusiasm for entrepre-
neurship. Empirical findings using non economic indicators to measure the performance namely enthusiasm
in work, which represents positve aspect that belonging to someone (Leitao & Franco, 2008), and 3) The
realization of the thinking to entrepreneurship. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated that entrepre-
neurship would ultimately culminated in the creation or realization of entrepreneurial and strategic
management plan that would be resulting the best performance.

Earlier research claimed that entrepreneurial mindset affect significantly to innovativeness. Previous
research by Herbig et al. (1994) stated that innovation requireed three basic components, namely
infrastructure, capital, and the ability of the entrepreneur (in Zhao, 2005). A statement from Herbig et al.
indicated that entrepreneurial mindset affected innovativeness and other research by Slater (1980) stated that



entrepreneurship that were tailored to the market-oriented culture will contribute significantly to the
successful innovation (in Ndubisi, 2014; Sutanto et al., 2019). Research by Wang and Zang (2005) stated that
entrepreneurship was one of the major areas that were relevant in the human resource and innovation. Based
on the statements, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hi: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects innovativeness of students of public universities in In-
donesia.

Earlier researches claim that entrepreneurial mindset affect significantly to risk taking. Wenhong and
Liuying (2010) stated systems thinking that was owned by the entrepreneur will affect their tendency in the
conduct of risk taking. Related with entrepreneur behavior in regard to family business, Zahra (1996) stated
that the ownership of an industrial entrepreneur associated with risk taking (in Wang & Poutziouris, 2010).
In his research, Segal et al. (2005) stated that an entrepreneur received personal financial risk existing in the
ownership of a business but was also directly benefit from the potential success of that business. This indi-
cates that the entrepreneurial mindset has significant influence towards risk taking (Sutanto et al., 2019). On
the basis of the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

H>: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects risk taking of students of public universities in Indone-
sia.

Previous researches suggest that entrepreneurial mindset affects significant to competitive aggres-
siveness. Stevenson's research (1990) cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was
somehow became synonymous with competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors that influenced
by the entrepreneurial mindset, competitive aggressiveness could be improved. Someone with high
competitive aggressiveness would be able to analyze the activities of opponents, looking for loopholes,
provide intense competition, and made it a motivation for him to reach a better competition. Neneh (2012)
and Sutanto et al. (2019) said that settting the mindset of entrepreneurship was important to sustain the com-
petitiveness of economic organization. On the basis of the statement, it can be formulated as the following
hypothesis:

Hj: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects competitive aggressiveness of students of public
universities in Indonesia.

Research by McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was evidence about the manager of subsidiaries
who involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater autonomy and attachment because of the policy of
control in some multinational companies were not able to detect and/or control such acts. Moreover, Sutanto
et al. (2019) found that the entrepreneurial mindset has significant effect on autonomy of college students in
Malang City, Indonesia. On the basis of the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hg: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects autonomy of students of public universities in Indone-
sia.

Mintzberg (1975) said that in his research he found that entrepreneurial companies tend to be more
engaged in risk than other companies and more proactive in looking for new opportunities (in Zhang et al.,
2014). Moreover, Sutanto et al. (2019) found that the entrepreneurial mindset has significant effect on
proactiveness of college students in Malang City, Indonesia. On the basis of the statement, it can be formu-
lated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects proactiveness of students of public universities in In-
donesia.

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions
associated with the entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive
relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, where in the entrepreneurial orientation
there were dimensions of innovativeness. It shows that the innovativeness has an impact on performance.
Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) and Sutanto et al. (2019) stated that innovativeness had a significant impact on
performance. On the basis of the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hpg: Innovativeness significantly affects entrepreneurial performance of students of public universities in
Indonesia.

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that risk taking was one of the dimen-
sions associated with the entrepreneurial performance. On the other hand, Chen et al. (2007) stated that there
was a positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, where in the entre-
preneurial orientation there were dimensions of risk taking. This suggests that risk taking has an impact on
performance. On the basis of the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:
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Hy: Risk taking significantly affects entrepreneurial performance of students of public universities in
Indonesia.

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that competitive aggressiveness was a
dimension that was associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, where in the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of the competitive aggressiveness. It shows that competitive
aggressiveness has an impact on performance. Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) mentioned that the competitive
aggressiveness equaled as effort to lead in performance and beat your opponent. On the basis of the state-
ment, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hjs: Competitive aggressiveness significantly affects entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities in Indonesia.

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that autonomy was one
of the dimensions that associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was
a positive relationship between entrpreneurial orientation and performance, where in the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of autonomy. It shows that the autonomy has an impact on performance.
On the basis of the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hy: Autonomy significantly affects entrepreneurial performance of students of public universities in In-
donesia.

Costa and McCrae (1992) stated that openess to experience was the proactive search and an appreciation
for the experience itself as well as tolerance over the exploration of new things (in Smith, 2013). On the other
hand, Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that proactiveness was one dimension
that was associated with the entrepreneurial performance. In the study, it was mentioned that openess to
experience is one of the factors influencing entrepreneurial performance. It can be concluded that
proactiveness give an impact on entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) also stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation taking action against performance, where in the
entrepreneurial orientation there was a dimension of proactiveness. It shows that the proactiveness have an
impact on performance. On the basis of the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hig: Proactiveness significantly affects entrepreneurial performance of students of public universities in
Indonesia.

3. RESEARCH METHOD

The population of this research were the bachelor students of management program of public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia. The total amount of it were 4,036 people as shown in Table 1. This study used a pur-
posive sampling because in this study certain criteria were set out against the respondents in order to get the
results in accordance with the research objectives. They were bachelor students of management program of
public universities in Indonesia, who were/are ever engaged in entrepreneurship. The 364 samples were
taken from the population and determined using the Slovin’s formula. The questionaires were disseminated
directly. Screening of respondents to conform with the criteria of the respondents in this research was
conducted orally by asking the respondents one by one and strengthened with the existing questions in the
questionnaire.

Table 1. Amounts of Bachelor Students of Management Program of Public Universities in Surabaya
Amounts of Bachelor Students of

University Management Program
Airlangga University Surabaya 2,026
Public University of Surabaya 997
Institute of Technology November 10t Surabaya 109
National Development University of Veteran East Java 904
Surabaya
TOTAL AMOUNT 4,036

4. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

Variable Descriptive Analysis

All responses of the respondents to each variable was designed by likert scale from 1 to 5. In order to describe
them, it was set categories of variables by this formula as shown on the Table 2.



Range = Maximum Value - Minimum Value [1]
Amounts of Category

Range= 5-1
3
Range =1.33
Table 2. Interval of Mean Scores
Range Remarks
1.00-2.33 Low
2.34-3.67 Medium
3.67-5.00 High

By using the category, then the evaluation of the answers of respondents for each of variables can be
described as follows.

Table 3. The Description of Entrepreneurial Mindset

Item Statement Mean Remark
X11 I want to create my own workplace 3.64 Medium
X1.2 I have an aspiration to be an entrepreneur 3.32 Medium
X13 I tend to seek business opportunities 3.84 High
X14 I can identify a business opportunity based on the needs of consumers in 3.57 Medium
the market
Entrepreneurial Mindset (X1) 3.59 Medium

Based on Table 3, it can be noted that the average value of the entrepreneurial mindset is 3.59. This means
that the entrepreneurial mindset of students of public universities in Surabaya have value "medium". In
addition from the table above can also be noted that the highest average value of the indicators is 3.84 which
is contained in the statement " I tend to seek business opportunities ". The lowest average value of the
indicator is 3.32 which is contained on the statement " I have an aspiration to be an entrepreneur ". These
results indicate that respondents tend to seek business opportunities despite the aspiration to be an
entrepreneur is not so great. This can be attributed to the respondent's efforts to earn an income or meet his
needs. The difference between the statements "I tend to seek business opportunities" with the other statement
also far enough to the point of being in the different category (high, medium, low). This indicates that most
respondents tend to think more about how to get a business opportunity with a wide variety of ways no
matter whether to become entrepreneurs or not.

Table 4. The Description of Innovativeness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z11 I tend to accept new things around me 3.31 Medium
Z12 I'have an innovative idea that can be implemented 3.50 Medium
Z13 I'have unique ideas that haven't been done before 3.34 Medium
Z14 I can implement the unique ideas that I have 3.49 Medium
Innovativeness (Z1) 3.41 Medium

Based on Table 4 can be noted that the average value of the innovativeness is 3.41. This means students
'innovativeness in public universities in Surabaya have value "medium". In addition it can also be noted that
the highest average value of the indicators is 3.50 which is contained in the statement "I have innovative ideas
that can be implemented". The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.31 which is contained on the
statement "I am likely to receive new things around me". These results indicate that respondents have
different ideas to be applied in his business. The entire statement is in the category of "medium" which means
that the innovativeness of the respondents could still be improved further.

Table 5. The Description of Risk Taking
Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z2a I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone 3.65 Medium
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Z2 I have a willingness to try new things 3.66 Medium
Z23 I have the courage to take the decision with minimal information 3.77 High
Z24 I felt challenged to do things outside of my comfort zone 3.69 High
Zys I have the desire to conquer my greatest fear 3.71 High
Risk Taking (Z>) 3.69 High

Based on Table 5 can be noted that the average value of the variable risk taking is 3.69. This means risk
taking of students of public universities in Surabaya has a value of "high". In addition to that, it can also be
noted that the highest average value of the indicator is of 3.77 which is contained on the statement " I have
the courage to take the decision with minimal information ". The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.65
which is contained on the statement of " I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone." These results
indicate that respondents taking decisions with minimal information and illustrates that the respondent take
their decisions quicker. The results of Table 5 also pointed out that the existence of the respondent towards
new things still in the category “Medium” that is similar to variable description analysis of innovativeness.
The respondents need to enhance adaptation to new things.

Table 6. The Description of the Competitive Aggressiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z31 I am trying to find information to know the existence of competitors 3.42 Medium
for my business
Z32 I am trying to find information about my business competitors 3.31 Medium
Z33 I have the desire to grow bigger than competitors 3.37 Medium
Z34 I made the difference in the ability with competitors as a motivation 3.41 Medium
to compete
Z35 I have the ability to compete with business competitors 3.35 Medium
Zs6 I can overtake the position of the competitors who have higher 3.37 Medium
business position
Competitive Aggressiveness (Z3) 3.37 Medium

Based on Table 6 can be noted that the average value of the variable competitive aggressiveness is 3.37.
This means competitive aggressiveness of students of public universities in Surabaya has a value of
"Medium". In addition to that, it can also be noted that the highest average value of the indicator is 3.42 which
is contained on statement " I am trying to find information to know the existence of competitors for my
business ". The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.31 which is ontained in statement "l am trying to
find information about my business competitors". These results indicate that respondents tend to strive to
recognize "the surrounding environment" despite the statement with the highest value remained in the
category of "Medium". All Statements about the competitive aggressiveness is in the category of "Medium".
This indicates that respondents tend to be less concerned with competitors to compete better. Lack of concern
for the competitors to compete can come from ego and the focus of the responde for his own business.

Table 7. The Description of the Autonomy

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z41 I'work without relying on others 3.34 Medium
Zs2 I am working without affected by other people's assumptions 3.49 Medium
Z43 I believe with the my ability to resolve the job 3.41 Medium
Zy44 I work in a field that I've mastered 3.50 Medium
Zys I can specify the time limit to finish the job 3.45 Medium
Zug I can determine the target of achievement for myself 3.55 Medium
Autonomy (Zs) 3.46 Medium

Based on Table 7 can be noted that the average value of the variable autonomy is 3.46. This means
autonomy of students of public universities in Surabaya has a value of "Medium". In addition to that, it can
also be noted that the highest average value of the indicator is 3.55 which is contained on the statement "I can
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determine the target of achievement for myself". The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.34 which is
contained in statement " I work without relying on others ". These results show that the determining the
targets for ourself is easier to do than the other statements in this point. All statements regarding autonomy
is on the category of Medium shows that the autonomy of the respondents need to be improved further
especially regarding independence in work.

Table 8. The Description of Proactiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Zs1 I work with my own initiatives and without being asked 3.64 Medium

Zss I get the job done faster than the given time 3.56 Medium

Zs3 I prefer to face rather than avoid the problem 3.60 Medium
Proactiveness (Zs) 3.60 Medium

Based on Table 8 above can be noted that the average value of the proactiveness is 3.60. This means that
proactiveness of students of public universities in Surabaya has a value of "Medium". In addition to that, it
can also be noted that thehighest average value of the indicator is 3.64 which is contained on the statement
"l am working with its own initiative without the need to be governed". The lowest average value of the
indicator is 3.56 which is contained in statement "I get the job done faster than the given time". These results
indicate that respondents may give rise the initiative from themselves to do something. All statements about
proactiveness is in the category of "Medium". This indicates that respondents can enhance the initiative
further in doing something, especially increasing the tendency to not delay the work and finish it sooner than
the given time.

Table 9. The Description of Entrepreneurial Performance

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Y; I'am trying to improve my business turnover 3.33 Medium

Y, I am trying to hit the target that I set for my business 3.57 Medium

Y3 I have a high spirit in opening my business 3.55 Medium

Ys I am very happy to have a new business 3.46 Medium

Ys I feel excited when finding a new breakthrough for my business 3.50 Medium

Ys I can apply the ideas of my effort into my business 3.59 Medium
Entrepreneurial Performance (Y) 3.50 Medium

Based on Table 9 can be noted that the average value of the variable entrepreneurial performance is 3.50.
This means entrepreneurial performance of students of public universities in Surabaya has a value of
"Medium". In addition to that, it can also be noted that the highest average value of the indicator is 3.59 which
is contained on statement "I can apply the ideas of my effort into my efforts". The lowest average value of the
indicator is 3.33 which is contained in statement "I am trying to improve my business turnover". These results
indicate that respondents can reasonably implement ideas into their business. All statements regarding
entrepreneurial performance are in the category of "Medium”. This shows that entrepreneurial performance
could still be improved, especially in terms of efforts on increasing turnover which could mean that more
respondents need to pay close attention to the financial aspects.

Convergent Validity
Campbell and Fisk stated that convergent validity is agreement between measures of the same construct
assessed by different methods (Guo et al., 2008). Convergent validity measurement is carried out using the
value of the outer loading. An indicator is said to satisfy the convergent validity if it has the value of outer
loading > 0.5 (Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Here are the values of outer loading indicator on each variable
dimensions and research.

From Table 10 can be noted that all indicators that make up the research dimensions and variables have
value of outer loading > 0.5. Based on these results it can be said that all indicators in this study have met the
convergent validity, so that it can be used to do further analysis.
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Table 10. Outer Loading Value of Each Indicator

Autonomy

Competitive
Aggressiveness

Entrepren

eurial

Mindset

Entrepren
eurial
Performan
ce

Innova
tiveness

Proactive
ness

Risk
Taking

CA1l
CA2
CA3
CA4
CA5
CA6
EM1
EM2
EM3
EM4
EP1
EP2
EP3
EP4
EP5
EP6

PA1
PA2
PA3
RT1
RT2
RT3
RT4
RT5

Al
A2
A3
A4
A5
Ab

I1
12
I3
14

0.795914
0.820101
0.766828
0.791210
0.815840
0.890515

0.826384
0.788390
0.757231
0.770411
0.787101
0.830609

0.847068
0.778124
0.787740
0.889122

0.767887
0.882425
0.782284
0.753799
0.847037
0.907086

0.833910
0.838759
0.828741
0.844424

0.914802
0.849710
0.818392

0.764520
0.847122
0.799130
0.813196
0.871995

Discriminant Validity

Campbell and Fisk stated that discriminant validity refers to the distinctiveness of different constructs (in
Guo et al., 2008). The measurement of discriminant validity is carried out using value of cross loading
(Henseler et al., 2015). An indicator is said to satisfy the discriminant validity if the indicator value of cross
loading on dimensions or from the variables is the largest when it is compared with other variables or

dimensions (Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Table 11 shows the value of cross loading each indicator.

Table 11. Cross Loading Value

Competitive EntrePrene Entrepreneurial Innovative . Risk

Autonomy Aggressiveness urial Performance ness Proactiveness Takin,
Mindset &
Al 0.795914 0.546739 0.546110 0.597485 0.517463 0.473654 0.482839
A2 0.820101 0.636932 0.567808 0.674356 0.653024 0.599733 0.474295
A3 0.766828 0.603595 0.533795 0.654978 0.623765 0.550383 0.508391
Ad 0.791210 0.553146 0.516577 0.642986 0.536862 0.560568 0.494318
A5 0.815840 0.539068 0.481304 0.600802 0.541449 0.481319 0.464055
A6 0.890515 0.572540 0.504996 0.670452 0.568687 0.550442 0.465893
CA1l 0.597251 0.826384 0.413458 0.588599 0.583278 0.449628 0.413075
CA2 0.568863 0.788390 0.515976 0.577079 0.548098 0.447603 0.453065
CA3 0.454781 0.757231 0.427850 0.508528 0.557980 0.397768 0.375940
CA4 0.581470 0.770411 0.429500 0.642631 0.630459 0.460988 0.419129
CA5 0.573336 0.787101 0.484007 0.611462 0.642640 0.434427 0.424887
CA6 0.587625 0.830609 0.503883 0.639402 0.593314 0.568785 0.520743
EM1 0.578223 0.523911 0.847068 0.601549 0.511237 0.576205 0.726098
EM2 0.469106 0.450495 0.778124 0.483172 0.390101 0.592348 0.646298
EM3 0.480377 0.414348 0.787740 0.586079 0.452395 0.664646 0.725289




EM4 0.600080 0.537760 0.889122 0.662212 0.549196 0.611439 0.803558

EP1 0.690985 0.629075 0.592925 0.767887 0.516021 0.581399 0.571018
EP2 0.710318 0.669900 0.667298 0.882425 0.657511 0.714472 0.665061
EP3 0.547919 0.592988 0.543400 0.782284 0.659590 0.595855 0.529508
EP4 0.575115 0.504559 0.465962 0.753799 0.527506 0.613374 0.534530
EP5 0.630194 0.648269 0.610477 0.847037 0.662474 0.616929 0.612048
EP6 0.734086 0.666199 0.615633 0.907086 0.663536 0.671315 0.634993

I1 0.580683 0.619670 0.491576 0.605705 0.833910 0.473129 0.401179

12 0.612614 0.682626 0.522052 0.676580 0.838759 0.520045 0.490018

I3 0.519908 0.562908 0.421137 0.567804 0.828741 0.404254 0.387576

14 0.642745 0.625403 0.494055 0.636961 0.844424 0.517415 0.448238
PA1 0.648007 0.535303 0.679524 0.713894 0.503103 0.914802 0.664298
PA2 0.506749 0.577421 0.652216 0.668834 0.532460 0.849710 0.655503
PA3 0.551079 0.379615 0.568926 0.594728 0.450296 0.818392 0.566120
RT1 0.466286 0.414258 0.692612 0.540781 0.372364 0.623311 0.764520
RT2 0.551430 0.533691 0.805747 0.607792 0.494341 0.593115 0.847122
RT3 0.370777 0.351081 0.637335 0.556424 0.358214 0.598761 0.799130
RT4 0.428922 0.377258 0.658522 0.561112 0.361990 0.625084 0.813196
RT5 0.584088 0.549996 0.793162 0.669312 0.516321 0.572851 0.871995

From Table 11 it can be noted that all indicators have the largest cross loading on its dimension or
variables compared from other variables and dimensions. Based on these results it can be said that the
indicators that are used in this study have had good validity discriminat in drawing up the each dimension
or variable. Besides using the value of outer loading, testing validity can also be done by looking at the value
of AVE (Henseler et al., 2015). The indicators used are said to be valid if the value of AVE is above 0.5. The
value of AVE of indicators in this study can be found in Table 12.

Table 12. AVE Value

Variable AVE

Entrepreneurial Mindset 0.683518
Innovativeness 0.699696
Risk Taking 0.672476
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.630140
Autonomy 0.663116
Proactiveness 0.742878
Entrepreneurial Performance 0.681464

From the Table 12 it can be noted that the value of AVE that is produced by all reflective indicators are
above 0.5. Based on those results it can be said that all reflective indicators in this study meet the requirements
of validity. Further examination of the convergent validity is construct reliability by looking at the output of
the composite reliability or cronbach's alpha. Constucts can be said to be pretty reliable if the value of the
composite reliability or cronbach's alpha is greater than or equal to 0.3 but better if above 0.7 (Muafi &
Roostika, 2014). The Table 13 shows the output of the cronbach's alpha. The value of cronbach’s alpha from
all constructs are very good which are above 0.7. So it can be said that all reflective indicators are reliable or
meet the test of reliability.

Table 13. Reliability Test

Variable Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha
Entrepreneurial Mindset 0.895975 0.844539
Innovativeness 0.903095 0.857253
Risk Taking 0.911069 0.878042
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.910798 0.882372
Autonomy 0.921775 0.897767
Proactiveness 0.896360 0.826114

From the Table 13 it can be noted that the value of cronbach’s alpha from all constructs are very good
which are above 0.7 so it can be said that all reflective indicators is reliable or meet the test of reliability. In
addition the value of the composite reliability which are generated from all reflective constructs is also very
good which is above 0.7 so it can be said that all the reflective indicators is reliable or meet the test of
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reliability.

R-Square

Table 14 shows R-Square value of each variable. The two variables, which are risk-taking and proactiveness
have quite big magnitude of the research model (77% and 54%). This result shows that the Indonesian stu-
dents have strong entrepreneurial characteristics on those two. It may be the education of entrepreneurship
has a positive contribution in building their entrepreneurship. Moreover, the R-Square value of Entrepreneur-
ial Performance is very big. It means that the percentage of the magnitude of the entrepreneurial performance
can be explained by autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking is
of 80.3%. The rest amounted of 19.7% are explained by other factors outside the model that is examined.

Table 14. R-square Value

Variable R-Square
Entrepreneurial Mindset:
Innovativeness 0.335497
Risk Taking 0.774349
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.341781
Autonomy 0.418010
Proactiveness 0.544001
Entrepreneurial Performance 0.803013

Hypothesis testing is a scientific process to examine if a hypothesis is plausible or not. Hypothesis testing
is done by searching for the quantity and value of the influence coefficient also t-statistic (Park, 2008).
Research hypothesis is acceptable if the value of the t-statistic > 1.96. Here are the coefficients of influence
(original sample estimate) and the value of the t-statistic of each hypothesis on the inner model as shown in
the Table 15. The results support positively the previous one done by Sutanto et al. (2019).

Entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of influence on the innovativeness of 0.579 with a #-statistic of
7.696 which is outweigh 1.96. These results indicate that entrepreneurial mindset give significant effects
against innovativeness. Higher entrepreneurial mindset, it will increasing innovativeness of students of
public universities. Based on these results H; is accepted. The result supports the earlier researches claimed
that entrepreneurial mindset affect significantly to innovativeness. Herbig et al. (1994) stated that innovation
required three basic components, namely infrastructure, capital, and the ability of the entrepreneur (in Zhao,
2005). He indicated that entrepreneurial mindset affected innovativeness. Moreover, Slater (1980) stated that
entrepreneurship tailored to the market-oriented culture will contribute significantly to the successful
innovation (in Ndubisi, 2014) as well as the research by Wang and Zang (2005) which suggested
entrepreneurship was one of the major areas that are relevant in the human resource and innovation.

Table 15. Coefficients of Influence and t-statistic

Hypothesis  Influence Coefficient t-statistic Decision
H; EM -->1 0.579221 7.696174 Accepted
H, EM --> RT 0.879971 37.235113 Accepted
H; EM --> CA 0.584621 7.892138 Accepted
H, EM -->P 0.737564 14.584267 Accepted
Hs EM --> A 0.646537 9.845969 Accepted
Hs I-->EP 0.194541 2.039976 Accepted
H; RT --> EP 0.191298 2.68042 Accepted
Hg CA --> EP 0.185336 2.152761 Accepted
Hy P --> EP 0.247053 2.389091 Accepted
Hio A -->EP 0.242796 2.112903 Accepted

Entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of influence on risk taking of 0.879 with t-statistic of 37.235
which is outweigh 1.96. These results indicate that entrepreneurial mindset gives significant influence to-
wards risk taking. Higher entrepreneurial mindset, it will increasing risk taking of students of public univer-
sities. Based on these results the H, are accepted. It supports the earlier researches claimed that
entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly to risk taking. Wenhong and Liuying (2010) stated systems
thinking that was owned by the entrepreneur would affect their tendency in the conduct of risk taking.
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Related with entrepreneur behavior in regard to family business, Zahra (1996) stated that the ownership of
an industrial entrepreneur associated with risk taking (in Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal
et al. (2005) stated that an entrepreneur received personal financial risk existing in the ownership of a
business but was also directly benefit from the potential success of that business. All these findings indicate
that the entrepreneurial mindset has significant influence towards Risk taking.

Entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of influence on competitive aggressiveness of 0.585 with ¢-
statistic of 7.89 which is greater than 1.96. These results indicate that entrepreneurial mindset give significant
effects against competitive aggressiveness. Higher entrepreneurial mindset, it will increasing competitive
aggressiveness of students of public universities. Based on this result H3 is accepted. It supports previous
research suggest that entrepreneurial mindset affect significant to competitive aggressiveness. Stevenson's
research (1990), cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was somehow became
synonymous with competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors influenced by the entrepreneurial
mindset, competitive aggressiveness can be improved. Someone with high competitive aggressiveness will
be able to analyze the activities of opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense competition, and made
it a motivation for him to reach a better competition. Neneh (2012) said that settting the mindset of entrepre-
neurship was important to sustain the competitiveness of economic organization.

Entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of influence on autonomy of 0.647 with t-statistic of 9.846 which
is greater than 1.96. These results indicate that entrepreneurial mindset gives significant effect towards auto-
nomy. Higher entrepreneurial mindset, it will increasing autonomy of students of public universities. Based
on the this results Hyis accepted. The result supports research by McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was
evidence about the manager of subsidiaries who involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater auto-
nomy and attachment because of the policy of control in some multinational companies are not able to detect
and/or control such acts.

Entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of influence on proactiveness of 0.738 with t-statistic of 14.584
which is greater than 1.96. These results indicate that entrepreneurial mindset give significant effects against
proactiveness. Higher entrepreneurial mindset, it will give an increase in proactiveness of students of public
universities. Based on this results Hs is accepted. The result supports Mintzberg (1975) found that
entrepreneurial companies tended to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more proactive in
looking for new opportunities (in Zhang et al., 2014).

Innovativeness has a coefficient of influence on entrepreneurial performance of 0.195 with t-statistic of
2.0399 which is is greater than 1.96. The results showed that there is significant influence of innovativeness
on entrepreneurial performance. Higher innovativeness, it will increasing entrepreneurial performance of
students of public universities. Based on these results Hs is accepted. The result supports previous scholars.
Callaghan and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions associated with the
entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive relationship between
entrepreneurial orientation and performance, where in the entrepreneurial orientation there were
dimensions of innovativeness. It shows that the innovativeness has an impact on performance. Khalili et al.
(2013) and Sutanto et al. (2019) stated that innovativeness had a significant impact on performance.

Risk taking has a coefficient of influence on entrepreneurial performance of 0.191 with t-statistic of 2.68
which is greater than 1.96. The results show that risk taking providing significant effects against the entre-
preneurial performance. Higher risk taking, it will increasing entrepreneurial performance of students of
public universities. Based on the results of this H; is accepted. It supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007),
Callaghan and Venter (2011), and Sutanto et al. (2019). This suggests that risk taking has an impact on
performance.

Competitive aggressiveness has a coefficient of influence on entrepreneurial performance of 0.185 with
t-statistic of 2.152 which is greater than 1.96. These results suggest that the competitive aggressiveness gives
significant influence towards entrepreneurial performance. Higher competitive aggressiveness, it will increa-
sing entrepreneurial performance in of students of public universities. Based on these results Hgis accepted.
The result supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Khalili et al. (2013), and
and Sutanto et al. (2019). The competitive aggressiveness leads in performance.

Autonomy has a coefficient of influence on entrepreneurial performance of 0.247 with ¢-statistic of 2.389
which is greater than 1.96. The results showed that autonomy gives significant influence towards entrepre-
neurial performance. Higher autonomy, increasing entrepreneurial of students of public universities. Based
on the results Hy is accepted. It supports positively what found by Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al.
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(2007), and Sutanto et al. (2019) previously that the autonomy had an impact on performance.

Proactiveness has a coefficient of influence on entrepreneurial performance of 0.243 with a t-statistic of
2.112 which is outweigh 1.96. The result shows that proactiveness gives significant influence towards entre-
preneurial performance. Higher proactiveness, it will increasing entrepreneurial performance of students of
public universities. Based on the results Hio is accepted. It convinces the previous findings of Costa and
McCrae (1992) (in Smith, 2013), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al. (2007), and Sutanto et al. (2019). It
shows that the proactiveness have an impact on performance.

5. CONCLUSION, IMPLICATION, SUGGESTION, AND LIMITATIONS
Based on the results of this research then it can be drawn the conclusions as follows:
1) Entrepreneurial mindset is found has positive and significant effect against innovativeness.
2) Entrepreneurial mindset is found has positive and significant effect against risk taking.
3) Entrepreneurial mindset is found has positive and significant effect against competitive aggres-
siveness.
) Entrepreneurial mindset is found positive and significant effect against autonomy.
) Entrepreneurial mindset is found has positive and significant effect against proactiveness.
6) Innovativeness is found has positive and significant effect against entrepreneurial performance.
) Risk taking is found has positive and influential significant against entrepreneurial performance.
) Competitive agressiveness is found has positive and significant effect against entrepreneurial per-
formance.
9) Autonomy is found has positive and significant effect against the entrepreneurial performance.
10) Proactiveness is found positive and significant effect against the entrepreneurial performance.

Considering medium mean of some variables such as entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, compe-
titive aggressiveness, autonomy, proactiveness, as well as entrepreneurial performance of the Indonesian
college students, some actions need to be done much more in the future. Improving the entrepreneurship
curriculum is extremely necessary. Inviting and connecting to successful business leaders and entrepreneurs
is a must in order to open and inspire students’ mind and heart to create a startup business.
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ABSTRACT

This research had a purpose to seek an impact of entrepreneurial mindset on
innovativeness, risk takingj competitive aggressiveness, autonomy and
proacOtillvedOness of bachelor students of managelment program of public
universities in Surabaya, Indonesia and to seek their impact on entrepreneurial
perOforO0mOance of the students. EntredprednedurOship had been popularin
ulniOversity all over the world inOclulding InOdoO00nesia. However, the

entrelpreneurial performance of InDdoOnelsian stuldents had not increased
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yet. How to increase it? This stulldy exOplored the impact of entrepreneurial
mindset on innovativeness, risk takingf comOOpetitive aglgresOsivelness,
autonomy, and proacOtilveldOness on entrelpreneurial perIIIformIIIanceamc the
stuldents. This redsearch was explalnaltoOry quanQtitative for the analyzing
technique. It gaOthered dalOta of 364 resOponOdents, which were Indonesian
bachelor stuldents of mallnallgement prodgram of pullblic univerOsities. The
results showed that entredpreldneulrial mindset had a significant impact to
innolOvaltiveness, risk taking? comlpeltitive aggreslsiveness, autonomy, and
prolactiveness which further had enhanced signilfillcant poOsitive imOpact to

entredprelneurial performOance of the stulldents.

5
Key words:
Autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness, prodacOtivellness, risk

tallking

ABSTRAK

Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk mengetahui dampak pola pikir kewirausahaan
terhadap daya inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, kemandirian
dan daya proaksi mahasiswa program sarjana manajemen perguruan tinggi
negeri di Surabaya, Indonesia dan mencari dampaknya pada kinerja
kewirausahaan mahasiswa. Kewirausahaan telah populer di berbagai
universitas di seluruh dunia termasuk Indonesia. Namun demikian, kinerja
kewirausahaan mahasiswa Indonesia belum meningkat. Bagaimana cara
meningkatkannya? Studi ini menggali dampak pola pikir kewirausahaan
terhadap inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, otonomi, dan daya

proaksi terhadap kinerja kewirausahaan mahasiswa. Penelitian ini ialah
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kuantitatif eksplanatif untuk teknik analisisnya. Penelitian ini mengumpulkan
data dari 364 responden, yang merupakan mahasiswa sarjana management
program of public universities. Hasil penelitian menunjukkan bahwa pola pikir
kewirausahaan memiliki pengaruh yang signifikan terhadap daya inovasi,
pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, kemandirian, dan daya proaktif yang
selanjutnya meningkatkan kinerja kewirausahaan mahasiswa secara positif

signifikan.

* Corresponding author, email address: esutanto@petra.ac.id

1. INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship is an interesting field as a career. World Economic Forum
conlcludes that over a third of Indonesian young people want to be
entrepreneurs (Wood, 2019). On the other hand, the choice as an entrepreneur
as career stood at 26% from 20% in 2009 (GMAC, 2014). It adds what shown by
the survey against 37,000 students from 14 countries by the International
Survey of Collegiate EnOtreOdpreOneOurship in 2006, states that 15.4% students
choose entrepreneur as a career within the first five years after graduOaltion
and for the next five years the number increased to 50.1% (Szerb & Imreh,
2007). In this study, we draw some lessons from Indonesia's experience with
the focus of the public universitiesestudents. It offers an interesting case study
due to the fact that7growth80f enltrepreneurship in the country in general and
universities students in particulargdo not tally to the enOtredprelneulrial
performance. Entrepreneurship which encouraged1i0n university level%ducation

12
by various countries in the world and also in Indonesia, apparently has not been
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followed by an increase in enOtrelpredneurial performance of Indonesia's

student.

Gustiawan et al. (2014) indicated that the entrepreneur in Indonesia was still
small although the development of enOtreOpreOdneurship is critical to the
country. They stated that 2% was an ideal figure for entrepreneurs in any
country from the total population. In the case of Indonesia, 400,000
entrepreneurs were identified of which about 0.08% were low compalratively
to America (12%), Singapore (7%) and Malaysia (6%). From policy
persOpectives, entrepredneurship help to reduce unemployment while the
ability of enOtreOdpreldneurs needs to be develloped and enhance particularly
among the young people.

Motivated by the importance of enOtrelprelneurial performance, this article
set to exOplores the impact of entrepreneu rial?nindset, inOnoOvativeness, risk
takinngCompetitive aglgrelsiveness, autolnolmy, and proOacOtivellness on
entrepreneurial perOformOance of undergralduate management students of
public universities. The concept of entreprellneurial orienOtaOtions which
contains some variables such as innolvativeness, risk takingjscompetitive
aglgrelsOsivelnes, autonomy, and proactiveness is adopted from Miller
(1983), Lumpkin and Dess (2001), and Rauch et al. (2009) who found that these

valrilables have positive and signilficant relationships towards

16
enltreOpreneurial performance. What happen with students of Indonesia?

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES
Entrepreneurship starts from mindset. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated
that entredprelneurial mindset was a way of thinking about business and the

17
opporOtunity to benefit from the unlcertain circumstances. According to
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Valerio et al. (20’I4)1ZnEII]treI]preneurial mindset refered11€:ao solcio-emo0tional
abilities and overall awareness towards entrepreneurship which related with
entrelprelneurial motivation and the success that would come as an
entrepreneur. Indicators used to desO00cribe the entreprelneurilal mindset in
this study are the ability to identify business opporOtulniOties and the amount
of thinkingzgo entrepreneurOship (Solesvik et al.,2120’l 3).

Innovativeness can be described as the ability to innovate. There are several
definiOtions about innovativeness. AccorOding to the West and Anderson
(1996), innovativeness could be defined as the ability to create effective
impleOmen[tation of new processes and products for the organization and was
designed to give you an advantage for the orgallnilzation and stakeOholders in
it (in Baregheh et al., 2009). Galunic and Rodan (1998) claimed that
innovaltiveOness was the ability to produce continuous innovation (in Quintane
etal., 2011). Rogers (2003) defined innovativeness as how fast a person or
orgallnization in adopting innovations com0Opared against another person or
organilzation (in Yildiz et al., 2014). There are three indicators of
InOnoOvaltiveness, which are 1) Openness towards new things. Hurt et al.
(1977) described innovativeness as a willingness to try new things (in
GoldOsmith & Foxall, 2003); 2) The level of creativity. Kirton (1976) declared
that innovative people will search for and combine various inforOmation,
examines prolblems they experienced, andzérolildulilces a thought or idea that
is unconlOventional (in Lee, 2008); and 3) The ability to innovate. The poOwer of
innovation is seen as a further phase of creativity, a comparison between the
study in quickly manOner with the embodiment of an innovationzgractices,
particularly pracOtices that are socio-orgallnized. The poOwer of innoOvaltion
is a person's ability to understand socially, accept, estimates, dislseminate,

implement, and use innovation (Mikhailova, 2015).

Report was generated on Wednesday, Mar 17, 2021, 09:56 AM Page 8 of 91



Report: 1473. 2521-8018-1-SM artikel masuk

24
Byrnes (1998) stated that in some literature about development, risk taking

was defined as involvement in a variety of belhallviors that are associated with
some possibilities against unwanted results (in Boyer, 2006). According to
Hyrzky and Tunnanen (u ndated)z’ghe definiOtion of risk taking23vas azérocess of
decision making and act without enough knowlledge about the results that23vill
be obtained (in Noer et al., 2013). Risk takingzgccording to Wenhong and Liuying
(2010) was a tenOden0cy to take action against something that's rated as risky.
There are several indicators to know Risk taking?oThese indicators inOclude 1)
The courage of facing new things. Sung and Hanna (1996) stated that young
entrepreneurs were more willing to take risks. They have the urge to invest in
new goods/services and enter into new markets (in Wang & PoutOziouris, 2010);
and 2) The courage of facing a difficult situation. Brockhaus (1980) declared
that the tendency of risk-taking as a possilbillity to receive profit related to
success in certain situations which was required by a person before that
person puts himself on the consequences associated with failure, an
alternative situation that provides a smaller benefit (in Wenhong & Liuying,
2010).

Competitive aggressiveness is associated with a way to confront the threats
and challlenOges of the external enOvilronOment (Gamble et al., 2013).
Lumpkin and Dess (2001) stated that the comOpetitive aggresOsiveness was
the intensity of the desire to beat your opponent. Noer et al. (2013) stallted that
the3c1:ompetitive aggressiveness was responsiveazzattitudeggowards any threat as
a form of relsistance and effort to win the competition. According to Chen

(1 996)3'éhere are three main indicators of competitive behaviou rs(sin Stambaugh
etal., 2011): 1) Awareness of competitors. Awareness includes the analyOsis of
the strength of the opponent, stalking the opponent's competitive actions, and

36
the dissemination of information about the opponent. Awareness talk about

Report was generated on Wednesday, Mar 17, 2021, 09:56 AM Page 9 of 91



Report: 1473. 2521-8018-1-SM artikel masuk

awareness of the condition of your opponent that emerges from the
information obtained; 2) Motivation to compete. There are two characteristics
of motivation in the company that owns high comOpetitive aggresOsivelness.
The first is beating competitors which crucial for aggressive comOpanies. Other
companies might choose other things as references of motivation within the
comlpany such as its performance in the past, the internal purpose, and
satisfied with the reached a target, but the aggressive comOpalnies seek
information about the competitor comOOpalny's performance and compare the
performance of the own company with the performOance of the comOpeltitor
company. The second one, namely the position of opponents which put the
oneselfséompany in difficult siltuation as appropriate and nellcesOsary steps
to improve the performance of oneself; and 3) Capability to compete. The
intended capalbility is the ability to deliver attacks to the opponent and reflectz
the opponent's attack. Part of this ability is a resource that has existed as the
funds resulting from the company's good performance in the past. The
company is also aggressively identifying available resources and prioritize the
relsource to attack while the less aggreslsive company saw the sameaﬁesource
base. Aggressive comOpalnies better use the available resources rather than
waiting for the resource to achieve the optimal point to available.

According to Metaal (1992), a definition of autonomy was freedom of choice
withOout delpenlding on[gther parties (in Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006). In
another study, Brooke (1984) also revealed almost the same definition that
autonomy was the degree of freedom of a person without the need for approval
from others (in Barnabas and Mekoth, 2010). Feinberg (1989) stated that
autonomy had at least four meanings: the capacity to govern ourself?the
conOdiltions for setting up ourself, the ideal state to regulate ourself, and

authority to rule ourself (in Mitcham, 2005). There are several indicators of
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autonomy, which are 1) Independent. The ability to do things without being
influenced by other people (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006); 2) Self-learning.
Ryan and Deci (2000) said that someone independent would involve himself to
learn on an ongoing basis about himOself (in4\7Veinstein etal., 2012); and 3)
Determination. The ability to set and decide whether the regulations, targets,
and the process that occurs in his business (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006).
Crant (1993) defined proactiveness as taking the initiative to improve the
circumOstanlces of (in Unsworth & Parker, 2003). According to Wiklund and
Shepherd (2005)4f)roacliltive|:|ness was looking far ahead and have the
deterOmiOnaltion to identify and respond to opporOtulnities (in Wong, 2012).
Teece (2000) stated that in the entrepreldneurOship liteOraOtures,
proacltivelness had definitions as the ability to anticipate and feel a vague
signsAQnd act to the needs in the future ahead of existing competitors to gain a
competitive advantage (in Sundqvist et al., 2012). Crant (2000) stated that
proOactiveness could be seen from some behaviors. The behaviors could be
used as gauges or inOdicators for proactiveness: The ability to pick the
opportunity quickly; Courage startg change?6The desirability of creallting
fallvorable conditions.

Van Vuuren (1997) said that entrepreneurial performance was the achievement
of a number of%ntrel]prel]ne[lul]rial obOjectives (in Sebikari, 2014). According
to Dollinger (2008), entrepreneurialags)erformance was something done by an
enDOtrepreneur with high initiative to obtain the goal of entrepreneurship (in
Tseng, 2013). Callaghan and Venter (2011) mentioned that entrepreneurial
perOformance was something that emphasizes on achiellving something and
prolvide conEItinousﬁatisl]facl]tion. There are several indicators of
entrepreneurial performance, which are 1) Need for achieveOment. McClelland

(1961) stated that the need for achievement that was often described as a

Report was generated on Wednesday, Mar 17, 2021, 09:56 AM Page 11 of 91



Report: 1473. 2521-8018-1-SM artikel masuk

passion to deliver good performance and gain a feeling of achievement, it is
one of the specific charactersgf entrelprelneurship and Collins et al. (2004)
stated that the need for achievement had positive correllation with corporate
success (in Khan et al., 2015). Successful entreldpreneurs have high scores in
need for achievement (Oosterbeek et al., 2010); 2) The enthusiasm for
entredprelneurship. Empirical findings using non economi05i1ndicators to
measure the performance namely enthusiasm in work, which represents
positve%spect that belonging to someone (Leitao & Franco, 2008), and 3) The
realization of the thinking to entrepreneurship. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011)
stated that entredpreOdneurship would ultimately culminatedsisn the creation or
relalilzation of entreprelneurial and stralltegic management plan that would
be resultingS’éhe best performance.

Earlier research claimed that entrepreneurial mindset affectiignificantly to
innolvaltiveness. Previous research by Herbig et al. (1994) stated that
innovation requireed51g:ihree basic comOponents, namely infrastructure, capital,
and the ability of the entrepreneur (in Zhao, 2005). A statement from Herbig et
al. indicated that entrepreneurial mindset affected inOnoOvaltiveness and
other research by Slater (1980) stated that entrepreneurship that wereS’Eailored
to the market-orillented culture will contribute significantly to the successful
innovation (in Ndubisi, 2014; Sutanto et al., 2019). Rellsearch by Wang and
Zang (2005) stated that entrelpreneurship was one of the major areas that
were relevant in the human resource and innolvation. Based on the
statements, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

H1: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects innovativenesssgf students of
public unillverOsities in Indonesia.

Earlier researches claim that entrepreneurial mindset affectsgignificantly to

60
risk taking. Wenhong and Liuying (2010) stated systems thinking that was
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owned by the entrepreneur will affect their tendency in the conduct of risk
takingéRelated witheéntreprelilneur behavior in regard tosigamilysgusiness, Zahra
(1996) stated that the ownership of an industrial entrepreneur associated with
risk takings(sin Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. (2005)
stated that an entrepreneur received personal financial risk existing in the
ownlerOship of a business but was also directly benefit from the potential
success of that business. This indillcates that the enOtreldpreneurial mindset
has significantefnfluence towards riskG'ZakingGESutanto etal., 2019). On the basis
of61€:9he statement, it can be forOmullated as the following hypothesis:

H2: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects risk taking7gf students of
public unillverOsities in InOdonesia.

Previous researches suggest that entrepreneurial mindset affects significant7’éo
comlpeltiOtive aggresOsiveness. StellvenOson's research (1990) cited by
Piperopoulos (2012) showed that enOtrelprenelurdship was somehow became7
synonymous with competitive aggreslsiveness. Through the internal facOtors
that influenced by the entrepreneurial mindset, com0Ope[titive
aggreslsiveness could be imOproOdved. Somelone with high%ompetitive
aggressiveness would be able to analyze the acOtillvillties of opponents,
looking for loopholes, provide intense competition, and made it a moUOtilvation
for him to reach a better competition. Neneh (2012) and Sutanto et al. (2019)
said that settting7’éhe mindset of entredpreneurship was imOporQOtant to
susltain the comOpeltitiveness of economic organization. On the basis of7’§he
statement, it can be formulated as the folOloOwing hyOpoOthelsis:

H3: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects competitive aggressiveness
of students of pullblic universities in Indonesia.

Research by McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was evidence about the

manager of subsilldialries who involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to
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greater autodnomy and attachOment belcause of the policy of control in some
multinational companies were not able to detect and/or conltrol such acts.
Moreover, Sutanto et al. (2019) found that the entrepreneurial mindset has
significantﬁffect on autonomy7(7)f college students in Malang City, Indonesia. On
the basis of7§he statelment, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:
H4: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects autonomy78f students of
public univerOsities in InOdoOne0sia.

Mintzberg (1975) said that in his research he found that entrepreneurial
companies tend to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more
proactive in looking for new opportunities (in Zhang et al., 2014). Moreover,
Sutanto et al. (2019) found that the entrepreneurial mindset has significant80
effect on proactivenessgéf college students in Malang City, Indonesia. On the
basis ofS’Ehe statement, it can be forOmullated as the following hyOpoQOthesis:
H5: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects proactivenessgéf students of
public unillverO0Osities in InOdoOnesia.

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was
one of the dimenlsions associated with the enOtrepreneurial performance.
Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive relationship betOween
entrepreneurial orientationsgnd perOformance, where ins’ghe enOtreprelneurial
orientation there were dimensions of innoOvativeness. It shows that the
innoOvaltivelness has an impact on performance. Moreover, Khalili et al.
(2013) and Sutanto et al. (2019) stated that innoOvativeness had a significant
impact on performance. On the basis of8’§he statement, it can be forOdmullated
as the folOlowDing hypothesis:

H6: Innovativeness significantly affects entrepreneurialBE)erformance of

students of public unilverOsiOties in InOdonesia.
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Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that risk
takinggsvas one of the dilmen0sions assolciated with the enltrepreneurial
performance. On the other hand, Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performOance,
where insihe enltrelpreneurial orientation there were dimensions of risk taking
. This suggests that risk takinggfgas an imOpact on performance. On the basis of9
the statement, it can be forOmullaOted as the following hypolthelsis:

H7: Risk takingggignificantly affects entrepreneurialgé)erformance of students of
public unilverOsities in Indonesia.

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that
competitive aggreslsiveness was a dimension that was associated with
entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and perOformance,
where ing’she entrelpredneOulrial orientation there was a dimension of the
comlOpeltitive aggressiveness. It shows that competitive aggressiveness has
an impact on perOformOance. Moreover, Khallili et al. (2013) mentioned that
the competitive aggressiveness equaled as effortg’ﬁogfead in perOfordOmance and
beat your opponent. On the basis ofg’she statedment, it can be formulated as
the following hypolOthesis:

H8: Competitive aggressiveness significantly affects entrepreneu rial99
performance of stulldents of pullblic unillverOsilties in Indonesia.

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned
that autodnomy was one of the dimen0sions that associated with
enOtreOpreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a

100
polsitive relationship between entrpreneurial orientation and performOance,

101
where in the entreprelneulrial orientation there was a dimension of
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102
autodnoOmy. It shows that the autonomy has an impact on performance. On the

103
basis of the statement, it can be forOmullalOted as the following hypothesis:

104
H9: Autonomy significantly affects entrepreneurial performance of students of

public unillverOsities in InOdodnesia.

105
Costa and McCrae (1992) stated that openess to experience was the proactive

search and an appreciation for the experience itself as well as tolerance over
the exploration of new things (in Smith, 2013). On the other hand, Callaghan
and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) men0Otioned that proactiveness was

one dimension that was associated with the enltreprelneurial performance. In

106
the study, it was menltioned that openess to experience is one of the factors

influencing entrelpreOneurial perforOmance. It can be concluded that
proactiveness give an impact on entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al.

(2007) also stated that there was a positive relationship between

107
entreprelneurial orientation taking action against perOform0Oance, where in the

entrepreneurial orientation there was a dimension of proactiveness. It shows

108 109 110
that the proactiveness have an impact on periformance. On the basis of the

statelment, it can be formulated as the folOlowing hypothesis:

111
H10: Proactiveness significantly affects entrepreneurial performance of

students of public unilverOOsities in Indonesia.

3. RESEARCH METHOD

112 113
The population of this research were the bachelor students of management

program of public unilversities in Surabaya, Indonesia. The total amount of it

114
were 4,036 people as shown in Table 1. This study used a purposive sampling

because in this study certain criteria were set out against the respondents in

115 116
order to get the results in accordance with the research objectives. They were

117
bachelor students of management program of public universities in Indonesia,
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who were/are ever engaged in entrepreneurship. The 364 samples were taken
from the population and determined using the SloDvin's11ggrmula. The
questiodnaires were disseminated directly. Screening of respondents to
conform with the criteria of the responOdents in this research was conducted
orally by asking the respondents one by one and strengthened with the existing

qguestions in the questionnaire.

Table 1. Amounts of Bachelor Students of Management Program of Public
Universities in Surabaya

University

Amounts of Bachelor Students of Management Program
Airlangga University Surabaya

2,026

Public University of Surabaya

997

Institute of Technology November 10th Surabaya

109

National Development University of Veteran East Java
Surabaya

904

TOTAL AMOUNT

4,036

4. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

Variable Descriptive Analysis

119 120,121
All responses of the respondents to each variable was designed by likert scale

122
from 1 to 5. In order to describe them, it was set categories of variables by this
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123 124

formula as shown on the Table 2.

Range = Maximum Value — Minimum Value [1]

Amounts of Category

Range =5-1
3
Range = 1.33

Table 2. Interval of Mean Scores

Range

Remarks

1.00-2.33

Low

2.34-3.67

Medium

3.67-5.00

High

By using the category, then the evaluation of the answers of respondents?gr

26
each of variables1can be described as follows.

Table 3. The Description of Entrepreneurial Mindset
ltem

Statement

Mean

Remark

X1.1
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127
| want to create my own workplace

3.64

Medium

X1.2

| have an aspiration to be an entrepreneur
3.32

Medium

X1.3

| tend to seek business opportunities
3.84

High

X1.4

| can identify a business opportunity based on the needs of consumers in the
market

3.57

Medium

Entrepreneurial Mindset (X1)

3.59

Medium

Based on Table 3, it can be noted that the average value of the entrepreneurial

mindset is 3.59. This means that the entrepreneurial mindset of students of

public universities in Surabaya have1€Zlue "medium™". In addition??om the table

above can also be noted that the highest average value of the indicators is 3.84

which is contained in the statement " | tend to seek business opportunities ".
130

The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.32 which is contained on the

statement " | have an aspiration to be an entrepreneur ". These results indicate
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that respondents tend to seek business opdportunities despite the aspiration

to be an entrepreneur is not so great. This can be attributed to the

respondent's efforts to earn an income or meet his needs. The difference

between the statements "l tend to seek business opportunities" with the other

131

statement also far enough to the point of being in the different

132
category (high,

medium, low). This indicates that most respondents tend to think more about

133

how to get a business opportunity with a wide variety of ways no matter

whether to become entrepreneurs or not.

Table 4. The Description of Innovativeness

ltem

Statement

Mean

Remarks

Z1.1

| tend to accept new things around me

3.31

Medium

Z1.2

| have an innovative idea that can be implemented
3.50

Medium

Z1.3

| have unique ideas that haven't been done before
3.34

Medium

Z1.4
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| can implement the unique ideas that | have
3.49
Medium
Innovativeness (Z1)
3.41
Medium

134
Based on Table 4 can be noted that the average value of the innovativeness is
3.41. This means students ' innovativeness in public universities in Surabaya
have1\3/5alue "medium". In addition?@ggn also be noted that the highest average
value of the indicators is 3.50 which is contained in the statement "l have
innovative ideas that can be implemented". The lowest average value of the
indicator is 3.31 which is contained on1t3?1e statement "l am likely to receive new
things around me". These results indicate that respondents have different
ideas to be applied in his%gusiness. The entire statement is in the category of

"medium" which means that the innovativeness of the resOponldents could

still be improved further.

Table 5. The Description of Risk Taking

ltem

Statement

Mean

Remarks

Z2.1

| dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone
3.65

Medium
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Z22.2

| have a willingness to try new things

3.66

Medium

Z2.3

| have the courage to%ke the decisionﬁith minimal information
3.77

High

Z22.4

| felt challenged to do things outside of my comfort zone
3.69

High

Z2.5

| have the desire to conquer my greatest fear

3.71

High

Risk Taking (22)

3.69

High

1
Based on Table 5 can be noted that the average value of the variable risk taking

145
is 3.69. This means risk taking of students of public universities in Surabaya

has a value of "high". In addition to that, it can also be noted that the highest

146 147
average value of the indicator is of 3.77 which is contained on the statement " |

148 149
have the courage to take the decision with minimal information ". The lowest
average value of the indicator is 3.65 which is contained on the statement of " |

dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone." These results indicate that
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respondents taking decisions with minimal information and illustrates that the
respondent take?%eir decisions quicker. The results of Table 5 also pointed out
that the existence of the respondent towards new things still in the category

"Medium" that is?imilar to variable1ézescription analysis of innovativeness. The

respondents need to enhance adaptation to new things.

Table 6. The Description of the Competitive Aggressiveness

ltem

Statement

Mean

Remarks

Z3.1

| am trying to find information to know the existence of competitors for my
business

3.42

Medium

Z3.2

| am trying to find information about my business competitors

3.31

Medium

Z3.3

| have the desire to grow bigger than competitors153

3.37

Medium

Z3.4

| made the difference in the ability with competitors as a motivation to compete

3.41
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Medium

Z3.5

| have the ability to1g%mpete with business competitors
3.35

Medium

Z3.6

| can overtake the position of the competitors who have higher1t5)5usiness
position

3.37

Medium

Competitive Aggressiveness (Z3)

3.37

Medium

Based on Table 6 can be noted that the average value of the variable
competitive aggreslsivellness is 3.37. This means competitivegiggressiveness
of students of public universities in Surabaya has a value of "Medium". In
addition to that, it can also be noted that the highest average value of the
indicator is 3.42 which is contained on1gzcatement1'5'gl am trying to find
information to know the existence of competitors for my business ". The lowest
average value of the indicator is 3.31 which is ontained1i5r91 statement1‘e;)cl) am
trying to find information about my business competitors". These results
indicate that respondents tend to strive to recognize "the surrounding
environment" despite the statement with the highest value remained in the
category of "Medium". All Statements about the competitive1g1ggressiveness is16
in the category of "Medium". This indicates that respondents tend to be less

concerned with competitors to compete better. Lack of concern for the
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163

competitors to compete can come from ego and the focus of the responde for

his own business.

Table 7. The Description of the Autonomy
ltem

Statement

Mean

Remarks

Z4.1

| work without relying on others

3.34

Medium

Z4.2

| am working without affected by other people's assumptions
3.49

Medium

Z4.3

| believe with the my ability to resolve the job
3.41

Medium

Z4.4

| work in a field that I've mastered

3.50

Medium

Z4.5

| can specify the time limit to finish the job

3.45
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Medium

Z24.6

| can determine the target of achievement for myself
3.55

Medium

Autonomy (Z5)

3.46

Medium

1€
Based on Table 7 can be noted that the average value of the variable autonomy

is 3.46. This means autonomy186f students of public universities in Surabaya has
avalue of "Medium". In addiltion to that, it can also be noted that the highest
average value of the indicator is 3.55 which is contained on the statement "l
can determine the target of achievement for myself". The lowest avellrage value
of the indicator is 3.34 which is contained in statement " I13\;ork without relying
on others ". These results show that the determiningt(cslie targets for ou rself1ies9
easier to do than the other statements inﬁ\is point. All statements regarding

171 172
autonomyis on the category of Medium shows that the autonomy of the
173
respondents need to be improved further especially regarding indepenOdence

in work.

Table 8. The Description of Proactiveness
ltem

Statement

Mean

Remarks
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Z5.1

| work with my ownTriitiatives and without being asked
3.64

Medium

Z5.2

| get the job done faster than the given time
3.56

Medium

Z5.3

| prefer to face rather than avoid the problem
3.60

Medium

Proactiveness (Z5)

3.60

Medium

Based on Table 8 above can be noted that the average value of the

175
proactiveness is 3.60. This means that proactiveness of students of public

universities in Surabaya has a value of "Medium". In addition to that, it can also

176 177
be noted that thehighest average value of the indicator is 3.64 which is

178 179
contained on the statement "l am working with its own initiative without the

need to be governed". The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.56 which is

180
contained in statement "l get the job done faster than the given time". These

181
results indicate that respondents may give rise the initiative from themselves
182
to do something. All statements about proactiveness is in the category of

"Medium". This indicates that respondents can enhance the initiative furtherin
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doing something, especially increasing the tendency to not delay the work and

finish it sooner than the given time.

Table 9. The Description of Entrepreneurial Performance
ltem

Statement

Mean

Remarks

Y1

| am trying to improve my business turnover

3.33

Medium

Y2

| am trying to hit the target that | set for my business
3.57

Medium

Y3

| have a high spirit in opening my business

3.55

Medium

Y4

| am very happy to have a new business

3.46

Medium

Y5

| feel excited when finding a new1g3reakthrough for my business

3.50
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Medium

Y6

| can apply the ideas of my effort into my business
3.59

Medium

Entrepreneurial Performance (Y)

3.50

Medium

Based on Table 9 can be noted that the average value of the variable
entrepreneurial perOformOance is 3.50. This means entrepreneurial184
performance of students of public universities in Surabaya has a value of
"Medium". In addition to that, it can also be noted that the highest average
value of the indicator is 3.59 which is contained on1§,5tatement1'?(l3 can apply the
ideas of my effort into my efforts". The lowest average value of the indicator is
3.33 which is contained in statement1§i am trying to improve my business
turnover". These results indicate that respondents can reallsonalbly
implement ideas into their business. All statements regarding entrepreneurial
performOance are in the category of "Medium". This shows that entrepreneurial
performance could still be improved, especially in terms of efforts on
increasing turnover which@i)uld mean that more respondents need to pay close

attention to the financial aspects.

Convergent Validity
189
Campbell and Fisk stated that convergent validity is agreement between

measures of the same construct assessed by different methods (Guo et al.,
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2008). Convergent validity measurement is carried out using the value of the
outer loading. An indicator is said to satisfy the convergent validity if it has the
value of outer loading > 0.5 (Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Here are the values of
outer1f8ading indicator on each variable dimensions and research.

From Table 10 can be noted that all indicators that make up the research
dimensions and variables have value1cg>1f outer loading > 0.5. Based on these
results it can be said that all indicators in this study have met the convergent

192 193
validity, so that it can be used to do further analysis.

Table 10. Outer Loading Value of Each Indicator

Autonomy
Competitive Aggressiveness
Entrepreneurial Mindset
Entrepreneurial Performance
Innova
. 194
tiveness
Proactive
ness
. . 195
Risk Taking
A1

0.795914
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A2
0.820101

A3
0.766828

A4
0.791210

A5
0.815840
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A6
0.890515

CA1

0.826384

CA2

0.788390

Report was generated on Wednesday, Mar 17, 2021, 09:56 AM Page 32 of 91



@ grammarly  Report: 1473. 2521-8018-1-SM artikel masuk

CA3

0.757231

CA4

0.770411

CAS5

0.787101
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CAG6

0.830609

EM1

0.847068

EM2

0.778124

EM3
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0.787740

EM4

0.889122

EP1

0.767887

EP2

0.882425

Report was generated on Wednesday, Mar 17, 2021, 09:56 AM

Page 35 of 91



Report: 1473. 2521-8018-1-SM artikel masuk

EP3

0.782284

EP4

0.753799

EPS

0.847037

EP6
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0.907086

0.833910

0.838759
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0.828741

0.844424

PA1

0.914802

PA2

0.849710
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PA3

0.818392

RT1

0.764520
RT2

0.847122
RT3
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0.799130
RT4

0.813196
RT5

0.871995

Discriminant Validity
Campbell and Fisk stated that discriminant validity refers to the
distinctiveness of different constructs (in Guo et al., 2008). The measurement

196 197
of discriminant validity is carried out using value of cross loading (Henseler et
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198
al., 2015). An indicator is said to satisfy the discriminant validity if the indicator

199
value of cross loading on dimensions or from the variables is the largest when it
is compared with other variables or dimensions (Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Table

200
11 shows the value of cross loading each indicator.

Table 11. Cross Loading Value

Autonomy

Competitive Aggressiveness
Entrepreneurial Mindset
Entrepreneurial Performance
Innovativeness
Proactiveness

Risk Taking

A1

0.795914

0.546739

0.546110

0.597485

0.517463

0.473654

0.482839

A2

0.820101

0.636932

0.567808

0.674356
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0.653024
0.599733
0.474295
A3

0.766828
0.603595
0.533795
0.654978
0.623765
0.550383
0.508391
A4

0.791210
0.553146
0.516577
0.642986
0.536862
0.560568
0.494318
A5

0.815840
0.539068
0.481304
0.600802
0.541449
0.481319
0.464055
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A6
0.890515
0.572540
0.504996
0.670452
0.568687
0.550442
0.465893
CA1
0.597251
0.826384
0.413458
0.588599
0.583278
0.449628
0.413075
CA2
0.568863
0.788390
0.515976
0.577079
0.548098
0.447603
0.453065
CA3
0.454781
0.757231
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0.427850
0.508528
0.557980
0.397768
0.375940
CA4

0.581470
0.770411
0.429500
0.642631
0.630459
0.460988
0.419129
CA5

0.573336
0.787101
0.484007
0.611462
0.642640
0.434427
0.424887
CA6

0.587625
0.830609
0.503883
0.639402
0.593314
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0.568785
0.520743
EM1

0.578223
0.523911
0.847068
0.601549
0.511237
0.576205
0.726098
EM2

0.469106
0.450495
0.778124
0.483172
0.390101
0.592348
0.646298
EM3

0.480377
0.414348
0.787740
0.586079
0.452395
0.664646
0.725289
EM4
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0.600080
0.537760
0.889122
0.662212
0.549196
0.611439
0.803558
EP1

0.690985
0.629075
0.592925
0.767887
0.516021
0.581399
0.571018
EP2

0.710318
0.669900
0.667298
0.882425
0.657511
0.714472
0.665061
EP3

0.547919
0.592988
0.543400
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0.782284
0.659590
0.595855
0.529508
EP4

0.575115
0.504559
0.465962
0.753799
0.527506
0.613374
0.534530
EPS

0.630194
0.648269
0.610477
0.847037
0.662474
0.616929
0.612048
EPG

0.734086
0.666199
0.615633
0.907086
0.663536
0.671315
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0.634993
1

0.580683
0.619670
0.491576
0.605705
0.833910
0.473129
0.401179
12

0.612614
0.682626
0.522052
0.676580
0.838759
0.520045
0.490018
13

0.519908
0.562908
0.421137
0.567804
0.828741
0.404254
0.387576
14

0.642745
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0.625403
0.494055
0.636961
0.844424
0.517415
0.448238
PA1

0.648007
0.535303
0.679524
0.713894
0.503103
0.914802
0.664298
PA2

0.506749
0.577421
0.652216
0.668834
0.532460
0.849710
0.655503
PA3

0.551079
0.379615
0.568926
0.594728
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0.450296
0.818392
0.566120
RT1

0.466286
0.414258
0.692612
0.540781
0.372364
0.623311
0.764520
RT2

0.551430
0.533691
0.805747
0.607792
0.494341
0.593115
0.847122
RT3

0.370777
0.351081
0.637335
0.556424
0.358214
0.598761
0.799130
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RT4

0.428922

0.377258

0.658522

0.561112

0.361990

0.625084

0.813196

RT5

0.584088

0.549996

0.793162

0.669312

0.516321

0.572851

0.871995

From Table 11 it can be noted that all indicators have the largest cross loadingzo‘
on it32&3imension or variables compared frongz%her variables and dimensions.
Based on these results it can be said that the indicators that are used in this
study have had good validity discriminatziog drawing up the eachzgisimension or
variable. Besides using the value of outer loading, testing validity can also be
done by looking at the value of AVE (Henseler et al., 2015). The indicators used
are said to be valid if the value of AVE is above 0.5. The value of AVEzgf

indicators in this study can be found in Table 12.

Table 12. AVE Value
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Variable

AVE

Entrepreneurial Mindset
0.683518

Innovativeness

0.699696

Risk Taking

0.672476

Competitive Aggressiveness
0.630140

Autonomy

0.663116

Proactiveness

0.742878

Entrepreneurial Performance

0.681464

From the Table209 122i1‘€ can be noted that the value of AVE that is produced by all
reflective indicators arezfybove 0.5. Based on those results it can be said that all
reflective indicators in this study meet the requirements of validity. Further
examination of the convergent validity is constructz;éliability by looking at the
output of the composite reliability or cronbach'széslpha. Constuctszé;n be said
to be pretty reliable if the value of the composite reliability or cronbach's?lpha
is greater than or equal to 0.3 but better if above 0.7 (Muafi & Roostika, 2014).

216 217 ‘
The Table 13 shows the output of the cronbach's alpha. The value of cronbach's
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alpha from all constructs are very good which are

that all reflective indicators are reliable or meet the test of reliability.

Table 13. Reliability Test
Variable

Composite Reliability
Cronbach's Alpha
Entrepreneurial Mindset
0.895975

0.844539
Innovativeness
0.903095

0.857253

Risk Taking

0.911069

0.878042

Competitive Aggressiveness
0.910798

0.882372

Autonomy

0.921775

0.897767

Proactiveness

0.896360

0.826114
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222
From the Table

225 226
constructs are very good which are above 0.7 so it can be said that all reflective

223 224
13 it can be noted that the value of cronbach's alpha from all

227 228 229,230
indicators is reliable or meet the test of reliability. In addition the value of the

231 232
composite reliability which are generated from all reflective constructs is also
very good which is above 0.7 so it can be said that all the reflective indicators is

reliable or meet the test of reliability.

R-Square

Table 14 shows R—SquareZ\S/zélue of each variable. The two variables, which are
risk-taking and proactiveness have quitezts)Sig magnitude of the research model
(77% and 54%). This result shows that the Indonesian students have strong
entrepreneurial characteristics on those two. It may be the education of
entrepreneurship has a positive contribution in building their entrepreneurship.
Moreover, the R-Square value of Entrepreneurial PerformOance is very big. It
means that the percentage of the magnitude of the entrepreneurial
performance can be explained by autonomy, com0Opetitive aggressiveness,
innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk takingzisé3 of 80.3%. The rest amounted

237
of 19.7% are explained by other factors outside the model that is examined.

Table 14. R-square Value
Variable
R-Square

Entrepreneurial Mindset:
Innovativeness

0.335497
238
Risk Taking
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0.774349

Competitive Aggressiveness
0.341781

Autonomy

0.418010

Proactiveness

0.544001
Entrepreneurial Performance

0.803013

Hypothesis testing is a scientific process to examine if a hypothesis is
plausible or not. HyOpothesis testing is done by searching for the quantity and
value of the influence coefficient alsoztsfstatistic (Park, 2008). Research
hypoOthelsis is acceptable if the value of the t-statistic > 1.96. Here are the
coefficients of influence (original sample estimate) and the value of the t-
statistic of each hypoOthelsis on the inner model as shown in the TableZQOS. The
results support positively the previous one done by Sutanto et al. (2019).
Entrepreneurialz%indset has a coefficient of influence on the innovativeness of
0.579 with a t-statistic of 7.696 which is outweighzqz.%. These results indicate
that entredprelneurial mindset givezg?gnificant effects against innovativeness.
Higherzgntrepreneurial mindset, itzxill increasinngrinoIZIvativeness of students
of public universities. Based on these results H1 is accepted. The result
supports the earlier researches claimedz’éaat entreprelneulrial mindset affethI
significantly to innoOvaltiveness. Herbig et al. (1994) stated that innovation

249 250

redquired three basic comOponents, namely inOfraOstructure, capital, and the

ability of the entrepreneur (in Zhao, 2005). He indicated that entreOprelneurial
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mindset affected inOnoOvalOtiveness. Moreover, Slater (1980) stated that

entrepreneurship talilored to the market-orilented culture will contribute

signiOfilcantly to the successful innovation (in Ndubisi, 2014) as well as the

research by Wang and Zang (2005) which suggested entrepreneurship was one

of the major areas that are relevant in the human resource and innovation.

Table 15. Coefficients of Influence and t-statistic

Hypothesis
Influence
Coefficient
t-statistic
Decision
H1

EM-->1
0.579221
7.696174
Accepted
H2

EM -->RT
0.879971
37.235113
Accepted
H3

EM -->CA
0.584621
7.892138

Accepted
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H4
EM-->P
0.737564
14.584267
Accepted
H5
EM-->A
0.646537
9.845969
Accepted
H6

| -->EP
0.194541
2.039976
Accepted
H7

RT --> EP
0.191298
2.68042
Accepted
H8
CA-->EP
0.185336
2.152761
Accepted
H9
P-->EP
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0.247053
2.389091
Accepted
H10
A-->EP
0.242796
2.112903

Accepted

251 252
Entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of influence on risk taking of 0.879

253
with t-statistic of 37.235 which is outweigh 1.96. These results indicate that

254
entrepreneurial mindset gives significant influence tollwards risk taking.

. 255 . . . 256 . 257 . 258
Higher entrepreneurial mindset, it will increasing risk taking of students of

259
public univerOsities. Based on these results the H2 are accepted. It supports

260
the earlier researches claimed that entrepreneurial mindset affects

261 262

significantly to risk taking. Wenhong and Liuying (2010) stated systems thinking

that was owned by the entrepreneur would affect their tendency in the conduct

263 264 265
of risk taking. Related with entrepreneur behavior in regard to family

bulsiness, Zahra (1996) stated that the ownership of an industrial

266
entrepreneur associated with risk taking (in Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his

research, Segal et al. (2005) stated that an entreOprelneur received personal
financial risk existing in the ownlOer0Oship of a business but was also directly

benefit from the potential success of that business. All these findings indillcate

267 268
that the enOtreOpreneurial mindset has significant influence towards Risk

. 269
taking.
270
Entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of influence on competitive

aggrelssivenless of 0.585 with t-statistic of 7.89 which is greater than 1.96.

Report was generated on Wednesday, Mar 17, 2021, 09:56 AM Page 58 of 91



@ grammarly  Report: 1473. 2521-8018-1-SM artikel masuk

271
These results indicate that entredpreneurial mindset give significant effects

272 273
against competitive aggressiveness. Higher entrepreneurial mind0Oset, it will

274 275
increasing competitive aggresOsivelOness of students of pullblic universities.

276
Based on this result H3 is accepted. It supports previous research suggest that

entrepreneurial mindset affect significantz’ZZ) competiltive aggressiveness.
Stellvenlson's relselarch (1990), cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that
enOtreldpreneurship was somehow becamezgg/nonymous with competitive
aggreslsiveness. Through the internal factors influlenced by the
entrepreneurial mindset, comOpeltitive aglgresOOsiveness can be improved.
Somelone with highzé%mpetitive aggressiveness will be able to analllyze the
acOtiOviOties of oppolnents, looking for loopholes, provide intense
competition, and made it a mo[OtiOvation for him to reach a better competition.
Neneh (2012) said that setttingz’sﬁe mindset of entrepreldnelurship was
important to susOtain the com0Opeltitiveness of economic organization.
Entrepreneurialzﬁr;indset has a coefficient of influence on autonomyZ(BJZf 0.647
with t-stalIItisticZ(E;31c 9.846 which is greater than 1.96. These results indicate that

284 28
entrepreneurial mindOset gives siglnificant effect towards autodnomy. Higher

286 287 288
entrepreneurial mindset, it will increasing autonomy of students of public

universities. Based on the thiszﬁésultszlg-& is accepted. The result supports
research by McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was evidence about the
manager of subsilldialries who involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to
greater autodnomy and attachOment because of the policy of control in some
multinational companies are not able to detect and/or control such acts.
Entrepreneurialzsﬁindset has a coefficient of influence on proactiveness of
0.738 with t-StatiStiCZ(%Zf 14.584 which is greater than 1.96. These results

293
indicate that entreprelnelurial mindset give signifilcant effects against

294 295
proactiveness. Higher entrepreneurial mindOset, it will give an increase in
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296
prodacOtiveness of students of public universities. Based on this results H5 is

accepted. The result supports Mintzberg (1975) found that entrepreneurial
comipanies tended to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more
proactive in looking for new opportunities (in Zhang et al., 2014).
Innovativeness has a coefficient of influence on entrepreneurial2;9)7erformance
of 0.195 with t—statisIIIticzcsﬁc 2.0399 which is iszégreater than 1.96. The results
showed that there is significantsior%flulilence of innovativeness on
enltrelpreneurial performance. Higher innoOvaltiveness, it will increasing
enltreprelneurial performance of stulldents of public universities. Based on
these results H6 is acceplted. The result supports previous scholars.
CallagOhan and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovaOtiveness was one of the
dimensions associated with the enOtrepreneurial performance. Chen et al.
(2007) stated that there was a positive relationship betOween entrepreneurial

301 302
orientation and perOformance, where in the entrepreneurial orientation there

were dimensions of indnoOvativeness. It shows that the innoI]vativeness?)ﬁgas an
impact on performance. Khalili et al. (2013) and Sutanto et al. (2019) stated
that innovativeness had a significant impact on performance.

Risk takingsﬁas a coefficient of influence on entrepreneurialsg)serformance of
0.191 with t—statisticggic 2.68 which is greater than 1.96. The results show that
risk takingSgroviDding significant effects against the entredprelneurial

308 309
performance. Higher risk taking, it will inOcreasing entrepreneurial

perOformance of students of publicscjoniversities. Based on the results of this H7
is accepted. It supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and Venter
(2011), and Sutanto et al. (2019). This suggests that risk takingsﬁas an impact
on perform0Oance.

Competitive aggressiveness has a coefficient of influence on entrepreneurial

312
perOformance of 0.185 with t-statistic of 2.152 which is greater than 1.96.
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These results suggest that the competitive aggreslsiveness gives significant
influence towards entrepreneurial perOformOance. Higher competitive

313
aggressiveness, it will indcrealsing entrepreneurial performOance in of

314
students of public universities. Based on these results H8 is accepted. The

result supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), CallagDhan and Venter (2011),
315
Khallili et al. (2013), and and Sutanto et al. (2019). The competitive

aggreslsiveness leads in perOforOmance.

316
Autonomy has a coefficient of influence on entrepreneurial performance of

317
0.247 with t-statistic of 2.389 which is greater than 1.96. The results showed

that autonomy gives significant influence towards entrepreldnelulrial

318
performance. Higher autonomy, increasing entrepreneurial of students of

public universities. Based on the results H9 is accepted. It supports positively

319
what found by Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al. (2007), and Sutanto et

320
al. (2019) previously that the autonomy had an impact on performance.

321
Proactiveness has a coefficient of influence on entrepreneurial performance of

0.243 with a t-statistic of 2.112 which is outweigh3%2.96. The result shows that
proactiveness gives significant influence towards enlOtre00predneurial
performance. Higher proactiveness, it3\§3ill increasing entreprellneurial
performance of students of public universities. Based on the results H10 is
accepted. It convinces the previous findings of Costa and McCrae (1992) (in
Smith, 2013), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al. (2007), and Sutanto et al.

324 325
(2019). It shows that the proactiveness have an impact on perOformance.

5. CONCLUSION, IMPLICATION, SUGGESTION, AND LIMITATIONS
326 327
Based on the results of this research then it can be drawn the conclusions as

follows:
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328
Entrelprelneurial mindset is found has positive and significant effect against

innovativelness.
EntreOprednelulrial mindset is found has posiltive and significant effect

. i . 329
against risk taking.

330 331 332
Entrepreneurial mindset is found has positive and significant effect against
compeltitive aggresOsiveness.
Entredprenelurial mindset is found positive and significant effect against
autonomy.

0 333- " 334 " - . " . "
Entrepreneurial mindset is found has polsitive and significant effect against
proactivelness.

- - 335 " - 336 . " - 0
Innovativeness is found has positive and significant effect against
entrepreneurial perOformance.

: . 837 38 , L 339
Risk taking is found has positive and influential significant against
entrepreneurial perOforOmance.

o . 340 sar o, 842 e .
Competitive agressiveness is found has positive and significant effect against
entrelpred0neulrial perOformance.

343 344
Autonomy is found has positive and sigOnilficant effect against the
entrepreneurial perOformOance.
ProOacOtiveness is found positive and significant effect against the

entrepreneurial perOformance.

Considering medium mean of some variables such as entrelprelneurial
mindset, innovativellness, compeltitive aggresOsiveness, autonomy,
proactivellness, as well as entredpred0neulrial performance of the Indonesian
college students, some actions need to be done much more in the future.
ImOproOving the entrepreneurship curriculum is extremely necessary. Inviting

and connecting to successful business leaders and entrepreneurs is a mustin
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345 346 347
order to open and inspire students' mind and heart to create a startup

business.
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ABSTRACT

This research had a purpose to seek an impact of entrepreneurial mindset on innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive
aggressiveness, autonomy and proactiveness of bachelor students of management program of public university in
Surabaya, Indonesia and to seek their impact on entrepreneurial performance of the students. Entrepreneurship had
been popular in university all over the world including Indonesia. However, the entrepreneurial performance of Indo-
nesian students had not increased yet. How to increase it? This study explored the impact of entrepreneurial mindset on
innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactiveness on entrepreneurial performance
of the students. This research was explanatory quantitative for the analyzing technique. It gathered data of 364 respon-
dents, which were Indonesian bachelor students of management program of public university. The results showed that
entrepreneurial mindset had a significant impact to innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy,
and proactiveness which further had enhanced significant positive impact to entrepreneurial performance of the stu-
dents.

Keywords:
Autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking

ABSTRAK

Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk mengetahui dampak pola pikir kewirausahaan terhadap daya inovasi, pengambilan
risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, kemandirian dan daya proaksi mahasiswa program sarjana manajemen perguruan tinggi
negeri di Surabaya, Indonesia dan mencari dampaknya pada kinerja kewirausahaan mahasiswa. Kewirausahaan telah
populer di berbagai universitas di seluruh dunia termasuk Indonesia. Namun demikian, kinerja kewirausahaan
mahasiswa Indonesia belum meningkat. Bagaimana cara meningkatkannya? Studi ini menggali dampak pola pikir
kewirausahaan terhadap inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, otonomi, dan daya proaksi terhadap
kinerja kewirausahaan mahasiswa. Penelitian ini ialah kuantitatif eksplanatif untuk teknik analisisnya. Penelitian ini
mengumpulkan data dari 364 responden, yang merupakan mahasiswa sarjana management program of public univer-
sity. Hasil penelitian menunjukkan bahwa pola pikir kewirausahaan memiliki pengaruh yang signifikan terhadap daya
inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, kemandirian, dan daya proaktif yang selanjutnya meningkatkan
kinerja kewirausahaan mahasiswa secara positif signifikan.

1. INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship is an interesting field as a career. World Economic Forum concludes that over a third of
Indonesian young people want to be entrepreneurs (Wood, 2019). On the other hand, the choice as an entre-
preneur as career stood at 26% from 20% in 2009 (GMAC, 2014). It adds what shown by the survey against
37,000 students from 14 countries by the International Survey of Collegiate Entrepreneurship in 2006, states
that 15.4% of students choose entrepreneur as a career within the first five years after graduation and for the
next five years the number increased to 50.1% (Szerb & Imreh, 2007). In this study, we draw some lessons
from Indonesia’s experience with the focus of the public university students. It offers an interesting case
study because the growth of entrepreneurship in the country in general and university students, in particular,
do not tally to the entrepreneurial performance. Entrepreneurship which is encouraged in university-level
education by various countries in the world and also in Indonesia has not been followed by an increase in
entrepreneurial performance of Indonesia's students.

* Corresponding author, email address: esutanto@petra.ac.id



Gustiawan et al. (2014) indicated that the entrepreneur in Indonesia was still small although the
development of entrepreneurship is critical to the country. They stated that 2% was an ideal figure for entre-
preneurs in any country from the total population. In the case of Indonesia, 400,000 entrepreneurs were iden-
tified of which about 0.08% were low comparatively to America (12%), Singapore (7%), and Malaysia (6%).
From policy perspectives, entrepreneurship help to reduce unemployment while the ability of entrepreneurs
needs to be developed and enhance particularly among the young people.

Motivated by the importance of entrepreneurial performance, this article set to explores the impact of an
entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggresiveness, autonomy, and proactive-
ness on entrepreneurial performance of undergraduate management students of public universities. The con-
cept of entrepreneurial orientations which contains some variables such as innovativeness, risk-taking,
competitive aggressivenes, autonomy, and proactiveness are adopted from Miller (1983), Lumpkin and Dess
(2001), and Rauch et al. (2009) who found that these variables have positive and significant relationships
towards entrepreneurial performance. What happens with students of Indonesia?

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES

Entrepreneurship starts from mindset. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated that entrepreneurial mindset
was a way of thinking about business and the opportunity to benefit from the uncertain circumstances.
According to Valerio et al. (2014), entrepreneurial mindset referred to socio-emotional abilities and overall
awareness towards entrepreneurship which related with entrepreneurial motivation and the success that
would come as an entrepreneur. Indicators used to describe the entrepreneurial mindset in this study are the
ability to identify business opportunities and the amount of thinking to entrepreneurship (Solesvik et al.,
2013).

Innovativeness is the ability to innovate. There are several definitions of innovativeness. According to
the West and Anderson, innovativeness could be defined as the ability to create effective implementation of
new processes and products for the organization and was designed to give you an advantage for the organi-
zation and stakeholders in it (Baregheh et al., 2009). Galunic and Rodan claimed that innovativeness was the
ability to produce continuous innovation (Quintane et al., 2011). Rogers defined innovativeness as how fast
a person or organization in adopting innovations compared against another person or organization (Yildiz
et al., 2014). There are three indicators of Innovativeness, which are 1) Openness towards new things. Hurt
et al. (1977) described innovativeness as a willingness to try new things (Goldsmith & Foxall, 2003); 2) The
level of creativity. Kirton declared that innovative people would search for and combine various information,
examines problems they experienced, and produces a thought or idea that is unconventional (Lee, 2008); and
3) The ability to innovate. The power to innovate is a further phase of creativity. It is a comparison between
the study in quickly manner with the embodiment of innovation practices, particularly socio-organized prac-
tices. The power of innovation is an ability to understand socially, accept, estimates, disseminate, implement,
and use innovation (Mikhailova, 2015).

Byrnes (1998) stated that risk-taking is an involvement in a variety of behaviors that were associated
with some possibilities against unwanted results (Boyer, 2006). According to Hyrzky and Tunnanen, the
definition of risk-taking was a process of decision making and an act without enough knowledge about the
obtained results (Noer et al., 2013). According to Wenhong and Liuying (2010), risk-taking was a tendency
to take action against something that's rated as risky. There are several indicators to know risk-taking. These
indicators include 1) The courage of facing new things. Sung and Hanna stated that young entrepreneurs
were more willing to take risks. They have the urge to invest in new goods/services and enter into new
markets (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010); and 2) The courage of facing a difficult situation. Brockhaus declared
that the tendency of risk-taking is a possibility to receive profit related to success in certain situations. It is
required by a person before putting himself on the consequences associated with failure (Wenhong &
Liuying, 2010).

Competitive aggressiveness is associated with a way to confront the threats and challenges of the
external environment (Gamble et al., 2013). Lumpkin and Dess (2001) stated that the competitive aggres-
siveness was the intensity of the desire to beat your opponent. Noer et al. (2013) stated that competitive
aggressiveness was a responsive attitude towards any threat as a form of resistance and effort to win the
competition. According to Chen (1996), there are three indicators of competitive behavior (Stambaugh etal.,,
2011): 1) Awareness of competitors. Awareness includes analysis of the opponents’ strength, stalking the
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opponents’ competitive actions, and the dissemination of information about the opponent. It is about know-
ing the condition of opponents; 2) Motivation to compete. There are two characteristics of motivation in the
company that owns high competitive aggressiveness. The first is beating competitors who are crucial for
aggressive companies. Other companies might choose different things as references. They want to know their
performance, internal purpose, and satisfaction with the reached target. The aggressive companies seek
information of their competitor. They also compare the performance of their own with the others. The second
one is a position of opponents which put oneself in difficult situation as appropriate and necessary steps to
improve its performance; and 3) Capability to compete. The intended capability is the ability to deliver
attacks to the opponent and deflect the opponent's attack. Part of this ability is an existed resource as funds
resulting from past good performance. The company is also aggressively identifying available resources and
prioritize the resource to attack while the less aggressive company saw the same resource base. Aggressive
companies are better to use the available resources rather than to wait for achieving an optimal point.

According to Metaal, a definition of autonomy was freedom of choice without depending on other
parties (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006). In another study, Brooke also revealed almost a similar definition that
autonomy was the degree of freedom of a person without the need for approval from others (Barnabas and
Mekoth, 2010). Feinberg stated that autonomy had at least four meanings: the capacity to govern ourselves,
the conditions to set up ourselves, the ideal state to regulate ourselves, and the authority to rule ourselves
(Mitcham, 2005). There are several indicators of autonomy, which are 1) Independent. The ability to do things
without being effectd by other people (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006); 2) Self-learning. Ryan and Deci (2000)
said that someone independent would involve himself to learn on an ongoing basis about himself (Weinstein
et al., 2012); and 3) Determination. It is the ability to set and to decide whether the regulations, targets, and
processes that occur in his business (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006).

Crant defined proactiveness as taking the initiative to improve the circumstances of (Unsworth & Parker,
2003). According to Wiklund and Shepherd proactiveness was looking far ahead and have the determination
to identify and respond to opportunities (Wong, 2012). Teece stated that in the entrepreneurship literatures,
proactiveness had definitions as the ability to anticipate and feel a vague signs and act to the needs in the
future ahead of existing competitors to gain a competitive advantage (Sundqvist et al., 2012). Crant (2000)
stated that proactiveness could be seen from some behaviors. The behaviors could be used as gauges or in-
dicators for proactiveness: The ability to pick the opportunity quickly; Courage start a change; The
desirability of creating favorable conditions.

Van Vuuren said that entrepreneurial performance was the achievement of several entrepreneurial ob-
jectives (Sebikari, 2014). According to Dollinger, the entrepreneurial performance was something done by an
entrepreneur with high initiative to obtain the goal of entrepreneurship (Tseng, 2013). Callaghan and Venter
(2011) mentioned that entrepreneurial performance was something that emphasizes on achieving something
and provide continous satisfaction. There are several indicators of entrepreneurial performance, which are
1) Need for achievement. McClelland stated that the need for achievement that was often described as a
passion to deliver good performance and to gain a feeling of achievement. It is one of the specific characters
of entrepreneurship. Collins et al. stated that the need for achievement had a positive correlation with
corporate success (Khan et al., 2015). Successful entrepreneurs have high scores in need for achievement
(Oosterbeek et al., 2010); 2) The enthusiasm for entrepreneurship. Empirical findings using non-economic
indicators to measure the performance namely enthusiasm in work, which represents positive aspect that
belonging to someone (Leitao & Franco, 2008), and 3) The realization of the thinking to entrepreneurship.
Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated that entrepreneurship would ultimately culminate in the creation
or realization of entrepreneurial and strategic management plan that would be resulting in the best
performance.

Earlier research claimed that entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly innovativeness. Previous
research by Herbig et al. stated that innovation required three basic components, namely infrastructure,
capital, and the ability of the entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005). Herbig et al. indicate that entrepreneurial mindset
affects innovativeness. Other research by Slater states that entrepreneurship tailored to the market-oriented
culture will contribute significantly to successful innovation (Ndubisi, 2014; Sutanto et al., 2019). Research
by Wang and Zang state that entrepreneurship is one of the major areas relevant in human resource and
innovation. Based on the statements, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

H;: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the innovativeness of students of public universities in In-
donesia.



Earlier researches claim that entrepreneurial mindset affect significantly to risk-taking. Wenhong and
Liuying stated systems thinking owned by the entrepreneur would affect the tendency of risk-taking. Related
to entrepreneur behavior concerning the family business, Zahra states that ownership is associated with risk-
taking (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. state that an entrepreneur receives personal
financial risk existing but directly benefits from the potential success. It indicates that the entrepreneurial
mindset has a significant effect on risk-taking (Sutanto et al., 2019). Base on the statement, it can be formulated
as the following hypothesis:

Hj: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the risk-taking of students of the public universities in In-
donesia.

Previous researches suggest that entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly competitive aggres-
siveness. Stevenson's research cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was somehow
becoming synonymous with competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors that effectd by the
entrepreneurial mindset, competitive aggressiveness could be improved. Someone with high competitive
aggressiveness would be able to analyze the activities of opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense
competition, and made it a motivation for him to reach a better competition. Neneh (2012) and Sutanto et al.
(2019) said that setting the mindset of entrepreneurship was important to sustain the competitiveness of
economic organization. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hj3: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects competitive aggressiveness of students of public universities
in Indonesia.

Research by McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was evidence about the manager of subsidiaries
who involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater autonomy and attachment because of the policy of
control in some multinational companies were not able to detect and/or control such acts. Moreover, Sutanto
et al. (2019) found that the entrepreneurial mindset had a significant effect on the autonomy of college stu-
dents in Malang City, Indonesia. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:
Hy: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects autonomy of students of the public universities in Indonesia.

Mintzberg said entrepreneurial companies tend to be more engaged in risk than other companies and
more proactive in looking for new opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014). Moreover, Sutanto et al. (2019) found
entrepreneurial mindset had a significant effect on the proactiveness of college students in Malang City, In-
donesia. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the proactiveness of students of the public universities
in Indonesia.

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions
associated with the entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive
relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orientation
there were dimensions of innovativeness. It shows that the innovativeness has an impact on performance.
Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) and Sutanto et al. (2019) stated that innovativeness had a significant impact on
performance. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hpe: Innovativeness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities
in Indonesia.

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that risk-taking was one of the dimen-
sions associated with the entrepreneurial performance. On the other hand, Chen et al. (2007) stated
entrepreneurial orientation had a positive relationship to performance. In the entrepreneurial orientation,
there were dimensions of risk-taking. It suggests that risk-taking has an impact on performance. Based on
the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hy: Risk-taking significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in
Indonesia.

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that competitive aggressiveness was a
dimension that was associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of the competitive aggressiveness. It shows that competitive
aggressiveness has an impact on performance. Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) mentioned that competitive
aggressiveness equaled as an effort to lead in performance and beat your opponent. Based on the statement,
it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hjg: Competitive aggressiveness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
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universities in Indonesia.

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that autonomy was one
of the dimensions that associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was
a positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of autonomy. It shows that autonomy has an impact on performance.
Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hy: Autonomy significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in
Indonesia.

Costa and McCrae stated that openness to experience was the proactive search and an appreciation for
the experience itself as well as tolerance over the exploration of new things (Smith, 2013). On the other hand,
Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that proactiveness was one dimension that
was associated with the entrepreneurial performance. In the study, it was mentioned that openness to
experience is one of the factors influencing entrepreneurial performance. It can be concluded that
proactiveness has an impact on entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) also stated it had a positive
relationship between entrepreneurial orientation taking action against performance, wherein the
entrepreneurial orientation there was a dimension of proactiveness. It shows that proactiveness has an
impact on performance. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hip: Proactiveness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public
universities in Indonesia.

3. RESEARCH METHOD

The population was the bachelor students of the management program of the public universities, Indonesia.
The total amount was 4,036 shown in Table 1. It used a purposive sampling. The criteria set out against the
respondents to get the results by the research objectives. They were bachelor students of the management
program of the public universities in Indonesia, who were/are ever engaged in entrepreneurship. The 364
samples were taken from the population and determined using Slovin’s formula. The questionaires were
disseminated directly. Screening of respondents was conducted orally by asking the respondents one by one
and strengthened with the existing questions in the questionnaire.

Table 1. Amounts of Bachelor Students of Management Program of Public Universities in Indonesia
Amounts of Bachelor Students of

University Management Program
Airlangga University 2,026
Public University of Surabaya 997
Institute of Technology November 10th Surabaya 109
National Development University of Veteran East Java 904
TOTAL AMOUNT 4,036

4. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

Variable Descriptive Analysis

All responses of the respondents to each variable were designed by Likert scale from 1 to 5. It was set
categories of variables by this formula as shown in Table 2.

Range = Maximum Value - Minimum Value [1]
Amounts of Category
Range= 5-1
3
Range =1.33
Table 2. Interval of Mean Scores
Range Remarks
1.00-2.33 Low
2.34-3.67 Medium
3.67-5.00 High




By using the category, then the evaluation of the answers for each of the variables can be described as
follows.

Table 3. The Description of Entrepreneurial Mindset

Item Statement Mean Remark
X11 I want to create my own workplace 3.64 Medium
X1 I'have an aspiration to be an entrepreneur 3.32 Medium
X13 I tend to seek business opportunities 3.84 High
X14 I can identify a business opportunity based on the needs of consumers in 3.57 Medium
the market
Entrepreneurial Mindset (X1) 3.59 Medium

Table 3 notes that the average value of the entrepreneurial mindset is 3.59. It means that the
entrepreneurial mindset of students of the public universities in Surabaya has value medium. Table 3 also
notes that the highest average value of the indicators is 3.84 in the statement "I tend to seek business
opportunities." The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.32 in the statement "I have an aspiration to be
an entrepreneur." These results indicate that respondents tend to seek business opportunities despite the
aspiration to be an entrepreneur is not so great. It attributes to the respondent's efforts to earn an income or
meet his needs. The difference between the statements "I tend to seek business opportunities" with the other
states also far enough to the point of being in the different categories (high, medium, low). It indicates that
most respondents tend to think more about how to get a business opportunity in a wide variety of way
whether to become entrepreneurs or not.

Table 4. The Description of Innovativeness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z11 I tend to accept new things around me 3.31 Medium
Z12 I'have an innovative idea that can be implemented 3.50 Medium
Z13 I have unique ideas that haven't been done before 3.34 Medium
Z14 I can implement the unique ideas that I have 3.49 Medium
Innovativeness (Z1) 3.41 Medium

Table 4 shows the average value of innovativeness is 3.41. It means students' innovativeness in the public
universities in Surabaya has value medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicators is 3.50 " have
innovative ideas to be implemented." The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.31 in "I am likely to
receive new things around me." These results indicate that respondents have different ideas to be applied in
their business. The entire statement is in the category of the medium. It means that innovativeness possibly
is improved further.

Table 5. The Description of Risk-Taking

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z2a I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone 3.65 Medium
Z32 I'have a willingness to try new things 3.66 Medium
Z33 I'have the courage to take the decision with minimal information 3.77 High
Zr4 I felt challenged to do things outside of my comfort zone 3.69 High
Zss I have the desire to conquer my greatest fear 3.71 High
Risk-taking (Z2) 3.69 High

Based on Table 5 can be noted that the average value of the variable risk-taking is 3.69. It means the risk-
taking of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value of high. The highest average value of the
indicator is 3.77 in the statement I dare to decide with minimal information. The lowest average value of the
indicator is 3.65 on the statement of I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone. Respondents take
decisions with minimal information and illustrate that the respondent takes their decision quicker. Table 5
also pointed out that the existence of the respondent towards new things is medium. It is similar to the
variable description analysis of innovativeness. The respondents need to enhance adaptation to new things.
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Table 6. The Description of the Competitive Aggressiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z31 I am trying to find information to know the existence of competitors 3.42 Medium
for my business
Z32 I am trying to find information about my business competitors 3.31 Medium
Zs3 I have the desire to grow bigger than competitors 3.37 Medium
Z34 I made the difference in the ability with competitors as a motivation 3.41 Medium
to compete
Z35 I have the ability to compete with business competitors 3.35 Medium
Z36 I can overtake the position of the competitors who have higher 3.37 Medium
business position
Competitive Aggressiveness (Z3) 3.37 Medium

Based on Table 6 can be noted that the average value of the variable competitive aggressiveness is 3.37.
It means the competitive aggressiveness of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value the
medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is 3.42 in the statement I am trying to find
information to know the existence of competitors for my business. The lowest average value is 3.31 on I am
trying to find information about my business competitors. Respondents tend to strive to recognize the
surrounding environment despite the statement with the highest value remained in the category of
"Medium". All Statements about competitive aggressiveness are medium. It indicates that respondents tend
to be less concerned with competitors to compete better. Lack of concern for the competitors to compete can
come from ego and focus on their own business.

Table 7. The Description of the Autonomy

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Zya I'work without relying on others 3.34 Medium
Zy2 I am working without affected by other people's assumptions 3.49 Medium
Z43 I believe with the my ability to resolve the job 3.41 Medium
Z44 I work in a field that I've mastered 3.50 Medium
Zy5 I can specify the time limit to finish the job 3.45 Medium
VAY; I can determine the target of achievement for myself 3.55 Medium
Autonomy (Zs) 3.46 Medium

Based on Table 7 can be noted that the average value of the variable autonomy is 3.46. It means the
autonomy of students of the public universities in Surabaya is medium. Besides, the highest average value
of the indicator is 3.55 can determine the achievement target. The lowest average is 3.34 of I work without
relying on others. These results show that determine the targets for ourselves is easier to do than the other
statements. All statements regarding autonomy are in the category of the medium. It shows that the
autonomy of the respondents needs to improve regarding independence in work.

Table 8. The Description of Proactiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Zs1 I'work with my own initiatives and without being asked 3.64 Medium

Zs2 I get the job done faster than the given time 3.56 Medium

Zs3 I prefer to face rather than avoid the problem 3.60 Medium
Proactiveness (Zs) 3.60 Medium

Based on Table 8 can be noted that the average value of the proactiveness is 3.60. It means that the
proactiveness of students of the public universities in Surabaya is medium. Also, the highest average value
of the indicator is 3.64 I am working with the initiative. The lowest average is 3.56 I get the job done faster
than the given time. These results indicate that respondents may give rise to the initiative from themselves



to do something. All statements about proactiveness are in the category of the medium. It indicates that
respondents can enhance the initiative. Tend to work on time and finish it sooner than the given time.

Table 9. The Description of Entrepreneurial Performance

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Y: I am trying to improve my business turnover 3.33 Medium

Y, I am trying to hit the target that I set for my business 3.57 Medium

Y3 I have a high spirit in opening my business 3.55 Medium

Yy I am very happy to have a new business 3.46 Medium

Ys I feel excited when finding a new breakthrough for my business 3.50 Medium

Y I can apply the ideas of my effort into my business 3.59 Medium
Entrepreneurial Performance (Y) 3.50 Medium

Based on Table 9 can be noted that the average value of the variable entrepreneurial performance is 3.50.
It means the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value of
the medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is 3.59 I can apply the ideas of my effort into
my efforts. The lowest average is 3.33 I am trying to improve my business turnover. These results indicate
that respondents can reasonably implement ideas into their business. All statements regarding
entrepreneurial performance are in the category of the medium. It shows that entrepreneurial performance
could still be improved, especially in terms of efforts on increasing turnover. More respondents need to pay
close attention to the financial aspects.

Convergent Validity
Campbell and Fisk stated that convergent validity is an agreement between measures of the same construct
assessed by different methods (Guo et al., 2008). Convergent validity measurement carries out using the
value of the outer-loading. An indicator is said to satisfy the convergent validity if it has the value of outer-
loading > 0.5 (Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Here are the values of the outer-loading indicator on each variable
dimensions and research.

From Table 10 can be noted that all indicators that make up the research dimensions and variables have
a value of outer-loading > 0.5. Based on these results, all indicators have met the convergent validity. They
can be used to do further analysis.

Table 10. Outer-Loading Value of Each Indicator
Entrepren Entrepren
Competitive eurﬂl eurial Innova Proactive Risk-

Aggressiveness Mindset Perfg:man tiveness ness taking

Autonomy

Al 0.795914
A2 0.820101
A3 0.766828
A4 0.791210
A5 0.815840
A6 0.890515
CA1l 0.826384
CA2 0.788390
CA3 0.757231
CA4 0.770411
CA5 0.787101
CA6 0.830609
EM1 0.847068
EM2 0.778124
EM3 0.787740
EM4 0.889122
EP1 0.767887
EP2 0.882425
EP3 0.782284
EP4 0.753799
EP5 0.847037
EP6 0.907086
I1 0.833910
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12 0.838759

I3 0.828741

14 0.844424
PA1 0.914802
PA2 0.849710
PA3 0.818392
RT1 0.764520
RT2 0.847122
RT3 0.799130
RT4 0.813196
RT5 0.871995

Discriminant Validity

Campbell and Fisk stated that discriminant validity was the distinctiveness of different constructs (Guo et
al., 2008). The measurement of discriminant validity carries out using cross-loading value (Henseler et al.,
2015). An indicator that satisfies to discriminant validity of the indicator value of cross-loading on
dimensions or from the variables is the largest when compared with other variables or dimensions (Muafi &
Roostika, 2014). Table 11 shows the value of cross-loading each indicator.

Table 11. Cross-Loading Value

Competitive Entre!a rene Entrepreneurial Innovative . Risk-
Autonomy Aggressiveness urial Performance ness Proactiveness taking
Mindset
Al 0.795914 0.546739 0.546110 0.597485 0.517463 0.473654 0.482839
A2 0.820101 0.636932 0.567808 0.674356 0.653024 0.599733 0.474295
A3 0.766828 0.603595 0.533795 0.654978 0.623765 0.550383 0.508391
A4 0.791210 0.553146 0.516577 0.642986 0.536862 0.560568 0.494318
A5 0.815840 0.539068 0.481304 0.600802 0.541449 0.481319 0.464055
Ab 0.890515 0.572540 0.504996 0.670452 0.568687 0.550442 0.465893
CAl 0.597251 0.826384 0.413458 0.588599 0.583278 0.449628 0.413075
CA2 0.568863 0.788390 0.515976 0.577079 0.548098 0.447603 0.453065
CA3 0.454781 0.757231 0.427850 0.508528 0.557980 0.397768 0.375940
CA4 0.581470 0.770411 0.429500 0.642631 0.630459 0.460988 0.419129
CA5 0.573336 0.787101 0.484007 0.611462 0.642640 0.434427 0.424887
CA6 0.587625 0.830609 0.503883 0.639402 0.593314 0.568785 0.520743
EM1 0.578223 0.523911 0.847068 0.601549 0.511237 0.576205 0.726098
EM2 0.469106 0.450495 0.778124 0.483172 0.390101 0.592348 0.646298
EM3 0.480377 0.414348 0.787740 0.586079 0.452395 0.664646 0.725289
EM4 0.600080 0.537760 0.889122 0.662212 0.549196 0.611439 0.803558
EP1 0.690985 0.629075 0.592925 0.767887 0.516021 0.581399 0.571018
EP2 0.710318 0.669900 0.667298 0.882425 0.657511 0.714472 0.665061
EP3 0.547919 0.592988 0.543400 0.782284 0.659590 0.595855 0.529508
EP4 0.575115 0.504559 0.465962 0.753799 0.527506 0.613374 0.534530
EP5 0.630194 0.648269 0.610477 0.847037 0.662474 0.616929 0.612048
EP6 0.734086 0.666199 0.615633 0.907086 0.663536 0.671315 0.634993
I1 0.580683 0.619670 0.491576 0.605705 0.833910 0.473129 0.401179
12 0.612614 0.682626 0.522052 0.676580 0.838759 0.520045 0.490018
I3 0.519908 0.562908 0.421137 0.567804 0.828741 0.404254 0.387576
14 0.642745 0.625403 0.494055 0.636961 0.844424 0.517415 0.448238
PAl 0.648007 0.535303 0.679524 0.713894 0.503103 0.914802 0.664298
PA2 0.506749 0.577421 0.652216 0.668834 0.532460 0.849710 0.655503
PA3 0.551079 0.379615 0.568926 0.594728 0.450296 0.818392 0.566120
RT1 0.466286 0.414258 0.692612 0.540781 0.372364 0.623311 0.764520
RT2 0.551430 0.533691 0.805747 0.607792 0.494341 0.593115 0.847122
RT3 0.370777 0.351081 0.637335 0.556424 0.358214 0.598761 0.799130
RT4 0.428922 0.377258 0.658522 0.561112 0.361990 0.625084 0.813196
RT5 0.584088 0.549996 0.793162 0.669312 0.516321 0.572851 0.871995

Table 11 shows that all indicators have the largest cross-loading on their dimension or variables
compared to others. Based on these results, the indicators used in this study have had good discriminat
validity in drawing up each dimension or variable. Besides using the value of outer loading, testing validity
can also be done by looking at the AVE value (Henseler et al., 2015). The indicators used are said to be valid
if the value of AVE is above 0.5. The AVE value of indicators are shown in Table 12.



Table 12. AVE Value

Variable AVE

Entrepreneurial Mindset 0.683518
Innovativeness 0.699696
Risk-taking 0.672476
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.630140
Autonomy 0.663116
Proactiveness 0.742878
Entrepreneurial Performance 0.681464

Table 12 shows the AVE value produced by all reflective indicators is above 0.5. Based on those results,
all reflective indicators meet the validity requirements. Further examination is construct-reliability by
looking at the output of the composite reliability or Cronbach's alpha. Constructs are pretty reliable if the
value of the composite reliability or Cronbach's alpha is greater than or equal to 0.3. But better if above 0.7
(Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Table 13 shows the output of the Cronbach's alpha. The Cronbach’s alpha values
of all constructs are good if above 0.7. So all reflective indicators are reliable or meet the reliability test.

Table 13. Reliability Test

Variable Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha
Entrepreneurial Mindset 0.895975 0.844539
Innovativeness 0.903095 0.857253
Risk-taking 0.911069 0.878042
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.910798 0.882372
Autonomy 0.921775 0.897767
Proactiveness 0.896360 0.826114

Table 13 shows the value of Cronbach’s alpha of all constructs is good if above 0.7. So all reflective
indicators are reliable or meet the reliability test. Besides, the composite-reliability values of all reflective
constructs are also good. So all the reflective indicators are reliable or meet the test of reliability.

R-Square

Table 14 shows the R-Square value of each variable. Risk-taking and proactiveness have a high magnitude of
the research model (77% and 54%). This result explains that the Indonesian students have strong entrepre-
neurial characteristics on those two. It may be the education of entrepreneurship has a positive contribution
in building their entrepreneurship. Moreover, the R-Square value of Entrepreneurial Performance is very
high. It means that the magnitude of entrepreneurial performance is 80.3%. Autonomy, competitive
aggressiveness, innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking explain it. The rest amounted of 19.7% are
explained by other factors outside the model that is examined.

Table 14. R-square Value

Variable R-Square
Entrepreneurial Mindset:
Innovativeness 0.335497
Risk-taking 0.774349
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.341781
Autonomy 0.418010
Proactiveness 0.544001
Entrepreneurial Performance 0.803013

Hypothesis testing is a scientific process to examine if a hypothesis is plausible or not. Hypothesis testing
is calculated by searching for the quantity and value of the effect coefficient also t-statistic (Park, 2008).
Research hypothesis is acceptable if the value of the t-statistic > 1.96. Here are the coefficients of effect
(original sample estimate) and the value of the t-statistic of each hypothesis on the inner model shown in
Table 15. The results support positively the previous one done by Sutanto et al. (2019).

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the innovativeness of 0.579 with a t-statistic of
7.696 outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has significant effects against
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innovativeness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset will increase the innovativeness of students of public
universities. Based on this result, H; is accepted. It supports the earlier researches claimed that entrepreneu-
rial mindset affects significantly to innovativeness. Herbig et al. stated that innovation required three basic
components, namely infrastructure, capital, and the ability of the entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005). He indicated
that entrepreneurial mindset affected innovativeness. Moreover, Slater stated that entrepreneurship tailored
to the market-oriented culture contribute significantly to the successful innovation (Ndubisi, 2014) as well as
the research by Wang and Zang (2005) which suggested entrepreneurship was one of the many areas that are
relevant in the human resource and innovation.

Table 15. Coefficients of Effect and t-statistic

Hypothesis  Effect Coefficient t-statistic Decision
H; EM -->1 0.579221 7.696174 Accepted
H, EM --> RT 0.879971 37.235113 Accepted
Hj EM --> CA 0.584621 7.892138 Accepted
Hy EM -->P 0.737564 14.584267 Accepted
Hs EM --> A 0.646537 9.845969 Accepted
Hg I-->EP 0.194541 2.039976 Accepted
H; RT --> EP 0.191298 2.68042 Accepted
Hg CA -->EP 0.185336 2.152761 Accepted
Hy P -->EP 0.247053 2.389091 Accepted
Hip A -->EP 0.242796 2.112903 Accepted

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on risk-taking of 0.879 with a t-statistic of 37.235
outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect towards risk-taking.
A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the risk-taking of students of public universities. Based on this
result, H»is accepted. It supports the earlier researches that claimed that entrepreneurial mindset affects risk-
taking. Wenhong and Liuying (2010) stated systems thinking owned by entrepreneurs would affect their
tendency in risk-taking. Zahra says industrial entrepreneur ownership is associated with risk-taking (Wang
& Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. (2005) stated that an entrepreneur received personal financial
risk existing in the ownership of a business but was also directly benefit from the potential success of that
business. All these findings indicate that the entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect on risk-taking.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on competitive aggressiveness of 0.585 with a ¢-
statistic of 7.89 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect
against competitive aggressiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the competitive aggressive-
ness of students of public universities. Based on this result, H3 is accepted. It supports previous research that
suggests that entrepreneurial mindset affects competitive aggressiveness. Stevenson's research (1990), cited
by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was somehow becoming synonymous with
competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors, the entrepreneurial mindset improves competitive
aggressiveness. Someone with high competitive aggressiveness will be able to analyze the activities of oppo-
nents, looking for loopholes, provide intense competition, and made it a motivation for him to reach a better
performance. Neneh (2012) said that setting the mindset of entrepreneurship was important to sustain the
competitiveness of economic organization.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the autonomy of 0.647 with t-statistic of 9.846
greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect on autonomy. A
higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the autonomy of students of public universities. Based on this
result, Hyis accepted. This result supports research of McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was evidence
about the manager of subsidiaries who involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater autonomy and
attachment because of the policy of control in some multinational companies are not able to detect and or
control such acts.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the proactiveness of 0.738 with a t-statistic of
14.584 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect against
proactiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the proactiveness of students of public
universities. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. This result supports what Mintzberg found that
entrepreneurial companies tended to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more proactive in
looking for new opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014).
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The innovativeness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.195 with t-statistic
of 2.0399 greater than 1.96. This result shows that there is a significant effect of innovativeness on entre-
preneurial performance. A higher innovativeness increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of
public universities. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. This result supports previous scholars. Callaghan
and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions associated with entrepreneurial
performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive relationship between entrepreneurial
orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orientation there were dimensions of inno-
vativeness. It shows that innovativeness has an impact on performance. Khalili et al. (2013) and Sutanto et al.
(2019) said innovativeness had a significant effect on performance.

The risk-taking has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.191 with f-statistic of
2.68 greater than 1.96. This result shows that risk-taking providing a significant effect against the entrepre-
neurial performance. A higher risk-taking increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities. Based on this result, H; is accepted. It supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and
Venter (2011), and Sutanto et al. (2019). It suggests that risk-taking has an impact on performance.

The competitive aggressiveness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.185
with t-statistic of 2.152 greater than 1.96. This result suggests that the competitive aggressiveness has a
significant effect on entrepreneurial performance. A higher competitive aggressiveness increases the
entrepreneurial performance in of students of public universities. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. The
result supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Khalili et al. (2013), and and
Sutanto et al. (2019). The competitive aggressiveness leads in performance.

Autonomy has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.247 with ¢-statistic of 2.389
greater than 1.96. This result explains that autonomy has a significant effect on entrepreneurial performance.
A higher autonomy increases the entrepreneurial of students of public universities. Based on this result, Hy
is accepted. It supports positively what was found by Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al. (2007), and
Sutanto et al. (2019) previously that autonomy had an impact on performance.

The proactiveness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.243 with a ¢-statistic
of 2.112 outweighs 1.96. This result explains that the proactiveness has a significant effect on entrepreneurial
performance. A higher proactiveness increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities. Based on this result, Hio is accepted. It convinces the previous findings of Costa and McCrae
(1992) (in Smith, 2013), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al. (2007), and Sutanto et al. (2019). It shows
that proactiveness has an impact on performance.

5. CONCLUSION, IMPLICATION, SUGGESTION, AND LIMITATIONS
Based on the results of this research then it can be concluded the conclusions as follows:
1) Entrepreneurial mindset has a positive and significant effect against innovativeness.

2) Entrepreneurial mindset has a positive and significant effect against risk-taking.

3) Entrepreneurial mindset has a positive and significant effect against competitive aggressiveness.

4) Entrepreneurial mindset has a positive and significant effect against autonomy.

5) Entrepreneurial mindset has a positive and significant effect against proactiveness.

6) Innovativeness is found has and significant effect against entrepreneurial performance.

7) Risk-taking has a positive and influential significance against entrepreneurial performance.

8) Competitive aggressiveness has a positive and significant effect against entrepreneurial per-

formance.
9) Autonomy has a positive and significant effect against the entrepreneurial performance.
10) Proactiveness has a positive and significant effect against the entrepreneurial performance.

Some variables such as entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy,
proactiveness, as well as entrepreneurial performance of the Indonesian college students have medium mean.
Some actions need to be done much more in the future. Improving the entrepreneurship curriculum is ex-
tremely necessary. Inviting and connecting to successful business leaders and entrepreneurs is a must. It will
open and inspire students’ minds and hearts to create a startup business.
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Entrepreneurial Performance: Lesson Learnt of Indonesia

ABSTRACT

This research had a purpose to seek an impact of entrepreneurial mindset on innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive
aggressiveness, autonomy and proactiveness of bachelor students of management program of public university in
Surabaya, Indonesia and to seek their impact on entrepreneurial performance of the students. Entrepreneurship had
been popular in university all over the world including Indonesia. However, the entrepreneurial performance of Indo-
nesian students had not increased yet. How to increase it? This study explored the impact of entrepreneurial mindset
on innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactiveness on entrepreneurial perform-
ance of the students. This research was explanatory quantitative for the analyzing technique. It gathered data of 364
respondents, which were Indonesian bachelor students of management program of public university. The results
showed that entrepreneurial mindset had a significant impact to innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggres-
siveness, autonomy, and proactiveness which further had enhanced significant positive impact to entrepreneurial
performance of the students|

Keywords:
Autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking

ABSTRAK

Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk mengetahui dampak pola pikir kewirausahaan terhadap daya inovasi, pengambilan
risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, kemandirian dan daya proaksi mahasiswa program sarjana manajemen perguruan
tinggi negeri di Surabaya, Indonesia dan mencari dampaknya pada kinerja kewirausahaan mahasiswa.
Kewirausahaan telah populer di berbagai universitas di seluruh dunia termasuk Indonesia. Namun demikian, kinerja
kewirausahaan mahasiswa Indonesia belum meningkat. Bagaimana cara meningkatkannya? Studi ini menggali
dampak pola pikir kewirausahaan terhadap inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, otonomi, dan daya
proaksi terhadap kinerja kewirausahaan mahasiswa. Penelitian ini ialah kuantitatif eksplanatif untuk teknik ana-
lisisnya. Penelitian ini mengumpulkan data dari 364 responden, yang merupakan mahasiswa sarjana management
program of public university. Hasil penelitian menunjukkan bahwa pola pikir kewirausahaan memiliki pengaruh yang
signifikan terhadap daya inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, kemandirian, dan daya proaktif yang
selanjutnya meningkatkan kinerja kewirausahaan mahasiswa secara positif signifikan.

fl. INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship is an interesting field as a career. World Economic Forum concludes that over a third of
Indonesian young people want to be entrepreneurs (Wood, 2019). On the other hand, the choice as an en-
trepreneur as career stood at 26% from 20% in 2009 (GMAC, 2014). It adds what shown by the survey
against 37,000 students from 14 countries by the International Survey of Collegiate Entrepreneurship in
2006, states that 15.4% of students choose entrepreneur as a career within the first five years after gradua-
tion and for the next five years the number increased to 50.1% (Szerb & Imreh, 2007). In this study, we draw
some lessons from Indonesia’s experience with the focus of the public university students. It offers an
interesting case study because the growth of entrepreneurship in the country in general and university stu-
dents, in particular, do not tally to the entrepreneurial performance. Entrepreneurship which is encouraged
in university-level education by various countries in the world and also in Indonesia has not been followed
by an increase in entrepreneurial performance of Indonesia's students.

Gustiawan et al. (2014) indicated that the entrepreneur in Indonesia was still small although the
development of entrepreneurship is critical to the country. They stated that 2% was an ideal figure for en-
trepreneurs in any country from the total population. In the case of Indonesia, 400,000 entrepreneurs were
identified of which about 0.08% were low comparatively to America (12%), Singapore (7%), and Malaysia
(6%). From policy perspectives, entrepreneurship help to reduce unemployment while the ability of entre-
preneurs needs to be developed and enhance particularly among the young people.

Motivated by the importance of entrepreneurial performance, this article set to explores the impact of
an entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggresiveness, autonomy, and proac-

* Corresponding author, email address: esutanto@petra.ac.id

Commented [K1]: in the abstract should be made briefly about
the purpose of the research, clear methodology (population, sample,
analysis unit,), results, and implications




tiveness on entrepreneurial performance of undergraduate management students of public universities.
The concept of entrepreneurial orientations which contains some variables such as innovativeness, risk-
taking, competitive aggressivenes, autonomy, and proactiveness are adopted from Miller (1983), Lumpkin
and Dess (2001), and Rauch et al. (2009) who found that these variables have positive and significant
relationships towards entrepreneurial performance. What happens with students of Indonesia? |

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES|

Entrepreneurship starts from mindset. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated that entrepreneurial
mindset was a way of thinking about business and the opportunity to benefit from the uncertain
circumstances. According to Valerio et al. (2014), entrepreneurial mindset referred to socio-emotional
abilities and overall awareness towards entrepreneurship which related with entrepreneurial motivation
and the success that would come as an entrepreneur. Indicators used to describe the entrepreneuri-
al mindset in this study are the ability to identify business opportunities and the amount of thinking to
entrepreneurship (Solesvik et al., 2013).

Innovativeness is the ability to innovate. There are several definitions of innovativeness. According to
the West and Anderson, innovativeness could be defined as the ability to create effective implementation of
new processes and products for the organization and was designed to give you an advantage for the orga-
nization and stakeholders in it (Baregheh et al., 2009). Galunic and Rodan claimed that innovativeness was
the ability to produce continuous innovation (Quintane et al., 2011). Rogers defined innovativeness as how
fast a person or organization in adopting innovations compared against another person or organization
(Yildiz et al., 2014). There are three indicators of Innovativeness, which are 1) Openness towards new
things. Hurt et al. (1977) described innovativeness as a willingness to try new things (Goldsmith & Foxall,
2003); 2) The level of creativity. Kirton declared that innovative people would search for and combine
various information, examines problems they experienced, and produces a thought or idea that is uncon-
ventional (Lee, 2008); and 3) The ability to innovate. The power to innovate is a further phase of creativity.
It is a comparison between the study in quickly manner with the embodiment of innovation practices,
particularly socio-organized practices. The power of innovation is an ability to understand socially, accept,
estimates, disseminate, implement, and use innovation (Mikhailova, 2015).

Byrnes (1998) stated that risk-taking is an involvement in a variety of behaviors that were associated
with some possibilities against unwanted results (Boyer, 2006). According to Hyrzky and Tunnanen, the
definition of risk-taking was a process of decision making and an act without enough knowledge about the
obtained results (Noer et al., 2013). According to Wenhong and Liuying (2010), risk-taking was a tendency
to take action against something that's rated as risky. There are several indicators to know risk-taking.
These indicators include 1) The courage of facing new things. Sung and Hanna stated that young
entrepreneurs were more willing to take risks. They have the urge to invest in new goods/services and
enter into new markets (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010); and 2) The courage of facing a difficult situation.
Brockhaus declared that the tendency of risk-taking is a possibility to receive profit related to success in
certain situations. It is required by a person before putting himself on the consequences associated with
failure (Wenhong & Liuying, 2010).

Competitive aggressiveness is associated with a way to confront the threats and challenges of the
external environment (Gamble et al., 2013). Lumpkin and Dess (2001) stated that the competitive aggres-
siveness was the intensity of the desire to beat your opponent. Noer et al. (2013) stated that competitive
aggressiveness was a responsive attitude towards any threat as a form of resistance and effort to win the
competition. According to Chen (1996), there are three indicators of competitive behavior ( Stambaugh et
al., 2011): 1) Awareness of competitors. Awareness includes analysis of the opponents” strength, stalking
the opponents’ competitive actions, and the dissemination of information about the opponent. It is about
knowing the condition of opponents; 2) Motivation to compete. There are two characteristics of motivation
in the company that owns high competitive aggressiveness. The first is beating competitors who are crucial
for aggressive companies. Other companies might choose different things as references. They want to know
their performance, internal purpose, and satisfaction with the reached target. The aggressive companies
seek information of their competitor. They also compare the performance of their own with the others. The
second one is a position of opponents which put oneself in difficult situation as appropriate and necessary
steps to improve its performance; and 3) Capability to compete. The intended capability is the ability to
deliver attacks to the opponent and deflect the opponent's attack. Part of this ability is an existed resource
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as funds resulting from past good performance. The company is also aggressively identifying available
resources and prioritize the resource to attack while the less aggressive company saw the same resource
base. Aggressive companies are better to use the available resources rather than to wait for achieving an
optimal point.

According to Metaal, a definition of autonomy was freedom of choice without depending on other
parties (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006). In another study, Brooke also revealed almost a similar definition
that autonomy was the degree of freedom of a person without the need for approval from others (Barnabas
and Mekoth, 2010). Feinberg stated that autonomy had at least four meanings: the capacity to govern our-
selves, the conditions to set up ourselves, the ideal state to regulate ourselves, and the authority to rule
ourselves (Mitcham, 2005). There are several indicators of autonomy, which are 1) Independent. The ability
to do things without being effectd by other people (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006); 2) Self-learning. Ryan
and Deci (2000) said that someone independent would involve himself to learn on an ongoing basis about
himself (Weinstein et al., 2012); and 3) Determination. It is the ability to set and to decide whether the
regulations, targets, and processes that occur in his business (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006).

Crant defined proactiveness as taking the initiative to improve the circumstances of (Unsworth & Par-
ker, 2003). According to Wiklund and Shepherd proactiveness was looking far ahead and have the determi-
nation to identify and respond to opportunities (Wong, 2012). Teece stated that in the entrepreneurship lite-
ratures, proactiveness had definitions as the ability to anticipate and feel a vague signs and act to the needs
in the future ahead of existing competitors to gain a competitive advantage (Sundqvist et al., 2012). Crant
(2000) stated that proactiveness could be seen from some behaviors. The behaviors could be used as gauges
or indicators for proactiveness: The ability to pick the opportunity quickly; Courage start a change; The
desirability of creating favorable conditions.

Van Vuuren said that entrepreneurial performance was the achievement of several entrepreneurial ob-
jectives (Sebikari, 2014). According to Dollinger, the entrepreneurial performance was something done by
an entrepreneur with high initiative to obtain the goal of entrepreneurship (Tseng, 2013). Callaghan and
Venter (2011) mentioned that entrepreneurial performance was something that emphasizes on achieving
something and provide continous satisfaction. There are several indicators of entrepreneurial performance,
which are 1) Need for achievement. McClelland stated that the need for achievement that was often
described as a passion to deliver good performance and to gain a feeling of achievement. It is one of the
specific characters of entrepreneurship. Collins et al. stated that the need for achievement had a positive
correlation with corporate success (Khan et al., 2015). Successful entrepreneurs have high scores in need for
achievement (Oosterbeek et al., 2010); 2) The enthusiasm for entrepreneurship. Empirical findings using
non-economic indicators to measure the performance namely enthusiasm in work, which represents
positive aspect that belonging to someone (Leitao & Franco, 2008), and 3) The realization of the thinking to
entrepreneurship. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated that entrepreneurship would ultimately
culminate in the creation or realization of entrepreneurial and strategic management plan that would be
resulting in the best performance.

Earlier research claimed that entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly innovativeness. Previous
research by Herbig et al. stated that innovation required three basic components, namely infrastructure,
capital, and the ability of the entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005). Herbig et al. indicate that entrepreneurial mindset
affects innovativeness. Other research by Slater states that entrepreneurship tailored to the market-oriented
culture will contribute significantly to successful innovation (Ndubisi, 2014; Sutanto et al., 2019). Research
by Wang and Zang state that entrepreneurship is one of the major areas relevant in human resource and
innovation. Based on the statements, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hzy: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the innovativeness of students of public universities in
Indonesia.

Earlier researches claim that entrepreneurial mindset affect significantly to risk-taking. Wenhong and
Liuying stated systems thinking owned by the entrepreneur would affect the tendency of risk-taking.
Related to entrepreneur behavior concerning the family business, Zahra states that ownership is associated
with risk-taking (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. state that an entrepreneur receives
personal financial risk existing but directly benefits from the potential success. It indicates that the entre-
preneurial mindset has a significant effect on risk-taking (Sutanto et al., 2019). Base on the statement, it can
be formulated as the following hypothesis:

H,: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the risk-taking of students of the public universities in In-



donesia.

Previous researches suggest that entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly competitive aggres-
siveness. Stevenson's research cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was somehow
becoming synonymous with competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors that effectd by the
entrepreneurial mindset, competitive aggressiveness could be improved. Someone with high competitive
aggressiveness would be able to analyze the activities of opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense
competition, and made it a motivation for him to reach a better competition. Neneh (2012) and Sutanto et
al. (2019) said that setting the mindset of entrepreneurship was important to sustain the competitiveness of
economic organization. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects competitive aggressiveness of students of public
universities in Indonesia.

Research by McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was evidence about the manager of subsidiaries
who involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater autonomy and attachment because of the policy of
control in some multinational companies were not able to detect and/or control such acts. Moreover, Su-
tanto et al. (2019) found that the entrepreneurial mindset had a significant effect on the autonomy of college
students in Malang City, Indonesia. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following
hypothesis:

Hy: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects autonomy of students of the public universities in Indone-
sia.

Mintzberg said entrepreneurial companies tend to be more engaged in risk than other companies and
more proactive in looking for new opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014). Moreover, Sutanto et al. (2019) found
entrepreneurial mindset had a significant effect on the proactiveness of college students in Malang City,
Indonesia. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the proactiveness of students of the public universities
in Indonesia.

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions
associated with the entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive
relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orientation
there were dimensions of innovativeness. It shows that the innovativeness has an impact on performance.
Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) and Sutanto et al. (2019) stated that innovativeness had a significant impact
on performance. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Innovativeness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public
universities in Indonesia.

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that risk-taking was one of the dimen-
sions associated with the entrepreneurial performance. On the other hand, Chen et al. (2007) stated
entrepreneurial orientation had a positive relationship to performance. In the entrepreneurial orientation,
there were dimensions of risk-taking. It suggests that risk-taking has an impact on performance. Based on
the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hy: Risk-taking significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in
Indonesia.

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that competitive aggressiveness was a
dimension that was associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of the competitive aggressiveness. It shows that competitive
aggressiveness has an impact on performance. Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) mentioned that competitive
aggressiveness equaled as an effort to lead in performance and beat your opponent. Based on the state-
ment, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Competitive aggressiveness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities in Indonesia.

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that autonomy was
one of the dimensions that associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there
was a positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepre-
neurial orientation there was a dimension of autonomy. It shows that autonomy has an impact on
performance. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:
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Hy: Autonomy significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in
Indonesia.

Costa and McCrae stated that openness to experience was the proactive search and an appreciation for
the experience itself as well as tolerance over the exploration of new things (Smith, 2013). On the other
hand, Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that proactiveness was one
dimension that was associated with the entrepreneurial performance. In the study, it was mentioned that
openness to experience is one of the factors influencing entrepreneurial performance. It can be concluded
that proactiveness has an impact on entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) also stated it had a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation taking action against performance, wherein the
entrepreneurial orientation there was a dimension of proactiveness. It shows that proactiveness has an
impact on performance. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hio: Proactiveness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public
universities in Indonesia.

3. RESEARCH METHOD

The population was the bachelor students of the management program of the public universities, Indone-
sia. The total amount was 4,036 shown in Table 1. It used a purposive sampling. The criteria set out against
the respondents to get the results by the research objectives. They were bachelor students of the
management program of the public universities in Indonesia, who were/are ever engaged in
entrepreneurship. The 364 samples were taken from the population and determined using Slovin’s formula.
The questionaires were disseminated directly. Screening of respondents was conducted orally by asking the
respondents one by one and strengthened with the existing questions in the questionnaire.

Table 1. Amounts of Bachelor Students of Management Program of Public Universities in Indonesia

Amounts of Bachelor Students of

University Management Program
Airlangga University 2,026
Public University of Surabaya 997
Institute of Technology November 10th Surabaya 109
National Development University of Veteran East Java 004
TOTAL AMOUNT 4,036
4. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION| (c ed [K4]:
Variable Descriptive Analysis X X . Commented [K5R4]: The presentation of data on the table
All responses of the respondents to each variable were designed by Likert scale from 1 to 5. It was set needs to be fixed there are some items are not yet clear. Elaboration
categories of variables by this formula as shown in Table 2. of the results of this study is required with the latest research results
Range = Maximum Value - Minimum Value [1]
Amounts of Category
Range= 5-1
3
Range = 1.33
Table 2. Interval of Mean Scores
Range Remarks
1.00-2.33 Low
2.34-3.67 Medium
3.67-5.00 High

By using the category, then the evaluation of the answers for each of the variables can be described as
follows.

Table 3. The Description of Entrepreneurial Mindset

1 Statement M Re-




tem ean mark

X I'want to create my own workplace 3 Mediu
11 .64 m

X Thave an aspiration to be an entrepreneur 3 Mediu
12 .32 m

X I tend to seek business opportunities 3 High
13 .84

X Ican identify a business opportunity based on the needs of consumers in the market 3 Mediu
14 .57 m
Entrepreneurial Mindset (X1) 3 Mediu

59 m

Table 3 notes that the average value of the entrepreneurial mindset is 3.59. It means that the
entrepreneurial mindset of students of the public universities in Surabaya has value medium. Table 3 also
notes that the highest average value of the indicators is 3.84 in the statement "I tend to seek business
opportunities." The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.32 in the statement "I have an aspiration to be
an entrepreneur.” These results indicate that respondents tend to seek business opportunities despite the
aspiration to be an entrepreneur is not so great. It attributes to the respondent's efforts to earn an income or
meet his needs. The difference between the statements "I tend to seek business opportunities" with the
other states also far enough to the point of being in the different categories (high, medium, low). It indicates
that most respondents tend to think more about how to get a business opportunity in a wide variety of way
whether to become entrepreneurs or not.

Table 4. The Description of Innovativeness

I Statement M Re
tem ean marks
Z I tend to accept new things around me 3 Me
11 .31 dium
Z I have an innovative idea that can be 3 Me
1.2 implemented .50 dium
Z I have unique ideas that haven't been done 3 Me
13 before 34 dium
z I can implement the unique ideas that I have 3 Me
14 49 dium
Innovativeness (Z1) 3 Me
41 dium

Table 4 shows the average value of innovativeness is 3.41. It means students' innovativeness in the
public universities in Surabaya has value medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicators is
3.50 "I have innovative ideas to be implemented." The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.31 in "I am
likely to receive new things around me." These results indicate that respondents have different ideas to be
applied in their business. The entire statement is in the category of the medium. It means that
innovativeness possibly is improved further.

Table 5. The Description of Risk-Taking

I Statement M Re
tem ean marks

Vi I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone 3 Me
21 .65 dium

z I'have a willingness to try new things 3 Me
22 .66 dium

Z Thave the courage to take the decision with minimal 3 Hig
23 information .77 h

z I felt challenged to do things outside of my comfort zone 3 Hig
24 .69 h

Z I have the desire to conquer my greatest fear 3 Hig
25 71 h
Risk-taking (Z) 3 Hig
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.69 h

Based on Table 5 can be noted that the average value of the variable risk-taking is 3.69. It means the
risk-taking of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value of high. The highest average value
of the indicator is 3.77 in the statement I dare to decide with minimal information. The lowest average
value of the indicator is 3.65 on the statement of I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone.
Respondents take decisions with minimal information and illustrate that the respondent takes their
decision quicker. Table 5 also pointed out that the existence of the respondent towards new things is
medium. It is similar to the variable description analysis of innovativeness. The respondents need to
enhance adaptation to new things.

Table 6. The Description of the Competitive Aggressiveness

1 Statement M Re

tem ean marks
z Tam trying to find information to know the existence of competitors for my 3 Me

3.1 business 42 dium
Z Tam trying to find information about my business competitors 3 Me

32 31 dium
z I'have the desire to grow bigger than competitors 3 Me

33 37 dium
z I'made the difference in the ability with competitors as a motivation to 3 Me

34 compete 41 dium
z I'have the ability to compete with business competitors 3 Me

35 .35 dium
z I can overtake the position of the competitors who have higher business 3 Me

3.6 position 37 dium
Competitive Aggressiveness (Z3) 3 Me

.37 dium

Based on Table 6 can be noted that the average value of the variable competitive aggressiveness is 3.37.
It means the competitive aggressiveness of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value the
medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is 3.42 in the statement I am trying to find
information to know the existence of competitors for my business. The lowest average value is 3.31 on I am
trying to find information about my business competitors. Respondents tend to strive to recognize the
surrounding environment despite the statement with the highest value remained in the category of
"Medium". All Statements about competitive aggressiveness are medium. It indicates that respondents tend
to be less concerned with competitors to compete better. Lack of concern for the competitors to compete can
come from ego and focus on their own business.

Table 7. The Description of the Autonomy

Item Statement M Re
ean marks

Z11 I'work without relying on others 3 Me
34 dium

Z42 T am working without affected by other people's 3 Me
assumptions 49 dium

Z43 I believe with the my ability to resolve the job 3 Me
41 dium

m I work in a field that I've mastered 3 Me
50 dium

Zys I can specify the time limit to finish the job 3 Me
45 dium

Zys I can determine the target of achievement for myself 3 Me
55 dium

Autonomy (Zs) 3 Me
46 dium




Based on Table 7 can be noted that the average value of the variable autonomy is 3.46. It means the
autonomy of students of the public universities in Surabaya is medium. Besides, the highest average value
of the indicator is 3.55 can determine the achievement target. The lowest average is 3.34 of I work without
relying on others. These results show that determine the targets for ourselves is easier to do than the other
statements. All statements regarding autonomy are in the category of the medium. It shows that the
autonomy of the respondents needs to improve regarding independence in work.

Table 8. The Description of Proactiveness

Ite Statement Mea Remarks

m n
Zs1 I work with my own initiatives and without being asked 3.64 Medium
Zsa I get the job done faster than the given time 3.56 Medium
Zs3 I prefer to face rather than avoid the problem 3.60 Medium
Proactiveness (Zs) 3.60 Medium

Based on Table 8 can be noted that the average value of the proactiveness is 3.60. It means that the
proactiveness of students of the public universities in Surabaya is medium. Also, the highest average value
of the indicator is 3.64 I am working with the initiative. The lowest average is 3.56 I get the job done faster
than the given time. These results indicate that respondents may give rise to the initiative from themselves
to do something. All statements about proactiveness are in the category of the medium. It indicates that
respondents can enhance the initiative. Tend to work on time and finish it sooner than the given time.

Table 9. The Description of Entrepreneurial Performance

I Statement M Re

tem ean marks
Y T'am trying to improve my business turnover 3 Me

1 .33 dium
Y I'am trying to hit the target that I set for my business 3 Me

2 .57 dium
Y Thave a high spirit in opening my business 3 Me

3 .55 dium
Y Iam very happy to have a new business 3 Me

4 46 dium
Y I feel excited when finding a new breakthrough for my 3 Me

5 business .50 dium
Y I can apply the ideas of my effort into my business 3 Me

6 .59 dium
Entrepreneurial Performance (Y) 3 Me

.50 dium

Based on Table 9 can be noted that the average value of the variable entrepreneurial performance is
3.50. It means the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a
value of the medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is 3.59 I can apply the ideas of my
effort into my efforts. The lowest average is 3.33 I am trying to improve my business turnover. These
results indicate that respondents can reasonably implement ideas into their business. All statements
regarding entrepreneurial performance are in the category of the medium. It shows that entrepreneurial
performance could still be improved, especially in terms of efforts on increasing turnover. More
respondents need to pay close attention to the financial aspects.

Convergent Validity

Campbell and Fisk stated that convergent validity is an agreement between measures of the same construct
assessed by different methods (Guo et al., 2008). Convergent validity measurement carries out using the
value of the outer-loading. An indicator is said to satisfy the convergent validity if it has the value of outer-
loading > 0.5 (Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Here are the values of the outer-loading indicator on each variable
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dimensions and research.

From Table 10 can be noted that all indicators that make up the research dimensions and variables
have a value of outer-loading > 0.5. Based on these results, all indicators have met the convergent validity.
They can be used to do further analysis.

Table 10. Outer-Loading Value of Each Indicator
Entrepren Entrepren
Competitive eurfal eurial Innova Proactive Risk-

Aggressiveness . Performan tiveness ness takin
&8 Mindset ce &

Autonomy

Al 0.795914
A2 0.820101
A3 0.766828
A4 0.791210
A5 0.815840
A6 0.890515
CAl 0.826384
CA2 0.788390
CA3 0.757231
CA4 0.770411
CA5 0.787101
CA6 0.830609
EM1 0.847068
EM2 0.778124
EM3 0.787740
EM4 0.889122
EP1 0.767887
EP2 0.882425
EP3 0.782284
EP4 0.753799
EP5 0.847037
EP6 0.907086
11 0.833910
2 0.838759
3 0.828741
14 0.844424
PA1 0.914802
PA2 0.849710
PA3 0.818392
RT1 0.764520
RT2 0.847122
RT3 0.799130
RT4 0.813196
RT5 0.871995

Discriminant Validity

Campbell and Fisk stated that discriminant validity was the distinctiveness of different constructs (Guo et
al., 2008). The measurement of discriminant validity carries out using cross-loading value (Henseler et al.,
2015). An indicator that satisfies to discriminant validity of the indicator value of cross-loading on
dimensions or from the variables is the largest when compared with other variables or dimensions (Muafi
& Roostika, 2014). Table 11 shows the value of cross-loading each indicator.

Table 11. Cross-Loading Value
Entreprene

Competitive . Entrepreneurial  Innovative . Risk-
Autonomy A . urial Proactiveness .
ggressiveness . Performance ness taking
Mindset

Al 0.795914 0.546739 0.546110 0.597485 0.517463 0.473654 0.482839
A2 0.820101 0.636932 0.567808 0.674356 0.653024 0.599733 0.474295
A3 0.766828 0.603595 0.533795 0.654978 0.623765 0.550383 0.508391
A4 0.791210 0.553146 0.516577 0.642986 0.536862 0.560568 0494318
A5 0.815840 0.539068 0.481304 0.600802 0.541449 0.481319 0.464055
A6 0.890515 0.572540 0.504996 0.670452 0.568687 0.550442 0.465893
CA1l 0.597251 0.826384 0413458 0.588599 0.583278 0.449628 0413075
CA2 0.568863 0.788390 0.515976 0.577079 0.548098 0.447603 0.453065




CA3 0.454781 0.757231 0.427850 0.508528 0.557980 0.397768 0.375940

CA4 0.581470 0.770411 0.429500 0.642631 0.630459 0.460988 0.419129
CA5 0.573336 0.787101 0.484007 0.611462 0.642640 0.434427 0.424887
CA6 0.587625 0.830609 0.503883 0.639402 0.593314 0.568785 0.520743
EM1 0.578223 0.523911 0.847068 0.601549 0.511237 0.576205 0.726098
EM2 0.469106 0.450495 0.778124 0.483172 0.390101 0.592348 0.646298
EM3 0.480377 0.414348 0.787740 0.586079 0.452395 0.664646 0.725289
EM4 0.600080 0.537760 0.889122 0.662212 0.549196 0.611439 0.803558
EP1 0.690985 0.629075 0.592925 0.767887 0.516021 0.581399 0.571018
EP2 0.710318 0.669900 0.667298 0.882425 0.657511 0.714472 0.665061
EP3 0.547919 0.592988 0.543400 0.782284 0.659590 0.595855 0.529508
EP4 0.575115 0.504559 0.465962 0.753799 0.527506 0.613374 0.534530
EP5 0.630194 0.648269 0.610477 0.847037 0.662474 0.616929 0.612048
EP6 0.734086 0.666199 0.615633 0.907086 0.663536 0.671315 0.634993

1 0.580683 0.619670 0.491576 0.605705 0.833910 0.473129 0.401179

12 0.612614 0.682626 0.522052 0.676580 0.838759 0.520045 0.490018

3 0.519908 0.562908 0.421137 0.567804 0.828741 0.404254 0.387576

14 0.642745 0.625403 0.494055 0.636961 0.844424 0.517415 0.448238
PA1 0.648007 0.535303 0.679524 0.713894 0.503103 0.914802 0.664298
PA2 0.506749 0.577421 0.652216 0.668834 0.532460 0.849710 0.655503
PA3 0.551079 0.379615 0.568926 0.594728 0.450296 0.818392 0.566120
RT1 0.466286 0.414258 0.692612 0.540781 0.372364 0.623311 0.764520
RT2 0.551430 0.533691 0.805747 0.607792 0.494341 0.593115 0.847122
RT3 0.370777 0.351081 0.637335 0.556424 0.358214 0.598761 0.799130
RT4 0.428922 0.377258 0.658522 0.561112 0.361990 0.625084 0.813196
RT5 0.584088 0.549996 0.793162 0.669312 0.516321 0.572851 0.871995

Table 11 shows that all indicators have the largest cross-loading on their dimension or variables
compared to others. Based on these results, the indicators used in this study have had good discriminat
validity in drawing up each dimension or variable. Besides using the value of outer loading, testing validity
can also be done by looking at the AVE value (Henseler et al., 2015). The indicators used are said to be valid
if the value of AVE is above 0.5. The AVE value of indicators are shown in Table 12.

Table 12. AVE Value

Variable A
VE
Entrepreneurial Mindset 0.6
83518
Innovativeness 0.6
99696
Risk-taking 0.6
72476
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.6
30140
Autonomy 0.6
63116
Proactiveness 0.7
42878
Entrepreneurial Performance 0.6
81464

Table 12 shows the AVE value produced by all reflective indicators is above 0.5. Based on those results,
all reflective indicators meet the validity requirements. Further examination is construct-reliability by
looking at the output of the composite reliability or Cronbach's alpha. Constructs are pretty reliable if the
value of the composite reliability or Cronbach's alpha is greater than or equal to 0.3. But better if above 0.7
(Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Table 13 shows the output of the Cronbach's alpha. The Cronbach’s alpha values
of all constructs are good if above 0.7. So all reflective indicators are reliable or meet the reliability test.

Table 13. Reliability Test
Variable Composite Reli- Cronbach’s Alpha
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ability
Entrepreneurial Mindset 0.895975 0.844539
Innovativeness 0.903095 0.857253
Risk-taking 0.911069 0.878042
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.910798 0.882372
Autonomy 0.921775 0.897767
Proactiveness 0.896360 0.826114

Table 13 shows the value of Cronbach’s alpha of all constructs is good if above 0.7. So all reflective
indicators are reliable or meet the reliability test. Besides, the composite-reliability values of all reflective
constructs are also good. So all the reflective indicators are reliable or meet the test of reliability.

R-Square

Table 14 shows the R-Square value of each variable. Risk-taking and proactiveness have a high magnitude
of the research model (77% and 54%). This result explains that the Indonesian students have strong entre-
preneurial characteristics on those two. It may be the education of entrepreneurship has a positive contri-
bution in building their entrepreneurship. Moreover, the R-Square value of Entrepreneurial Performance is
very high. It means that the magnitude of entrepreneurial performance is 80.3%. Autonomy, competitive
aggressiveness, innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking explain it. The rest amounted of 19.7% are
explained by other factors outside the model that is examined.

Table 14. R-square Value

Variable R-Square
Entrepreneurial Mindset:
Innovativeness 0.335497
Risk-taking 0.774349
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.341781
Autonomy 0.418010
Proactiveness 0.544001
Entrepreneurial Performance 0.803013

Hypothesis testing is a scientific process to examine if a hypothesis is plausible or not. Hypothesis
testing is calculated by searching for the quantity and value of the effect coefficient also t-statistic (Park,
2008). Research hypothesis is acceptable if the value of the t-statistic > 1.96. Here are the coefficients of effect
(original sample estimate) and the value of the t-statistic of each hypothesis on the inner model shown in
Table 15. The results support positively the previous one done by Sutanto et al. (2019).

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the innovativeness of 0.579 with a t-statistic of
7.696 outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has significant effects against
innovativeness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset will increase the innovativeness of students of public
universities. Based on this result, H; is accepted. It supports the earlier researches claimed that entrepreneu-
rial mindset affects significantly to innovativeness. Herbig et al. stated that innovation required three basic
components, namely infrastructure, capital, and the ability of the entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005). He indicated
that entrepreneurial mindset affected innovativeness. Moreover, Slater stated that entrepreneurship ta-
ilored to the market-oriented culture contribute significantly to the successful innovation (Ndubisi, 2014) as
well as the research by Wang and Zang (2005) which suggested entrepreneurship was one of the many
areas that are relevant in the human resource and innovation.

Table 15. Coefficients of Effect and #-statistic

Hypothesis  Effect Coefficient t-statistic Decision
H; EM -->1 0.579221 7.696174 Accepted
H, EM --> RT 0.879971 37.235113 Accepted
H; EM > CA 0.584621 7.892138 Accepted
H, EM -->P 0.737564 14.584267 Accepted
Hs EM --> A 0.646537 9.845969 Accepted
Hs 1-->EP 0.194541 2.039976 Accepted
H; RT --> EP 0.191298 2.68042 Accepted
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H;s CA --> EP 0.185336 2152761 Accepted
Hy P-->EP 0.247053 2.389091 Accepted
Hio A -->EP 0.242796 2.112903 Accepted

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on risk-taking of 0.879 with a t-statistic of 37.235
outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect towards risk-
taking. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the risk-taking of students of public universities. Based
on this result, H» is accepted. It supports the earlier researches that claimed that entrepreneurial mindset
affects risk-taking. Wenhong and Liuying (2010) stated systems thinking owned by entrepreneurs would
affect their tendency in risk-taking. Zahra says industrial entrepreneur ownership is associated with risk-
taking (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. (2005) stated that an entrepreneur received
personal financial risk existing in the ownership of a business but was also directly benefit from the
potential success of that business. All these findings indicate that the entrepreneurial mindset has a
significant effect on risk-taking.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on competitive aggressiveness of 0.585 with a t-
statistic of 7.89 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect
against competitive aggressiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the competitive aggressive-
ness of students of public universities. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. It supports previous research
that suggests that entrepreneurial mindset affects competitive aggressiveness. Stevenson's research (1990),
cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was somehow becoming synonymous with
competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors, the entrepreneurial mindset improves compe-
titive aggressiveness. Someone with high competitive aggressiveness will be able to analyze the activities of
opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense competition, and made it a motivation for him to reach a
better performance. Neneh (2012) said that setting the mindset of entrepreneurship was important to sus-
tain the competitiveness of economic organization.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the autonomy of 0.647 with t-statistic of 9.846
greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect on autonomy. A
higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the autonomy of students of public universities. Based on this
result, Hyis accepted. This result supports research of McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was evidence
about the manager of subsidiaries who involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater autonomy and
attachment because of the policy of control in some multinational companies are not able to detect and or
control such acts.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the proactiveness of 0.738 with a t-statistic of
14.584 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect against
proactiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the proactiveness of students of public
universities. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. This result supports what Mintzberg found that
entrepreneurial companies tended to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more proactive in
looking for new opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014).

The innovativeness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.195 with t-statis-
tic of 2.0399 greater than 1.96. This result shows that there is a significant effect of innovativeness on entre-
preneurial performance. A higher innovativeness increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of
public universities. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. This result supports previous scholars. Callaghan
and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions associated with en-
trepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive relationship between
entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orientation there were
dimensions of innovativeness. It shows that innovativeness has an impact on performance. Khalili et al.
(2013) and Sutanto et al. (2019) said innovativeness had a significant effect on performance.

The risk-taking has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.191 with t-statistic of
2.68 greater than 1.96. This result shows that risk-taking providing a significant effect against the entrepre-
neurial performance. A higher risk-taking increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities. Based on this result, H7 is accepted. It supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and
Venter (2011), and Sutanto et al. (2019). It suggests that risk-taking has an impact on performance.

The competitive aggressiveness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.185
with t-statistic of 2.152 greater than 1.96. This result suggests that the competitive aggressiveness has a
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significant effect on entrepreneurial performance. A higher competitive aggressiveness increases the
entrepreneurial performance in of students of public universities. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. The
result supports the studies of Chen ef al. (2007), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Khalili et al. (2013), and and
Sutanto et al. (2019). The competitive aggressiveness leads in performance.

Autonomy has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.247 with t-statistic of 2.389
greater than 1.96. This result explains that autonomy has a significant effect on entrepreneurial
performance. A higher autonomy increases the entrepreneurial of students of public universities. Based on
this result, Hy is accepted. It supports positively what was found by Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et
al. (2007), and Sutanto et al. (2019) previously that autonomy had an impact on performance.

The proactiveness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.243 with a #-
statistic of 2.112 outweighs 1.96. This result explains that the proactiveness has a significant effect on entre-
preneurial performance. A higher proactiveness increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of
public universities. Based on this result, Hyo is accepted. It convinces the previous findings of Costa and
McCrae (1992) (in Smith, 2013), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al. (2007), and Sutanto et al. (2019). It
shows that proactiveness has an impact on performance.

5. CONCLUSION, IMPLICATION, SUGGESTION, AND LIMITATIONS
Based on the results of this research then it can be concluded the conclusions as follows:
1) Entrepreneurial mindset has a positive and significant effect against innovativeness.
2) Entrepreneurial mindset has a positive and significant effect against risk-taking.
3) Entrepreneurial mindset has a positive and significant effect against competitive aggressiveness.
4) Entrepreneurial mindset has a positive and significant effect against autonomy.
5) Entrepreneurial mindset has a positive and significant effect against proactiveness.
6) Innovativeness is found has and significant effect against entrepreneurial performance.
7) Risk-taking has a positive and influential significance against entrepreneurial performance.
8) Competitive aggressiveness has a positive and significant effect against entrepreneurial per-
formance.
9) Autonomy has a positive and significant effect against the entrepreneurial performance.
10) Proactiveness has a positive and significant effect against the entrepreneurial performance.|

Some variables such as entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, competitive aggressiveness,
autonomy, proactiveness, as well as entrepreneurial performance of the Indonesian college students have
medium mean. Some actions need to be done much more in the future. Improving the entrepreneurship
curriculum is extremely necessary. Inviting and connecting to successful business leaders and entrepre-
neurs is a must. It will open and inspire students” minds and hearts to create a startup business.
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ABSTRACT

This study aims are to explore the impact of entrepreneurial mindset on innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness,
autonomy, and proactiveness on entrepreneurial performance. This research is an explanatory quantitative for the analyzing
technique. It gathered data of 364 respondents, which were the bachelor students of management program of public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia. The results find that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant impact to innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive
aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactiveness. It also enhances positive and significant impact to entrepreneurial performance of the
students. It implies that the entrepreneurship education of public universities in Surabaya, Indonesia succeeds fo change the students’
mindset and orientation.
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ABSTRAK

Studi ini menggali dampak pola pikir kewirausahaan terhadap inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, otonomi, dan daya
proaksi terhadap kinerja kewirausahaan mahasiswa. Penelitian ini ialah kuantitatif eksplanatif untuk analisisnya. Penelitian ini
mengumpulkan data dari 364 responden, yang merupakan mahasiswa sarjana program manajemen dari universitas negeri di Sura-
baya, Indonesia. Hasil penelitian menunjukkan bahwa pola pikir kewirausahaan memiliki pengaruh yang signifikan terhadap daya
inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, kemandirian, dan daya proaktif. Hal ini juga meningkatkan kinerja kewirausa-
haan mahasiswa secara positif signifikan. Implikasinya ialah pendidikan kewirausahaan di perguruan tinggi negeri di Kota Sura-
baya, Indonesia telah berhasil mengubah pola pikir dan orientasi mahasiswa.

1. INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship is an interesting field as a career. World Economic Forum concludes that over a third of
Indonesian young people want to be entrepreneurs (Wood, 2019). On the other hand, the choice as an entre-
preneur as career stood at 26% from 20% in 2009 (GMAC, 2014). It adds what shown by the survey against
37,000 students from 14 countries by the International Survey of Collegiate Entrepreneurship in 2006, states
that 15.4% of students choose entrepreneur as a career within the first five years after graduation and for the
next five years the number increased to 50.1% (Szerb & Imreh, 2007). In this study, we draw some lessons
from Indonesia’s experience with the focus of the public university students. It offers an interesting case
study because the growth of entrepreneurship in the country in general and university students, in particular,
do not tally to the entrepreneurial performance. Entrepreneurship which is encouraged in university-level
education by various countries in the world and also in Indonesia has not been followed by an increase in
entrepreneurial performance of Indonesia's students.

Gustiawan et al. (2014) indicated that the entrepreneur in Indonesia was still small although the
development of entrepreneurship is critical to the country. They stated that 2% was an ideal figure for entre-
preneurs in any country from the total population. In the case of Indonesia, 400,000 entrepreneurs were iden-
tified of which about 0.08% were low comparatively to America (12%), Singapore (7%), and Malaysia (6%).
From policy perspectives, entrepreneurship help to reduce unemployment while the ability of entrepreneurs
needs to be developed and enhance particularly among the young people.

Motivated by the importance of entrepreneurial performance, this article is set to explore the impact
of an entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggresiveness, autonomy, and pro-
activeness on entrepreneurial performance of undergraduate management students of public universities.
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The concept of entrepreneurial orientations which contains some variables such as innovativeness, risk-
taking, competitive aggressivenes, autonomy, and proactiveness are adopted from Miller (1983), Lumpkin
and Dess (2001), and Rauch et al. (2009) who found that these variables have positive and significant rela-
tionships towards entrepreneurial performance. What do happen with university students of Indonesia who
have been studying entrepreneurship? Has the entrepreneurship education in Indonesia universities suc-
ceeded to change their mindset and orientation? University students are potential generation in the future of
a country. All efforts to create a wonderful generation need to be done seriously and consistently. Entrepre-
neurship is one of the best solution. This study aims and benefits to improve the entrepreneurship education
in Indonesia universities.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES

Entrepreneurship starts from mindset. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated that entrepreneurial mindset
was a way of thinking about business and the opportunity to benefit from the uncertain circumstances.
According to Valerio et al. (2014), entrepreneurial mindset referred to socio-emotional abilities and overall
awareness towards entrepreneurship which related with entrepreneurial motivation and the success that
would come as an entrepreneur. Indicators used to describe the entrepreneurial mindset in this study are the
ability to identify business opportunities and the amount of thinking to entrepreneurship (Solesvik et al.,
2013). One possible outcome of entrepreneurship education is a change in students” entrepreneurial mindset
(Jung & Lee, 2020). Kouakou, Li, Akolgo, and Tchamekwen (2019) highlighted the importance of an entre-
preneurial mindset to students at their youngest age. By doing so, they develop entrepreneurial experiences,
skills, and abilities to overcome entrepreneurial challenges. This article offers a clear insight into the topic of
an entrepreneurial mindset to ease individuals and organization involved in interactive entrepreneurial ac-
tivities continuously.

2.1 Innovativeness
Innovativeness is the ability to innovate. There are several definitions of innovativeness. According to the
West and Anderson, innovativeness could be defined as the ability to create effective implementation of new
processes and products for the organization and was designed to give you an advantage for the organization
and stakeholders in it (Baregheh et al., 2009). Galunic and Rodan claimed that innovativeness was the ability
to produce continuous innovation (Quintane et al., 2011). Rogers defined innovativeness as how fast a person
or organization in adopting innovations compared against another person or organization (Yildiz et al., 2014).
There are three indicators of Innovativeness, which are 1) Openness towards new things. Hurt et al.
(1977) described innovativeness as a willingness to try new things (Goldsmith & Foxall, 2003); 2) The level of
creativity. Kirton declared that innovative people would search for and combine various information,
examines problems they experienced, and produces a thought or idea that is unconventional (Lee, 2008); and
3) The ability to innovate. The power to innovate is a further phase of creativity. It is a comparison between
the study in quickly manner with the embodiment of innovation practices, particularly socio-organized prac-
tices. The power of innovation is an ability to understand socially, accept, estimates, disseminate, implement,
and use innovation (Mikhailova, 2015).

2.2 Risk-Taking

Byrnes (1998) stated that risk-taking is an involvement in a variety of behaviors that were associated with
some possibilities against unwanted results (Boyer, 2006). According to Hyrzky and Tunnanen, the definition
of risk-taking was a process of decision making and an act without enough knowledge about the obtained
results (Noer et al., 2013). According to Wenhong and Liuying (2010), risk-taking was a tendency to take
action against something that's rated as risky.

There are several indicators to know risk-taking. These indicators include 1) The courage of facing
new things. Sung and Hanna stated that young entrepreneurs were more willing to take risks. They have the
urge to invest in new goods/services and enter into new markets (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010); and 2) The
courage of facing a difficult situation. Brockhaus declared that the tendency of risk-taking is a possibility to
receive profit related to success in certain situations. It is required by a person before putting himself on the
consequences associated with failure (Wenhong & Liuying, 2010).
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2.3 Competitive Aggressiveness
Competitive aggressiveness is associated with a way to confront the threats and challenges of the external
environment (Gamble et al., 2013). Lumpkin and Dess (2001) stated that the competitive aggressiveness was
the intensity of the desire to beat your opponent. Noer et al. (2013) stated that competitive aggressiveness
was a responsive attitude towards any threat as a form of resistance and effort to win the competition.
According to Chen (1996), there are three indicators of competitive behavior (Stambaugh et al., 2011):
1) Awareness of competitors. Awareness includes analysis of the opponents” strength, stalking the oppo-
nents” competitive actions, and the dissemination of information about the opponent. It is about knowing the
condition of opponents; 2) Motivation to compete. There are two characteristics of motivation in the company
that owns high competitive aggressiveness. The first is beating competitors who are crucial for aggressive
companies. Other companies might choose different things as references. They want to know their perform-
ance, internal purpose, and satisfaction with the reached target. The aggressive companies seek information
of their competitor. They also compare the performance of their own with the others. The second one is a
position of opponents which put oneself in difficult situation as appropriate and necessary steps to improve
its performance; and 3) Capability to compete. The intended capability is the ability to deliver attacks to the
opponent and deflect the opponent's attack. Part of this ability is an existed resource as funds resulting from
past good performance. The company is also aggressively identifying available resources and prioritize the
resource to attack while the less aggressive company saw the same resource base. Aggressive companies are
better to use the available resources rather than to wait for achieving an optimal point.

2.4 Autonomy

According to Metaal, a definition of autonomy was freedom of choice without depending on other parties
(Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006). In another study, Brooke also revealed almost a similar definition that
autonomy was the degree of freedom of a person without the need for approval from others (Barnabas and
Mekoth, 2010). Feinberg stated that autonomy had at least four meanings: the capacity to govern ourselves,
the conditions to set up ourselves, the ideal state to regulate ourselves, and the authority to rule ourselves
(Mitcham, 2005).

There are several indicators of autonomy, which are 1) Independent. The ability to do things without
being effectd by other people (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006); 2) Self-learning. Ryan and Deci (2000) said that
someone independent would involve himself to learn on an ongoing basis about himself (Weinstein et al.,
2012); and 3) Determination. It is the ability to set and to decide whether the regulations, targets, and
processes that occur in his business (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006).

2.5 Proactiveness

Crant defined proactiveness as taking the initiative to improve the circumstances of (Unsworth & Parker,
2003). According to Wiklund and Shepherd proactiveness was looking far ahead and have the determination
to identify and respond to opportunities (Wong, 2012). Teece stated that in the entrepreneurship literatures,
proactiveness had definitions as the ability to anticipate and feel a vague signs and act to the needs in the
future ahead of existing competitors to gain a competitive advantage (Sundqvist et al., 2012). Crant (2000)
stated that proactiveness could be seen from some behaviors. The behaviors could be used as gauges or in-
dicators for proactiveness: The ability to pick the opportunity quickly; Courage start a change; The
desirability of creating favorable conditions.

2.6 Entrepreneurial Performance

Van Vuuren said that entrepreneurial performance was the achievement of several entrepreneurial objectives
(Sebikari, 2014). According to Dollinger, the entrepreneurial performance was something done by an en-
trepreneur with high initiative to obtain the goal of entrepreneurship (Tseng, 2013). Callaghan and Venter
(2011) mentioned that entrepreneurial performance was something that emphasizes on achieving something
and provide continous satisfaction.

There are several indicators of entrepreneurial performance, which are 1) Need for achievement.
McClelland stated that the need for achievement that was often described as a passion to deliver good per-
formance and to gain a feeling of achievement. It is one of the specific characters of entrepreneurship. Collins
et al. stated that the need for achievement had a positive correlation with corporate success (Khan et al., 2015).



Successful entrepreneurs have high scores in need for achievement (Oosterbeek et al., 2010); 2) The enthu-
siasm for entrepreneurship. Empirical findings using non-economic indicators to measure the performance
namely enthusiasm in work, which represents positive aspect that belonging to someone (Leitao & Franco,
2008), and 3) The realization of the thinking to entrepreneurship. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated
that entrepreneurship would ultimately culminate in the creation or realization of entrepreneurial and stra-
tegic management plan that would be resulting in the best performance.

2.7 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Innovativeness

Earlier research claimed that entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly innovativeness. Previous research
by Herbig et al. stated that innovation required three basic components, namely infrastructure, capital, and
the ability of the entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005). Herbig et al. indicate that entrepreneurial mindset affects inno-
vativeness. Other research by Slater states that entrepreneurship tailored to the market-oriented culture will
contribute significantly to successful innovation (Ndubisi, 2014; Sutanto et al., 2019). Research by Wang and
Zang (2005) state that entrepreneurship is one of the major areas relevant in human resource and innovation.
Gonthier and Chirita (2019) found that several factors that enable the entrepreneurial spirit fostered by cor-
porate incubators to boost the innovation capability in their parent companies. Based on the statements, it
can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

H;: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the innovativeness of students of public universities in Su-
rabaya, Indonesia.

2.8 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Risk-Taking

Earlier researches claim that entrepreneurial mindset affect significantly to risk-taking. Wenhong and
Liuying stated systems thinking owned by the entrepreneur would affect the tendency of risk-taking. Related
to entrepreneur behavior concerning the family business, Zahra states that ownership is associated with risk-
taking (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. state that an entrepreneur receives personal
financial risk existing but directly benefits from the potential success. It indicates that the entrepreneurial
mindset has a significant effect on risk-taking (Sutanto et al., 2019). Further, Jemal (2020) found that entre-
preneurial mindset affects positively and significantly the performance of SMEs and parameters includes:
seeking opportunity, creativity, innovation, risk taking, pro-activeness, and alertness to take action. Based on
the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hj: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the risk-taking of students of the public universities in Su-
rabaya, Indonesia.

2.9 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Competitive Aggressiveness

Previous researches suggest that entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly competitive aggressiveness.
Stevenson's research cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was somehow becoming
synonymous with competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors that effectd by the entrepreneu-
rial mindset, competitive aggressiveness could be improved. Someone with high competitive aggressiveness
would be able to analyze the activities of opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense competition, and
made it a motivation for him to reach a better competition. Neneh (2012) and Sutanto et al. (2019) said that
setting the mindset of entrepreneurship was important to sustain the competitiveness of economic organiza-
tion. Moreover, Paek and Lee (2017) suggested that the dimensions of strategic entrepreneurship, which are
environmental sensing, opportunity seizing, strategic flexibility and entrepreneurial orientation play a criti-
cal role in competitive advantage of firms. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following
hypothesis:

Hj: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects competitive aggressiveness of students of public universities
in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.10 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Autonomy

Research by McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was evidence about the manager of subsidiaries who
involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater autonomy and attachment because of the policy of control
in some multinational companies were not able to detect and/or control such acts. Moreover, Sutanto et al.
(2019) found that the entrepreneurial mindset had a significant effect on the autonomy of college students in
Malang City, Indonesia. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:
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Hg: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects autonomy of students of the public universities in Surabaya,
Indonesia.

2.11 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Proactiveness

Mintzberg said entrepreneurial companies tend to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more
proactive in looking for new opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014). Moreover, Sutanto et al. (2019) found
entrepreneurial mindset had a significant effect on the proactiveness of college students in Malang City, In-
donesia. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the proactiveness of students of the public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.12 Innovativeness and Entrepreneurial Performance

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions
associated with the entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive relation-
ship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orientation there
were dimensions of innovativeness. It shows that the innovativeness has an impact on performance. Prihan-
dono and Utami (2018) also consider to explore the entrepreneurial in higher education and innovative po-
tential. Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) and Sutanto et al. (2019) stated that innovativeness had a significant
impact on performance. Further, Bor (2018) revealed that entrepreneurial innovativeness has a direct positive
relationship with performance of mid-sized firms. Falahat, Tehseen, and van Horne (2018) also revealed that
there was a significant positive impact of entrepreneurial innovativeness on three types of business perfor-
mances namely perceived non-financial, perceived business growth, and perceived performance relative
competitors except on financial performance. Further, Linton (2019) highlighted that innovativeness can be
meaningfully divided between the attributes of process and outcome. Based on the statement, it can be for-
mulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Innovativeness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities
in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.13 Risk-taking and Entrepreneurial Performance

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that risk-taking was one of the dimensions
associated with the entrepreneurial performance. On the other hand, Chen et al. (2007) stated entrepreneurial
orientation had a positive relationship to performance. In the entrepreneurial orientation, there were dimen-
sions of risk-taking. It suggests that risk-taking has an impact on performance. Guo and Jiang (2020) also
found that a focal firm’s new product success benefits most from adopting a concurrently high level of sens-
ing risk-taking and seizing risk-taking when market growth is high but a high level of sensing risk-taking
with a low level of seizing risk-taking when market growth is low. Moreover, Linton (2019) highlighted that
risk-taking can be meaningfully divided between the attributes of process and outcome. Based on the
statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hy7: Risk-taking significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.14 Competitive Aggressiveness and Entrepreneurial Performance

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that competitive aggressiveness was a
dimension that was associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of the competitive aggressiveness. It shows that competitive aggressive-
ness has an impact on performance. Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) mentioned that competitive aggressiveness
equaled as an effort to lead in performance and beat your opponent. Abdullahi, Kunya, Bustani, and Usman
(2019) also concluded that competitive aggressive impacts positively on the financial performance of Nige-
rian CSMEs. On the other hand, Fadda (2018) showed that innovativeness, proactiveness and autonomy were
significantly associated with tourism firm performance, whereas risk-taking and competitiveness were not.
While, Kosa, Mohammad, and Ajibie (2018) found the level of influence is increasing as firms are being es-
tablished in larger cities because the firms in cities have more customers and competitors causing them to
generate unique strategies that lead them to outstanding performance. Based on the statement, it can be



formulated as the following hypothesis:
Hjs: Competitive aggressiveness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.15 Autonomy and Entrepreneurial Performance

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that autonomy was one of
the dimensions that associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of autonomy. It shows that autonomy has an impact on performance.
While, Yu, Lumpkin, Parboteeah, and Stambaugh (2019) found that in dynamic environments, autonomy is
associated with improved performance in the United States, while in Taiwan, firms in dynamic environments
fared worse with increasing autonomy. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypo-
thesis:

Hy: Autonomy significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.16 Proactiveness and Entrepreneurial Performance

Costa and McCrae stated that openness to experience was the proactive search and an appreciation for the
experience itself as well as tolerance over the exploration of new things (Smith, 2013). On the other hand,
Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that proactiveness was one dimension that
was associated with the entrepreneurial performance. In the study, it was mentioned that openness to
experience is one of the factors influencing entrepreneurial performance. It can be concluded that proactive-
ness has an impact on entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) also stated it had a positive relationship
between entrepreneurial orientation taking action against performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orien-
tation there was a dimension of proactiveness. Linton (2019) highlighted that proactiveness can be meaning-
fully divided between the attributes of process and outcome. It shows that proactiveness has an impact on
performance. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hjip: Proactiveness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities
in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.17 Research Framework
All the developed hypotheses are shown in Figure 1.

Innovativeness

Entrepreneurial

Competitive
Performance

Aggressiveness

Entrepreneurial
Mindset

Autonemy

Dsoactivensss.

Figure 1. Research Framework
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3. RESEARCH METHOD

The population was the bachelor students of the management program of the public universities in Surabaya,
Indonesia. There were four establish public universities in Surabaya, which had been offering an entrepre-
neurship education for their students. The total amount was 4,036 shown in Table 1. It used a purposive
sampling.

The criteria set out against the respondents to get the results by the research objectives. They were
bachelor students of the management program of the public universities in Surabaya, Indonesia, who were/
are ever engaged in entrepreneurship. The 364 samples were taken from the population and determined
using Slovin’s formula. The questionaires were disseminated directly to the students of the universities. In
order to control bias, the questionaires was tried out in advance on some respondents. Screening of respon-
dents was conducted orally by asking the respondents one by one and strengthened with the existing ques-
tions in the questionnaire.

The study utilized the PLS-SEM to analyze the data. The Partial Least Square function is divided into
two groups, namely the inner model and the outer model. The outer model is more towards testing the va-
lidity and reliability. While the inner model is more towards regression, which is to assess the effect of one
variable on other variables. Model fit on Partial Least Square is not like SEM where there is a global match,
such as RMSEA, AGFI, PGFI, PNFI, CMIN / DF, etc. In PLS there are only two criteria for assessing the fit of
the model, namely the fit of the outer model which is called the outer model and the inner fit which is called
the inner model (Ghozali, 2014).

Table 1. Amounts of bachelor students of management program of public universities in Surabaya
Amounts of Bachelor Students of

University Management Program
Universitas Airlangga 2,026
Universitas Negeri Surabaya 997
Institut Teknologi 10 November Surabaya 109
Universitas Pembangunan Negeri Veteran Jawa Timur 904
TOTAL AMOUNT 4,036

Source: http:/ /forlap.dikti.go.id/

4. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Variable Descriptive Analysis

All responses of the respondents to each variable were designed by Likert scale from 1 to 5. It was set
categories of variables by this formula as shown in Table 2.

Range = Maximum Value - Minimum Value [1]
Amounts of Category
Range= 5-1
3
Range =1.33
Table 2. Interval of mean scores
Range Remarks
1.00-2.33 Low
2.34-3.67 Medium
3.67-5.00 High

By using the category, then the evaluation of the answers for each of the variables can be described
as follows.



Table 3. The description of entrepreneurial mindset

Item Statement Mean Remark
Xi1 I want to create my own workplace 3.64 Medium
X12 I have an aspiration to be an entrepreneur 3.32 Medium
X13 I tend to seek business opportunities 3.84 High
X14 I can identify a business opportunity based on the needs of 3.57 Medium
consumers in the market
Entrepreneurial Mindset (X1) 3.59 Medium

Table 3 notes that the average value of the entrepreneurial mindset is 3.59. It means that the
entrepreneurial mindset of students of the public universities in Surabaya has value medium. Table 3 also
notes that the highest average value of the indicators is 3.84 in the statement "I tend to seek business
opportunities." The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.32 in the statement "I have an aspiration to be
an entrepreneur." These results indicate that respondents tend to seek business opportunities despite the
aspiration to be an entrepreneur is not so great. It attributes to the respondent's efforts to earn an income or
meet his needs. The difference between the statements "I tend to seek business opportunities" with the other
states also far enough to the point of being in the different categories (high, medium, low). It indicates that
most respondents tend to think more about how to get a business opportunity in a wide variety of way
whether to become entrepreneurs or not. It implies that the education succeeds to change the students” mind-
set of entrepreneurship (Jung & Lee, 2020; Wardana et al., 2020).

Table 4. The description of innovativeness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z11 I tend to accept new things around me 3.31 Medium
Z12 I'have an innovative idea that can be implemented 3.50 Medium
Z13 I have unique ideas that haven't been done before 3.34 Medium
Z14 I can implement the unique ideas that I have 3.49 Medium
Innovativeness (Z1) 3.41 Medium

Table 4 shows the average value of innovativeness is 3.41. It means students' innovativeness in the
public universities in Surabaya has value medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicators is 3.50
"] have innovative ideas to be implemented." The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.31 in "l am likely
to receive new things around me." These results indicate that respondents have different ideas to be applied
in their business. The entire statement is in the category of the medium. It means that innovativeness possibly
is improved further.

Table 5. The description of risk-taking

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Z21 I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone 3.65 Medium

Z22 I have a willingness to try new things 3.66 Medium

Z>3 I'have the courage to take the decision with minimal 3.77 High

information

Z24 I felt challenged to do things outside of my comfort zone 3.69 High

Z25 I have the desire to conquer my greatest fear 3.71 High
Risk-taking (Z>) 3.69 High

Based on Table 5 can be noted that the average value of the variable risk-taking is 3.69. It means the
risk-taking of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value of high. The highest average value
of the indicator is 3.77 in the statement I dare to decide with minimal information. The lowest average value
of the indicator is 3.65 on the statement of I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone. Respondents
take decisions with minimal information and illustrate that the respondent takes their decision quicker. Table
5 also pointed out that the existence of the respondent towards new things is medium. It is similar to the
variable description analysis of innovativeness. The respondents need to enhance adaptation to new things.
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Table 6. The description of the competitive aggressiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z31 I am trying to find information to know the existence of 3.42 Medium
competitors for my business
Zs2 I am trying to find information about my business 3.31 Medium
competitors
Z33 I have the desire to grow bigger than competitors 3.37 Medium
Zs4 I made the difference in the ability with competitors as a 3.41 Medium
motivation to compete
Z35 I'have the ability to compete with business competitors 3.35 Medium
Zs6 I can overtake the position of the competitors who have 3.37 Medium
higher business position
Competitive Agqressiveness (Z3) 3.37 Medium

Based on Table 6 can be noted that the average value of the variable competitive aggressiveness is
3.37. It means the competitive aggressiveness of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value
the medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is 3.42 in the statement I am trying to find
information to know the existence of competitors for my business. The lowest average value is 3.31 on I am
trying to find information about my business competitors. Respondents tend to strive to recognize the
surrounding environment despite the statement with the highest value remained in the category of
"Medium". All Statements about competitive aggressiveness are medium. It indicates that respondents tend
to be less concerned with competitors to compete better. Lack of concern for the competitors to compete can
come from ego and focus on their own business.

Table 7. The description of the autonomy

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Z4a I work without relying on others 3.34 Medium

Z42 I am working without affected by other people's 3.49 Medium

assumptions

Z43 I believe with the my ability to resolve the job 3.41 Medium

Z44 Iwork in a field that I've mastered 3.50 Medium

Zs4s I can specify the time limit to finish the job 3.45 Medium

Zss I can determine the target of achievement for myself 3.55 Medium
Autonomy (Zs) 3.46 Medium

Based on Table 7 can be noted that the average value of the variable autonomy is 3.46. It means the
autonomy of students of the public universities in Surabaya is medium. Besides, the highest average value
of the indicator is 3.55 can determine the achievement target. The lowest average is 3.34 of I work without
relying on others. These results show that determine the targets for ourselves is easier to do than the other
statements. All statements regarding autonomy are in the category of the medium. It shows that the
autonomy of the respondents needs to improve regarding independence in work.

Table 8. The description of proactiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Zs1 I work with my own initiatives and without being asked 3.64 Medium
Zs2 I get the job done faster than the given time 3.56 Medium
Zs3 I prefer to face rather than avoid the problem 3.60 Medium
Proactiveness (Zs) 3.60 Medium

Based on Table 8 can be noted that the average value of the proactiveness is 3.60. It means that the
proactiveness of students of the public universities in Surabaya is medium. Also, the highest average value



of the indicator is 3.64 I am working with the initiative. The lowest average is 3.56 I get the job done faster
than the given time. These results indicate that respondents may give rise to the initiative from themselves
to do something. All statements about proactiveness are in the category of the medium. It indicates that
respondents can enhance the initiative. Tend to work on time and finish it sooner than the given time.

Table 9. The description of entrepreneurial performance

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Y; I am trying to improve my business turnover 3.33 Medium

Y, I am trying to hit the target that I set for my business 3.57 Medium

Y3 I have a high spirit in opening my business 3.55 Medium

Yy I am very happy to have a new business 3.46 Medium

Ys I feel excited when finding a new breakthrough for my 3.50 Medium

business

Yo I can apply the ideas of my effort into my business 3.59 Medium
Entrepreneurial Performance (Y) 3.50 Medium

Based on Table 9 can be noted that the average value of the variable entrepreneurial performance is
3.50. It means the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value
of the medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is 3.59 I can apply the ideas of my effort
into my efforts. The lowest average is 3.33 I am trying to improve my business turnover. These results indicate
that respondents can reasonably implement ideas into their business. All statements regarding entreprene-
urial performance are in the category of the medium. It shows that entrepreneurial performance could still
be improved, especially in terms of efforts on increasing turnover. More respondents need to pay close atten-
tion to the financial aspects.

4.2 Convergent Validity
Campbell and Fisk stated that convergent validity is an agreement between measures of the same construct
assessed by different methods (Guo et al., 2008). Convergent validity measurement carries out using the
value of the outer-loading. An indicator is said to satisfy the convergent validity if it has the value of outer-
loading > 0.5 (Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Here are the values of the outer-loading indicator on each variable
dimensions and research.

From Table 10 can be noted that all indicators that make up the research dimensions and variables
have a value of outer-loading > 0.5. Based on these results, all indicators have met the convergent validity.
They can be used to do further analysis.

4.3 Discriminant Validity

Campbell and Fisk stated that discriminant validity was the distinctiveness of different constructs (Guo et
al., 2008). The measurement of discriminant validity carries out using cross-loading value (Henseler et al.,
2015). An indicator that satisfies to discriminant validity of the indicator value of cross-loading on dimen-
sions or from the variables is the largest when compared with other variables or dimensions (Muafi &
Roostika, 2014). Table 10 shows the value of cross-loading each indicator.

Table 10 shows that all indicators have the largest cross-loading on their dimension or variables
compared to others. Based on these results, the indicators used in this study have had good discriminat
validity in drawing up each dimension or variable. Besides using the value of outer loading, testing validity
can also be done by looking at the AVE value (Henseler et al., 2015). The indicators used are said to be valid
if the value of AVE is above 0.5. The AVE value of indicators are shown in Table 12.

Table 12 shows the AVE value produced by all reflective indicators is above 0.5. Based on those results,
all reflective indicators meet the validity requirements. Further examination is construct-reliability by
looking at the output of the composite reliability or Cronbach's alpha. Constructs are pretty reliable if the
value of the composite reliability or Cronbach's alpha is greater than or equal to 0.3. But better if above 0.7
(Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Table 13 shows the output of the Cronbach's alpha. The Cronbach’s alpha values
of all constructs are good if above 0.7. So all reflective indicators are reliable or meet the reliability test.
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Table 10. Outer-loading and cross-loadingvalue
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Table 12 shows the value of Cronbach’s alpha of all constructs is good if above 0.7. So all reflective
indicators are reliable or meet the reliability test. Besides, the composite-reliability values of all reflective
constructs are also good. So all the reflective indicators are reliable or meet the test of reliability.

Table 12. AVE value and reliability test

. Composite Cronbach’s

Variable AVE  Reliability Alpha
Entrepreneurial Mindset 0.683518 0.895975 0.844539
Innovativeness 0.699696 0.903095 0.857253
Risk-taking 0.672476 0.911069 0.878042
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.630140 0.910798 0.882372
Autonomy 0.663116 0.921775 0.897767
Proactiveness 0.742878 0.896360 0.826114
Entrepreneurial Performance 0.681464

4.4 R-Square

Table 14 shows the R-Square value of each variable. Risk-taking and proactiveness have a high magnitude of
the research model (77% and 54%). This result explains that the Indonesian students have strong entrepre-
neurial characteristics on those two. It may be the education of entrepreneurship has a positive contribution
in building their entrepreneurship.

Moreover, the R-Square value of Entrepreneurial Performance is very high. It means that the magni-
tude of entrepreneurial performance is 80.3%. Autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness,
proactiveness, and risk-taking explain it. The rest amounted of 19.7% are explained by other factors outside
the model that is examined.

4.5 Hypothesis Testing and Discussion
Hypothesis testing is a scientific process to examine if a hypothesis is plausible or not. Hypothesis testing is
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calculated by searching for the quantity and value of the effect coefficient also t-statistic (Park, 2008). Research
hypothesis is acceptable if the value of the t-statistic > 1.96. Here are the coefficients of effect (original sample
estimate) and the value of the t-statistic of each hypothesis on the inner model shown in Table 15. The results
support positively the previous one done by Sutanto et al. (2019).

Table 14. R-square value

Variable R-Square
Entrepreneurial Mindset
Innovativeness 0.335497
Risk-taking 0.774349
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.341781
Autonomy 0.418010
Proactiveness 0.544001
Entrepreneurial Performance 0.803013

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the innovativeness of 0.579 with a t-statistic
of 7.696 outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has significant effects against
innovativeness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset will increase the innovativeness of students of public
universities. Based on this result, H; is accepted. It supports the earlier researches claimed that entrepreneu-
rial mindset affects significantly to innovativeness. Herbig et al. stated that innovation required three basic
components, namely infrastructure, capital, and the ability of the entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005). He indicated
that entrepreneurial mindset affected innovativeness. Moreover, Slater stated that entrepreneurship tailored
to the market-oriented culture contribute significantly to the successful innovation (Ndubisi, 2014) as well as
the research by Wang and Zang (2005) which suggested entrepreneurship was one of the many areas that are
relevant in the human resource and innovation. Gonthier and Chirita (2019) also found that several factors
that enable the entrepreneurial spirit fostered by corporate incubators to boost the innovation capability in
their parent companies.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on risk-taking of 0.879 with a t-statistic of
37.235 outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect towards risk-
taking. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the risk-taking of students of public universities. Based
on this result, H; is accepted. It supports the earlier researches that claimed that entrepreneurial mindset
affects risk-taking. Wenhong and Liuying (2010) stated systems thinking owned by entrepreneurs would
affect their tendency in risk-taking. Zahra says industrial entrepreneur ownership is associated with risk-
taking (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. (2005) stated that an entrepreneur received
personal financial risk existing in the ownership of a business but was also directly benefit from the potential
success of that business. Jemal (2020) found that entrepreneurial mindset affects positively and significantly
the performance of SMEs and parameters includes: seeking opportunity, creativity, innovation, risk taking,
pro-activeness, and alertness to take action. All these findings indicate that the entrepreneurial mindset has
a significant effect on risk-taking.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on competitive aggressiveness of 0.585 with a
t-statistic of 7.89 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect
against competitive aggressiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the competitive aggressive-
ness of students of public universities. Based on this result, H3 is accepted.

It supports previous research that suggests that entrepreneurial mindset affects competitive aggres-
siveness. Stevenson's research (1990), cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was some-
how becoming synonymous with competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors, the entrepre-
neurial mindset improves competitive aggressiveness. Someone with high competitive aggressiveness will
be able to analyze the activities of opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense competition, and made
it a motivation for him to reach a better performance. Neneh (2012) said that setting the mindset of entrepre-
neurship was important to sustain the competitiveness of economic organization. Paek and Lee (2017) also
suggested that the dimensions of strategic entrepreneurship, which are environmental sensing, opportunity
seizing, strategic flexibility and entrepreneurial orientation play a critical role in competitive advantage of
firms.
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Table 15. Coefficients of effect and t-statistic

Hypothesis Effect Coefficient t-statistic Decision
H;i EM -->1 0.579221 7.696174 Accepted
H, EM --> RT 0.879971 37.235113 Accepted
H; EM -->CA 0.584621 7.892138 Accepted
Hy EM -->P 0.737564 14.584267 Accepted
Hs EM --> A 0.646537 9.845969 Accepted
He I-->EP 0.194541 2.039976 Accepted
H7 RT --> EP 0.191298 2.68042 Accepted
Hs CA -->EP 0.185336 2.152761 Accepted
Hy P -->EP 0.247053 2.389091 Accepted
Hio A -->EP 0.242796 2.112903 Accepted

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the autonomy of 0.647 with t-statistic of
9.846 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect on auto-
nomy. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the autonomy of students of public universities. Based on
this result, Hy is accepted. This result supports research of McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was
evidence about the manager of subsidiaries who involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater auto-
nomy and attachment because of the policy of control in some multinational companies are not able to detect
and or control such acts.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the proactiveness of 0.738 with a t-statistic
of 14.584 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect against
proactiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the proactiveness of students of public universi-
ties. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. This result supports what Mintzberg found that entrepreneurial
companies tended to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more proactive in looking for new
opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014).

The innovativeness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.195 with t-
statistic of 2.0399 greater than 1.96. This result shows that there is a significant effect of innovativeness on
entrepreneurial performance. A higher innovativeness increases the entrepreneurial performance of students
of public universities. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. This result supports previous scholars. Callaghan
and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions associated with entrepreneurial
performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive relationship between entrepreneurial orien-
tation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orientation there were dimensions of innovativeness. It
shows that innovativeness has an impact on performance. Khalili et al. (2013), Linton (2019), and Sutanto et
al. (2019) said innovativeness had a significant effect on performance. Further, Bor (2018) revealed that en-
trepreneurial innovativeness has a direct positive relationship with performance of mid-sized firms. Falahat,
Tehseen, and van Horne (2018) also revealed that there was a significant positive impact of entrepreneurial
innovativeness on three types of business performances namely perceived non-financial, perceived business
growth, and perceived performance relative competitors except on financial performance.

The risk-taking has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.191 with t-statistic
of 2.68 greater than 1.96. This result shows that risk-taking providing a significant effect against the entrepre-
neurial performance. A higher risk-taking increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities. Based on this result, H; is accepted. It supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and
Venter (2011), Linton (2019), and Sutanto et al. (2019). It suggests that risk-taking has an impact on perform-
ance. Guo and Jiang (2020) also found that a focal firm’s new product success benefits most from adopting a
concurrently high level of sensing risk-taking and seizing risk-taking when market growth is high but a high
level of sensing risk-taking with a low level of seizing risk-taking when market growth is low.

The competitive aggressiveness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.185
with t-statistic of 2.152 greater than 1.96. This result suggests that the competitive aggressiveness has a
significant effect on entrepreneurial performance. A higher competitive aggressiveness increases the entre-
preneurial performance in of students of public universities. Based on this result, Hsis accepted. The result
supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Khalili et al. (2013), Kosa, Moham-
mad, and Ajibie (2018), Sutanto et al. (2019), and Abdullahi, Kunya, Bustani, and Usman (2019). The
competitive aggressiveness leads in performance.
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Autonomy has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.247 with t-statistic of
2.389 greater than 1.96. This result explains that autonomy has a significant effect on entrepreneurial per-
formance. A higher autonomy increases the entrepreneurial of students of public universities. Based on this
result, Hy is accepted. It supports positively what was found by Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al.
(2007), Yu et al. (2019), and Sutanto et al. (2019) previously that autonomy had an impact on performance.

The proactiveness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.243 with a t-
statistic of 2.112 outweighs 1.96. This result explains that the proactiveness has a significant effect on entre-
preneurial performance. A higher proactiveness increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of
public universities. Based on this result, Hyo is accepted. It convinces the previous findings of Costa and
McCrae (1992) (in Smith, 2013), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al. (2007), Linton (2019), and Sutanto
et al. (2019). It shows that proactiveness has an impact on performance.

5. CONCLUSION, IMPLICATION, SUGGESTION, AND LIMITATIONS

Based on the results of this research then it can be concluded the conclusions that entrepreneurial mindset of
the Indonesian students has a positive and significant effect against their innovativeness, risk-taking, compe-
titive aggressiveness, autonomy, proactiveness. Therefore, changing mindset of the students to entreprene-
urship is a vital effort. It implies the entrepreneurship education of Indonesian public universities has suc-
ceeded to change their mindset as well as their entrepreneurial orientation and performance. Promoting en-
trepreneurship education to develop the entrepreneurial competences and mindsets of citizens has become
an important mission on the supranational educational policy agenda (Laalo & Heinonen, 2016).

On the other hand, the Indonesian students’ innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness,
autonomy, and proactiveness are found has and significant effect against entrepreneurial performance. It
convinces that the education of entrepreneurship should not satisfy only to change the students” mindset but
also to cultivate all variables in order to reach high performance.

Some variables such as entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, competitive aggressiveness, auto-
nomy, proactiveness, as well as entrepreneurial performance of the Indonesian college students have medi-
um mean. Some actions need to be done much more in the future. Improving the entrepreneurship curricu-
lum is extremely necessary. Inviting and connecting to successful business leaders and entrepreneurs is a
must. It will open and inspire students” minds and hearts to create a startup business. Furthermore, as sug-
gested by Loboda, Ostrovskyi, and Katernyak (2018) universities should promote entrepreneurship as a ca-
reer option and provide entrepreneurship experiences to students. The change in the academic culture is a
common challenge, which includes the introduction of entrepreneurial thinking and acting as alternatives to
traditional teaching approaches and opening up the universities to the surrounding society and industrial
ecosystem. The use of ICT and in particular eLearning in delivering entrepreneurial education might be an
additional option for expanding the outreach of the course.

This study is only to analyze the entrepreneurship of the students. However, to make sure whether
the students really implement their entrepreneurship potential after finishing their education, it needs a fur-
ther research. Without that, the findings are only a theory.
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ABSTRACT

Entrepreneurship plays an important role in determining the level of economic growth of a country. This study aims are to explore
the impact of entrepreneurial mindset on innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactiveness on
entrepreneurial performance. This research uses Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) to analyze the
data.. It gathered data of 364 respondents, which were the bachelor students of management program of public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia. The results show that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant impact to innovativeness, risk-taking, compe-
titive aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactiveness. It also enhances positive and significant impact to entrepreneurial performance
of the students. It implies that the entrepreneurship education of public universities in Surabaya, Indonesia succeeds to change the
students’ mindset and orientation. The government needs to increase entrepreneurship education centers and business incubator
centers at various universities.

Key words:
Autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking

ABSTRAK

Kewirausahaan memegangperan penting dalam menentukan tingkat pertumbuhan ekonomi suatu negara. Studi ini menggali dampak
pola pikir kewirausahaan terhadap inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, otonomi, dan daya proaksi terhadap kinerja
kewirausahaan mahasiswa. Penelitian ini Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) untuk menganalisis data.
Penelitian ini mengumpulkan data dari 364 responden, yang merupakan mahasiswa sarjana program manajemen dari universitas
negeri di Surabaya, Indonesia. Hasil penelitian menunjukkan bahwa pola pikir kewirausahaan memiliki pengaruh yang signifikan
terhadap daya inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, kkmandirian, dan daya proaktif. Hal ini juga meningkatkan kinerja
kewirausahaan mahasiswa secara positif signifikan. Implikasinya ialah pendidikan kewirausahaan di perguruan tinggi negeri di
Kota Surabaya, Indonesia telah berhasil mengubah pola pikir dan orientasi mahasiswa. Pemerintah perlu memperbanyak sentra
pendidikan kewirasusahaan dan pusat inkubator bisnis di berbagai perguruan tinggi

1. INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship is an interesting field as a career. World Economic Forum concludes that over a third of
Indonesian young people want to be entrepreneurs (Wood, 2019). On the other hand, the choice as an entre-
preneur as career stood at 26% from 20% in 2009 (GMAGC, 2014). It adds what shown by the survey against
37,000 students from 14 countries by the International Survey of Collegiate Entrepreneurship in 2006, states
that 15.4% of students choose entrepreneur as a career within the first five years after graduation and for the
next five years the number increased to 50.1% (Szerb & Imreh, 2007). In this study, we draw some lessons
from Indonesia’s experience with the focus of the public university students. It offers an interesting case
study because the growth of entrepreneurship in the country in general and university students, in particular,
do not tally to the entrepreneurial performance. Entrepreneurship which is encouraged in university-level
education by various countries in the world and also in Indonesia has not been followed by an increase in
entrepreneurial performance of Indonesia's students.

Gustiawan et al. (2014) indicated that the entrepreneur in Indonesia was still small although the
development of entrepreneurship is critical to the country. They stated that 2% was an ideal figure for entre-
preneurs in any country from the total population. In the case of Indonesia, 400,000 entrepreneurs were iden-
tified of which about 0.08% were low comparatively to America (12%), Singapore (7%), and Malaysia (6%).
From policy perspectives, entrepreneurship help to reduce unemployment while the ability of entrepreneurs
needs to be developed and enhance particularly among the young people.

* Corresponding author, email address: esutanto@petra.ac.id



Motivated by the importance of entrepreneurial performance, this article is set to explore the impact
of an entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggresiveness, autonomy, and pro-
activeness on entrepreneurial performance of undergraduate management students of public universities.
The concept of entrepreneurial orientations which contains some variables such as innovativeness, risk-
taking, competitive aggressivenes, autonomy, and proactiveness are adopted from Miller (1983), Lumpkin
and Dess (2001), and Rauch et al. (2009) who found that these variables have positive and significant rela-
tionships towards entrepreneurial performance. Therefore, the main novelty of this research is to compre-
hensively examine various aspects of entrepreneurial orientation towards entrepreneurial performance.
What do happen with university students of Indonesia who have been studying entrepreneurship? Has the
entrepreneurship education in Indonesia universities succeeded to change their mindset and orientation?
University students are potential generation in the future of a country. All efforts to create a wonderful gen-
eration need to be done seriously and consistently. Entrepreneurship is one of the best solution. This study
aims and benefits to improve the entrepreneurship education in Indonesia universities.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES

Entrepreneurship starts from mindset. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated that entrepreneurial mindset
was a way of thinking about business and the opportunity to benefit from the uncertain circumstances.
According to Valerio et al. (2014), entrepreneurial mindset referred to socio-emotional abilities and overall
awareness towards entrepreneurship which related with entrepreneurial motivation and the success that
would come as an entrepreneur. Indicators used to describe the entrepreneurial mindset in this study are the
ability to identify business opportunities and the amount of thinking to entrepreneurship (Solesvik et al.,
2013). One possible outcome of entrepreneurship education is a change in students” entrepreneurial mindset
(Jung & Lee, 2020). Kouakou, Li, Akolgo, and Tchamekwen (2019) highlighted the importance of an entre-
preneurial mindset to students at their youngest age. By doing so, they develop entrepreneurial experiences,
skills, and abilities to overcome entrepreneurial challenges. This article offers a clear insight into the topic of
an entrepreneurial mindset to ease individuals and organization involved in interactive entrepreneurial ac-
tivities continuously.

2.1 Innovativeness
Innovativeness is the ability to innovate. There are several definitions of innovativeness. According to the
West and Anderson, innovativeness could be defined as the ability to create effective implementation of new
processes and products for the organization and was designed to give you an advantage for the organization
and stakeholders in it (Baregheh et al., 2009). Galunic and Rodan claimed that innovativeness was the ability
to produce continuous innovation (Quintane et al., 2011). Rogers defined innovativeness as how fast a person
or organization in adopting innovations compared against another person or organization (Yildiz et al., 2014).
There are three indicators of Innovativeness, which are 1) Openness towards new things. Hurt et al.
(1977) described innovativeness as a willingness to try new things (Goldsmith & Foxall, 2003); 2) The level of
creativity. Kirton declared that innovative people would search for and combine various information,
examines problems they experienced, and produces a thought or idea that is unconventional (Lee, 2008); and
3) The ability to innovate. The power to innovate is a further phase of creativity. It is a comparison between
the study in quickly manner with the embodiment of innovation practices, particularly socio-organized prac-
tices. The power of innovation is an ability to understand socially, accept, estimates, disseminate, implement,
and use innovation (Mikhailova, 2015).

2.2 Risk-Taking
Byrnes (1998) stated that risk-taking is an involvement in a variety of behaviors that were associated with
some possibilities against unwanted results (Boyer, 2006). According to Hyrzky and Tunnanen, the definition
of risk-taking was a process of decision making and an act without enough knowledge about the obtained
results (Noer et al., 2013). According to Wenhong and Liuying (2010), risk-taking was a tendency to take
action against something that's rated as risky.

There are several indicators to know risk-taking. These indicators include 1) The courage of facing
new things. Sung and Hanna stated that young entrepreneurs were more willing to take risks. They have the
urge to invest in new goods/services and enter into new markets (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010); and 2) The
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courage of facing a difficult situation. Brockhaus declared that the tendency of risk-taking is a possibility to
receive profit related to success in certain situations. It is required by a person before putting himself on the
consequences associated with failure (Wenhong & Liuying, 2010).

2.3 Competitive Aggressiveness
Competitive aggressiveness is associated with a way to confront the threats and challenges of the external
environment (Gamble et al., 2013). Lumpkin and Dess (2001) stated that the competitive aggressiveness was
the intensity of the desire to beat your opponent. Noer et al. (2013) stated that competitive aggressiveness
was a responsive attitude towards any threat as a form of resistance and effort to win the competition.
According to Chen (1996), there are three indicators of competitive behavior ( Stambaugh et al., 2011):
1) Awareness of competitors. Awareness includes analysis of the opponents’ strength, stalking the oppo-
nents’ competitive actions, and the dissemination of information about the opponent. It is about knowing the
condition of opponents; 2) Motivation to compete. There are two characteristics of motivation in the company
that owns high competitive aggressiveness. The first is beating competitors who are crucial for aggressive
companies. Other companies might choose different things as references. They want to know their perform-
ance, internal purpose, and satisfaction with the reached target. The aggressive companies seek information
of their competitor. They also compare the performance of their own with the others. The second one is a
position of opponents which put oneself in difficult situation as appropriate and necessary steps to improve
its performance; and 3) Capability to compete. The intended capability is the ability to deliver attacks to the
opponent and deflect the opponent's attack. Part of this ability is an existed resource as funds resulting from
past good performance. The company is also aggressively identifying available resources and prioritize the
resource to attack while the less aggressive company saw the same resource base. Aggressive companies are
better to use the available resources rather than to wait for achieving an optimal point.

2.4 Autonomy

According to Metaal, a definition of autonomy was freedom of choice without depending on other parties
(Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006). In another study, Brooke also revealed almost a similar definition that
autonomy was the degree of freedom of a person without the need for approval from others (Barnabas and
Mekoth, 2010). Feinberg stated that autonomy had at least four meanings: the capacity to govern ourselves,
the conditions to set up ourselves, the ideal state to regulate ourselves, and the authority to rule ourselves
(Mitcham, 2005).

There are several indicators of autonomy, which are 1) Independent. The ability to do things without
being effectd by other people (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006); 2) Self-learning. Ryan and Deci (2000) said that
someone independent would involve himself to learn on an ongoing basis about himself (Weinstein et al.,
2012); and 3) Determination. It is the ability to set and to decide whether the regulations, targets, and
processes that occur in his business (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006).

2.5 Proactiveness

Crant defined proactiveness as taking the initiative to improve the circumstances of (Unsworth & Parker,
2003). According to Wiklund and Shepherd proactiveness was looking far ahead and have the determination
to identify and respond to opportunities (Wong, 2012). Teece stated that in the entrepreneurship literatures,
proactiveness had definitions as the ability to anticipate and feel a vague signs and act to the needs in the
future ahead of existing competitors to gain a competitive advantage (Sundqvist et al., 2012). Crant (2000)
stated that proactiveness could be seen from some behaviors. The behaviors could be used as gauges or in-
dicators for proactiveness: The ability to pick the opportunity quickly; Courage start a change; The
desirability of creating favorable conditions.

2.6 Entrepreneurial Performance
Van Vuuren said that entrepreneurial performance was the achievement of several entrepreneurial objectives
(Sebikari, 2014). According to Dollinger, the entrepreneurial performance was something done by an en-
trepreneur with high initiative to obtain the goal of entrepreneurship (Tseng, 2013). Callaghan and Venter
(2011) mentioned that entrepreneurial performance was something that emphasizes on achieving something
and provide continous satisfaction.

There are several indicators of entrepreneurial performance, which are 1) Need for achievement.



McClelland stated that the need for achievement that was often described as a passion to deliver good per-
formance and to gain a feeling of achievement. It is one of the specific characters of entrepreneurship. Collins
et al. stated that the need for achievement had a positive correlation with corporate success (Khan et al., 2015).
Successful entrepreneurs have high scores in need for achievement (Oosterbeek et al., 2010); 2) The enthu-
siasm for entrepreneurship. Empirical findings using non-economic indicators to measure the performance
namely enthusiasm in work, which represents positive aspect that belonging to someone (Leitao & Franco,
2008), and 3) The realization of the thinking to entrepreneurship. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated
that entrepreneurship would ultimately culminate in the creation or realization of entrepreneurial and stra-
tegic management plan that would be resulting in the best performance.

2.7 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Innovativeness

Earlier research claimed that entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly innovativeness. Previous research
by Herbig et al. stated that innovation required three basic components, namely infrastructure, capital, and
the ability of the entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005). Herbig et al. indicate that entrepreneurial mindset affects inno-
vativeness. Other research by Slater states that entrepreneurship tailored to the market-oriented culture will
contribute significantly to successful innovation (Ndubisi, 2014; Sutanto et al., 2019). Research by Wang and
Zang (2005) state that entrepreneurship is one of the major areas relevant in human resource and innovation.
Gonthier and Chirita (2019) found that several factors that enable the entrepreneurial spirit fostered by cor-
porate incubators to boost the innovation capability in their parent companies. Based on the statements, it
can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hi: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the innovativeness of students of public universities in Su-
rabaya, Indonesia.

2.8 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Risk-Taking

Earlier researches claim that entrepreneurial mindset affect significantly to risk-taking. Wenhong and
Liuying stated systems thinking owned by the entrepreneur would affect the tendency of risk-taking. Related
to entrepreneur behavior concerning the family business, Zahra states that ownership is associated with risk-
taking (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. state that an entrepreneur receives personal
financial risk existing but directly benefits from the potential success. It indicates that the entrepreneurial
mindset has a significant effect on risk-taking (Sutanto et al., 2019). Further, Jemal (2020) found that entre-
preneurial mindset affects positively and significantly the performance of SMEs and parameters includes:
seeking opportunity, creativity, innovation, risk taking, pro-activeness, and alertness to take action. Based on
the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

H,: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the risk-taking of students of the public universities in Su-
rabaya, Indonesia.

2.9 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Competitive Aggressiveness

Previous researches suggest that entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly competitive aggressiveness.
Stevenson's research cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was somehow becoming
synonymous with competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors that effectd by the entrepreneu-
rial mindset, competitive aggressiveness could be improved. Someone with high competitive aggressiveness
would be able to analyze the activities of opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense competition, and
made it a motivation for him to reach a better competition. Neneh (2012) and Sutanto et al. (2019) said that
setting the mindset of entrepreneurship was important to sustain the competitiveness of economic organiza-
tion. Moreover, Paek and Lee (2017) suggested that the dimensions of strategic entrepreneurship, which are
environmental sensing, opportunity seizing, strategic flexibility and entrepreneurial orientation play a criti-
cal role in competitive advantage of firms. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following
hypothesis:

H;: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects competitive aggressiveness of students of public universities
in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.10 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Autonomy
Research by McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was evidence about the manager of subsidiaries who
involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater autonomy and attachment because of the policy of control
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in some multinational companies were not able to detect and/or control such acts. Moreover, Sutanto et al.
(2019) found that the entrepreneurial mindset had a significant effect on the autonomy of college students in
Malang City, Indonesia. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hy: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects autonomy of students of the public universities in Surabaya,
Indonesia.

2.11 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Proactiveness

Mintzberg said entrepreneurial companies tend to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more
proactive in looking for new opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014). Moreover, Sutanto et al. (2019) found
entrepreneurial mindset had a significant effect on the proactiveness of college students in Malang City, In-
donesia. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the proactiveness of students of the public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.12 Innovativeness and Entrepreneurial Performance

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions
associated with the entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive relation-
ship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orientation there
were dimensions of innovativeness. It shows that the innovativeness has an impact on performance. Prihan-
dono and Utami (2018) also consider to explore the entrepreneurial in higher education and innovative po-
tential. Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) and Sutanto et al. (2019) stated that innovativeness had a significant
impact on performance. Further, Bor (2018) revealed that entrepreneurial innovativeness has a direct positive
relationship with performance of mid-sized firms. Falahat, Tehseen, and van Horne (2018) also revealed that
there was a significant positive impact of entrepreneurial innovativeness on three types of business perfor-
mances namely perceived non-financial, perceived business growth, and perceived performance relative
competitors except on financial performance. Further, Linton (2019) highlighted that innovativeness can be
meaningfully divided between the attributes of process and outcome. Based on the statement, it can be for-
mulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Innovativeness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities
in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.13 Risk-taking and Entrepreneurial Performance

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that risk-taking was one of the dimensions
associated with the entrepreneurial performance. On the other hand, Chen et al. (2007) stated entrepreneurial
orientation had a positive relationship to performance. In the entrepreneurial orientation, there were dimen-
sions of risk-taking. It suggests that risk-taking has an impact on performance. Guo and Jiang (2020) also
found that a focal firm’s new product success benefits most from adopting a concurrently high level of sens-
ing risk-taking and seizing risk-taking when market growth is high but a high level of sensing risk-taking
with a low level of seizing risk-taking when market growth is low. Moreover, Linton (2019) highlighted that
risk-taking can be meaningfully divided between the attributes of process and outcome. Based on the
statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hy: Risk-taking significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.14 Competitive Aggressiveness and Entrepreneurial Performance

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that competitive aggressiveness was a
dimension that was associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of the competitive aggressiveness. It shows that competitive aggressive-
ness has an impact on performance. Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) mentioned that competitive aggressiveness
equaled as an effort to lead in performance and beat your opponent. Abdullahi, Kunya, Bustani, and Usman
(2019) also concluded that competitive aggressive impacts positively on the financial performance of Nige-
rian CSMEs. On the other hand, Fadda (2018) showed that innovativeness, proactiveness and autonomy were
significantly associated with tourism firm performance, whereas risk-taking and competitiveness were not.



While, Kosa, Mohammad, and Ajibie (2018) found the level of influence is increasing as firms are being es-
tablished in larger cities because the firms in cities have more customers and competitors causing them to
generate unique strategies that lead them to outstanding performance. Based on the statement, it can be
formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Competitive aggressiveness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.15 Autonomy and Entrepreneurial Performance

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that autonomy was one of
the dimensions that associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of autonomy. It shows that autonomy has an impact on performance.
While, Yu, Lumpkin, Parboteeah, and Stambaugh (2019) found that in dynamic environments, autonomy is
associated with improved performance in the United States, while in Taiwan, firms in dynamic environments
fared worse with increasing autonomy. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypo-
thesis:

Ho: Autonomy significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.16 Proactiveness and Entrepreneurial Performance

Costa and McCrae stated that openness to experience was the proactive search and an appreciation for the
experience itself as well as tolerance over the exploration of new things (Smith, 2013). On the other hand,
Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that proactiveness was one dimension that
was associated with the entrepreneurial performance. In the study, it was mentioned that openness to
experience is one of the factors influencing entrepreneurial performance. It can be concluded that proactive-
ness has an impact on entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) also stated it had a positive relationship
between entrepreneurial orientation taking action against performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orien-
tation there was a dimension of proactiveness. Linton (2019) highlighted that proactiveness can be meaning-
fully divided between the attributes of process and outcome. It shows that proactiveness has an impact on
performance. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hio: Proactiveness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities
in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.17 Research Framework
All the developed hypotheses are shown in Figure 1.
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3. RESEARCH METHOD

The population was the bachelor students of the management program of the public universities in Surabaya,
Indonesia. There were four establish public universities in Surabaya, which had been offering an entrepre-
neurship education for their students. The total amount was 4,036 shown in Table 1. It used a purposive
sampling.

The criteria set out against the respondents to get the results by the research objectives. They were
bachelor students of the management program of the public universities in Surabaya, Indonesia, who were/
are ever engaged in entrepreneurship. The 364 samples were taken from the population and determined
using Slovin's formula. The questionaires were disseminated directly to the students of the universities. In
order to control bias, the questionaires was tried out in advance on some respondents. Screening of respon-
dents was conducted orally by asking the respondents one by one and strengthened with the existing ques-
tions in the questionnaire.

The study utilized the PLS-SEM to analyze the data. The Partial Least Square function is divided into
two groups, namely the inner model and the outer model. The outer model is more towards testing the va-
lidity and reliability. While the inner model is more towards regression, which is to assess the effect of one
variable on other variables. Model fit on Partial Least Square is not like SEM where there is a global match,
such as RMSEA, AGFI, PGFI, PNFI, CMIN / DF, etc. In PLS there are only two criteria for assessing the fit of
the model, namely the fit of the outer model which is called the outer model and the inner fit which is called
the inner model (Ghozali, 2014).

Table 1. Amounts of bachelor students of management program of public universities in Surabaya

. . Number of

University Students
Universitas Airlangga 2,026
Universitas Negeri Surabaya 997
Institut Teknologi 10 November Surabaya 109
Universitas Pembangunan Negeri Veteran Jawa Timur 904
Total Number of Students 4,036

Source: http:/ /forlap.dikti.go.id/



4. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Variable Descriptive Analysis

All responses of the respondents to each variable were designed by Likert scale from 1 to 5. It was set
categories of variables by this formula as shown in Table 2.

Range = Maximum Value - Minimum Value [1]
Amounts of Category
Range= 5-1
3
Range =1.33

Table 2. Interval of mean scores

Range Remarks
1.00-2.33 Low
2.34-3.67 Medium
3.67-5.00 High

By using the category, then the evaluation of the answers for each of the variables can be described
as follows.

Table 3. The description of entrepreneurial mindset

Item Statement Mean Remark
X11 I want to create my own workplace 3.64 Medium
X12 I have an aspiration to be an entrepreneur 3.32 Medium
X1.3 I tend to seek business opportunities 3.84 High
X14 I can identify a business opportunity based on the needs of 3.57 Medium
consumers in the market
Entrepreneurial Mindset (X1) 3.59 Medium

Table 3 notes that the average value of the entrepreneurial mindset is 3.59. It means that the
entrepreneurial mindset of students of the public universities in Surabaya has value medium. Table 3 also
notes that the highest average value of the indicators is 3.84 in the statement "I tend to seek business
opportunities." The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.32 in the statement "I have an aspiration to be
an entrepreneur." These results indicate that respondents tend to seek business opportunities despite the
aspiration to be an entrepreneur is not so great. It attributes to the respondent's efforts to earn an income or
meet his needs. The difference between the statements "I tend to seek business opportunities" with the other
states also far enough to the point of being in the different categories (high, medium, low). It indicates that
most respondents tend to think more about how to get a business opportunity in a wide variety of way
whether to become entrepreneurs or not. It implies that the education succeeds to change the students” mind-
set of entrepreneurship (Jung & Lee, 2020; Wardana et al., 2020).

Table 4. The description of innovativeness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z11 I'tend to accept new things around me 3.31 Medium
Z12 I have an innovative idea that can be implemented 3.50 Medium
Z13 I have unique ideas that haven't been done before 3.34 Medium
Z14 I can implement the unique ideas that I have 3.49 Medium
Innovativeness (Z1) 3.41 Medium

Table 4 shows the average value of innovativeness is 3.41. It means students' innovativeness in the
public universities in Surabaya has value medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicators is 3.50
"I have innovative ideas to be implemented." The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.31 in "I am likely
to receive new things around me." These results indicate that respondents have different ideas to be applied
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in their business. The entire statement is in the category of the medium. It means that innovativeness possibly
is improved further.

Table 5. The description of risk-taking

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Z21 I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone 3.65 Medium

Z3s I'have a willingness to try new things 3.66 Medium

Z3 I'have the courage to take the decision with minimal 3.77 High

information

Zo4 I felt challenged to do things outside of my comfort zone 3.69 High

Zs I have the desire to conquer my greatest fear 3.71 High
Risk-taking (Z2) 3.69 High

Based on Table 5 can be noted that the average value of the variable risk-taking is 3.69. It means the
risk-taking of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value of high. The highest average value
of the indicator is 3.77 in the statement I dare to decide with minimal information. The lowest average value
of the indicator is 3.65 on the statement of I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone. Respondents
take decisions with minimal information and illustrate that the respondent takes their decision quicker. Table
5 also pointed out that the existence of the respondent towards new things is medium. It is similar to the
variable description analysis of innovativeness. The respondents need to enhance adaptation to new things.

Table 6. The description of the competitive aggressiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z31 I am trying to find information to know the existence of 3.42 Medium
competitors for my business
Z32 I'am trying to find information about my business 3.31 Medium
competitors
Z33 I have the desire to grow bigger than competitors 3.37 Medium
Z34 I made the difference in the ability with competitors as a 3.41 Medium
motivation to compete
Z35 I'have the ability to compete with business competitors 3.35 Medium
Z36 I can overtake the position of the competitors who have 3.37 Medium
higher business position
Competitive Aggressiveness (Z3) 3.37 Medium

Based on Table 6 can be noted that the average value of the variable competitive aggressiveness is
3.37. It means the competitive aggressiveness of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value
the medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is 3.42 in the statement I am trying to find
information to know the existence of competitors for my business. The lowest average value is 3.31 on I am
trying to find information about my business competitors. Respondents tend to strive to recognize the
surrounding environment despite the statement with the highest value remained in the category of
"Medium". All Statements about competitive aggressiveness are medium. It indicates that respondents tend
to be less concerned with competitors to compete better. Lack of concern for the competitors to compete can
come from ego and focus on their own business.

Table 7. The description of the autonomy

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z4a I work without relying on others 3.34 Medium
Zs2 I'am working without affected by other people's 3.49 Medium

assumptions
Zs3 I believe with the my ability to resolve the job 3.41 Medium
Zss I'work in a field that I've mastered 3.50 Medium




Zss I can specify the time limit to finish the job 3.45 Medium
Zss I can determine the target of achievement for myself 3.55 Medium
Autonomy (Zs) 3.46 Medium

Based on Table 7 can be noted that the average value of the variable autonomy is 3.46. It means the
autonomy of students of the public universities in Surabaya is medium. Besides, the highest average value
of the indicator is 3.55 can determine the achievement target. The lowest average is 3.34 of I work without
relying on others. These results show that determine the targets for ourselves is easier to do than the other
statements. All statements regarding autonomy are in the category of the medium. It shows that the
autonomy of the respondents needs to improve regarding independence in work.

Table 8. The description of proactiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Zsa I'work with my own initiatives and without being asked 3.64 Medium

Zs2 I get the job done faster than the given time 3.56 Medium

Zs3 I prefer to face rather than avoid the problem 3.60 Medium
Proactiveness (Zs) 3.60 Medium

Based on Table 8 can be noted that the average value of the proactiveness is 3.60. It means that the
proactiveness of students of the public universities in Surabaya is medium. Also, the highest average value
of the indicator is 3.64 I am working with the initiative. The lowest average is 3.56 I get the job done faster
than the given time. These results indicate that respondents may give rise to the initiative from themselves
to do something. All statements about proactiveness are in the category of the medium. It indicates that
respondents can enhance the initiative. Tend to work on time and finish it sooner than the given time.

Table 9. The description of entrepreneurial performance

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Yi I'am trying to improve my business turnover 3.33 Medium

Y, I am trying to hit the target that I set for my business 3.57 Medium

Y3 I'have a high spirit in opening my business 3.55 Medium

Ys I'am very happy to have a new business 3.46 Medium

Y5 I feel excited when finding a new breakthrough for my 3.50 Medium

business

Ys I can apply the ideas of my effort into my business 3.59 Medium
Entrepreneurial Performance (Y) 3.50 Medium

Based on Table 9 can be noted that the average value of the variable entrepreneurial performance is
3.50. It means the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value
of the medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is 3.59 I can apply the ideas of my effort
into my efforts. The lowest average is 3.33 I am trying to improve my business turnover. These results indicate
that respondents can reasonably implement ideas into their business. All statements regarding entreprene-
urial performance are in the category of the medium. It shows that entrepreneurial performance could still
be improved, especially in terms of efforts on increasing turnover. More respondents need to pay close atten-
tion to the financial aspects.

4.2 Convergent Validity
Campbell and Fisk stated that convergent validity is an agreement between measures of the same construct
assessed by different methods (Guo et al., 2008). Convergent validity measurement carries out using the
value of the outer-loading. An indicator is said to satisfy the convergent validity if it has the value of outer-
loading > 0.5 (Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Here are the values of the outer-loading indicator on each variable
dimensions and research.

From Table 10 can be noted that all indicators that make up the research dimensions and variables

10
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have a value of outer-loading > 0.5. Based on these results, all indicators have met the convergent validity.
They can be used to do further analysis.

4.3 Discriminant Validity

Campbell and Fisk stated that discriminant validity was the distinctiveness of different constructs (Guo et
al., 2008). The measurement of discriminant validity carries out using cross-loading value (Henseler et al.,
2015). An indicator that satisfies to discriminant validity of the indicator value of cross-loading on dimen-
sions or from the variables is the largest when compared with other variables or dimensions (Muafi &
Roostika, 2014). Table 10 shows the value of cross-loading each indicator.

Table 10 shows that all indicators have the largest cross-loading on their dimension or variables
compared to others. Based on these results, the indicators used in this study have had good discriminat
validity in drawing up each dimension or variable. Besides using the value of outer loading, testing validity
can also be done by looking at the AVE value (Henseler et al., 2015). The indicators used are said to be valid
if the value of AVE is above 0.5. The AVE value of indicators are shown in Table 12.

Table 12 shows the AVE value produced by all reflective indicators is above 0.5. Based on those results,
all reflective indicators meet the validity requirements. Further examination is construct-reliability by
looking at the output of the composite reliability or Cronbach's alpha. Constructs are pretty reliable if the
value of the composite reliability or Cronbach's alpha is greater than or equal to 0.3. But better if above 0.7
(Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Table 13 shows the output of the Cronbach's alpha. The Cronbach’s alpha values
of all constructs are good if above 0.7. So all reflective indicators are reliable or meet the reliability test.
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cad 0531470 0FFOM1 0RO 0.420500 0642631 0630450 0460088 0410120
cas 0573336 0787101 0.7ETI0L 0432007 0611462 0.642640 0438407 0422887
cas 0537625 0330609 0.830600 0503833 0639402 0593314 0568785 0520743
Ennl 0578223 0523911 Q847068 0847068 0601549 0511237 0576205 0726098
EnD 0.469106 0450405 0778124 0483172 0390101 0.592348 0645298
EMG 0480377 0414348 077740 0585079 0.452395 0564646 0725289
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Table 12 shows the value of Cronbach’s alpha of all constructs is good if above 0.7. So all reflective
indicators are reliable or meet the reliability test. Besides, the composite-reliability values of all reflective
constructs are also good. So all the reflective indicators are reliable or meet the test of reliability.

Table 12. AVE value and reliability test
Composite Cronbach’s
Reliability Alpha

Variable AVE

11

image
Authors need to re-write the table




Entrepreneurial Mindset 844539

[f‘ ted [A2]: Please use four decimal coma

Innovativeness

Risk-taking
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Autonomy
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4.4 R-Square

Table 14 shows the R-Square value of each variable. Risk-taking and proactiveness have a high magnitude of
the research model (77% and 54%). This result explains that the Indonesian students have strong entrepre-
neurial characteristics on those two. It may be the education of entrepreneurship has a positive contribution
in building their entrepreneurship.

Moreover, the R-Square value of Entrepreneurial Performance is very high. It means that the magni-
tude of entrepreneurial performance is 80.3%. Autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness,
proactiveness, and risk-taking explain it. The rest amounted of 19.7% are explained by other factors outside
the model that is examined.

4.5 Hypothesis Testing and Discussion

Hypothesis testing is a scientific process to examine if a hypothesis is plausible or not. Hy pothesis testing is
calculated by searching for the quantity and value of the effect coefficient also t-statistic (Park, 2008). Research
hypothesis is acceptable if the value of the t-statistic > 1.96. Here are the coefficients of effect (original sample
estimate) and the value of the t-statistic of each hypothesis on the inner model shown in Table 15. The results
support positively the previous one done by Sutanto et al. (2019).

Table 14. R-square value
Variable R-Square
Entrepreneurial Mindset
Innovativeness
Risk-taking
Competitive Aggressiveness
Autonomy
Proactiveness
Entrepreneurial Performance 803013

C ted [A3]: Use decimal coma

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the innovativeness of 0.579 with a t-statistic
of 7.696 outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has significant effects against
innovativeness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset will increase the innovativeness of students of public
universities. Based on this result, H; is accepted. It supports the earlier researches claimed that entrepreneu-
rial mindset affects significantly to innovativeness. Herbig et al. stated that innovation required three basic
components, namely infrastructure, capital, and the ability of the entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005). He indicated
that entrepreneurial mindset affected innovativeness. Moreover, Slater stated that entrepreneurship tailored
to the market-oriented culture contribute significantly to the successful innovation (Ndubisi, 2014) as well as
the research by Wang and Zang (2005) which suggested entrepreneurship was one of the many areas that are
relevant in the human resource and innovation. Gonthier and Chirita (2019) also found that several factors
that enable the entrepreneurial spirit fostered by corporate incubators to boost the innovation capability in
their parent companies.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on risk-taking of 0.879 with a t-statistic of
37.235 outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect towards risk-
taking. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the risk-taking of students of public universities. Based
on this result, Hz is accepted. It supports the earlier researches that claimed that entrepreneurial mindset
affects risk-taking. Wenhong and Liuying (2010) stated systems thinking owned by entrepreneurs would
affect their tendency in risk-taking. Zahra says industrial entrepreneur ownership is associated with risk-
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taking (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. (2005) stated that an entrepreneur received
personal financial risk existing in the ownership of a business but was also directly benefit from the potential
success of that business. Jemal (2020) found that entrepreneurial mindset affects positively and significantly
the performance of SMEs and parameters includes: seeking opportunity, creativity, innovation, risk taking,
pro-activeness, and alertness to take action. All these findings indicate that the entrepreneurial mindset has
a significant effect on risk-taking.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on competitive aggressiveness of 0.585 with a
t-statistic of 7.89 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect
against competitive aggressiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the competitive aggressive-
ness of students of public universities. Based on this result, H; is accepted.

It supports previous research that suggests that entrepreneurial mindset affects competitive aggres-
siveness. Stevenson's research (1990), cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was some-
how becoming synonymous with competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors, the entrepre-
neurial mindset improves competitive aggressiveness. Someone with high competitive aggressiveness will
be able to analyze the activities of opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense competition, and made
it a motivation for him to reach a better performance. Neneh (2012) said that setting the mindset of entrepre-
neurship was important to sustain the competitiveness of economic organization. Paek and Lee (2017) also
suggested that the dimensions of strategic entrepreneurship, which are environmental sensing, opportunity
seizing, strategic flexibility and entrepreneurial orientation play a critical role in competitive advantage of
firms.

Table 15. Coefficients of effect and t-statistic

Hypothesis Effect Coefficient t-statistic Decision
Hi EM -->1 0.579221 7.696174 Accepted
H» EM --> RT 0.879971 37.235113 Accepted
H; EM --> CA 0.584621 7.892138 Accepted
Hy EM -->P 0.737564 14.584267 Accepted
Hs EM--> A 0.646537 9.845969 Accepted
Hs I-->EP 0.194541 2.039976 Accepted
H; RT --> EP 0.191298 2.68042 Accepted
Hs CA -->EP 0.185336 2.152761 Accepted
Hy P --> EP 0.247053 2.389091 Accepted
Hio A -->EP 0.242796 2.112903 Accepted

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the autonomy of 0.647 with t-statistic of
9.846 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect on auto-
nomy. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the autonomy of students of public universities. Based on
this result, Hyis accepted. This result supports research of McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was
evidence about the manager of subsidiaries who involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater auto-
nomy and attachment because of the policy of control in some multinational companies are not able to detect
and or control such acts.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the proactiveness of 0.738 with a t-statistic
of 14.584 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect against
proactiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the proactiveness of students of public universi-
ties. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. This result supports what Mintzberg found that entrepreneurial
companies tended to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more proactive in looking for new
opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014).

The innovativeness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.195 with t-
statistic of 2.0399 greater than 1.96. This result shows that there is a significant effect of innovativeness on
entrepreneurial performance. A higher innovativeness increases the entrepreneurial performance of students
of public universities. Based on this result, He is accepted. This result supports previous scholars. Callaghan
and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions associated with entrepreneurial
performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive relationship between entrepreneurial orien-
tation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orientation there were dimensions of innovativeness. It
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shows that innovativeness has an impact on performance. Khalili et al. (2013), Linton (2019), and Sutanto et
al. (2019) said innovativeness had a significant effect on performance. Further, Bor (2018) revealed that en-
trepreneurial innovativeness has a direct positive relationship with performance of mid-sized firms. Falahat,
Tehseen, and van Horne (2018) also revealed that there was a significant positive impact of entrepreneurial
innovativeness on three types of business performances namely perceived non-financial, perceived business
growth, and perceived performance relative competitors except on financial performance.

The risk-taking has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.191 with t-statistic
of 2.68 greater than 1.96. This result shows that risk-taking providing a significant effect against the entrepre-
neurial performance. A higher risk-taking increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities. Based on this result, H; is accepted. It supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and
Venter (2011), Linton (2019), and Sutanto et al. (2019). It suggests that risk-taking has an impact on perform-
ance. Guo and Jiang (2020) also found that a focal firm’s new product success benefits most from adopting a
concurrently high level of sensing risk-taking and seizing risk-taking when market growth is high but a high
level of sensing risk-taking with a low level of seizing risk-taking when market growth is low.

The competitive aggressiveness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.185
with t-statistic of 2.152 greater than 1.96. This result suggests that the competitive aggressiveness has a
significant effect on entrepreneurial performance. A higher competitive aggressiveness increases the entre-
preneurial performance in of students of public universities. Based on this result, Hsis accepted. The result
supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Khalili et al. (2013), Kosa, Moham-
mad, and Ajibie (2018), Sutanto et al. (2019), and Abdullahi, Kunya, Bustani, and Usman (2019). The
competitive aggressiveness leads in performance.

Autonomy has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.247 with t-statistic of
2.389 greater than 1.96. This result explains that autonomy has a significant effect on entrepreneurial per-
formance. A higher autonomy increases the entrepreneurial of students of public universities. Based on this
result, Hy is accepted. It supports positively what was found by Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al.
(2007), Yu et al. (2019), and Sutanto et al. (2019) previously that autonomy had an impact on performance.

The proactiveness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.243 with a t-
statistic of 2.112 outweighs 1.96. This result explains that the proactiveness has a significant effect on entre-
preneurial performance. A higher proactiveness increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of
public universities. Based on this result, Hyo is accepted. It convinces the previous findings of Costa and
McCrae (1992) (in Smith, 2013), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al. (2007), Linton (2019), and Sutanto
etal. (2019). It shows that proactiveness has an impact on performance.

5. CONCLUSION, IMPLICATION, SUGGESTION, AND LIMITATIONS

Based on the results of this research then it can be concluded the conclusions that entrepreneurial mindset of
the Indonesian students has a positive and significant effect against their innovativeness, risk-taking, compe-
titive aggressiveness, autonomy, proactiveness. Therefore, changing mindset of the students to entreprene-
urship is a vital effort. It implies the entrepreneurship education of Indonesian public universities has suc-
ceeded to change their mindset as well as their entrepreneurial orientation and performance. Promoting en-
trepreneurship education to develop the entrepreneurial competences and mindsets of citizens has become
an important mission on the supranational educational policy agenda (Laalo & Heinonen, 2016).

On the other hand, the Indonesian students’ innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness,
autonomy, and proactiveness are found has and significant effect against entrepreneurial performance. It
convinces that the education of entrepreneurship should not satisfy only to change the students” mindset but
also to cultivate all variables in order to reach high performance.

Some variables such as entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, competitive aggressiveness, auto-
nomy, proactiveness, as well as entrepreneurial performance of the Indonesian college students have medi-
um mean. Some actions need to be done much more in the future. Improving the entrepreneurship curricu-
lum is extremely necessary. Inviting and connecting to successful business leaders and entrepreneurs is a
must. It will open and inspire students” minds and hearts to create a startup business. Furthermore, as sug-
gested by Loboda, Ostrovskyi, and Katernyak (2018) universities should promote entrepreneurship as a ca-
reer option and provide entrepreneurship experiences to students. The change in the academic culture is a
common challenge, which includes the introduction of entrepreneurial thinking and acting as alternatives to
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traditional teaching approaches and opening up the universities to the surrounding society and industrial
ecosystem. The use of ICT and in particular eLearning in delivering entrepreneurial education might be an
additional option for expanding the outreach of the course.

This study is only to analyze the entrepreneurship of the students. However, to make sure whether
the students really implement their entrepreneurship potential after finishing their education, it needs a fur-
ther research. Without that, the findings are only a theory.
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ABSTRACT

Entrepreneurship plays an important role in determining the level of economic growth of a country. This study aims are to explore
the impact of entrepreneurial mindset on innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactiveness on
entrepreneurial performance. This research uses Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) to analyze the
data.. It gathered data of 364 respondents, which were the bachelor students of management program of public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia. The results show that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant impact to innovativeness, risk-taking, compe-
titive aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactiveness. It also enhances positive and significant impact to entrepreneurial performance
of the students. It implies that the entrepreneurship education of public universities in Surabaya, Indonesia succeeds to change the
students’ mindset and orientation. The government needs to increase entrepreneurship education centers and business incubator
centers at various universities.

Key words:
Autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking

ABSTRAK

Kewirausahaan memegangperan penting dalam menentukan tingkat pertumbuhan ekonomi suatu negara. Studi ini menggali dampak
pola pikir kewirausahaan terhadap inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, otonomi, dan daya proaksi terhadap kinerja
kewirausahaan mahasiswa. Penelitian ini Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) untuk menganalisis data.
Penelitian ini mengumpulkan data dari 364 responden, yang merupakan mahasiswa sarjana program manajemen dari universitas
negeri di Surabaya, Indonesia. Hasil penelitian menunjukkan bahwa pola pikir kewirausahaan memiliki pengaruh yang signifikan
terhadap daya inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, kkmandirian, dan daya proaktif. Hal ini juga meningkatkan kinerja
kewirausahaan mahasiswa secara positif signifikan. Implikasinya ialah pendidikan kewirausahaan di perguruan tinggi negeri di
Kota Surabaya, Indonesia telah berhasil mengubah pola pikir dan orientasi mahasiswa. Pemerintah perlu memperbanyak sentra
pendidikan kewirasusahaan dan pusat inkubator bisnis di berbagai perguruan tinggi

1. INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship is an interesting field as a career. World Economic Forum concludes that over a third of
Indonesian young people want to be entrepreneurs (Wood, 2019). On the other hand, the choice as an entre-
preneur as career stood at 26% from 20% in 2009 (GMAGC, 2014). It adds what shown by the survey against
37,000 students from 14 countries by the International Survey of Collegiate Entrepreneurship in 2006, states
that 15.4% of students choose entrepreneur as a career within the first five years after graduation and for the
next five years the number increased to 50.1% (Szerb & Imreh, 2007). In this study, we draw some lessons
from Indonesia’s experience with the focus of the public university students. It offers an interesting case
study because the growth of entrepreneurship in the country in general and university students, in particular,
do not tally to the entrepreneurial performance. Entrepreneurship which is encouraged in university-level
education by various countries in the world and also in Indonesia has not been followed by an increase in
entrepreneurial performance of Indonesia's students.

Gustiawan et al. (2014) indicated that the entrepreneur in Indonesia was still small although the
development of entrepreneurship is critical to the country. They stated that 2% was an ideal figure for entre-
preneurs in any country from the total population. In the case of Indonesia, 400,000 entrepreneurs were iden-
tified of which about 0.08% were low comparatively to America (12%), Singapore (7%), and Malaysia (6%).
From policy perspectives, entrepreneurship help to reduce unemployment while the ability of entrepreneurs
needs to be developed and enhance particularly among the young people.

* Corresponding author, email address: esutanto@petra.ac.id



Motivated by the importance of entrepreneurial performance, this article is set to explore the impact
of an entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggresiveness, autonomy, and pro-
activeness on entrepreneurial performance of undergraduate management students of public universities.
The concept of entrepreneurial orientations which contains some variables such as innovativeness, risk-
taking, competitive aggressivenes, autonomy, and proactiveness are adopted from Miller (1983), Lumpkin
and Dess (2001), and Rauch et al. (2009) who found that these variables have positive and significant rela-
tionships towards entrepreneurial performance. Therefore, the main novelty of this research is to compre-
hensively examine various aspects of entrepreneurial orientation towards entrepreneurial performance.
What do happen with university students of Indonesia who have been studying entrepreneurship? Has the
entrepreneurship education in Indonesia universities succeeded to change their mindset and orientation?
University students are potential generation in the future of a country. All efforts to create a wonderful gen-
eration need to be done seriously and consistently. Entrepreneurship is one of the best solution. This study
aims and benefits to improve the entrepreneurship education in Indonesia universities.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES

Entrepreneurship starts from mindset. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated that entrepreneurial mindset
was a way of thinking about business and the opportunity to benefit from the uncertain circumstances.
According to Valerio et al. (2014), entrepreneurial mindset referred to socio-emotional abilities and overall
awareness towards entrepreneurship which related with entrepreneurial motivation and the success that
would come as an entrepreneur. Indicators used to describe the entrepreneurial mindset in this study are the
ability to identify business opportunities and the amount of thinking to entrepreneurship (Solesvik et al.,
2013). One possible outcome of entrepreneurship education is a change in students” entrepreneurial mindset
(Jung & Lee, 2020). Kouakou, Li, Akolgo, and Tchamekwen (2019) highlighted the importance of an entre-
preneurial mindset to students at their youngest age. By doing so, they develop entrepreneurial experiences,
skills, and abilities to overcome entrepreneurial challenges. This article offers a clear insight into the topic of
an entrepreneurial mindset to ease individuals and organization involved in interactive entrepreneurial ac-
tivities continuously.

2.1 Innovativeness
Innovativeness is the ability to innovate. There are several definitions of innovativeness. According to the
West and Anderson, innovativeness could be defined as the ability to create effective implementation of new
processes and products for the organization and was designed to give you an advantage for the organization
and stakeholders in it (Baregheh et al., 2009). Galunic and Rodan claimed that innovativeness was the ability
to produce continuous innovation (Quintane et al., 2011). Rogers defined innovativeness as how fast a person
or organization in adopting innovations compared against another person or organization (Yildiz et al., 2014).
There are three indicators of Innovativeness, which are 1) Openness towards new things. Hurt et al.
(1977) described innovativeness as a willingness to try new things (Goldsmith & Foxall, 2003); 2) The level of
creativity. Kirton declared that innovative people would search for and combine various information,
examines problems they experienced, and produces a thought or idea that is unconventional (Lee, 2008); and
3) The ability to innovate. The power to innovate is a further phase of creativity. It is a comparison between
the study in quickly manner with the embodiment of innovation practices, particularly socio-organized prac-
tices. The power of innovation is an ability to understand socially, accept, estimates, disseminate, implement,
and use innovation (Mikhailova, 2015).

2.2 Risk-Taking
Byrnes (1998) stated that risk-taking is an involvement in a variety of behaviors that were associated with
some possibilities against unwanted results (Boyer, 2006). According to Hyrzky and Tunnanen, the definition
of risk-taking was a process of decision making and an act without enough knowledge about the obtained
results (Noer et al., 2013). According to Wenhong and Liuying (2010), risk-taking was a tendency to take
action against something that's rated as risky.

There are several indicators to know risk-taking. These indicators include 1) The courage of facing
new things. Sung and Hanna stated that young entrepreneurs were more willing to take risks. They have the
urge to invest in new goods/services and enter into new markets (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010); and 2) The
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courage of facing a difficult situation. Brockhaus declared that the tendency of risk-taking is a possibility to
receive profit related to success in certain situations. It is required by a person before putting himself on the
consequences associated with failure (Wenhong & Liuying, 2010).

2.3 Competitive Aggressiveness
Competitive aggressiveness is associated with a way to confront the threats and challenges of the external
environment (Gamble et al., 2013). Lumpkin and Dess (2001) stated that the competitive aggressiveness was
the intensity of the desire to beat your opponent. Noer et al. (2013) stated that competitive aggressiveness
was a responsive attitude towards any threat as a form of resistance and effort to win the competition.
According to Chen (1996), there are three indicators of competitive behavior ( Stambaugh et al., 2011):
1) Awareness of competitors. Awareness includes analysis of the opponents’ strength, stalking the oppo-
nents’ competitive actions, and the dissemination of information about the opponent. It is about knowing the
condition of opponents; 2) Motivation to compete. There are two characteristics of motivation in the company
that owns high competitive aggressiveness. The first is beating competitors who are crucial for aggressive
companies. Other companies might choose different things as references. They want to know their perform-
ance, internal purpose, and satisfaction with the reached target. The aggressive companies seek information
of their competitor. They also compare the performance of their own with the others. The second one is a
position of opponents which put oneself in difficult situation as appropriate and necessary steps to improve
its performance; and 3) Capability to compete. The intended capability is the ability to deliver attacks to the
opponent and deflect the opponent's attack. Part of this ability is an existed resource as funds resulting from
past good performance. The company is also aggressively identifying available resources and prioritize the
resource to attack while the less aggressive company saw the same resource base. Aggressive companies are
better to use the available resources rather than to wait for achieving an optimal point.

2.4 Autonomy

According to Metaal, a definition of autonomy was freedom of choice without depending on other parties
(Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006). In another study, Brooke also revealed almost a similar definition that
autonomy was the degree of freedom of a person without the need for approval from others (Barnabas and
Mekoth, 2010). Feinberg stated that autonomy had at least four meanings: the capacity to govern ourselves,
the conditions to set up ourselves, the ideal state to regulate ourselves, and the authority to rule ourselves
(Mitcham, 2005).

There are several indicators of autonomy, which are 1) Independent. The ability to do things without
being effectd by other people (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006); 2) Self-learning. Ryan and Deci (2000) said that
someone independent would involve himself to learn on an ongoing basis about himself (Weinstein et al.,
2012); and 3) Determination. It is the ability to set and to decide whether the regulations, targets, and
processes that occur in his business (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006).

2.5 Proactiveness

Crant defined proactiveness as taking the initiative to improve the circumstances of (Unsworth & Parker,
2003). According to Wiklund and Shepherd proactiveness was looking far ahead and have the determination
to identify and respond to opportunities (Wong, 2012). Teece stated that in the entrepreneurship literatures,
proactiveness had definitions as the ability to anticipate and feel a vague signs and act to the needs in the
future ahead of existing competitors to gain a competitive advantage (Sundqvist et al., 2012). Crant (2000)
stated that proactiveness could be seen from some behaviors. The behaviors could be used as gauges or in-
dicators for proactiveness: The ability to pick the opportunity quickly; Courage start a change; The
desirability of creating favorable conditions.

2.6 Entrepreneurial Performance
Van Vuuren said that entrepreneurial performance was the achievement of several entrepreneurial objectives
(Sebikari, 2014). According to Dollinger, the entrepreneurial performance was something done by an en-
trepreneur with high initiative to obtain the goal of entrepreneurship (Tseng, 2013). Callaghan and Venter
(2011) mentioned that entrepreneurial performance was something that emphasizes on achieving something
and provide continous satisfaction.

There are several indicators of entrepreneurial performance, which are 1) Need for achievement.



McClelland stated that the need for achievement that was often described as a passion to deliver good per-
formance and to gain a feeling of achievement. It is one of the specific characters of entrepreneurship. Collins
et al. stated that the need for achievement had a positive correlation with corporate success (Khan et al., 2015).
Successful entrepreneurs have high scores in need for achievement (Oosterbeek et al., 2010); 2) The enthu-
siasm for entrepreneurship. Empirical findings using non-economic indicators to measure the performance
namely enthusiasm in work, which represents positive aspect that belonging to someone (Leitao & Franco,
2008), and 3) The realization of the thinking to entrepreneurship. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated
that entrepreneurship would ultimately culminate in the creation or realization of entrepreneurial and stra-
tegic management plan that would be resulting in the best performance.

2.7 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Innovativeness

Earlier research claimed that entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly innovativeness. Previous research
by Herbig et al. stated that innovation required three basic components, namely infrastructure, capital, and
the ability of the entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005). Herbig et al. indicate that entrepreneurial mindset affects inno-
vativeness. Other research by Slater states that entrepreneurship tailored to the market-oriented culture will
contribute significantly to successful innovation (Ndubisi, 2014; Sutanto et al., 2019). Research by Wang and
Zang (2005) state that entrepreneurship is one of the major areas relevant in human resource and innovation.
Gonthier and Chirita (2019) found that several factors that enable the entrepreneurial spirit fostered by cor-
porate incubators to boost the innovation capability in their parent companies. Based on the statements, it
can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hi: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the innovativeness of students of public universities in Su-
rabaya, Indonesia.

2.8 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Risk-Taking

Earlier researches claim that entrepreneurial mindset affect significantly to risk-taking. Wenhong and
Liuying stated systems thinking owned by the entrepreneur would affect the tendency of risk-taking. Related
to entrepreneur behavior concerning the family business, Zahra states that ownership is associated with risk-
taking (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. state that an entrepreneur receives personal
financial risk existing but directly benefits from the potential success. It indicates that the entrepreneurial
mindset has a significant effect on risk-taking (Sutanto et al., 2019). Further, Jemal (2020) found that entre-
preneurial mindset affects positively and significantly the performance of SMEs and parameters includes:
seeking opportunity, creativity, innovation, risk taking, pro-activeness, and alertness to take action. Based on
the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

H,: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the risk-taking of students of the public universities in Su-
rabaya, Indonesia.

2.9 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Competitive Aggressiveness

Previous researches suggest that entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly competitive aggressiveness.
Stevenson's research cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was somehow becoming
synonymous with competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors that effectd by the entrepreneu-
rial mindset, competitive aggressiveness could be improved. Someone with high competitive aggressiveness
would be able to analyze the activities of opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense competition, and
made it a motivation for him to reach a better competition. Neneh (2012) and Sutanto et al. (2019) said that
setting the mindset of entrepreneurship was important to sustain the competitiveness of economic organiza-
tion. Moreover, Paek and Lee (2017) suggested that the dimensions of strategic entrepreneurship, which are
environmental sensing, opportunity seizing, strategic flexibility and entrepreneurial orientation play a criti-
cal role in competitive advantage of firms. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following
hypothesis:

H;: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects competitive aggressiveness of students of public universities
in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.10 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Autonomy
Research by McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was evidence about the manager of subsidiaries who
involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater autonomy and attachment because of the policy of control
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in some multinational companies were not able to detect and/or control such acts. Moreover, Sutanto et al.
(2019) found that the entrepreneurial mindset had a significant effect on the autonomy of college students in
Malang City, Indonesia. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hy: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects autonomy of students of the public universities in Surabaya,
Indonesia.

2.11 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Proactiveness

Mintzberg said entrepreneurial companies tend to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more
proactive in looking for new opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014). Moreover, Sutanto et al. (2019) found
entrepreneurial mindset had a significant effect on the proactiveness of college students in Malang City, In-
donesia. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the proactiveness of students of the public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.12 Innovativeness and Entrepreneurial Performance

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions
associated with the entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive relation-
ship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orientation there
were dimensions of innovativeness. It shows that the innovativeness has an impact on performance. Prihan-
dono and Utami (2018) also consider to explore the entrepreneurial in higher education and innovative po-
tential. Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) and Sutanto et al. (2019) stated that innovativeness had a significant
impact on performance. Further, Bor (2018) revealed that entrepreneurial innovativeness has a direct positive
relationship with performance of mid-sized firms. Falahat, Tehseen, and van Horne (2018) also revealed that
there was a significant positive impact of entrepreneurial innovativeness on three types of business perfor-
mances namely perceived non-financial, perceived business growth, and perceived performance relative
competitors except on financial performance. Further, Linton (2019) highlighted that innovativeness can be
meaningfully divided between the attributes of process and outcome. Based on the statement, it can be for-
mulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Innovativeness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities
in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.13 Risk-taking and Entrepreneurial Performance

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that risk-taking was one of the dimensions
associated with the entrepreneurial performance. On the other hand, Chen et al. (2007) stated entrepreneurial
orientation had a positive relationship to performance. In the entrepreneurial orientation, there were dimen-
sions of risk-taking. It suggests that risk-taking has an impact on performance. Guo and Jiang (2020) also
found that a focal firm’s new product success benefits most from adopting a concurrently high level of sens-
ing risk-taking and seizing risk-taking when market growth is high but a high level of sensing risk-taking
with a low level of seizing risk-taking when market growth is low. Moreover, Linton (2019) highlighted that
risk-taking can be meaningfully divided between the attributes of process and outcome. Based on the
statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hy: Risk-taking significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.14 Competitive Aggressiveness and Entrepreneurial Performance

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that competitive aggressiveness was a
dimension that was associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of the competitive aggressiveness. It shows that competitive aggressive-
ness has an impact on performance. Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) mentioned that competitive aggressiveness
equaled as an effort to lead in performance and beat your opponent. Abdullahi, Kunya, Bustani, and Usman
(2019) also concluded that competitive aggressive impacts positively on the financial performance of Nige-
rian CSMEs. On the other hand, Fadda (2018) showed that innovativeness, proactiveness and autonomy were
significantly associated with tourism firm performance, whereas risk-taking and competitiveness were not.



While, Kosa, Mohammad, and Ajibie (2018) found the level of influence is increasing as firms are being es-
tablished in larger cities because the firms in cities have more customers and competitors causing them to
generate unique strategies that lead them to outstanding performance. Based on the statement, it can be
formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Competitive aggressiveness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.15 Autonomy and Entrepreneurial Performance

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that autonomy was one of
the dimensions that associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of autonomy. It shows that autonomy has an impact on performance.
While, Yu, Lumpkin, Parboteeah, and Stambaugh (2019) found that in dynamic environments, autonomy is
associated with improved performance in the United States, while in Taiwan, firms in dynamic environments
fared worse with increasing autonomy. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypo-
thesis:

Ho: Autonomy significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.16 Proactiveness and Entrepreneurial Performance

Costa and McCrae stated that openness to experience was the proactive search and an appreciation for the
experience itself as well as tolerance over the exploration of new things (Smith, 2013). On the other hand,
Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that proactiveness was one dimension that
was associated with the entrepreneurial performance. In the study, it was mentioned that openness to
experience is one of the factors influencing entrepreneurial performance. It can be concluded that proactive-
ness has an impact on entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) also stated it had a positive relationship
between entrepreneurial orientation taking action against performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orien-
tation there was a dimension of proactiveness. Linton (2019) highlighted that proactiveness can be meaning-
fully divided between the attributes of process and outcome. It shows that proactiveness has an impact on
performance. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hio: Proactiveness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities
in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.17 Research Framework
All the developed hypotheses are shown in Figure 1.
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3. RESEARCH METHOD

The population was the bachelor students of the management program of the public universities in Surabaya,
Indonesia. There were four establish public universities in Surabaya, which had been offering an entrepre-
neurship education for their students. The total amount was 4,036 shown in Table 1. It used a purposive
sampling.

The criteria set out against the respondents to get the results by the research objectives. They were
bachelor students of the management program of the public universities in Surabaya, Indonesia, who were/
are ever engaged in entrepreneurship. The 364 samples were taken from the population and determined
using Slovin's formula. The questionaires were disseminated directly to the students of the universities. In
order to control bias, the questionaires was tried out in advance on some respondents. Screening of respon-
dents was conducted orally by asking the respondents one by one and strengthened with the existing ques-
tions in the questionnaire.

The study utilized the PLS-SEM to analyze the data. The Partial Least Square function is divided into
two groups, namely the inner model and the outer model. The outer model is more towards testing the va-
lidity and reliability. While the inner model is more towards regression, which is to assess the effect of one
variable on other variables. Model fit on Partial Least Square is not like SEM where there is a global match,
such as RMSEA, AGFI, PGFI, PNFI, CMIN / DF, etc. In PLS there are only two criteria for assessing the fit of
the model, namely the fit of the outer model which is called the outer model and the inner fit which is called
the inner model (Ghozali, 2014).

Table 1. Amounts of bachelor students of management program of public universities in Surabaya

. . Number of

University Students
Universitas Airlangga 2,026
Universitas Negeri Surabaya 997
Institut Teknologi 10 November Surabaya 109
Universitas Pembangunan Negeri Veteran Jawa Timur 904
Total Number of Students 4,036

Source: http:/ /forlap.dikti.go.id/



4. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Variable Descriptive Analysis

All responses of the respondents to each variable were designed by Likert scale from 1 to 5. It was set
categories of variables by this formula as shown in Table 2.

Range = Maximum Value - Minimum Value [1]
Amounts of Category
Range= 5-1
3
Range =1.33
Table 2. Interval of mean scores
Range Remarks
1,00-2,33 Low
2,34-3,67 Medium
3,67-5,00 High

By using the category, then the evaluation of the answers for each of the variables can be described
as follows.

Table 3. The description of entrepreneurial mindset

Item Statement Mean Remark
X11 I want to create my own workplace 3,64 Medium
X12 I have an aspiration to be an entrepreneur 3,32 Medium
X1.3 I tend to seek business opportunities 3,84 High
X14 I can identify a business opportunity based on the needs of 3,57 Medium
consumers in the market
Entrepreneurial Mindset (X1) 3,59 Medium

Table 3 notes that the average value of the entrepreneurial mindset is 3.59. It means that the
entrepreneurial mindset of students of the public universities in Surabaya has value medium. Table 3 also
notes that the highest average value of the indicators is 3.84 in the statement "I tend to seek business
opportunities." The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.32 in the statement "I have an aspiration to be
an entrepreneur." These results indicate that respondents tend to seek business opportunities despite the
aspiration to be an entrepreneur is not so great. It attributes to the respondent's efforts to earn an income or
meet his needs. The difference between the statements "I tend to seek business opportunities" with the other
states also far enough to the point of being in the different categories (high, medium, low). It indicates that
most respondents tend to think more about how to get a business opportunity in a wide variety of way
whether to become entrepreneurs or not. It implies that the education succeeds to change the students” mind-
set of entrepreneurship (Jung & Lee, 2020; Wardana et al., 2020).

Table 4. The description of innovativeness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z11 I'tend to accept new things around me 3,31 Medium
Z12 I have an innovative idea that can be implemented 3,50 Medium
Z13 I have unique ideas that haven't been done before 3,34 Medium
Z14 I can implement the unique ideas that I have 3,49 Medium
Innovativeness (Z1) 3,41 Medium

Table 4 shows the average value of innovativeness is 3.41. It means students' innovativeness in the
public universities in Surabaya has value medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicators is 3.50
"I have innovative ideas to be implemented." The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.31 in "I am likely
to receive new things around me." These results indicate that respondents have different ideas to be applied
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in their business. The entire statement is in the category of the medium. It means that innovativeness possibly
is improved further.

Table 5. The description of risk-taking

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Z21 I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone 3,65 Medium

Z3s I'have a willingness to try new things 3,66 Medium

Z3 I'have the courage to take the decision with minimal 3,77 High

information

Zo4 I felt challenged to do things outside of my comfort zone 3,69 High

Zs I have the desire to conquer my greatest fear 3,71 High
Risk-taking (Z2) 3,69 High

Based on Table 5 can be noted that the average value of the variable risk-taking is 3.69. It means the
risk-taking of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value of high. The highest average value
of the indicator is 3.77 in the statement I dare to decide with minimal information. The lowest average value
of the indicator is 3.65 on the statement of I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone. Respondents
take decisions with minimal information and illustrate that the respondent takes their decision quicker. Table
5 also pointed out that the existence of the respondent towards new things is medium. It is similar to the
variable description analysis of innovativeness. The respondents need to enhance adaptation to new things.

Table 6. The description of the competitive aggressiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z31 I'am trying to find information to know the existence of 3,42 Medium
competitors for my business
Z32 I'am trying to find information about my business 3,31 Medium
competitors
Z33 I have the desire to grow bigger than competitors 3,37 Medium
Z34 I made the difference in the ability with competitors as a 3,41 Medium
motivation to compete
Z35 I'have the ability to compete with business competitors 3,35 Medium
Z36 I can overtake the position of the competitors who have 3,37 Medium
higher business position
Competitive Aggressiveness (Z3) 3,37 Medium

Based on Table 6 can be noted that the average value of the variable competitive aggressiveness is
3.37. It means the competitive aggressiveness of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value
the medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is 3.42 in the statement I am trying to find
information to know the existence of competitors for my business. The lowest average value is 3.31 on I am
trying to find information about my business competitors. Respondents tend to strive to recognize the
surrounding environment despite the statement with the highest value remained in the category of
"Medium". All Statements about competitive aggressiveness are medium. It indicates that respondents tend
to be less concerned with competitors to compete better. Lack of concern for the competitors to compete can
come from ego and focus on their own business.

Table 7. The description of the autonomy

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z4a I work without relying on others 3,34 Medium
Zs2 I'am working without affected by other people's 3,49 Medium

assumptions
Zy3 I believe with the my ability to resolve the job 3,41 Medium
Zya I'work in a field that I've mastered 3,50 Medium




Zss I can specify the time limit to finish the job 3,45 Medium
Zss I can determine the target of achievement for myself 3,55 Medium
Autonomy (Zs) 3,46 Medium

Based on Table 7 can be noted that the average value of the variable autonomy is 3.46. It means the
autonomy of students of the public universities in Surabaya is medium. Besides, the highest average value
of the indicator is 3.55 can determine the achievement target. The lowest average is 3.34 of I work without
relying on others. These results show that determine the targets for ourselves is easier to do than the other
statements. All statements regarding autonomy are in the category of the medium. It shows that the
autonomy of the respondents needs to improve regarding independence in work.

Table 8. The description of proactiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Zsa I'work with my own initiatives and without being asked 3,64 Medium

Zs2 I get the job done faster than the given time 3,56 Medium

Zs3 I prefer to face rather than avoid the problem 3,60 Medium
Proactiveness (Zs) 3,60 Medium

Based on Table 8 can be noted that the average value of the proactiveness is 3.60. It means that the
proactiveness of students of the public universities in Surabaya is medium. Also, the highest average value
of the indicator is 3.64 I am working with the initiative. The lowest average is 3.56 I get the job done faster
than the given time. These results indicate that respondents may give rise to the initiative from themselves
to do something. All statements about proactiveness are in the category of the medium. It indicates that
respondents can enhance the initiative. Tend to work on time and finish it sooner than the given time.

Table 9. The description of entrepreneurial performance

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Yi I'am trying to improve my business turnover 3,33 Medium

Y, I am trying to hit the target that I set for my business 3,57 Medium

Y3 I'have a high spirit in opening my business 3,55 Medium

Ys I'am very happy to have a new business 3,46 Medium

Y5 I feel excited when finding a new breakthrough for my 3,50 Medium

business

Ys I can apply the ideas of my effort into my business 3,59 Medium
Entrepreneurial Performance (Y) 3,50 Medium

Based on Table 9 can be noted that the average value of the variable entrepreneurial performance is
3.50. It means the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value
of the medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is 3.59 I can apply the ideas of my effort
into my efforts. The lowest average is 3.33 I am trying to improve my business turnover. These results indicate
that respondents can reasonably implement ideas into their business. All statements regarding entreprene-
urial performance are in the category of the medium. It shows that entrepreneurial performance could still
be improved, especially in terms of efforts on increasing turnover. More respondents need to pay close atten-
tion to the financial aspects.

4.2 Convergent Validity
Campbell and Fisk stated that convergent validity is an agreement between measures of the same construct
assessed by different methods (Guo et al., 2008). Convergent validity measurement carries out using the
value of the outer-loading. An indicator is said to satisfy the convergent validity if it has the value of outer-
loading > 0.5 (Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Here are the values of the outer-loading indicator on each variable
dimensions and research.

From Table 10 can be noted that all indicators that make up the research dimensions and variables

10
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have a value of outer-loading > 0.5. Based on these results, all indicators have met the convergent validity.
They can be used to do further analysis.

4.3 Discriminant Validity

Campbell and Fisk stated that discriminant validity was the distinctiveness of different constructs (Guo et
al., 2008). The measurement of discriminant validity carries out using cross-loading value (Henseler et al.,
2015). An indicator that satisfies to discriminant validity of the indicator value of cross-loading on dimen-
sions or from the variables is the largest when compared with other variables or dimensions (Muafi &
Roostika, 2014). Table 10 shows the value of cross-loading each indicator.

Table 10 shows that all indicators have the largest cross-loading on their dimension or variables
compared to others. Based on these results, the indicators used in this study have had good discriminat
validity in drawing up each dimension or variable. Besides using the value of outer loading, testing validity
can also be done by looking at the AVE value (Henseler et al., 2015). The indicators used are said to be valid
if the value of AVE is above 0.5. The AVE value of indicators are shown in Table 12.

Table 12 shows the AVE value produced by all reflective indicators is above 0.5. Based on those results,
all reflective indicators meet the validity requirements. Further examination is construct-reliability by
looking at the output of the composite reliability or Cronbach's alpha. Constructs are pretty reliable if the
value of the composite reliability or Cronbach's alpha is greater than or equal to 0.3. But better if above 0.7
(Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Table 13 shows the output of the Cronbach's alpha. The Cronbach’s alpha values
of all constructs are good if above 0.7. So all reflective indicators are reliable or meet the reliability test.
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Table 10. Outer-loading and cross-loadingyaluc

Competitive Entr Entr

Autonomy Aggrossivenees V. Porm Innovativeness Proactiveness Risk Taking
o T Guer T Gurer T Guer T Guer T Gurer T Gurer T

Loading Loading __Loading Loading Loadin Loading Loading Loading Loadin Loading Loading Loading Loading Loading

Al 07959 07959 0,5467 0,5461 05975 05175 0,4737 0,4828
A2 08201 0,8201 0,6369 0,5678 0,674 0,6531 0,5997 0,4743
A3 07668  0,7668 0,6036 0,5338 0,6549 0,6238 0,5504 0,5084
A4 07912 07912 0,5531 0,5166 0,6429 0,5369 0,5606 0,4943
A5 08158 08158 0,5391 0,4813 0,6008 0,5414 0,4813 0,4641
A6 08905  0,8905 0,5725 0,5049 0,6705 0,5687 0,5504 0,4659
CAl 05972 08264 08264 0,4135 0,5886 0,5833 0,4496 0,4131
cA2 05689 07884 07884 0,5159 05771 0,5481 0,4476 0,4531
CA3 04548 07572 07572 0,4279 0,5085 0,5579 0,3978 0,3759
CA4 05815 07704 07704 0,4295 0,6426 0,6305 0,4609 0,4191
CA5 05733 07871 07871 0,4841 0,6115 0,6426 04344 0,4249
CA6 05876 08306 08306 0,5039 0,6394 0,5933 0.5688 0,5207
EM1 0,5782 0,5239 08471 08471 0,6015 05112 0,5762 0,7261
EM2 0,4691 0,4505 07781 07781 0,4832 0,3901 05923 0,6463
EM3 0,4804 04143 07877 07877 0,5861 0,4524 0,6646 0,7253
EM4 0,6001 0,5378 08891 0,8891 0,6622 0,5492 0,6114 0,8036
EP1 6909 0,6291 05929 07679 07679 0,5161 0,5814 0,5711
EP2 0,7103 0,6699 06673 08824 08824 0,6575 0,7145 0,6651
EP3 0,5479 0,5929 0543 07823 07823 0,659 0,5959 0,5295
EP4 05751 0,5046 04659 07538 07538 05275 0,6133 0,5345
EP5 0,6302 0,6483 06105 08471 08471 0,6625 0,6169 0,6121
EP6 0,7341 0,6662 06156 09071 09071 0,6635 0,6713 0,6349
11 0,5807 0,6197 04916 06057 08339 08339 04731 04012
2 0,6126 0,6826 05221 06766 08388 08388 0,5201 0,4901
B3 0,5199 0,5629 0,4211 05678 08287 08287 0,4042 0,3876
4 0,6427 0,6254 0,4941 06369 08444 08444 05174 0,4482
PA1 0,6481 0,5353 0,6795 07139 05031 09148 09148 0,6643
PA2 0,5067 05774 0,6522 0,6688 05325 08497 08497 0,6555
PA3 05511 0379 0,5689 05947 04503 08184 08184 0,5661
RT1 0,4663 04143 0,6926 0,5408 0,3724 06233 07645 07645
RT2 0,5514 0,5337 0,8057 0,6078 0,4943 05931 08471 08471
RT3 03708 03511 0,6373 05564 0,3582 05987 07991 0,791
RT4 0,4289 03773 0,6585 05611 0,3619 06251 08132 08132
RT5 0,5841 0,5499 0,7932 0,6693 05163 05729 08721 08719

Table 12 shows the value of Cronbach’s alpha of all constructs is good if above 0.7. So all reflective
indicators are reliable or meet the reliability test. Besides, the composite-reliability values of all reflective
constructs are also good. So all the reflective indicators are reliable or meet the test of reliability.

Table 12. AVE value and reliability test
Variable AVE Composite Cronbach’s
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4.4 R-Square

Table 14 shows the R-Square value of each variable. Risk-taking and proactiveness have a high magnitude of
the research model (77% and 54%). This result explains that the Indonesian students have strong entrepre-
neurial characteristics on those two. It may be the education of entrepreneurship has a positive contribution
in building their entrepreneurship.

Moreover, the R-Square value of Entrepreneurial Performance is very high. It means that the magni-
tude of entrepreneurial performance is 80.3%. Autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness,
proactiveness, and risk-taking explain it. The rest amounted of 19.7% are explained by other factors outside
the model that is examined.

4.5 Hypothesis Testing and Discussion

Hypothesis testing is a scientific process to examine if a hypothesis is plausible or not. Hypothesis testing is
calculated by searching for the quantity and value of the effect coefficient also t-statistic (Park, 2008). Research
hypothesis is acceptable if the value of the t-statistic > 1.96. Here are the coefficients of effect (original sample
estimate) and the value of the t-statistic of each hypothesis on the inner model shown in Table 15. The results
support positively the previous one done by Sutanto et al. (2019).

Table 14. R-square value
Variable R-Square
Entrepreneurial Mindset
Innovativeness
Risk-taking
Competitive Aggressiveness
Autonomy
Proactiveness
Entrepreneurial Performance 8030

[Commented [A4R3]: Revised as noted.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the innovativeness of 0.579 with a t-statistic
of 7.696 outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has significant effects against
innovativeness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset will increase the innovativeness of students of public
universities. Based on this result, H; is accepted. It supports the earlier researches claimed that entrepreneu-
rial mindset affects significantly to innovativeness. Herbig et al. stated that innovation required three basic
components, namely infrastructure, capital, and the ability of the entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005). He indicated
that entrepreneurial mindset affected innovativeness. Moreover, Slater stated that entrepreneurship tailored
to the market-oriented culture contribute significantly to the successful innovation (Ndubisi, 2014) as well as
the research by Wang and Zang (2005) which suggested entrepreneurship was one of the many areas that are
relevant in the human resource and innovation. Gonthier and Chirita (2019) also found that several factors
that enable the entrepreneurial spirit fostered by corporate incubators to boost the innovation capability in
their parent companies.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on risk-taking of 0.879 with a t-statistic of
37.235 outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect towards risk-
taking. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the risk-taking of students of public universities. Based
on this result, Hz is accepted. It supports the earlier researches that claimed that entrepreneurial mindset
affects risk-taking. Wenhong and Liuying (2010) stated systems thinking owned by entrepreneurs would

12

Ci ed [A5]: Use decimal coma
It applies to other tables

‘ [Commented [A6R5]: Revised as noted.




Journal of Economics, Business, and Accountancy Ventura Vol. 23, No. 2, December 2020 - March 2021, pages 1 - 16

affect their tendency in risk-taking. Zahra says industrial entrepreneur ownership is associated with risk-
taking (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. (2005) stated that an entrepreneur received
personal financial risk existing in the ownership of a business but was also directly benefit from the potential
success of that business. Jemal (2020) found that entrepreneurial mindset affects positively and significantly
the performance of SMEs and parameters includes: seeking opportunity, creativity, innovation, risk taking,
pro-activeness, and alertness to take action. All these findings indicate that the entrepreneurial mindset has
a significant effect on risk-taking.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on competitive aggressiveness of 0.585 with a
t-statistic of 7.89 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect
against competitive aggressiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the competitive aggressive-
ness of students of public universities. Based on this result, H; is accepted.

It supports previous research that suggests that entrepreneurial mindset affects competitive aggres-
siveness. Stevenson's research (1990), cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was some-
how becoming synonymous with competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors, the entrepre-
neurial mindset improves competitive aggressiveness. Someone with high competitive aggressiveness will
be able to analyze the activities of opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense competition, and made
it a motivation for him to reach a better performance. Neneh (2012) said that setting the mindset of entrepre-
neurship was important to sustain the competitiveness of economic organization. Paek and Lee (2017) also
suggested that the dimensions of strategic entrepreneurship, which are environmental sensing, opportunity
seizing, strategic flexibility and entrepreneurial orientation play a critical role in competitive advantage of
firms.

Table 15. Coefficients of effect and t-statistic

Hypothesis Effect Coefficient t-statistic Decision
H; EM -->1 0,5792 7,6962 Accepted
H» EM -->RT 0,8800 37,2351 Accepted
Hs EM --> CA 0,5846 7,8921 Accepted
Hy EM -->P 0,7376 14,5843 Accepted
Hs EM --> A 0,6465 9,8460 Accepted
Hs I-->EP 0,1945 2,0400 Accepted
H; RT --> EP 0,1913 2,6804 Accepted
Hs CA -->EP 0,1853 2,1528 Accepted
Hy P -->EP 0,2471 2,3890 Accepted
Hip A -->EP 0,2428 2,1129 Accepted

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the autonomy of 0.647 with t-statistic of
9.846 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect on auto-
nomy. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the autonomy of students of public universities. Based on
this result, Hyis accepted. This result supports research of McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was
evidence about the manager of subsidiaries who involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater auto-
nomy and attachment because of the policy of control in some multinational companies are not able to detect
and or control such acts.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the proactiveness of 0.738 with a t-statistic
of 14.584 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect against
proactiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the proactiveness of students of public universi-
ties. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. This result supports what Mintzberg found that entrepreneurial
companies tended to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more proactive in looking for new
opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014).

The innovativeness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.195 with t-
statistic of 2.0399 greater than 1.96. This result shows that there is a significant effect of innovativeness on
entrepreneurial performance. A higher innovativeness increases the entrepreneurial performance of students
of public universities. Based on this result, He is accepted. This result supports previous scholars. Callaghan
and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions associated with entrepreneurial
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performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive relationship between entrepreneurial orien-
tation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orientation there were dimensions of innovativeness. It
shows that innovativeness has an impact on performance. Khalili et al. (2013), Linton (2019), and Sutanto et
al. (2019) said innovativeness had a significant effect on performance. Further, Bor (2018) revealed that en-
trepreneurial innovativeness has a direct positive relationship with performance of mid-sized firms. Falahat,
Tehseen, and van Horne (2018) also revealed that there was a significant positive impact of entrepreneurial
innovativeness on three types of business performances namely perceived non-financial, perceived business
growth, and perceived performance relative competitors except on financial performance.

The risk-taking has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.191 with t-statistic
of 2.68 greater than 1.96. This result shows that risk-taking providing a significant effect against the entrepre-
neurial performance. A higher risk-taking increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities. Based on this result, Hy is accepted. It supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and
Venter (2011), Linton (2019), and Sutanto et al. (2019). It suggests that risk-taking has an impact on perform-
ance. Guo and Jiang (2020) also found that a focal firm’s new product success benefits most from adopting a
concurrently high level of sensing risk-taking and seizing risk-taking when market growth is high but a high
level of sensing risk-taking with a low level of seizing risk-taking when market growth is low.

The competitive aggressiveness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.185
with t-statistic of 2.152 greater than 1.96. This result suggests that the competitive aggressiveness has a
significant effect on entrepreneurial performance. A higher competitive aggressiveness increases the entre-
preneurial performance in of students of public universities. Based on this result, Hsis accepted. The result
supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Khalili et al. (2013), Kosa, Moham-
mad, and Ajibie (2018), Sutanto et al. (2019), and Abdullahi, Kunya, Bustani, and Usman (2019). The
competitive aggressiveness leads in performance.

Autonomy has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.247 with t-statistic of
2.389 greater than 1.96. This result explains that autonomy has a significant effect on entrepreneurial per-
formance. A higher autonomy increases the entrepreneurial of students of public universities. Based on this
result, Hy is accepted. It supports positively what was found by Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al.
(2007), Yu et al. (2019), and Sutanto et al. (2019) previously that autonomy had an impact on performance.

The proactiveness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.243 with a t-
statistic of 2.112 outweighs 1.96. This result explains that the proactiveness has a significant effect on entre-
preneurial performance. A higher proactiveness increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of
public universities. Based on this result, Hi is accepted. It convinces the previous findings of Costa and
McCrae (1992) (in Smith, 2013), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al. (2007), Linton (2019), and Sutanto
et al. (2019). It shows that proactiveness has an impact on performance.

5. CONCLUSION, IMPLICATION, SUGGESTION, AND LIMITATIONS

Based on the results of this research then it can be concluded the conclusions that entrepreneurial mindset of
the Indonesian students has a positive and significant effect against their innovativeness, risk-taking, compe-
titive aggressiveness, autonomy, proactiveness. Therefore, changing mindset of the students to entreprene-
urship is a vital effort. It implies the entrepreneurship education of Indonesian public universities has suc-
ceeded to change their mindset as well as their entrepreneurial orientation and performance. Promoting en-
trepreneurship education to develop the entrepreneurial competences and mindsets of citizens has become
an important mission on the supranational educational policy agenda (Laalo & Heinonen, 2016).

On the other hand, the Indonesian students’ innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness,
autonomy, and proactiveness are found has and significant effect against entrepreneurial performance. It
convinces that the education of entrepreneurship should not satisfy only to change the students’ mindset but
also to cultivate all variables in order to reach high performance.

Some variables such as entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, competitive aggressiveness, auto-
nomy, proactiveness, as well as entrepreneurial performance of the Indonesian college students have medi-
um mean. Some actions need to be done much more in the future. Improving the entrepreneurship curricu-
lum is extremely necessary. Inviting and connecting to successful business leaders and entrepreneurs is a
must. It will open and inspire students” minds and hearts to create a startup business. Furthermore, as sug-
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gested by Loboda, Ostrovskyi, and Katernyak (2018) universities should promote entrepreneurship as a ca-
reer option and provide entrepreneurship experiences to students. The change in the academic culture is a
common challenge, which includes the introduction of entrepreneurial thinking and acting as alternatives to
traditional teaching approaches and opening up the universities to the surrounding society and industrial
ecosystem. The use of ICT and in particular eLearning in delivering entrepreneurial education might be an
additional option for expanding the outreach of the course.

This study is only to analyze the entrepreneurship of the students. However, to make sure whether
the students really implement their entrepreneurship potential after finishing their education, it needs a fur-
ther research. Without that, the findings are only a theory.
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ABSTRACT

Entrepreneurship plays an important role in determining the level of economic growth of a country. This study aims are to explore
the impact of entrepreneurial mindset on innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactiveness on
entrepreneurial performance. This research uses Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) to analyze the
data.. It gathered data of 364 respondents, which were the bachelor students of management program of public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia. The results show that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant impact to innovativeness, risk-taking, compe-
titive aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactiveness. It also enhances positive and significant impact to entrepreneurial performance
of the students. It implies that the entrepreneurship education of public universities in Surabaya, Indonesia succeeds to change the
students’ mindset and orientation. The government needs to increase entrepreneurship education centers and business incubator
centers at various universities.

Key words:
Autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking

ABSTRAK

Kewirausahaan memegangperan penting dalam menentukan tingkat pertumbuhan ekonomi suatu negara. Studi ini menggali dampak
pola pikir kewirausahaan terhadap inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, otonomi, dan daya proaksi terhadap kinerja
kewirausahaan mahasiswa. Penelitian ini Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) untuk menganalisis data.
Penelitian ini mengumpulkan data dari 364 responden, yang merupakan mahasiswa sarjana program manajemen dari universitas
negeri di Surabaya, Indonesia. Hasil penelitian menunjukkan bahwa pola pikir kewirausahaan memiliki pengaruh yang signifikan
terhadap daya inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresivitas kompetitif, kkmandirian, dan daya proaktif. Hal ini juga meningkatkan kinerja
kewirausahaan mahasiswa secara positif signifikan. Implikasinya ialah pendidikan kewirausahaan di perguruan tinggi negeri di
Kota Surabaya, Indonesia telah berhasil mengubah pola pikir dan orientasi mahasiswa. Pemerintah perlu memperbanyak sentra
pendidikan kewirasusahaan dan pusat inkubator bisnis di berbagai perguruan tinggi

1. INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship is an interesting field as a career. World Economic Forum concludes that over a third of
Indonesian young people want to be entrepreneurs (Wood, 2019). On the other hand, the choice as an entre-
preneur as career stood at 26% from 20% in 2009 (GMAGC, 2014). It adds what shown by the survey against
37,000 students from 14 countries by the International Survey of Collegiate Entrepreneurship in 2006, states
that 15.4% of students choose entrepreneur as a career within the first five years after graduation and for the
next five years the number increased to 50.1% (Szerb & Imreh, 2007). In this study, we draw some lessons
from Indonesia’s experience with the focus of the public university students. It offers an interesting case
study because the growth of entrepreneurship in the country in general and university students, in particular,
do not tally to the entrepreneurial performance. Entrepreneurship which is encouraged in university-level
education by various countries in the world and also in Indonesia has not been followed by an increase in
entrepreneurial performance of Indonesia's students.

Gustiawan et al. (2014) indicated that the entrepreneur in Indonesia was still small although the
development of entrepreneurship is critical to the country. They stated that 2% was an ideal figure for entre-
preneurs in any country from the total population. In the case of Indonesia, 400,000 entrepreneurs were iden-
tified of which about 0.08% were low comparatively to America (12%), Singapore (7%), and Malaysia (6%).
From policy perspectives, entrepreneurship help to reduce unemployment while the ability of entrepreneurs
needs to be developed and enhance particularly among the young people.

* Corresponding author, email address: esutanto@petra.ac.id



Motivated by the importance of entrepreneurial performance, this article is set to explore the impact
of an entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggresiveness, autonomy, and pro-
activeness on entrepreneurial performance of undergraduate management students of public universities.
The concept of entrepreneurial orientations which contains some variables such as innovativeness, risk-
taking, competitive aggressivenes, autonomy, and proactiveness are adopted from Miller (1983), Lumpkin
and Dess (2001), and Rauch et al. (2009) who found that these variables have positive and significant rela-
tionships towards entrepreneurial performance. Therefore, the main novelty of this research is to compre-
hensively examine various aspects of entrepreneurial orientation towards entrepreneurial performance.
What do happen with university students of Indonesia who have been studying entrepreneurship? Has the
entrepreneurship education in Indonesia universities succeeded to change their mindset and orientation?
University students are potential generation in the future of a country. All efforts to create a wonderful gen-
eration need to be done seriously and consistently. Entrepreneurship is one of the best solution. This study
aims and benefits to improve the entrepreneurship education in Indonesia universities.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES

Entrepreneurship starts from mindset. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated that entrepreneurial mindset
was a way of thinking about business and the opportunity to benefit from the uncertain circumstances.
According to Valerio et al. (2014), entrepreneurial mindset referred to socio-emotional abilities and overall
awareness towards entrepreneurship which related with entrepreneurial motivation and the success that
would come as an entrepreneur. Indicators used to describe the entrepreneurial mindset in this study are the
ability to identify business opportunities and the amount of thinking to entrepreneurship (Solesvik et al.,
2013). One possible outcome of entrepreneurship education is a change in students” entrepreneurial mindset
(Jung & Lee, 2020). Kouakou, Li, Akolgo, and Tchamekwen (2019) highlighted the importance of an entre-
preneurial mindset to students at their youngest age. By doing so, they develop entrepreneurial experiences,
skills, and abilities to overcome entrepreneurial challenges. This article offers a clear insight into the topic of
an entrepreneurial mindset to ease individuals and organization involved in interactive entrepreneurial ac-
tivities continuously.

2.1 Innovativeness
Innovativeness is the ability to innovate. There are several definitions of innovativeness. According to the
West and Anderson, innovativeness could be defined as the ability to create effective implementation of new
processes and products for the organization and was designed to give you an advantage for the organization
and stakeholders in it (Baregheh et al., 2009). Galunic and Rodan claimed that innovativeness was the ability
to produce continuous innovation (Quintane et al., 2011). Rogers defined innovativeness as how fast a person
or organization in adopting innovations compared against another person or organization (Yildiz et al., 2014).
There are three indicators of Innovativeness, which are 1) Openness towards new things. Hurt et al.
(1977) described innovativeness as a willingness to try new things (Goldsmith & Foxall, 2003); 2) The level of
creativity. Kirton declared that innovative people would search for and combine various information,
examines problems they experienced, and produces a thought or idea that is unconventional (Lee, 2008); and
3) The ability to innovate. The power to innovate is a further phase of creativity. It is a comparison between
the study in quickly manner with the embodiment of innovation practices, particularly socio-organized prac-
tices. The power of innovation is an ability to understand socially, accept, estimates, disseminate, implement,
and use innovation (Mikhailova, 2015).

2.2 Risk-Taking
Byrnes (1998) stated that risk-taking is an involvement in a variety of behaviors that were associated with
some possibilities against unwanted results (Boyer, 2006). According to Hyrzky and Tunnanen, the definition
of risk-taking was a process of decision making and an act without enough knowledge about the obtained
results (Noer et al., 2013). According to Wenhong and Liuying (2010), risk-taking was a tendency to take
action against something that's rated as risky.

There are several indicators to know risk-taking. These indicators include 1) The courage of facing
new things. Sung and Hanna stated that young entrepreneurs were more willing to take risks. They have the
urge to invest in new goods/services and enter into new markets (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010); and 2) The
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courage of facing a difficult situation. Brockhaus declared that the tendency of risk-taking is a possibility to
receive profit related to success in certain situations. It is required by a person before putting himself on the
consequences associated with failure (Wenhong & Liuying, 2010).

2.3 Competitive Aggressiveness
Competitive aggressiveness is associated with a way to confront the threats and challenges of the external
environment (Gamble et al., 2013). Lumpkin and Dess (2001) stated that the competitive aggressiveness was
the intensity of the desire to beat your opponent. Noer et al. (2013) stated that competitive aggressiveness
was a responsive attitude towards any threat as a form of resistance and effort to win the competition.
According to Chen (1996), there are three indicators of competitive behavior ( Stambaugh et al., 2011):
1) Awareness of competitors. Awareness includes analysis of the opponents’ strength, stalking the oppo-
nents’ competitive actions, and the dissemination of information about the opponent. It is about knowing the
condition of opponents; 2) Motivation to compete. There are two characteristics of motivation in the company
that owns high competitive aggressiveness. The first is beating competitors who are crucial for aggressive
companies. Other companies might choose different things as references. They want to know their perform-
ance, internal purpose, and satisfaction with the reached target. The aggressive companies seek information
of their competitor. They also compare the performance of their own with the others. The second one is a
position of opponents which put oneself in difficult situation as appropriate and necessary steps to improve
its performance; and 3) Capability to compete. The intended capability is the ability to deliver attacks to the
opponent and deflect the opponent's attack. Part of this ability is an existed resource as funds resulting from
past good performance. The company is also aggressively identifying available resources and prioritize the
resource to attack while the less aggressive company saw the same resource base. Aggressive companies are
better to use the available resources rather than to wait for achieving an optimal point.

2.4 Autonomy

According to Metaal, a definition of autonomy was freedom of choice without depending on other parties
(Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006). In another study, Brooke also revealed almost a similar definition that
autonomy was the degree of freedom of a person without the need for approval from others (Barnabas and
Mekoth, 2010). Feinberg stated that autonomy had at least four meanings: the capacity to govern ourselves,
the conditions to set up ourselves, the ideal state to regulate ourselves, and the authority to rule ourselves
(Mitcham, 2005).

There are several indicators of autonomy, which are 1) Independent. The ability to do things without
being effectd by other people (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006); 2) Self-learning. Ryan and Deci (2000) said that
someone independent would involve himself to learn on an ongoing basis about himself (Weinstein et al.,
2012); and 3) Determination. It is the ability to set and to decide whether the regulations, targets, and
processes that occur in his business (Van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006).

2.5 Proactiveness

Crant defined proactiveness as taking the initiative to improve the circumstances of (Unsworth & Parker,
2003). According to Wiklund and Shepherd proactiveness was looking far ahead and have the determination
to identify and respond to opportunities (Wong, 2012). Teece stated that in the entrepreneurship literatures,
proactiveness had definitions as the ability to anticipate and feel a vague signs and act to the needs in the
future ahead of existing competitors to gain a competitive advantage (Sundqvist et al., 2012). Crant (2000)
stated that proactiveness could be seen from some behaviors. The behaviors could be used as gauges or in-
dicators for proactiveness: The ability to pick the opportunity quickly; Courage start a change; The
desirability of creating favorable conditions.

2.6 Entrepreneurial Performance
Van Vuuren said that entrepreneurial performance was the achievement of several entrepreneurial objectives
(Sebikari, 2014). According to Dollinger, the entrepreneurial performance was something done by an en-
trepreneur with high initiative to obtain the goal of entrepreneurship (Tseng, 2013). Callaghan and Venter
(2011) mentioned that entrepreneurial performance was something that emphasizes on achieving something
and provide continous satisfaction.

There are several indicators of entrepreneurial performance, which are 1) Need for achievement.



McClelland stated that the need for achievement that was often described as a passion to deliver good per-
formance and to gain a feeling of achievement. It is one of the specific characters of entrepreneurship. Collins
et al. stated that the need for achievement had a positive correlation with corporate success (Khan et al., 2015).
Successful entrepreneurs have high scores in need for achievement (Oosterbeek et al., 2010); 2) The enthu-
siasm for entrepreneurship. Empirical findings using non-economic indicators to measure the performance
namely enthusiasm in work, which represents positive aspect that belonging to someone (Leitao & Franco,
2008), and 3) The realization of the thinking to entrepreneurship. Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated
that entrepreneurship would ultimately culminate in the creation or realization of entrepreneurial and stra-
tegic management plan that would be resulting in the best performance.

2.7 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Innovativeness

Earlier research claimed that entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly innovativeness. Previous research
by Herbig et al. stated that innovation required three basic components, namely infrastructure, capital, and
the ability of the entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005). Herbig et al. indicate that entrepreneurial mindset affects inno-
vativeness. Other research by Slater states that entrepreneurship tailored to the market-oriented culture will
contribute significantly to successful innovation (Ndubisi, 2014; Sutanto et al., 2019). Research by Wang and
Zang (2005) state that entrepreneurship is one of the major areas relevant in human resource and innovation.
Gonthier and Chirita (2019) found that several factors that enable the entrepreneurial spirit fostered by cor-
porate incubators to boost the innovation capability in their parent companies. Based on the statements, it
can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hi: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the innovativeness of students of public universities in Su-
rabaya, Indonesia.

2.8 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Risk-Taking

Earlier researches claim that entrepreneurial mindset affect significantly to risk-taking. Wenhong and
Liuying stated systems thinking owned by the entrepreneur would affect the tendency of risk-taking. Related
to entrepreneur behavior concerning the family business, Zahra states that ownership is associated with risk-
taking (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. state that an entrepreneur receives personal
financial risk existing but directly benefits from the potential success. It indicates that the entrepreneurial
mindset has a significant effect on risk-taking (Sutanto et al., 2019). Further, Jemal (2020) found that entre-
preneurial mindset affects positively and significantly the performance of SMEs and parameters includes:
seeking opportunity, creativity, innovation, risk taking, pro-activeness, and alertness to take action. Based on
the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

H,: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the risk-taking of students of the public universities in Su-
rabaya, Indonesia.

2.9 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Competitive Aggressiveness

Previous researches suggest that entrepreneurial mindset affects significantly competitive aggressiveness.
Stevenson's research cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was somehow becoming
synonymous with competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors that effectd by the entrepreneu-
rial mindset, competitive aggressiveness could be improved. Someone with high competitive aggressiveness
would be able to analyze the activities of opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense competition, and
made it a motivation for him to reach a better competition. Neneh (2012) and Sutanto et al. (2019) said that
setting the mindset of entrepreneurship was important to sustain the competitiveness of economic organiza-
tion. Moreover, Paek and Lee (2017) suggested that the dimensions of strategic entrepreneurship, which are
environmental sensing, opportunity seizing, strategic flexibility and entrepreneurial orientation play a criti-
cal role in competitive advantage of firms. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following
hypothesis:

H;: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects competitive aggressiveness of students of public universities
in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.10 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Autonomy
Research by McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was evidence about the manager of subsidiaries who
involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater autonomy and attachment because of the policy of control
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in some multinational companies were not able to detect and/or control such acts. Moreover, Sutanto et al.
(2019) found that the entrepreneurial mindset had a significant effect on the autonomy of college students in
Malang City, Indonesia. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hy: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects autonomy of students of the public universities in Surabaya,
Indonesia.

2.11 Entrepreneurial Mindset and Proactiveness

Mintzberg said entrepreneurial companies tend to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more
proactive in looking for new opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014). Moreover, Sutanto et al. (2019) found
entrepreneurial mindset had a significant effect on the proactiveness of college students in Malang City, In-
donesia. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects the proactiveness of students of the public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.12 Innovativeness and Entrepreneurial Performance

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions
associated with the entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive relation-
ship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orientation there
were dimensions of innovativeness. It shows that the innovativeness has an impact on performance. Prihan-
dono and Utami (2018) also consider to explore the entrepreneurial in higher education and innovative po-
tential. Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) and Sutanto et al. (2019) stated that innovativeness had a significant
impact on performance. Further, Bor (2018) revealed that entrepreneurial innovativeness has a direct positive
relationship with performance of mid-sized firms. Falahat, Tehseen, and van Horne (2018) also revealed that
there was a significant positive impact of entrepreneurial innovativeness on three types of business perfor-
mances namely perceived non-financial, perceived business growth, and perceived performance relative
competitors except on financial performance. Further, Linton (2019) highlighted that innovativeness can be
meaningfully divided between the attributes of process and outcome. Based on the statement, it can be for-
mulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Innovativeness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities
in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.13 Risk-taking and Entrepreneurial Performance

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that risk-taking was one of the dimensions
associated with the entrepreneurial performance. On the other hand, Chen et al. (2007) stated entrepreneurial
orientation had a positive relationship to performance. In the entrepreneurial orientation, there were dimen-
sions of risk-taking. It suggests that risk-taking has an impact on performance. Guo and Jiang (2020) also
found that a focal firm’s new product success benefits most from adopting a concurrently high level of sens-
ing risk-taking and seizing risk-taking when market growth is high but a high level of sensing risk-taking
with a low level of seizing risk-taking when market growth is low. Moreover, Linton (2019) highlighted that
risk-taking can be meaningfully divided between the attributes of process and outcome. Based on the
statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hy: Risk-taking significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.14 Competitive Aggressiveness and Entrepreneurial Performance

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that competitive aggressiveness was a
dimension that was associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of the competitive aggressiveness. It shows that competitive aggressive-
ness has an impact on performance. Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) mentioned that competitive aggressiveness
equaled as an effort to lead in performance and beat your opponent. Abdullahi, Kunya, Bustani, and Usman
(2019) also concluded that competitive aggressive impacts positively on the financial performance of Nige-
rian CSMEs. On the other hand, Fadda (2018) showed that innovativeness, proactiveness and autonomy were
significantly associated with tourism firm performance, whereas risk-taking and competitiveness were not.



While, Kosa, Mohammad, and Ajibie (2018) found the level of influence is increasing as firms are being es-
tablished in larger cities because the firms in cities have more customers and competitors causing them to
generate unique strategies that lead them to outstanding performance. Based on the statement, it can be
formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hs: Competitive aggressiveness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.15 Autonomy and Entrepreneurial Performance

In their study, Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that autonomy was one of
the dimensions that associated with entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial
orientation there was a dimension of autonomy. It shows that autonomy has an impact on performance.
While, Yu, Lumpkin, Parboteeah, and Stambaugh (2019) found that in dynamic environments, autonomy is
associated with improved performance in the United States, while in Taiwan, firms in dynamic environments
fared worse with increasing autonomy. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypo-
thesis:

Ho: Autonomy significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.16 Proactiveness and Entrepreneurial Performance

Costa and McCrae stated that openness to experience was the proactive search and an appreciation for the
experience itself as well as tolerance over the exploration of new things (Smith, 2013). On the other hand,
Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned that proactiveness was one dimension that
was associated with the entrepreneurial performance. In the study, it was mentioned that openness to
experience is one of the factors influencing entrepreneurial performance. It can be concluded that proactive-
ness has an impact on entrepreneurial performance. Chen et al. (2007) also stated it had a positive relationship
between entrepreneurial orientation taking action against performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orien-
tation there was a dimension of proactiveness. Linton (2019) highlighted that proactiveness can be meaning-
fully divided between the attributes of process and outcome. It shows that proactiveness has an impact on
performance. Based on the statement, it can be formulated as the following hypothesis:

Hio: Proactiveness significantly affects the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities
in Surabaya, Indonesia.

2.17 Research Framework
All the developed hypotheses are shown in Figure 1.



Journal of Economics, Business, and Accountancy Ventura Vol. 23, No. 2, December 2020 - March 2021, pages 1 - 16

Innovativeness

Competitive
Aggressiveness

Figure 1. Research Framework

Entreprencurial
Mindset

3. RESEARCH METHOD

The population was the bachelor students of the management program of the public universities in Surabaya,
Indonesia. There were four establish public universities in Surabaya, which had been offering an entrepre-
neurship education for their students. The total amount was 4,036 shown in Table 1. It used a purposive
sampling.

The criteria set out against the respondents to get the results by the research objectives. They were
bachelor students of the management program of the public universities in Surabaya, Indonesia, who were/
are ever engaged in entrepreneurship. The 364 samples were taken from the population and determined
using Slovin's formula. The questionaires were disseminated directly to the students of the universities. In
order to control bias, the questionaires was tried out in advance on some respondents. Screening of respon-
dents was conducted orally by asking the respondents one by one and strengthened with the existing ques-
tions in the questionnaire.

The study utilized the PLS-SEM to analyze the data. The Partial Least Square function is divided into
two groups, namely the inner model and the outer model. The outer model is more towards testing the va-
lidity and reliability. While the inner model is more towards regression, which is to assess the effect of one
variable on other variables. Model fit on Partial Least Square is not like SEM where there is a global match,
such as RMSEA, AGFI, PGFI, PNFI, CMIN / DF, etc. In PLS there are only two criteria for assessing the fit of
the model, namely the fit of the outer model which is called the outer model and the inner fit which is called
the inner model (Ghozali, 2014).

Table 1. Amounts of bachelor students of management program of public universities in Surabaya

. . Number of

University Students
Universitas Airlangga 2,026
Universitas Negeri Surabaya 997
Institut Teknologi 10 November Surabaya 109
Universitas Pembangunan Negeri Veteran Jawa Timur 904
Total Number of Students 4,036

Source: http:/ /forlap.dikti.go.id/



4. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Variable Descriptive Analysis

All responses of the respondents to each variable were designed by Likert scale from 1 to 5. It was set
categories of variables by this formula as shown in Table 2.

Range = Maximum Value - Minimum Value [1]
Amounts of Category
Range= 5-1
3
Range =1.33
Table 2. Interval of mean scores
Range Remarks
1,00-2,33 Low
2,34-3,67 Medium
3,67-5,00 High

By using the category, then the evaluation of the answers for each of the variables can be described
as follows.

Table 3. The description of entrepreneurial mindset

Item Statement Mean Remark
X11 I want to create my own workplace 3,64 Medium
X12 I have an aspiration to be an entrepreneur 3,32 Medium
X1.3 I tend to seek business opportunities 3,84 High
X14 I can identify a business opportunity based on the needs of 3,57 Medium
consumers in the market
Entrepreneurial Mindset (X1) 3,59 Medium

Table 3 notes that the average value of the entrepreneurial mindset is 3.59. It means that the
entrepreneurial mindset of students of the public universities in Surabaya has value medium. Table 3 also
notes that the highest average value of the indicators is 3.84 in the statement "I tend to seek business
opportunities." The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.32 in the statement "I have an aspiration to be
an entrepreneur." These results indicate that respondents tend to seek business opportunities despite the
aspiration to be an entrepreneur is not so great. It attributes to the respondent's efforts to earn an income or
meet his needs. The difference between the statements "I tend to seek business opportunities" with the other
states also far enough to the point of being in the different categories (high, medium, low). It indicates that
most respondents tend to think more about how to get a business opportunity in a wide variety of way
whether to become entrepreneurs or not. It implies that the education succeeds to change the students” mind-
set of entrepreneurship (Jung & Lee, 2020; Wardana et al., 2020).

Table 4. The description of innovativeness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z11 I'tend to accept new things around me 3,31 Medium
Z12 I have an innovative idea that can be implemented 3,50 Medium
Z13 I have unique ideas that haven't been done before 3,34 Medium
Z14 I can implement the unique ideas that I have 3,49 Medium
Innovativeness (Z1) 3,41 Medium

Table 4 shows the average value of innovativeness is 3.41. It means students' innovativeness in the
public universities in Surabaya has value medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicators is 3.50
"I have innovative ideas to be implemented." The lowest average value of the indicator is 3.31 in "I am likely
to receive new things around me." These results indicate that respondents have different ideas to be applied
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in their business. The entire statement is in the category of the medium. It means that innovativeness possibly
is improved further.

Table 5. The description of risk-taking

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Z21 I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone 3,65 Medium

Z3s I'have a willingness to try new things 3,66 Medium

Z3 I'have the courage to take the decision with minimal 3,77 High

information

Zo4 I felt challenged to do things outside of my comfort zone 3,69 High

Zs I have the desire to conquer my greatest fear 3,71 High
Risk-taking (Z2) 3,69 High

Based on Table 5 can be noted that the average value of the variable risk-taking is 3.69. It means the
risk-taking of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value of high. The highest average value
of the indicator is 3.77 in the statement I dare to decide with minimal information. The lowest average value
of the indicator is 3.65 on the statement of I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone. Respondents
take decisions with minimal information and illustrate that the respondent takes their decision quicker. Table
5 also pointed out that the existence of the respondent towards new things is medium. It is similar to the
variable description analysis of innovativeness. The respondents need to enhance adaptation to new things.

Table 6. The description of the competitive aggressiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z31 I'am trying to find information to know the existence of 3,42 Medium
competitors for my business
Z32 I'am trying to find information about my business 3,31 Medium
competitors
Z33 I have the desire to grow bigger than competitors 3,37 Medium
Z34 I made the difference in the ability with competitors as a 3,41 Medium
motivation to compete
Z35 I'have the ability to compete with business competitors 3,35 Medium
Z36 I can overtake the position of the competitors who have 3,37 Medium
higher business position
Competitive Aggressiveness (Z3) 3,37 Medium

Based on Table 6 can be noted that the average value of the variable competitive aggressiveness is
3.37. It means the competitive aggressiveness of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value
the medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is 3.42 in the statement I am trying to find
information to know the existence of competitors for my business. The lowest average value is 3.31 on I am
trying to find information about my business competitors. Respondents tend to strive to recognize the
surrounding environment despite the statement with the highest value remained in the category of
"Medium". All Statements about competitive aggressiveness are medium. It indicates that respondents tend
to be less concerned with competitors to compete better. Lack of concern for the competitors to compete can
come from ego and focus on their own business.

Table 7. The description of the autonomy

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z4a I work without relying on others 3,34 Medium
Zs2 I'am working without affected by other people's 3,49 Medium

assumptions
Zy3 I believe with the my ability to resolve the job 3,41 Medium
Zya I'work in a field that I've mastered 3,50 Medium




Zss I can specify the time limit to finish the job 3,45 Medium
Zss I can determine the target of achievement for myself 3,55 Medium
Autonomy (Zs) 3,46 Medium

Based on Table 7 can be noted that the average value of the variable autonomy is 3.46. It means the
autonomy of students of the public universities in Surabaya is medium. Besides, the highest average value
of the indicator is 3.55 can determine the achievement target. The lowest average is 3.34 of I work without
relying on others. These results show that determine the targets for ourselves is easier to do than the other
statements. All statements regarding autonomy are in the category of the medium. It shows that the
autonomy of the respondents needs to improve regarding independence in work.

Table 8. The description of proactiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Zsa I'work with my own initiatives and without being asked 3,64 Medium

Zs2 I get the job done faster than the given time 3,56 Medium

Zs3 I prefer to face rather than avoid the problem 3,60 Medium
Proactiveness (Zs) 3,60 Medium

Based on Table 8 can be noted that the average value of the proactiveness is 3.60. It means that the
proactiveness of students of the public universities in Surabaya is medium. Also, the highest average value
of the indicator is 3.64 I am working with the initiative. The lowest average is 3.56 I get the job done faster
than the given time. These results indicate that respondents may give rise to the initiative from themselves
to do something. All statements about proactiveness are in the category of the medium. It indicates that
respondents can enhance the initiative. Tend to work on time and finish it sooner than the given time.

Table 9. The description of entrepreneurial performance

Item Statement Mean Remarks

Yi I'am trying to improve my business turnover 3,33 Medium

Y, I am trying to hit the target that I set for my business 3,57 Medium

Y3 I'have a high spirit in opening my business 3,55 Medium

Ys I'am very happy to have a new business 3,46 Medium

Y5 I feel excited when finding a new breakthrough for my 3,50 Medium

business

Ys I can apply the ideas of my effort into my business 3,59 Medium
Entrepreneurial Performance (Y) 3,50 Medium

Based on Table 9 can be noted that the average value of the variable entrepreneurial performance is
3.50. It means the entrepreneurial performance of students of the public universities in Surabaya has a value
of the medium. Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is 3.59 I can apply the ideas of my effort
into my efforts. The lowest average is 3.33 I am trying to improve my business turnover. These results indicate
that respondents can reasonably implement ideas into their business. All statements regarding entreprene-
urial performance are in the category of the medium. It shows that entrepreneurial performance could still
be improved, especially in terms of efforts on increasing turnover. More respondents need to pay close atten-
tion to the financial aspects.

4.2 Convergent Validity
Campbell and Fisk stated that convergent validity is an agreement between measures of the same construct
assessed by different methods (Guo et al., 2008). Convergent validity measurement carries out using the
value of the outer-loading. An indicator is said to satisfy the convergent validity if it has the value of outer-
loading > 0.5 (Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Here are the values of the outer-loading indicator on each variable
dimensions and research.

From Table 10 can be noted that all indicators that make up the research dimensions and variables
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have a value of outer-loading > 0.5. Based on these results, all indicators have met the convergent validity.
They can be used to do further analysis.

4.3 Discriminant Validity

Campbell and Fisk stated that discriminant validity was the distinctiveness of different constructs (Guo et
al., 2008). The measurement of discriminant validity carries out using cross-loading value (Henseler et al.,
2015). An indicator that satisfies to discriminant validity of the indicator value of cross-loading on dimen-
sions or from the variables is the largest when compared with other variables or dimensions (Muafi &
Roostika, 2014). Table 10 shows the value of cross-loading each indicator.

Table 10 shows that all indicators have the largest cross-loading on their dimension or variables
compared to others. Based on these results, the indicators used in this study have had good discriminat
validity in drawing up each dimension or variable. Besides using the value of outer loading, testing validity
can also be done by looking at the AVE value (Henseler et al., 2015). The indicators used are said to be valid
if the value of AVE is above 0.5. The AVE value of indicators are shown in Table 12.

Table 12 shows the AVE value produced by all reflective indicators is above 0.5. Based on those results,
all reflective indicators meet the validity requirements. Further examination is construct-reliability by
looking at the output of the composite reliability or Cronbach's alpha. Constructs are pretty reliable if the
value of the composite reliability or Cronbach's alpha is greater than or equal to 0.3. But better if above 0.7
(Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Table 13 shows the output of the Cronbach's alpha. The Cronbach’s alpha values
of all constructs are good if above 0.7. So all reflective indicators are reliable or meet the reliability test.
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A3 07668  0,7668 0,6036 0,5338 0,6549 0,6238 0,5504 0,5084
A4 07912 07912 0,5531 0,5166 0,6429 0,5369 0,5606 0,4943
A5 08158 08158 0,5391 0,4813 0,6008 0,5414 0,4813 0,4641
A6 08905  0,8905 0,5725 0,5049 0,6705 0,5687 0,5504 0,4659
CAl 05972 08264 08264 0,4135 0,5886 0,5833 0,4496 0,4131
cA2 05689 07884 07884 0,5159 05771 0,5481 0,4476 0,4531
CA3 04548 07572 07572 0,4279 0,5085 0,5579 0,3978 0,3759
CA4 05815 07704 07704 0,4295 0,6426 0,6305 0,4609 0,4191
CA5 05733 07871 07871 0,4841 0,6115 0,6426 04344 0,4249
CA6 05876 08306 08306 0,5039 0,6394 0,5933 0.5688 0,5207
EM1 0,5782 0,5239 08471 08471 0,6015 05112 0,5762 0,7261
EM2 0,4691 0,4505 07781 07781 0,4832 0,3901 05923 0,6463
EM3 0,4804 04143 07877 07877 0,5861 0,4524 0,6646 0,7253
EM4 0,6001 0,5378 08891 0,8891 0,6622 0,5492 0,6114 0,8036
EP1 6909 0,6291 05929 07679 07679 0,5161 0,5814 0,5711
EP2 0,7103 0,6699 06673 08824 08824 0,6575 0,7145 0,6651
EP3 0,5479 0,5929 0543 07823 07823 0,659 0,5959 0,5295
EP4 05751 0,5046 04659 07538 07538 05275 0,6133 0,5345
EP5 0,6302 0,6483 06105 08471 08471 0,6625 0,6169 0,6121
EP6 0,7341 0,6662 06156 09071 09071 0,6635 0,6713 0,6349
11 0,5807 0,6197 04916 06057 08339 08339 04731 04012
2 0,6126 0,6826 05221 06766 08388 08388 0,5201 0,4901
B3 0,5199 0,5629 0,4211 05678 08287 08287 0,4042 0,3876
4 0,6427 0,6254 0,4941 06369 08444 08444 05174 0,4482
PA1 0,6481 0,5353 0,6795 07139 05031 09148 09148 0,6643
PA2 0,5067 05774 0,6522 0,6688 05325 08497 08497 0,6555
PA3 05511 0379 0,5689 05947 04503 08184 08184 0,5661
RT1 0,4663 04143 0,6926 0,5408 0,3724 06233 07645 07645
RT2 0,5514 0,5337 0,8057 0,6078 0,4943 05931 08471 08471
RT3 03708 03511 0,6373 05564 0,3582 05987 07991 0,791
RT4 0,4289 03773 0,6585 05611 0,3619 06251 08132 08132
RT5 0,5841 0,5499 0,7932 0,6693 05163 05729 08721 08719

Table 12 shows the value of Cronbach’s alpha of all constructs is good if above 0.7. So all reflective
indicators are reliable or meet the reliability test. Besides, the composite-reliability values of all reflective
constructs are also good. So all the reflective indicators are reliable or meet the test of reliability.

Table 12. AVE value and reliability test
Variable AVE Composite Cronbach’s
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4.4 R-Square

Table 14 shows the R-Square value of each variable. Risk-taking and proactiveness have a high magnitude of
the research model (77% and 54%). This result explains that the Indonesian students have strong entrepre-
neurial characteristics on those two. It may be the education of entrepreneurship has a positive contribution
in building their entrepreneurship.

Moreover, the R-Square value of Entrepreneurial Performance is very high. It means that the magni-
tude of entrepreneurial performance is 80.3%. Autonomy, competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness,
proactiveness, and risk-taking explain it. The rest amounted of 19.7% are explained by other factors outside
the model that is examined.

4.5 Hypothesis Testing and Discussion

Hypothesis testing is a scientific process to examine if a hypothesis is plausible or not. Hypothesis testing is
calculated by searching for the quantity and value of the effect coefficient also t-statistic (Park, 2008). Research
hypothesis is acceptable if the value of the t-statistic > 1.96. Here are the coefficients of effect (original sample
estimate) and the value of the t-statistic of each hypothesis on the inner model shown in Table 15. The results
support positively the previous one done by Sutanto et al. (2019).

Table 14. R-square value
Variable R-Square
Entrepreneurial Mindset
Innovativeness
Risk-taking
Competitive Aggressiveness
Autonomy
Proactiveness
Entrepreneurial Performance 8030
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The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the innovativeness of 0.579 with a t-statistic
of 7.696 outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has significant effects against
innovativeness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset will increase the innovativeness of students of public
universities. Based on this result, H; is accepted. It supports the earlier researches claimed that entrepreneu-
rial mindset affects significantly to innovativeness. Herbig et al. stated that innovation required three basic
components, namely infrastructure, capital, and the ability of the entrepreneur (Zhao, 2005). He indicated
that entrepreneurial mindset affected innovativeness. Moreover, Slater stated that entrepreneurship tailored
to the market-oriented culture contribute significantly to the successful innovation (Ndubisi, 2014) as well as
the research by Wang and Zang (2005) which suggested entrepreneurship was one of the many areas that are
relevant in the human resource and innovation. Gonthier and Chirita (2019) also found that several factors
that enable the entrepreneurial spirit fostered by corporate incubators to boost the innovation capability in
their parent companies.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on risk-taking of 0.879 with a t-statistic of
37.235 outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect towards risk-
taking. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the risk-taking of students of public universities. Based
on this result, Hz is accepted. It supports the earlier researches that claimed that entrepreneurial mindset
affects risk-taking. Wenhong and Liuying (2010) stated systems thinking owned by entrepreneurs would
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affect their tendency in risk-taking. Zahra says industrial entrepreneur ownership is associated with risk-
taking (Wang & Poutziouris, 2010). In his research, Segal et al. (2005) stated that an entrepreneur received
personal financial risk existing in the ownership of a business but was also directly benefit from the potential
success of that business. Jemal (2020) found that entrepreneurial mindset affects positively and significantly
the performance of SMEs and parameters includes: seeking opportunity, creativity, innovation, risk taking,
pro-activeness, and alertness to take action. All these findings indicate that the entrepreneurial mindset has
a significant effect on risk-taking.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on competitive aggressiveness of 0.585 with a
t-statistic of 7.89 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect
against competitive aggressiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the competitive aggressive-
ness of students of public universities. Based on this result, H; is accepted.

It supports previous research that suggests that entrepreneurial mindset affects competitive aggres-
siveness. Stevenson's research (1990), cited by Piperopoulos (2012) showed that entrepreneurship was some-
how becoming synonymous with competitive aggressiveness. Through the internal factors, the entrepre-
neurial mindset improves competitive aggressiveness. Someone with high competitive aggressiveness will
be able to analyze the activities of opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense competition, and made
it a motivation for him to reach a better performance. Neneh (2012) said that setting the mindset of entrepre-
neurship was important to sustain the competitiveness of economic organization. Paek and Lee (2017) also
suggested that the dimensions of strategic entrepreneurship, which are environmental sensing, opportunity
seizing, strategic flexibility and entrepreneurial orientation play a critical role in competitive advantage of
firms.

Table 15. Coefficients of effect and t-statistic

Hypothesis Effect Coefficient t-statistic Decision
H; EM -->1 0,5792 7,6962 Accepted
H» EM -->RT 0,8800 37,2351 Accepted
Hs EM --> CA 0,5846 7,8921 Accepted
Hy EM -->P 0,7376 14,5843 Accepted
Hs EM --> A 0,6465 9,8460 Accepted
Hs I-->EP 0,1945 2,0400 Accepted
H; RT --> EP 0,1913 2,6804 Accepted
Hs CA -->EP 0,1853 2,1528 Accepted
Hy P -->EP 0,2471 2,3890 Accepted
Hip A -->EP 0,2428 2,1129 Accepted

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the autonomy of 0.647 with t-statistic of
9.846 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect on auto-
nomy. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the autonomy of students of public universities. Based on
this result, Hyis accepted. This result supports research of McDonald et al. (2008) stated that there was
evidence about the manager of subsidiaries who involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater auto-
nomy and attachment because of the policy of control in some multinational companies are not able to detect
and or control such acts.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on the proactiveness of 0.738 with a t-statistic
of 14.584 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect against
proactiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset increases the proactiveness of students of public universi-
ties. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. This result supports what Mintzberg found that entrepreneurial
companies tended to be more engaged in risk than other companies and more proactive in looking for new
opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014).

The innovativeness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.195 with t-
statistic of 2.0399 greater than 1.96. This result shows that there is a significant effect of innovativeness on
entrepreneurial performance. A higher innovativeness increases the entrepreneurial performance of students
of public universities. Based on this result, He is accepted. This result supports previous scholars. Callaghan
and Venter (2011) mentioned that innovativeness was one of the dimensions associated with entrepreneurial
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performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was a positive relationship between entrepreneurial orien-
tation and performance, wherein the entrepreneurial orientation there were dimensions of innovativeness. It
shows that innovativeness has an impact on performance. Khalili et al. (2013), Linton (2019), and Sutanto et
al. (2019) said innovativeness had a significant effect on performance. Further, Bor (2018) revealed that en-
trepreneurial innovativeness has a direct positive relationship with performance of mid-sized firms. Falahat,
Tehseen, and van Horne (2018) also revealed that there was a significant positive impact of entrepreneurial
innovativeness on three types of business performances namely perceived non-financial, perceived business
growth, and perceived performance relative competitors except on financial performance.

The risk-taking has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.191 with t-statistic
of 2.68 greater than 1.96. This result shows that risk-taking providing a significant effect against the entrepre-
neurial performance. A higher risk-taking increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of public
universities. Based on this result, Hy is accepted. It supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and
Venter (2011), Linton (2019), and Sutanto et al. (2019). It suggests that risk-taking has an impact on perform-
ance. Guo and Jiang (2020) also found that a focal firm’s new product success benefits most from adopting a
concurrently high level of sensing risk-taking and seizing risk-taking when market growth is high but a high
level of sensing risk-taking with a low level of seizing risk-taking when market growth is low.

The competitive aggressiveness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.185
with t-statistic of 2.152 greater than 1.96. This result suggests that the competitive aggressiveness has a
significant effect on entrepreneurial performance. A higher competitive aggressiveness increases the entre-
preneurial performance in of students of public universities. Based on this result, Hsis accepted. The result
supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Khalili et al. (2013), Kosa, Moham-
mad, and Ajibie (2018), Sutanto et al. (2019), and Abdullahi, Kunya, Bustani, and Usman (2019). The
competitive aggressiveness leads in performance.

Autonomy has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.247 with t-statistic of
2.389 greater than 1.96. This result explains that autonomy has a significant effect on entrepreneurial per-
formance. A higher autonomy increases the entrepreneurial of students of public universities. Based on this
result, Hy is accepted. It supports positively what was found by Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al.
(2007), Yu et al. (2019), and Sutanto et al. (2019) previously that autonomy had an impact on performance.

The proactiveness has a coefficient of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.243 with a t-
statistic of 2.112 outweighs 1.96. This result explains that the proactiveness has a significant effect on entre-
preneurial performance. A higher proactiveness increases the entrepreneurial performance of students of
public universities. Based on this result, Hi is accepted. It convinces the previous findings of Costa and
McCrae (1992) (in Smith, 2013), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al. (2007), Linton (2019), and Sutanto
et al. (2019). It shows that proactiveness has an impact on performance.

5. CONCLUSION, IMPLICATION, SUGGESTION, AND LIMITATIONS

Based on the results of this research then it can be concluded the conclusions that entrepreneurial mindset of
the Indonesian students has a positive and significant effect against their innovativeness, risk-taking, compe-
titive aggressiveness, autonomy, proactiveness. Therefore, changing mindset of the students to entreprene-
urship is a vital effort. It implies the entrepreneurship education of Indonesian public universities has suc-
ceeded to change their mindset as well as their entrepreneurial orientation and performance. Promoting en-
trepreneurship education to develop the entrepreneurial competences and mindsets of citizens has become
an important mission on the supranational educational policy agenda (Laalo & Heinonen, 2016).

On the other hand, the Indonesian students’ innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness,
autonomy, and proactiveness are found has and significant effect against entrepreneurial performance. It
convinces that the education of entrepreneurship should not satisfy only to change the students’ mindset but
also to cultivate all variables in order to reach high performance.

Some variables such as entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, competitive aggressiveness, auto-
nomy, proactiveness, as well as entrepreneurial performance of the Indonesian college students have medi-
um mean. Some actions need to be done much more in the future. Improving the entrepreneurship curricu-
lum is extremely necessary. Inviting and connecting to successful business leaders and entrepreneurs is a
must. It will open and inspire students” minds and hearts to create a startup business. Furthermore, as sug-
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gested by Loboda, Ostrovskyi, and Katernyak (2018) universities should promote entrepreneurship as a ca-
reer option and provide entrepreneurship experiences to students. The change in the academic culture is a
common challenge, which includes the introduction of entrepreneurial thinking and acting as alternatives to
traditional teaching approaches and opening up the universities to the surrounding society and industrial
ecosystem. The use of ICT and in particular eLearning in delivering entrepreneurial education might be an
additional option for expanding the outreach of the course.

This study is only to analyze the entrepreneurship of the students. However, to make sure whether
the students really implement their entrepreneurship potential after finishing their education, it needs a fur-
ther research. Without that, the findings are only a theory.
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1. INTRODUCTION

ABSTRACT

Entrepreneurship plays a vital role in determining the level of economic growth of a
country. This study aims to explore the effect of entrepreneurial mindset on
innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactive-
ness on entrepreneurial performance. Besides that, it also analyses the impact of these
five factors on entrepreneurial performance. This research uses Partial Least Squares
Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) to analyze the data. The data were
collected from 364 respondents, consisting of undergraduate students of management
program from public universities in Surabaya, Indonesia. The results show that entre-
preneurial mindset has a significant effect on innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive
aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactiveness. All of these factors, in turn, affect or
enhance a positive and significant impact on the students’ entrepreneurial perform-
ance. It implies that the entrepreneurship education of public universities in
Surabaya, Indonesia has succeeded in changing the students’ mindset and
orientation. The government needs to increase entrepreneurship education centers
and business incubator centers at the universities.

ABSTRAK

Kewirausahaan memegang peranan penting dalam menentukan tingkat pertumbuhan
ekonomi suatu negara. Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk mengetahui pengaruh pola pikir
wirausaha terhadap inovasi, pengambilan risiko, agresifitas bersaing, otonomi, dan
proaktif terhadap kinerja wirausaha. ance. Selain itu juga menganalisis pengaruh
kelima faktor tersebut terhadap kinerja kewirausahaan. Penelitian ini menggunakan
Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) untuk menganalisis
data. Data dikumpulkan dari 364 responden, yang terdiri dari mahasiswa program
sarjana dari program manajemen pada perguruan tinggi negeri di Surabaya, Indonesia.
Hasil penelitian menunjukkan bahwa pola pikir entreonpreneurial berpengaruh
signifikan terhadap inovasi, pengambilan risiko, daya saing, otonomi, dan proaktif.
Dan, semua faktor ini, pada gilirannya, mempengaruhi atau meningkatkan efek positif
dan signifikan pada kinerja kewirausahaan siswa. Hal ini menyiratkan bahwa
pendidikan kewirausahaan perguruan tinggi negeri di Surabaya, Indonesia telah
berhasil mengubah pola pikir dan orientasi mahasiswa. Pemerintah perlu menambah
pusat pendidikan kewirausahaan dan pusat inkubator bisnis di perguruan
tinggi.Pemerintah perlu memperbanyak sentra pendidikan kewirasusahaan dan pusat
inkubator bisnis di berbagai perguruan tinggi.

countries by the International Survey of Collegiate

Entrepreneurship, as a career, is interesting. World
Economic Forum concludes that over a third of
Indonesian young people want to be entrepreneurs
(Wood, 2019). On the contrary, the choice for an
entrepreneur as a career posits the level at 26% from
20% in 2009 (GMAC, 2014). It can be a reflection as
shown by the survey against 37,000 students from 14
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Entrepreneurship in 2006. It is stated that 15.4% of
students choose entrepreneur as a career within the
first five years after graduation, and for the next five
years, the number increased to 50.1% (Szerb &
Imreh, 2007). This study refers to some lessons from
Indonesia’s experience with the focus of the public
university students. It offers an interesting case



Eddy Madiono Sutanto: Entrepreneurial Mindset, Orientation, and Performance ...

study because the growth of entrepreneurship in the
country in general and university students, in
particular, has not yet reached the entrepreneurial
performance. Yet, this entrepreneurship is
encouraged in university-level education by various
countries globally, and, in Indonesia, it has not been
followed by an increase in entrepreneurial
performance of Indonesia's students.

Gustiawan et al. (2014) indicated that the
number of entrepreneurs in Indonesia was still
small, and its development is critical to the country.
They stated that 2% was an ideal figure for
entrepreneurs in any country from the total
population. In the case of Indonesia, 400,000
entrepreneurs were identified, or less than 2% of the
total population. It is very low compared to that in
America (12%), Singapore (7%), and Malaysia (6%).
From the policy perspectives, entrepreneurship can
help to reduce unemployment. However, the entre-
preneurs’ competency needs to be developed for
enhancing the young people's entrepreneurship
particularly.

This study was motivated by the importance of
entrepreneurial  performance. Therefore, the
researchers try exploring the effect of an
entrepreneurial mindset, innovativeness, risk-
taking, competitive aggressiveness, autonomy, and
proactiveness on entrepreneurial performance of
undergraduate management students of public
universities. The concept of entrepreneurial orienta-
tion embraces some variables such as inno-
vativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness,
autonomy, and proactiveness are adopted from
Miller (1983), Lumpkin and Dess (2001), and Rauch
et al. (2009). They found that these variables have a
positive and significant relationship towards entre-
preneurial performance. Therefore, the primary
purpose of this research is to comprehensively
examine the various aspects of entrepreneurial
orientation towards entrepreneurial performance.
Besides that, it also attempts to see the university
students of Indonesia who have been studying
entrepreneurship. It also explores whether
entrepreneurship  education in  Indonesian
universities has succeeded in changing their
mindset and orientation. University students are the
potential generation in the future of a country. It
requires some efforts to create a better generation
need seriously and consistently, and
entrepreneurship is one of the best solutions. This
study aims and  benefits to improve
entrepreneurship  education in  Indonesian
universities.
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND
HYPOTHESES

Entrepreneurship begins from the mindset.
Dhliwayo and Van Vuuren (2011) stated that the
entrepreneurial mindset is a way of thinking about
business and the opportunity to benefit from the
uncertain circumstances. Furthermore, according to
Valerio et al. (2014), entrepreneurial mindset
referred to socio-emotional abilities and overall
awareness towards entrepreneurship, related to
entrepreneurial motivation and the success that
would come as an entrepreneur. This study uses
indicators to describe the entrepreneurial mindset,
such as the ability to identify business opportuni-
tiesand the degree of thinking of entrepreneur-
ship (Solesvik et al., 2013). One possible outcome of
entrepreneurship education is a change in students’
entrepreneurial mindset (Jung & Lee, 2020).
Kouakou et al. (2019) highlighted the importance of
an entrepreneurial mindset of students at their
youngest age. By doing so, they develop
entrepreneurial experiences, skills, and abilities to
overcome entrepreneurial challenges. This research
provides a clear insight into the topic of an
entrepreneurial mindset to ease individuals and
organizations involved in interactive entre-
preneurial activities continuously.

Innovativeness

There are several definitions of innovativeness.
According to Baregheh et al. (2009), innovativeness
is defined as the ability to create -effective
implementation of new processes and products for
the organization, and it is designed to provide an
advantage for the organization and stakeholders. In
this case, Quintane et al. (2011) claim that
innovativeness is the ability to produce continuous
innovation. Yildiz, Bastiirk, and Boz (2014) also
define innovativeness as how fast a person or
organization in adopting innovations compared
against another person or organization.

There are three indicators of Innovativeness:
openness towards new things, level of creativity,
and ability to innovate. Goldsmith and Foxall (2003)
describes innovativeness as a willingness to try new
things. Lee (2008) declares that innovative people
would search for and combine various information,
examines problems they experienced, and produces
a thought or idea that is unconventional. The power
to innovate is a further phase of creativity. It is a
comparison between the studies in quickly manner
with the embodiment of innovation practices,
particularly socio-organized practices. The power of
innovation is an ability to understand socially,
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accept estimates, disseminate, implement, and use
innovation (Mikhailova, 2015).

Risk-Taking

Boyer (2006) stated that risk-taking involves a
variety of behaviors, associated with some
possibilities against unwanted results. According to
Wenhong and Liuying (2010), risk-taking is a
tendency to take action against something that is
rated as risky. It is a process of decision-making and
an act without enough knowledge about the
obtained results (Noer et al., 2013).

There are several indicators to understand the
concept of risk-taking. These indicators include (1)
The courage of facing new things. Sung and Hanna
stated that young entrepreneurs were more willing
to take risks. They wurge to invest in new
goods/services and enter into new markets (Wang
& Poutziouris, 2010); and (2) the courage to face a
difficult situation. Wenhong and Liuying (2010)
declared that the tendency of risk-taking is a possi-
bility to receive profit related to success in certain
conditions. Anyone requires risk-taking before
putting himself on the consequences associated with
failure.

Competitive Aggressiveness

Competitive aggressiveness is associated with a way
to confront the threats and challenges of the external
environment (Gamble et al., 2013). Lumpkin and
Dess (2001) stated that the competitive
aggressiveness is the intensity of the desire to beat
your opponent. Noer et al. (2013) also stated that
competitive aggressiveness is a responsive attitude
towards any threat as a form of resistance and effort
to win the competition.

According to Stambaugh, Yu, and Dubinsky
(2011, there are three indicators of competitive
behavior: awareness of competitors, motivation to
compete, and capability to compete. Awareness
includes analysis of the opponents ‘strength,
stalking the opponents” competitive actions, and the
dissemination of information about the opponent. It
is about knowing the condition of opponents. There
are two characteristics of motivation in the company
with high competitive aggressiveness. The first is
beating competitors who are crucial for aggressive
companies. Other companies might choose different
things as references. They want to know their per-
formance, internal purpose, and satisfaction with
the target to achieve. The aggressive companies seek
information about their competitor. They also
compare the performance of their own with the
others. The second one is a position of opponents
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that put oneself in difficult situation as appropriate
and necessary steps to improve its performance. The
capability to compete is the ability to attack the
opponents and deflect the opponents” attack. Part of
this ability is an existed resource as funds resulting
from the past good performance. The company is
also aggressively identifying available resources and
prioritizes the resource to attack while the less
aggressive company finds the same resource base.
Aggressive companies are better to use the available
resources rather than to wait for achieving an
optimal target.

Autonomy
According to Van Gelderen and Jansen (2006),
autonomy was freedom of choice without
depending on other parties. Barnabas and Mekoth
(2010) also revealed almost a similar meaning that
autonomy was the degree of freedom of a person
without the need for approval from others. Mitcham
(2005) stated that autonomy had at least four
meanings: the capacity to govern ourselves, the
conditions to set ourselves up, the ideal state to
regulate ourselves, and the authority to rule
ourselves

There are several indicators of autonomy. First
is independent. It is the ability to do things without
being effect by other people (Van Gelderen & Jansen,
2006). Second is self-learning. Someone who is
independent would involve himself to learn on an
ongoing basis about himself (Weinstein et al., 2012).
Last is determination. It is the ability to set and
decide whether the regulations, targets, and
processes occur in his business (Van Gelderen &
Jansen, 2006).

Proactiveness

Van Gelderen and Jansen (2006) defines
proactiveness as taking the initiative to improve the
circumstances. Proactiveness is looking far ahead
and had the determination to identify and respond
to opportunities (Wong, 2012). It is ability to
anticipate and feel a vague sign and act to the needs
in the future ahead of existing competitors to gain a
competitive advantage (Sundqvist et al., 2012).
Crant (2000) stated that proactiveness could be seen
in some behaviors. The behaviors could be used as
gauges or indicators for proactiveness: The ability to
get the opportunity quickly; courage starts a change;
and desirability of creating favorable conditions.

Entrepreneurial Performance
Sebikari (2014) stated that entrepreneurial
performance was the achievement of several
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entrepreneurial objectives. Entrepreneurial
performance was done by an entrepreneur with high
initiative to obtain the goal of entrepreneurship
(Tseng, 2013). Callaghan and Venter (2011) argued
that entrepreneurial performance emphasizes
achieving something and provide continuous satis-
faction.

There are several indicators of entrepreneurial
performance: need for achievement, enthusiasm for
entrepreneurship, and realization of the thinking to
entrepreneurship. Wu and Dagher (2007) stated that
the need for achievement that was often described as
a passion for delivering good performance and for
gaining a feeling of accomplishment. It is one of the
specific characters of entrepreneurship. The need for
achievement had a positive correlation with
corporate success (Khan, Breitenecker, & Schwarz.,
2015). Successful entrepreneurs have high scores in
need for achievement (Oosterbeek, Van Praag, &
Ijsselstein., 2010). Enthusiasm for entrepreneurship
is a non-economic indicator used to measure the
performance. It represents positive aspect belonging
to someone (Leitao & Franco, 2008). Dhliwayo and
Van Vuuren (2011) stated that entrepreneurship
would ultimately culminate in the creation or
realization of entrepreneurial and strategic
management plan that would be resulting in the best
performance.

Entrepreneurial Mindset and Innovativeness
Earlier research claimed that entrepreneurial
mindset significantly affects innovativeness. Zhao
(2005) stated that innovation required three basic
components, namely infrastructure, capital, and the
ability of the entrepreneur. Herbig, Golden, and
Dunphy (1994 indicated that entrepreneurial
mindset affects innovativeness. Ndubisi (2014) and
Sutanto, Sigiols, and Putih (2019) stated that
entrepreneurship tailored to the market-oriented
culture will contribute significantly to successful
innovation. Wang and Zang (2005) proved that
entrepreneurship is one of the significant areas
relevant in human resource and innovation.
Gonthier and Chirita (2019) found that several
factors that enable the entrepreneurial spirit to be
fostered by corporate incubators to boost the
innovation capability in their parent companies.
Based on the statements, the hypothesis can be
stated as the followings:

Hi:: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects
the innovativeness of students of public
universities.
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Entrepreneurial Mindset and Risk-Taking

The previous studies claim that entrepreneurial
mindset affect significantly to risk-taking. Wenhong
and Liuying (2010) stated that systems thinking
owned by the entrepreneur would affect the
tendency of risk-taking. In regards to entrepreneur
behavior concerning the family business, ownership
is associated with risk-taking (Wang & Poutziouris,
2010). In his research, Segal et al. state that an
entrepreneur receives personal financial risk
existing but directly benefits from the potential
success. It indicates that the entrepreneurial mindset
has a significant effect on risk-taking (Sutanto et al.,
2019). Further, Jemal (2020) found that
entrepreneurial mindset positively and significantly
affects SMEs' performance and parameters include
seeking opportunity, creativity, innovation, risk-
taking, proactiveness, and alertness to take action.
Based on the arguments above, this study then states
the hypothesis as the following:

H»: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects

the risk-taking of students of public
universities.
Entrepreneurial Mindset and Competitive
Aggressiveness
Previous researchers suggest that entrepreneurial
mindset  significantly = affects = competitive

aggressiveness. Piperopoulos (2012) shows that
entrepreneurship is somehow becoming
synonymous with competitive aggressiveness.
Through the internal factors affected by the
entrepreneurial mindset, competitive
aggressiveness could be improved. Someone with
high competitive aggressiveness would be able to
analyze the activities of opponents, looking for
loopholes, provide intense competition, and made it
a motivation for him to reach a better competition.
Neneh (2012) and Sutanto et al. (2019) state that
setting the mindset of entrepreneurship was
important to sustain the competitiveness of
economic organization. Moreover, Paek and Lee
(2017) suggest that the dimensions of strategic
entrepreneurship, which are environmental sensing,
opportunity seizing, strategic flexibility, and
entrepreneurial orientation, play a critical role in the
competitive advantage of firms. Based on the
statement, this study proposes the hypothesis as the
following:

Hjz: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects
competitive aggressiveness of students of pu-
blic universities.



Journal of Economics, Business, & Accountancy Ventura Vol. 24, No. 1, April - July 2021, pages 78 - 94

Entrepreneurial Mindset and Autonomy
McDonald, Warhurst, and Allen (2008) provides
evidence regarding the manager of subsidiaries who
involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater
autonomy and attachment because of the policy of
control in some multinational companies were not
able to detect and/or control such acts. Moreover,
Sutanto et al. (2019) found that the entrepreneurial
mindset has a significant effect on the autonomy of
college students in Malang City, Indonesia. Based on
the statement, the hypothesis can be stated as the
following:

Hs: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects
the autonomy of students of public universities.

Entrepreneurial Mindset and Proactiveness
Entrepreneurial companies tend to be more engaged
in risk than other companies and more proactive in
looking for new opportunities (Zhang et al., 2014).
Moreover, Sutanto et al. (2019) found
entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect on
the proactiveness of college students in Malang City,
Indonesia. Based on the arguments above, the
hypothesis can be stated as the following;:

Hs: Entrepreneurial mindset significantly affects
the proactiveness of students of public
universities.

Innovativeness and Entrepreneurial Performance

Callaghan and Venter (2011) argued that
innovativeness was one of the dimensions
associated with the entrepreneurial performance.
Chen et al. (2007) stated that the innovativeness has
an impact on performance. Prihandono and Utami
(2018) also consider exploring the entrepreneurial in
higher education and innovative potential. More-
over, Khalili, Nejadhussein, and Fazel. (2013) and
Sutanto et al. (2019) stated that innovativeness had a
significant impact on performance. Further, Bor
(2018) revealed that entrepreneurial innovativeness
has a direct positive relationship with the
performance of mid-sized firms. Falahat, Tehseen,
and van Horne (2018) also showed a significant
positive impact of entrepreneurial innovativeness
on three types of business performances namely
perceived non-financial, perceived business growth,
and perceived performance relative competitors
except on financial performance. Further, Linton
(2019) highlighted that innovativeness could be
meaningfully divided between process attributes
and outcome. Based on the statement, the following
hypothesis can be formulated:
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He: Innovativeness  significantly affects the
entrepreneurial performance of students of

public universities.

Risk-taking and Entrepreneurial Performance

Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al.
(2019) mentioned that risk-taking was one of the
dimensions associated with the entrepreneurial
performance. On the contrary, Chen et al. (2007)
stated entrepreneurial orientation has a positive
relationship ~ with  performance. In  the
entrepreneurial orientation, there were dimensions
of risk-taking. It suggests that risk-taking has an
impact on performance. Guo and Jiang (2020) also
found that a focal firm’s new product success
benefits most from adopting a concurrently high
level of sensing risk-taking and seizing risk-taking
when market growth is high but a high level of
sensing risk-taking with a low level of seizing risk-
taking when market growth is low. Moreover,
Linton (2019) highlighted that risk-taking could be
meaningfully divided between the attributes of
process and outcome. Based on the statement; the
hypothesis can be formulated as the following:

H7: Risk-taking significantly affects the
entrepreneurial performance of students of
public universities.

Competitive Aggressiveness and Entrepreneurial
Performance
Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al
(2019) stated that competitive aggressiveness was a
dimension that was associated with entrepreneurial
performance. Chen et al. (2007) said that there was a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial
orientation and performance, wherein the
entrepreneurial orientation there was a dimension of
the competitive aggressiveness. It shows that
competitive aggressiveness has an impact on per-
formance. Moreover, Khalili et al. (2013) mentioned
that competitive aggressiveness is equaled as an
effort to lead in performance and beat your
opponent. Abdullahi et al. (2019) also concluded that
competitive aggressive positively affects the
financial performance of Nigerian SMEs.

On the other hand, Fadda (2018) showed that
innovativeness, proactiveness, and autonomy were

significantly = associated with tourism firm
performance, whereas risk-taking and
competitiveness were not. However, Kosa,

Mohammad, and Ajibie (2018) found the level of
influence is increasing as firms are being established
in larger cities because the firms in cities have more
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customers and competitors, causing them to
generate unique strategies that lead them to
outstanding performance. Based on the statement,
the hypothesis can be stated as the following:

Hs: Competitive  aggressiveness  significantly
affects the entrepreneurial performance of
students of public universities.

Autonomy and Entrepreneurial Performance
Callaghan and Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al.
(2019) provide evidence that autonomy is one of the
dimensions  associated with entrepreneurial
performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that
autonomy has an impact on performance. While, Yu
et al. (2019) found that autonomy is associated with
improved performance in the United States in
dynamic environments, while in Taiwan, firms in
dynamic environments fared worse with increasing
autonomy. Based on the statement, it can be formu-
lated as the following hypothesis:

Hy: Autonomy significantly affects the
entrepreneurial performance of students of
public universities.

Proactiveness and Entrepreneurial Performance
Smith (2013) stated that openness to experience was

Entrepreneurial
Mindset

Risk-Taking

Competitive
Aggressiveness

Proactiveness

the proactive search and an appreciation for the
experience itself and tolerance over the exploration
of new things. On the other hand, Callaghan and
Venter (2011) and Sutanto et al. (2019) mentioned
that proactiveness was one dimension that was
associated with the entrepreneurial performance. In
the study, it was mentioned that openness to
experience is one of the factors influencing entrepre-
neurial performance. It can be concluded that proac-
tiveness has an impact on entrepreneurial
performance. Chen et al. (2007) also stated it had a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial
orientations taking action against performance,
wherein the entrepreneurial orientation there was a
dimension of proactiveness. Linton (2019)
highlighted  that proactiveness could be
meaningfully divided between the attributes of
process and outcome. It shows that proactiveness
has an impact on performance. Based on the
arguments above, the hypothesis can be stated as the
following:

Hio: Proactiveness  significantly  affects  the
entrepreneurial performance of students of
public universities.

Based on the discussion above, the developed
hypotheses are shown in Figure 1.

Entrepreneurial
Performance

Figure 1. Research Framework

3. RESEARCH METHOD

The population of this study consists of
undergraduate students of the management
program in the public universities in Surabaya,
Indonesia. There were four public universities in
Surabaya having offered an entrepreneurship
education for their students. The total number is
4,036, shown in Table 1. The sample was taken using
a purposive sampling.
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The criteria used for selecting the respondents
are based on the research objectives. They were
undergraduate students of the management
program of the public universities in Surabaya,
Indonesia, who have been involved in
entrepreneurship. This study used 364 respondents
as the sample taken from the population and deter-
mined using Slovin’s formula. The researchers
distributed the questionnaires to the students of the
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universities. To control bias, the researchers tried
out the questionnaires in advance on some
respondents. Finally, the researchers screened the
respondents orally by asking them one by one and
done in-depth with the existing questions in the
questionnaire.

The study utilized the PLS-SEM to analyze the
data. The Partial Least Square function is divided
into two groups: the inner and outer models. The
outer model is more towards testing the validity and

reliability. Yet, the inner model is more towards
regression, which assesses the effect of one variable
on other variables. Model fit on Partial Least Square
is not like SEM where there is a global match, such
as RMSEA, AGFI, PGFI, PNFI, CMIN / DF, etc. In
PLS, there are only two criteria for assessing the
model's fit, namely the fit of the outer model that is
called the outer model, and the inner fit, which is
called the inner model (Ghozali, 2014).

Table 1. Number of Undergraduate Students in Management of Public Universities

Universities Number of Students
Universitas Airlangga 2,026
Universitas Negeri Surabaya 997
Institut Teknologi 10 November Surabaya 109
Universitas Pembangunan Negeri Veteran Jawa Timur 904
Total Number of Students 4,036

Source: http:/ /forlap.dikti.go.id/

4. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION
Descriptive Analysis of the variables

All responses from the respondents to each variable
were designed by Likert scale from 1 to 5. It was set

categories of variables by this formula as shown in
Table 2.

Table 2. Interval of Mean Scores

Range Remarks
1.00-2.33 Low
2.34-3.67 Medium
3.67-5.00 High

Range = Mam?\;%;:rl:t;nzzzzzg Value _ 5%1 =1.33 Therefore, the evaluation of the answers for
each of the variables can be described in Table 3.
Table 3. The Description of Entrepreneurial Mindset
Item Statement Mean Remark
X131 IT'want to create my own workplace 3.64 Medium
X12  T'have an aspiration to be an entrepreneur 3.32 Medium
X135  ltend to seek business opportunities 3.84 High
X34 I canidentify a business opportunity based on the needs of 3.57 Medium
consumers in the market
Entrepreneurial Mindset (X1) 3.59 Medium

Table 3 indicates that the average value of the
entrepreneurial mindset is 3.59. It means that the
entrepreneurial mindset of students of the public
universities in Surabaya has a medium value. Table 3
also notes that the highest average value of the
indicators is 3.84 in the statement "I tend
to seek business opportunities." The lowest average
value of the indicator is 3.32 in the statement "I have
an aspiration to be an entrepreneur." These results
indicate that respondents tend to seek business op-
portunities despite the aspiration to be an
entrepreneur is not so great. It attributes to the
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respondent's efforts to earn an income or meet his
needs. The difference between the statement "I tend
to seek business opportunities" and the other
statements is far enough to be in the different
categories (high, medium, low). It indicates that most
respondents tend to think more about getting a
business opportunity in a wide variety of ways,
whether to become entrepreneurs or not. It shows
that education succeeds in changing the students'
mindset of entrepreneurship (Jung & Lee, 2020;
Wardana et al., 2020).
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Table 4. The Description of Innovativeness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Z1a I tend to accept new things around me 3.31 Medium
Zi2 I have an innovative idea that can be implemented 350  Medium
Z13 I have unique ideas that haven't been done before = 3.34  Medium
Z14 I can implement the unique ideas that I have 349 Medium
Innovativeness (Z1) 341 Medium

Table 4 shows the average value of
innovativeness is 3.41. It means students'
innovativeness in the public universities in Surabaya
is said to be medium. Besides, the highest average
value of the indicators is 3.50 in "I have innovative
ideas to be implemented." The lowest average value

of the indicator is 3.31 in "I am likely to receive new
things around me." These results indicate that
respondents have different ideas to be applied in their
business. The entire statement is in the category of the
medium. It means that innovativeness possibly is
improved further.

Table 5. The Description of Risk-Taking

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Zsa I dare go to an entirely new place for me all alone 3.65 Medium
Z22 I have a willingness to try new things 3.66 Medium
Z23 I have the courage to decide with minimal information 3.77 High
Zr4 I felt challenged to do things outside of my comfort zone 3.69 High
Zrs I'have the desire to conquer my greatest fear 3.71 High
Risk-taking (Z>) 3.69 High

Table 5 reveals that the average value of the
variable risk-taking is 3.69. It means the risk-taking of
students of the public universities in Surabaya has a
value of high. The highest average value of the
indicator is 3.77 in the statement I dare to decide with
minimal information. The lowest average value of the
indicator is 3.65 on the statement of I dare go to an
entirely new place for me all alone. Respondents

make decisions with minimal information and
illustrate that the respondent takes their decision
quicker. Table 5 also pointed out that the existence of
the respondent towards new things is medium. It is
similar to the variable description analysis of
innovativeness. The respondents need to enhance
adaptation to new things.

Table 6. The Description of the Competitive Aggressiveness

Item Statement Mean  Remarks
Z31  lam trying to find information to know the existence of competitors for 3.42 Medium
my business
Zs2 lam trying to find information about my business competitors 3.31 Medium
Zs3 Ihave the desire to grow bigger than competitors 3.37 Medium
Zs54 I'made the difference in the ability with competitors as a motivation to 3.41 Medium
compete
Z35 I can compete with business competitors 3.35 Medium
Zss 1can overtake the position of the competitors who have a higher business ~ 3.37 Medium
position
Competitive Aggressiveness (Z3) 3.37 Medium

Table 6 shows that the average value of the
variable competitive aggressiveness is 3.37. It means
the competitive aggressiveness of students of the
public universities in Surabaya has a value the
medium. Besides, the highest average value of the

85

indicator is 3.42 in "I am trying to find information to
know the existence of competitors for my business."
The lowest average value is 3.31 in "l am trying to find
information about my business competitors."
Respondents tend to recognize the surrounding
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environment despite the statement with the highest
value remaining in the category of "Medium." All
Statements about competitive aggressiveness are
medium. It indicates that respondents tend to be less

concerned with competitors to compete better. Lack
of concern for the competitors to compete can come
from ego and focus other own business.

Table 7. The Description of the Autonomy

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Zs1  I'work without relying on others 3.34 Medium
Zs2  lam working without being affected by other people's assumptions 3.49 Medium
Zsz  IDbelieve with my ability to resolve the job 3.41 Medium
Zss  lworkin a field that I've mastered 3.50 Medium
Z45  Ican specify the time limit to finish the job 3.45 Medium
Zss  Ican determine the target of achievement for myself 3.55 Medium

Autonomy (Zs) 3.46 Medium

Table 7 shows that the average value of the
variable autonomy is 3.46. It means the autonomy of
students of the public universities in Surabaya is
medium. Besides, the highest average value of the
indicator is 3.55 can determine the achievement
target. The lowest average is 3.34 of “I work without

relying on others.” These results show that determine
the targets for ourselves is easier to do than the other
statements. All statements regarding autonomy are in
the category of the medium. It shows that the
autonomy of the respondents needs to improve
regarding independence in work.

Table 8. The Description of Proactiveness

Item Statement Mean Remarks
Zs1 I work with my initiatives and without being asked 3.64 Medium
Zs2 I get the job done faster than the given time 3.56 Medium
Zs53 I prefer to face rather than avoid the problem 3.60 Medium

Proactiveness (Zs) 3.60 Medium

Table 8 shows that the average value of the
proactiveness is 3.60. It means that the proactiveness
of students of the public universities in Surabaya is
medium. In addition, the highest average value of the
indicator is 3.64 in "I am working with the initiative."
The lowest average is 3.56 in "I get the job done faster
than the given time." These results indicate that

respondents may give rise to the initiative from
themselves to do something. All statements about
proactiveness are in the category of the medium. It
suggests that respondents can enhance the initiative
and tend to work on time and finish it sooner than the
given time.

Table 9. The Description of Entrepreneurial Performance

Item Statement Mean  Remarks

Y; Iam trying to improve my business turnover 3.33 Medium

Y, I am trying to hit the target that I set for my business 3.57 Medium

Y; I have a high spirit in opening my business 3.55 Medium

Yy I am pleased to have a new business 3.46 Medium

Ys I feel excited when finding a breakthrough for my business 3.50 Medium

Ye I can apply the ideas of my effort into my business 3.59 Medium
Entrepreneurial Performance (Y) 3.50 Medium

Table 9 reveals that the average value of the
variable entrepreneurial performance is 3.50. It means
the entrepreneurial performance of students of the
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public universities in Surabaya has a medium value.
Besides, the highest average value of the indicator is
3.59 in "I can apply the ideas of my effort into my
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efforts." The lowest average is 3.33 in "I am trying to
improve my business turnover." These results
indicate that respondents can reasonably implement
ideas into their business. All statements regarding
entrepreneurial performance are in the category of
the medium. It shows that entrepreneurial
performance could still be improved, especially in
terms of efforts on increasing turnover. More
respondents need to pay close attention to the
financial aspects.

Convergent Validity

Convergent validity is an agreement between
measures of the same construct assessed by different
methods (Guo et al., 2008). Convergent validity
measurement carries out using the value of the outer-
loading. An indicator is said to satisfy the convergent
validity if it has the value of outer-loading > 0.5
(Muafi & Roostika, 2014). Here are the values of the
outer-loading indicator on each variable dimensions
and research. Table 10 shows that all indicators that
make up the research dimensions and variables have
a value of outer-loading > 0.5. Based on these results,
all indicators have met the convergent validity. They

can be used to do further analysis.

Discriminant Validity

Campbell and Fisk in Guo et al. (2008) stated that
discriminant validity was the distinctiveness of
different  constructs. The measurement of
Discriminant validity carries out using cross-loading
values (Henseler, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2015). An
indicator that satisfies to Discriminant validity of the
indicator value of cross-loading on dimensions or
from the variables is the largest when compared with
other variables or dimensions (Muafi & Roostika,
2014).

Table 10 shows the value of cross-loading each
indicator. It shows that all indicators have the largest
cross-loading on their dimension or variables
compared to others. Based on these results, the
indicators used in this study have had good
discriminate validity in drawing up each dimension
or variable. Besides using the value of outer loading,
testing validity can also be done by looking at the
AVE value (Henseler et al., 2015). The indicators used
are said to be valid if the value of AVE is above 0.5.

Table 10. Outer-Loading and Cross-Loading Value

Autonomy ACompe.tmve EntrePreneurlal Entrepreneurial Innovativeness Proactiveness Risk-Taking
ggressiveness Mindset Performance
Outer Cross Outer Cross Outer Cross Outer Cross Outer Cross Outer Cross Outer Cross
Loadin Loadin Loading Loading Loadin Loadin Loadin Loading Loading Loading Loading Loading Loading Loadin
Al 0.7959 0.7959 0.5467 0.5461 0.5975 0.5175 0.4737 0.4828
A2 0.8201 0.8201 0.6369 0.5678 0.6744 0.6531 0.5997 0.4743
A3 0.7668 0.7668 0.6036 0.5338 0.6549 0.6238 0.5504 0.5084
A4 0.7912 0.7912 0.5531 0.5166 0.6429 0.5369 0.5606 0.4943
A5 0.8158 0.8158 0.5391 0.4813 0.6008 0.5414 0.4813 0.4641
A6 0.8905 0.8905 0.5725 0.5049 0.6705 0.5687 0.5504 0.4659
CA1l 0.5972 0.8264 0.8264 0.4135 0.5886 0.5833 0.4496 0.4131
CA2 0.5689 0.7884 0.7884 0.5159 0.5771 0.5481 0.4476 0.4531
CA3 0.4548 0.7572 0.7572 0.4279 0.5085 0.5579 0.3978 0.3759
CA4 0.5815 0.7704 0.7704 0.4295 0.6426 0.6305 0.4609 0.4191
CA5 0.5733 0.7871 0.7871 0.4841 0.6115 0.6426 0.4344 0.4249
CA6 0.5876 0.8306 0.8306 0.5039 0.6394 0.5933 0.5688 0.5207
EM1 0.5782 0.5239 0.8471 0.8471 0.6015 0.5112 0.5762 0.7261
EM2 0.4691 0.4505 0.7781 0.7781 0.4832 0.3901 0.5923 0.6463
EM3 0.4804 0.4143 0.7877 0.7877 0.5861 0.4524 0.6646 0.7253
EM4 0.6001 0.5378 0.8891 0.8891 0.6622 0.5492 0.6114 0.8036
EP1 0.6909 0.6291 0.5929 0.7679 0.7679 0.5161 0.5814 0.5711
EP2 0.7103 0.6699 0.6673 0.8824 0.8824 0.6575 0.7145 0.6651
EP3 0.5479 0.5929 0.5434 0.7823 0.7823 0.6596 0.5959 0.5295
EP4 0.5751 0.5046 0.4659 0.7538 0.7538 0.5275 0.6133 0.5345
EP5 0.6302 0.6483 0.6105 0.8471 0.8471 0.6625 0.6169 0.6121
EP6 0.7341 0.6662 0.6156 0.9071 0.9071 0.6635 0.6713 0.6349
i 0.5807 0.6197 0.4916 0.6057 0.8339 0.8339 0.4731 0.4012
2 0.6126 0.6826 0.5221 0.6766 0.8388 0.8388 0.5201 0.4901
3 0.5199 0.5629 0.4211 0.5678 0.8287 0.8287 0.4042 0.3876
14 0.6427 0.6254 0.4941 0.6369 0.8444 0.8444 0.5174 0.4482
PA1 0.6481 0.5353 0.6795 0.7139 0.5031 0.9148 0.9148 0.6643
PA2 0.5067 0.5774 0.6522 0.6688 0.5325 0.8497 0.8497 0.6555
PA3 0.5511 0.3796 0.5689 0.5947 0.4503 0.8184 0.8184 0.5661
RT1 0.4663 0.4143 0.6926 0.5408 0.3724 0.6233 0.7645 0,7645
RT2 0.5514 0.5337 0.8057 0.6078 0.4943 0.5931 0.8471 0.8471
RT3 0.3708 0.3511 0.6373 0.5564 0.3582 0.5987 0.7991 0.7991
RT4 0.4289 0.3773 0.6585 0.5611 0.3619 0.6251 0.8132 0.8132
RT5 0.5841 0.5499 0.7932 0.6693 0.5163 0.5729 0.8721 0.8719
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The AVE value of indicators is presented in Table
11. It show that AVE value produced by all reflective
indicators is above 0.5. Based on those results, all
reflective indicators meet the validity requirements.
Further examination is construct reliability by
looking at the output of the composite reliability or
Cronbach's alpha. The constructs are reliable if the
composite reliability value or Cronbach's alpha is
greater than or equal to 0.3. However, it will be better

if it is above 0.7 (Muafi & Roostika, 2014).

Table 11 shows the values of Cronbach’s alpha
of all constructs are good because they are above 0.7.
Therefore, all reflective indicators are reliable or meet
reliability test. Besides that, the composite reliability
values of all reflective constructs are also good.
So that it could be concluded that all the reflective
indicators are reliable because they satisfy both
reliability testing criteria.

Table 11. AVE Value and Reliability Test

Variable AVE Composite Reliability Cronbach’s Alpha
Entrepreneurial Mindset 0.6835 0.8960 0.8445
Innovativeness 0.6997 0.9031 0.8573
Risk-Taking 0.6725 0.9111 0.8780
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.6301 0.9108 0.8824
Autonomy 0.6631 0.9218 0.8978
Proactiveness 0.7429 0.8964 0.8261
Entrepreneurial Performance 0.6815

R-Square

Table 12 shows the R-Square value of each variable.
Risk-taking and proactiveness have a high magnitude
of the research model (77% and 54%). This result

explains that the Indonesian students have strong
entrepreneurial characteristics on those two. It may
be the education of entrepreneurship has a positive
contribution in building their entrepreneurship.

Table 12. R-square Value

Variable R-Square

Entrepreneurial Mindset

Innovativeness 0.3355
Risk-taking 0.7743
Competitive Aggressiveness 0.3418
Autonomy 0.4180
Proactiveness 0.5440
Entrepreneurial Performance 0.8030

Moreover, the R-Square value of Entrepreneurial
Performance is high. It means that the magnitude of
entrepreneurial performance is 80.3%. Autonomy,
competitive aggressiveness, innovativeness,
proactiveness, and risk-taking explain it. The rest
amounted of 19.7%, are explained by other factors
outside the model that is examined.

Hypothesis Testing and Discussion

Table 13 shows the results of hypothesis testing. The
entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of effect on
the innovativeness of 0.579 with a t-statistic of 7.696
outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that
entrepreneurial mindset has significant effects
against innovativeness. A higher entrepreneurial
mindset will increase the innovativeness of students
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of public universities. Based on this result, H; is
accepted. It supports the previous researches that
claimed that the entrepreneurial mindset
significantly affects to innovativeness. Herbig et al.
(1994) stated that innovation required three basic
components, namely infrastructure, capital, and the
ability of the entrepreneur. They indicated that
entrepreneurial mindset affected innovativeness.
Entrepreneurship tailored to the market-oriented
culture contribute significantly to the successful
innovation (Ndubisi, 2014) Wang and Zang (2005)
suggested entrepreneurship was one of the many
areas that are relevant in the human resource and
innovation. Gonthier and Chirita (2019) also found
several factors that enable the entrepreneurial spirit
fostered by corporate incubators to boost the
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innovation capability in their parent companies.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of
effect on risk-taking of 0.879, with a t-statistic of
37.235 outweighs 1.96. This result indicates that
entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect
towards risk-taking. A higher entrepreneurial
mindset increases the risk-taking of students of public
universities. Based on this result, H> is accepted. It
supports the earlier researches that claimed that
entrepreneurial mindset affects risk-taking. Wenhong
and Liuying (2010) state that systems thinking owned
by entrepreneurs would affect their tendency in risk-
taking. Wang and Poutziouris (2010) say that

industrial entrepreneur ownership is associated with
risk-taking. Segal, Borgia, and Schoenfeld (2005)
mention that an entrepreneur receives personal
financial risk existing in the ownership of a business
but was also directly benefit from the potential
success of that business. Jemal (2020) found that
entrepreneurial mindset positively and significantly
SMEs' performance, and parameters include seeking
opportunity, creativity, innovation, risk-taking,
proactiveness, and alertness to take action. All these
findings indicate that the entrepreneurial mindset has
a significant effect on risk-taking.

Table 13. The Results of Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis Effect Coefficient t-statistic Decision
H; EM -->1 0.5792 7.6962 Accepted
H, EM -->RT 0.8800 37.2351 Accepted
H; EM --> CA 0.5846 7.8921 Accepted
Hy EM -->P 0.7376 14.5843 Accepted
Hs EM -->A 0.6465 9.8460 Accepted
Hs I-->EP 0.1945 2.0400 Accepted
H7 RT --> EP 0.1913 2.6804 Accepted
Hs CA ->EP 0.1853 2.1528 Accepted
Hy P-->EP 0.2471 2.3890 Accepted
Hio A -->EP 0.2428 21129 Accepted

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of
effect on competitive aggressiveness of 0.585 with a t-
statistic of 7.89 greater than 1.96. This result indicates
that the entrepreneurial mindset has a significant
effect against competitive aggressiveness. A higher
entrepreneurial mindset increases the competitive
aggressiveness of students of public universities.
Based on this result, H; is accepted.

This study also supports the previous research
suggesting that entrepreneurial mindset affects

competitive aggressiveness. Piperopoulos (2012)
showed that entrepreneurship was somehow
becoming synonymous with  competitive

aggressiveness. Through the internal factors, the
entrepreneurial mindset improves competitive
aggressiveness. Someone with high competitive
aggressiveness will be able to analyze the activities of
opponents, looking for loopholes, provide intense
competition, and made it a motivation for him to
reach a better performance. Neneh (2012) said that
setting the mindset of entrepreneurship was
important to sustain the competitiveness of economic
organization. Paek and Lee (2017) also suggested that
the dimensions of strategic entrepreneurship, which
are environmental sensing, opportunity seizing,
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strategic flexibility, and entrepreneurial orientation,
play a critical role in the competitive advantage of
firms.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of
effect on the autonomy of 0.647 with a t-statistic of
9.846 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that
entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect on
autonomy. A higher entrepreneurial mindset
increases the autonomy of students of public
universities. Based on this result, Hyis accepted. The
result supports the research of McDonald et al. (2008),
proving that the manager of subsidiaries who was
involved in entrepreneurial behavior led to greater
autonomy and attachment because of the policy of
control in some multinational companies are not able
to detect and or control such acts.

The entrepreneurial mindset has a coefficient of
effect on the proactiveness of 0.738 with a t-statistic of
14.584 greater than 1.96. This result indicates that
entrepreneurial mindset has a significant effect on
proactiveness. A higher entrepreneurial mindset
increases the proactiveness of students of public
universities. Based on this result, Hs is accepted. This
result supports Zhang et al. (2014), finding that
entrepreneurial companies tended to be more
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engaged in risk than other companies and more
proactive in looking for new opportunities.

The innovativeness coefficient affects the
entrepreneurial performance of 0.195 with t-statistic
of 2.0399 greater than 1.96. This result shows that
there is a significant effect of innovativeness on
entrepreneurial performance. A higher
innovativeness  increases the entrepreneurial
performance of students of public universities. Based
on this result, Hs is accepted. This result supports
previous scholars. Callaghan and Venter (2011)
mentioned that innovativeness was one of the
dimensions  associated =~ with  entrepreneurial
performance. Chen et al. (2007) stated that there was
a positive relationship between innovativeness and
performance. It shows that innovativeness has an
impact on performance. Khalili et al. (2013), Linton
(2019), and Sutanto et al. (2019) said innovativeness
had a significant effect on performance. Further, Bor
(2018) revealed that entrepreneurial innovativeness
has a direct positive relationship with the
performance of mid-sized firms. Falahat, Tehseen,
and van Horne (2018) also revealed a significant
positive impact of entrepreneurial innovativeness on
three types of business performances namely
perceived non-financial, perceived business growth,
and perceived performance relative competitors
except on financial performance.

The risk-taking coefficient affects the
entrepreneurial performance of 0.191 with a t-statistic
of 2.68 greater than 1.96. This result shows that risk-
taking providing a significant effect against the
entrepreneurial performance. A high-risk-taking
increases the entrepreneurial performance of
students of public universities. Based on this result,
Hy is accepted. It supports the studies of Chen et al.
(2007), Callaghan and Venter (2011), Linton (2019),
and Sutanto et al. (2019). It suggests that risk-taking
has an impact on performance. Guo and Jiang (2020)
also found that a focal firm’s new product success
benefits most from adopting a concurrently high level
of sensing risk-taking and seizing risk-taking when
market growth is high but a high level of sensing risk-
taking with a low level of seizing risk-taking when
market growth is low.

The competitive aggressiveness has a coefficient
of effect on the entrepreneurial performance of 0.185
with a t-statistic of 2.152 greater than 1.96. This result
suggests that competitive aggressiveness has a
significant effect on entrepreneurial performance. A
higher competitive aggressiveness increases the
entrepreneurial performance in of students of public
universities. Based on this result, Hgis accepted. The
result supports the studies of Chen et al. (2007),
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Callaghan and Venter (2011), Khalili et al. (2013),
Kosa et al. (2018), Sutanto et al. (2019), and Abdullahi
at al. (2019), proving that competitive aggressiveness
leads to performance.

Autonomy has a coefficient of effect on the
entrepreneurial performance of 0.247 with a t-statistic
of 2.389 greater than 1.96. This result explains that
autonomy has a significant effect on entrepreneurial
performance. A higher autonomy increases the
entrepreneurial of students of public universities.
Based on this result, Hy is accepted. It supports what
was found by Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et
al. (2007), Yu et al. (2019), and Sutanto et al. (2019)
previously — argued that autonomy affects
performance.

The proactiveness has a coefficient of effect on
the entrepreneurial performance of 0.243 with a t-
statistic of 2.112 outweighs 1.96. This result explains
that proactiveness has a significant effect on
entrepreneurial performance. A higher proactiveness
increases the entrepreneurial performance of
students of public universities. Based on this result,
Hip is accepted. It convinces the previous findings of
Callaghan and Venter (2011), Chen et al. (2007),
Linton (2019), Smith (2013), and Sutanto et al. (2019)
proving that proactiveness affects performance.

5. CONCLUSION, IMPLICATION,
SUGGESTION, AND LIMITATIONS

In general, this study can be concluded that the
entrepreneurial mindset of the Indonesian students
has a positive and significant effect against their
innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive
aggressiveness, autonomy, proactiveness.
Therefore, changing the students’ mindset to
entrepreneurship is essential. In addition, it implies
that the entrepreneurship education of Indonesian
public universities has succeeded in changing their
mindset as well as their entrepreneurial orientation
and performance. It can be done by promoting
entrepreneurship education to develop the
entrepreneurial competencies and mindsets of
citizens has become a critical mission on the
supranational educational policy agenda (Laalo &

Heinonen, 2016).
On the contrary, Indonesian students’
innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive

aggressiveness, autonomy, and proactiveness are
have been proved to have a significant effect on
entrepreneurial performance. It convinces that the
education of entrepreneurship should not only
change the students' mindset but also cultivate all
variables to reach high performance.

Some variables such as entrepreneurial
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mindset, innovativeness, competitive
aggressiveness, autonomy, proactiveness, as well as
entrepreneurial performance of the Indonesian
university students have medium mean. Some
actions need to be done much more in the future,
such as improving the entrepreneurship curriculum
is vital. Inviting and connecting to successful
business leaders and entrepreneurs. They can open
and inspire students’” minds and hearts to create a
start-up business. Furthermore, universities should
promote entrepreneurship as a career option and
provide entrepreneurship experiences to students.
The change in the academic culture is a common
challenge, which includes introducing
entrepreneurial thinking and acting as alternatives
to traditional teaching approaches, and opening up
the universities to the surrounding society and
industrial ecosystem. The use of ICT and, in
particular eLearning in delivering entrepreneurial
education might be an additional option for
expanding the outreach of the course.

This study is only to analyze the
entrepreneurship of the students. However, to make
sure whether the students really implement their
entrepreneurship potential after finishing their
education, it needs a further research to get result
that is more generalizable.
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