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Abstract: The aim of this empirical research is to verify the contribution of entrepreneurial
tendencies and abilities, perceived entrepreneurial self-efficacy and desirability of entrepreneur-
ship to the entrepreneurial intentions. This model was generated according to the framework of
the Theory of planned behavior and Model of the entrepreneurial event. Data was collected from
a sample of undergraduate students of economics and analyzed with SEM. The results show that
the self-assessment of entrepreneurial tendencies and abilities is positively associated with the
perceptions of entrepreneurial self-efficacy and desirability of entrepreneurship, which also
contributes positively to explanation of entrepreneurial intentions. In addition, it was found that
entrepreneurial tendencies and abilities influence entrepreneurial intentions only indirectly, through
entrepreneurial self-efficacy and desirability of entrepreneurship. Finally, entrepreneurial ten-
dencies and abilities, entrepreneurial self-efficacy and desirability of entrepreneurship together,
explain most of the variance of the entrepreneurial intentions. Educational implications of
obtained results are being discussed.
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THEORETICAL  FRAMEWORK  AND
HYPOTHESIS  DEVELOPMENT

Entrepreneurship is described as the pro-
cess of organizational emergence (Gartner et
al., 1992). Entrepreneurial intentions, de-
scribed as the conscious state of mind that
affects and directs personal attention,
events, and behavior toward planned entre-
preneurial behavior (Bird, 1988), are essen-
tial to this process, shaping the primal in a
chain of actions to organizational founding.
Moreover, intentions toward behavior can
be strong indicators of that behavior
(Fishbein, Ajzen, 1975).

Studies had shown that entrepreneurial
intentions and behavior can be influenced

through education (Fayolle et al., 2006;
Tkachev, Kolvereid, 1999). University is an
institution which students go through on
their way toward their business life. Univer-
sity students will be engaged in career deci-
sions imminently after, and often before,
graduation. In our opinion, students tend  to
gravitate toward popular career options.

Given that entrepreneurial behavior is,
among other factors, also a function of
individual differences, (Kuratko, 2007;
McKenzie, Ugbah, Smothers, 2007) person-
ality and ability factors should predict entre-
preneurial activity and success (Rauch,
Frese, 2007; Zhao, Seibert, 2006). There are
various constructs that may predict indi-
vidual differences in entrepreneurship. Re-
cent studies are still trying to generate a com-

DOI: 10.21909/sp.2013.04.643



290                                        STUDIA PSYCHOLOGICA, 55, 2013, 4

prehensive measure of entrepreneurial char-
acteristics in terms of entrepreneurial tenden-
cies and abilities, thereby combining the fac-
tors already identified in new combinations
and models. Caird (1988) finds a combina-
tion of factors: motive for achievement and
independence, drive and determination,
risk-taking and creativity, all discriminative
for entrepreneurial propensity forming.
Miljković Krečar (2010) defines the entrepre-
neurial propensity factors as confidence in
one’s own capabilities, risk acceptance and
unconventionality and focus on the achieve-
ment. Ahmetoglu and Chamorro-Premuzic
(2010) found entrepreneurial awareness,
need for progress, opportunism and entre-
preneurial creativity to be a strong predic-
tor combination of entrepreneurial activity.

Two models guide our understanding of
entrepreneurial intentions: Ajzen’s (1991)
Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), and
Shapero and Sokol’s (1982) Model of the En-
trepreneurial Event (EEM). The TPB is de-
signed to predict and explain human behav-
ior. This theory postulates that attitudes, so-
cial norms, and perceived control are the im-
mediate predictors of behavioral intentions.
The EEM model focuses on how the social and
cultural environment affects the choice of an
entrepreneurial path. This model was devel-
oped to understand entrepreneurial behavior.
Entrepreneurial intentions originate from per-
ceptions of desirability, feasibility (i.e., self-
efficacy), and a tendency to perform upon
opportunities. In this model, Shapero and
Sokol (1982) define perceived desirability as
the degree to which one finds the possibility
of starting a business to be attractive and per-
ceived feasibility as the extent to which a per-
son feels competent to do so.

Both the TPB and EEM models provide
comparable interpretations of entrepreneur-

ial intentions (Krueger, 1993; Krueger et al.,
2000). Krueger et al. (2000) explained that
1) attitudes and biased norms in the TPB
model are conceptually linked to perceived
desirability in EEM and that 2) perceived be-
havioral control in TPB matches perceived
feasibility in the EEM model. Basically, per-
ceived desirability and perceived feasibility
are essential elements of intentional behav-
ior.

According to the TPB, attitude toward the
behavior refers to the extent to which a per-
son has a favorable or unfavorable evalua-
tion of that behavior. Social norms refer to
the perceived social pressure to engage or
not to engage in that behavior. They are
linked to our perceptions of what referent
others would think about our entrepreneur-
ial intentions. The TPB involves also the
antecedents of attitudes toward the behav-
ior and subjective norms. It postulates that
behavior is a function of beliefs relevant to
the intended behavior. These beliefs are
deemed to be the prevalent determinants of
a person’s attitudes, intentions and behav-
ior (Ajzen, 1991). Behavioral beliefs are as-
sumed to inuence attitudes toward the be-
havior. Each belief links the behavior to a
certain outcome, which is already valued
positively or negatively. Therefore, people
automatically acquire an attitude toward the
behavior. That is the way that people form
favorable attitudes toward behaviors be-
lieved to have desirable consequences, and
negative attitudes toward behaviors associ-
ated with undesirable consequences (Ajzen,
1991). Subjective normative beliefs consti-
tute their underlying determinants. They re-
late  to  the  possibility  that  important  refer-
ent individuals  or  groups  approve  or  dis-
approve of performing a given behavior
(Ajzen, 1991).
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On the other hand, Shapero and Sokol
(1982) examine the concept of desirability
using data on the family, peer groups, ethnic
groups, professional and educational con-
texts of potential entrepreneurs. In the case
of the family, they state that parents play the
most powerful role in establishing the desir-
ability of the entrepreneurial behavior. Also,
the larger number and a greater variety of
entrepreneurs in a society will also lead to
the greater probability that the individuals
in that culture or society will engage in ven-
ture startup (Veciana et al., 2005).

Perceived behavioral control plays an im-
portant role in the TPB and it is dened as the
individual’s perception of the ease or difculty
of performing the behavior (Ajzen, 1991). The
resources and opportunities attainable by a
person must to some extent dictate the pos-
sibility of behavioral fulfillment. The ante-
cedents of perceived behavioral control are
the control beliefs. These beliefs deal with
the presence or absence of requisite re-
sources and opportunities. They may be
based on past experiences, second hand in-
formation about that behavior, the experi-
ences of colleagues and friends, and also on
other factors that increase or reduce the per-
ceived difficulty of performing the intended
behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Related to the per-
ceived feasibility, EEM emphasizes the per-
ception of the availability of financial, ad-
vice, consultation and education support
that make the act of entrepreneurial behav-
ior feasible to the potential entrepreneur
(Shapero, Sokol, 1982).

Therefore, the aim of this empirical research
is to verify the contribution of entrepreneur-
ial tendencies and abilities (entrepreneurial
potential), perceived entrepreneurial self-
efficacy and desirability of entrepreneurship
to the entrepreneurial intentions.

H1: Entrepreneurial potential is positively
linked and has both, direct and indirect ef-
fects on entrepreneurial intentions.

H2: Entrepreneurial potential is positively
linked to entrepreneurial self-efficacy.

H3: Entrepreneurial potential is positively
linked to the desirability of entrepreneurship.

H4: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is posi-
tively linked to entrepreneurial intentions.

H5: Desirability of entrepreneurship is
positively linked to entrepreneurial inten-
tions.

H6: Perceived entrepreneurial self-efficacy
and desirability of entrepreneurship mediate
the relationship between entrepreneurial
potential and entrepreneurial intentions.

METHOD

Participants and Procedure

Data was collected from a convenient
sample of 315 undergraduate students of
economic fields (Faculty of Economics in
Rijeka (N = 142), Faculty of Economics in
Osijek (N = 129) and VERN’ University of
Applied Sciences in Zagreb (N = 44)). The
gender composition of the sample was 77.5%
female and 22.5% male. The research was
conducted in larger or smaller groups on the
students’ faculties, and it lasted approxi-
mately 25 minutes. Participation in the sur-
vey was anonymous and voluntary.

Instruments

Measure of Entrepreneurial Tendencies
and Abilities (META L61, adjusted from
Ahmetoglu, Chamorro-Premuzic, 2010) was
used as the measure of entrepreneurial po-
tential. This scale contains 61 items measur-
ing 4 different aspects of entrepreneurial
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personality: entrepreneurial awareness
(11 items), entrepreneurial creativity (12),
opportunism (18) and need for progress
(20). Items were presented in Likert-type
format with a scale extending from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Compos-
ite score was calculated by summing across
items, with higher scores indicating higher
entrepreneurial potential. Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients for the four dimensions of en-
trepreneurial potential were .92 for entrepre-
neurial awareness, .97 for entrepreneurial
creativity, .95 for opportunism and .93 for
need for progress. Cronbach’s alpha coeffi-
cient for the overall entrepreneurial poten-
tial was .96.

Entrepreneurial self-efficacy scale (ad-
justed from Liñàn, Chen, 2006) was used to
assess entrepreneurial self-efficacy. The
scale contains 6 items, presented in Likert-
type format with a scale extending from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (completely agree).
Composite score was calculated by summing
across items, with higher scores indicating
higher entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficient was .79.

Desirability of Entrepreneurship Scale
(adjusted from Liñàn, Chen, 2006) was used
to assess the desirability of entrepreneur-
ship. The scale contains 5 items presented
in Likert-type format with a scale extending
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (completely
agree). Composite score was calculated by
summing across items, with higher scores
indicating higher desirability of entrepre-
neurship. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was
.86.

Entrepreneurial Intentions Questionnaire
(adjusted from Liñàn, Chen, 2006) was used
to assess entrepreneurial intentions. The
scale contains 6 items, presented in Likert-
type format with a scale extending from 1

(strongly disagree) to 5 (completely agree).
Composite score was calculated by summing
across items, with higher scores indicating
higher entrepreneurial intentions. Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficient was .90.

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Descriptive statistics and correlations of
all measured variables are presented in Table
1. As expected, the associations between
entrepreneurial potential and both mediat-
ing variables were positive (r = .67 for entre-
preneurial self-efficacy and .44 for desirabil-
ity of entrepreneurship, p < .01), as well as
the association between entrepreneurial po-
tential and entrepreneurial intentions (r = .51,
p <.01). Finally, both mediating variables also
generated positive associations with entre-
preneurial intentions (r = .70 for entrepreneur-
ial self-efficacy and .80 for desirability of
entrepreneurship, p < .01).

Structural Equations Modeling

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) tech-
niques, which approve researchers to assess
how closely a theoretical model matches an
existing data set, were used to test the hy-
pothesized model (Figure 1). Generally, a
nonsignificant chi-square, Normed-fit index
(NFI), Comparative fit index (CFI), Goodness-
of-fit statistic (GFI) and Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI) > .95, Adjusted goodness-of-fit statis-
tic (AGFI) > .95, Root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) < .07 and Standard-
ized root mean square residual (SRMR) < .05
indicate very good model fit (Byrne, 1998;
Hu, Bentler, 1999; Miles, Shevlin, 1998;
Steiger, 2007; Hooper et al., 2008).
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Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients and Correlations of
all variables measured

  
Descriptive Statistics Correlations 

M SD α 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Entrepreneurial 

Awareness 35.66 5.57 .92 .76 .57 .56 .86 .65 .41 .49 

2. Opportunism 59.07 8.93 .95  .50 .57 .87 .63 .46 .52 
3. Entrepreneurial 

Creativity 40.34 6.50 .97   .42 .73 .41 .19 .21 

4. Need for 
Progress 78.89 9.57 .93    .81 .49 .36 .40 

5. Entrepreneurial 
Potential  214.33 25.07 .96     .67 .44 .51 

6. Entrepreneurial 
Self-efficacy 21.41 4.13 .79      .65 .70 

7. Desirability of 
Entrepreneurship 19.08 4.53 .86       .80 

8. Entrepreneurial 
Intentions 20.62 6.41 .90        

Note: N = 315. Items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale. All rs are significant at p < .01 
 

Legend:
EA – Entrepreneurial Awareness       EC – Entrepreneurial Creativity
OP – Opportunism                              NP – Need for Progress

Figure 1. Predictors of entrepreneurial intentions of students of economics
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The results indicated a very good fit by
all indices (χ² [df = 8; N = 315] = 10.39, p =
.239; SRMR = .019; CFI = .998; GFI = .991;
AGFI = .968; NFI = .992; TLI = .995; RMSEA
= .031).

According to the proposed hypothesis,
the (standardized) parameters of the model
supported the positive influence of entre-
preneurial potential on perceived entrepre-
neurial self-efficacy (β = .72, p < .001), and
desirability of entrepreneurship (β = .48, p
< .001). These findings fully support H2 and
H3. Perceived entrepreneurial self-efficacy
(β = .22, p < .001) and desirability of entre-
preneurship (β = .60, p < .001) positively
influenced entrepreneurial intentions, which
fully supports H4 and H5.

We also proposed that perceived entre-
preneurial self-efficacy and desirability of
entrepreneurship would mediate the rela-
tionship between entrepreneurial potential
and entrepreneurial intentions. In order to
determine the significance of a mediation
effect, a Monte-Carlo (bootstrapping) ap-
proximation was brought out by creating a
bias-corrected percentile method (1000
samples; confidence interval of 90).

It  was  found  that  entrepreneurial  poten-
tial positively influenced entrepreneurial  in-
tentions through its relations to perceived
entrepreneurial  self-efficacy  and  desirabil-
ity  of  entrepreneurship  (β  =  .45,  p  <  .01).
Entrepreneurial potential had also direct,
positive  effect  on  entrepreneurial  inten-
tions (β = .12,  p < .05). These findings sup-
port  H1  and  H6.  Entrepreneurial  potential,
perceived entrepreneurial self-efficacy and
desirability of entrepreneurship explained
69%  of  entrepreneurial  intentions  vari-
ance.  The  theoretical  and  practical  impli-
cations of these findings are discussed be-
low.

DISCUSSION

Entrepreneurial potential, defined as a com-
bination of personal characteristics - entre-
preneurial awareness, entrepreneurial creativ-
ity, opportunism, and need for progress -
makes significant predisposition for creat-
ing entrepreneurial intentions. This effect is
achieved also through perception of one’s
own competencies in entrepreneurship (i.e.,
entrepreneurial self-efficacy), and through
the perception that entrepreneurship is a
desirable career option (i.e., desirability of
entrepreneurship). Together, these three
sources explain 69% of variance of entrepre-
neurial intentions. This is a significant find-
ing that additionally confirms the theoretical
background of the tested model - Ajzen’s
(1991) Theory of Planned Behavior, and
Shapero and Sokol’s (1982) Model of the
Entrepreneurial Event. However, main short-
age of these findings lies in the fact that the
criterion variable was a subjective appraisal
of future behavior. That is, we confirmed the
significance of predictors of entrepreneurial
intentions, however, that does not automati-
cally imply their significance in predicting
actual entrepreneurial behavior later in time.
For that kind of conclusion, longitudinal
studies should be made. However, having in
mind that earlier research studies have con-
firmed intentions as being significant pre-
dictors of behavior (Fishbein, Ajzen, 1975),
general practical implications of these find-
ings are discussed in the following text.

The impact that academic education may
have on entrepreneurial personal character-
istics is somewhat debatable. Personal char-
acteristics are formed throughout life, as a
result of environmental and genetic interac-
tion. Concrete parent’s behaviors that foster
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or inhibit children’s skills and knowledge
development, together with the parent’s level
of work values and commitment, influence
children’s characteristics and later work be-
havior (O’Brien, Fassinger, 1993). Also, it has
been proven that career identity forms un-
der the influence of early school and work
related experiences (Feldman, 2002). There-
fore, children who grow up in entrepreneurs’
families gain advantage in the development
of entrepreneurial characteristics and tenden-
cies, this is then manifested in a higher rate
of entrepreneurs among entrepreneurs’ chil-
dren (Zellweger et al., 2010). This leads to
generally accepted conclusion that educa-
tion for entrepreneurship should be inte-
grated in the earliest phase of formal educa-
tion, including kindergartens. Teaching and
encouraging children to be more creative, to
recognize opportunities, and to take initia-
tive in order to achieve high goals, could
influence their later interest in entrepreneur-
ial behavior. School systems should not only
be informative concerning entrepreneurship,
but should also provide opportunities for
testing and developing entrepreneurial char-
acteristics, which would include a lot of
practical assignments. Having opportunities
for experiencing success in various, typical
entrepreneurial activities, could also foster
entrepreneurial self-efficacy.

The third way to influence entrepreneurial
intent is through influencing the perception
of desirability of entrepreneurship and en-
trepreneurs. In order to achieve that, many
legal and administrative steps of starting and
running a company should be made. In me-
dia, we often hear the argument that having
one’s own business is complicated, risky and
full of ambiguity. Although people will al-
ways differ in the level of comfort they expe-
rience in ambiguity and risky environments,

that is, some part of the population will pre-
fer working for others in any environment,
the general perception of easiness of start-
ing one’s own company and advantages of
entrepreneurship in general could be influ-
enced.

This study has some limitations as well.
First, the study design does not allow con-
clusions about the causal relationship be-
tween constructs, it does not determine the
process of their development and changes
over time, nor does it raise the possibility of
alternative interpretations of the results. Sec-
ond, the variables data were collected from
the same sources, at the same time, using
the same (self-ratings) method. This brings
up the issue of common method variance.
With this type of research design, the corre-
lation between measures may be attributed
to the same-source data rather than a real
underlying relationship (Podsakoff, Organ,
1986). In order to address the issue of com-
mon method variance, a Harman’s single-fac-
tor test (Podsakoff, Organ, 1986) was con-
ducted by performing an exploratory factor
analysis on all the variables of the study.
Podsakoff et al. (2003) indicated that this
single-factor test is a widely used technique
for addressing the issue of common method
variance. An examination of the unrotated
factor structure of the variables was con-
ducted and the single-factor analysis re-
vealed that no single factor accounted for
the majority (more than 50%) of the covari-
ance. The first factor accounted for only 24%
of the variance. A single factor did not
emerge from the factor analysis and one gen-
eral factor did not account for the majority
of the covariance among the measures
(Podsakoff et al., 2003); therefore, it did not
appear that common method variance repre-
sented a problem for this study. Third, due
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to prevailing female gender composition of
the sample, it is questionable how far the
model results are consistent across two gen-
der groups. In order to address this ques-
tion, additional analysis was performed. Re-
sults of multi-group analysis indicated that
the model does apply across groups and
does display multi-group invariance. Pre-
cisely, the basic model structure (same vari-
able parameter pattern), strength of the rela-
tionship between constructs (path coeffi-
cients) and the amount of constructs (vari-
able intercepts) do not significantly differ
across gender groups.

 Fostering entrepreneurship is one of the
strategic goals of our government as it im-
pacts economic development. Still, in our
country, entrepreneurship is mainly (almost
exclusively) taught at economic faculties,
thereby ignoring the developmental nature
of entrepreneurial characteristics and tenden-
cies as the main prerequisites for creating
venture. Without entrepreneurs, entrepre-
neurship does not exist, and entrepreneurs
could and should be nurtured as well as edu-
cated. Hopefully this research will improve
the understanding of the psychological pro-
cesses that precede a venture startup, and
turn the focus from the “dance” to the
“dancer”.
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PREDIKTORY  PODNIKATEĽSKÝCH  ZÁMEROV  U  ŠTUDENTOV  EKONÓMIE

A.  J a k o p e c,  I.  M i l j k o v i ć  K r e č a r,  Z.  S u š a n j

Súhrn: Cieľom empirického výskumu bolo overiť, ako vplývajú podnikateľské sklony a schopnosti,
vnímaná podnikateľská sebaúčinnosť a žiadúcnosť podnikania na podnikateľské zámery. Model
bol generovaný na základe Theory of planned behavior (Teórie plánovaného správania) a Model
of the entrepreneurial event (Modelu podnikateľskej udalosti). Výskumnú vzorku tvorili študenti
ekonómie a údaje sme analyzovali prostredníctvom SEM. Výsledky ukázali, že sebahodnotenie
podnikateľských sklonov a schopností má pozitívny vzťah s vnímaním podnikateľskej
sebaúčinnosti a žiadúcnosti podnikania, ktorá rovnako pozitívne vysvetľuje podnikateľské zámery.
Okrem toho sme zistili, že podnikateľské sklony a schopnosti ovplyvňujú podnikateľské zámery
iba nepriamo, prostredníctvom podnikateľskej sebaúčinnosti a  žiadúcnosti podnikania.
Podnikateľské sklony a schopnosti, spolu s podnikateľskou sebaúčinnosťou a  žiadúcnosťou
podnikania vysvetľujú väčšinu variancie podnikateľských zámerov. Diskutuje sa použitie
dosiahnutých výsledkov v procese výučby.


