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ABSTRACT

The clamour for the inclusion of entrepreneurship in the curriculum of Nigerian
universities has been on the increase. This growing interest may not be unconnected
with the rapid rise in the rate of unemployment among school leavers in every facet of
human endeavour. Studies on entrepreneurship in the developed countries have been
extensive, but research work in Nigeria has not been adequate in investigating the
psychosocial factors responsible for entrepreneurial intention. Therefore, this study
investigated the causal effects of entrepreneurial self-efficacy, risk-taking propensity,
creativity, locus of control, emotional intelligence, social capital, gender stereotype
and field of study on entrepreneurial intention of undergraduate students in South-
western, Nigeria.

A survey research design of ex-post facto type was adopted. The population
comprised undergraduate students attending six federal and two state universities in
South-western, Nigeria. Two hundred and fifty questionnaires were sent to each of the
universities used in the study. One thousand, seven hundred and seventy nine
participants were sampled, using stratified random sampling technique. Eight
instruments were used, namely, Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy Scale (o = 0.62); Risk
Style Scale (a = 0.78); Multidimensional Perceived Social Support Scale (a = 0.90);
Rotter’s Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (o =0.63); Emotional Intelligence
Scale (a0 =0.90); Creative Personality Scale (a =0.77); Bem’s Sex Role Inventory (o
=0. 75), and Entrepreneurial Intention Questionnaire (o = 0.78). Six research
questions were answered. Data were subjected to path analysis.

A total of 24 direct and indirect significant pathways were identified. Out of these,
five pathways were direct and these were: Pgz(emotional intelligence and
entrepreneurial intention) (p=0.25), Pg4(locus of control and entrepreneurial intention)
(B = -0.06), Pgs (creativity and entrepreneurial intention) ( = 0.18), Pgs (social capital
and entrepreneurial intention) (B =-0.05), and Pgg(entrepreneurial self-efficacy and
entrepreneurial intention) (B =0.12), while nineteen were indirect and these were:
P42Pg4Pog, Ps2PgsPos, Ps2P76Ps7Pog, P43PgaPos, Pe3PssPog and PssPsPg7Peg among others.
The total effects of the selected factors on entrepreneurial intention of the
undergraduates indicated that 36.15% was direct, while 63.85% was indirect. Thus,
the eight variables contributed a total of 20.4% to the total variance observed on the
measure of entrepreneurial intention. Pattern of correlation in the observed data was
consistent with the new model, with total difference of 0.047 and mean difference of
0.001.

Consequently, the model is fit and tenable in explaining the causal effects of the
independent variables on entrepreneurial intention. Emotional intelligence, creativity,
entrepreneurial self-efficacy, locus of control and social capital have direct and
indirect influence on entrepreneurial intention. It is, therefore recommended that
training programmes relating to the stated factors be put in place to assist in fostering
the entrepreneurial intention of students in the university campuses.
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Word Count: 438
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1  Background to the Study

Entrepreneurship as a concept is known and appreciated all over the world,
especially in developed countries. Increasingly, it is becoming an important issue for
policy makers trying to search for new ways of increasing and improving economic
growth, through job creation and innovation. This is because the 21% century labour
market is laden with challenges where a number of professionals are confronted with
the choice of creating their own company. A development that occurred because of
limited job opportunities and /or the fear of losing their present employment.

Entrepreneurial intention is the cognitive representation of the actions to be
implemented by individuals to either establish new independent ventures or to create
new value within existing companies (Fini, Grimaldi, Marzocchi & Sobrero, 2009). In
the entrepreneurship literature many scholars have focused on intentions (Bird, 1988;
Krueger, Reilly & Carsrud, 2000). Intentions have been proved to be the best
predictor of individual behaviours particularly when the behaviour is rare, hard to
observe or involves unpredictable time lags (Krueger & Brazeal, 1994). The
establishment of new ventures and the creation of new value in existing ones, which
have been identified by Bird (1988) as the two outcomes of entrepreneurial intentions,
are good examples of such behaviours.

The decision to become an entrepreneur may be plausibly considered as
voluntary and conscious (Krueger et al., 2000), thus, it seems reasonable to analyse
how that decision is taken. Entrepreneurship may be viewed as a process that occurs
over time (Kyré & Carrier, 2005). Therefore, according to Lee and Wong (2004),
entrepreneurial intentions would be the first step in the evolving and sometimes long-
term process of venture creation. Again, the intention to start-up, would be a previous
and determinant element towards performing entrepreneurial behaviours (Fayolle &
Gailly, 2004) and the single best predictor of that behaviour (Ajzen, 2001).

A different and more rigorous approach to entrepreneurial intentions is rooted
in the psychological literature where intentions have been studied in terms of process
models (intention models) (Souitaris, Zerbinati & Al-Laham, 2007; Kolvereid &
Isaksen, 2006; Rotefoss & Kolveried, 2005). These models, which include those

based on the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991), offer a coherent,
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parsimonious, highly-generalisable and robust theoretical framework for
understanding and predicting intentions (Krueger et al., 2000). More specifically, if
this model is applied to entrepreneurial intentions, it would offer an opportunity to
better understand and predict entrepreneurial activities. Delmar and Shane(2003)
corroborates this findings when they stated that it is certainly true that entrepreneurial
ideas begin with inspiration; though intentions are needed in order for them to become
manifest. Consistent with this approach, Krueger et al. (2000) argued that individuals
do not start a business as a reflex but they do it intentionally. An unresolved issue in
the study of entrepreneurs is that of factors considered by individuals before
attempting to establish new ventures as well as which of these factors are most
influential to a decision after deliberation is complete. A number of factors from
literature, especially in developed countries have been adduced to be responsible for
the reason why some people choose to be self-employed and start their own
businesses and others are oriented to seeking the traditional salary employment.

One of the factors in the present study which could be a useful measure on the
entrepreneurial intention of undergraduate students is entrepreneurial self-efficacy
(ESE) which is relatively new to research on entrepreneurship. It could be described
as the strength of an individual’s belief that he or she is capable of successfully
performing the tasks of an entrepreneur. It has been found that a strong sense of
personal efficacy is related to better health, higher achievement and better social
integration (Bandura, 1997; Schwarzer, 1992).

Self-efficacy has an influence on preparing action because self-related
cognitions are a major ingredient in the motivation process. People with high self-
efficacy choose to perform more challenging tasks (Bandura, 1997). They set high
goals for themselves and stick to them. Actions are pre-shaped in thought, and people
anticipate either optimistic or pessimistic consequences in line with their level of self-
efficacy. Once an action has been taken, highly self-efficacious people invest more
effort and persist longer than those low in self-efficacy such that, when there is a
setback or an impediment to achieving their goals; individuals with high self-efficacy
recover more quickly and maintain commitment to these goals. High self-efficacy also
allows people to select challenging settings, explore their environment or create new
ones. There are individuals with self-doubts, who cannot motivate themselves. They
see little point in even setting a goal if they believe they do not have what it takes to
succeed. Boyd and Vozikis (1994) and Bandura (1998) suggested that self-efficacy
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may be the belief that lies behind entrepreneurial intentions, since it was proposed as
an important explanatory variable in determining both the strength of entrepreneurial
intentions and the likelihood that those intentions will result in entrepreneurial
actions.

The entrepreneur is a bearer of uncertainty. Risk-taking propensity may be
viewed as one’s inclination towards taking chances in a decision-making situation
especially as it relates to starting a new business. Individuals that are risk-seekers tend
to view situations involving risk as having the likelihood of a positive outcome (or
higher probability of gain) compared to those that are risk-averse (Sitkin & Pablo,
1992). Stewart and Roth (2001); Weber, Blais, and Betz (2002) have also
demonstrated that individuals’ entrepreneurial intention is influenced by risk-taking
propensity. Human risk taking is highly situational and driven by risk perceptions.
Thus, a general measure of risk taking is likely to be highly misleading. For example,
Brockhaus (1980) maintains that risk-taking propensities are not good predictors of
entrepreneurial behaviour and Brockhaus (1982) observes that entrepreneurs tend to
have only moderate risk-taking propensity just like most of us.

Social capital has been defined by World Health Organisation, WHO (1998)
as the degree of social cohesion which exists in communities. It refers to the processes
between people which establish networks, norms and social trust and facilitate
coordination and co-operation for mutual benefit. Social capital is considered to
originate and operate from different sources within the community. Social capital can
be built in families, schools and other educational institutions, businesses, civic
institutions and in the local community. . It is important that the role of the family,
especially parenting, in creating many of the norms and networks that characterise
social capital be recognised. This is particularly significant in view of the changes that
have occurred and are occurring in the concept and structure of the family in recent
decades. Successful entrepreneurs are constantly engaged in social exchanges with a
wide variety of networks to creating social capital through trust, mutual obligation,
expectations and norm setting activities (Frazier & Niehm, 2004).

Another variable of interest in the current study is locus of control. It is a
dispositional characteristic that determines whether people typically believe they have
control over events and are responsible for their outcomes or whether they believe
that forces outside of their control, such as luck or fate, are what control their life

events. Locus of control refers to the ability he/she has to influence events in his/her
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life. This could be internal or external; individuals with internal locus of control
believe they have influence over outcomes through their abilities, efforts or skills
while those with external locus of control believe that forces outside their control
determine their outcomes (Begley & Boyd, 1987; Rotter, 1966). In other words, it
could be argued that individuals with an internal locus of control would likely seek
entrepreneurial roles because they desire positions in which their actions have a direct
impact on results. Brockhaus (1982) and Gasse (1985) observe that entrepreneurs
have greater internal locus of control than the general population; therefore,
entrepreneurs believe that the outcome of a business venture will be influenced by
their efforts.

Everyone is primarily emotional. Everything that people do or refrain from
doing, is triggered by their deeper emotions. Emotional intelligence (EI) in this
context is the capability of an individual to understand and cope with a situation and
the stress that is involved in starting a business. It was defined as a different way of
being smart Goleman (1995) and also plays a role in an individual’s continued
success. Thus, to be emotionally and socially intelligent implies the ability to
effectively manage personal, social and environmental change by realistically and
flexibly coping with the immediate situation, solving problems and making decisions
(Adeyemo & Ogunyemi, 2005). By developing their emotional intelligence
individuals can become more productive and successful at what they do and help
others become more productive and successful too. The process and outcomes of
emotional intelligence development also contain many elements known to reduce
stress—for individuals and therefore organisations—by moderating conflict;
promoting understanding and relationships as well as fostering stability, continuity
and harmony, it also links strongly with concepts of love and spirituality (Goleman,
2006).

Creativity is not the exclusive right of a chosen few. It is in all human beings
though the degree may vary considerably in individuals. Creativity is increasingly
recognized as a vital component of entrepreneurship by researchers and educators.
Many establishments these days are interested in knowing how to infuse creativity in
their organization in order to improve the quality of their services. This is in
accordance with Ward (2004); and Kao, (1989) who view creativity as playing an

important role in enhancing entrepreneurial ventures.



Creativity is usually defined as a combination of novelty and appropriateness
and has been associated with problem-solving and novelty generation as well as with
reactive and adaptive behaviour that allows people to cope with turbulent
environment. Creativity also contributes to society at large by fostering new
approaches to solving old problems. The study of creativity to entrepreneurial
intention is of great importance especially in Nigeria where there are so many people
with certificates but no meaningful or gainful employment and in situations where
these individuals have succeeded in starting their own businesses, the competition is
high. Therefore, there is the need to be creative in the new enterprise and add value to
whatever is been created. Highly creative individuals are willing to start something
new and make a difference in the economy of a country. Naturally, an individual who
cannot take risks or has low self-efficacy cannot be creative since entrepreneurial
activities involve the process of doing something new (creative) and something
different (innovative) for the purpose of creating wealth for the individual and adding
value to the society. Entrepreneurship is the assumption of the necessary risks. This
suggests that, perception of risks may likely affect the creative power of an individual.
The risks involved in an entrepreneurial process could take many forms which may be
financial, psychological or social in nature.

The understanding of differences between men and women in their desire to
become entrepreneurs is of great importance. These differences may be due, in part, to
men having higher levels of confidence in their ability to perform entrepreneurial
tasks such as developing a unique and feasible idea for a business, raising venture
money and hiring employees. Another fundamental reason for a gap between men and
women, or so it is seems could be that girls are differently socialised as boys, leading
to differences in career aspirations including the desire to be an entrepreneur, thus
girls may find it difficult to have enough confidence to go into areas which could be
referred to as male dominated (Scherer, Brodzinski & Wiebe, 1990; Mueller, 2004).
In almost all cultures in Nigeria, females are expected to be helpers to their husbands
and as such their careers may not be all that important as those of the males. These
traditional expectations may impact on their entrepreneurial intentions or decision-
making.

There is also additional evidence that low levels of entrepreneurial self-
efficacy among women and subsequent low levels of entrepreneurial intentions exist

well outside the cultural and political boundaries of the United States. In most
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developing countries, Nigeria inclusive, it is known that there are some areas of career
choices that women do not find easy to venture into. For example, stereotype related
careers like engineering, surgery and judiciary are predominantly dominated by men
while those associated with nursing and general services tend to be largely dominated
by women. This is probably because females at an early age are taught how to relate
and be empathetic (that is, females are generally the primary parent, nurturer and
housekeeper), thus their identities are forged within the family relationship. In
contrast, males are encouraged to develop independence and organisational skills and
control. It is also likely that men who have high entrepreneurial self-efficacy towards
starting a business are likely to be great risk-takers, rugged individuals who are alert
to opportunities. In addition, women have been stereotyped as conservative and risk-
averse, investing only in ways unlikely to lose much money while males are viewed
as taking more risks than females.

Extending this line of reasoning to the field of entrepreneurship, it can be
argued that because entrepreneurship is often associated with masculine
characteristics, such as autonomy, perseverance, high energy levels, self-confidence
and decisiveness, this may negatively affect the entrepreneurial self-perception of
women. This could be as a result of family commitments whereby, women are more
inclined to taking care of their immediate families rather than choosing some tasking
careers that will take their attentions away from their families. This study posits to
find out and bridge the gap in literature about some of the factors that may gear up
entrepreneurial intention of undergraduate students since not much has been done in
this area in Nigeria.

The inadequacy in entrepreneurship education, which is required to provide
the necessary skills to meet the demands of the labour market and provide the desired
skills acquisition aimed at creating new businesses is a pressing issue in tertiary
institutions in Nigeria presently. This has inadvertently led to a high rise in the rate of
unemployment in the country. Could these also have been the reason for the recent
clamour for the inclusion of entrepreneurship into the curriculum of tertiary
institutions in Nigeria by the National Universities Commission (NUC)? This
directive as given by the National Universities Commission (NUC) was to take effect
from 2006/2007 academic session. Alarape (2008) reported that only one federal

university has fully implemented this (Obafemi Awolowo University) and that what is



obtainable at the University of Ibadan is the Center for Entrepreneurship and

Innovation (CEI).

This high rate of unemployment evidenced in Table 1.1 was put at 19.7percent

of the total labour force as at March 2009, thus revealing a sharp increase when
compared with 14.9% in March 2008 (National Bureau of statistics, NBS) (2010).
Earlier, The National Bureau of Statistics (2008) reported that every year, about 4.5

million youths enter the labour market without any hope of getting employments for

life sustenance. Out of this figure, about 200,000 were graduates of tertiary

institutions, who despite their skills and formal education find it difficult to secure a

good paying job.

Table 1.1: National Unemployment Rates (2000 - 2009)

Year Rates
2000 13.1
2001 13.6
2002 12.6
2003 14.8
2004 13.4
2005 11.9
2006 12.3
2007 12.7
2008 14.9
2009 19.7

Source: National Bureau of Statistics, Abuja (2010)

Table 1.1 above shows the unemployment rate between 2000 and 2009. This Table

shows there is an increase in the unemployment rate from 2004 to 2009.




Table 1.2: National Unemployment Rates by State as at March, 2009

State Percentage
Abia 14.5
Adamawa 29.4
Akwa Ibom 34.1
Anambra 16.8
Bauchi 37.2
Bayelsa 38.4
Benue 8.5
Borno 27.7
Cross River 14.3
Delta 18.4
Ebonyi 12.0
Edo 12.2
Ekiti 20.6
Enugu 14.9
Gombe 32.1
Imo 20.8
Jigawa 26.5
Kaduna 11.6
Kano 27.6
Katsina 37.3
Kebbi 12.0
Kogi 19.0
Kwara 11.0
Lagos 19.5
Nassarawa 10.1
Niger 11.9
Ogun 8.5
Ondo 14.9
Osun 12.6
Oyo 14.9
Plateau 7.1
Rivers 27.9
Sokoto 22.4
Taraba 26.8
Yobe 27.3
Zamfara 13.3
FCT (Abuja) 21.5
Nigeria 19.7

Source: National Bureau of Statistics, Abuja (2010)




Table 1.2 above shows the unemployment rate by state in Nigeria as reported by the
National Bureau of Statistics in 2010. Bayelsa State recorded the highest
unemployment rate while Plateau state recorded the least. The composite national
unemployment rate may conceal the peculiarities of the states. For instance, there
were states which recorded high composite unemployment rates greater than the
19.7%, the overall national unemployment rate. These states include Bayelsa (38.4%),
Katsina (37.3%), Bauchi (37.2%), Akwa- Ibom (34.1%), Gombe (32.1%), Adamawa
(29.4%), Borno (27.7%), Kano (27.6%), Yobe (27.3%), Taraba (26.8%),
Jigawa(26.5%), FCT (21.5%) , Imo (20.8%) and Ekiti ( 20.6%)while Plateau State
recorded the lowest figure of 7.1%. The rate of unemployment in the six western

states of Nigeria (Lagos, Ogun, Ondo, Oyo, EKkiti and Osun) is an average of 15.1%.

Table 1.3:  Unemployed Persons by Educational Level, Age Group and
Gender as at March, 2009 in Urban and Rural Nigeria

ILO Nigeria
Educational Urb Rural C . b Rural | C .
Level rban ura omposite Urban ura omposite
All Levels 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
No Schooling 0.0 0.8 0.5 0.8 3.2 2.5
Primary 5.7 13.9 11.0 20.4 37.3 32.7
JSS 1.8 4.1 3.3 5.0 8.1 7.2
Vocational 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
SSS 43.7 62.1 55.6 37.2 39.2 38.7
NCE/ OND 16.1 6.9 10.2 15.1 5.7 8.3
B.A/ B.Sc/
B Ed/ HND 32.0 11.6 18.8 19.1 5.1 8.9
M.Sc/ M.A 0.5 0.5 0.5 15 0.1 0.5
Doctorate 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Others 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.9 1.2 1.1
Age Group
15-24 39.0 50.8 46.7 28.9 32.8 32.0
25 - 44 54.8 43.6 47.4 53.0 46.0 475
45 - 59 4.8 43 45 14.5 16.5 16.1
60 — 64 1.4 1.3 1.3 3.6 4.6 4.4
Gender
Male 50.4 57.4 55.0 48.4 52.9 51.9
Female 49.6 42.6 45.0 51.6 471 48.1

Source: National Bureau of Statistics, Abuja (2010)

Note: ILO = International Labour Organisation
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Table 1.3 also shows that unemployment has been unevenly distributed across
the age groups with young people bearing the burden of unemployment. From the
Table 1.3, the unemployed persons were mostly youths aged 25 to 44 years. Of the
total unemployed persons in March, 2009 survey, 32.0 per cent were aged below 25
years, while 47.5 per cent were aged 25 to 44 years and 20.5 per cent were aged 45 to
64 years. It has become worrisome to observe that while the percentages of other
group (45 to 64 years) unemployed have been declining consistently over time, that of
the younger group is on the increase. The change in the group pattern of individuals
affected after this period may not be unconnected with the incessant strike in Nigerian
universities which prolong the period or duration of this group of students in the
university. These are the individuals found everywhere on the streets with files,
looking at posters on poles, reading newspapers at vendors’ stands and searching for
employment opportunities on a daily basis asking to be given just any type of job to
keep body and soul together and in most cases when there are job vacancies, they do
not possess appropriate job competencies required by employers while some do not
bring their personality traits to their job search behaviour through the adoption of

creative and innovative strategies that could promote job security or creation.

1.2  Statement of the Problem

Entrepreneurship is a key driver of the economy in developed countries. The
alarming rate of unemployment among Nigerian university graduate students has
grave consequences for the growth and development of the nation. Wealth and
majority of jobs are created by small businesses started by entrepreneurial minded
individuals, many of whom go on to create big businesses. These individuals who are
exposed to entrepreneurship frequently are likely to have more opportunity to exercise
creative freedom, higher self-esteem, and an overall greater sense of control over their
own lives. This is not the situation in Nigeria because the integration of
entrepreneurship into the education system is a relatively new concept in Nigeria. In
Nigeria, graduates find it difficult to secure jobs after their graduation and this has
been traced to the non-availability of courses in their institutions that will assist or
train them towards thinking about creating jobs for themselves and creating wealth for
the economy. There is a lack of congruence between the skills/programmes of
university graduates from our tertiary institutions and labour market job required

skills. After the compulsory National Youth Service Corps (NYSC), most graduates
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are without jobs and remain jobless for months and even years. This is perhaps
because most students believe they are in school to learn how to secure good white
collar jobs after graduation and have a difficulty of removing the mentality of white
collar jobs as the main and best option for tertiary institution graduates.

The consequences of unemployment cannot be overemphasised.
Unemployment would increase poverty level of individuals and thus, their families.
The energies of these individuals would be geared towards social ills like armed
robbery, prostitution, rape, touting, thuggery and more recently the increase in
kidnapping phenomenon in Nigeria. All of these would eventually become an
attendant waste of human resources to the nation as a whole and as concluded by
Albert (2000), the rising trend of graduate unemployment, as observed by many
analysts, may have contributed very significantly to the rising wave and sophistication
of crime in the country.

This study is therefore, aimed at bridging the gap in previous researches by
trying to explain the factors that could prompt entrepreneurial intention of graduate
students in some selected federal and state universities in Southwestern, Nigeria.

1.3 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study is to identify some pertinent factors that may
enhance the entrepreneurial intention of undergraduates in Southwestern, Nigeria.
Specifically, the purposes are to:

e Determine the extent to which the selected factors ( entrepreneurial self-
efficacy, risk-taking propensity, social capital, locus of control, emotional
intelligence , creativity, gender stereotype and field of study/ discipline) would
jointly affect undergraduates’ entrepreneurial intention;

e Investigate the relative contribution(s) of each of the variables to
entrepreneurial intention;

e Identify the most meaningful causal model involving the factors and
undergraduates’ entrepreneurial intention;

e Determine if there are significant differences between the hypothesised
models and the reproduced causal models in relation to entrepreneurial

intention of undergraduates
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e Determine the proportion (in percentages) of the total effect of the
psychosocial factors which impart directly and indirectly on entrepreneurial
intention;

e |dentify the significant pathways indicating direct and indirect effects of the

independent variables on entrepreneurial intention.

1.4 Significance of Study

It is important to know what drives undergraduates’ decision towards self-
employment. In order to contribute to the improvement on the knowledge of
entrepreneurial intention in Nigeria, this study will dwell on the influence of some
factors that could affect the entrepreneurial intention of undergraduates. Psychologists
and scholars would have an in-depth understanding of the factors and the processes
through which entrepreneurial intention develop and manifest.

For entrepreneurs and educators, knowing how entrepreneurial intentions are
formed will yield a wealth of practical applications. The expectation is that it will
assist educators to develop entrepreneurial training that would increase the probability
of intention forming among the undergraduates. The undergraduates or potential
entrepreneurs could understand how their intentions are formed and take steps to
manipulate the essential variables such as self-efficacy and emotional intelligence to
increase their ability and desirability to take decisions that may lead to
entrepreneurship. It ia also expected that policymakers would benefit from
understanding of the impact of policy initiatives that would encourage the formation
of intention and ultimately, developing new businesses especially with the wave of
corporate downsizing and outsourcing, community economic stability will hinge on
new business formation. Finally, the anticipated research output should expand
available knowledge in Nigeria and perhaps prompt researchers to go into more

research on this issue.

1.5  Scope of the study

This study will focus on some factors (entrepreneurial self-efficacy, risk-
taking propensity, social capital, locus of control, emotional intelligence, creativity,
gender stereotype and field of study / discipline) that may influence entrepreneurial
intention of undergraduate students. Path analysis technique will be employed to

explain the paths of direct and indirect effects of some of the factors influencing the

12



entrepreneurial intention of undergraduate students in southwest, Nigeria. The study
will be restricted to only selected federal and state universities in southwest, Nigeria.
It will cover only final year students in first semester of study at the selected
universities. These are students transiting from school and are ready to enter the

labour market.

1.6 Operational Definition of Terms

The concepts (terms) used are operationally defined in the study. That is, in
the context they are used in the study.
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy: This is a construct that measures undergraduate
students believe in their ability to successfully launch an entrepreneurial venture when
they leave school.
Risk-Taking Propensity: This refers to risk acceptance of undergraduate students
when entering into entrepreneurship and the probability of them having less than 100
per cent success when the business commenced.
Social capital: This is the networks of relationships motivating undergraduate
students towards entrepreneurial intention
Locus of control: This refers to the extent that undergraduate students believe they
have control over the events and outcomes of starting a new business.
Emotional intelligence: This is defined as abilities of undergraduate students to
recognize and regulate their emotions and those of others during new venture
creation.
Creativity: This is the expected ability of undergraduate students at creating novelty
and value in a new business venture.
Gender Stereotype: This is conceptualised as discrimination and prejudice against
undergraduate students’ engagement in certain stereotyped tasks which may have a
negative influence on their intention to become entrepreneurs.
Field of Study / Discipline: This is the chosen course of study of the undergraduate
students
Entrepreneurial intention: This is defined as undergraduate students’ natural
tendency and desire to become entrepreneurs following their graduation from the
university.
Undergraduates: In this study, these refer to undergraduate students in their final

year of study in the selected universities from southwest Nigeria.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction
This chapter will deal with the theoretical and empirical review of relevant literature.

2.2 Theoretical Review
The theoretical review will be discussed under the following headings:
- The discovery theory of entrepreneurship
- The creative theory of entrepreneurship
- Self-efficacy
- Risk-taking propensity
- Social capital
- Locus of control
- Emotional intelligence (EI)
- Creativity
- Gender stereotype
- Field of study/ discipline
- Self-efficacy theory
- Bird’s model on implementing entrepreneurial ideas
- Theory of expectancy
- Shapero’s theory of entrepreneurial events

- Ajzen’s theory of planned behaviour

2.3 Empirical Review
The empirical review of literature will be discussed under the following headings:
- Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intention
- Risk-taking propensity and entrepreneurial intention
- Social capital and entrepreneurial intention
- Locus of Control and entrepreneurial intention
- Emotional Intelligence and entrepreneurial intention
- Creativity and entrepreneurial intention
- Gender stereotype and entrepreneurial intention

- Field of Study/ Discipline and entrepreneurial intention

14



2.4  The discovery theory of entrepreneurship

The theoretical work in the discovery theory, typically called the individual /
opportunity nexus view has focused on the existence, discovery and exploitation of
opportunities and the influence of individuals and opportunities (Kirzner, 1973; Shane
& Venkataraman, 2003). The individual/ opportunity nexus suggests that
opportunities are objectives, individuals are unique and the third that entrepreneurs

are risk-takers.

Obijective opportunities

In the individual/ opportunity nexus view, opportunities have an objective
component and these opportunities exist whether or not an individual recognises them
(Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Shane, 2003). These opportunities are derived from
the attributes of the industries (or markets) within which an entrepreneur is
contemplating action. Thus, an individual who understands the structure of an
industry will be able to anticipate the kinds of opportunities that exist in that industry.
This view contends that understanding entrepreneurial opportunities is important

because the characteristics influence the very value the opportunities might create.

Unique opportunities

The second assumption is that entrepreneurship requires differences in people
and these manifests as in the ability to recognise opportunities (Shane &
Venkatarama, 2000). Entrepreneurial alertness is an attitude of receptiveness to
available opportunities but currently overlooked by human actors (Kirzner, 1997).
This assumption recognises that the entrepreneurial nature of human action refers to
more than just the action taken but additionally refers to the human agent that is at all

times spontaneously on the look out for unnoticed market imperfections.

Entrepreneurs are risk-takers

The third assumption of this theory as viewed by Shane (2003) is that risk-
bearing is a necessary part of the entrepreneurial process. The notion that
opportunities are objective by definition assumes risks. In order for the assumption
that an opportunity is objective to hold true, the existence of the opportunity is merely
a matter of some economic actors having differential information. The idea of

imperfectly distributed information is based on neo- classical economics and assumes
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all relevant information about technologies demand and other determinants of market
competition are known to be available but may not be costly to acquire. The economic
actor in this view is simply able to acquire the information at a lower cost than other
economic actors and this becomes the source of profit.

2.5  The creative theory of entrepreneurship

The theoretical work in the creative theory has focused on the entrepreneur
and the creation of the firm (Venkataram, 2003; Loasby, 2002; Langlois & Cosgel,
1993). There are three major theoretical assumptions in the creative theory. First,
opportunity is subjective, second, individuals are ordinary and lastly, entrepreneurs

are uncertainty bearers.

Subjective opportunities

The first assumption here is that, opportunities are created through a series of
decisions to exploit a potential opportunity. The creative theory suggests that it is
difficult to separate the extant and ex-post theory of opportunities. It is understood to
mean that the opportunities existing cannot be separated from the economic actors. It
is argued in creative theory that under conditions of uncertainty, the attributes of an

industry are either not knowable or changing in difficult to predict ways.

Individuals do not recognise opportunities, they create them

The creative theory suggests that entrepreneurship does not require difference
in people but differences in decision- making under entrepreneurial conditions of
uncertainty. In this theory, an entrepreneur is not examined as an individual
autonomous from the opportunity but as the creator of the opportunity. The individual
here is the main actor because the coordination of resources before the outcome value

can be known lies with the individual.

Entrepreneurs bear uncertainty

The third assumption assumes uncertainty and not risk to be a necessary
condition for entrepreneurship. Many theoreticians (Shane, 2003; Alvarez & Baney,
2005) have confirmed the differences between risk and uncertainty which yield
significantly different outcomes. The creation theory assumes that the decisions made

by entrepreneurs are usually uncertain or bear residual uncertainty (Venkataraman,
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1997) which may sometimes be ambiguous. Moreover, several theories of

entrepreneurship view the entrepreneur as bearing residual uncertainty

2.6  Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy has its roots in the social cognitive theory formulated by Bandura
(Bandura, 1986). Self-efficacy is defined as the belief one has in his or her capacity to
successfully undertake a particular programme of action. It influences goal setting,
performance of efforts towards a goal, and insistence of efforts in the face of
difficulty. Bandura describes self-efficacy as individuals' confidence in their ability to
control their thoughts, feelings, and actions, and therefore influence an outcome.

Self-efficacy as viewed by many studies can influence individuals' actual
performance (Locke, Frederick, Lee, & Bobko, 1984; Schunk, 1981), emotions
(Bandura, Adams, & Beyer, 1977; Stumpf, Brief, & Hartman, 1987), choices of
behaviour (Betz & Hackett, 1981) and amount of effort and perseverance expended
on an activity (Brown & Inouye, 1978). Thus, without gain saying, it could be said
that a strong sense of self-efficacy enhances human accomplishments in many ways.
This is because individuals who believe and have confidence in their abilities think
about the potential of the task and thus move ahead irrespective of the number of
failures they encounter. These individuals are also likely to recover very quickly when
they fail or experience set backs or unfavourable in their endeavours. This is
supported by Adeyemo (2007) who states that when students encounter difficult
situations such as failure, they continue to persist until success is attained.

Self-efficacy has also been linked with entrepreneurship. For instance,
Timmons, Muzyka, Stevenson and Bygrave (1987) argue that the ability to recognise
and take advantage of opportunity is the core of entrepreneurship. This central role of
opportunity recognition offers another explanation of the mechanism linking
entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial performance. Further, they state that
a stable belief in one’s capabilities iS important in two ways: it increases
entrepreneurial intention, since it is a prerequisite to start a business, and it increases
the chances of starting a business successfully. The central idea behind the concept of
self-efficacy is that an individual’s belief about his/her efficacy influences what
he/she can accomplish. This means the performance of different people with
comparable skills, and even the performance of the same person under different

circumstances, will differ depending on changes in their self-beliefs. A stable sense of
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efficacy can enable individuals to use their skills to accomplish extraordinary things
and overcome obstacles, whereas a weak sense of efficacy and self-doubt can override
skills and lead talented individuals to fail (Bandura, 1997) and in that way, perceived
self-efficacy acts as a generative capability.

A difficult task will be approached as a challenge rather than a threat that
should be avoided. This fosters interest and involvement in activities and will lead
people to set for themselves challenging goals and be committed to the goals. They
invest effort which they increase if obstacles arise. Failure will be attributed to
insufficient effort and not to insufficient skills. Threats will be approached with
confidence in their ability to exercise control over them. This behaviour enhances the
level of performance and reduces stress. Their successful mastering of the situation
will again strengthen the self-efficacy belief. Successful entrepreneurs need the ability
to cope with setbacks. According to Bandura, self-efficacy does not only influence the
course of action but also how much effort they put forth in given endeavours and how
long they will try to overcome obstacles (Bandura, 1997).

The consideration of the self-efficacy concept can help to chart
entrepreneurship courses which enable students to be proactive and behave
entrepreneurially in their ventures (Bandura, 1997). Krueger & Dickson’s, (1994)
study put 153 business majors under controlled laboratory conditions, and asked them
to report on decision making, perceived self-efficacy and perceptions of opportunity
threat. They observe that perceived self-efficacy on risk taking is significantly and
fully mediated by perceptions of opportunities and threats. In other words, self-
efficacy perception influences opportunity and threat perception, which then affects
risk taking subsequently. The researchers emphasised that the relationship between
the three variables will be stronger if the individual had perceived his/her efficacy as
influencing his/her outcomes. Krueger and Brazeal (1994) proposed a model based on
Shapero’s (1982) model that perceived desirability and self-efficacy influence
intentions of entrepreneurship. They believe psychological and emotional support

enhances self-efficacy.

2.7  Risk-taking propensity
One of the important factors regarding creating new ventures is the risk taking
propensity or risk bearing ability of an individual. Creating a new firm could be a

risky undertaking. This could be as a result of individual or personal as well as
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environmental factors which could pose as threats to the start or establishment of new
ventures. Krueger and Dickson (1994) reported that risk taking is enhanced by
perceptions of opportunity and undermined by perceptions of threat and therefore, risk
propensity can be defined as a tendency to take or avoid risks. It is a relatively stable
characteristic which can be modified through experience. Although it is viewed as an
individual characteristic, the positive association between risk propensity and risky
decision-making by individuals is expected to translate to organizations through top
management teams (Panzano & Billings, 2005).

Risk taking depends on risk propensity and perception. The higher the risk
propensity and the lower the risk perception, the more likely it is that risky decisions
will be made. Liles (1974) argue that entrepreneurs must accept uncertainty with
respect to financial well-being, psychic well-being, career security and family

relations.

2.8  Social capital

Social capital is broadly described by researchers as the actual and potential
assets embedded in relationships among individuals, communities, networks and
societies (Burt, 1997; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Sociologists and organizational
theorists have elaborated three highly interrelated dimensions of social capital:
structural capital—the structure of the overall network of relations (Burt, 1992);
relational capital—the kind and quality of an actor’s personal relations (Granovetter,
1992); and cognitive capital-—the degree to which an individual shares a common
code and systems of meaning within a community (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). The
third, or cognitive, dimension also refers to how normative and mimetic forces shape
behaviour.

The structural dimension according to Burt (1992) refers to the overall pattern
of connections between actors—that is, whom one reaches. Structural capital defines
the potential or possibilities that the social entrepreneur has to access information,
resources and support. It is important to understand the structural dimension of social
capital, how it can be built, increased and, most importantly, maintained, since it is
one of the factors that will determine whether and to what extent social entrepreneurs
are able to solve and alleviate social problems, and elevate them to the public sphere.

The relational dimension of social capital focuses on the quality of

relationships, such as trust, respect and friendliness. This is supported by Fukuyama
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(1997) who opines that there is growing evidence that when trust is built up between
parties, they are more eager to engage in cooperative activity, through which further
trust may be generated. Finally, the cognitive dimension derived from mental
processes and resulting ideas, reinforced by culture and ideology, specifically norms,
values, attitudes, and beliefs predisposes people towards mutually beneficial
collective action (Krishna & Uphoff 2002; Uphoff 1999).Although literature on social
capital mainly emphasises its positive consequences, social capital may also involve
risks and less desirable effects. Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) conclude by defining
social capital as the sum of the actual and potential resources embedded within,
available through, and derived from the network of relationships possessed by an
individual or a social unit. In view of the definition above, it could be said that social
capital comprises both the network and the assets that may be mobilised through that
network.

In their own view, Adler and Kwon (2002) gave a definition for social capital
as the resource available to actors as a function of their location in the structure of
their social relations. In defining social relations, they distinguish conceptually among
three dimensions of social structure, each rooted in different types of relations: (1)
market relations, in which products and services are exchanged for money or bartered,
(2) hierarchical relations, in which obedience to authority is exchanged for material
and spiritual security, and (3) social relations, in which favours and gifts are
exchanged. The third type of relationship constitutes the dimension of social structure

underlying social capital.

2.9  Locus of Control

Locus of control is another motivational trait that has received attention. It is
the belief in the extent to which individuals trust that their actions or personal
characteristics affect outcomes. People with high internal locus of control (LOC)
believe they influence the outcomes of their lives. They believe they have more
control over life events, including their own success or failure. On the other hand,
individuals with a more external LOC feel their lives are heavily influenced by forces
which they cannot control such as luck, fate or powerful others (Rotter, 1966). Studies
(Brockhaus, 1975, 1980; Korunka, Frank, Leuger & Mugler, 2003) have shown a
relationship between entrepreneurs and internal locus of control. Rotter refers to

those individuals who believe they control their destinies as internals, while those
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who see their lives as controlled by outside forces are referred to as externals (Rotter,
1966).

In general, research has consistently shown that high internals are more
satisfied with their jobs, have lower absenteeism rates, and are more committed to the
organisation than are high externals (Blau, 1987). Trevino (1986) suggests that those
with external locus of control may have a greater propensity to act unethically, since
they rely on fate and luck, whereas, those with internal locus of control are able to
rationalise and control their behaviour and would possess a greater propensity to take
responsibility in their determination of right or wrong and thus, behave more ethically
than externals because, they also believe they are in control and are open to new

experiences to improve performance (Lussier, 2008).

2.10 Emotional Intelligence

Emotional intelligence has been defined by a number of researchers (Schultte,
Malouff, Hall, Haggerty, Cooper, Golden, et al, 1998; Salovey & Mayer, 1990) as the
ability to adaptively perceive, understand, regulate and harness emotions in the self
and others. High levels of emotional intelligence usually contribute to success in
important realms of life, such as education, work, and relationships. In other words,
those who are able to understand and regulate their emotions should be able to
generally maintain a better outlook to life and experience better emotional health.
Some empirical evidence that emotional intelligence is associated with emotional
well-being comes from research indicating that high emotional intelligence is
associated with less depression (Martinez-Pons, 1997; Schutte et al., 1998), greater
optimism (Schutte et al., 1998), and greater life satisfaction (Ciarrochi, Chan &
Caputi, 2000; Martinez-Pons, 1997).

2.11  Creativity

Creativity is regarded as a globally inevitable variable in the history of an
entrepreneur (Antonites, 2003).When cognition and entrepreneurial drive are infused
with the knowledge, ingenuity and the experience of a lifetime; it is then filtered
through the enigma of intuition. Intuition according to Carland, Carland and Stewart
(1996) is truly the driver which allows someone the ability to see what is not there.

There have been many debates over definitions of creativity, its forms, its possible
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effects, its relation to the firm and development and discussion of methods to increase
it.

It is generally accepted that creativity describes ideas that are novel and of
value. It depicts an act of ingenuity in an individual. Lubart (1994); Ward, Finke &
Smith, (1995) defines creativity as the capacity to produce novel or original work that
fits with task constraints or the development of appropriate and novel solutions. De
Bono (1996) later defines creativity as the creation of something that has not been
available in the current state. Torrance (1995) on the other hand, defines creativity as
a process of being sensitive to problems, deficiencies, gaps in knowledge, missing
elements and conflicts. This is applicable to the present study in that, the nation
(Nigeria) is plagued with the problem of unemployment; this has led to the many
disharmonies in the economy of the country and has brought the so many social
problems like stealing, touting, prostitution, kidnapping, robbery that afflict our
youths these days. Further, creativity acts as a process of identifying difficulties,
searching for solutions, making guesses, or formulating hypotheses about the
deficiencies, testing those hypotheses and communicating the results.

There are a number of models or theories which describe creativity from
literature. For instance, Csikzenmihalyi (1996) opines that creativity was initially
understood as a generic process and the notion of creativity as a domain specific
process has led to a systemic view of creativity which recognises the importance of
context and situation as important ingredients and perhaps drivers or shapers of
creativity while the confluence theories of creativity are multi-factor models that
argue several separate but interacting components that must come together to yield
original and productive outcomes. It states that creativity can be expressed as the
intersection between three separate components, namely task motivation, domain-
relevant skills and creativity relevant skills (Amabile, 1998).

Creativity as described by Sternberg (1995) in his investment theory of
creativity is a combination of six distinct but interrelated resources namely;
intellectual abilities, knowledge, styles of thinking, personality, motivation and
environment. Sternberg (1995) suggests that the intellectual skills required for
creativity include three particular skills that is, a synthetic skill to see problems in a
new way and to escape the bounds of conventional thinking; an analytical skill to
recognise which of one’s ideas is worth pursuing and practical-contextual skill of how

to persuade others about the value of one’s ideas.
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Creativity has also been described as a process. Creative problem solving as a
process was described by Wallas (1926) as a four stage process of preparation,
incubation, illumination and verification. Guildford (1950) challenged this as a
superficial approach which did not articulate any of the mental processes such as
sensitivity to problems, capacity to produce many ideas, capacity to change one’s
mental set, ability to reorganize, ability to deal with complexity and an ability to
evaluate the ideas generated. As a result of this call to research, creativity has come to
mean divergent thinking in some circles.

Entrepreneurial processes include the wish to start a business or the specific
business idea that was being pursued. Such business ideas may be externally
stimulated decisions, a desire to start a business, or an internal search for business
opportunities. The development of a solution from the experience of problem solving
and the knowledge that others have the same problem and are happy to pay for a
solution may provide opportunities to apply the new skill in a particular problem
solving activity and also generate potential business opportunities. This was perhaps
why Gartner’s (1988) description of entreprencurship as what entrepreneurs do moved
the focus to entrepreneurship as a process, understanding that entrepreneurship
involves a number of behaviours that entrepreneurs have to perform sequentially over
time. These processes include all the cognitive and behavioural steps from initial
conception of rough business idea or realisation of business activity until either
terminated or has resulted in running a business venture with regular sales
(Davidsson, 2006).

Creative people demonstrate autonomy and independence in thought and
action, yet they value cooperation and self-control (MacKinnon, 1965). They tend to
trust their own judgment and influenced by internal standards rather than by social
influence (Baron, 1990; Storr, 1972). This ability to trust one’s perspective
presumably leaves room for accepting unique perspectives and a willingness to impart
novel products. McKinnon (1965) observes creative individuals have more interests
and tend to be more expansive in descriptions and understanding. This may reflect
willingness or ability to attend to the chaotic aspects of the world we live in rather
than the ordered and predictable aspects (Baron, 1990).

Greater richness in experience occurs as efforts are made to integrate diverse
impressions in a meaningful manner. The creative individual is also open to

experience, which includes openness to inner life (McKinnon, 1962; Storr, 1972).
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2.12  Gender stereotype

Gender stereotypes can exert a powerful influence on cognition and behaviour
(Heilman, 2001). These stereotypes reflect as well as influence the clear divide
between men and women in many achievement-related domains for example,
business creation (Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 2002).It has been increasingly
recognised that female entrepreneurs are an important and growing proportions of the
economy, with higher than average success rates (Carter, 2000). Gender-based
research on entrepreneurs has generally indicated that similarities between the two
sexes outweigh the differences (Brush, 1992). One might imply from such findings
that commonalities between male and female entrepreneurs would result in similar
performance outcomes for their ventures. In their efforts to debunk a number of the
disparaging myths concerning women entrepreneurs, Brush, Carter, Gatewood,
Greene and Hart (2004); Menzies, Diochon, and Gasse (2004) point to some
underlying patterns that may help explain growth limitations in women-owned
ventures. Their findings suggest that women were less likely to have educational
backgrounds in engineering and computing and tended not to take classes on how to
start a business. Conversely, men tended to take on partners who were not family
members, were more predisposed to start high-tech businesses, and more likely to
focus on intellectual property issues when starting a venture. These tendencies may
result in ventures of greater scale and higher risk at the time of start-up, enhancing
their growth prospects.

Quality-of life considerations may find women resisting growth as they seek
greater balance among the demands of work, family and their personal lives.
Alternatively, it may be that women who adopt a strong female image superimpose a
particular bounded rationality upon their entrepreneurial ventures and approaches to
business start-up. In doing so, they may also potentially transfer the stigma of societal
myths regarding women entrepreneurs onto the organization, affecting the attitude
and ways in which growth is pursued (Brush et al. 2004).

Socialisation processes throughout women’s lives may critically affect their
self-assessments about being ill-prepared with regard to firm creation—even when
outsiders evaluate skills and needs as being equal to those of men (Jones & Tullous,
2002). It has long been recognised that women start ventures that grow at lower rate

than those owned by men and tend to set lower business size thresholds beyond which
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they prefer not to expand, and to be more concerned with risks attached to fast growth
(Hisrich & Brush, 1984;ClIiff (1998) .

Female entrepreneurs tend to be older and have children in more instances
than their male counterparts when starting a business (Sarri & Trihopoulou, 2005) and
in most cases women-owned businesses tend to be smaller, with less capital, have
lower revenues and fewer employees, and reside in lower-profit industries (Bird,
1989). They also tend to be sole owners and have less managerial experience (Hisrich
& Brush, 1984). In terms of personal characteristics, women demonstrate lower levels
of self-confidence (Birley, 1989; Chaganti, 1986). Arguably, women-owned ventures
are especially affected by conflicts between home and family demands, and these may
have deliberate or inadvertent implications for growth (Stoner, Hartman & Arora,
1990).

Although both sexes must deal with conflicting demands that include marriage
and family concerns, the fact that women often maintain traditional duties in the
household and rear children while also managing their ventures has significant
implications regarding choices, priorities, and aspirations(Stevenson, 1986). This was
explained by Still & Timms (2000) who state that there is a gender-based
circumstance of domestic division of labour and time poverty that women must
effectively deal with, in order to maintain balance between conducting a business and

maintaining a family.

2.13  Field of study / Discipline

The academic setting is an important part of the students' environment, this is
because universities are in a position to shape and encourage entrepreneurial
intentions. Even more significantly, as much as they can foster entrepreneurial spirit
among their graduates, the universities can also inhibit their optimism and may even
change over the students who were originally interested in entrepreneurship into
graduates interested only in a career at large and established companies. There is
ample evidence that not much has been produced in literature about the effect that the
field of study has on entrepreneurial intention, though some authors (Varela &
Jimenez, 2002) agree that more research is needed to reach a conclusion. However,
Morello, Deschoolmeester and Garcia (2003) state; it may not be wrong to presume
that the intentions of students who choose technology as a career from could differ

those of students who choose engineering and economics because of the differences in
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the career duration and potential labour markets that the future graduates will enter.
Further, Koch (2003) in his study of entrepreneurial education of German Universities
recognises the different interests between students of engineering and economics.
This study therefore will provide reference point for future studies since it will find

the influence that field of study has on entrepreneurial intention.

2.14  Self-efficacy theory

The applicability of self-efficacy theory to vocational behaviour was first
suggested by Hackett and Betz (1981) and has now been investigated empirically in
numerous studies. Self-efficacy which was originally proposed by Bandura (1977),
refer to a person's beliefs concerning his or her ability to successfully perform a given
task or behaviour, because self-efficacy expectations are behaviourally specific rather
than general, the concept must have a behavioural referent to be meaningful. Self-
efficacy beliefs also help determine how much effort people will expend on an
activity, how long they will persevere when confronting obstacles and how resilient
they will be in the face of unfavourable outcomes or situations (Pajares, 2002).

This concept of self-efficacy expectations is particularly useful for both
understanding and modifying career behaviour because it is embedded within
Bandura's theory. Low efficacy expectations may be accompanied by negative self-
talk or anxiety responses, which interfere with focus on the task at hand and thus
impair performance. Low self-efficacy may be, in effect, a self-fulfilling prophecy.
Finally, the effects of self-efficacy on persistence are essential for long-term pursuit
of one's goals in the face of obstacles, occasional failures and dissuading messages
from the environment, for example, gender discrimination or harassment (Betz, 2004).
On the other hand, the higher the sense of efficacy, the greater the effort, persistence
and resilience (Pajares, 2002; Bandura, 1994). The self-efficacy construct as viewed
by Bandura (1977, 1981, 1986, 1995, &1997) is made up of two cognitive dimensions
namely; perceived self-efficacy and outcome expectancy. Bandura (1997) states that
once efficacy beliefs are formed, they are not stable. They can vary in strength
because the individual is constantly evaluating new information. However, once
efficacy beliefs have been established over long periods of time and based on a large
amount of information, they are unlikely to be changed.

Perceived self-efficacy is the belief in one’s competence to tackle difficult or

novel tasks and to cope with adversity in specific demanding situations. Self-efficacy
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makes a difference about how people feel, think, and act (Bandura, 1997). People
with high self-efficacy choose to perform more challenging tasks. They set high goals
themselves higher goals and stick to them. Actions are pre-shaped in thought, and
once an action has been taken, highly self-efficacious people invest more effort and
persist longer than those low in self-efficacy. When setbacks occur, they recover more
quickly and remain committed to their goals. High self-efficacy also allows people to
select challenging settings and explore their environment or create new ones. Thus, it
represents a belief in one’s competence in dealing with all kinds of demands. This
implies an internal stable attribution of successful action and a prospective view.
These characteristics make it a unique theoretical construct different from related ones
such as self-esteem, locus of control, or self-concept (Luszczynska, Gutie rrez-Don"a,
& Schwarzer, 2005).

Outcome expectancy refers to the outcome expected to occur upon attempts to
perform behaviour. People who associate positive outcomes with performance of a
specific behaviour are more likely to attempt to perform the behaviour and to
persevere if they are not initially successful (Bandura, 1997). People who hold
positive views of behavioural outcomes are likely to succeed in performing the
behaviour, whereas those who hold negative views are likely to give up or attribute
their failure to external factors or their lack of innate talent in the area (Bandura,
1997). Low self- efficacy expectations may prevent a person from attempting to
perform a task even if he or she is certain that the performance of that task would lead
to a desired outcome. Successful performance of a given task is the most powerful
source of strong self-efficacy expectation (Hackett & Betz, 1981; Bandura, 1997).
People's beliefs about their efficacy can be developed by four main sources of
influence which include mastery experiences, vicarious capability, verbal persuasion
and emotional and physiological responses.

The most effective way of developing a strong sense of efficacy is through
mastery experience (Bandura 1994). They are the most influential source of
information for affecting self-efficacy beliefs because they are based on valid
experience in which the individual performs the action (Bandura, Adams & Beyer,
1977). Strong efficacy expectations are developed through repeated success of
behaviour and reduced efficacy expectations can result from failures. This is to say
that, failures undermine it, especially if failures occur before a sense of efficacy is

firmly established.
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Vicarious processes refer to the human ability to learn not only from direct
experience, but also from the observation of others. It could be said in other words
that vicarious experiences are actions that an individual watch others perform with the
hope that the individual will be able to repeat the action and be successful, provided
that the desired behaviour is modeled in a successful manner. Observational learning
allows one to develop an idea of how a new task is formed without actually
performing the task (Bandura, 1977; 1986; 1989). This information can then be coded
(into symbols) and used as a guide for future action. Vicarious learning is important in
that it enables humans to form patterns of behaviour quickly, avoiding time-
consuming trial and error, as well as avoiding costly and even fatal mistakes. In
addition, vicarious capabilities allow one to explore situations and activities for the
attainment of new knowledge that would normally be out of reach due to constraints
on time, resources, and mobility.

Observational learning is governed by four processes: attentional span,
retention, motor reproduction, and motivational (Bandura, 1977; 1986; 1989).
Attentional span refers to a person's ability to selectively observe actions and
behaviours in his or her environment. In addition, attentional span mediates the
specific information that is extracted from each observation. There are specific
observer characteristics as well as modeled activity characteristics that regulate the
type and amount of observation that is experienced. For example, the complexity and
salience of a modeled activity will influence the attention a person gives to that
activity. In addition, the observer is most likely to selectively attend to, and model,
behaviours of people that are like them and those they associate with the most.
Observed behaviour or activities can only be modeled if they are retained in one's
memory.

Retention processes are made possible by the human ability to form symbols
from observed behaviour that are stored in one's memory. Once symbols are formed
and stored in one's memory, they must be converted into appropriate action for
modeling to occur. This is referred to as motor reproduction process, the degree to
which a behaviour is seen to result in a valued outcome (expectancies) will influence
the likelihood that one will adopt a modeled behaviour (the motivational process).

The third source of information for self-efficacy is verbal persuasion. It
involves giving verbal and social praises and encouragements that enable learners

exert more effort Prickel (2000). People who are persuaded verbally possess the
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capabilities to master given activities and are likely to activate greater effort and
sustain it than if they had self-doubts that make them dwell on personal deficiencies
when problems arise. This persuasion affects a person’s emotional state or mood, and
mood in turn affects perceived self-efficacy.

The fourth component for self-efficacy beliefs is physiological and emotional
arousals. Perceived self-efficacy can be enhanced by diminishing emotional arousals
such as fear, stress, and physical agitation since they are associated with decreased

performance, reduced success, and other avoidance behaviours.

2.15 Bird’s model on implementing entrepreneurial ideas

An alternative model of entrepreneurial intentions was proposed by Bird
(1988). Based on established theory in cognitive psychology, the model suggests that
an individual’s entreprencurial intention is based on a combination of personal and
contextual factors. Personal factors include prior experience as an entrepreneur,
personality characteristics and abilities while contextual factors consist of social,
political and economic variables (Bird, 1988). An individual’s intention is further
structured by both rational or analytic thinking (goal-directed behaviour) and intuitive

or holistic thinking (vision).

2.16 Theory of expectancy

According to Vroom’s (1964)’s theory of expectancy which proposes that a
person’s behaviour is motivated by the expectation that his/her behaviour will lead to
certain outcomes, together with the values she/he places on those outcomes. He
situated his theory on the notion that behaviour is a function of interaction of
personality and the environment. Vroom’s theory is built on the concepts of valence,
instrumentality and expectancy. Applying this to entrepreneurial intention, it is
expected that the level at which individuals will engage in entrepreneurial innovative
behaviour is dependent on how well they desire growth (valence), their perceived
probability that their efforts will lead to achievement of their goal (their enterprise

growth) and that their innovativeness will have a positive effect on their enterprise.

2.17 Shapero’s entrepreneurial event model (SEE)
Shapero’s entrepreneurial event model (SEE) in which entrepreneurial

intentions depend on three elements: a) the perception of the desirability; b) the
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propensity to act; and c) the perception of feasibility (Shapero, 1982). Shapero’s
(1982) model of the entrepreneurial event was conceptually developed to identify the
antecedents to entrepreneurial activity and provides one of the first comprehensive
models of the entrepreneurial process. It includes both individual and situational
factors and has prescriptive ability. The distinction of Shapero’s model from Theory
of Planned Behaviour is that it includes inertia as a concept as well as a “trigger
event”, or life changing event, which is necessary to break the individual from
inertia’s path. (Shapero & Sokol, 1982). Shapero and Sokol (1982) argue that
intention is the indicator of choice for entrepreneurial activity. They further suggest
that the individual’s perception of desirability and feasibility of starting a business,
coupled with propensity to act, are the immediate antecedents of entrepreneurial
intentions. The perception of desirability encapsulates the attitude and subjective
norm constructs in TPB. Each model considers the relevancy of self-efficacy through
perceptions of feasibility and perceived behavioural control. Volitional control is
acknowledged in SEE model through propensity to act as well as perceived
behavioural control in TPB.

Shapero(1982) also suggests that the extent of part of exposure to
entrepreneurship and an evaluation of the positive reminder of past experiences
influence perceptions of desirability and feasibility. The perceived desirability of
entrepreneurial activity is influenced by social forces of family and friends (Bird,
1988; Bygrave, 1997). Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) also provide support to this
assertion by suggesting that attitudes that help form intentions are influenced by what
people (that is, family, friends) who are important to the person forming the intention
thinks. Perceived feasibility is defined as the degree which one believes he or she is
personally capable of starting a business (Krueger, 1993). Perceptions of feasibility
appear closely related to the construct of perceived self-efficacy (Ajzen, 1991) as

theorised in Bandura’s social learning theory.

2.18 Rationale for using Ajzen’s theory of planned behaviour as the main
theoretical framework for the study.
The Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) has been tested on a wide
range of human behaviour. For example, Autio, Keeley, Klofsten, Parker, and Hay
(2001) mention how Ajzen’s TPB helped to explain how advertising campaigns

should be structured. The theory stated here that providing information only does not
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change the behaviour of the receiver, the aim should be at changing the attitudes and
perception towards a product. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) has
been used in researches (Krueger et al., 2000; Kolvereid, 1996; Isaksen, 2006) to
explain voting decisions, drinking problem, and weight loss, business startup
intentions among students and growth intentions among entrepreneurs.

A number of authors (Shaver, Gartner, Crosby, Bakalarova & Gatewood, 200l;
Krueger & Brazeal, 1994; Bird, 1988) argue that the entrepreneurial process is a
planned and purposive act. This is in support of what was proposed earlier by
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) in their theory of reasoned action stating that behaviour is
directly influenced by one’s intention to engage in that behaviour and that intention
are influenced by attitudes towards the behaviour. Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned
behaviour identifies the behaviour’s feasibility as an additional reason individuals
form intentions to perform certain behaviours. Bandura’s (1986) theory of self-
efficacy similarly argues that behaviour is dependent upon an individual’s perception
that he/ she can actually carry out the intended action.

Ajzen (1991) argues that considered actions are preceded by conscious
decisions to act in a certain way. He further theorizes that these intentions are the
result of attitudes formulated through life experiences, personal characteristics and
perceptions drawn from these prior experiences. He proposes that the three
determinants of intention are as follows: 1) the subject’s attitude toward a given
behaviour, 2) subjective norms, that is, the subject’s perception of other people’s
opinions of the proposed behaviour, and 3) the subject’s perception of his or her
control over the behaviour. The central factor in Ajzen’s (1991) TPB is the
individuals’ intentions to perform a specific behaviour. Intentions are assumed to be
the motivation to certain behaviour. Thus, the stronger the intention to perform certain
behaviour, the more likely it will be performed.

Ajzen (1991) explains three factors, which are crucial in changing intention
and actual behaviour. First of all, the belief and attitude somebody has toward the
behaviour. A student could for instance have a positive attitude toward
entrepreneurship because one of the parents is an entrepreneur. Other factors which
may influence attitude in an entrepreneurial situation could also include willingness to
take risks, locus of control, need for independence. The second is a social factor
termed subjective norm. This factor refers to the social pressure from the environment

on the individual to perform or not to perform the task for example, parents who
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encountered negative experiences with entrepreneurship, could put up pressure on
their children not to start their own business. It is also possible that when there is
social support from individuals who are respected within the graduate’s context, he or
she is likely to engage freely in entrepreneurship. The third factor influencing
intention is the perceived behavioural control. This factor distinguishes the model
from previous behavioural models. The idea is that the actual behaviour does not only
depend on the motivation or intention to perform certain behaviour, but also on the
perception of the difficulty of performing the behaviour. This could sometimes be
referred to as self-efficacy which is an individual’s belief to be able to succeed in a
given task. This perception can be developed for instance through prior experience.
Several psychological characteristics have been proposed to influence
entrepreneurial intention. The first attempt to study the willingness and drive of
individuals to get engaged in entrepreneurial activities can be traced back to the
psychological studies of Atkinson (1957) and McClelland (1961). In order to provide
a better characterisation of entrepreneurs, McClelland (1961) introduces the need-for-
achievement concept. He argues that individuals with a high level of need-for-
achievement show higher willingness to engage in entrepreneurial activities.
However, the concept of need-for achievement is not the only psychological
dimension that scholars have studied in relation to entrepreneurial intention. In
addition to that, the literature demonstrates that individuals’ entrepreneurial intention
is influenced by risk-taking propensity (Weber et al., 2002;Stewart and Roth, 2001),
tolerance of ambiguity (Budner, 1982), locus of control (Evans & Leighton, 1989;
Cromie & Johns, 1983), self-efficacy (Baum, Locke & Smith, 2001; Zhao, Seibert &
Hills, 2005) and goal setting (Locke & Latham, 1990). While some of them have
failed to predict entrepreneurship (Baum et al., 2001), two dimensions that
consistently predict entrepreneurial intentions are self-efficacy (Zhao et al., 2005) and

risk-taking propensity (Gomez-Meija & Balkin, 1989).

Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy and Entrepreneurial Intention

Past research can be wused to link entrepreneurial self-efficacy and
entrepreneurial intentions. Hackett and Betz (1981) project that Bandura's (1977)
theory of self-efficacy may be applied to determine the vocational inclinations of
individuals. Empirical findings indicate that self-efficacy is highly involved in the

career decision-making process. In fact, career self-efficacy was found to be the most
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important predictor of males' intentions to pursue careers in traditionally female
occupations (Giles & Rea, 1999). In relation to entrepreneurship, individuals with
high levels of entrepreneurial self-efficacy may also have strong occupational
intentions for an entrepreneurial career. Bandura (1986) explains  three aspects of
generalised career development: (1) the formation of career-relevant interests, (2)
selection of a career choice option (intentions), and (3) performance and persistence
in the selected occupation.

Lent, Brown, & Hackett (1994) observe that self-efficacy is significantly
related to career interests, career choice goals (intentions), and occupational
performance. However, they also observe that self-efficacy is the sole mediator
between a person’s abilities and his or her career interests. These three findings taken
together can be interpreted as meaning that self-efficacy may be used to predict the
intended career-related intentions and behaviour of individuals. It has been
established that self-efficacy is the major influence on career-related behaviour as
observed in Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory (Lent, et al, 1994).

Self-efficacy is the strong personal belief in skills and abilities to initiate a task
and lead it to success (Bandura, 1997). According to Markham, Balkin, & Baron
(2002), it is the perceptions of self-efficacy, rather than objective ability that motivate
individuals to demonstrate entrepreneurial behaviour. The concept of self-efficacy
reflects an individual’s innermost thoughts on whether he/she has what is needed to
successfully perform a certain task. Actual abilities only matter if a person has self-
confidence in those abilities, and also the self-confidence that he/she will be able to
effectively convert those skills into a chosen outcome (Bandura, 1989, 1997).

Evidence suggests that general self-efficacy is central to most human
functioning and is based more on what people believe than on what is objectively true
(Markham, et al., 2002). Research in this area has consistently emphasised the
importance of self-efficacy as a key factor in determining human agency (Bandura,
1989), and has shown that those with high self-efficacy for a certain task are more
likely to pursue and persist in that task (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy has proved to
be a remarkable predictor of opportunity perception (Krueger & Dickson, 1993) and
entrepreneurial intent (Krueger, et al. 2000; Cox, Mueller & Moss, 2002; Zhao, et al.
2005). As such, high levels of self-efficacy serve as a potent motivational lever for
entrepreneurial action. However, low levels often explain why a population subgroup

differs greatly from another on career interest and intent. Among other things, Betz
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and Hackett (1983) report that gender differences in math self-efficacy more than
explains the gender difference in career interest in science and engineering.

Overall, empirical evidence suggests that women are likely to have lower
expectations for success in a wide range of occupations (Eccles, 1994). Using a
younger sample, studies with U.S, teens have shown that, while females and males
have comparable levels of self-confidence in aggregate, there are important gender
differences in key areas. Specifically, girls have lower confidence levels than boys in
areas related to math, finance, decision making and problem-solving (Marlino &
Wilson, 2003). These gender differences are seen in areas that are stereotypically
associated with “male” skills and also with business/entrepreneurial careers. Previous
research suggests that adult women are more likely than men to limit their ultimate
career choices because of their lack of confidence in relevant skills (Bandura, 1992),
and that women in particular shun entrepreneurial endeavours because they think they
lack the required skills (Wilson, Marlino, & Kickul, 2004; Chen, Green & Crick,
1998).Unlike other personality traits of entrepreneurship which are relatively static,
self-efficacy is affected by contextual factors such as education and past experiences
(Hollenbeck & Hall, 2004). Some researchers believe self-efficacy is similar to other
personal traits such as locus of control, although they are different in some aspects.
Locus of control’ is the overall belief in ones power over the outcomes of actions,
whereas self-efficacy is profound self-confidence in accomplishing specific tasks
(Boyd & Vozikis, 1994). Moreover, self-efficacy is domain specific and varies across
tasks and situations (Wilson, Kickul, & Marlino, 2007) and can also be generalised to
other related tasks or performances (Chen, et al., 1998). More interestingly, self-
efficacy is one of the core components of entrepreneurial intention models and mostly
operationalised as feasibility, although there are some subtle technical differences
between them (Segal, Borgia & Schoenfeld, 2005; Ajzen, 2002).

However, identifying specific entrepreneurial tasks is challenging since
entrepreneurship is not a single task but rather a mix and sequence of tasks related to
creating and growing a new business venture (De Noble, Jung, & Ehrlich., 1999;
Mueller & Goic, 2003). While the Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy (ESE) construct is
quite promising, it remains empirically underdeveloped and many scholars have
called for further refinement. (Forbes, 2005; Kolvereid & Isaksen, 2006). Three issues
have been of particular interest in the study of ESE. First, there remains some debate

on whether an ESE construct is even necessary. Several scholars (Chen, Gully, &
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Eden, 2004) advocate the use of a general measure of self-efficacy instead of a
domain-specific ESE construct. Second, the dimensionality of the construct has to be
fully established. While most scholars acknowledge the multi-dimensional nature of
the ESE construct ( Wilson et al., 2007; Zhao et al., 2005), very few researchers have
explicitly examined the underlying dimensions that make up the actual construct by
using some type of theoretical model of entrepreneurial activity and tasks. Moreover,
several scholars have simply relied on single survey questions to capture an
individual’s level of ESE. Finally, few studies have included a sampling of nascent
entrepreneurs, most of the initial studies of ESE relied on samples of university
students or business owners (Chen, et al, 1998; De Noble, et al, 1999; Drnovsek &
Glas, 2002; Mueller & Goic, 2003). Researchers advocate the use of a measure of
General Self-Efficacy (GSE) because entrepreneurs require a diverse set of roles and
skill sets; therefore, they believe it would simply be difficult to identify a
comprehensive, yet parsimonious, list of specific tasks explicitly associated with
entrepreneurial activities (Markman, et al, 2002).

From a purely pragmatic perspective, it is easier to measure GSE than to
explicitly capture the nuances of ESE. In any event, several empirical studies have
measured self-efficacy by eliciting responses about an individual’s confidence in
various areas not specific to entrepreneurial activities (Baum & Locke, 2004; Baum et
al., 2001; Utsch & Rauch, 2000).Bandura (1997), however, argues that self-efficacy
should be focused on a specific context and activity domain. The more task specific
one can make the measurement of self-efficacy, the better the predictive role efficacy
is likely to play in research on the task-specific outcomes of interest (Bandura, 1997).

Gist (1987) suggests that researchers aggregate a number of related but
domain specific measures rather than relying on a collection test. While a composite
measure of self-efficacy would be arguably more convenient, a number of scholars
have sacrificed convenience in favour of predictive power (Begley & Tan, 2001;
Chen et al., 1998; De Noble et al., 1999; Forbes, 2005; Kolvereid & Isaksen, 2006).
Boyd and Vozikis (1994) developed a revised model of Bird’s (1988) entrepreneurial
intentionality, which incorporates self-efficacy as an important variable in new
venture creation. The revised model proposes that the higher the mastery experience
through career experience or the higher social persuasion through interpersonal
relationship will lead to positive development of entrepreneurial self-efficacy. In

addition, Boyd and Vozikis (1994) propose that the higher the entrepreneurial self-
35



efficacy, the higher the degree of goal setting and the stronger the goal commitment.
This is because high self-efficacy leads people to set challenging goals and possess
strong commitment to this goal(Wood & Bandura, 1989). Likewise, Chen, et al
(1998), used two samples to test the relationship between entrepreneurial self-
efficacy, internal locus of control, entrepreneurs and managers. The two samples
included 140 university students and 1,252 small business entrepreneurs and
executives. They observe that both students and business executives indicated a
significant effect of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on the likelihood of becoming an
entrepreneur. Individuals with higher entrepreneurial self-efficacy expressed a
stronger intention to start their own businesses.

In De Noble et al.(1999), 115 undergraduate and 87 graduate samples, they
showed that developing new products or market opportunities; building an innovative
environment; initiating investor relationships; defining core purpose; coping with
unexpected challenges and developing critical human resources were essential skills
for entrepreneurial self-efficacy measure. The findings provide that measuring
individuals’ self-efficacy on those dimensions helps predict entrepreneurial intentions
and actions.

A nagging unresolved issue regarding entrepreneurial self-efficacy is the
problem of social desirability bias in self-assessments, because the notion of self-
efficacy inherently involves people’s judgments about their ability to perform given
activities (Bandura, 1982), the use of self-reported survey evaluations make sense.
Yet, in such circumstances, individuals may be tempted to inflate their ratings, that is,
to impress study evaluators, among other reasons. Chen et al., (1998) note that the
high inter-factor correlations among their component entrepreneurial self-efficacy
scores may have been caused by social desirability response bias. They state that
future researchers should think of ways to reduce social desirability.

DeNoble, Jung and Ehrlich (1999) showed that entrepreneurship students
demonstrated significantly higher self-efficacy than their peers from non-
entrepreneurial majors in the domains of developing new opportunities and coping
with the unexpected. A growing body of research attests to the predictive power of
entrepreneurial self-efficacy. However, researchers have also shown that the level of
self-efficacy and its predictive power on entrepreneurial outcomes vary by gender.
For example, women tend to report lower entrepreneurial self-efficacy and

entrepreneurial intentions than men do (Gatewood, Shaver, Powers & Gartner, 2002).
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Nonetheless, Wilson, et al (2007) observes that the effect of entrepreneurial self-

efficacy on entrepreneurial intentions was stronger for women than for men.

Risk-Taking Propensity and Entrepreneurial Intention

Considerable researches have been undertaken in pursuit of the notion that a
fundamental characteristic of the entrepreneur is his or her propensity to take risks
(Brockhaus, 1982). Zhao, et al (2005) showed that psychological characteristics such
as risk-taking propensity and entrepreneurial self-efficacy, in addition to developed
skills and abilities, influence entrepreneurial intentions. In other words, entrepreneurs
with strong self-efficacy may more likely engage in the risk-taking necessary for
entrepreneurial success.

The usual interpretation of a risk-taker is someone who in the context of a
business venture pursues a business idea when the probability of succeeding is low.
Timmons et al, (1987) disagreed with this when they advocated that entrepreneurs
take calculated risks. Hull, Bosley and Udell (1980) observe potential entrepreneurs to
have a greater propensity to take risks. Their definition of an entrepreneur includes
anyone who owned a business, assumed risk for the sake of profit and had the explicit
intention of expanding the business. Brockhaus (1980) defines risk-taking propensity
as the perceived probability of receiving rewards associated with the success of a
situation that is required by the individual before he or she will subject himself/herself
to the consequences associated with failure, the alternative situation providing less
reward as well as less severe consequences than the proposed situation. Findings on
the risk-taking propensity of entrepreneurs have basically been unconfirmed,
inconclusive and inconsistent.

A likely explanation for the divergence in findings may lie in the
methodologies applied in previous studies. For example, Begley and Boyd (1987)
conducted a study in England with a sample of 239 members of a small business
association to determine the difference in psychological characteristics of
entrepreneurs and small business managers. Using a survey questionnaire to elicit
respondent's perceptions, the researchers found significant differences between
entrepreneur’s risk-taking propensities as compared to small business managers.

Conversely, Sexton and Bowman (1982) found no significant difference in
risk-taking behaviours between entrepreneurs and managers and therefore concluded

that risk-taking propensity may distinguish entrepreneurs and managers. Nevertheless,
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according to Sitkin and Weingart, (1995) individuals with high risk propensity tend to
be more comfortable dealing with situations of risk and in fact perceive objectively
same situation as less risky than do others. They are therefore likely to anticipate and
experience less debilitating anxiety about an entrepreneurial career, perceive a greater
sense of control over outcomes, judge the likelihood of receiving positive rewards
more highly and thus possess higher self-efficacy.

Bygrave’s (1989) several empirical studies suggest that small business’
entrepreneurs do not have positive attitudes towards risk and they do not consider
themselves as risk takers (Davidsson, 1989, Baron, 1998), nor do they seem to differ
from other groups, in more objective tests on risk taking (Brockhaus, 1980).
According to McClelland (1961) and Bellu (1988), entrepreneurs seem slightly less
attracted to take risks in situations known as pure shift games. Entrepreneurs’ risk
taking may be specific or momentary (Berverland &Lockshin, 2001). Davidsson
(1989) asserts that if the aspirations are sufficiently accomplished, the entrepreneurs
may simply stop taking higher risks. However, risk taking and acceptance of
uncertainty is something that can be slowly modified if desired (Carayannis, Evans &
Hanson, 2003). Therefore, literature is not clear on the existence of a relationship
between this variable and entrepreneurial intentions and it is also not clear on the type

or nature of the relationship.

Social capital and Entrepreneurial Intention

Capital emphasises that social capital, like human or financial capital, is
productive: It enables us to create value, get things done, achieve our goals, fulfil our
missions in life, and make our contributions to the world. But saying that social
capital is productive is an understatement, in that, it is likely or could be said that no
one can be successful or even survive without it. But many people believe they should
be able to get along without social capital; they make the mistake of going it alone as
the prescription for success while others pretend to thrive without social capital, using
it secretly as if it were improper or even unethical.

Literature identified individual domains (such as personality, motivation, and
prior experience) and contextual variables (such as social context, markets, and
economics) as the two dimensions responsible for the formation of entrepreneurial
intentions (Bird, 1988). Social capital is made up of the relationships, either formal or

informal, generated by individuals in their interaction with other individuals trying to
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obtain an expected reward in the market. That is, social capital could be defined as
capital captured in the form of social relationships (Lin, 2003). Social capital results
from a process of investment in human relationships, which requires resources and,
more specifically, time (Lin, 2003). Besides, social capital makes it easier to access
information, reduce transaction costs by allowing the coordination of activities and,
finally, facilitate collective decision-making (Grootaert & van Bastelaer, 2001). Also,
as indicated above, it allows access to other forms of capital, such as human capital
(Coleman, 1988). Likewise, social capital, the same as physical capital, may be
accumulated with its use and also depreciated or destroyed (Svendsen & Svendsen,
2004).

The strength or weakness of the linkages of the individual or organisation with
other individuals and organisations is an important element related to social capital
(Granovetter, 1983). Both strong intra-community ties (among members of a family,
an association or an ethnic group of immigrants) and weak inter-community ties are
necessary to guarantee the efficacy of social capital (Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). On
the other hand, social capital has a multidimensional level (Grootaert & van Bastelaer,
2001). First, the macro or social level focuses on the potential benefits for the society
of individuals' and organisations' social networks, such as improved income levels
(Fukuyama, 1995; Knack & Keefer 1997; Dakhli & de Clercq, 2004). Second, the
micro or individual level focuses on the potential benefits of network relations for the
person, such as the entrepreneurial start-up or firm success (Lin 2003; Davidsson &
Honig, 2003). Finally, the meso or organisational level focuses on the potential
benefits of network relations for the organisation, such as a higher efficiency (Putnam,
1993).

Nevertheless, at the micro, meso and macro levels, the benefits obtained from
both bonding and bridging social capital is derived, from two other types of social
capital: structural and cognitive (Uphoff, 2000; Grootaert & van Bastelaer, 2001). On
the one hand, cognitive social capital is derived from mental processes and resulting
ideas, reinforced by culture and ideology, generating shared norms, values, attitudes,
beliefs, and trust. Thus, cognitive social capital has a subjective and intangible
character, contributing to cooperative behaviour and stimulating collective action. On
the other hand, structural social capital is related to several forms of social
organisation particularly rules, procedures and formal social networks, which also

contribute to cooperation and, especially, to a collective action to obtain mutual
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benefits. Network analysts argue that entrepreneurship is a consequence of taking the
opportunity to be between others (Burt, 1992). More generally, Aldrich (1999)
demonstrates that social ties, in terms of their heterogeneity and emotional strength,
play an important role in many facets of entrepreneurial activities.

Several studies report that social capital contributes significantly to resource
acquisition of entrepreneurs and of new ventures (Birley 1985; Honig, 1998; Baron &
Markman, 2002). Jarillo (1989) discusses similarly about networking as a system by
which entrepreneurs can tap resources that are external to them, that is, which they do
not control. Baron and Markman (2000) make a profound statement that social capital
— especially social skills — make significant difference in entrepreneurial success.
They argue that high level of social capital, built on a favourable reputation, relevant
previous experience, and direct personal contacts, often assist entrepreneurs in gaining
access to venture capitalists, potential customers, and others. They also suggest that

social skills can be trained and thus contribute to social capital.

Locus of control and Entrepreneurial Intention

Locus of control is the degree in which the individual believes that the
reinforcements are dependent on his/her behaviour. This individual believes that the
accomplishment of a goal or purpose depends on his own ability and actions rather
than luck or other people’s efforts (Kuip & Verheul, 2003). Empirical evidence shows
that small businesses entrepreneurs are more oriented at the internal level, than
population in general (Kets Vries, 1977; Begley & Boyd, 1987; Beverland &
Lockshin, 2001). Brockhaus’ (1980) longitudinal study suggests the existence of a
positive correlation between orientation to locus of control and entrepreneurial
success.

Brockhaus and Horwitz (1986) reinforce that locus of control could
distinguish entrepreneurs who are successful from those who are unsuccessful.
Robinson et al (1991) state that internal control leads to a positive entrepreneurial
attitude and most students who receive entrepreneurial formation may develop a high
level of control and self-efficiency. Individuals with internal locus of control are those
who believe they can control what happens in their lives. On the other hand, people
with external locus of control tend to believe that most of the events in their lives
result from luck, being in the right place at the right time, and the behaviours of

powerful people. Boone, DeBrabander, and Van Witteloostuijns’ (1996) empirical
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research investigation focused on the furniture industry with a sample comprised of
small firms and family-owned small businesses (homogeneous population). They
were interested in knowing if chief executive officers or top management team
internality had a positive effect on organisational outcomes. Replicating previously
tested hypotheses, they found internal locus of control to be associated with company
performance. Their findings corroborated prior study findings of Nwachukwu, 1995;
Begley & Boyd, 1986, 1987; Bonnett & Furnham, 1991 who stated that internal locus
of control is an important entrepreneurial personality trait. In a longitudinal study of
students, Hull et al (1980) observe that locus of control did not differentiate between
students who went on to work in managerial positions and those who started their own

business.

Emotional intelligence and entrepreneurial intention

Emotional intelligence describes an ability, capacity, or skill to perceive,
assess, and manage the emotions of one's self, of others, and of groups (Mayer &
Salovey, 1997). El has been studied since the early 1990s, but only in recent years has
it entered the mainstream media and the modern workforce. The original work by
Salovey and Mayer (1990) provided a definition of emotional intelligence as the
ability to monitor one's own and other's feeling and emotions, to discriminate among
them, and to use this information to guide one's thinking and action. Goleman (1995),
on the other hand, defines emotional intelligence as comprising emotional awareness,
emotional management, motivation, empathy and social skills. Mayer and Salovey's
(1997) model of emotional intelligence comprises four iterative dimensions: (a)
emotional awareness, being aware of own and others emotions, (b) facilitating
emotion, using emotions to direct thought, (c) understanding emotion, or knowledge
about behavioural responses to emotion, and (d) managing emotions in self and in
others to enhance personal growth and relationships. Importantly, Mayer and Salovey
do not see motivation as a factor of emotional intelligence. The link between emotions
and motivation has been explicitly stated in a broad range of research (Christie,
Jordan, Troth & Lawrence, 2007).

An important factor that may impact the emotional intelligence is the risk
preference. The trait conceptualisation of emotional intelligence as a behavioural
tendency has been reported to overlap with personality traits (Bedwell, 2003;

Ciarrochi et al., 2000; Dawda, & Hart, 2000). Consequently, Newsome, Day and
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Catano (2000) reported significant positive relationships between major personality
traits and factors of emotional intelligence. The role of emotional intelligence in
managerial effectiveness has also been investigated in several studies (Sitarenios,
2001; Sipsma, 2000; Jae, 1997) but studies about personality characteristics and
emotional intelligence as predictors of entrepreneurial intentions are rather few.
Individuals with high emotional intelligence may use buffering techniques to
internally encapsulate and segregate emotions so that they do not interfere with task
performance. Because individuals with well-developed emotional intelligence are able
to identify and control their own emotions and those of others, they are less likely to
be paralysed by fear, hijacked by negative emotions, and strangled by anxiety, all of

which have negative effects on both individual and team performance (Seipp, 1991).

Creativity and Entrepreneurial Intention

Creativity and entrepreneurship, like innovation, have been recognized as
important contributors to a nation’s economic growth. Infact, it has been described by
Antonities, (2003) as a globally inevitable variable in the history of an entrepreneur
Creativity plays an important role in the fuzzy front end of a firm’s innovation process
and also in corporate venturing processes, but the relationship between creativity and
entrepreneurship to a large extent has not explicitly been examined. Research into
notions of creativity and entrepreneurship has often originated from different
worldviews and disciplines, such as psychology (Guildford, 1950; Sternberg, 1995)
and economics (Schumpeter, 1998) and has been influenced by opposing views and
contrasting understandings. However potential linkages between creativity and
entrepreneurship  have not been explicitly investigated. Both notions are
independently thought to be productive and both fields have been the focus of
government programs in many countries as they are considered to contribute and
stimulate economic growth (Department of Trade and Industry DTI, 2005).

Each of the notions of creativity and entrepreneurship has multiple contested
definitions and distinct ongoing programs of research. Early research on creativity
focused on the characteristics or traits of individuals (Kirton, 1976; Koestler 1969)
and further development of individual profiles added extra dimensions over time
(Puccio , Murdock, & Mance, 2007; Basadur, 2004; Sternberg, 1995). Some of the
common attributes of creativity and entrepreneurship are found in the agency of the

individual or group which produces novelty and value. Creativity concerns the
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creation of novelty and value. Entrepreneurship is concerned with novelty in business,
new business ideas and the reality of achieving positive returns in market and in
existing and new business models. Both creativity and entrepreneurship have
followed similar trajectories in terms of the focus on the person and the process.

Some of the common attributes of creativity and entrepreneurship are found in
the agency of the individual or group which produces novelty and value in both
creativity and entrepreneurship. The creation of something new may sometimes
include finding opportunities in existing fields, establishing new fields or new market
opportunities. Zampetakis and Moustakis (2006) observe that engineering students’
creative self-perception may predict increased levels of entrepreneurial intent,
implying that the tie between creativity and entrepreneurial intentions may be closer
than is currently thought. Therefore, this study will attempt to fill the gap in
establishing a relationship between creativity and entrepreneurial intentions in order
to enhance confidence in the generalisation of the findings of  Zampetakis and
Moustakis (2006).

Gender stereotype and entrepreneurial intention

Males express higher levels of entrepreneurial self-efficacy than females. To
capture the talents of women in future new venture creation, a vibrant pipeline of
potential entrepreneurs is required. However, previous research has shown that this
pipeline may be weak. Although many potential factors may contribute including
access to capital, previous research has shown that entrepreneurial self-efficacy that
is; the self-confidence that one has the necessary skills to succeed in creating a
business plays an important positive role in determining level of interest in pursuing
an entrepreneurial career among young people (Kickul, Wilson & Marlino, 2004).
Previous research suggests adult women are more likely to shun entrepreneurial
endeavours and to limit their ultimate career choices because of a lack of confidence
in relevant skills (Chen et al., 1998; Bandura, 1992).

Increasing entrepreneurial self-efficacy is therefore likely to be an important
mechanism for improving both the intentions and participation rates of women in
entrepreneurial activities. In examining gender differences, empirical evidence
suggests that women are likely to have lower expectations for success in a wide range

of occupations (Eccles, 1994) than men, particularly in careers that have been seen in
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the past as non-traditional for women (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara & Pastorelli
2001; Scherer et al, 1990; Betz & Hackett, 1981).

Studies of US teens have shown that females have lower confidence levels
than males in areas related to mathematics, finance, decision making, and problem
solving (Marlino & Wilson, 2003). There is also significant evidence to suggest
women limit their career aspirations and interests because they believe they lack the
necessary capabilities (Bandura, 1992). Specifically, the effects of self-efficacy on
career choice have been studied with respect to the pursuit of entrepreneurial activity
(Markman et al., 2002).

Research has shown compelling and consistent patterns, indicating individuals
with high entrepreneurial self-efficacy have higher entrepreneurial intention (Segal ,
et al.,, 2002; Wang , Wong & Lu., 2002; Krueger, et al., 2000; DeNoble, et al.,
1999;Chen et al., 1998; Scott & Twomey, 1988). However, there has been little
research that examines the interactions between entrepreneurial self-efficacy,
entrepreneurial intentions, and gender.

However, there has been research that examines the interactions between
entrepreneurial self-efficacy, entrepreneurial intentions, and gender. Preliminary
evidence indicates females have both lower entrepreneurial self-efficacy and lower
entrepreneurial intentions than men (Chen et al., 1998; Chowdhury & Endres, 2005;
Gatewood et al., 2002; Kourilsky & Walstad, 1998). Further, females may focus more
on perceived skill deficiencies in the entrepreneurial realm. Kickul, et al. (2004)
demonstrated a direct relationship between self-efficacy and intentions in girls, and
highlighted the significance of girls’ self-efficacy on their entrepreneurial aspirations.
Additionally, a global study of adult women’s entrepreneurial activity has shown the
importance of self-efficacy as a factor in influencing actual entrepreneurial
participation, an effect independent of other contextual variables (Minniti, Arenius &
Langowitz., 2005).

Various intention models have been developed in previous research. As
indicated by Peterman and Kennedy (2003). Most models of entrepreneurial intention
focus on the pre-entrepreneurial event and make use of attitude and behaviour theory
(Ajzen, 1991), and self-efficacy and social learning theory (Bandura, 1997). Many
theorists are beginning to explain entrepreneurial intentions as a variable within larger
psychological models. For example, Davidsson (1995) developed the economic-

psychological model of factors influencing individuals’ intentions to start a new
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business. Autio, Keeley, Klofsten and Ulfstedt (1997) tested this model with a group
of university students and found out that intentional elements, such as expectations,
attention and belief appear to have a strong impact on our behaviour. Various other
models of entrepreneurial intent have been developed as well.

Shapero (1975) developed a model which was tested by Krueger (1993), on
the influence of desirability and feasibility to a business start-up. Bird (1988) suggests
a model of intentional action, in which she observes that most intention-based models
contain at least one of the following two dimensions: First of all, entrepreneurial
intention models frequently contain elements of rationality versus intuition. On the
one hand, entrepreneurs base their decisions with rational, analytic, and cause-and-
effect-oriented processes and on the other hand, intuitive, holistic and contextual
thinking influences entrepreneurs’ intentions and consecutive actions. Entrepreneurs
have a vision about their venture, a feeling that their venture will succeed. The
entrepreneurs’ vision is often based on this intuitive thinking. Second, intention
models include a dimension of location. The internal locus is the entrepreneurs’
intention while the external locus can be the market environment, governmental
regulations, recently Luthje and Franke (2003) proposed a structural model of
entrepreneurial intent. Shook, Priem, and McGee (2003) stressed the need for an

empirical validation of Bird’s (1988) model of implementing entrepreneurial ideas.

Field of study and entrepreneurial intention

A number of studies especially in developed countries like the united states of
America have addressed entrepreneurial intentions on college campuses, majority of
these studies focus on predicting entrepreneurial behaviour among business school
students and this may be appropriate for several reasons. First, college or university
students are influenced to choose a major in part by their interest in a subject, their
perception of availability of jobs, their aptitude for the subject, and the earnings
potential related to a major (Mauldin,Grain & Mounce, 2000; Pritchard, et al, 2004),
so it seems reasonable that someone with entrepreneurial aspirations might select a
business major. Again, majority of entrepreneurship courses in U.S. universities are
offered through business programme (Streeter, Jaquette & Hovis, 2002). According to
the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (Minniti & Bygrave, 2003), people with
professional, technological, or business degrees exhibit the highest incidence of

entrepreneurial activity (17.8% of business school graduates compared to 12.8% for
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all college graduates). While examining the entrepreneurial intentions of business
majors in the university is good, it is also noteworthy to know that non-business
majors also demonstrate significant interest in self-employment.

Entrepreneurship education through the traditional university based business
school route has been argued to have an enabling and accelerating impact on the
activities of graduates already considering establishing businesses (Deakins, 2000;
Galloway & Brown, 2002; Luthje & Franke, 2002). In many instances, however, the
value of these arguments is questionable as they do not show actual entrepreneurial
outcomes but are often based on surveys of future intentions at course exit (Galloway
and Brown, 2002); Mitchell and McKeon (2004). Universities are beginning to
embrace the notion of recognising and developing enterprising behaviour within non-
business disciplines and are introducing subjects on entrepreneurship into
engineering, bioscience, law and music courses (Meyer, 2001; Mitchell and McKeon,
2004; Keogh and Galloway, 2004). It is worthy of note little has been done on this
variable in Nigeria.

An innovative approach to education in biotechnology entrepreneurship has
been implemented by the Science Faculty at the Queensland University of
Technology. The Bachelor of Biotechnology Innovation (BBI) was designed in
accordance with the philosophies of the Australian Federal Government’s policies on
innovation (BAA, 2001, 2003) and the Queensland Government’s Smart State
Initiative (QLD, 2003) as it aims to produce graduates who can drive
commercialisation of research outcomes. The course seeks to train biotechnology
entrepreneurs who could be business-savvy scientists or could operate in the gulf, that
is, the commercial world between laboratory bench and global market place or could
start their own companies to bring their own products to the market place. All of these
potential roles serve to develop and strengthen the local biotechnology industry.

Hermansen-Kobulnicky and Moss (2004) examined the relationship between
entrepreneurial orientation and interest in small business ownership of pharmacy
students, and found that students who considered business ownership scored
significantly higher on dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation than those who did
not. Some argue that entrepreneurial experiences can develop entrepreneurial
tendencies in individuals (Faris, 1999); Gatewood, Shaver and Gartner (1995)
contends that individuals who elect an entrepreneurial career path are predisposed

toward entrepreneurial orientation. Another survey of MBA students was conducted
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at a large D.S college; it concluded that the number of management courses the

students had taken, were positively related to entrepreneurial intention (Chen et al,

1998). Further, between students in other Business and Economies majors, and Small

Business students, Sagic and Elizur (1999) observe that the latter have a higher need

for achievement which in turn has a positive effect on their preparedness to found a

company.

2.19 Research Questions

1. What is the composite significant effect of the selected factors
(entrepreneurial self-efficacy, risk-taking propensity, social capital, locus of
control, emotional intelligence, creativity, gender stereotype and field of
study/ discipline) and entrepreneurial intention?

2. What are the relative contributions of each of the independent variable to the
prediction of entrepreneurial intention?

3. What is the most meaningful causal model for explaining entrepreneurial
intention of undergraduates?

4. Are there significant differences between the hypothesised models and the
reproduced causal models in relation to entrepreneurial intention of
undergraduates?

5. What proportion (in percentages) of the total effect of the psychosocial factors
is direct or indirect on entrepreneurial Intention?

6. What are the significant pathways indicating direct and indirect effects of

independent variables on entrepreneurial intention?
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

This chapter focused on the research design, population, sample and sampling

procedure, instruments, procedures for data administration and data analysis.

3.1 Research Design

This study adopted a survey design of ex-post facto type. Kerlinger and Lee
(2000) described the ex-post facto research design as a systematic empirical inquiry in
which the researcher does not have direct control on the independent variables
because their manifestations had already occurred. This connotes that the researcher
usually has no control over the variables under study and therefore, cannot manipulate
them. The study will investigate how entrepreneurial self-efficacy, risk-taking
propensity, social capital, locus of control, emotional intelligence , creativity, gender
stereotype and field of study/ discipline will correlate with entrepreneurial intention of

undergraduate students in Southwest Nigeria.

Table 3.1: Independent and Dependent variables

Independent Variables Dependent Variable

Entrepreneurial self-efficacy

Risk-taking propensity

Social capital

Locus of control

Emotional intelligence Entrepreneurial intention

Creativity

Gender Stereotype

Field of study/ Discipline
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Table 3.1 shows the independent variables (entrepreneurial self-efficacy, risk-
taking propensity, social capital, locus of control, emotional intelligence, creativity,
gender stereotype and field of study/ discipline) and the dependent variable

(Entrepreneurial intention)

3.2 Population of the study

The target population is undergraduate students from federal and state
universities in Southwestern, Nigeria. These states are: Lagos, Ogun, Oyo, Ondo,
Osun and EKiti.

3.3  Sample and Sampling Technique

A total of eight universities out of the fourteen universities in Southwest,
Nigeria were selected for this study. The selection process were based on the
exclusion criterion, which exempted all universities lesser than five years from their
year of creation/ take off from the study. All the faculties/ Colleges in each of the
selected universities were sampled for equal opportunity of participation. The
stratified random sampling technique was used in order to select the participants for
the study. A total of 250 copies of questionnaires were administered to each university
to elicit information from 2000 respondents but only 1779 undergraduates filled the
questionnaires and returned them, making a retrieval of 88.9 per cent.
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Table 3.2: Federal and State Universities in Southwestern, Nigeria

S/N | Name of University State

1 Adekunle Ajasin University Akungba, Ondo State

2 Federal University of Technology Akure, Ondo State

3 University of Ibadan Ibadan, Oyo State

4 University of Lagos Akoka, Lagos State

5 Olabisi Onabanjo University Ago-lwoye, Ogun State

6 Tai Solarin University of Education | ljebu-Ode, Ogun State

7 Federal University of Agriculture Abeokuta, Ogun State

8 Ekiti State University Ado-Ekiti, Ekiti State

9 Osun State University Osogbo, Osun State

10 | Obafemi Awolowo University lle- Ife, Osun State

11 | Ladoke Akintola University of | Ogbomoso, Oyo State
Technology

12 | Lagos State University Ojo, Lagos State

13 | National Open University Lagos, Lagos State

14 | University of Education Ikere- EKkiti, Ekiti State

The Table 3.1 shows the federal and state Universities in South-western, Nigeria.

Table 3.3: Selected Federal and State Universities in Southwestern, Nigeria

S/IN | NAME OF UNIVERSITY STATE

1 Adekunle Ajasin University Akungba, Ondo State

2 Federal University of Technology Akure, Ondo State

3 University of Ibadan Ibadan, Oyo State

4 University of Lagos Akoka, Lagos State

5 Olabisi Onabanjo University Ago-lwoye, Ogun State
6 Tai Solarin University of Education | ljebu-Ode, Ogun State
7 Federal University of Agriculture Abeokuta, Ogun State
8 Ekiti State University Ado-EKkiti, Ekiti State

Table 3.3 above shows the various federal and state universities selected for
the study in Southwestern Nigeria, consisting of four federal and four state

universities.
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Table 3.4: Distribution of copies of questionnaires by institution

S/N | Name of School No. of Questionnaires | No %
administered retrieved
back
1 Federal University of | 250 231 92.4
Technology, Akure
2 Adekunle Ajasin University 250 225 90.0
3 University of Ado-EKkiti 250 224 89.6
4 University of Ibadan 250 169 67.6
5 University of Lagos 250 245 98.0
6 University  of  Agriculture, | 250 204 81.6
Abeokuta
7 Tai  Solarin  University of | 250 231 92.4
Education
8 Olabisi Onabanjo University, | 250 250 100.0
Ago-lwoye
Total 2000 1779 88.9

Table 3.4 shows the distribution of 2000 copies of questionnaires

selected Universities.
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Table 3.5:  Selected Faculties / Colleges in Federal and State Universities in

Southwestern, Nigeria

S/N | University Faculty/ College

Arts

Business Administration

Education

Engineering

1 University of Lagos Science

Social Sciences

Pharmacy

Law

Environmental Sciences

College of Medicine

Agriculture and Forestry

Arts

Education

Law

Pharmacy

Sciences

2 University of Ibadan Social Sciences

Technology

Veterinary Medicine

Public Health

Basic Medical Sciences

Clinical Sciences

Dentistry

Clinical Sc.(Medicine)

Arts

Engineering

Pharmacy

Agriculture

3 Olabisi Onabanjo University o

Social & Management Sc.

Sciences

Basic Medical Sc.

Education

Applied Education & Vocational
Technology

4 | Tai Solarin University of Science & Instructional Technology

Education Social & Management Sciences

Humanities

5 Federal University of Food Sciences & Human Ecology
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Agriculture Agricultural Management & Rural
development

Animal Science & Livestock Studies

Environmental Resources Management

Natural Sciences

Plant Science & Crop Production

Engineering

Veterinary Medicine

Arts

Agricultural Sciences

Education

6 Law

Ekiti State University Management Science

Science

Engineering

Social Science

Sciences

7 Arts & Education

Adekunle Ajasin
Law

Social &Management Sciences

Agriculture & Agricultural Technology

Earth & Mineral Sciences

8 Federal University of Engineering & Engineering

Technolo
W Environmental Technology

Sciences

* Obtained from the websites of the various Universities

Table 3.5 shows the faculties/ colleges that exist in each of the sampled
university. All faculties had the opportunity of equal participation considering the
sampling technique that was used. The researcher obtained the total number of final
year students in each of the faculty/ colleges from the records department of these

universities before administering the questionnaires to the respondents.

3.4 Research Instruments

The main instrument for this study is the questionnaire tagged “Students
Entrepreneurial Intention Assessment Survey (SEIAS)” with two parts. The first
section is designed to obtain demographic information of the respondents. These
include: age, gender, field of study / discipline and level of study. The second part of
the questionnaire is divided into eight sections:

1. Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy Scale (ESES).
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Risk Style Scale (RSS).

Multidimensional Perceived Social Support Scale (MPSSS).
Rotter’s (1966) Internal-External Locus of Control Scale.
Emotional Intelligence Scale (EIS).

Creative Personality Scale (CPS).

Bem’s Sex Role Inventory.

© N o 0 B~ w DN

Entrepreneurial Intention Questionnaire (EI1Q).

Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy Scale (ESES)

Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy Scale (ESES) is used to measure the
entrepreneurial self-efficacy of the undergraduate students. The ESES was developed
by DeNoble et al.,( 1999). This scale consists of 15 items measuring individual’s
abilities in performing entrepreneurial tasks with each item measured on a 5 point
Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Examples of
items on the scale include: I can identify potential capital sources for a venture and; |
can develop relationships with people who connect to sources of funds. An overall
item—Do you have necessary abilities (knowledge, skill and experience) to start a
new business? was also be added independently to this list. The 16" item is answered
1= none of the abilities to 5= all necessary ability format. Cronbach alpha of 0.87 was
obtained by DeNoble et al. (1999). A pilot testing was conducted using 25 final year
students from a university not covered in the present study and a Cronbach alpha of

0.67 was obtained, affirming the suitability of this scale in Nigeria context.

Risk Style Scale (RSS)

It consists of a measure of risk-taking propensity assessed using the Risk Style
Scale (RSS) derived from Forliani and Mullins (2000). This measure is designed to
capture respondents’ personal propensity towards financial risk taking. The scale
consists of seven items measuring individual’s abilities in performing entrepreneurial
tasks with each item measured on a 5- point Likert scale ranging from strongly
disagree to strongly agree. Examples of items on the scale include: The overall risk of
the business is high and the founder or entrepreneur stands to lose a lot financially. A
pilot study was also conducted to ascertain the suitability of the scale. An alpha value

of 0.78 was obtained by the researcher for this scale.
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Multidimensional Perceived Social Support Scale (MPSSS)

Social capital in form of social support was assessed with the
Multidimensional Perceived Social Support Scale (MPSSS) developed by Zimet,
Dahlem, Zimet & Farley (1988). The MPSSS is a 12-item scale employing a 5-point
Likert-type format from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The items were
divided into factor groups relating to the source of social support, namely family
(Fam), friends (Fri) or significant other (SO). Coefficient alphas for the subscales
ranged from 0.85 to 0.91 and test-retest correlations ranged from 0.75 to 0.85.
Examples of items on the scale include: | get the emotional help and support | need
from my family (Fam), I can count on my friends when things go wrong (Fri) and
There is a special person who is around when | am in need (SO). A coefficient alpha

of 0.90 was also obtained for the scale to ascertain its suitability for the study.

Rotter’s (1966) Internal-External Locus of Control Scale

This scale assessed the Locus of control of undergraduate students using a
modified version of Rotter’s (1966) internal-external locus of control scale. The
original scale had 26 items with two options each. The instrument has two
alternatives; therefore a high score will indicate an external locus of control while a
low score will indicate an internal locus of control. Rotter’s (1966) reports split-half
reliabilities of 0.65 for males and 0.79 for females and Kuder-Richardson coefficient
within the range 0.69 to .76. Eso (1998) and Igwe (1991) observes a reliability
coefficient that ranged from 0.64 to 0.92. The researcher will score the scale
manually, since it has only one alternative for each item, a correct answer will be
scored as 1 while a wrong answer will be scored zero. Examples of items on the scale
include: many of the unhappy things that happen to people in life are already
predestined; life has been unfair to me. The Cronbach value obtained from this study
is 0.63.

Emotional Intelligence Scale (EIS)

The Emotional Intelligence Scale (EIS) developed by Schutte, et al (1998) was
employed to determine emotional intelligence, based on self- report responses to
items showing the appraisal and expression of emotions in self and others, regulations
of emotions in self and others and the utilisation of emotions in solving problems. The

scale has 33 items which will be measured on a 5- point Likert scale which ranged
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from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The EIS has been found to demonstrate a
high internal consistency of Cronbach Alpha 0.87 to 0.90 and a two-week test-retest
reliability coefficient of 0.78 (Schutte et., al 1998). The EIS has also been used
variously by Adeyemo (2005), Adeyemo and Ogunyemi, (2005) and Aremu (2005)
and they found it to be very reliable in their respective studies. Reversed scoring will
be done for the negative emotions. Examples of items on the scale are: | know when
to speak about my personal problems and emotions are one of the things that make
my life worth living. A Cronbach alpha of 0.90 was obtained indicating the suitability
via a pilot study of final year students from a university not included in the present

study.

Creative Personality Scale (CPS)

The 30-item Creative Personality Scale (CPS) of Gough (1979) of the
Adjective Check List (Gough & Heilbrun, 1965) measured undergraduates' creativity-
relevant personal characteristics. They were asked to place a check mark next to each
adjective that best describes them, of the 30 adjectives, 18 described highly creative
People while the remaining 12 described less creative people. Examples of items on
the scale includes: capable, clever, confident, egoistical, inventive, original (creative);
cautious, commonplace, conservative, conventional, dissatisfied, suspicious (less
creative people) honest, narrow interests. Each of these checked creative adjectives
will be given a value of+1 while the less creative adjectives will be assigned a value
of - 1 . The reliability CPS index of 0.70 was obtained for this scale and reliability
value of 0.77 was also obtained by the researcher in order to determine if it is
appropriate for this study.

Bems Sex Role Inventory

Bems Sex Role Inventory (1974) is designed to determine the gender-
stereotype. Cronbach alpha score of 0.88 for masculinity and 0.83 for femininity were
obtained by Bem (ibid.). A median split method was used to divide respondents into
one of four gender-role orientation categories: masculine, androgynous, feminine and
undifferentiated on the scale. The mean masculinity and femininity scores obtained
were 4.43 and 4.02 respectively. Respondents with a masculinity score above 4.43
and a femininity score above 4.02 were categorised as androgynous (N= D 45).

Respondents with a masculinity score above 4.43 and a femininity score below 4.02
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were categorised as masculine (N= D 56). Respondents with a masculinity score
below 4.43 and a femininity score above 4.02 were categorised as feminine (N= D
62). Respondents with a masculinity score below 4.43 and a femininity score below
4.02 were categorized as undifferentiated (N= D 44). A Cronbach alpha of 0.66 for
the feminity and 0.75 for the masculinity were obtained to ascertain the suitability of

the scale by the researcher after a pilot study was carried out.

Entrepreneurial Intention Questionnaire (E1Q)

Entrepreneurial Intention Questionnaire (EIQ) will measure the undergraduate
students’ intentions to create new venture after graduation. A set of questions
proposed by Lifian (2005) will be used. This instrument consists of six items aimed at
unveiling the respondents’ intentions to start their own businesses in the future. The
items are built on a seven-point Likert scales which ranged from 1 as strongly
disagree to 5 as strongly agree. Sample items on the scale include | am ready to do
anything to be an entrepreneur and | have the firm intention to start a company some
day. The internal consistency of 0.95 was obtained by Lifian (2005) for the Spanish
version of the instrument. The researcher obtained an alpha value of 0.78 for the scale

underscoring its adaptability and suitability for the present study.

3.5  Procedure for administration of instruments

The procedure for administering the questionnaires was done in the following
ways: first, the researcher visited the selected universities to obtain the statistics of the
final year students in each department. Second, she trained the research assistants who
helped in the collection of data. The next stage was the distribution of the instruments
on the various university campuses. The final stage was the collection of completed

instruments from the campuses.

Table 3.6: Sex distribution of the Respondents

Sex Frequency Percentage
Male 909 51.1
Female 870 48.9
Total 1779 100

Table 3.6 showed that of the 1779 respondents, 909 (51.1%) were male
undergraduate students while 870 (48.9%) were female.
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3.6  Data Analysis

Path analysis procedure was applied to the data. Path analysis assisted in
identifying the total effects (direct and indirect) of the independent variables
(entrepreneurial self-efficacy, risk-taking propensity, social capital, locus of control,
emotional intelligence, creativity, gender stereotype, and field of study / discipline) on
the dependent variable (entrepreneurial intention). This also assisted the researcher in
selecting those variables which are likely or plausible determinants (causes) of the
effects. Causal modelling according to Blalock (1964) is a technique for selecting
variables that are perceived to be determinants of the effects made by each cause or
predictor variable through the application of path analysis technique. This is subject to
the following assumptions of the recursive system (Kerlinger & Pedhazzur, 1973).

i There is no reciprocal causation between the variables

ii. The residual are uncorrelated with variables preceding them in the model and
among themselves; and

iii. Each of the endogenous or dependent variable is directly related to all the
variables preceding it in the hypothesised causal sequence.

The construction of the hypothesised causal model is subject to sound theory,
information from previous research and temporal order as opined by Blalock (1964),
Duncan (1966) and Bryant and Doran (1977). Multiple regression will be used to
analyse the hypothesis in this study.

Causal Modelling based on Temporal Order: When a variable is assumed or
known to be causally related to another and one occurs before the other the latter
variable (the one that occurred last) will be a function of the former and not the other
way round. For instance, in this study, gender stereotype will influence the risk-taking
propensity and not the other way round.

Causal Modelling based on Sound Theory: A particular causal order testable by the
researcher can be hypothesised. Therefore, one can conveniently state that the socio-
psychological factors are bound to influence the entrepreneurial intentions of
undergraduate students. Experience has shown that the school or academic
environment will influence the attitude of an individual with respect to certain
behaviours. This is why it is theorised that the particular field of study which a student

is exposed to may influence his/her entrepreneurial intention.
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Causal Modelling Based on Previous Research: It is essential that a meaningful
causal order among any number of researchable variables be based on an extensive
review of previous research findings on the variables. In this study, some of the
variables that were hypothesised to be investigated through confirmatory

parsimonious models are presented in the figures as follows:

Figure 3.1 - Hypothesised Causal Linkages of Variables V1 (gender stereotype),
V;, (field of study) and V7 (risk-taking propensity).

The linkages among variables Vi, V; and V7 as shown in figure 3.1, available
from research indicate that V7 is influenced and caused by 1 and 2. Gender stereotype
has significant impact on the risk-taking propensity of individuals (Byrnes, Miller &
Schafer, 1999). Further, Arch (1993); Eckel and Grossman (2002) explain this
phenomenon by claiming that males are more likely to see a risky situation as a
challenge that calls for participation while females tend to respond to such situations

as threats that encourage avoidance.

Figure 3.2: Hypothesized Causal Linkages of Variables V1 (gender stereotype), V-
(field or discipline of study), V3 (emotional intelligence), V- (risk-taking propensity)
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Figure 3.2 shows the relationship among the variables (gender stereotype, field
or discipline of study and emotional intelligence and risk-taking propensity). It might
be logical to say that Vi, V, and V3 are related to V7. V7 is a function of V1, V3, V3
@gender stereotype, field or discipline of study and emotional intelligence are related
to risk-taking propensity). If girls are on average more risk averse than boys, as
empirical evidence (Booth & Nolen,2009) suggests, it is logically proper to state that
girls who are surrounded by risk-averse individuals would behave in a more risk
averse way than girls who are surrounded by less risk averse individuals. This notion
is supported by Maccoby (1998) who argues that the gendered aspect of an
individual’s behaviour is brought into play by the gender of others with whom they

interact.
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Figure 3.3: Hypothesised Causal Linkages of Variables Vi(gender stereotype),
V,(field of study), V3(emotional intelligence), Va(creativity), Vs(locus of control)

Considering the linkages between among the variables in Figure 3.3, one can
logically presume that V3 (emotional intelligence) is a function of Vs (Creativity) and
that V1, V,, V4 are functions of Vs According to available literature Individuals with
high critical thinking abilities are reflective, focused and able to recognise the
existence of problems, and apply the relevant skills and knowledge to solve the
problems. Creativity and high intelligence may contribute to alertness (Shane, 2003).
A study of engineering students found that a participant’s self-perception of creativity
and a supportive family environment that promotes creative thinking has predictive
value for entrepreneurial intention (Zampetakis & Moustakis, 2006). In the context of
opportunity exploitation, entrepreneurs are expected to be sensitive to market needs
and be able to prescribe solutions to meet these needs (Ardichvili, Cardozo & Ray,
2003). In addition to this, Akinboye (2003); Bar-On (2000) stated that intelligence

and creativity are tied to emotions.
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Figure 3.4: - Hypothesized Causal Linkages of Variables V; (gender stereotype),
V, (field of study), Vs (emotional intelligence), V4 (creativity), Vs (locus of control),

Ve (social capital)

Early researchers (Lefcourt 1981; Sia, Hungerford & Tomera, 1985; Van
Kooten, Schoney & Hayward, 1986) have shown strong linkages between locus of
control and behaviour in areas as diverse as physical and mental health, intellectual
achievement and entrepreneurship (Rauch & Frese, 2000).An individual with strong
internal locus of control may tend to believe that she/he can influence and alter a
situation through the exercise of her/his skills and knowledge. In support of this,
Babalola (2009) is of the view that strong internal control tends to bring about self-
confidence. Again, studies showed that high self-efficacy is essential to most human
performance (Bandura, 1997; Bandura, Pastorelli, Barbaranelli & Caprara, 1999;
Sequeira, Mueller & Mcgee, 2007). Thus, without a strong sense of self-efficacy, an
individual has little incentive to act or to persevere in the face of difficulties (Bandura,
2002). To Bussey and Bandura (1999), a number of factors may influence gender
development (educational practices, occupational systems) while confirming that the
differences in women and men are due to socialisation practices. Thus, the reliance on
the notion that enterprise creation is a male domain may make gender role pressures
to influence perceived efficacy. Researches (George & Zhou (2002); Amabile,
Barsade, Mueller & Staw (2005); Isen, 1999) have revealed a specific influence of
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creativity on emotional intelligence. It was noticed that, in order to avoid a negative
experience in situations, individuals explain their negative moods as the necessity to
find a creative decision (George & Zhou, 2002) and that positive moods enlarge

perception and enforce the flexibility and width of thinking.

Figure 3.5: - Hypothesised Causal Linkages of Variables V,(creativity),
Vs(emotional intelligence)  Vg(entrepreneurial self-efficacy), V(risk-taking
propensity) and Vg (entrepreneurial intention)

Literature has proven that emotional intelligence influence locus of control
(Tan, 2003) and entrepreneurial intention. Similarly, entrepreneurial self-efficacy has
been reported to influence locus of control as well as entrepreneurial intentions. There
is an established correlation between individuals’ self-efficacy and their willingness to
engage in and be successful in differing areas of life functioning (Bandura, 1997).
Previous studies outside the negotiation context provide support for the perspective
that high emotional intelligence can be a positive factor for successful interactions
(Jordan, Ashkanasy, Hartel, & Hooper, 2002). For instance, Lopes Salovey & Straus
(2003) found that high emotionallly intelligent persons are more likely to report
positive relations with others and less likely to report negative interactions with close

friends.

Identifying the Paths in the Model

The researcher will employ the technique of path analysis theorem (Wolfle,
1977) and Wright’s law (Asher, 1977) to construct the resultant structural equations.
Therefore, the effects of the eight explanatory variables (V1 to Vg) will be predicted
on the criterion variable (V) using the structural equation stated subsequently:

The hypothesized model in figure 3.6 shows the hypothesized path from the
variables Vi-Vg to entrepreneurial intentions. This model shows a relationship

depicting gender stereotype (V1) and field of study/ discipline (V) as related and
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influencing other variables. All the other variables were assumed to affect directly or
indirectly the entrepreneurial intention (V). e3to eg are residual variables that explain
the effects of the variables outside the model.

The equations for the nine- variable causal model in Figure 3.6 are as shown
below:

V3=P31V1 + P3Votes

V4= P41V 1+P1oVo+Ps3Vatey

V5=P5;V1+P5;Vo+P53V3+PssVytes

V6=Ps1V1+Pg2V2+Ps3V3+PgsV+PesVs+es

V7=P71V1+P72V2+P73V3+P74V4+P75Vs+P7gVeter

V5=Pg1V1+PgVo+Pg3V3+PgsV+PgsVs+PgsVe+PgrV7+eg

Vo=Pg1V1+Pg;V2+Pg3V3+PgsV 4 +PgsVs+PosVg+Pg7V7+PgegVgteg

Where: Vo= Criterion variable.
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V. - Gender stereotype
V, - Field of study
V3 - Emotional intelligence
V, - Locus of control

Vs -Creativity

V5 - Social capital

V5 - Risk-taking propensity
Vg— Entrepreneurial self-

e3 efficacy
es Vg - Entrepreneurial intention
Figure 3.6: Hypothesized Recursive Path Model of the €1-€4- €rror or unexplained

. i variance terms
Nine Variables

65



CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis. All six research questions

raised in the study were answered.
Research Question One
What is the composite significant effect of the selected factors on Entrepreneurial

intention?

Table 4.1: Composite Effect of Selected Factors on Entrepreneurial Intention.

R=0.456
R Square = 0.208
Adjusted R square = 0.204

Model Sum of Df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square

Regression | 10009.534 8 1251.192 57.947 .000

Residual 38218.053 1770 21.596

Total 48227.586 1778

Table 4.1 shows that the multiple correlation coefficient (R) indicating the relationship
between the predictor variables (entrepreneurial self-efficacy, risk-taking propensity,
social capital, locus of control, emotional intelligence, creativity, gender stereotype and
field of study/ discipline) and the dependent variable (entrepreneurial Intention) is 0.456
while the adjusted R square is 0.204. This implies that the predictor variables accounted
for 20.4 per cent variance in Entrepreneurial intention of the undergraduates. Further,
verification using regression analysis of variance (ANOVA) produced Fg 1770) =57.947,
P< 0.05). This implies that the selected factors compositely affected the entrepreneurial

intention of undergraduates significantly.
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Research question Two
What are the relative contributions of each of the independent variables on the prediction

of entrepreneurial intention?

Table 4.2: Relative Contribution of each of the Independent Variables on

Entrepreneurial Intention.

_ o Standardised _

Model Unstandardised Coefficients Coefficient t Sig.

B Std. Error
1 (Constant)

3.876 1.126 3.443 0.001
Gender

-0.301 0.213 -0.030 -1.409 0.159
Field of study

0.177 0.101 0.038 1.747 0.081
Emotional
intelligence 0.086 0.009 0.257 9.143 0.000
Locus of .
Control -0.094 0.033 -0.061 -2.827 0.005
Creativity 0.059 0.009 0.181 6.906 0.000
Social Capital | -0.032 0.015 -0.054 -2.154 0.031
Risk-Taking -0.036 0.025 0.035 1.454 0.146
Propensity
Entrepreneurial | 0.069 0.014 0.121 4,937 0.000
Self-Efficacy

Table 4.2 reveals that the beta () weights of the paths (path coefficients) give the
estimates of the strength of causation. The entire independent variables were found to
contribute differentially to entrepreneurial intention. Specifically, emotional intelligence
contributed the most to entrepreneurial intention of the undergraduates (= .257; P<.05).
This is followed in order of magnitude of beta weights by creativity (B= .181; P<.05),
while self-efficacy came third in the order of magnitude of contribution (B=.121; P<.05),
locus of control was also found to have made a relative contribution to entrepreneurial

intention of the undergraduates with a B value of -.061; P< .05. Finally, social capital
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made a relative contribution to entrepreneurial intention of the undergraduates with a 8
value of -.054; P< .05.

Research question Three

What is the most meaningful causal model for explaining entrepreneurial intention of

undergraduates?

Table 4.3: Path Coefficients (Beta weights) and Zero Order Correlations among

Variables in the Hypothesised Model on Entrepreneurial Intention.

Pathways | Path Coefficients Zero Order correlations(r value) Remark
(Beta weight value)
P31 -0.015 -0.012 NS
P3, -0.037 -0.036 NS
Pau -0.040 -0.030 NS
P4 0.157 0.156 S
Pus 0.055 0.061 S
Ps; -0.050 -0.053 S
Ps, 0.075 0.101 S
Ps3 0.542 0.549 S
Ps4 0.070 0.116 S
Ps1 0.079 0.062 S
Pes2 0.164 -0.141 S
Ps3 0.408 0.391 S
Psa 0.034 0.029 NS
Pss -0.022 0.186 NS
P71 -0.008 -0.000 NS
P2 -0.024 0.047 NS
P73 -0.038 -0.276 NS
74 0.046 0.076 S
75 0.180 0.269 S
76 0.350 0.402 S
Ps1 -0.074 -0.075 S
Ps; 0.081 0.097 S
Ps3 0.310 0.453 S
Ps4 0.073 0.130 S
Pgs 0.148 0.371 S
Pss 0.102 0.257 S
Psz 0.049 0.217 S
Po1 -0.030 -0.051 NS
Pgy 0.038 0.072 NS
93 0.257 0.398 S
94 -0.061 -0.001 S
Pgs 0.181 0.365 S
Pos -0.054 0.116 S
Pg7 0.035 0.152 NS
Pos 0.121 0.296 S

S= Significant Paths; rjj significant at P < 0.05 and Pj; >0.05

NS= non-significant
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The hypothesised path model on entrepreneurial intention adopted for this study is shown
in table 4.3 and reproduced as Figure 4.1 with the path coefficients and zero order
correlation coefficients. These paths were trimmed in accordance with the results
obtained as well as data analysed to produce a meaningful path model for entrepreneurial
intention as shown in Fig 4.1. Variables with no significant paths or effects were removed
at the end of the trimming while variables which had significant effects were retained and
used to produce a path model explaining the entrepreneurial intention of undergraduates.
The study employed the statistical significance and meaningfulness criterion of trimming
down the model; this is done in order to avoid the interference of minute path coefficients
(Kerlinger & Pedhazur, 1973). The absolute value of the path co-efficient in this study
was taken to be at least 0.05 for meaningfulness and as recommended by Land (1969)
cited by Adeleke (2007). Zero order correlation at 0.05 levels was also used to identify
the significant paths premised on these two recommendations, 24 were found to be

significant in this study.
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Figure 4.1: Hypothesised Recursive Path Model of the Nine Variables
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Table 4.4:  Significant Paths and their Path Coefficients on Entrepreneurial

Intention
Pathways Path Coefficients Zero Order Remark
(Beta weight value) | correlations(r
value)
P4 0.157 0.156 S
Pu3 0.055 0.061 S
Ps1 -0.050 -0.053 S
Ps, 0.075 0.101 S
Ps3 0.542 0.549 S
Ps4 0.070 0.116 S
Pe1 0.079 0.062 S
Ps2 0.164 -0.141 S
Pe3 0.408 0.391 S
P4 0.046 0.076 S
P 0.180 0.269 S
Ps 0.350 0.402 S
Pg1 -0.074 -0.075 S
Pg2 0.081 0.097 S
Ps3 0.310 0.453 S
Ps4 0.073 0.130 S
Psgs 0.148 0.371 S
Pss 0.102 0.257 S
Pgz 0.049 0.217 S
Pg3 0.257 0.398 S
Po4 -0.061 -0.001 S
Pgs 0.181 0.365 S
Pgs -0.054 0.116 S
Pgg 0.121 0.296 S

S= Significant Paths; rjj significant at P < 0.05 and Pj; >0.05
P4, to Pgg shows the nexus between the variables
Table 4.4 shows the paths obtained after trimming and they had the following

impacts:

Pa2: (B= 0.157; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and [Pj;|> 0.05), showed that field of study
had significant causal effect on the locus of control of the undergraduates.

Pa3: (B= 0.055; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and |P;i|> 0.05), showed that emotional
intelligence had significant causal effect to the locus of control of the undergraduates.
Psi: (B= -0.050; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and |P;}> 0.05), indicated that gender
stereotype had significant causal effect on the creative ability of the undergraduates.
Ps2: (B= 0.075; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and |P;i[> 0.05), indicated that field of study
had significant causal effect on the creative ability of the undergraduates

Pss: (B= 0,542; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and [P;> 0.05), indicated that emotional
intelligence had significant causal effect on the creative ability of the undergraduates
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Ps4: (B= 0.070; 1jj significant at P< 0.05 and  [Pjj|> 0.05), revealed that locus of control
had significant causal effect on the creative ability of the undergraduates

Pe1: (B= 0.079; 1y significant at P< 0.05 and |Pji|> 0.05), showed that gender stereotype
had significant causal effect on the social capital of the undergraduates

Ps2. (B= -0.164; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and |P;i|> 0.05), revealed that field of study
had significant causal effect on the social capital of the undergraduates

Pe3: (B= 0.408; rj; significant at P< 0.05 and [Pji|> 0.05), showed that emotional
intelligence has a causal significant effect on the social capital of the undergraduates.
P7s: (B= 0.046; rj; significant at P< 0.05 and |Pji|> 0.05), concluded that locus of
control had a causal significant effect on the risk-taking propensity of the
undergraduates.

Pzs: (B=0.180; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and [P}i> 0.05), showed that creativity had a
causal significant effect on the risky-taking propensity of the undergraduates.

P76: (B= 0.350; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and |P;i> 0.05), revealed that social capital
had significant causal effect on the risk-taking propensity of the undergraduates.

Pgi: (B= -0.074; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and  [P;i> 0.05), revealed that gender
stereotype had significant causal effect on the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of the
undergraduates.

Ps2: (B= 0.081; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and |P;[> 0.05), showed that field of study had
significant causal effect on the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of the undergraduates.

Pg3: (B=0.310.; 1j; significant at P< 0.05 and |P;i> 0.05), revealed that emotional
intelligence had significant causal effect on the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of the
undergraduates.

Pgs: (B= 0.073; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and [Pji|> 0.05), revealed that locus of control
had significant causal effect on the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of the
undergraduates.

Pgs: (B= 0.148; 1jj significant at P< 0.05 and [Pji|> 0.05), indicated that creativity had
significant causal effect on the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of the undergraduates.

Pgs: (B= 0.102; rj; significant at P< 0.05 and  |P;ji|> 0.05), concluded that social capital
had significant causal effect on the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of the
undergraduates.

Pg7: (B= 0.049; 1j; significant at P< 0.05 and  [Pji> 0.05), indicated that risk-taking
propensity had significant causal effect on the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of the

undergraduates.
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Pos: (B= 0.257; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and |Pji|> 0.05), indicated that emotional
intelligence had significant causal effect on the entrepreneurial intention of the
undergraduates.

Pos: (B=-0.061; r;; significant at P< 0.05 and |Pj;[> 0.05), implied that locus of control
had significant causal effect on the entrepreneurial intention of the undergraduates.
Pgs: (B= 0.181; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and [P;i> 0.05), indicated that creativity had
significant causal effect on the entrepreneurial intention of the undergraduates.

Pos: (B= -0.054; rj; significant at P< 0.05 and |Pj[> 0.05), indicated that social capital
had significant causal effect on the entrepreneurial intention of the undergraduates.
Pgg: (B=0.121; rjj significant at P< 0.05 and |P;i|> 0.05), implied that risk-taking
propensity had significant causal effect on the entrepreneurial self-efficacy of the
undergraduates.
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Figure 4.2: Validated recursive Path Model of the Nine Variables
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Research Question Four
Are there significant differences between the hypothesised models and the

reproduced causal models in relation to entrepreneurial intention of undergraduates?

Table 4.5:  The Original and Reproduced Correlation Matrix for the nine

variables in the model

X1 Xz X3 Xa Xs Xe X7 Xs X

X1 1 0.70 -0.01 |-0.03 |-0.05 |0.06 0.00 -0.08 | -0.05
X 0071 |1 0.04 0.16 0.32 -0.15 |-0.01 |0.13 -0.05
X3 -0.012 | 0.036 |1 0.06 0.55 0.40 0.28 0.46 0.14
Xa -0.030 | 0.156 |0.061 |1 0.12 0.03 0.08 0.13 0.00
Xs -0.053 | 0.101 | 0.549 | 0549 |1 0.15 0.25 0.38 -0.38
Xs -0.062 | 0.141 |0.391 |0.029 |0.186 |1 0.37 0.25 0.11
X7 0.000 |-0.047 | 0.276 |0.076 | 0.269 |0.402 |1 0.22 0.15
Xs -0.075 | 0.097 |0.453 |0.130 |0.371 |0.257 |0.217 |1 0.30
Xo -0.051 | 0.072 | 0.398 |-0.001 | 0.365 |0.116 |0.152 |0.296 |1

Table 4.5 is demarcated by the constant value 1, diagonally below it is the Zero
correlation and above it, is the Reproduced correlation
In Table 4.5,

Xq ----- Gender stereotype

) O Field of study

) T Emotional intelligence

) VI Locus of control

Xg----- Creativity

) C— Social capital

Kg=mmm- Risk-taking propensity

) Entrepreneurial self-efficacy

Xgooooee Entrepreneurial intention

Table 4.5 shows the zero order correlation (obtained from data analysis) and the
reproduced correlation. The zero order correlation is presented in the diagonal below
while the reproduced is presented in the diagonal above. The discrepancies between
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the original and reproduced correlation in the model is presented in Table 4.6. This is
done to validate the efficacy of the new model and to identify the differences. The
original and reproduced correlation coefficients are compared and the discrepancies
are found to be minimal for all the 36 coefficients (< 0.05).

Table 4.6: Discrepancies between Original and Reproduced Correlation in the
Model

Path Zero order Reproduced Difference
ri2 0.071 0.070 0.001
ri3 0.012 -0.000 0.002
ri4 -0.030 -0.030 0.000
ris -0.053 -0.050 -0.003
rl6 0.062 -0.060 0.002
rl7 0.000 0.000 0.000
rl8 -0.075 -0.080 0.005
r19 -0.051 -0.050 -0.001
r23 0.036 -0.040 -0.004
r24 0.156 0.160 -0.004
r25 0.101 0.320 -0.219
r26 -0.141 -0.150 0.009
r27 -0.047 -0.010 -0.037
r28 0.097 0.130 -0.033
r29 0.072 0.050 0.022
r34 0.061 0.060 0.001
r35 0.549 0.550 -0.001
r36 0.391 0.400 -0.009
r37 0.276 0.280 -0.004
r38 0.453 0.460 -0.007
r39 0.398 0.140 0.258
r45 0.116 0.120 0.004
r46 0.029 0.030 -0.001
r47 0.076 0.080 -0.004
r48 0.130 0.130 0.000
r49 -0.001 0.000 -0.001
r56 0.186 0.150 0.036
r57 0.269 0.250 0.019
r58 0.371 0.380 -0.009
r59 0.365 0.380 -0.015
r67 0.402 0.370 0.032
r68 0.257 0.250 0.007
r69 0.116 0.110 0.006
r78 0.217 0.220 -0.003
r79 0.152 0.150 0.002
rg9 0.296 0.300 -0.004

> Total difference= 0.047
Mean difference= 0.001
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The pattern of correlation in the observed data is consistent with the data in the new
models, where the total difference obtained is 0.047 with a mean difference of 0.001
which is approximately zero. This shows that there is no significant difference
between the zero order and reproduced correlation. This result makes it clear that the
correlated and path coefficients in the new model (Figure 4.1) could be the most
meaningful causal model that best explains entrepreneurial intention of
undergraduates in Southwest, Nigeria. The model is therefore considered fit and
adequate in explaining the causal effect of the selected factors on entrepreneurial

intention of undergraduates investigated by the researcher.
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Research Question Five
What proportion (in percentages) of the total effect of the psychosocial factors is

direct or indirect on entrepreneurial intention?

Table 4.7: Proportion of Total Effects of Independent Variables that are

Direct and Indirect on Entrepreneurial Intention

Criterion | Independent | Total Direct Indirect
Variables Effects | % Effect | % Effect | %
Vi- Vg A B C
Vi -0.051 |-3.79 ]-0.030 |-2.23 -0.020 ] -1.48
V, 0.072 5.35 0.038 | 2.82 0.034 2.52
] V3 0.398 29.55 0.257 |19.08 0.141 10.48
Adjusted |V, -0.001 [-0.07 | -0.061 [-453 [ 0.060 | 4.45
R Vs 0.365 27.09 0.181 |13.44 0.184 13.66
Vs 0.116 8.61 -0.054 | -4.01 0.170 12.62
V7 0.152 11.28 0.035 | 2.60 0.117 8.70
Vg 0.296 21.98 0.121 | 8.98 0.175 12.99
Total 1.347 100.0 ]0.487 ]36.15 0.753 63.85

Where: A — Total Effect (TE) = Original Correlation
B — Direct Effect DE) = Path Coefficient (obtained from regression
analysis,
Indicating the beta weight)
C — indirect Effect (IE) = Total Effect- Direct Effect

Table 4.7 showed the total (direct and indirect) effects of the eight independent
variables (V1 to Vg) on the dependent variable. The percentage of total direct effect
obtained for the eight independent variables was 36.15% while the percentage of total
indirect effect was 63.85%. All in all, the eight independent variables contributed a
total of 20.4% (adjusted R square = 0.204) to the total variance observed on measure

of entrepreneurial intention.
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Direct Effect
36.15%

Indirect
Effect
63.85%

Figure 4.3:  Proportions of total effects of the independent variables that
directly and indirectly affected entrepreneurial intention
Figure 4.3 is a pie chart pictorial presentation showing proportions of total
effect of independent variables that directly and indirectly affected entrepreneurial
intention. Figure 4.3 showed that the indirect effect was greater than the direct effect.
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Research Question 6
What are the significant pathways indicating direct and indirect effects of independent

variables on entrepreneurial intention?

Table 4.8:  Significant Pathways Indicating Direct and Indirect Effects of
Independent variables on Entrepreneurial Intention

Normal Equation Direct Pathway Indirect Pathway

lig - 1:  Pe1PgsPos

I 29 - 3:  P4sPgsPog; P52 Pgs Pos; Ps2 P7s Ps7 Pog

39 Pg3 4: Ps3PgsPos; Pe3 Pgs Pog: PgsPos
Ps3P75Pg7Pos

l49 Pos 2. Pg4Pog; P54PgsPos

s Pos 2. P51 Pgs Pog : PgsPog

g Pos 2. Pe2 PgsPog; P76 Pg7 Pas;

79 - 3. P74Pg4 Pgg; P75Pg7Pos; Pe7Pos

lgo Pos 2. Pgi1Pgs; PgoPog

Total 5 19

The hypothesised model in Figure 4.2 showed paths which exert both direct and
indirect effects on entrepreneurial intention. Table 4.8 shows both the direct and
indirect paths that are significant. There were 24 pathways through which the
predictor variables V; to Vg caused variation on the dependent variable
(entrepreneurial intention). Out of all these paths, five showed direct pathways while
the remaining nineteen were of indirect effect.

Pgs indicated that emotional intelligence had a direct path to entrepreneurial intention.
Py, indicated that locus of control had a direct path to entrepreneurial intention.

Pgs indicated that creativity had a direct path to entrepreneurial intention.

Pgs indicated that social capital had a direct path to entrepreneurial intention.

Pgg indicated that entrepreneurial self-efficacy had a direct path to entrepreneurial
Intention.

The nineteen (19) indirect paths from the model are:

Ps1PgsPog. indicated gender stereotype as having a direct path to creativity, creativity
had a direct link to entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial self-efficacy
affected entrepreneurial intention.

Pe1 PssPos: indicated that gender stereotype had a direct effect on social capital, social
capital had a direct effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial self-

efficacy had a direct effect on entrepreneurial intention. In other words, gender
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stereotype had an indirect effect on entrepreneurial intention through social capital as
well as through entrepreneurial self-efficacy.

P42 Pssq Pgg. indicated that field of study had a direct effect on locus of control,
consequently, locus of control had a direct effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy
before exerting its effect on entrepreneurial intention.

Ps,Pgs Pog: indicated that field of study has a direct effect on creativity, creativity had
a direct effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy before showing its direct causal effect
on entrepreneurial intention.

Pe2PssPos: indicated that field of study had a direct effect on social capital, social
capital had a direct effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial self-
efficacy showed its direct effect on entrepreneurial intention.

P43 Pg4Pos: indicated that emotional intelligence had a direct effect on locus of control,
locus of control had direct effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial
self-efficacy showed a direct causal effect on entrepreneurial intention. Thus,
emotional intelligence affected entrepreneurial intention through locus of control and
entrepreneurial self-efficacy.

Pes Pgs Pog: indicated that emotional intelligence had a direct effect on social capital,
social capital affected entrepreneurial self-efficacy directly and entrepreneurial self-
efficacy affected entrepreneurial intention.

Ps3 P7s Pg7 Pgg: indicated that emotional intelligence had direct effect on creativity,
creativity had direct effect on risk-taking propensity and social capital showed a direct
causal effect on entrepreneurial intention.

Pg3 Pog: indicated that emotional intelligence had direct effect on entrepreneurial self-
efficacy, entrepreneurial self-efficacy then showed its effects on entrepreneurial
intention.

Pg4Pog: indicated that locus of control had direct effect on entrepreneurial self-
efficacy and then entrepreneurial self-efficacy had direct effect on entrepreneurial
intention.

PgsPgg: indicated that creativity had direct effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and
then entrepreneurial self-efficacy showed a direct link on entrepreneurial intention.
Pe2P76Ps7Pos: indicated that field of study had direct effect on social capital, social
capital had direct effect on risk-taking propensity, risk-taking propensity had direct
effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial self-efficacy had direct

effect on entrepreneurial intention.

81



P74Pg4Pog: indicated that locus of control had a direct effect on risk-taking propensity,
locus of control also showed a direct link with entrepreneurial self-efficacy which in
turn showed direct effect on entrepreneurial intention.

P7sPg7Pog: indicated that creativity had a direct effect on risk-taking propensity, risk-
taking propensity also showed a direct relationship to entrepreneurial self-efficacy and
entrepreneurial self-efficacy showed its direct effect on entrepreneurial intention.
Pg7/Pog: indicated that risk-taking propensity exerted an indirect effect on
entrepreneurial intention through its direct effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy.
Pg1Pog: indicated that gender stereotype showed an indirect effect on entrepreneurial
intention through its direct effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy.

Pgs2Pos: indicated that field of study had direct effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy
and then had a direct effect on entrepreneurial intention.

Ps4Pg4Pog: indicated that locus of control had direct effect on creativity, locus of
control had direct effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial self-
efficacy had a direct effect on entrepreneurial intention.

P76Ps7Pos: indicated that social capital had a direct effect on risk-taking propensity,
risk-taking propensity also showed a direct relationship with entrepreneurial self-
efficacy and entrepreneurial self-efficacy showed its direct effect on entrepreneurial

intention.

Summary of findings
Below is the summary of findings of this research:

1. That all the selected independent variables compositely impact the
entrepreneurial intention of undergraduates. They accounted for 20.4 per cent
of the variance in undergraduate entrepreneurial intention in Southwest
Nigeria.

2. Emotional Intelligence contributed the most in order of magnitude to the
determination of entrepreneurial intention. Creativity, self-efficacy, locus of
control and social capital in order of magnitude contributed to the
determination of entrepreneurial intention of undergraduates.

3. The pattern of correlation in the data analysis is consistent with the new or
reproduced model, thus the model is tenable in explaining the causal effect of

the independent variables on entrepreneurial intention.
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4. There are five significant direct and 19 indirect paths of the independent
variables on entrepreneurial intention.

5. The direct and indirect effects recorded 36.15 per cent and 63.85per cent
respectively. These were observed to be the causal effect of the selected
variables on entrepreneurial intention in the study.

6. Emotional intelligence (Vj)had the highest total causal effect on
undergraduate
entrepreneurial intention (29.55%), followed by creativity (27.09%), and
entrepreneurial self-efficacy (21.97%). This was followed by risk-taking
propensity (11.28%), social capital (8.61%), field of study (5.35%), gender
stereotype (3.79%) and locus of control (0.07%) making the lowest

contribution to undergraduate entrepreneurial intention.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

The goal of this study is to determine the effects of some psychosocial
variables on entrepreneurial intention of undergraduates in Southwestern, Nigeria.
This is accomplished by examining the pattern of direct and indirect relationship
among independent variables (entrepreneurial self-efficacy, risk-taking propensity,
and social capital, locus of control, emotional intelligence, creativity, gender
stereotype and field of study / discipline) on entrepreneurial intention (dependent
variable).

5.1  Discussions of Findings

Research Question One

What is the composite significant effect of the selected factors (entrepreneurial self-
efficacy, risk-taking propensity, and social capital, locus of control, emotional
intelligence, creativity, gender stereotype and field of study / discipline) on
Entrepreneurial intention?

The result shows that 20.4 per cent variance in entrepreneurial intention of the
undergraduates is accounted for by the independent variables under consideration.
The study further alludes to the fact that when certain factors are intrinsic in an
individual, their behaviour is either positively or negatively affected. This is in line
with Abe (1995) who contended that it is plausible to understand the totality of man
being guided by their social psychological variables. This result has further shown the
stance of these variables which make them unique and vital in understanding of the
manifested and hidden behaviour in an individual. Early researches (Boyd & Vozikis,
1994; Cross & Travaglione, 2003; McGee, Peterson, Mueller & Sequeira, 2009) have
also supported this view by emphasising that there are key characteristics that must be
present in an individual who desires to be an entrepreneur. In other words, these
individuals must have characteristics such as high level of self-efficacy, high level of
internal control, be able to understand their emotions as well as the emotions of others
and must seek to explore opportunities wherever possible (Timmons & Spinelli, 2003;

Shchaper & Volery, 2004). Individuals must be highly creative and innovative with a
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determination to succeed and be willing to take premeditated risks. This is in line with
an earlier view of Drucker(1985) who opines that innovation is the specific
instrument of entrepreneurship and that entrepreneurs take calculated risks as opposed
to having high risk propensity. Auspiciously, it is possible to learn and develop all
these traits and thus, an effective training programme can play a crucial role in

strengthening the entrepreneurial intention of undergraduates.

Research question Two
What are the relative contributions of each of the independent variables to the
prediction of entrepreneurial intention?

Results show that emotional intelligence, creativity, entrepreneurial self-
efficacy, locus of control and social capital contributed fully to the determination of
entrepreneurial intention. It is of great interest to know that emotional intelligence
contributed the most to entrepreneurial intention. It deals with human emotion; it also
emphasises ability to manage one’s emotion which may consequently influence
others. This study supports Lyubomirsky, King and Diener (2005) who observe that
emotionally intelligent individuals experience positive emotions displayed in form of
happiness and are successful across multiple life domains not only because success
makes people happy but also because it positively affect success. Emotionally
intelligent individuals are likely to be able to reason with unfamiliar problems, may
take better decisions and of course experience a better social relationship with people
around them. This corroborates Bastian, Burns and Nettelbeck (2005) who insist that
emotions may moderate intelligent behaviour by influencing an individual’s reaction
and interpretation of information. They went further to state™ that emotional
intelligence is correlated with higher life satisfaction better perceived problem-solving
and coping ability and lower anxiety.

Creativity was the next variable found to be significant in determining the
entrepreneurial intention of undergraduates. How creative an individual is will
determine the entrepreneurial intentions of the individual. This is in conformity with
the definition of an entrepreneur and entrepreneurship given by Zimmerer and
Scarborough (2002), Hisrich & Peters (2002) when they described an entrepreneur as
a person who creates a new business in the face of risk and uncertainty for the purpose
of achieving profit and growth by identifying opportunities and assembling the

necessary resources to capitalise on them. Meanwhile, entrepreneurship is the process
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of creating something new with value by devoting the necessary time and effort,
assuming the accompanying financial, psychic and social risks and receiving the
resulting rewards of monetary and personal satisfaction and independence. In the
same vein, Ward (2004) agrees to this by stating that creativity plays a vital role in
enhancing entrepreneurial ventures.

Self-efficacy was equally found to significantly contribute to entrepreneurial
intention. The possible explanation for this could be that having a strong self-efficacy
belief will encourage an individual’s motivation to succeed in a given task and in this
case, stating a new business. This is perhaps why Boyd and Vozikis (1994) argue that
a person’s intention to create a new business will be strongest when he or she has a
high degree of self-efficacy resulting from mastery experience, entrepreneurial role
model, social persuasion, and a high degree of goal setting. Krueger and Dickson
(1994) further support this by viewpoint showing that an increase of self-efficacy
increases the perception and recognition of opportunities and a low self-efficacy is a
major impediment when considering the creation of new business (Lee, Wong, Chen,
& Chua, 2005).

Locus of control was another significant contributor to entrepreneurial
intention. It is plausible that undergraduates who display a high sense of locus of
control believe they are in control of situations around them rather than relying on
chance. These individuals believe luck and fate do not decide what will happen to
them. This is especially true in Nigeria where the economic situation is not good and
individuals have to depend on luck or the people they know in order to get jobs after
graduation. Grantz (1999), McWilliams and Saskatchewan (1998) agree to this when
they said that someone with an external locus of control may feel working hard is
futile because their efforts bring about disappointment. Identifying locus of control as
a significant variable in this study has also substantiated the findings of Bowen and
Hisrich (1986) when they indicate that confident individuals tend to be internals and
hence, tend to be self-employed.

Another variable of importance was social capital. Undergraduates who enjoy
relational support from their parents and relatives alike are likely to be encouraged
into starting their own businesses after graduation. This is especially true for
individuals who have significant others who are entrepreneurs around them. Boyd
and Vozikis (1994) validated this when they state that intentions of creation are

stronger when the degree of self-efficacy grows due to the presence of an
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entrepreneurial model and when the influences come from several close relatives.
This finding is also better understood within the context of Ajzen’s (1991) theory of
planned behaviour that posits that an individual’s attitude and perceived abilities are
not enough to predict intentions and thus their behaviour and perception about others’
beliefs and behaviour (Hechter-Borland, 2001) are equally pertinent.

The lowest and non-significant contributors in order of magnitude are field of
study, risk-taking propensity and gender stereotype. The outcome of this study which
shows that risk-taking propensity is not a significant contributor to entrepreneurial
intention is at variance with earlier researches which demonstrated that the individuals
who are more successful take calculated risks than individuals who are less
successful. This is further in pursuance of Calvert (1993) who maintains that
individuals oriented to high achievement take moderate risks and avoid perceived
high-risk activities that are beyond their grasp. Further, they also avoid low-level risks
that provide a limited sense of accomplishment as well as risks in which chance is

likely to determine the outcome.

Research question Three
What is the most meaningful causal model for explaining entrepreneurial intention of
undergraduates?

Analysis of the data as shown by the validated recursive model (Fig. 4.2)
shows significant relationship from emotional intelligence to locus of control, locus of
control to creativity, creativity to entrepreneurial self-efficacy, creativity to risk-
taking propensity, social capital to risk-taking propensity, locus of control to social
capital, gender stereotype to creativity, gender stereotype to entrepreneurial self-
efficacy, field of study to creativity, field of study to locus of control, field of study to
social capital, risk-taking propensity to entrepreneurial self-efficacy, gender
stereotype to social capital, emotional intelligence to entrepreneurial intention, locus
of control to entrepreneurial intention, creativity to entrepreneurial intention, social
capital to entrepreneurial intention and finally, entrepreneurial self-efficacy to
entrepreneurial intention. The findings of this study therefore, acknowledge that the
factors considered had significant effects on the entrepreneurial intentions of
undergraduates investigated in the study. Further, findings from the validated
recursive model also indicated there is no significant path directly from gender

stereotype, field of study and risk-taking propensity to entrepreneurial intention.
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Though gender stereotype has no direct effect on entrepreneurial intentions,
results indicated that gender stereotype had indirect effect on entrepreneurial intention
through creativity and entrepreneurial self-efficacy. This is probably because, it is
believed that people learn gender stereotypes at an early age, and this may lead them
to generally think and act in stereotype-consistent ways. This is in line with several
scholars (Banaji & Greenwald, 1995; Fagenson & Marcus, 1991; Gupta, Turban,
Wasti, & Sikdar, 2005) who posit and indicate that gender stereotypes influence
men’s and women’s intention to pursue entrepreneurship, an achievement-oriented
career. Further Ahl (2006), Marlow & Patton (2005) and Lewis (2006) found that the
traditional view sees masculinity as a heavy trait of entrepreneurship and these
stereotypical beliefs adversely affect the entry and development of women in
entrepreneurship.

Field of study did not show any direct effect on entrepreneurial intentions but
indirectly through locus of control, creativity, social capital and entrepreneurial self-
efficacy. All these are probably made possible by reasoning logically, that since
institutions can influence young people’s attitudes and aspirations towards
entrepreneurship, the factors mentioned above will be affected by the discipline of
study of the undergraduates. This supports Pritchard, Potter and Saccuci (2004) who
maintain that college or university students are influenced to choose a course of
discipline based on their interest in the subject of choice, their perception of
availability of jobs, their aptitude for the subject and of course, the earnings related to
the chosen subject.

Another variable that did not have a direct contribution to entrepreneurial
intention is risk-taking propensity. This variable however, has indirect effect on
entrepreneurial intentions through its effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy. The
likely reason for this is that, an orientation towards taking risk can affect the ability of
an individual towards intention to start a venture. This is evident in an earlier study of
Sitkin and Pablo (1992) who contend that risk-averse decision-makers are more likely
to attend to and weigh negative outcomes, overestimating threats and underestimating
opportunities whereas risk seeking decision-makers tend to attend to and weigh
positive outcomes, overestimating opportunities and underestimating threats.

It is worthy of note that risk-taking propensity affected entrepreneurial self-
efficacy as against logical reasoning of entrepreneurial self-efficacy affecting risk-

taking propensity. The reason for this could be that, an individual may decide to take
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on some tasks just for the sake of doing them and may not be aware of what the
immediate outcome will be. It is also possible that the success made out of it will
ginger the individual into wanting to make further efforts and the entrepreneurial self-
efficacy of the individual may begin to develop. Further, Zhao et al (2005) find
entrepreneurial experience and risk propensity to positively relate to entrepreneurial
self-efficacy, though, it is unclear if risk preferences affect perceptions of self-
efficacy or vice versa.

Emotional intelligence (V3) has a direct effect on entrepreneurial intention (vg)
and also an indirect effect through entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Vs). Again, it shows
an indirect relationship with entrepreneurial intention (Vy) through creativity (Vs);
social capital (V7) and locus of control (V,). Earlier researches (Barron & Harrington,
1981, Isen, Johnson, Mertz, and Robinson, 1985; Isen Daubman, and Nowicki, 1987
and Estrada, Isen, and Young , 1994) underscore this by showing a close relationship
between creativity and emotional intelligence and that people who put in a positive
mood produce more original word associations and perform more successfully on
tests of creative ability. This is also a likely reason why creativity exhibited a direct
link with entrepreneurial intention.

Social capital which is another important direct causal factor of
entrepreneurial intention has an indirect pathway through entrepreneurial self-efficacy
(Vs). Further, entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Vs) show a direct causal link with
entrepreneurial intentions. The kind of relationships, either formal or informal
enjoyed by individuals in their interaction with others can influence their
entrepreneurial intention. This corroborates Lin (2003) who describes social capital as
capital captured in the form of social relationships. Again, Portes (1998), Davidsson
and Honig (2003) while remarking on the sources of social capital, identified family
support and close friends as the most common sources of networking.

Locus of control which is the individual's perception about the underlying
main causes of events in his/her life also has a direct effect on entrepreneurial
intention. It has indirect effect on entrepreneurial intention through field of study (V>)
and emotional intelligence (V3). It is expected logically that individuals with high E
will exhibit an internlal level of locus of control. This is shown to be so by Bellamy,
Gore and Sturgis (2005), who found a relatively strong and significant relationship

between locus of control and emotional intelligence.
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Entrepreneurial self-efficacy was found to have a direct significant effect on
entrepreneurial intention in the study. This according to Bandura (1986) is described
as the belief an individual has in his or capability to successfully carry out a task. A
number of researches (Chen,et al, 1998, Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; McGee et al., 2009;
Segal et al., 2005) have conceded and found positive correlations of entrepreneurial
self-efficacy to entrepreneurial intentions. A reason why Shane, Locke & Collins (
2003) agreed with earlier researchers that improving students’ entrepreneurial
efficacy enables them to put in more effort over a longer time, persist in challenges

and develop plans and strategies to achieve higher entrepreneurial goals.

Research Question Four
Are there significant differences between the hypothesised models and the
reproduced causal models in relation to entrepreneurial intention of undergraduates?
Results from Table 4.5 showed that the pattern of correlation in the observed
data is consistent with the reproduced data thus demonstrating no significant
difference. This therefore implies that the pattern of the correlation in the observed
data is consistent with the new models as presented in Table 4.5, the models are
therefore fit to explain the causal effects of the independent variables on
entrepreneurial intention of undergraduates in Southwest, Nigeria. A total difference
(0.047) and mean difference (0.001) are minimal, approximately zero, and less than
0.05; thus indicating that the correlated and path coefficients in the new models
(Figures 4.1) can be taken to be the most meaningful causal models. The consequence
of the observations specifies that the linkages in the paths of the models are real and
that the paths are effective in explaining the entrepreneurial intention of the
undergraduates. This shows that all the significant and insignificant effects on
entrepreneurial intentions can be validated with empirical data generated from the

models.

Research Question Five
What proportion (in percentages) of the total effect of the psychosocial factors is
direct or indirect on Entrepreneurial Intention?

For gender stereotype (V1) in Table 4.7, the total effect in percentage
contributed to the criterion variable is -3.79 per cent in which -2.23 per cent is direct

and -1.48% is indirect. Field of study (V) made a total contribution of 5.35 per cent
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with the direct effect constituting 2.82 per cent and an indirect effect of 2.52 per cent.
Risk-taking (V7) propensity has a total effect of 11.28 per cent; direct effect of 2.59
per cent and 8.69 per cent indirect effect. For emotional intelligence (V3), the total
effect in percentage is 29.55 per cent and 19.08 per cent and 10.48 per cent direct and
indirect effects respectively. Also, creativity (Vs) gave a total percentage in effect of
27.09 per cent and 13.44 per cent direct and 13.66 per cent indirect effect in
percentage over the criterion variable. In the case of Locus of control, a total of 0.07
per cent total effect of percentage is exerted over the criterion variable. Locus of
control show 4.53 per cent direct effect and 4.45 per cent indirect effects. Social
capital (Vs) contributed a total effect in percentage of 8.61 per cent to the criterion
variable while 4.01 per cent and 4.60 per cent are direct and indirect effects in
contributions to the criterion variable respectively. Finally, entrepreneurial self-
efficacy (Vg) exerts a total value in percentage of 21.97 and 8.98 per cent and 12.99
per cent direct and indirect percentage in effects respectively to the criterion variable.
By and large, all the eight independent variables contributed a total of 100 per cent
(Adjusted R = 20.4%) out of which 36.15 % 1s direct and 63.85% indirect. Though it
is observed that in the model, the indirect effects are greater in proportion than the
direct effects; this is not an indication that the independent variables are not the true
explanations of entrepreneurial intention of the undergraduates. Though several
researches (Wolfle, 2003; Pedhazzur, 1997) have indicated that it is better for factors
to have direct effect on the dependent variable than for the effects to be indirect, yet,
one can visualise the chain of events with which we wish to deal as contained in a
funnel of causality. That is, an event can be seen to have arisen from a multitude of
factors which can be viewed as a sequence of procedures leading to the actual
behaviour (Campbel, Converse, Miller and Stokes, 1960; Acemoglu, Johnson and
Robinson, 2002). Further, Glynn (2011) asserts that because researchers often want to
describe how a cause affects an outcome, the importance of indirect effects is not

allowed or given.

Research Question Six
What are the significant pathways indicating direct and indirect effects of independent
variables on entrepreneurial intention?

The significant pathways indicating direct and the indirect effects of the eight

independent variables on entrepreneurial intentions of undergraduates in Southwest,
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Nigeria as evident in Table 4.8 revealed 24 pathways in which, five exerted direct
causative effects and 25 paths exerted indirect causative effects on entrepreneurial
intention of undergraduates. Findings from this study also show that all the eight
independent variables (entrepreneurial self-efficacy, risk-taking propensity, social
capital, locus of control, emotional intelligence, creativity, gender stereotype and field
of study/ discipline) apparently caused either direct or indirect effects on the
dependent variable in the path model. These indirect paths are also deemed useful in
the causation of entrepreneurial intentions in the present study though various
researches (MacCallum, & Austin, 2000; Meehl,, & Waller, 2002; Pedhazur, 1997;
Wolfle, 2003) have indicated that direct effects of independent variables were more

valuable than indirect effect.

5.2 Implications of the Study

A number of implications to both counselling and educational setting have
been identified, considering the fact that all the independent variables are true
predictors of entrepreneurial intention among undergraduates. Counselling
psychologists working in higher institutions of learning should consider assisting
these undergraduates to develop those factors that have been identified as potent in
fostering entrepreneurial intention. For instance, emotional intelligence contributed
the most in fostering of entrepreneurial intention in this study, thus helping the
students understand how to manage their emotions will further assist them in
understanding and appreciating the emotions of people around them. Once they are
able to manage their emotions and understand other peoples’ emotion, it will assist
them in being prepared fully for the many tasks involved in the starting of a new
venture.

These individuals would be able to understand the potency inherent in positive
emotions; it will assist in increasing belief in their abilities and what they can achieve.
In other words, positive emotions will likely increase their entrepreneurial self-
efficacy, thus leading to their making a success out of the ventures they create.

The study is also of relevance to policymakers who should put in place policies that
will aid in fostering entrepreneurial intention among undergraduates. This is because
merely providing resources in terms of structure and money may not be enough
without the right personnel to implement this training in higher institutions of

learning.
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The institutions of learning also have a role to play in the fostering of
entrepreneurial intention, since it is the seat of knowledge where students have the
opportunity of fully learning and buying into the idea of entrepreneurship. Courses
that will enhance entrepreneurial intention should be added to the curriculum and
students trained in understanding that when they develop appropriate psychological
traits, they can develop their full potential to further reduce drastically the rate of
unemployment in the country. They will in ultimately become employers of labour
and thus boost the economy of the country.

53  Conclusion

This study considered eight variables that foster entrepreneurial intentions.
The role of entrepreneurial self-efficacy, risk-taking propensity, social capital, locus
of control, emotional intelligence, creativity, gender stereotype and field of study /
discipline as contributing to entrepreneurial intentions of undergraduate students in
Southwest, Nigeria has been well established. The new model from this study is
useful in explaining the causal relationship between the independent variables and
entrepreneurial intention with emotional intelligence having the most effective causal
effect followed by creativity, entrepreneurial self-efficacy, locus of control and social
capital. This study has implication for counselling psychologists and policymakers in
Nigeria.

5.4  Limitations to the Study
This study has a number of limitations which are discussed below.

The first was in obtaining the statistics (total number) of final year students from
some universities. This process took longer than envisaged because these institutions
felt it was classified information that must not be released to the public without due
process. Second, the sudden closure of some universities while the researcher was
already on the field posed a great challenge to the retrieval of instruments given out
for completion by the students. Similarly, the irregularity in the academic calendar of
schools delayed the process of administering the questionnaires in most of the
institutions. The researcher had to be careful and patient in order to be able to meet
one of the conditions of inclusion which required that the final year undergraduates be
sampled in their first semester of study. Many of the students viewed the instruments

as too long with many items and felt it was disrupting their studies considering the
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fact that they were in their final year and needed all the time they could get for their
school work. Notwithstanding, the results of the study are still very valid because it
serves as foundation upon which other researches can be carried out.

5.5  Contributions to knowledge

The focus of this study is to determine the factors that could foster
entrepreneurial intentions among undergraduate students in Southwest, Nigeria. This
study has thus contributed a great deal to knowledge in a number of ways.

First, path analysis is used to study the effect of some factors in fostering
entrepreneurial intentions among university undergraduates. This is because it shows
the direct as well as indirect effects of the independent variables in the understanding
of the dependent variable. The indirect effects are more pronounced, thus, if some of
these indirect paths could be fostered in undergraduates, it could help them develop
their intention towards entrepreneurship. Second, it has provided a basis for
counselling psychologists and policymakers in understanding some of the factors that
can be modified effectively in fostering entrepreneurial intention.

Further, the results of this study have opened up new areas of research,
because the present study employed a survey approach, hence an experimental design
can be wused subsequently to foster entrepreneurial intention among these
undergraduates. Finally, it is worthy of note that this study has filled up the gap in
literature about factors responsible for fostering entrepreneurial intention among
undergraduates since most of the researches earlier carried out, to the knowledge of
the researcher, have been on nascent entrepreneurs or those who are fully

entrepreneurs.

56  Recommendations

i Entrepreneurship training should be made compulsory at all levels of learning
from primary schools to the tertiary institutions. This will assist the students
change their mentality about getting white collar jobs compulsorily after
graduation.

ii. The curriculum should be tailored towards learning the skills for starting
businesses after graduation from school, thus changing the orientation of the
students at an early stage towards entrepreneurship. For instance, some of the
potent psychological factors in the study can be taught to the students to assist

them develop their entrepreneurial skills.
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iii. There should be the financing and supporting of educational programmes by
policymakers especially in the area of personnel to assist in the proper training
of these undergraduates.

v, Collaboration between those who are entrepreneurs and the tertiary institutions
should be encouraged, so that the entrepreneurs can have the opportunity of
sharing their experiences and thus, contribute to the training of the students for

self-employment.

5.7  Suggestions for further study

The following suggestions are made based on the findings of the study:

Future study can be extended to undergraduates in other parts of the country,
so that generalisation is not made on the issue of entrepreneurship. This study is also
limited only to federal and state universities; it should be replicated in private
Universities, colleges of education and even the technical schools in order to get their
feel about entrepreneurial intention. Further, a number of variables other than the ones
examined in the study can be further studied. Such variables are parental background,
prior experience, socio-economic status and human capital.

In addition, the government of Nigeria and indeed, the educational controlling
body (NUC) should enforce the start-up of entrepreneurial education in all schools.
This should not be limited only to tertiary institutions. The secondary school level
should not be left out because it is not everyone who has the opportunity of moving
further into the tertiary institutions. Finally, a similar study can also be replicated at
the secondary schools in order to create awareness at this level and also prepare them
for the task of entrepreneurship after leaving secondary school especially for those
who will not be able to move farther than the secondary level in their academic

pursuit.
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APPENDIX |

Please read the following statements from Section A. In Section B and
indicate the extent to which you agree each of the statement or item by ticking
the one that agrees with your choice.

SECTION A
Instruction --- Please read carefully and provide the required information. Tick
(\) the appropriate box where necessary for all sections A — |

Name of School ---------mmmmmmeee

Gender: Male [ ] Female[ ]
Field of study / Discipling ---------=--=-=-=-=-m-mmm e e - e.g. (Medicine)
Level of Study -----------------m-m-mmemem

SECTION B
ENTREPRENEURIAL SELF-EFFICACY SCALE

Please use the following scales to respond to the questions that follow and tick the one

that corresponds to your response or feeling about each particular question.
Strongly Disagree (SD) = 1; Disagree (D) = 2; Undecided (U) = 3; Agree (A) = 4;
Strongly Agree (SA) =5

SD A SA

1 | I can identify potential capital sources
for the venture.

2 | I can develop relationships with people
who connect to sources of funds.

3 || can find market information for the
products of my venture

4 || know how to legally protect a new
venture
| can create products that fulfill
customer’s unmet needs.

6 |1 can react quickly to unexpected
changes.

7 | I can identify new areas for potential
growth in the future.

8 |1 can work productively in stressful
situations

9 |1 can communicate effectively with
others

10 | I can manage effectively cash.

11 {1 can handle effectively personal

selling.
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12 | I can manage my time effectively.

13 | | can manage risk effectively.

14 | | can be persistent even when things go
wrong.

15 | | can plan for the future.

LEVEL OF ABILITIES

None

Some

Unde
cided

Most

All

16

Do you have necessary abilities
(knowledge, skill and experience) to

start a new business?
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SECTIONC
RISK TAKING STYLE SCALE
Please use the following scales to respond to select the answer that best reflects your
opinion.
Strongly Disagree (SD) = 1; Disagree (D) = 2; Undecided (U) = 3; Agree (A) = 4;
Strongly Agree (SA) =5

SOb/D (U [A |[SA

The overall risk of the business is high.

The probability of failure is high

The founder stands to loose a lot financially

Al w| N R~

There is a lot of uncertainty when predicting how

well the business will do

o1

I will consider this business opportunity

6 | The business opportunity is worth considering

7 | This business is feasible given the situation
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SECTION D

MULTIDIMENSIONAL SCALE OF PERCEIVED SOCIAL SUPPORT

Please use the following scales to respond to the questions that follow and circle the

number that corresponds to your response or feeling about each particular question.
Strongly Disagree (SD) = 1; Disagree (D) = 2; Undecided (U) = 3; Agree (A) = 4;
Strongly Agree (SA) =5

SD A | SA

1 | There is a special person who is around when | am
in need

2 | There is a special person with whom | can share my
joys and sorrows

3 | My family really tries to help me.

4 | | get the emotional help and support | need from my
family

5 || have a special person who is a real source of
comfort to me.

6 | My friends really try to help me

7 | I can count on my friends when things go wrong.

8 | . I can talk about my problems with my family.

9 | I have friends with whom I can share my joys and
SOrrows.

10 | There is a special person in my life who cares about
my feelings

11 | My family is willing to help me make decisions.

12 | . I can talk about my problems with my friends.
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SECTION E
ROTTER’S INTERNAL - EXTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL SCALE
Please read these instructions carefully before ticking the ones that apply to you. This
questionnaire is designed to find out the ways in which certain important events in our
society affect different people. Each item consist of a pair of alternatives lettered A or
B. please select the one statement of each pair which you more strongly believe to the
case as far as it relates to you. Please choose the one you actually believe to be more
true rather than the one you think you should choose or the one you assume to be true.
1. A. Many of the unhappy things in people’s lives are partly due to bad luck E
B. People’s misfortunes result from the mistakes they make. |
2. A. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people don’t take
enough interest in politics |
B. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent them
E
3. A.Inthe long run people get the respect they deserve in this world |
B. Unfortunately, an individual’s worth often passes unrecognized no matter
how hard they try E
4. A. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense |
B. Most students don’t realize the extent to which their grades are influenced
by accidental happenings E
5. A. Without the right breaks, one cannot be an effective leader E
B. Capable people who have not become leaders have not taken advantage of
their Opportunities |
6. A. No matter how hard you try some people just don’t like you E
B. People who can’t get others to like them don’t understand how to get along
with others |
7. A. 1 have often found that what is going to happen will happen E
B. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making a decision to
take a definite course of action |
8. A. In the case of a well prepared student there is rarely such a thing as an
unfair test I
B. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that

studying is really worthless E
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9. A. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work; luck has little or nothing to
do with it |
B. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right

time E

10. A. In the long run, the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the good
news |
B. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness or all
Three E

11. A. When I make plans, I am almost certain that | can make them work |
B. It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to
be a matter of luck anyhow E

12. A. In my case getting what | want has little nothing to do with fate |
B. Many times we might as well decide what to do by flipping a coin E

13. A. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be in
the right place first E
B. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability |

14. A. As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces
we can’t understand or control E
B. By taking an active part in political and social affairs, people can control
world events |

15. A. It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you |
B. How many friends you have depends on how nice a person really is E

16. A. The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions |
B. This world is run by the people in power and there is not much one person

can do about it E
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SECTION F

EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE SCALE

Please use the following scales to respond to the questions that follow and circle the

number that corresponds to your response or feeling about each particular question.

Strongly Disagree (SD)= 1; Disagree (D)= 2; Undecided (U)= 3; Agree(A)= 4;
Strongly Agree (SA)=5

SD A | SA

1 | I know when to speak about my personal problems.

2 | When | am faced with obstacles, I remember times | faced
similar obstacles and overcome them

3 | I expect that I will do well on most things I try

4 | Other people find it easy o confide in me

5 | I find it hard to understand the nonverbal messages of
people

6 | Some of the major events n my life has set me to
reevaluate what is important and not important

7 | When my mood changes, | see new possibilities.

8 | Emotions are one of the things that make my life worth
living

9 | I am aware of my emotions as | experience them

10 | I expect good things to happen

11 | I like to share my emotions with others

12 | When | experience a positive emotion, | know how to
make it last

13 | . I arrange events others enjoy

14 | | seek out activities that make me happy

15 | I am aware of the nonverbal messages | send to others

16 | | present myself in a way that makes a good impression
on others

17 | When | am in a positive mood, solving problems is easy

for me
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18

By looking at their facial expression, | recognize the

emotions people are experiencing.

19 | I know why my emotions change

20 | I have control over my emotions

21 | When | am in a positive mood, | am able to come up with
new ideas

22 | | easily recognize my emotions as | experience them

23 | | motivate myself by imagining a good outcome to tasks I
take on

24 | | compliment others when they have done something well

25 | 1 am aware of the non-verbal messages other people send

26 | When another person tells me about an important event in

his or her life, I almost feel as though | have experienced

this event myself

27

When | feel a change in emotions, | tend to come up with

new ideas

28

When | am faced with a challenge, | give up because |
believe | will fail

29 | I know what other people are feeling just by looking at
them

30 | I help other people feel better when they are down

31 | I used good moods to help myself keep trying in the face

of obstacles

32 | I can tell how people are feeling by listening to the tone of
their voices
33 | It is difficult for me to understand why people feel the

way they do
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SECTION G
CREATIVE PERSONALITY SCALE
Please indicate which of the following adjectives rightly describe you as an individual
Strongly Disagree (SD)= 1; Disagree (D)= 2; Neutral (N)= 3; Agree(A)= 4; Strongly
Agree (SA)=5

SD D [N |A |SA
1 Capable
2 Artificial
3 Clever
4 Cautious
5 Confident
6 Egotistical
7 Commonplace
8 Humorous
9 Conservative
10 Individualistic
11 Conventional
12 Informal
13 Dissatisfied
14 Insightful
15 Suspicious
16 Honest
17 Intelligent
18 Well-mannered
19 Wide interest
20 Inventive
21 Original
22 Narrow interest
23 Reflective
24 Sincere
25 Resourceful
26 Self-confident
27 Sexy
28 Submissive
29 Snobbish
30 Unconventional
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SECTIONH
THE BEM SEX ROLE INVENTORY
Please use the following to rate by yourself by ticking the one that best describe you
Never true of me (NT) = 1; Rarely true of me (RT) = 2; Sometimes true of me (ST) =
3; Often true of me (OT) = 4; Always true me (AT) =5

NT |RT |ST |OT |AT
1 Self-reliant
2 Yielding
3 Helpful
4 Defends own belief
5 Cheerful
6 Moody
7 Independent
8 Shy
9 Conscious
10 | Athlectic
11 | Affectionate
12 | Theatrical
13 | Assertive
14 | Flatterable
15 | Happy
16 | Strong personality
17 | Loyal
18 | Unpredictable
19 | Forceful
20 Feminine
21 Reliable
22 | Analytical
23 | Sympathetic
24 | Jealous
25 | Has Leadership Abilities
26 | Sensitive To The Needs Of Others
27 Truthful
28 | Willing To Take Risks
29 | Understanding
30 | Secretive
31 | Makes Decisions Easily
32 | Compassionate
33 Sincere
34 | Self-Sufficient
35 | Eager to Soothe Hurt Feelings
36 Conceited
37 Dominant
38 | Soft-Spoken
39 Likable
40 Masculine
41 Warm
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42

Solemn

43 | Willing To Take a Stand
44 | Tender

45 | Friendly

46 | Aggressive

47 | Gullible

48 | Inefficient

49 | Acts as a Leader

50 | Childlike

51 | Adaptable

52 | Individualistic

53 Does Not Use Harsh Language
54 | Unsystematic

55 | Competitive

56 | Loves Children

57 | Tactful

58 | Ambitious

59 | Gentle

60 | Conventional
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SECTION |
ENTREPRENEURIAL INTENTION QUESTIONNAIRE
Please use the following scales to respond to the questions that follow and tick the
number that corresponds to your response or feeling about each particular question.
Strongly Disagree (SD)= 1; Disagree (D)= 2; Undecided (U)= 3; Agree(A)= 4;
Strongly Agree (SA)=5

SD |[D |U |A |SA

1 I am ready to make anything to be an
entrepreneur

2 My professional goal is becoming an
entrepreneur

3 I will make every effort to start and run my
own firm

4 | am determined to create a firm in the
future

5 I have very seriously thought in starting a
firm

6 | have got the firm intention to start a firm
some day

7. Have you ever seriously considered becoming an entrepreneur? Yes[ ] No[ ]
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