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ABSTRACT

The present study aims to investigate the entrepreneurial intention of youths in Manipur during the crisis of 2023-2024. Using the theoretical foundations of The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), this research explores the impact of key psychological variables such as self-efficacy, locus of control, need for achievement and crisis effect on entrepreneurial intentions. Data was collected through a well-structured questionnaire administered to the youth population in Manipur. Analysis of Structure (AMOS) software version 21.0 was employed to analyse the data collected from 345 respondents. Findings confirm the significant and positive influence of self-efficacy on entrepreneurial intention. This study implies that boosting youth’s confidence in their entrepreneurial skills can elevate resilience and stimulate economic recovery in conflict-affected regions.  It is suggested that targeted educational and policy interventions aimed at building entrepreneurial self-efficacy among youths, and positioning entrepreneurship as a feasible pathway for socio-economic stability amidst ongoing challenges needs to be prioritized. 
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1. Introduction 

Entrepreneurs are the critical drivers of a country’s economy (Ferreira et al., 2023). By creating and implementing ideas into profitable businesses, entrepreneurs promote economic prosperity (Hutagalung et al., 2017), create jobs, encourage innovation, increase competition, and adjust to changing market conditions and social trends (Gujrati et al., 2019; Rehan et al., 2019). Due to the dynamic role entrepreneurs play in a nation’s development, the field of entrepreneurship has attracted considerable interest in both the developed and the developing nations in the last few years (Jiatong et al., 2021).
Manipur, a north-eastern state of India, has been embroiled in a violent clash between two communities, since May 2023, leading to an extensive economic, political, and social crisis, for more than one year (Dutta, 2023). The prolonged conflict has resulted into a high inflation rate, causing prices of the goods and services to drastically rise in a short span of time (Mayengbam, 2023). This conflict has severely impacted Manipur’s economy, leading to a significant downfall in various business activities (Singh, 2024). Prior to the 2023 crisis, Manipur’s economy was boosted by events like the G20 meeting and the Miss India pageant, which attracted tourists and generated business opportunities (Dutta, 2023) and was considered a promising destination for small business. 
However, the current situation has likely shifted the perceptions and the intentions of Manipur’s youth as the entrepreneurial environment is dampened by the economic instability, disrupted supply chain, and lack of business opportunities (Carvache-Franco, O et al., 2023).
Given these changes, an urgent need arises to nurture the youth of this state so that they can contribute to their society by lifting the entrepreneurial spirits amidst the current challenges. In this context, the present study aims to understand the entrepreneurial intentions of youths during a crisis by focusing on various factors such as the need of achievement, locus of control, and self-efficacy. 
While there is extensive literature on entrepreneurial intentions under stable conditions, there is a notable gap in research exploring how crises influence these intentions, particularly in regions like Manipur, which already suffers from industrial underdevelopment. The current study aims to fill this gap. The study is based on the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991), which posits that individual intentions are influenced by attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavior control. The study primarily targets young adults of Manipur, as Petuškienė and Glinskienė (2017) highlight that young adults constitute an important segment in initiating entrepreneurial activities. 
The study provides significant implications. The current research is expected to guide young adults towards entrepreneurship development by understanding factors which influences their intentions and provide valuable insights into fostering resilient entrepreneurial ecosystem amidst conflicted situations. Additionally, the study is expected to inform policymakers and practitioners in designing interventions to support youth entrepreneurship in conflict-affected regions. 
The research article is structured as follows: Section 1 discussed the introduction followed by section 2 which demonstrates the review of literature and hypotheses development. Section 3 exhibits the research methodology of the study while section 4 discusses the analysis and interpretation. Section 5 is about discussions of the study followed by section 6 conclusion and section 7 implications and limitations. 

2. Review of Literature and Hypotheses Development

Entrepreneurial intention refers to that state of a person’s mind which directs their attention and actions towards a specific goal (Bird, 1988). The Theory of Planned Behaviour states that intention precedes actions (Liñán & Fayolle, 2015; Alfaro-García et al., 2022). Various studies reveal that individuals with entrepreneurial intentions are more likely to start their own business (Bazkiaei et al., 2021), thereby helping one become self-employed (Kolvereid & Isaken, 2006; Hueso et al., 2021). Past literatures have examined various antecedents of entrepreneurial intentions, particularly focusing on existing or novice entrepreneurs. However, such studies have overlooked young adult population who are considered the main pillars of a society.  When studying the influence of various antecedents on entrepreneurial intentions, it is important to note that such studies distinguish between external environment-oriented factors and internal person-oriented factors (Franke & Lüthje, 2004). Wood & Bandura (1989) posits that entrepreneurial intentions are influenced by external environmental factors and an individual’s characteristics. 
Kristiansen & Indarti (2004) asserted that the need for achievement, which arises from environmental and demographic factors reflects a trait of personality. Need for achievement popularized by McClelland in 1961 enumerates an individual’s desire to achieve significant accomplishments. Various scholars posits that those who posses this trait have a much higher likelihood of becoming an entrepreneur than others and leads to an elevated entrepreneurial intention (Anwar & Saleem, 2019; Karabulut ,2016). Hence, the study proposes the following hypothesis: 
H1: Need for achievement will have a positive influence on entrepreneurial intention.
Locus of Control, a concept introduced by Rotter’s theory of social learning, is another personality trait which refers to an individual’s belief regarding the perception of control (Adnyana & Purnami, 2016; Di Corrado et al., 2021). When individuals perceive that the events and outcomes in their lives are determined by their personal efforts and abilities, they are said to have an internal locus of control (Turker & Selcuk, 2009; Neneh, 2022; Sixesha et al., 2022). Locus of control is often considered a fundamental concept in personality research, especially in relation to entrepreneurship research (Atiya et al., 2019). Ang & Hong (2000) explored the locus of control in relation to entrepreneurial intention and discovered that students in Singapore with a higher entrepreneurial intention exhibited a significantly higher locus of control compared to those without. Therefore, the study proposes the following hypothesis:
H2: Locus of control will have a positive influence on entrepreneurial intention.
Self-efficacy, according to Bandura’s social cognitive theory, is a person’s perception of their capabilities which affects their willingness to engage in a specific activity (Atiya et al., 2019). According to Zhao et al., 2005, self-efficacy is an important trait for entrepreneurial intention. While pursuing a high-risk career such as entrepreneurship, the sense of capability and confidence in the person’s ability to succeed is self- efficacy. Substantial research demonstrates a significant impact of self-efficacy on an individual’s entrepreneurial intention (Douglas et al., 2021; Newman et al., 2019). Zhao et al. (2005) also posits that high levels of self-efficacy directly influences an individual’s inclination to become an entrepreneur. Hence, this characteristic was investigated in the study as follows:
H3: Self-efficacy will have a positive influence on entrepreneurial intention.
	The definition of crisis, among various authors vary, with most studies characterizing it as an unpredictable and disruptive event, which can severely threaten the normal function of individuals, organisations, or communities (Doern et al., 2019).  While during a crisis, the economic environment deteriorates, which leads to a decline in various business opportunities and a subsequent slowdown of new entrepreneurial venture creation (Klapper & Love, 2011), it can also influence entrepreneurial intentions (Reynolds et al., 2005). Therefore, the study proposes the following:
H4: Effect of Crisis will have a positive influence on entrepreneurial intention.














Hypothetical Model
3. Research methodology 
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Fig 1: Hypothetical Prototype
Source: Authors Own Compilation
3.1.  Sample
Between December 2023 and May 2024, an extensive survey was conducted among young adults (students) ranging from the age group of 18 years till 29 years, who were currently studying in various academic disciples, including commerce, science, arts stream. Utilizing a convenience sampling method, the study aimed to collect data from two higher secondary schools, a state university, a central university and two private institutions of Manipur, India. To ensure broad participation and efficient data collection, a comprehensive questionnaire was meticulously designed and disseminated via hard copies and Google Forms. The distribution strategy involved collaborating with teachers and class representatives (CRs), who played a crucial role in distributing the hard copies of the questionnaire during break time and also circulating the survey links through WhatsApp. Participants were informed that their participation was entirely voluntary and that they could withdraw from the study at any time if they chose to do so. It was also emphasized that there were no correct or incorrect responses, and all provided information would be kept confidential, anonymous, and used solely for research purposes (Spector, 2006). The study aimed to achieve a sample size of 381 respondents. Nonetheless, owing to the presence of incomplete hard-copy questionnaires, the final analysis was based on 345 completed and viable responses.
3.2.  Measurement Scale & Reliability test
The questionnaire was divided into two sections. The first section collected basic demographic information relevant to entrepreneurship research. The second section assessed several key variables: Need for Achievement (NA), Locus of Control (LOC), Self-efficacy (SE), Effect of Crisis (C) and Entrepreneurial Intentions (EI). In order to mitigate measurement errors, questionnaire from previous studies was employed. Items for the three scales: Need for Achievement, Locus of Control, Self-efficacy, and Effect of Crisis scale was adapted from a study by Kristiansen & Indarti (2004) and Entrepreneurial intention scale was adapted from Liñán and Chen (2009). NA had four items, one sample item is, “I will do very well in fairly difficult tasks relating to my study and my work”. NA scale exhibits moderate internal consistency with an alpha coefficient of 0.699, a sampling adequacy value of 0.723 and a result of Bartlett’s sphericity test of 0.000 (<0.05) (Zhang & Zhou, 2023). LOC had six items, one sample item is, “If I do not succeed on a task, I do not give up”. LOC scale also exhibits moderate internal consistency with an alpha coefficient of 0.699, a sampling adequacy value of 0.695 and a result of Bartlett’s sphericity test of 0.000 (<0.05) (Zhang & Zhou, 2023). SE had four items, one sample item is, “I have leadership skills that are needed to be an entrepreneur”. SE scale exhibits good internal consistency with an alpha coefficient of 0.731, a sampling adequacy value of 0.754 and a result of Bartlett’s sphericity test of 0.000 (<0.05) (Zhang & Zhou, 2023). Effect of Crisis had six items, one sample item is, “My willingness to become an entrepreneur has been affected a lot by the current crisis.” C scale also exhibits goof internal consistency with an alpha coefficient of 0.863, a sampling adequacy value of 0.820 and a result of Bartlett’s sphericity test of 0.000 (<0.05) (Zhang & Zhou, 2023). EI had seven items, one sample item is, “I am ready to do anything to start my own business”. EI scale exhibits robust internal consistency with an alpha coefficient of 0.954, a sampling adequacy value of 0.939 and a result of Bartlett’s sphericity test of 0.000 (<0.05) (Zhang & Zhou, 2023). All the questions were measured using a five-point Likert scale, starting from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. 
4.  RESULT (Analysis and Interpretation)
Table 1: Demographic Profile of the respondents (n=345)
	Particulars
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Gender
	Male
	170
	49.3

	
	Female
	173
	50.1

	
	Others
	2
	0.6

	Age
	18-21
	106
	30.7

	
	22-25
	199
	57.7

	
	26-29
	40
	11.6

	Current Education level
	Higher Secondary
	28
	8.1

	
	Graduation
	109
	31.6

	
	Post Graduation
	208
	60.3

	Institution Type
	Higher Secondary School
	28
	8.1

	
	State University
	77
	22.3

	
	Central University
	228
	66.1

	
	Private institution
	12
	3.5

	Field of study
	Business
	179
	51.9

	
	Non-Business
	166
	48.1


Source: Authors’ own Compilation

Measurement Model 
The Analysis of Moment Structues (AMOS) software was employed to conduct Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and the model can be found in figure 2, table 2 and table 3 below. The results in Table 2 demonstrates that all the measurement constructs have satisfactory reliability ranging from 0.699 to 0.954. Here the Cronbach’s Alpha value of all the constructs surpasses the recommended benchmark of 0.60 (Bagozzi et al., 1991). Coming to the validity, the table displays the factor loadings for the items ranging from 0.574 to 0.920 (all p<0.001) which indicates strong convergent validity. Additionally, the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values for all constructs are above the threshold of 0.5 (From 0.557 to 0.785) further confirming the convergent validity of the measurement model.
The results in Table 3 titled as “The Model Fit Indices Table” demonstrates the various fit indices which is used to assess how well a statistical model fits the data. The Chi-Square (CMIN) statistic of 325.714 with degree of freedom (DF) of 159 gives a CMIN/DF ratio of 2.049, which falls with the desirable range of 1 to 3. This indicates an excellent fit. The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is excellent as it has a value of 0.960, and the ideal threshold is 0.95 and above. Standardised Mean Square Residual (SRMR) value of 0.051 is excellent as the value falls below 0.08 and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is also excellent as its value is 0.055. The PClose value is also excellent since the value is 0.0154. Overall, the model fit is excellent as indicated by the CMIN/DF, CFI, SRMR, RMSEA, and PClose.
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Fig 2. Measurement Framework
Source: Author’s Own Compilation








Table 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

	Variable / Indicator
	Loading
	Composite Reliability (CR)
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

	Need for Achievement
	
	0.829
	0.699
	0.557

	NA1
	0.829
	
	
	

	NA2
	0.838
	
	
	

	NA3
	0.781
	
	
	

	NA4
	0.479
	
	
	

	Locus of Control
	
	0.890
	0.699
	0.581

	LOC1
	0.769
	
	
	

	LOC2
	0.753
	
	
	

	LOC3
	0.574
	
	
	

	LOC4
	0.889
	
	
	

	LOC5
	0.620
	
	
	

	LOC6
	0.907
	
	
	

	Self-efficacy
	
	0.844
	0.731
	0.578

	SE1
	0.794
	
	
	

	SE2
	0.659
	
	
	

	SE3
	0.827
	
	
	

	SE4
	0.749
	
	
	

	Effect of Crisis 
	
	0.898
	0.863
	0.596

	C1
	0.729
	
	
	

	C2
	0.800
	
	
	

	C3
	0.825
	
	
	

	C4
	0.751
	
	
	

	C5
	0.797
	
	
	

	C6
	0.724
	
	
	

	Entrepreneurial Intentions
	
	0.962
	0.954
	0.785

	EI1
	0.823
	
	
	

	EI2
	0.903
	
	
	

	EI3
	0.908
	
	
	

	EI4
	0.899
	
	
	

	EI5
	0.920
	
	
	

	EI6
	0.864
	
	
	

	EI7
	0.881
	
	
	


Source: Author’s Own Compilation








Table 3. The Model Fit Indices Table
	Measure
	Estimate
	Threshold
	Interpretation

	CMIN
	325.714
	--
	--

	DF
	159
	--
	--

	CMIN/DF
	2.049
	Between 1 and 3
	Excellent

	CFI
	0.960
	>0.95
	Excellent

	SRMR
	0.051
	<0.08
	Excellent

	RMSEA
	0.055
	<0.06
	Excellent

	PClose
	0.154
	>0.05
	Excellent


Source: Author’s Own Compilation

Table 4: Discriminant Validity (Fornell-Larcker Criterion)
	
	CR
	AVE
	MSV
	MaxR(H)
	NA
	LOC
	SE
	EI
	C

	NA
	0.786
	0.551
	0.335
	0.793
	0.742
	
	
	
	

	LOC
	0.798
	0.665
	0.152
	0.826
	0.231***
	0.816
	
	
	

	SE
	0.756
	0.511
	0.303
	0.779
	0.551***
	0.390***
	0.715
	
	

	EI
	0.954
	0.750
	0.045
	0.958
	0.127*
	0.101†
	0.212**
	0.866
	

	C
	0.840
	0.515
	0.335
	0.856
	0.579***
	0.202**
	0.443***
	0.107†
	0.718


Source: Author’s Own Compilation

Table 4 demonstrates the discriminant validity of constructs using the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell and f. Larcke, 1981). Each construct’s square root of AVE exceeds its correlations with other constructs, which confirms that the constructs are distinct from one another. Further, all Composite Reliability values are above 0.7, which indicates a good internal consistency. Therefore, the construct meets the criteria for both reliability and discriminant validity.

Table 5: Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) Analysis

	HTMT RATIO

	
	EI
	SE
	C
	LOC
	NA

	EI
	
	
	
	
	

	SE
	0.21297
	
	
	
	

	C
	0.10537
	0.4369
	
	
	

	LOC
	0.10178
	0.39253
	0.19984
	
	

	NA
	0.12706
	0.55264
	0.57037
	0.51079
	


Source: Author’s Own Compilation

Table 5 displays the Heterotrait- Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) analysis, with the values falling below the threshold of 0.85. This indicates satisfactory discriminant validity among the constructs, ensuring that each construct is distinct from the others. The highest HTMT value of 0.57037, observed between Crisis Effect (C) and Need for Achievement (NA), is well within the acceptable range, which confirms that the multicollinearity is not a concern and the constructs are appropriately measured.


Structural Model

The SEM analysis conducted with Amos 21.0 software reveals the relationships between the variables in the structural model. The results from table 5 and Figure 3, confirmed Hypothesis H4, which posits that Self-Efficacy (SE) significantly impacts Entrepreneurial Intention (EI). The analysis also revealed a positive and statistically significant effect (β = 0.258, critical ratio = 2.203, p < 0.028), indicating that individuals with higher self-efficacy are more likely to have stronger entrepreneurial intentions. This finding reveals the importance of self-efficacy in enhancing entrepreneurial motivation and aligns with the hypothesis.
Next, the results for Hypotheses H1, H2, and H3 did not support the proposed relationships. Hypothesis H1, which examines the effect of NA on EI, showed a p-value of 0.932, suggesting that NA does not significantly influence EI. Similarly, Hypothesis H2, testing the impact of Locus of Control (LOC) on EI, had a p-value of 0.754, indicating no significant effect. Hypothesis H3, which explores the effect of Crisis Effect (C) on EI, also resulted in a p-value of 0.878, further confirming that this variable does not have a substantial impact on EI. These findings suggest that within the context of this model, NA, LOC, and Crisis Effect do not significantly affect entrepreneurial intention. 
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Fig.3. Structural Framework
Source: Author’s Own Compilation

Table 6: Hypothesis Testing
	Hypotheses Relationships 
	Unstandardized Estimate
	S.E.
	Critical Ratio (C.R)
	P-Value
	Standardized Estimate

	H1: EI	<---NA
	0.012
	0.143
	0.086
	0.932
	0.008

	H2: EI	<---LOC
	0.015
	0.049
	0.313
	0.754
	0.021

	H3: EI	<---C
	0.017
	0.112
	0.154
	0.878
	0.012

	H4: EI	<---SE
	0.258
	0.117
	2.203
	0.028
	0.195


Source: Author’s Own Compilation


5. Discussion

The results of this study highlight the critical role of self-efficacy in shaping entrepreneurial intentions, particularly during crises (like the Manipur 2023-2024 crisis). This result aligns with a recent study on the effect of crisis on entrepreneurial intentions (Chahal et al., 2023). The SEM analysis confirmed Hypothesis H4, which revealed a statistically significant positive relationship between self-efficacy (SE) and entrepreneurial intention (EI). Individuals with higher self-efficacy are more likely to have stronger entrepreneurial intentions (β = 0.258, p < 0.028). This finding is consistent with previous research, such as the works of Darmanto & Yuliari (2018); and Tsai et al. (2016), which highlighted the influence of self-efficacy on entrepreneurial behavior. Against the backdrop of the Manipur crisis, this highlights how resilient and driven young people are to pursue business endeavours in spite of outside obstacles. 
Further, the finding also aligns with Bandura's Social Cognitive Theory (1985), which posits that individuals with higher perceived self-efficacy are more likely to pursue difficult goals and persist in the face of adversity. Conversely, the findings of the study contradicted the significance of the predicted relationships between entrepreneurial intentions and the Locus of Control (LOC), and Need of Achievement (NA). The study’s findings provide valuable insights into the mindset of the youths of Manipur during adverse times. It was anticipated that Need of Achievement, Locus of Control, would significantly influence entrepreneurial intentions of the youths, however, it appears that self-efficacy is the dominant factor. 
This suggests that interventions aimed at fostering entrepreneurship during adverse times, should prioritize in enhancing youths’ self-efficacy, providing them with the necessary skills and confidence needed to take the initiatives, rather than focusing solely on emotional or external factors. Further, from the results it was revealed that the Crisis Effect (C) did not have an effect on entrepreneurial intention, which aligns with the results of a previous studies, by Chahal et al. (2023). This suggest that despite the difficult circumstance that adverse times bring, crisis do not always deter people from taking on new ventures. Instead, the most powerful motivator for entrepreneurship in these circumstances is still people’s self-belief. 

6. Implications and Limitations

Based on the findings of this study, several practical implications can be drawn for the development of entrepreneurship, particularly in regions prone to crisis. Education focusing on imparting entrepreneurship significantly boosts self-efficacy, which will in turn strengthen entrepreneurial intentions among youths. Hence, it is recommended that educational institutions across the country make entrepreneurship development a compulsory part of their curriculum for all students, irrespective of their field of study. By doing so, students can gain the necessary skills and confidence required to pursue entrepreneurial endeavors, especially during challenging times. Further, educational institutions must shift away from traditional, lecture-based teaching methods since entrepreneurship education must be more innovative, experiential that engages students in real-world entrepreneurial activities. Institutions should also focus on creating an environment which nurture self-beliefs and resilience, motivating students to take calculated risks and innovate despite challenges posed by crisis. 
Despite the insights provided in this study, several limitations exist which presents opportunities to future researchers. First, the sample is geographically restricted to Manipur, which limits the generalizability of the findings to other regions or demographic groups. Second, the study primarily focuses on a few psychological constructs, without exploring other potential factors that could influence entrepreneurial intention during a crisis, such as access to financial resources, social networks, or cultural attitude towards entrepreneurship. Reliance on the self-reported data also introduces the potential for biasness. 

7. Conclusion

This study provides valuable insights into the entrepreneurial intentions of youths during a crisis, focusing on the Manipur Crisis of 2023-2024. Results highlight the important role of self-efficacy in influencing entrepreneurial intention, which confirms that individuals with greater confidence in their abilities are more likely to pursue entrepreneurial activities, even in adverse times. This finding emphasizes the importance of fostering self-belief through entrepreneurial education, particularly in regions facing ongoing crises. However, crisis effect does not affect entrepreneurial intentions. Future research can explore additional factors, such as access to resources and social networks, to gain a deeper insight on what drives youth towards entrepreneurship during crisis.  Future studies could also go for a mixed-methods approach, which incorporates qualitative interviews to validate the findings and offer deeper insights.
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