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ABSTRACT

A person’s intention to act entreprenuerially strang predictor of entreprenuerial action
such as going into self-employment. In the quesidplain causation for entreprenuerial
intentions, the present study examined the relaktignbetween socio-cultural factors and
intentions to become entreprenuers in the contéxpublic undergraduate university
students in Kenya. Specifically, intentions to bmeoan entreprenuer were predicted
using three of Hofstede’s grid for culture nameigdividualism, masculinity and
uncertainity avoidance. Other variables includeddge; entreprenuerial disposition;
entreprenuerial perceptions, ethinicity and exp®dor entreprenuership education. The
broad objective was to examine the effect of celtand gender on students’
entreprenuerial intentions. Review of the extatdrditure was done and a conceptual
framework developed along with the research hyEsbeA positivism paradigm using
descriptive cross-sectional reseach design was U$e population comprised all public
undergraduate university students who were in floeirth year of study between January
and March 2013. Proportionate stratified random @eng was used. The sample size
was 2192 respondents selected from the seven publiersities. Primary data was
collected using structured questionnaires measaredikert type interval scales. The
study yielded a 70.8 percent response rate. [esaristatistics comprising means and
standard deviations were used to analyse the Hgfaotheses were tested using Pearson
product moment correlations, ANOVA and regressaoalysis. The findings indicated
that students do not consider gender when evaluagiternative career options.
Confirming the researcher’'s expectations and previstudy results, significance of
entreprenuership education on entreprenuerial tiotes was supported. In congruence
with previous studies, the study found support dopositive effect of entreprenuerial
perceptions on students entreprenuerial intentibnsiddition, the relationship between
entreprenuerial disposition and entreprenuerianitibns was supported by the research
findings. On the basis of the results of this itie$ was concluded that culture has a
direct and indirect effect on entreprenurial iniemé and that there are no differences in
any entreprenurial related variables between eigiggder or enthnicity. Based on the
study findings, it also became apparent that erdgragerial intentions were
predominantly dependent on perceptions of destyaland feasibility by the acting
individual as well as dispositional traits that arran individual in readiness to act
entreprenuerially; and that entrepreneurship cafosiered through the current learning
process adopted in our public universities curtoulas this relationship was empirically
supported.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1Background of the Study

Oversupply of graduate manpower, unemployment drawtthe country, and lack of
positive feedback to the efforts made in the padind a solution for the unemployment
problem of graduates for the Kenyan youth havetedean important ground for paying
more attention to entrepreneurship. Entreprenuenshregarded as a crucial driver for
economic well-being with most policy makers recagmy the critical role it plays

towards national development. Entreprenuers crgdi® drive and shape innovation,

introduce new competition and contribute to oMerabnomic growth.

According to data from the Kenya Youth Empowerméhbject (KYEP), youth

unemployment/inactivity in Kenya is twice the naib average at 38% in 2011. This
includes youth who are neither in school nor wagkinGiven the persistent

unemployment problem among the Kenyan youth,s itriportant for us to understand
factors that influence entreprenuership intentiandg attitudes in Kenya. University
graduates present a big proportion of youth wittapped job-creating potential. Given
that entreprenuership offers many opportunities riavitalisation and development of
both local and national ecomomies, one of theahes of this study is to determine the
effect of socio-cultural factors on university démts' entreprenuerial intentions in the
cultural context of Kenya's ethnic groups. Thedgtwalso seeks to determine if
participation in entreprenuership education suljégys any significant role in enhancing

such intentions.

Much research has tried to explain why some perbomhsiot others choose to become
entrepreneurs or why there exist differences betwaales and females entry rate into
entreprenuership activities. Various perspectivagehemerged in the entrepreneurship
literature in attempt to provide answers to thiseach question. This study draws
heavily on the psychological and sociological fraroek of existing theory and research
to assist in underpinning the investigation intoatvimforms the decision to become (or

not) an entreprenuer. Thus, The Theory of PlanrefthBiour (TPB), takes centre stage.



TPB is grounded on social psychology and expldias human behaviour is planned and
is preceded by intention toward that behaviour éAj& Fishbein, 1980). TPB provides
an intentions model that has been used repeateslyits predictive power and
applicability on intention studies. Support exisor use of TPB in examining the
antecedents to students entreprenuerial intent{gmageger et al., 2000; krueger, 2007;
Kolvereid, 1996; Kolvereid & Isaken, 2006; Fayokend Gailly, 2005; Fayolle and
Degeorge, 2006). The studies applied TPB to @xpieental process of making the
decision to become an entreprenuer. They examihedTPB’s predictive ability of
intentions to start a business and confirmed tlatude and perceived behavioural

control were significantly related to entreprenalimtention.

Starting a new venture is an individual's persortEcision. Most research in
entrepreneurship concentrates on analyzing thedmeation process once the decision to
create has already been taken, thereby completeljyooking the internal processes that
lead people to that decision. Often, the decisiortart a new venture is seen to be so
obvious to warrant serious attention. From thisnpoif view, it is important to move
beyond the question of which particular individual#l create new firms, and look at
reasons why differences in regional start-up ratesst. The study suggests that
examinnig the factors that influence peoples’ mafions or intentions towards
entreprenuership would best be tackled from a booitural perspective wherein
attitudes, social norms, beliefs values and prastare nurtured in a particular direction

that subsequently impacts on perceptions of catesces.

In this study, culture is examined at the ethniougr level within the Kenyan context.
Kenya is multi-ethnic and therefore multi-cultural context. Ethnic groups within the
country can be considered as subcultures. The HRubes preserve the main
characteristics of the national culture from whtbley originate but also develop their
own unique norms and beliefs (Usunier, 2000). Eaitimic group constitutes a unique
community because of common culture (Lee et al0220Given the potential relevance
of culture, a basis is required for assessingntpaict. Thus, the study of culture by
ethnicity within Kenya's domestic context is fedsind appropriate since each ethnic

group will have its own unique set of cultural veduChadwick et al., 2004).



At face value, differences in entreprenuerial aigtiacross Kenya'’s cultural groups are
certainly not a new concept. Some cultural groupshsas the Kikuyu and recently the
Somali have been described as being more entregniahthan others. A wide range of
factors have also been advanced as playing a isgnifrole in influencing intentions to
become entreprenuers with mixed results. Givenstiwo-economic benefits generally
attributed to entrepreneurship (Carree & ThurilQ&0Q there is an urgent need to create a
critical mass that is willing to go into self-empioent beyond mere elimination of
barriers that obstruct business development anditbrowith the main goal being to
encourage more people to become entrepreneurs. dwaeness has stimulated
academic, educational and governmental institutimnstudy the factors influencing

entrepreneurial intentions in recent times.

Past studies have considered the individual’'s deti®d become an entrepreneur to be
dependent on personality traits. Thus, a persoh withe proper personality profile”
would be more likely to become an entrepreneuavBhé& Scott (1991) refers to this as
the “personological’ approach. Studies focussing tbe significance of personality
profile in predicting start-up decisions have yedmnixed results. The inconsistencies in
the results have mainly been blamed on methodabgitd theoretical aspects (Gartner,
1988; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Shaver & ScO81)]l A response to the limited
success of the personality approach has beendg shirepreneurship as a career choice.
Thus, various studies have proposed a shift in dotam the characteristics of the
entrepreneur to the entrepreneurial process (SBaiMenkataraman, 2000; Shaver &
Scott, 1991), whereby entrepreneurs are identifigdheir participation in the process

and not by a unique set of characteristics.

The resulting models of entrepreneurship as agsobave thus divided entrepreneurship
in to three distinct stages: the pre-launch phte, start-up phase, and growth phase
(Baron 2002). The focus of this study is on the-launch phase. Ajzen (1987, 1991)
contends that intentions preceed behaviour (suclbussness launch) and are good
predictors of behaviour. They serve as a condait &mables us to better understand the
act itself. Arguably, much of entrepreneurshimigntional. Therefore, understanding the
consequences of intentions such as entreprenagtiahs requires that we understand the
antecedents of intention (Ajzen, 1991). Use oflwebught-out and research-tested

intention models such as the Theory of Planned #Wehas recommended for use in

3



similar studies and therefore TPB as used in thislys provides a good means of
examining the precursors to business start-upedek in Africa has barely investigated
the effect of culture on intentions to found avneenture. This is a critical gap in

knowledge given the competition of nations, regi@msl societies and the impact of
entrepreneurship on economic growth and developnienaddress this gap, the study
sought to explore the effects of intra-nationaltunds on entreprenuerial intentions
among Kenya's university undergraduate studentsus,Tithe cross-cultural study

analyzed the impact of cultural values based oofstdde’s cultural dimensions on

students entreprenuerial intentions. According tdskeéde (2001), the word culture can
be applied to any human collectivity or categorgtsas an organisation, a profession, an
age group, an entire gender, or a family. Thisipaler perspective is important because

it shows clearly that the construct of culturepplécable to an ethnic context.

Further, focus on university students in examiremgreprenuerial intentions rather than
focusing on entreprenuers or comparing entreprenugth non-entreprenuers present
various advantages. First, the university studeatse at a stage in their life when the
process of making career-related decisions is irantinin addition, the pre-business
phase eliminates the danger of confusing deterrtgnainentreprenuerial behavior with

characteristics that develop as a result of stréinbusiness. Thus, the problems of
hindsight bias and success bias can be largelylagioi Krueger et al. (2000) recommend
studying entrepreneurial phenomena before thewroctherefore use of Kenya's

undergraduate university students is justifiedtfas kind of study. Similar studies using

university students include Krueger et al., (2008ydet (2000 ) and Vecianne et
al.,(2005).

1.1.1 Culture and Entreprenuership

Attempts to define culture have proved challengilug to its shifting and amorphous
character (Garrison, 1996). Hayton et al., (200fgscribe culture as a set of shared
values, beliefs and expected behaviours. Cascia2jA0oks at culture as the learned and
shared ways of thinking and acting among a groupeaiple or society. Hofstede (2001)
defines culture as the collective programming efiind that distinguishes the members
of one group or category of people from anotherstéale's (2001) definition is adopted
for the purpose of this study. The definition ppeopriate for several reasons. Firstly, it

implies that culture encompasses all the normshkeshiéfs of a society, that is, the total

4



way of life in a society. Thus, the definition alls the possibility of a culture to have
impact on an individual's behaviour. Secondly, thefinition is flexible in allowing
different levels of culture. This is evident byethotion of ‘group or category of people’
within the definition, which means that culturenigt necessarily restricted to a country
basis. This is important, given that the focus o tstudy is not on national culture.
Freytag & Thurik (2007) asserts that the relatiswbility of differences in
entrepreneurial activity across countries suggeeis factors other than economic ones
are at play. The idea that culture could be assediwith entrepreneurship and thus be a
driver of economic growth has a long tradition. ilBimg on Weber’'s work, McClelland
(1961;1976) observes culture as the main drivemigethe occurrence of capitalism and
industrialization. Literature also emphasises calts containing motivational content in

entreprenuership behaviour.

Consistent with earlier views, studies have esthbli a relationship between certain
aspects of culture and economic growth (Hoftste@@llLynn 1991). In his theory of
entrepreneurship, Weber (1904) argued that at theiety level, differences in
entrepreneurial activity can be explained by caltiand religious factors, especially a
society’s acceptance of the protestant work etfiiice assertion in the literature that there
is a greater predisposition or propensity towantsepreneurship in some societies than
in others, also points to the implicit role of cuk.

A variety of studies lend support to the argumemat tcultural values influence
entrepreneurial behaviour (McGrath, MacMillan & 8oiberg, 1992). Review of a
series of Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM)aep, confirms that cultural and
social norms are emphasised as the major strefigthteepreneurial orientation as well
as the differentiating factor for high levels oftrepreneurial activity in different
countries (Minni & Bygrave, 2003). The way peoplenk about such matters as
achievement, wealth, risk and so on, may influemme they approach entrepreneurship.
A study by McGrath (1992b) reports, that entrepuesen 13 investigated countries

differentiate from career professionals regardmgdme culture dimensions.

Socialization factors such as parental influense determine the need for achievement,
which in turn generates an entrepreneurial propensithin a society. McClelland

(1961), predicted that societies with cultures #m@phasize achievement would exhibit
greater levels of entrepreneurship than societied@ to not. Shane (1992) linked

5



individualism to the level of inventiveness in acigty. Thus the potential for and
frequency of entrepreneurship has been shown taskeciated to a greater or lesser

extent with the occurrence of certain culture.

Literature further emphasizes culture as a pos®hkf#anation for the varying rates of
entrepreneurs and their success across countrieiigz et al., 2000). Earlier studies
also established a link between culture and erdremrship (Schumpeter,1947; Weber,
1948; McClelland, 1961). However results of empiriesearch have been mixed. Some
studies suggest entreprenuers share a common sealwds regardless of culture
(McGrath et al., 1992), while other studies supgbg notion that culture will affect
entreprenuership (Busenitz & Lau, 1996; Shane, 1984ne of these studies look at
cultural issues from an ethnic grouping perspecttadies with a focus on intentions for
new venture formations that arise from the attesudf these cultural variations are also

lacking.

Moreover, a vast majority of these studies (Brwgbal., 2008; Fitzsimmons et al., 2005)
have assumed a more homogeneous cultural chartxtitve nations studied. While this
may be true in Western and other European counitiés clearly not true for African
nations whose cultural character is best descrédseteterogeneous owing to the multi-
ethnic nature of their composition. Thus, the galigation of the research findings from
U.S. and Western-based studies to the rest of tinkelwespecially Africa, is questionable.
Understanding the relationship between Kenya's wdtires and entrepreneurship
provides empirical evidence which is critical f@olicy decisions such as standardised
versus localised entreprenuership promotion prograsinecessary to realising desirable

economic growth.

Hofstede’s (1980-2005) seminal contributions ortwral and organizational sociology
have generated a wealth of applied studies worltewiThe wide application of
Hofstede’s cultural dimensions in entreprenuersbgearch is perhaps confirmation of
the important role played by cultural values ifluencing human behaviour and
entrepreneurial intentions. For this study, thelimation for students’ entrepreneurial
intention is thus hypothesized that cultural deteamts (gender and cultural values) may
have a significant impact on students’ entrepraaéumtentions. In the context of the
current study, the impact of social-cultural fast@ in particular investigated against the

cultural diversity of public university students.
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Thus, the study employs the cultural dimensionsufaojzed by Hofstede (1991): power
distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism-ediVvism, self esteem, and time
orientation. Alternative dimensions have been sstpge by other researchers (Gary,
2004), but Hofstede's dimensions are by far thetmadely accepted and have been
applied in many cross-cultural studies (Lee and/Bldy 2003). Although there are critics
to Hofstede’s dimensions, they remain conceptuaiid for explaining cultural

differences. The dimensions are believed to be ldapaf explaining intra-country

variations (Au, 1999), including individual valuesd attitudes which have strong

cultural foundations.

According to Hofstede (2001, 2002) uncertainty daorce, a cultural dimension regarded
to rely on norms, rules and procedures and avoid@mbiguous situations, has been found
to be valued lower among entrepreneurs (McGrath &Millan, 1992). In contrast,

individualism, masculinity and power distance wesdued consistently higher among
entrepreneurs. These results suggest that cuitimensions may contribute to our
understanding of values relating to successfulepnéneurship and probably discover
connections between personality and entreprengurshated values. Therefore, taking
ethnicity as a proxy for culture in this study, eé@rof Hofstede's (1991) cultural

dimensions, namely; individual-collectivism, unegémty-avoidance and masculinity-

femininity will be used in examining the effedtaultural dimensions on entrepreneurial

intentions of students in Kenyan context.

1.1.2 Concept of Gender

Gender is a multi-dimensional concept which is bgestved as a social construction
which lays the basis in account of form and functibrough which gender can be
understood within different environments and c@turGender is widely accepted as an
important socio-economic factor related to ventuwecess (Ahl, 2006; Hellmann, 2007)
which makes gender an important category for amadysntreprenerial intentions. There
are several competing theories attempting to explely sex differences occur. The
biological and psychological perspectives emphasiberent differences, which range
from genetic selection to biological tendenciest tfevour the nurturing qualities of

women and the more aggressive and instrumentaleiement of men.



For this study, gender is conceptualised from thedifference perspective which states
that maleness and femaleness are biologically mi@ted attributes which have social
implications (Hess and Ferree, 1987). The twopmatives are reviewed in Chapter 2

Literature Review of this study.

In their study, Matthews & Moser (1996) show théuence of gender on interest in
business ownership. Studies have also noted getfierences in terms of levels of
entrepreneurial self- efficacy (Chowdhury & Endr@f05) and interest in starting a
business (Gatewood et al., 2002). One strikingtufeain the literature is the
entrepreneurial activity variations between males gemales. Of interest in this study is
whether entrepreneurial intentions vary between dgenwithin Kenya's public
universities' population. An earlier study indichtesignificant differences in the
manifestation of entrepreneurial traits betweenesiand females (Mungai and Ogot
2011). However, entrepreneurial intentions werecooisidered, which is the focus of this

study.

Traditionally, cultural ideas on gender often méaat men are seen and see themselves
as more instrumental and committed to businesvitet and careers than women
(Alvesson, 2002). Thus, men were and still areileged in terms of social position,
career, income and authority. Most cultures, paldirly in Africa are of masculine
nature, with masculine notions, stereotypes, valuesdiefs and assumptions. The
argument that cultures should be gender-neutrabbas advanced severally. One of the
main concepts emphasized in line with this argumeritreating equal opportunities,”
which involves the elimination of structural andtatal barriers and biases that inhibits
women's entrepreneurial intentions evidenced inr thev participation in business
activities (Podony & Baron 1997; Burt, 1992; Ibart892 Morrison et al., 1987).

Sabin (1954) observed that self-concept also sugmfly contributes to gender
participation in entreprenuership activities. Hefided self-concept as those ideas the
individual has of himself or herself that he or dbarned in relationship with others.
Entrepreneurship scholars have also begun to remdhe potential power of a self-
concept based approach for predicting entrepraieaction and outcomes (Cardon et
al., 2009; Krueger, 2007; Shepherd & Haynie, 2009).



They observe that self-concept can guide and metivahavior, often to the extent that a
self-conceptualised role becomes an actual oné.cBetept is a product of the social
roles that an individual plays Sabin (1954). Thhs, self-concept which females hold is

determined by the social roles that they play.

Advancing Sabin's view, Fenn (1976) holds that ¢beialization process for women
stresses dependency, directedness, nurturancéjceaand caring which contributes to
feelings of ambivalence about self worth. Females are often believed to contribute
to a poor image of their self worth. They are candy reminded that a woman'’s role is
passive and non-assertive. To be accepted by gamsetnormal’, she has to subjugate
herself. Gecas (1982) notes that the more one speself as congruent with role
meanings and standards, the more one will atteanpomstruct an identity based on that
role. Thus, if a woman posseses intellectual gbiihe has to underutilize that ability in
order not to be considered a deviant. Studies wbsiat wanting to become a certain
kind of person—motivate thoughts and actions tdilfuhat desire (Cross & Markus,
1994; Markus & Nurius, 1987; Oyserman, Bybee, &r§Jef006; vandellen & Hoyle,
2008).

Cultural norms present gender differences with neétg@ participation in different

economic activities. Earlier studies observed thatale role in relation to the male was
differently evaluated by the society and the femsiatus regarded as inferior and
subordinate to the male status. Character traith s high self-concept, managerial
competence, high commitment to work, favorable @gtion of work stress,

aggressiveness, emotional stability, vigor and-sdidnce necessary for entrepreneurial
success (Akeredolu-Ale, 1975; Carlandet al., 198dredith et al.,1982; Olakanpo, 1968;
Omololu, 1990; Onah, 1990; Schumpter, 1954) wesigasd by the society to males.
The situation has not changed much particularlyour African society which is

presumed in this study to have significant inflloo entreprenuerial intentions between

male and female students.

On the same breath, culturally prescribed sex roften dictate the different ways men
and women are supposed to act and the differeks they are expected to undertake.
Early socialisation practices also emphasise timagwy role of women as mothers and

wives and influence girls' total expectations fotufe participation in the labour force



and the choice of career paths. Earlier studiegatel that women are more vulnerable
because tradition usually gives them less decisiaking power over assets than men,
while at the same time their opportunities to emgay remunerated activities, and

therefore to acquire their own assets, are morgelih{Blackden and Bhanu, 1998).

Considering the various cultural and structuralliemges and obstacles facing women,
someone may quickly conclude that women are usudiyouraged from venturing into
enterprise development. A study by Chitsike (2000imbabwe among the Shona,
found that some women view making large amountahey as a dirty pursuit, full of
all kinds of evil (“she wants to make money likepeostitute”, p. 74). Women are
traditionally brought up to associate making moneyth immorality and any
entrepreneurial venture pioneered by a woman irfeal upon. Consistent empirical

results emerging in the literature on female em&egurship is that gender matters.

Results from GEM 2007 indicate that women hadweel average score on the total
entrepreneurial activity (TEA) index as comparedien, world over. In addition, women
exhibit a consistently lower likelihood of becomimgn entrepreneur than their male
counterparts (Van Gelderen, 1999; Diochon et 8022 Reynolds et al., 2004; Wagner,
2005). With African nations being dominantly patciaal, the extent to which women are
able to freely participate in entrepreneurshipvétagis will largely be determined by the
existing cultural atmosphere. In this regard, Kiet al., (2003a) observe that African
culture continues to be a barrier to developmentabse it perpetuates culturally
sanctioned biases against women and provides exd¢asenen which have resulted in

lower intentions for participation of women in busss activities.

Existing gender research has focused attentiofgender equality” at the work place.

Evidently, there is scant literature on entreprgial intentions between gender
conducted on societies with a pattern of sharedeglbeliefs and traits which are ideally
associated with culture. Further, much of the evodeon gender-related entrepreneurial
activity comes from studies based in the UnitedeStand European countries; placing
the generalization of these findings in an Africaaiting in question. This is considered
an important research gap in the current studysf,the Kenyan nation, we have to

address the gender disparities in entrepreneastalities and its resultant limitations.
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To fill this gap, the study suggests a cultural elision to gender differences within the
student population, and undertakes to empiricadist the impact of both culture and

gender on entrepreneurial intentions in an Africantext, Kenya.

Ahl (2006) also noted the one-sided empirical ®on men, the use of male-gendered
measuring instruments and the lack of theoreticedumding in the review of

entreprenuership literature. De Bruin et al., (A08uggest that existing theoretical
concepts be expanded to incorporate explanationshe distinctiveness of women’s

entrepreneurship. Building on TPB, this study sito contribute to an increased
understanding of gender differences in entreprealkeactivity. The specific aim is to

explore gender differences in entrepreneurial tmes across varying cultures as
presented by university students. In this studdrdfore, two aspects of gender were
investigated. First, gender roles were investias captured in Hofstede’s dimensions
of masculinity and femininity, and second, the bgital concept of gender as either male

or female was investigated.

1.1.3Entrepreneurial Intentions

The fundamental activity of entreprenuership is n@mture creation, and the foremost
step in any entreprenuership venture creation geoce the intention to do so. Studies
provide evidence that much of ‘entrepreneurial’ ivatyt is intentionally planned
behaviour. Even in cases where a unique catalyanegt like being downsized may spur
the individual to the entrepreneurial act, theee @ften indications of a long time interest
and desire to become self-employed. As new busiwestures emerge over time, pre-
organizational phenomena such as deciding to feitian entrepreneurial career
increasingly become an area of research focus (B888; Katz & Gartner 1988).

Intentions can therefore be seen as being typfaainerging ventures.

Entrepreneurial intention has been defined as thenfion to start a new business
(Krueger and Brazeal, 1994; Zhao et al., 2005) ctimamitment to performing behaviour
that is necessary to physically start the businessure (Krueger, 1993), the intention to
own a business (Crant, 1996), or the intention ¢ self-employed (Douglas and
Shepherd, 2002; Kolvereid, 1996). Gupta & Bhawed{@®mbserves that entrepreneurial
intention is a state of mind that directs and gsiithe actions of the entrepreneur towards
the development and implementation of a businesseq. This study uses the definition

of entrepreneurial intention as an individual’simion to be self-employed.
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Entrepreneurial intentions are probably the mastlisd antecedent of venture creation
(Dickson, Solomon, & Weaver 2008, p. 249). Ajzel09ql) asserts that action
presupposes the conscious intention of carryingsaah action. Besides the importance
highlighted by Ajzen of intention as a conceptunderstanding behavior, Krueger,
Reilly & Carsrud (2000) observe that intention® dhe best predictor of planned
behavior particularly when the behavior in quest®mare, hard to observe, or involves
unpredictable time lags (p. 411) as is the casé wiitrepreneurship. Past research
showed that intentions are one of the best predictd entrepreneurial behavior
(Kolvereid 1996). This is in congruence with Bagoet al. (1989) observation that
intentions are the single best predictor of planbedaviour. Thus, Krueger, Reilly &
Carsrud (2000) advocates promotion of entrepreakintentions by promoting public

perceptions of feasibility and desirability.

Any planned behaviour is best predicted by obsgruirtentions toward that behaviour.
Therefore, to understand why individuals pursue-emiployment, it is critical to
understand the nature and the precursors of intentf putting up business venture for
self-employment  (Krueger, Reilly & Carsrud, 2000)hroughout the historical
development of the entrepreneurship concept, sevecarrent themes are manifested,
and have become the foundation for the multi-dinm e conceptualizations that emerge
from the literature. Entrepreneurial activity islay seen as a consequence of positive
entrepreneurial intentions. These intentions tango business are shaped by perceptions
about entrepreneurship which are influenced by amite factors within our social and

cultural context.

A review of the extant literature reveals thatréhare several models explaining the
nature, antecedents, and effects of entreprenentgdtion, Gelderen et al (2006). Often,
research regarding entrepreneurial intentions d@setd on psychosocial models of
intention, such as the TPB, the entrepreneurialehdéveloped by Shapero & Sokol
(1982) and Krueger's model (1993). The current wthds its grounding on the psyco-
social theories and borrows heavily from the abmeelels and others that have attempted
to explain the relationship between an individuapersonal characteristics and
subsequent intentions (eg. Ajzen, 1987; Shaper®2;1Bird, 1988; Krueger & Brazeal,
1994; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994). Thus, starting a besia is a conscious and intended act
(Bird, 1988).
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From this perspective, entrepreneurial intentises/e as the key to understanding the
entrepreneurial process as they guide subsequeoh and motivation to create a new
venture (Katz & Gartner, 1988; Boyd &Vozikis, 1994PB is the model of choice in this

study.

Studying intentions rather than venturing decisiohactual founders (Eisenhauer, 1995)
or differences between founders and others (Stew&rtRoth, 2001) has two key

advantages. First, psychological research suggiestsntentions are the best predictors
for behavior, such as entrepreneurial activity.ddelc alternative options would be rare,
difficult to observe, or involve unpredictable tinhegs (Bird & Jelinek, 1988; Ajzen,

1991; Souitaris et al., 2007). The proposed modelHis study examines intentions by
seeking to identify factors that may directly odimectly affect entrepreneurial intentions
by influencing attitudes of an entreprenuerial speality and perceptions such as

desirability and feasibility which are discussedtia sections that follow.

1.1.4 Entrepreneurial Perceptions

The intention to go into business is preceeded Ipemeived possibility for success
which makes entreprenuership both desirable ansibleain the eyes of a potential
entreprenuer. Davidsson et al. (2006) argue thaggreneurial behavior is fundamentally
influenced by perceived ability, need, and oppdtyunTherefore in predicting

entreprenuerial intentions, the key question shobk& how cognition influences
motivation and the entrepreneur’s perception a$ ashow it validates entrepreneurial
options compared with conventional employment afitves (Campbell, 1992; Katz,
1992; Eisenhauer, 1995).

This study looks at entreprenuerial perceptionsmfrowo dimensions: percieved
desirability defined as the attractiveness of stgra business as percieved by the person;
and perceived feasibility defined as the levellegree of personal competence to start a
business as felt by the person. In essence, pettidesirability reflects one's affect
toward entrepreneurship (Shapero 1982). Such p#oce affects the entrepreneurial
event through individual value systems and is ddpeh on the social system the
individual is part of (family, peer groups, ethrgooups, educational and professional

contexts).
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Similary, perceived feasibility is derived from tbelief in one's own competence (self-
efficacy) and from the belief that the situatiorllywermit one to exercise that capability
(Bandura & Wood 1989). It simply means a beliebimeself that an ideal opportunity is
achievable (Shapero 1981, 1982).

Arguably, every individual has the potentiabicome an entreprenuer. Some of them
will venture into entreprenuership while others,¥arious reasons will not. It is therefore
important to understand the influence of individpatception of abilities as well as the
perception of societal attitudes towards entrepgestup that together impact individuals’
vocational choice. Research to date points tositipe relationship between self-efficacy
and the choice of entrepreneurial activity (Cheredbe & Crick, 1998). Entrepreneurial
self-efficacy differentiates entrepreneurs from agers (Chen, Greene & Crick, 1998),
as well as individuals who have created their owntures from those who have not
decided to do so (Markman, et al., 2002; Markmdnale 2005). In both cases, it is
higher in entrepreneurs. Further, research cordumh medical equipment inventors has
shown that general self-efficacy is considerabyhkr in those who have started firms
than in those who have not (Markman, Baron & Bal@005). Self-efficacy, general as
well as entrepreneurial, is an important predictdr entrepreneurial intention in
unemployed individuals. It is also higher in thegeo intend to create their own ventures
(Laguna, 2006a).

1.1.5 Entrepreneurial Disposition
The personality approach to entrepreneurship atemgpexplain relationships between

entrepreneurial performance and personality tradRssults have been inconsistent mainly
attributed to methodological and definitional perbls. However, there is evidence that
personality traits influence vocational choice #mat people try to fit their jobs to certain

preferred job and work environments.

Researchers offer a wide range of definitions rafeprenuerial personality that may
predict broad categories of behaviour. Among th&the traits school (Brauckmann et
al., 2008) which argues that behaviour is not golglsed on learned reactions but on
stable traits of the acting individual. These #ddrm dispositions to act in a certain way
and can be understood as propensities to act (Ralkahse, 2007). Together they make

up personalities (Barkhuus & Csank,1999). Hermal@®1) describes personality as ‘a
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stable behavioural correlate which endures ovee'tif.29). Thus, the traits which make
up a personality influence action and hence, aféetteprenuerial behavior (Fallgatter,
2002). This study therefore understands entrepraiysersonality as a combination of

stable traits common to entreprenuers, and unconmimthre rest of the population.

Starting a new business is a challenging long-tprotess that must be preceded by
intention and subsequent decision to do so. O#atreprenuerial intentions are formed
way before the implementation and in the face afemainties. Therefore, the personal
characteristics of the potential founder are a@ltiat this stage. Past studies have
concentrated their attention on the role of thentter's personal traits during the process
of business development (Baron & Markman, 2007) eonibe intention and
implementation decisions have long been made. 3baf#982) conceptualized the
personal characteristics that push one to actenfdbe of uncertainty and adversity as
"propensity to act” also referred to as the perkdisposition to act on one’s decisions.
Personal disposition in essence reflects volitiasdects of intentions (“I will do it”).
Conceptually, propensity to act on an opportunigpehds on perceptions which find
their grounding in the social cultural environmefitis study examines the role of
personal characteristics in predicting entrepraatimtentions from the perspective of

the Theory of Planned Behavior.

Schneider (1987) observes that people are mor@ctgt to activities that match their
personalities and find such jobs more satisfyimgn other occupational categories.
Need for achievement, autonomy and risk-taking awal characteristics for
entreprenuerial intentioms (Shane, 2003). Ajze®() Yiews attitude towards behaviour
as the degree to which an individual has favourablenfavourable evaluation of the
behaviour. Thus, for entreprenuerial intention$éotranslated into self-employment, it
depends on the entreprenuer’s personality andiabi{Majumdar, 2008). Crisp & Turner
(2007) found that attitude and behavioural intexgiare positively related; and attitudes
towards behaviour leads to intention which evetyuahds to actual behaviour (Ajzen,
1991). The section that follows looks at the coma#pentreprenuership education and
whether participation in the course has any det@ngi impact on entreprenuerial
intentions.
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1.1.6 Entrepreneurship Education

One crucial element for fostering entrepreneursfimotivating individuals to become
entrepreneurs and to equip them with the rightsskil turn opportunities into successful
ventures (Béchard & Grégoire 2005;Pittaway & Cof®72 Solomon et al., 2002).
Therefore, encouraging entrepreneurship has noy decome global wisdom in
government decisions, but the demand for entreprshg education has also gained a

lot of popularity among college and university snts.

The central premise behind the popularity is thatrepreneurship is a learned
phenomenon. This view finds convergence with thggestion that entrepreneurs are not
born, but created by their experience as they gamd learn, being influenced by
teachers, parents, mentors, and role models dtinigig growth (Dickson et al., 2008;
Klandt 2004; Kolvereid 1996). Undoubtedly, entremership education is essential in
shaping the mindsets of young people as weppraviding skills and knowledge central
to developing an entrepreneurial culture. Howewaspite huge investment towards
entrepreneurship education and training by insvist, there is very little evidence to

demonstrate its benefits.

A number of studies have attempted to measurefteet of entrepreneurship education
on intentions, attitudes, and perceptions (Detie@n€handler, 2004; Galloway et al.,
2005; Galloway & Brown, 2002; Hindle & Cutting, ZB0and Peterman & Kennedy,
2003). Most of these impact studies on entreprestigoieducation support the hypothesis
that entrepreneurship education has a positive ¢inpa entrepreneurial behavior and
intentions (e.g., Hansemark 1998; Liao & Gartned&0Nilson et al., 2007). Critics to
this approach argue that there are serious limaiatiof such studies in evaluating
attitudes toward entrepreneurship and the econemicronment Galloway et al.(2005),
while Leitch & Harrison (1999) argue for a moreefigrained examination of exactly
what is having an impact on students, why and H8w. Peterman & Kennedy (2003)
claim that some of the highlighted benefits of epteneurship education may be due to

lack of rigorous research in the area of researchd.

Perhaps analyzing the role of entrepreneurshipataurcon entrepreneurship intentions is
best addressed at the higher institutions of legrsuch as the universities. In a direct

manner, universities serve as a societys’ brgegliound for new technology, research
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and information or knowledge networks which aregnal elements for new innovative
ventures (Bull &Winter, 1991; Pennings, 1982). Inmmre subtle way, educational
institutions can be a source or barrier to entepership because they set the rules as to
how information and knowledge will be transferredldfich & Wiedermayer, 1993).
These rules form opinions that that are likelynituence career related decisions upon

graduation.

In Kenya, this increasing trend on entrepreneurgihrgigrams is mainly triggered by
government policies and programmes geared towaslpromotion of entrepreneurship.
Such programs are designed to promote preferemcaeif-employment as a viable
career option (Low & MacMillan, 1988; Souitarist &., 2007). Recognition of the
increasing importance of entrepreneurship in econodevelopment has seen the
emergence of numerous entrepreneurship educatiogrgms at tertiary institutions
throughout the world. Higher education institaBosuch as universities and colleges
have developed and included entrepreneurship dslged courses to be consistent with
the Government’s mandate that just about all degregrammes should enable students

to gain skills not only for successful corporaterkvbut also for self-employment.

Relevant literature on this line of research sugdkeat individuals who have gone
through entrepreneurship courses are more adeptlisoovering and exploiting
entrepreneurial opportunities. Formal educatiorlss seen to assist in the accumulation
of explicit knowledge that may be useful to entegfurs (Martin et al., 2013). It is
expected that by undergoing formal entrepreneuedlication training, or having
specialised courses intergreted with entreprenigersburse, individuals will acquire
knowledge and skills necessary to take on the ehgdls of setting up one’s own business
(De Clercqg & Arenius, 2006). The extant literathmvever offers divergent views on the
impact these programmes have on the entreprenautégitions of individuals (Matlay,
2006; Harris et al., 2008).

The study aims to examine the impact of entregueship education on university
students' entrepreneurial intentions by propodiag students who have been exposed to
an entrepreneurship education course during tepécialization course are more likely

to choose an entrepreneurial career.
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The study assumes a more general theoretical dantéime teaching of entrepreneurship
and therefore does not go beyond the scope ofsexedo entreprenuership education
among the students.

1.1.7 Higher Education Sector in Kenya

Since independence in 1963, the Kenya Governmenatidressed challenges facing the
education sector, in general and the higher edutasiector specifically through
Commissions, Committees and Taskforces (Ominde Rep®64; Sessional Paper No:
10 of 1965 and Mackay Report, 1981) that soughteform the education system
inherited from the colonial government to make ibren responsive to the needs of
independent Kenya. More recent reports have seetrdhsformation of higher education
and training in Kenya, (Kinyanjui Report, 2006; ng® 2012), and the national strategy

for university education.

In 2012, there were 7 public universities and @Blis university colleges in Kenya, with

the total enroliment having increased from 3,448lshts in 1970 to 159,752 students
(59,665 females and 100,087 males) in 2009/201@ (2809/2010). Traditionally,

Kenyan universities have educated graduates fotogmment in the public sector and the
established firms. Thus, the role of the Kenyanversities was less focused on
developing future entreprenuers. With the rapichgleaof economic and social conditions
in Kenya, it is becoming increasingly evident teatreprenuership is the desired bridge

in reducing the gap between the current and thieedkelevels of economic growth.

In tandem with the rising numbers of universitydyrands pouring into the job market
every year, and in cognizance of the critical rofeentreprenuership in creating job
opportunities for the graduates, entreprenuerstugrams have become a function of the
universities as they seek to include entreprenygrsburses in unviersity education
curriculum spanning across several fields of speeidgon. Given that these courses are
developed to teach and encourage entrepreneuhavimeir, understanding their impact
on the students’ intentions to choose self-employnas a career are critical. But the
complex question of ‘how to learn’ and ‘how to teaentrepreneurship (Fayolle &

Klandt, 2006) is a continuing quest in researeh Was not addressed in the study.
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1.1.8 Undergraduate Students in Kenyan Universite

Employability of university graduates and theiiliabto start new businesses to employ
other Kenyans while contributing to the Countryt®eomic well being are central to the
mission of the university education system. Suppgist for use of university students as
appropriate subjects in research on entrepreneurtaht and behaviour (Khera &

Benson, 1970; Krueger, Reilly & Carsrud, 2000). 3 hilney are well positioned for the

purpose of this study.

In particular, the use of government-sponsored estted admitted through the public
universities Joint Admissions Board (JAB) in theidst is considered important for
various reasons. First, they comprise a cultydiiterse group selected from all over the
country with due consideration of affirmative aation regard to gender composition.
Second, they constitute a dynamic age group (¢aunyid-twenties) in which the study of
attitudes towards entrepreneurship is desirabledeSits samples have been successfuly
used in previous research by among others, Krudtglly & Carsrud (2000). Further,
career related decisions are imminent at this stbigevey & Evans, 1995). In addition
they are unlikely to have any or substantial phosiness experience as all of them are
admitted directly after secondary school. Theseeetsprender students as a relatively
homogenous group which allows for the examinatiberdrepreneurial process prior to

actual self-employment behaviour.

1.2 Research Problem

Culture is emphasised in the literature as a diffeating factor for entreprenuerial
activities across countries (Minniti & Bygrave, Z)0Hofstede’s seminal contributions
on culture is applied in this study to investig#te inclination for university students’
entrepreneurial intention by hypothesizing thattunal determinants (cultural values)
may have a significant impact on students’ entmegueial intentions. Gender related
constraints are also considered from a culturadpestive because such constraints tend
to shape women’s entreprenuerial behaviour ( Rbtash & Nchimbi, 1999). Thus, in
the context of the current study, the two factams aperationalised as social-cultural
factors and their impact on entrepreneurial interdi investigated against the cultural

diversity of public university students, where ettty serves as a cultural unit.
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The social-cultural factors mentioned above sewva aeedbed for socialising members
of the particular groups. Such socialisation rafigen cultural norms about appropriate
behavior Triandis (1980) to perceptions on entnepeeship versus paid jobs upon
university graduation (Mayer et al., 2007), allwafiich may either hinder or foster an
entreprenuerial personality and therefore entrameal intentions. Thus, individuals will
base their evaluations of desirability and feagibibf an entrepreneurial career on
perceptions conveyed by their social and cultuoaltext. Similarly, propensity to act in
an entrepreneurial manner (entrepreneurial dispasit conceptually depend on
perceptions which find their grounding in the séciatural environment. The study
therefore examines the role of students’ socidliall context in predicting

entrepreneurial intentions from the perspectivthefTheory of Planned Behavior.

Culture, gender, personality disposition, entrapegial perceptions, are all separately
yet closely linked to entrepreneurial intentioraviever, empirical studies in support of
this link are still lacking. Hayton et al., (200®2}serve that empirical investigations into
entrepreneurial intentions formation have givenitleh attention to socio-cultural
variables. Zahra & George (2002) observe thatifiaaénce of cultural and social factors
on venture start-ups remains under studied. Litegadddressing the impact of culture on
entrepreneurship and economic development suggasdécisions made independently
of specific cultural context are less likely to seed and endure, than those that consider

culture.

Previous research yielded inconsistent and incenaufindings on the antecedents of
entrepreneurial interest, motivations, and behav{8egal et al., 2005; Zhao, Seibert, &
Hills, 2005; Gelderen et al.,2006). In additidme role of entreprenuership education on
entrepreneurial behaviour remains an exciting doearesearch (Fayolle et al., 2006;
Greene & Rice, 2007; Harris et al., 2008). Resaascimn the field suggest that current
entrepreneurship research should be concerned ath entreprenuership education

influences the decision to become entreprenue &k Venkatraman, 2001, p.16).
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Accordingly, examining the impact of entrepreneipskeducation on the student
respondents in terms of their entrepreneurial tides and inclusion of socio-cultural
variables in intention models is a research end@aeonsistent with the prescribed

research directions of the field.

A majority of the studies on entrepreneurship haeeiged their attention on the Western
and Asian countries assuming a homogeneous culthadacter in national culture in
respect of the nations studied. In Africa, localtumes in different regions vary due to
dominant ethnic identification and Kenya is no elifint resulting in a multi-faceted
cultural character due to multi-ethnic compositidimus, findings based on national
cultures from the Western world may not necessaelyapplicable to the African context
where sub-cultures subsume the national culture.fdbus of this study is to subject the
TPB in a Kenyan context to determine the influentehe these (ethnic) cultures on
public universities' students entreprenuerial intgrs using Hofstede’s ( 1991) measure

of cultural values.

The fundamental difference of this theory with spto the previously mentioned
models is in the role played by the socio-culta@itext, i.e. the emphasis of culture and
gender on the person to make the entreprenuegaide. The student population used in
the study provides a convinient sample of respotsddnom culturally diverse
backgrounds. Wilson et al., (2004) note that littee known about differences in
entreprenuerial intentions and attitudes amongestisdbelonging to different cultures. In
a related study, Harvey & Evans (1995) observe twker related decisions are
imminent for students at completion or near comnpte stage of a university
undergraduate course. Further, it is unlikely thase category of students have any or
substantial prior business experience. These tspender the use of students

appropriate for this type of study.

Inspite of the strong empirical support for TPRdhy in explaining entrepreneurial

career choices (Krueger et al., 2000; Peterman &niédy, 2003; Souitaris et al., 2007),
the researchers concede that TPB does not inclkesrad person or situation variables
that were empirically linked to entrepreneurialemtions, such as personality traits
(Douglas & Shepherd, 2002; Lee & Wong, 2004), gelfiatthews & Moser, 1996) and

ethinicity (Linan & Chen, 2006), among others.

21



Further, studies suggesting a link between culitakies and the decision to become an
entreprenuer have not established a direct rekttiprbetween the social- cultural factors
and entreprenuerial intentions. Even more scarceegsarch on the influence of an
individual's sub-culture on entreprenuerial deaisinaking by Hofstede’'s measure of

cultural values.

Finally, while entrepreneurial intention has becomeopular research topic, only a
limited number of studies has focused on the ergregurial intention of students (Wong,
Chen & Chua, 2005; Luthje & Franke, 2003). Thisdgtu attempts to fill the
aforementioned gaps by addressing the researchiqueblow does the socoi-cultural
context influence entreprenuerial intentions of lubniversities' undergraduate students
in Kenya? This research adopts an intention-bapedbach in order to understand the

sociol- cultural factors influencing the student$repreneurial intentions.

The Theory of Planned Behavior provides the frantewbrough which the cognitive

process is explained to provide an understandinghow students' social-cultural
orientation may impact their entrepreneurial intemé. Entrepreneurial intentions are
therefore the outcome variable from the cognitivecpss associated with  both
perceptual evaluation of feasibilty and desirapiliof entrepreneurship and
entreprenuerial disposition, while the moderatiffga of entreprenuership education on

intentions is also investigated.

1.3 Research Objectives

The broad objective of the study is to examine éffect of socio-cultural factors on

entrepreneurial intentions of Kenya'’s public unsimr students.

The specific objectives of the study are as follows

i. To establish the effect of culture on entrepreraleimtentions, entreprenuerial
disposition, and entreprenuerial perceptions

i. To determine the effect of entreprenuerial dispmsjt and entreprenuerial
perceptions on entreprenuerial intentions

iii. To determine the effect of ethnicity on entrepemal intentions, entreprenuerial
disposition, entreprenuerial perceptions, and mation to take an entreprenuership

education course
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iv. To determine  existence of diferences betweendegerwith regard to
entreprenuerially related variables

v. To determine the moderating effect of entrepreship education on the
relationship between entreprenuerial perceptiomlsesmreprenuerial intentions, and
on the relationship between entreprenuerial disiposi and entreprenuerial
intentions

vi.  To determine the joint effect of predictor variabten entreprenuerial intentions.

1.4 Value of the Study

This study makes significant contributions on oas fronts. The Kenya Goverment
development blue print is captured in its 25 ya#rgelopment plan Vision 2030. For
Vision 2030 to achieve its intended targets botlgriowth and decrease in inequality, it
must create sufficient jobs in the informal sectayenerate a more rapid increase in
incomes of those in low paying sectors of the eoonand create a large number of new
entreprenuers (SID 2010). If the Kenya Governmsrtherefore to realise its Vision

2030 and enjoy the benefits of increased entrepma activity, it must seek to

understand the key variables that may constrain harness the growth of

entrepreneurship. This becomes increasingly urgenwe have to compensate for

employment problems created by corporate restimcf@nd downsizing. Thus, the study

will make the following contributions.

First, it has provided evidence about the deteami of entrepreneurial intentions
among potential entrepreneurs in the context ofeeeldping country. Among these
determinants is entreprenuership education angatential effect on entrepreneurship
intentions. Focusing on students’ learning as nesteid by the knowledge they gain from
the entrepreneurship programmes allows knowing tooffectively teach the course in a
manner that will maximise likelihood of individuate start a business (Fiet, 2000).
Likewise, the study’s attempt at seeking greatsigints on the factors that shape an
individual’'s decision to start a business couldlléa better designs for entrepreneurship
promotion initiatives and also inform policy forclal economic and development

programmes (Matlay, 2005).
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In addition, the study provides evidence about hesence or absence of direct and
indirect cultural and gender effects on entrepreaéuintentions in Kenya. This will

create insights into why some cultural groups m@ayear to lag behind their counterparts
in entrepreneurship with the aim of providing mentions for those lagging behind
beyond mere elimination of barriers and obstruotdhie growth of entreprenuership.
Further, although several studies have attemptedsaational replication, their analysis
have not specifically explored the impact of cudtat ethnic group level. Thus, by
incorporating culture at this level, the study addes one of the limitations of earlier
studies and provides empirical evidence for tkistence of these differences thereby
contributes further to theory development by prongd validation of the Hofstede’s

dimensions for measuring culture in an ethnic cdnte

Finally, in tandem with prior studies that investied entrepreneurial intentions (Krueger
& Carsrud, 1993; Krueger et al., 2000), this stpdgvides support for use of Ajzen’s
Theory of Planned Behaviour (1991) as the basisfoentrepreneurial intentions model
to test the antecedents to self-employment intantathin Kenya’'s social-cultural
context. Therefore, the study confirms the efficaéyhe intention models in predicting
entreprenuerial behaviour thereby validating therditure in this area of research.
Further, by linking socio-cultural factors, mentahin the literature to the intention
model, the study provides empirical support to chsyocial approach to entreprenuership
adopted by prior studies and extends the approaskpganations by supporting the
emerging social cognitive theory that links entegprerial process to the theory of

planned behavuior.

Examining entrepreneurial motivation across cultgraups is pivotal to understanding
entrepreneurial intentions, since little evidengésts on intentions and its antecedents
from non-Western cultures (Vecchio, 2003). The aedger could not find any cultural
study of entrepreneurial intentions and its antené across different ethnic groups in
Kenya. Thus, the study makes an original and ingmbrtontribution to the literature and
extends existing knowledge given the diverse rasfgeultural groups in Kenya. It also

opens avenues for further resaerch that may seeklidate the study further.
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1.5 Structure of Thesis

The thesis consists of six chapters. Chapter linestlthe context within which the
research is undertaken, presents the researcteprphhd sets out the aim and objectives
of the study. The scope and the main contributafrthe research to knowledge are also

presented.

Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature fimgun cross-cultural and social
psychology theories while paying special attenttonfactors that are considered as
antecedents to entreprenuership intentions. Thapter also seeks to highlight deficits
that still exist in cultural entreprenuership rasbgparticularly within African countries,

and the lack of emphasis and research on the f@ragenoeuos factors like culture and
gender within intention models in the quest for foying entreprenurship intentions
models that may fit the culturally-diverse realdl multicultural populations such as in

Africa.

In particular, this chapter seeks to draw attentmthe paucity of empirical research on
social-cultural context and its impact on entrepegtal behaviour. In order to conduct an
empirical investigation on the set of relationshimplied in the research study, a
conceptual framework that brings together all theeatial factors in a logical manner is
formulated. It is this a conceptual model whichrigended to aid the identification of

appropriate hypotheses, data collection and hygeth&esting.

Chapter 3, provides an outline of the researcthou®logy adopted for undertaking this
research. A quantitative research methodology optd and arguments justifying the
choice of this approach presented. The Chapter piesents details of; resesearch
design, target population, sample of the study,pdiaugn techniques, reasearch instrument

and the data collection process.

Chapter 4 presents the data analysis, with dismussiutlining the characteristics of the
study sample to set the context within which theeagch was conducted. Thus an
overview of the general profile of sample is pr@ddand inferences drawn. The extent to
which the findings reported in a research study loartrusted relies on the process of
validation undertaken to confirm (or disconfirm)etfindings of the research. Thus a

description of the validation process that was uiadten in respect of this research, and
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the conclusions drawn from the findings are presgbiri this chapter. Finally, the Chapter
explores the outcomes of the potential relatiorssHipat were predicted in chapter two of
this study. Models of the proposed relationshipes @geveloped to determine whether or
not any significant associations exist which alsovjgle the basis of either accepting or
rejecting the proposed hypothesis.

Chapter 5 comprises a summary of the entire reBeard the ensuing discussions on the
results of the tests of hypothesis extracted inp@rad. It outlines the main findings of
the research as well as the specific findings wailehe same time drawing comparisons

and contrasts from past studies.

Finally chapter 6 provides a critical reflectiorf the entire research, drawing
conclusions, highlighting the limitations of thesearch and aspects where there is
potential for improvement, is provided. The Chapteoncludes with some

recommendations for policy makers, and some recamdat®ns for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

Entreprenuership theory has been developed over ynaddressing questions through
inductive approaches in other established dis@glisuch as economics, psychology,
sociology and management studies. Contribution hefortetical inputs from these
disciplines has led to the establishment of engnegership as a distinct scholarly domain.
Thus while entreprenuership is still not consideagdature domain, key areas of research
continue to increase through an enhanced, disoéigpecific, theoretical approach of its
own kind (Cornelius et al., 2006).

This chapter gives an in depth analysis of the rieeo touching on the relationships
inferred in the study. Therefore, the theoreticahfework for the current study is based
on the broader psycho-social theories of entremnestip, wherein the Theory of Planned
Behaviour and Traits Theory and Social Cognitioediy are also grounded. The process
of entreprenuership is analyzed using three kirfdgadables involved in any start-up,
namely: the person(s) on whom the decision toingo entreprenuership lies; the
environment as defined by the social-cultural mexand the characteristics of the

opportunity to be exploited.

2.2 Theoretical Perspectives of the study

Much research has tried to explain why some perbomhsiot others choose to become
entrepreneurs. There are various perspectiveseretttrepreneurship literature with a
large body of this literature focusing on the p®jolyical and functionalist perspectives.
The psychological perspective plays a part in ustdeding entrepreneurs’ motivations
while the functionalist perspective is interestad the utility of entrepreneurship

performance. The sociological perspective conctegran meanings and interpretations
in interaction. This study draws heavily on thegigyjlogical and sociological framework

of existing theory and research to assist in uridaimpg the investigation into what

informs the decision to become (or not) an entregue Thus, the Theory of Planned
Behavior takes centre stage in this chapter wheréie concept of entrepreneurial

intention is recently emerged.
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At the centre of the psychological and sociologitelories are the Traits Model, Social
Cognitive Theory and Theory of Planned Behaviore Tiproponents of the Traits Models
argued that some personal, sociological and dermpbgrdactors (Reynolds et al., 1994;
Storey, 1994) influenced the decision to becomeeatrepreneur (Cunningham &
Lischeron, 1991; Herron & Robinson, 1993; SextorB&vman, 1985). They claimed
that personality traits of the entrepreneur wesggaificant element of an overall model
of entrepreneurshigdowever, the trait models were criticized by sorasearchers who
argued that entrepreneurship was a process teaeasw company and that it should be
understood by studying the individual activitiespgesses and outcomes rather than

personal characteristics (Gartner, 1988; Van de ¥884).

Consequently, the research focus shifted to cagnitieories. From this perspective, it
was argued that entrepreneurship is planned (Kruegieal., 2000) and therefore
advocated for an investigation on how the entmgueal decision is adopted. Hence
intention-based models (Ajzen, 1987, 1991; Bird8&Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; Shapero
& Sokol, 1982) emerged and were adopted to exptaimepreneurial behaviors The
researchers in this stream of research believeathiée exploiting a business opportunity,
people need to concentrate on the cognitive presetfwt influence their perception of
self-capability, control and intentions. The intentbased models have been said to
explain the entrepreneurship process better thanhdotraditional trait models. The
following section describes these models and exasnirtheir problems and

appropriateness for this particular focus of resea

2.3 Traits Approach to Entrepreneurship Orientation

The traits model assumes that personality tradstlze basis for individual differences.
Personality traits are defined as “characterist€sindividuals that exert pervasive
influence on a broad range of trait-relevant respsh (Ajzen, 2005, p2). The trait
approach to entrepreneurship has been pursued hy meaearchers in an attempt to
separate entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurscamtkentify a list of character traits
specific to the entrepreneur. For instance McObellé1971) and Rauch & Frese (2000)
suggest that need for achievement should be highgreople who start a business.
Similar result appears for locus of control (Rotl®66), Innovativeness, competitive
aggressiveness, and autonomy (Utsch et al. 198&ggtant work ethic beliefs (Bonnett
& Furnham 1991) and risk taking (Begley & Boyd I98mong others.
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In the trait model, personality traits are seenh&sdetermining factors of behavior that
make a person perform in a relatively consisteay \ecross various circumstances.
(Bird, 1988; Grant, 1996) observed that traite aignificantly associated with
entrepreneurial motivation and intentions. Thetdranodels rely on the assumption that
entrepreneurs possess certain traits that disshguihem from others. These
psychological traits, also called entrepreneuribfracteristics, include achievement
motivation, locus of control, risk-taking propemsittolerance of ambiguity, self-
confidence, innovation, energy level, need for aatoy and independence, etc. There is
no agreement however on the number of traits, Bpetw the entrepreneur, or their
validity. In this thesis, only three of the mdstquently confirmed personality traits,
namely, need for achievement, risk-taking propgnaitd autonomy are adopted and
reviewed. Rauch & Frese (2007) used the same iratheir meta-analysis of the effect

of personality on entreprenuership

The traits theorists offer a micro-perspective ofatvkan be considered as enduring
factors, which lead to entreprenuership, such agp#rsona of the entreprenuer, cultural
affiliation and personal motivation. This perspeetifoccuses on the psychological,
social, cultural, and ethnic characteristics ofivittlals involved in entreprenuership
(Thornton, 1999). These approaches emphasize tiiepesnuer's dispositional profile
characterised by the traits mentioned above amdmer @ttributes. But Chell (2000)
suggests that it is not clear whether some of tindied attributes precede entrepreneurial
behaviour or whether entrepreneurs acquire themth@ process. Furthermore,
entrepreneurs may possess some, but not necesslrilly the traits highlighted in the
literature, bringing us to the conclusion that apné stereotypical personality model fits.
Table 2.1 presents seven of the most popular eemeprial traits studied in the

entrepreneurship literature . This is followed bguanmary of their contribution.
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Table 2.1: Summary of the Studies of the Most Popat Entrepreneurial Traits

Psychological trait

Authors

Need for achievement

Begley &Boyd, 1987; Henryakt 2003;
McClelland, 1961

Need for power

Hatch & Zweig, 2000; McClelland, 196

Need for affiliation

McClelland, 1961; Wainer & Rnb 1969.

Internal locus of control

Begley & Boyd, 1987; Bird1988;
Brockhaus, 1975; Chen et al.,
1998; Cromie, 2000; Cromie & Johr
1982; Sexton & Bowman, 1985; O’Gorm
& Cunningham, 1997; Rotter, 1966

Desire for autonomy

Davidsson, 1995; Kets de Vri&996;
Kirby, 2003 ; Lawrence & Hamilton, 199]

van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006.

Tolerance of ambiguity Uncertainty

Busenitz, 199Bpuglas & Shepherd
2000; Gaglio & Katz, 2001; Hornaday
Bunker, 1970; Kirzner, 1979; Knigh
1921; MacDonald, 1970; McMullen {
Shepherd, 2006; Mitton, 1989; Schumpe
1934; Sexton & Bowman, 1985

—

ter,

Risk-taking propensity

Begley & Boyd, 1987; Brice2002;
Brockhaus, 1980; Drucker,
1985; Kets de Vries, 1996 ; Palich
Bagby, 1995; Shaver and
Scott, 1992; Simon et al., 2000 ; Stewar
Roth, 2001.

&

[ &

Source Adopted fromMcStay 2011
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2.3.1 Risk Taking Propensity

An individual’s risk-taking propensity can be defthas their inclination to accept risk
comfortably (Brice, 2002). Stewart & Roth (2001)oked at the risk propensity
differences between entrepreneurs and managersnietaanalysis of twelve studies of
entrepreneurial risk-taking propensity. Five of tlseudies showed no significant
differences, with the remaining seven supporting tiotion that entrepreneurs are

moderate risk-takers.

Across the twelve studies, five different risk-peogity measures were used, and one of
the reasons attributed to the lack of consensukedrresearch results is methodological
issues (Shaver & Scott, 1991). Simon et al. (200@gest that factors affecting an

individuals’ perceived risk assessments includentog biases such as, overconfidence

and the illusion of control.

2.3.2 Desire for Autonomy

Entrepreneurs have been found to have a higher fieeddependence and autonomy
which arises from fear of external control fronhers (Kirby, 2003). They dislike rules
and tend to work out how to get around them, ané asnsequence have even been
considered deviants who desire to be independeeverfyone and in total control (Kets
de Vries, 1977). They value individualism and ffee more than the general public or
managers even if those values imply some inegesliin society (Fagenson, 1993;
McGrath, MacMillan, & Scheinberg, 1992).

The need for autonomy has been stated by entrgmem@s one of the most frequent
explanations for new venture creation and has lmgported in studies by several
authors (Davidsson, 1995; Lawrence & Hamilton, 198 Gelderen & Jansen, 2006).
Thus, desire for autonomy is a central featuremfeprenuership although its causal
order is difficult to explain. That is, do individls with high desire for autonomy start a
venture because they want autonomy or do they a@onomy because they do not want

others to take control of what they have once erEat
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2.3.3 Need for Achievement

The need for achievement was developed by McQ@iel[4961) in furtherance to Max
Weber’'s work (1904,1970) on society and economiebigpment. Need for achievement
in relation to entrepreneurs refers to their needdhieve as a motivational factor. Past
evidence suggests that entrepreneurs see prefitsr@asure of success and not just as a

goal. It is the prospect of achievement (not monles) drives them.

In his study, McClelland found that entreprenewated high on need achievement and
were very competitive when their results were mesulndividuals demonstrating a
high need for achievement are focussed, commitéted,have a real desire to do well in
all they do in life. McClelland (1965) presentsteosg argument in support of the view
that achievement motivation can be taught (Henrplet2003). This is important and
relevant for entrepreneurship educators to undaistan the development of
entrepreneurship pedagogy. Notwithstanding the ifsignt contribution made by
McClelland to the psychological traits in entremership research, as with other
entrepreneurial characteristics, consistent caasalociations are yet to be proven
(Brockhaus, 1982).

In summary, the trait approach to entrepreneurbagm made an important contribution
even though generally speaking, weak direct reiatigps have been found between the
traits of entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs enpidist research (Brockhaus, 1982;
Begley & Boyd, 1987; Low & MacMillan, 1988). Resehers accept that a reliable
personality profile of the typical entrepreneur slamt exist (Chell, 2000) and that it is
not clear whether some of the studied attributecgmie entrepreneurial behaviour or

whether entrepreneurs acquire them in the process.

Only three of the commonly cited stable personalitgracteristics have the focus in this
research. Gartner ( 1988) work signalled the beggrof the shift away from the
personality traits research in the field. Baumlgt(2001) developed a mult-dimensional
model of venture growth and concluded that trai&enMmportant predictors of venture
growth, however not in isolation, but through méidig factors such as motivation and
strategy. Thus, the psychological approach in prereeurship research has moved away
from the investigation of personality traits alorte, the exploration of behaviour,

motivation and cognition (Shaver & Scott, 1991).
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Research relevant to the individual entrepreneun@e complex and includes situational
and perceptual variables and is the favoured appraa this study. Relevant sections
relating to various approaches to the current rebefocus are briefly discussed in later

sections of this Chapter.

2.3.4. Criticism of Trait Models

The Trait models have been criticized mainly daling the assumption that the

entrepreneur is defined via possession of a cesti of traits. The critics however argue
that entrepreneurship should focus on the intemacof entrepreneurs with the

environment (Drucker 1985; Gartner, 1988; Mccart2@00; Van de Ven et al., 1984).

Drucker (1985) suggests that entrepreneurship bshavior and should be understood
through behavior patterns instead of personaléifsr Schultz (1975) argues that dealing
with disequilibrium is the principal function of ®epreneurs. Thus, anyone who
possesses control ability and resources to perfibren entrepreneurial action can be

viewed as entrepreneur.

Gartner (1988, 1989) suggests a behavioral apprteticonsiders how a new company
is set up, instead of who sets it up. That is,egméneurs are those who create a new
business, not who they are. In this sense, enmmeprship should focus on the
entrepreneurial activities, entrepreneurship preegesand results, not personality traits
that are invisible (Chell, 1985; 2001).

Based on these arguments, Gartner (1988, 1989¢mds that a behavioral approach
which deals with what entrepreneurs do is moreabigtto explain the entrepreneurship
behavior compared with the trait model that emptessiwho the entrepreneurs are. He
advocates for a focus of entrepreneurship that sseekunderstand how behaviors,
attitudes, skills and intentions altogether infloerihe entrepreneurial success. Based on
Gartner's (1988, 1989) work, researchers have ttedexplain the entrepreneurial
behavior from the perspective of cognition, arguthgt cognition process plays an

important role in the entrepreneurial process.

Cognitive perception is considered appropriate xplan entrepreneurial behavior.
Theories  related to cognitive concepts have receivncreasing attention in

entrepreneurial research. For example, the entrepral event model (Shapero & Sokol,
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1982), Bird’s (1988) entrepreneurial intention miodad Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of
Planned Behavior have gained increasing suppakptaining entrepreneurial behavior.
The intention models emphasize the entrepreneusiaicess with a focus on
entrepreneurial intention which is a more reliaptedictor of entrepreneurial behavior
(Bird, 1988; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994). The next sectiovill discuss the evolution of

entrepreneurial intention models and make a comparmong them.

2.4 Cognitive Research In Entrepreneurship

The Social Cognition Theory (SCT) represents anr@ggh to the study of human
cognition and information processing that assuthesmotivations, emotions, and other
attributes of the individual impact cognition andbsequently how the individual
interprets the social world (Fiske & Taylor, 198howers & Cantor, 1985; Tetlock,
1990). Psychological research demonstrates thaviduél motivations influence the
development and selection of cognitive strategiarléy, Connolly, & Lee, 1989;
Kahneman, 1973; Staw & Boettger, 1990) such theaicemotivational states activate
specific cognitive interpretations (e.g., opporti@s for creating new business ventures)
based on characteristics of the context (Schat896). Proponents of social cognition
assert the need to understand the goals, emo#ndanotivations of the individual actor
within the context of the situation as fundamemdalinderstanding cognitive processing

and outcomes

SCT suggests that some individuals may be morétsenthan others to certain elements
or characteristics of situational or contextual takémicture as a function of their own
emotions, motivations, and other attributes. Acdhshow an individual makes sense of a
given situation is, to a large extent, a functidrnttee emotions and motivations of the
perceiver. Thus, the SCT is positioned to inforrm onderstanding of how individual
differences may impact how individuals interprefhdasubsequently respond to,
counterfactual thoughts—specifically as a functadrthe dispositional attributes of the

particular individual.
The cognitive approach has been described as hanmgrged as a response to the

“failure of past ‘entrepreneurial personality’ bdseesearch to clearly distinguish the

unique contributions to the entrepreneurial proadssntrepreneurs as people” (Mitchell
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et al.2002, p. 93). This description is interestimghat it recognizes not only the earlier
research focus on the person but also the rolleeoéntrepreneurial process.

This newer focus on the person also provides inoeerdynamic way an approach that
recognizes the potential for learning how to thieltrepreneurially. Starting from
Neisser’s (1967) definition of cognition as the gegeses that allows sensory inputs to be
transformed, reduced, elaborated, stored, retrieaed used. The researchers's focus is
on the entrepreneurial cognition approach. Henbe, attention is drawn to the
“knowledge structures that people use to make sswads, judgments, or decisions
involving opportunity evaluation, venture creati@amd growth” (Mitchell et al. 2002, p.
97).

Drawing from extant literature on the foundatiorfscognitive research in the social
sciences ( Gibbs, 2006), and in social psycholdgyith, 2000) , three key features
emerge that, taken together, systematically charaet cognition research: mentalism,
i.e. a focus on studying the mental representatadnthe self, of others, of events and
contexts, and of other mental states and consfragbsocess orientation, i.e. a concern
for studying the development, transformation, asel of these mental representations and

constructs; and the operation of cognitive dynara@mess different levels of analysis.

SCT attempts to “understand and explain how theights, feelings and behavior of
individuals are influenced by the actual, imagined, implied presence of others”
(Allport, 1985, p.3). It studies the individual Wih a social or cultural context and
focuses on how people perceive and interpret inktion they generate themselves
(intrapersonal) and from others (interpersonal).TSCoriginally referred to as Social
Learning Theory, identifies human behavior as awraction of personal factors,

behavior, and the environment (Bandura 1986).

The theory provides a framework for understandargl predicting a variety of types of
human behavior. The interaction between the indeidand a specific behavior
necessitates the influence of one’s thoughts amedésarctions. SCT has established that
self-efficacy plays an important role in careeatetl decision making. General self-
efficacy is an individual's faith in his or her cagty to perform successfully across a

variety of diverse situations (Gardner & Pierce980
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Research into attitudes has found that one’s paorepof ability to perform specific
tasks increases the likelihood of attitude conmgrinto intent and consequent behavior
(Ajzen, 1991). In the absence of self-efficacy,ividbals make self-limiting decisions

despite having the necessary skills to pursuelagfaction (Bandura, 1986).

Borrowing from SCT and inferring to TPB, Boyd & M&is' (1994) entrepreneurial
intentions theoretical model included self-effiga@s a critical antecedent to
entrepreneurial intentions and behavior. Chen.€t1888) and Zhao et al. (2005) found a
positive relationship between entrepreneurial effltacy and intentions to start a
business. In their studies entrepreneurial seit&fl was defined as confidence in one’s
ability to successfully perform entrepreneurialeland tasks. In Chen et al.’s (1998)
study, individuals with high entrepreneurial sdfieacy are more likely to be
entrepreneurs than those with low entrepreneueifleficacy. This study uses perceived
feasibility construct synonymously with self-etity which is combined with general
efficacy and opreationalised as entrepreneuriatqpions. Each of these constructs are

discussed later in the chapter.

2.4.1 Intentions and Behaviour

Recognizing that starting a business is an inteatiact holds substantial implications for
entrepreneurship research. Several theoreticabappes have been developed to explain
why some people eventually become entrepreneursngrthese, a relatively new stream
of research has emerged, based on entreprenetteiations. Specifically, the intention to
start a business is thought to be the best andisedbipredictor of actual venture creation,
where such intentions are formed by perceptionshefdesirability and feasibility of
going into business. Studies adopting this reseperspective have verified the link

between perceptions and intentions with convincesylts.

Past studies observe that intentional behavioursatebe fully modelled by the stimulus-
response models, the studies therefore recommendfusstable, theory-driven process
models of entrepreneurial cognitions that focusrdantions and their perceptual bases
(Bird 1988; Katz & Gartner 1988; Shaver & Scott 289n their intention models, Ajzen
(1991) and Bird (1988) suggest the link betweelividuals and their behaviors as key to
explaining the entrepreneurship phenomenon. A{2881); Ajzen & Fishbein, (1980),

claim that intentions are effective to predict gwbsequent behavior, while Kolvereid
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(1996b) found that intentions are a significanedictor of career choice. In the
entrepreneurial process, entrepreneurial intentwdh transform business concepts or
ideas into a course of entrepreneurial actiondiak been shown that entrepreneurial
behavior is the product of entrepreneurial intemt{®ird, 1988; Krueger & Brazeal,

1994).

When behaviour is rare or difficult to observe @z 1991), intentions offer critical
insights into underlying processes such as oppitytoecognition. Past empirical results
indicate weak prediction of intention by attituddene or by exogenous factors that are
either situational or individual therefore yieldifmyv or small explanatory power. Ajzen
(1991) observes that exogenous influences usuliigtaintentions and behaviour only
indirectly, through attitude changes (Ajzen, 199herefore, intentions models offer an
opportunity to increase our ability to explain gmekdict entrepreneurial activity. The
sections that follow provide brief reviews on vamsotheoretical approaches that have

emerged with regard to intentions and behaviour.

2.5 Theory-Driven Models of Intentions

Social psychology offer models of behavioural iti@ms with considerable proven
predictive value for many behaviors. The modelg$ound theoretical frameworks that
map out the nature of processes underlying inteatibehaviour. Meta-analyses (Kim &
Hunter 1993) empirically show that intentions swsfelly predict behaviour, and
attitudes successfully predict intentions. Fotanse, attitudes explain over 50% of the
variance in intentions across a wide range of studklating to a wide variety of types of

behaviors and the intentions to engage in thequdati behaviors.

Ajzen (1987) observes that intentions explain 3@%mnore of the variance in behaviour
which compares favourably to the 10% explainedrhit imeasures or attitudes (Ajzen
1987). Thus, intention remains a significant, asbkd predictor of career choice (Lent et
al. 1994). Past studies have based entrepreneursbigels on personality traits,

demographics, or attitudinal approaches (Krueg€&afsrud 1993; Carsrud et al. 1993).

There are six major models that have been developéoe entreprenuership intention
research field, namely; the Entrepreneurial Evend® (Shapero & Sokol, 1982), the

Entrepreneurial Intention Model (Bird, 1988), thevised Entrepreneurial Intention
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Model with self-efficacy (Boyd & Vozikis, 1994), ¢hTheory of planned behavior (TPB)
(Ajzen, 1991), the Economic-Psychological Model y@ason, 1995), and the Structural
Model of Entrepreneurial Intention (Luthje & Frank2003). These intention models
provide more complete understanding of entreprestigoir compared with the trait
models, as they exhibit how the cognition of ermeepurs are put into an entrepreneurial
behavior via intention. Three of the major intentimodels are considered in the next

section.

2.5.1 The Entrepreneurial Event Model

The Entrepreneurial Event Model (EEM) developed1B82 by Shapero & Sokol,
assumes that entrepreneurial intention is infludnbg three main factors: perceived
desirability, perceived feasibility, and propengityact upon opportunities. According to
Shapero & Sokol (1982), the decision to changectdoe significantly in life, for
example by launching a business, is precipitatedrbgvent or a break in the established

routine.

The person's choice will then depend on three elesn@amely his or her perception of
the desirability of the proposed behaviour (a caoration of the first two variables in
Ajzen’s model); his or her propensity to act (ite.act in accordance with his or her
intentions); and his or her perception of the bahas feasibility, which is similar to the

third variable in Ajzen’s model.

Shapero’s (1982) model is implicitly an intentionodel, specific to the domain of
entrepreneurship. According to the model, onetsqggtion of desirability and feasibility
determines his or her response to an external eVhate perceptions, in turn are derived
from cultural and social factors. In this sensetemal factors influence intention
indirectly through desirability and feasibility. Fler, the entrepreneurial event model
assumes that inertia guides human behaviour umtileshing interrupts or “displaces”
that inertia. Some displacement event precigtaiggers the emergence of an
entrepreneurial behavior. Often, the displacemsnhegative, such as job loss or
divorce, but it can also be positive, such as ggtéin inheritance or winning the lottery.
Such an event causes the decision maker to sedlegt@pportunity available from a set
of alternatives (Katz 1992).
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In such case, the choice of behaviour depends emnetlative “credibility” of alternative
behaviours (in this situation to this decision m@kplus some “propensity to act”
(without which significant action may not be taketQredibility” requires behaviour be
seen as both desirable and feasible. Entreprehe&waats thus require the potential to
start a business (credibility and propensity tQ &xtexist before the displacement and a
propensity to act afterwards (Shapero 1982). Ak WPB, exogenous influences do not
directly affect intentions or behaviour. They ogerdarough person-situation perceptions
of desirability and feasibility.

Krueger (1993) perceived feasibility, perceived igdslity, and the propensity to act
explain over half the variance in intentions towamtrepreneurship while feasibility
perceptions explained the most variance. Shape882(1 offers evidence of how
perceptions are critical in this process. Significkife events (job loss, migration, etc.)
can precipitate heightened increases in entrepriaheactivity. Notable in such

observation is that the founders have not changddheir perceptions of the “new”
circumstances have which means their entrepreneuotantial clearly existed, but the

potential required the displacement in order tdesar.

2.5.1.1 Perceived Desirability and Perceived Feadiby

Shapero (1982) defined perceived desirability aspdrsonal attractiveness of starting a
business, including both intrapersonal and exétagnal impacts, that is, the extent to
which a person feels attractive to create own lassinPerceived feasibility is the degree
to which one feels personally capable of startifusiness. In exploring the relationship
between perceived desirability, Perceived feasjpdnd entrepreneurial intentions, it is

important to explore which factors influence eatthese variables.

Desirability can be influenced by the normative iemvment (social norms) and cultural
factors. When individuals perceive that people fromir close environment agree or
approve to perform the behaviour, a more favourattitude towards the behaviour will
develop. The social pressures can therefore &et di trigger or a barrier to the
development of entrepreneurial career because #éségblish which occupations are

acceptable and respected.
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Feasibility on the other hand essentially refleet$-efficacy, that is, a person’s perceived
ability to execute some target behavior (KruegeB&zeal, 1994). It can be influenced
by obstacles, personal capacities/skills, confidena their ability to perform
entreprenuerial tasks, perceived availability cforeces neede to create a business and
the regulatory environment ( Gasse & Tremblay, 20Empirically, Shapero proposed a
testable eight-item inventory of questions aimedddferent aspects of perceived
desirability and feasibility. Empirical measuresself-efficacy (antecedents of perceived

feasibility) assess beliefs that one can persomai@cute a given behaviour.

2.5.1.2 Propensity to Act

Shapero (1982) conceptualized “propensity to asttre personal disposition to act on
one’s decisions, thus reflecting volitional aspextsitentions (“I will do it”). It is hard to
envision well-formed intentions without some progign to act. Shapero and Sokol
(1982) argued that propensity to act is relevatiigwise, an individual may not take
action. Conceptually, this factor is consideredaastable personality characteristic that
links strongly to locus of control, (i.e. depends apntrol perceptions). Empirically, we
must identify a measure closely linked to initigtimnd persisting at goal-directed
behaviour under uncertainty and adversity. Shapaggested internal locus of control,
although managers often score equally as integah&repreneurs do.

Another well-established conceptualization of thienomenon Is “learned optimism.”
This highly valid, reliable measure consistenthedgicts commitment to goal-directed
behaviour in many settings (Seligman, 1990).

The EEM has been tested by many empirical studiesntrepreneurial practice (Audet,
2002; 2004; Krueger, 1993; Krueger et al., 200@abet al., 2005; Vecianne et al., 2005;
Walstad & Kourilsky, 1998) and evaluation of entepeurship education program
(Peterman & Kennedy, 2003). Peterman & Kennedy 320§tudied the effect an

entrepreneurship program among Australian youthfaadd that the students had higher

perceived desirability and feasibility to createeav business after finishing the program.

Krueger (1993) also tested the EEM and the ressittiswed that feasibility and
desirability perceptions and propensity to act ificently predicted entrepreneurial
intentions. In a similar study, Krueger et al0@Q), tested the EEM and TPB with a

sample of university business students. Their tesalidated both models and provide a
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valuable insight into entrepreneurial process. lsimilar way, Audet (2002) adopted a
longitudinal design to investigate the entreprei@untention of undergraduate business
students with both TPB and EEM. They found that edactors had positive effect on
entrepreneurial attitudes and intentions. Thesé¢ofacincluded money, freedom and

opportunity recognition.

More recently, Vecianne et al. (2005) also used T&®l EEM to investigate the

entrepreneurial intention of university studentbeif results revealed that the effect of
background factors on entrepreneurial intentiomedaacross different countries. Segal et
al. (2005) also studied undergraduate businesestsicdbased on EEM. Their results
showed that changes in desirability to start umifigantly increased entrepreneurial

intention.

2.5.2 Entrepreneurial Intention Model

Bird (1988) borrowing from cognitive theory, despéd the Entrepreneurial Intention
Model (EIM), that approched intention as “a statenind directing a person’s attention
toward a specific object or path in order to ackievgoal’ (p.442). According to EIM,
entrepreneurial intention is predicted by pers@mal contextual factors. Personal factors
include prior entrepreneurial experiences, persiesl and abilities. The contextual
factors comprise social, political, and economidalzes such as displacement, changes
in markets, and government deregulation. The backgt factors derive both rational
and intuitive thinking which then determine entespeurial intention. These thought
processes involve preparation of business plansoreymity evaluation and other goal-
directed activities required for setting up a newnpany. The entrepreneurial intentions
in the EIM model reflect a state of mind that gagcentrepreneurs to implement business

ideas.

The EIM model was later extended by Boyd & Voziki®94) by including the self-
efficacy belief construct. Bandura's (1986) seffeety construct captures individual
capability to take an action and affects goal a@meent. Boyd & Vozikis argued that
self-efficacy is important in predicting entrepranal intentions and behavior. The
additional effect of self-efficacy provides mordéarmation on how intention forms in the

cognitive process.
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In the revised model, entrepreneurial intentiors @etermined by rational-analytical
thinking that derives one’s attitude toward a gdiadcted behavior and intuitive holistic
thinking that derives self-efficacy. In this modelelf-efficacy is a product of the
cognitive thought processes and moderates theamsaip between the entrepreneurial
intentions and actions.

The EIM has been widely used to explain entrepreakeuntention theoretically.
Surprisingly, no empirical study testing the EIMsHzeen found. This probably relates to
methodological issues. For example, it may be diffito develop measures for the
constructs of “rational analytic thinking” and “intive holistic thinking”. Consequently,
there is also a lack of empirical tests on the whavised EIM model (covering all
constructs). Researchers tended to employ palneofavised EIM model (“self-efficacy”)

in the field of entrepreneurship practice.

The revised EIM model has been applied by Zhad. §2805) who proposed that self-
efficacy plays a critical mediating model linkingadkground factors, perceptions of
formal learning in entrepreneurship courses, pes/ientrepreneurial experience, risk
propensity, & gender) and entrepreneurial intentibime study used structural equation
modeling (SEM) with a sample of 265 master of besgadministration students across 5
universities to test the model. Their results shibwet the effects of perceived learning
from entrepreneurship related courses, previousegrgneurial experience, and risk
propensity on entrepreneurial intentions were futhediated by entrepreneurial self-
efficacy. Although gender was not mediated by séit:acy, it showed a direct effect on
intention. Further, Chen et al. (1998) argued #wlf-efficacy is useful to distinguish
entrepreneurship students and entrepreneurs froreniwepreneurship students and non-
entrepreneurs. The study also found that selfaffic positively influences
entrepreneurial intention.

More recently, Wilson et al. (2007) investigatbd tmpact of gender on entrepreneurial
self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intentions. Batiblescents and MBA students were
involved. The study found that gender significandiffected self-efficacy and self-

efficacy significantly predicted intention to stamp. The mediating role of self-efficacy

between background factors and entrepreneuriahtiote was further tested by the

studies on entrepreneurial decisions (De Noble9;1RP 2008).
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2.5.3 Theory of Planned Behavior

The TPB was derived from the Theory of ReasonedoActFishbein & Ajzen, 1975),
which states that behavioural intentions are fornigd one’s attitude toward that
behaviour and one’s subjective norms. In turn, kaithudes and subjective norms are
influenced by evaluations, beliefs, and motivatit@rmed through one’s unique
individual environments. TPB assumes that most murbahaviour results from an
individual’s intent to perform that behaviour aretitr ability to make conscious choices
and decisions in doing so.

According to Ajzen (1991), TPB is suitable to explany behavior which requires
planning, such as entrepreneurship. Thus, it wbelghossible to predict whether or not
an individual will eventually launch a businessdbydying his or her intention to do so.
In the TPB, three variables precede the formatibrintention, which itself predicts

behaviour. The TPB observes that intention isrddteed by 3 attitudinal antecedents:
the individual’'s attitude toward the behaviour, Idawant to do it?; subjective norm, do
other people want me to do it?, and perceived \beteal control, do | perceive | am

able to do it and have the resources to do it?.

TPB has been hailed for its predictive power apglieability in intention studies
(Krueger & Casrud 1993; Krueger & Brazeal,1994).idthhe intentions-behaviour link
is not tested in this research, it is important thapport exists for this relationship to
defend the need for further research into the ad@us to intentions such as culture,
gender, entreprenuerial perceptions and dispositidntentions are signals of an
individual’s commitment to carry out a specific belour and it has been proven that
intentions precede behaviour (Ajzen & Fishbein, @98 study by Kim & Hunter
(1993) using a path analysis methodology confirntleat the association between
attitudes and behaviour can be fully explained Mtjtuale-intention and intention-

behaviour relationships (Krueger, 2000).

Based on the understanding of the belief, attitaige intention relationship, individuals’
beliefs and attitudes regarding self-employment l[dvanform their intention to become
self-employed. In entrepreneurship research, TRBBndreasingly becoming popular in
studies of entrepreneurial intention (Audet, 20@atio et al., 2001; Fayolle et al., 2006;
Gelderen et al.,, 2008; Gird & Bagraim, 2008; Kokidr 1996; Krueger et al., 2000;
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Souitaris et al., 2007; Tkachev & Kolvereid, 1994ciana et al., 2005). For example,
Kolvereid (1996b) adopted the TPB to predict theokxyment choice of 128 Norwegian
undergraduate business students. Their results exhowhat attitude toward
entrepreneurship, subjective norm, and perceivetlaseral control significantly
influence entrepreneurial intention, and demogragactors impact intention indirectly
through its three antecedents. Similar results vedrtained by Tkachev and Kolvereid
(1999) who surveyed 512 Russian university studentsexamined their entrepreneurial
intentions.

Their study found that the three antecedents yd#itoward entrepreneurship, subjective
norms and perceived behavioral control) signifiganinfluence the students’
entrepreneurial intentions. Further, applying tHeBT Autio et al. (2001) analyzed the
factors influencing entrepreneurial intention amamgversity students from Finland,
Sweden, USA and the UK. Their results revealed T was robust across the samples
from multiple countries and perceived behaviorahto was the most important

determinant of entrepreneurial intention.

More recently, Fayolle et al. (2006a) used the T#Bevaluate the effect of an
entrepreneurship programme. They found that throtigh entrepreneurship program,
students had significantly improved their entrepraral attitudes and intentions. In the
same line, Souitaris et al. (2007) measured thecefif an entrepreneurship course in
terms of entrepreneurial attitudes and intentidnsc@nce and engineering students. The
results showed that the programs raised the attadhd intentions of the students. Also

inspiration was found to be the most influentiahd&® of entrepreneurial education.

Gird & Bagraim (2008) tested TPB among final-yeasmenerce students at two
universities in the Western Cape. The study fourad TPB significantly explained the
entrepreneurial intentions of the students and ipusv entrepreneurial experience
significantly influence intention through its thraatecedents. In addition, Gelderen et al.
(2008) investigated the entrepreneurial intentiohdusiness students. They found that
the two most important variables to explain entepurial intentions were
entrepreneurial alertness and the importance atht¢h financial security. The three

attitudinal antecedents of intention by Ajzen avasidered in the sections that follow.
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2.5.3.1 Attitude toward Performing Behaviour

The construct of attitude toward performing behavies often conceptualized to tap
perceptions of the personal desirability of perfimgnthe behaviour. As a check on
construct validity, this attitude depends on thespe’'s assessment of the expected
outcomes of the behavior. This factor capturesbtlfs about the possible outcomes of

the behavior (i.e., behavioral beliefs).

For example, a person who believes that it is beiaéto perform a given behavior will
have a positive attitude toward that behavior, otiee, will hold a negative attitude. In
the current study, attitudes toward entrepreneusethaviour are operationalized as
entrepreneurial disposition based on perceptualuattan of self with regard to
entrepreneurial career choice. Shapero (1982) worgntrepreneurial intentions provides

proof that such outcomes are indeed testable.

2.5.3.2 SubjectiveSocial Norms

The second construct; subjective norms, refersheo docial pressures perceived by
individuals to perform or not to perform the belmavilt relates to the beliefs that other
people encourage or discourage to carry out a b@halhe use of subjective norms in
TPB is based on perceptions of what important peaplrespondents’ lives think about
performing a particular behaviour. Such norms udel the individual's family
expectations about the desirability of taking atipalar career path, e.g. becoming a
lawyer, doctor, or entrepreneur. These normativiefiseare weighted by the strength of
the motivation to comply with them. Thus, An indlual is likely to perform a behavior
if significant others who the person is motivatedcomply, approve of going for it.
Conversely, the person will suffer a subjectiverméhat forces them to avoid performing

the behavior.

To check construct validity, these subjective dootams should depend on the expected
support of significant others. Interestingly, sbeciarms are less predictive of intentions
for subjects with a high internal locus of cont(éljzen 1987) or a strong orientation
toward taking action (Bagozzi et al. 1992) which ased as a measure of entrepreneurial
disposition in the study. Empirically, this studyesationalizes the most important
influences as emerging from social-cultural conteghceptualised as cultural values and

gender. The researcher could not find any studidsessing social norms in this context.

45



2.5.3.3 Perceived Behavioural Control and PerceiveBelf-Efficacy

A subject’s perception of his or her control ovie tbehaviour is the third predictive
component in Ajzen’s intention model. It refersagerson's perception of easiness or
difficulty in performing a behavior. It also réds to the beliefs about the availability of
support system and resources or barriers to perfigrman entrepreneurial behavior
(control beliefs). Perceived behavioural contreeraps Bandura’'s (1986) view of
perceived self-efficacy and refers to the perceiabdity to execute target behaviour
(Ajzen 1987).

As an attribution of personal control in a giveituation, self-efficacy connects
conceptually and empirically to attribution theorfready successfully applied to new
venture initiation (Meyer et al. 1993). Bandura §&9 notes that the mechanisms for
influencing efficacy judgments include ‘enactive stey’ (hands-on experience),

vicarious learning, and physiological/emotionaluesal.

2.5.3.4 Self-Efficacy and Entrepreneurial Behaviour

Self-efficacy has been linked theoretically and giogly with entrepreneurial
phenomena. Feasibility perceptions consistenthydiptegoal-directed behaviour where
control is problematic (Ajzen 1991). Most importaf#asibility perceptions drive career-
related choices, including self-employment as anepreneur. For example, gender and
ethnic differences in career preferences seem fallyemediated by differences in self-
efficacy (Hackett et al. 1993). Correlations betwself-efficacy and career intent range
from 0.3 to 0.6 (Bandura 1986; Lent et al. 1994)isTcorrelation is better than most
predictors used in entrepreneurship research, asclocus of control (Brockhaus &
Horwitz 1986). Entrepreneurial intentions have bekown to depend on perceived self-
efficacy (Boyd & Vozikis, 1994: Chen, Greene & id998; de Noble, Jung & Erlich,
1999; Markman, Balkin & Baron, 2002). Self-efficaisymeasured by the strength of an
individual’'s belief that he can accomplish a spedidsk or series of related tasks. It is
related to self-confidence and individual capaietiit which are dependent on prior
experience, vicarious learning, social encouragénae physiological issues (Bandura,
1982). Therefore, the stronger a person’s sei€atf/ in relation to a specific task or
series of tasks, such as those involved in staringew venture, the greater the
probability that the individual will subsequentlggage in that specified behaviour (Chen,
Greene & Crick, 1998).
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Self-efficacy is linked to initiating and persigiirat behaviour under uncertainty, to
setting higher goals, and reducing threat-rigicityd learned helplessness (Bandura,
1986). This is important because opportunity redagn depends on situational
perceptions of controllability (Dutton 1993) andfsdficacy (Krueger & Dickson, 1994).
Much as self-efficacy predicts opportunity recogmi self-efficacy perceptions are also
pivotal to self-employment intentions (Scherer t1889). Self-reported competencies
are predictive of entrepreneurial performance (@dlan & Jansen, 1992).
Entrepreneurship researchers largely ignore theceminof self-efficacy despite its
importance and proven robustness at predicting getieral and specific behaviours. For
instance, role models affect entrepreneurial im@stonly if they affect self-efficacy. In
addition, self-efficacy has been associated withoofunity recognition and risk-taking
(Krueger & Dickson, 1994) as well as career ch@gzndura, 1986).

The intention-based theoretical models discussedeahre widely used because of their
simplicity. Both main constructs (perception of idgsility and perception of feasibility)
are in fact the product of the combined effectsseferal other variables studied in
connection with the venture creation phenomenonekample, the attraction of the idea
of starting a business is probably dependent oretiteepreneurial models an individual
has in his or her immediate environment, the pgestand respect ascribed to
entrepreneurship as a career choice by the peoplmé the individual, the individual's
need for achievement and independence, the oppiesiavailable in the environment,

and so on.

2.5.4 The Intention Model Adopted for this Study

For purposes of the current study, the Intentioodeh adopted emphasizes the
individual’'s cognitive procesgShapero & Sokol, 1982, Krueger & Carsrud, 1993,
Kolvereid, 1996, Tchakev & Kolvereid, 1999) and &jz(1991). Included in the model

as antecedents to entreprenuerial intention fopthipose of this study are socio-cultural
factors which are operationalised along Hofstede1991) cultural dimensions and

gender.
Previous studies applying TPB revealed that theettantecedents of intentions are very

much influenced by exogenous factors such as tigaitbee capacity of an individual,

and pressures from the wider social, cultural astitutional environment (Linan, et al.,
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2005). Some of these exogenous factors identifiethé literature is the influence of
cultural values and culturally prescribed rolesnstn gender. In several separate studies,
literature emphasizes the strength of each of tbesstructs in explaining entrepreneurial

behavior.

The two variables, deemed important in shapingragmes entrepreneurial personality
may also spell the difference in developing perioggtand beliefs that are favorable or
unfavorable to entrepreneurial endeavors. Heneestidy shall examine cultural and
gender effects and how these two influences thecadents of entrepreneurial intentions.
Though the antecedents effectively remain the sah®ey have been operationalized
differently but in synonymous terms. For eaxamg@airepreneurial disposition is used in
place of entrepreneurial attitudes and self efficacaluations; whereas entrepreneurial
perceptions is used a composite construct repiegehbth perceptions of desirability

and feasibility. Entreprenuership education i alstroduced and its impact on the
antecedents of entreprenuerial intentions examhedabserving the interaction effect

once the variable is introduced on the variougimahips.

The construct of an entreprenuerial profile is atsuded and operationalised into three
specific traits; risk, autonomy and need for achieent. These social-cultural factors
are presumed to influence both perceptions andegmnuerial disposition of an

individual to shape their entreprenuerial intensioThus, TPB provides a useful
framework for the current study that helps undextaow the study variables should

combine to influence behaviour. Discusion of thesmeables follows.

2.6 The Construct of Culture

Any research involving culture requires that theesecher defines what culture is, given
the myriad of definitions and conceptualizationsd@b et al. 2002) for culture spanning
across several fields. One notable common defmifow culture is that it is a shared set
of values, norms and beliefs, which means thaupeltieals with values and beliefs to

which everyone in a group conforms.

According to Schein (1992), culture is a patterrsiofired assumptions which a group of
individuals learn as they try to solve their prabge These problems could be caused by

external and internal environmental forces, whieléhworked well enough to be valid.
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These problems can work well if there is an una@ading and balance between external
and internal environmental influences. Being alderdcognize the problems they are
confronted with enables individuals to change tlay they perceive, think and relate to
these problems. In defining culture, Hofstede (398Qundberg (1985) and Schein

(1985), make a distinction between ‘artifacts armtnms’ and the more fundamental

shared ‘values and basic assumptions’ in socieliegs, Hofstede (1991) regards culture,
as “the collective programming of the mind whiclstaiguishes the members of one
group category of people from another” (p.5). Hedigt's definition is adopted for this

study.

Hofstede's suggestion is that people share a twlenational character that represents
cultural mental programming. According to (MyersT&n, 2002) mental programming
shapes values, beliefs, assumptions, expectations @erceptions and behavior.
According to Hofstede (1980) culture could be sagrquivalent to the collective mental
programming of a group, tribe, minority or a spiecifation. In their definition Schwartz

& Davis (1981), also note that culture is rootedi@eply held beliefs and values.

2.6.1 Values and Beliefs

Values and beliefs are generally acquired earlyféenthrough an individual’s childhood
socialization and education. Literature emphasihkas values are learned responses and
are non-rational. They determine our subjectivenitedn of rationality. Urban (2004)
observes that nearly all other mental programmesch as attitudes and beliefs) carry a
value component and notes that while value tapg whanportant, belief taps what is

true.

Hofstede (1980 cited in Urban (2004) treats valsepart of culture. He observes that
values are attributes of individuals and cultuned that individual values are to a certain
extent culturally derived. He however notes thatividual values are not altogether
determined by culture or directly equivalent tatattes. Thus, while culture presupposes
collectivity, values may vary within nations and yndisplay considerable overlaps

between nations (Hofstede, 1998).
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According to Davidsson (1995), culture may influenentrepreneurship both through
social legitimation (at the aggregate level) andulgh promoting on individuals certain
positive attitudes related to firm creation. As ktefle (1980) pointed out, the reason why
this happens is that culture shapes people’s tiegrichemas, programming behavioural
patterns which are consistent with the culturaltesn Cultural values are therefore said
to affect the perception of an individual througbguoitive schema, interpretation, and
sense making. Thus, the dimensions of culture playimportant role in shaping an
individual schema and sense making which subselyuastttas powerful filters that shape
interpretation and perception which in turn leamldifferences in behaviors and outcomes
(Chrisman et al.,, 2002). According to Davidson 980 the concept of beliefs
corresponds to perceived behavioral control whish said to have motivational
implications. Thus, if the individual is convinceflhaving neither the required resources
nor the opportunity to engage in entrepreneursthip, intentions towards starting a
business will not be favorable even if the geneitudes towards this behavior is

positive.

Markus & Kitayama (1998) observes that cultura isey determinant of what it means
to be a person. According to Weber (1930), cultisrehe explanatory variable that
predisposes some people towards entrepreneurigityaohile other people tend to
refrain from new venture creation. Weber's approagjues that entrepreneurial behavior
is culturally influenced by values and beliefs.tiis study, culture is seen as a frame of
reference within which meanings of action and ewerglating to entreprenuerial

behaviour can be interpreted within ethnic groupimgKenya.

Psychological research shows links between valobelefs and behavior. Hence, it is
plausible that differences in culture, in whichiindual values and beliefs are imbedded,
influence a wide range of behaviors including thexision to become self-employed
rather than to work for others (Mueller & Thoma802). Using this logic, several studies
explore the relationship between various aspectaulbfire and entrepreneurial behavior
across cultures (Busenitz et al., 2000; Davidsst#95; Huisman, 1985; Lee and
Petersen, 2000; McGrath and MacMillan, 1992; Mue#lad Thomas, 2001; Tiessen,
1997; Noorderhaven et al., 2004).
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In this study, an entrepreneurial intentions madetxplored using cultural values and
gender as the cultural context which impacts peicep, beliefs and attitudes towards
entreprenuership, and therefore entrepreneuriahiitns. Hofstede (1980) uses values to
represent dimensions of cultural variation that ¢enappraised and measured, thus
providing a basis for comparison. For each cen¢sale faced by societies, he defines a
cultural value dimension that reflects differensgibilities for how members of a society
can cope with a problem. Each value dimension sgmts a range of possible stances
between two opposing limits, illustrated by fiveslmaissues: individualism; masculinity;
power distance; uncertainty avoidance; and longrterientation. Of these, only three

value dimensions are of particular importance lieranalysis in the present study.

2.6.2 National Culture

The multi-faceted character of culture and the teksbout the impact of cultural
similarities and dissimilarities has received ditanin the literature (Adler, 1991; Adler
& Jelinek, 1986). Empirical evidence on the relasioip between national culture and
entrepreneurial behaviour is mixed. Overall, &tere seems to indicate that
entrepreneurial behaviour across nations is depgrate more than cultural values and
beliefs, and that other structural factors must d&le taken into account. Etzioni (1987)
suggests that culture influences the supportiveaetise environment and hence make it
more legitimate for a new business.

Davidsson & Wiklund (1997) suggest that supportuéures influence the psychological
characteristics of individuals within a given pagtidn resulting in a higher proportion of
potential entrepreneurs. Light (1984) observesedifices in entrepreneurial behaviour
between national cultures, with some cultures lganhigher propensity to start new
ventures. Hayton et al. (2002) suggest that ndtionlure does have a role to play in

entrepreneurship since it influences the motivakjas and beliefs of individuals.

This study analyses the influence of culture onviddal’'s entrepreneurial intentions.
Much of the literature on cross-cultural differeace entrepreneurial behaviour has
focussed on the work of Hofstede (1980) and theéurall dimensions of individual-
collectivism, uncertainty-avoidance, power distanogasculinity-femininity and later
long-term orientation, Hofstede (2005). Morrisor0@R) argues that these dimensions

provide a useful guide to categorize a cultungipartant aspects.
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Studies exist that have applied and evaluated Bldés dimensions according to their
influence on innovative activities across organa@a (Jones and Davis, 2000). Few if
any have used cross-cultural dimensions in the @freatrepreneurship. Such studies are
important from the perspective of nations, regionscommunities competing for new
ventures because a study of dissimilar cultuirakedsions can give insights into which
aspects describe why individuals tend or do nad tenbe entrepreneurs. Subsequently,
such a study can explain what cultural dimensiofisence and predicts entrepreneurial

intentions and actions.

2.6.3 Cultural Influences on Entreprenuership Intertion

There are two approaches of research analysing ithpact of culture on
entrepreneurship. The first approach, considertureulby its traits and explores the
relationship between culture and the charactesistt entrepreneurs. According to
Scheinberg & MacMillan (1988), Shane et al,. (19992), the motivations and the
objectives of creators of companies vary systeralyicaccording to the cultural
specificities; these variations are evident degpitecharacteristics that are common to all
entrepreneurs — compared with non entrepreneursenWédxamining the ‘cognitive
scriptstof the entrepreneurs in seven different countiéigshell et al,. (2000) explained
that these were strongly correlated with the caltwalues and appeared to explain the
differences in cognitive styles in various cultuesdvironments. In agreement with this
line of thought, Busenitz & Lau (1996) considerduhttthe cultural valuesand the
individual characteristicgletermine, in a given social context, the cognitidrich is at

the origin of the entrepreneurial intention.

The second approach is concerned with the linklsvden national culture and

entrepreneurial vitality measured by the rate ofmpany creations and innovations.
Several studies indicated that the level and ttee i company creations differ from one
country to another (Shane, 1992 & 1993) or from amgion to another Davidsson &

Wiklund, (1997). These researchers explain thatetiteepreneurial vitality is correlated

with certain cultural characteristics measuredandrid of Hofstede (1980). For instance,
Lee and Peterson (2000) conluded that a culturdwowe to entrepreneurship exhibits a
low power distance, a weak level of uncertaintyidance, a masculine orientation and
follows individualism. This observation conformstlwiearlier research by McGrath et al.
(1992, as cited in Hayton et al., 2002).
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Morrison (2000) additionally states that entreptaial cultures show low long-term
orientation. The focus of this study's attentioroisthe first approach. Research on the
relationship between values and cognition provides important window into
understanding how values affect the developmeneof ventures (Louis, 1980). In their
review of the cross-cultural management literatukdler, Doktor, & Redding (1986)
noted that national culture mediated through cogmnitnaps is an important prediction of
behavior. Furthermore, they argued that the relahgp between cognition and culture is
an important cornerstone in cross-cultural reseaftiere is a growing consensus that
ethnic cultural values, cognition, and the sociavienment are important factors for
understanding differences in individual behavioch(&eider, 1989; Shaw, 1990). This
logic is extended in this study to the context eWrnventure creation by suggesting that

the founding of new ventures and other relatedsilecs is a function of cognition.

Furthermore, most decisions to start a new verdreeaffected by how founders perceive
and interpret the environment (Bird, 1988; 1992)isTis consistent with the concept of
integrating founders as individuals within the eowment in which they operate

(Bouchikhi, 1993). In addition, ethnic culture (arkde underlying cultural values)

influences the structure and process of a persmggition, making it an antecedent of
entrepreneurial cognition (Abramson et al., 199%déng, 1980). Entrepreneurial

cognition has reference to the thought structurel g@mocess and that leads to
entrepreneurial intention and ultimately the dexisio start a new venture. Bird (1988)
argued for entrepreneurial intention as a prediot@ntrepreneurial activity, especially in
venture creation. This intention is a function lbé tinteraction of a person's "thinking"
with the individual's past history, current perdidga and social and economic

environment (Bird, 1988).

Investigation of cultural differences and their Bcp on innovation and venture
formation have been conducted (Shane, 1994; O8iatWicDougall, 1994). Cognitive

factors have also recently been found to be importaedictors of entrepreneurial
differences (Busenitz & Barney, 1994; Manimala, 29However, cognitive factors have
yet to be integrated into a cross-cultural framéwfor understanding why some cultures
produce individuals with a higher propensity fotrepreneurial activity. If understanding
how entrepreneurs think and why they make the aeghey do is important, as earlier

research suggests, then understanding cognitioaritigal if we are to understand
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entrepreneurship across cultures. Entrepreneaggsiittve schemas derived from culture
can help entrepreneurs in several aspects (Busénitzau, 1996): reducing the
uncertainty of taking a decision, identifying cale$ect relationships to advance the
development of ideas and opportunities, faciligtiforecasts and predictions about
outcomes and, what is most important in this stulgreasing the intention to start-up.
Starting from Krueger & Casrud (1993) and Shaper8dkol (1982), Mitchell’s et al.,
(2002) propose that cultural values exert a dineftience on arrangement, ability and
willingness cognitions and, only then, on the decisto start-up. A highlight on

Hofstede's cultural values follows next.

2.6.4 Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions

The major assertion of Hofstede’s framework is thate are shared values, beliefs and
norms that are culture specific and these factars gredict a wide range of human

behavior and practices. In cognitive terms, Hofstedted national culture is viewed as a
set of shared meanings transmitted by a set ofahpragrams that control responses in a
given context. The basic thesis of a cognitive apph to culture is that processing

frameworks acquired in one culture persist andigrice behavior even though contextual

circumstances change (Hofstede, 2000).

Bandura (2001) argues that global cultural classifons mask intra-cultural diversity, as
well as much communality among people of differenltural backgrounds. Hofstede
(2001) cultural indices: Individualism-Collectivis@DV), Uncertainty avoidance (UAI)
and Masculinity-Femininity (MAS), are based on Walue Scale Measurement (VSM)
index which do not represent absolute positionthefdifferent cultural dimensions but
only measure differences which are only meaningfbken compared to each other.
Absolute scores are meaningless (Hofstede, 20036)p. Hofstede’s (2001) latest Value
Survey Module (VSM 94) instrument is considered llest-validated and most efficient
instrument for arriving at an empirical replicatiof his five dimensions of culture. The
instrument was designed for comparing mean scords two oOr more
countries/regions/ethnic groups. Therefore, it & a personality test for comparing
individuals within countries. It is with this in mil that different ethnic groups are
compared.
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Hofstede's dimensions are widely accepted amongatleanics and businesses in
particular as useful tools for analysis of diffezes in the culture of groups, individuals
within groups, and national cultures. Triandis (200eports extensive use of these
dimensions on studies relating to group and indialctultural differences. Three of these
dimensions namely; Individualism vs. collectivism,uncertainity avoidance, and

masculinity vs. femininity are selected for usehe current study and are discussed in

the sections that follow.

The Individualism versus Collectivisrdimension refers to how people define themselves
and their relationships with others. In an indiatist culture, the interest of the
individual prevails over the interests of the groidjes between individuals are loose.
People look after themselves and their immediatrilies. Masakazu (1994) defines
modern individualism as “a view of humanity thastjties inner beliefs and unilateral
self-assertion, as well as competition based oseth@. 127). In a collectivist culture, the
interest of the group prevails over the intereghefindividual. People are integrated into
strong, cohesive in-groups that continue througleolifetime to protect in exchange for
unquestioning loyalty (Hofstede, 1997). One diffexe is reflected in who is taken into
account when you set goals. In individualist c@fjrgoals are set with minimal
consideration given to groups other than perhaps yomediate family. In collectivist
cultures, other groups are taken into account imaor way when goals are set.
Individualist cultures are therefore loosely intggd while collectivist cultures are tightly

integrated.

Individualism focuses on the degree a society oegds individual or collective

achievement and interpersonal relationships. “Rewpindividualistic cultures often give
priority to their personal goals, even when thewfiict with the goals of important in-

groups” (van Oudenhoven, 2001) such as clans and famiash individuals tend to

form a larger number of looser relationships wherpaople in societies with a low
individualism ranking are more collectivist in neguvith close ties between individuals
and emphasis on in-group harmony (Smith et al98L9“These cultures reinforce
extended families and collectives where everyokesaesponsibility for fellow members
of their group”(Hofstede, 2006a).
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The second dimension across which cultures varynasculinity versus femininity.
Hofstede (1980) found that women’s social role egriess from culture to culture than
men’s. He labeled as masculine cultures thosesthae for maximal distinction between
what women and men are expected to do. Culturespthaee high values on masculine
traits stress assertiveness, competition, and rabtarccess. Those labeled as feminine
cultures are those that permit more overlappingaswooles for the sexes. Cultures that
place high value on feminine traits stress quatityife, interpersonal relationships, and
concern for the weak. It is important to understtrat these traits apply to both women
and men; that is, both women and men learn to bbitmms and competitive in

masculine cultures, and both women and men leabe tmodest in feminine cultures.

Masculinity focuses on the degree the society oeadfs, or does not reinforce, the
traditional masculine work role model of male agkment, performance, assertiveness,
control, and power. It measures “the extent to Wihighly assertive values predominate
(e.g., acquiring money and goods at the expensghefs) versus showing sensitivity and
concern for others’ welfare” (van Oudenhoven, 2001 cultures with a high masculinity

ranking, males dominate a significant portion o thociety and power structure, as
opposed to low masculinity ranking cultures whemdles are treated equally to males in
all aspects of the society (Hofstede, 2006a) aatktis a more ‘tender’ society in which

people focus on relationships, modesty, and quafitife.

Uncertainty avoidance, refersttoe extent to which people in a culture feel treaat by

uncertain or unknown situations. Hofstede explénag this feeling is expressed through
nervous stress and in a need for predictabilita oreed for written and unwritten rules
(Hofstede, 1997). In these cultures, such situatiare avoided by maintaining strict
codes of behavior and a belief in absolute truthdtures strong in uncertainty avoidance
are active, aggressive, emotional, compulsive, rigcseeking, and intolerant; cultures
weak in uncertainty avoidance are contemplatives leggressive, unemotional, relaxed,

accepting of personal risks, and relatively toleran

Uncertainty avoidance focuses on the level of &rlee for uncertainty and ambiguity
within the society, i.e. “the strictness of rulesed to deal with uncertain and ambiguous
situations” (van Oudenhoven, 2001). High uncertainty avoidamplies a need for

structure and absolute truths, a feeling that “whkadifferent is dangeroug’Hofstede,
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1999). High uncertainty avoidance societies insitaws, rules, regulations, and controls
to reduce the amount of uncertainty. Low uncetyaavoidance societies more readily

accept unstructured situations and take more sratey risks. (Hofstede, 2006a).

Table 2.2 presents a summary of five of Hofste(@0€1) cultural dimensions namely:
power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individmadeollectivism, masculinity/
femininity and long-term orientation. However fhetpurpose of this study only three of

the dimensions are used

Table 2.2 Summary Table Showing Hoftede's CulturaDimensions

Dimensions Low characteristics High characteristis
Power Distance (PDI) * Low dependence needs e High

The extent to which the * Inequality minimized dependence
less powerful members _

of society expect and * Hierarchy for convenience * Inequality
accept power is « Superiors accessible accepted

distributed unequally Hierarchy

[72)
.

« All should have equal right

« Change by devolution needed
* Superiors often

inaccessible
* Power holders

have privileges

» Change by
revolution
Individualism (IDV) e "we" consciousness LI
Individualism: people « Relationships have priority| consciousness
look after themselves
over tasks . : .
and their immediate Private opinions
family only. * Fulfill obligations to .« Eulfill
Collectivism: people family, in-group, society obligations to
belong to the in- N
. * Penalty implies loss of self
groups(families, clans of
organizations) who look face” and shame « Penalty implies
after them in exchange loss to self-
for loyalty .
respect and guilt
Masculinity/Femininity e Quality of life, serving » Performance
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(MAS)

Masculinity: the
dominant values are
achievement and succe

Femininity: the dominant

values in society are
catering for others and
quality of life

others

Striving for consensus
Work in order to live
Small and slow are
beautiful

Sympathy for the
unfortunate

Intuition

ambition, a nee(
to excel
Tendency to
polarize

Live in order to
work

Big and fast are
beautiful
Admiration for
the successful
achiever

Decisiveness

Uncertainty Avoidance
(UAI)

The extent to which
people feel threatened b
uncertainty and
ambiguity and try to
avoid such situations

y

Relaxed, less stress
Hard work is not a virtue
per se

Emotions not shown
Conflict and competition
seen as fair play
Acceptance of decent
Flexibility

Less need for rules

Anxiety, greater
stress

Inner urge to
work hard
Showing for
emotions
accepted
Conflict is
threatening
Need for
agreement
Need to avoid
failure

Need for laws

and rules
Long-Term Orientation Absolute truth Many truths
(LTO) Conventional/traditional Pragmatic

The extent to which a
society shows a
pragmatic future-
oriented perspective
rather than a

Concern for stability

Quick results expected

Acceptance of
change

perseverance
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conventional historical
or short-term point of
view

Adapted from Culture GPS: Professional Edition-5Dddl (ITIM, 2011)

2.7 Gender and Entrepreneurial Intentions

Gender role is often a cultural orientation oriltite conditioned by the traditional social
system in which men are expected to behave as mascgline) and women are
expected to think and behave as women (Feminin€pnsistent empirical results
emerging in the literature on female entrepreneprishthat gender matters. In particular,
women exhibit a consistently lower likelihood ofcbening an entrepreneur than their
male counterparts (Van Gelderen, 1999; Diochonl.et2802; Reynolds et al., 2004;
Wagner, 2005). With African nations being domingrghtriarchal, the extent to which
women are able to freely participate in entreprestdp activities will largely be

determined by the existing cultural atmosphere.

Considering the various cultural and structuralliemges and obstacles facing women,
someone may quickly conclude that women are usudiyouraged from venturing into
enterprise development. First, early socialisapaactices emphasise the primary role of
women as mothers and wives and influence girlsal t@xpectations for future
participation in the labour force and the choicecafeer paths. Second, an African
culture is mainly seen as a barrier to developnmdause it perpetuates culturally
sanctioned biases against women and provides exdosenen (Kiriti et al., 2003b).
This has resulted in lower entreprenuerial intetdgi@nd subsequent participation of

women in business activities.

Several authors concur that there is inadequagarels on women’s motives for business
founding Themes within studies that have “gender as vixiaimclude money (Alsos et
al.,, 2006; Orser et al., 2006), management issuelh as attitudes towards growth
(Wiklund et al., 2003), expectancy of entreprersuperformance (Gatewood et al.,
2002), networks (Greve and Salaff, 2003), the issibomemakers (Singh & Lucas,
2005), participation of women in the labor forddo6rderhaven et al., 2004); childcare
(Williams, 2004), amongst othefduch less attention has been paid to the gendéirwi
cultural settings that clearly define specific eothat ought to be played by each gender

and, in particular, the extent to which the invohent of women in entrepreneurial

59



activities which influences their entreprenueriatentions is either acceptable or

unacceptable.

A study conducted in South Africa showed that feanahd male entrepreneurs differ
significantly on some biographic and business e Studies comparing males and
females in terms of their motivation to start thewwn business are also scarce, Cromie
(1987). This view is supported by Fischer, Reubddy&e (1993) who contend that if the
existence of male/female differences is to be pdsithe empirical evidence comparing
women and men should be drawn from the same papul&ischer, Reuber & Dyke
(1993). Carter &Cannon (1992) have also criticizedsearch that used males and
assumed that women did not pursue this type okecareif they did, their motivations for
starting a business could be replicated from thdirfigs of male entrepreneurs. Current
evidence suggests that the motives of femalesrftvegreneurship may be different from

those of males.

The belief that women cannot run large scale bgse® leads some to pretend that men
are involved in order to conform to cultural ex@gittns. Cultural pressures to maintain
sexual piety as well as a sound moral reputatienbaought to bear on women. These
pressures impinge significantly on the economiddiac that women face (Lessinger,
1990). Such pressures constrain women’s mobilityit whom they talk to, and conduct
business with, and structure their relationshigh®market. Especially in Africa, there is
need to overcome cultural barriers that specifjcédice women who would otherwise
want to engage in venture creation (ILO 1997). lrent Africa continues to strongly
uphold patriarchal values that impact on women’gitplto build businesses in many
contexts. Cultural/ethnic values can play a altimle in determining who gets into
entrepreneurship and what functional role eachspiayhis activity. Holuquist & Sundin
(1987) suggest that women and men operate in twarate worlds with quite different
value systems. Evidence also shows that distinehietgroups assume their own
behavioral expectations, with some communities exsjzing purely domestic chores for
women (passivity in entrepreneurial activities)damthers financial independence for
both genders. Still for others, the path to entapurship is reflective of women’s

frustrations encountered at the domestic front.
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Gender differences and cultural settings have befamed as some of the exogenous
variables capable of influencing entreprenueridntions. Exogenous variables influence
attitudes and may also moderate the relationshipvden intentions and behavior.
Intentions and their underlying attitudes are pgtioa-based, which means they are
learned. Accordingly, intentions will vary acrossngler and across cultures. Krueger et
al., (2000) observe that forces acting upon a piatebehavior do so indirectly by
influencing intentions through certain key attitade~or this study, entrepreneurial
perceptions and entrepreneurial disposition areesomthe perception-based attitudes
deemed to influence entrepreneurial intentionsyeismed by the social- cultural context

conceptualized in this study. The two attitudesdiseussed next.

2.8 Entreprenuerial Perceptions

Studies have argued that social values and bekeg@rding entreprenuership will affect
the motivational antecedents of intention (Davitis€o Honing 2003; Linan & santos

2007 ). In this sense, when a person’s closer @mader environment is highly supportive
of entreprenuerial activity, it is possible thatdie will feel more inclined towards this
career option. Similarly, personal skills may hareeffect on entreprenuerial intention
(chen et al.,1998). This observation highlightsoemshow obvious connection between
skills and perceived behavoural control. Thus, ¢hodividuals feeling they have a
higher level of certain entreprenuerial skill witore probably feel they can create a firm.
Besides, it might be argued that a high self-paroepregarding entreprenuerial skills

would also be associated with more favourableual#is towards entreprenuership.

Previous studies applying TPB revealed that theceatents of intentions are very much
influenced by exogenous factors such as the cegnitapacity of an individual, and
pressures from the wider social, cultural and tastnal environment (Linan et al.,
2009). Thus, the cultural environment which is fleeus of this study is deemed
important as it may spell the difference in depatg perceptions and beliefs that are
favorable or unfavorable to entrepreneurial endees/oThe study adopts Hofstede’'s
cultural framework to elucidate the cultural eowiment that may hinder or aid one’s

decision to go into self-employment in a Kenyantext.
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Perceived desirability and perceived feasibilityself-employment have been shown in
previous studies to be unidimensional concepts éfeu et al., 2000; Souitaris et al.,
2007). Perceived social norms, however, constauteulti-dimensional concept as extant
literature show various typology of social normsenide, the study shall examine the
entrepreneurial perceptions and how these perceptioinfluence entrepreneurial
intentions. Entreprenuerial perceptions constristtherefore used as a composite
variable comprising the two factors; a) desirapilpperceptions, and b) feasibility
perceptions. The feasibility perceptions congstru@s conceptualised as entreprenueial
self-efficacy by Chen et al. (1998) which referstite strength of a person’s belief that
he/she is capable of successfully performing theioua roles and tasks of the
entrepreneur. Those with high feasibility percaptioseem to assess the environment as
opportunistic rather than fraught with risks; tHeslieve in their ability to influence the

achievement of their goals, and they perceive agmiability of failure.

Research by Chen, Gully & Eden (2001) focused emtbre trait-like generality of self-
efficacy, which is termed general self-efficacy E%nd operationalised in this study as
desirablity perceptions. General self-efficacy &imed as one’s belief in one’s overall
competence to affect requisite performance acrosside variety of achievement
situations. Moreover, when people are likely toamtder situations that are not fully
known, predictability is better for common situatsothan for uncommon ones (Bandura,
1997). Conceivably the general self-efficacy camdtr has applicability to
entrepreneurship and has been employed to linkntove with new venture formation
(Markman et al., 2002). For this study, both geheedf-efficacy and entrepreneurial
self-efficacy are jointly analysed as EntreprerauiPerceptions in examining the effect

of perceptions in determining intentions to bec@nentreprenuer.

2.8.1 Ethnicity and Entrepreneurship
Ethnicity infers to differences between categoméspeople (Peterson, 1980). It thus

implies that the members have some awareness ap greembership and a common
origin and culture (Yinger, 1985). In terms of igdhous communities, ethnicity refers to
a sense of kinship, group solidarity, common celtand the way in which communities
identify themselves with ethnic groups (Hutchinso Smith, 1996).

Studies in ethnicity and small businesses highligbtimportance of racial stratification

in determining success in entrepreneurship. Ewglirresearch undertaken in 1992
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attempting to explain the racial problems within émgan society (Min 1996; Waldinger
1996; Yoon 1997) revealed that ethnic participaiioemployment and entrepreneurial
activity is indeed a social process (Light and Ressin 1995; Min 1996; Neckerman,
Carter and Lee 1999; Park 1997; Waldinger 1996).il&Vrecognizing that ethnic

participation in business activities has been rtespreted within the realities of racism
and prejudice in entrepreneurship studies (But911 Ogbor 2000), there is limited
research in entrepreneurship literature pertainitgy ethnic participation in

entrepreneurship within the African context.

How does the culture of an ethnic grouping relatesmtrepreneurial intentions? This
guestion is motivated by the observations of ecasisn Schumpeter, 1934), sociologists
(Weber, 1930), and psychologists ( McClelland, 296&t countries and regions differ in
levels of entrepreneurial activity. Entrepreneusdativities are considered an important
source of technological innovation (Schumpeter,4)9%8nd economic growth (Birley,
1987). Therefore, understanding the influence bhietculture on entrepreneurship is of
considerable theoretical and practical value. Toe-ethnic —specific literature that the
study draws on stresses the attributes of indivedWwd/ithin this literature, a familiar
motif in research on entrepreneurship has beendtffierentiation of individuals who

choose to pursue self-employment from those ta@thgr career paths.

The study concentrates on the psychological cheriatits and personality traits of
entrepreneurs to account for entrepreneurial agtiiihe researcher contends that there
would be a strong linkage between various aspettgutiure and entrepreneurial

intentions within a community which in turn woulacrease total entrepreneurial activity.

2.9 Exposure to Entreprenuership Education and Enteprenuerial Intentions

Focusing on new venture creation, many researcbiessrve that there is a positive
relationship between entrepreneurship education stad-up actions (Chrisman, &
Vesper, 2001; Henry, 2004; McMullan & Kuratko 2003005). Many studies have
shown that entrepreneurship education affectsdheec choice of students and facilitates
them to start up (Fleming, 1994). Clark et al. @P&ported that university students who
had completed an entrepreneurship course dematstiagher level of intention to create
a new firm. They observed that 80% of the entrepueship students had entrepreneurial
intention after studying the course and over 70%heim later on created their own

companies.
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In a similarly study, McMullan et al. (1985) repeat a higher start-up rate of MBA
students who had completed three or more courtatedeo entrepreneurship. In a more
recent study, Charney & Libecap (2000) investidatiee impact of entrepreneurship
education on venture creation. Their study invohNgdl graduates comprising 105
entrepreneurship graduates and 406 non-entrepsdnipugraduates. Their findings
confirmed that entrepreneurship graduates hadfgigntly higher start-up rate (27%)
than their counter parts (9%). Others showing tp@sieffects of entreprenuership
education include ( Peterman & Kennedy,2003; Sasitt al., 2007;Kolvereid & Moen,

1997; Tkachev & Kolvereid, 1999, and Fayolle, 2002All these findings provide

evidence that entrepreneurship education has atiy@smpact on the graduates’

propensity to create their own businesses (i.eepregneurial intention).

Observable reactions that may be attributed toethieslings is the increased interest in
entrepreneurship and in the number of institutioffering entrepreneurship education.
The number of institutions offering courses related entrepreneurship has grown
significantly globally (Katz, 2003). More young que are begininig to consider
entreprenuership as career options than ever beé¥bnaiti et al., (2006) attributed the
increased interest to the acknowledgment by extestakeholders of the importance of
the creation of new businesses and innovation fultl creation and global economic

growth.

Drucker (1985) asserts that entrepreneurship ishe\aoural pattern, not a personality
trait; and that individuals can learn how to behem&repreneurially. Existing literature in

this area suggests that certain elements of eetmeprship are teachable (Gibb, 1998;
Kanter, 1989; Sexton & Upton, 1987). The effeatess of entreprenuership education
in entreprenuership activities is however disputedqual measure. While some studies
have failed to show causal links between entremesiip education and entreprenuerial
intentions ( Ruhle et al., 2010), others show tieaticipation does not spark additional
interest in students. In a similar study, Galloweayal., (2005) explicitly states the serious
limitations of quantitative studies in evaluatintjtades toward entrepreneurship and the
economic environment. He argues that while a stidiat sort may suggest a positive
impact from entrepreneurship education, it does atiw for a more fine-grained

examination of exactly what is having an impacstrdents, why and how.
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Studies about entrepreneurship education focus merggise education and consider
course content, pedagogy, entrepreneurial learramngl, assessment (Greene & Rice,
2007). Assessment of any educational program imglypical evaluation of acquired
knowledge and the measurement of participants’ tataleding of the program content.
Thus the need to evaluate the effectiveness oégmneurship programs has been made
evident by several researchers (Block and Strud@®?2; Porter and McKibben, 1988).
Gorman et al. (1997) called for more empirical sadutilizing sound methodologies to
test the impact of such programs. In addition tllegommended entrepreneurship
education as a tool for increasing self-efficacy as a preparation for self employment

calling for more studies to assess the impact tépreneurship programs.

Evaluating the effectiveness of entrepreneurshipation is complicated. It is probably
not appropriate to confine to the start-up measuaé may exclude the measurement of
entrepreneurial knowledge, skills, attitudes anteritions as the evaluation of the
effectiveness of entrepreneurship education mapassr such start-up measure and
emphasize on the delayed effects (Block & Stum@§2). But Krueger (1993); Krueger
et al.,(2000); Luthje & Franke, (200) consider teatrepreneurship is a planned behavior
which is best predicted via intention and giversithe first step in the venture creation
process (Shook et al., 2003). Studies (Fayollel.et2806; Noel, 2001; Peterman &
Kennedy, 2003) have suggested that the effectigenE®ntrepreneurship education is
measured in terms of the predictors of entreprestgqpiraction, such as entrepreneurial
attitudes and intentions (Ajzen, 1991; 2005; Bii®88).

Fayolle et al (2006) developed a model to measure eéffectiveness of an
entrepreneurship education program in terms ofepréneurial attitudes and intentions
basing it on the theory of planned behavior. Thmeleh considered the characteristics of
an entrepreneurship education program, such asuiimtal setting, audience, type of
programs, objectives, contents, teaching and trgimethods and approaches. The study
reported that after completing the entrepreneurghipgram the participants had
significantly higher level of entrepreneurial intiem concluding that the program was
effective for increasing the intention of studetatstart up.
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Ajzen (1991, 2005) observes that entrepreneurstilgagion which is an external factor,
is likely to influence entrepreneurial intentionrdbgh its three antecedents (attitude
toward entrepreneurship, subjective norm and peedeibehavioral control). Other
studies focused on the relation between entreprehigueducation and self-efficacy.
Ehrlich et al. (2000) contend that entrepreneurshipcation significantly increases one’s
self-efficacy and facilitates the emergence ofeprineurial activities.

Noel (2001) studied different groups of studentadgates in entrepreneurship, graduates
in management, and graduates in other discipliddis.the students completed an
entrepreneurship education program. The study foladentrepreneurship graduates had
higher level of propensity to act as an entreprgneatrepreneurial intention and
entrepreneurial “self-efficacy” than those of thbey two groups. Self-efficacy is indeed
very similar to the term of perceived behaviorahtcol, which is an attitudinal factor of
entrepreneurial intention (Krueger & Brazeal, 19%4ueger et al., 2000). Thus, the
effectiveness of entrepreneurship education instelies of Ehrlich et al. (2000) and

Noel (2001) is related to the attitudinal antecesl@n entrepreneurial intention.

Consistent with more recent studies, Ajzen, (198f3erved that key attitudes and
intentions toward behaviour are driven by percep#ad as such can be influenced. That
said, entrepreneurship education is a tool thatvalable to increase individual's key
attitudes, perceptions and intentions towards esmiployment (Kolvereid, 1996a).
However, there is a lack of empirical studies testhe relationship between participation
in entrepreneurship education and self-employmeténtions using an appropriate
sample of students who are likely to be soon makimger related decisions (Krueger
and Brazeal, 1994; Souitaris et al., 2007).

2.10 Previous Studies and Knowlegde Gaps

Review of the literature reveals conceptual ovexlap well as potential knowledge gaps
that need to be addressed. One of the most obasindisignificant gaps identified in the
table is the issue of context, unit of analysid @ariables considered. Context has been
recognised to be a significant gap in titerdture (GEM, 2010) and it could be
expected that context will play a significamble in harnessing entreprenuerial
intentions. The current study will specifically adds these gaps. Table 2.1 provides a

summary of previous studies and knowlegde gapteckta the study.
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Table 2.3: Summary of Previous Studies and KnowledgGaps

Study Focus Major findings Knowledge | Focus of this Study
gaps

Shane, Are there The emphasis on each Assesses the effect of

Kolvereid & significant of these reasons varigdrailed to cultures on gender to

Westhead differences systematically across| explore if the| determine if intra-

(1991) across culture countries. Reasons foy reasons for | cultures have similar

and/or gender in

reasons given fof

business start-

up?

starting a business:
achievement;

independence from
others, learning and

development, and

gender
differences in
business
start-ups

across

effect between gender

roles. cultures are
replicated
within
cultures.
McGrath et al. | Is there a set of | Across cultures, This The nunit of analysis

1%

(1992b) values that are | entrepreneurs research type| are undergraduated
held by score high in power- | of research | students admitted
entrepreneurs distance,indvidualism, has the through JAB who are
versus and masculinity potential unlikely to possess any|
nonentrepreneur{ and low in uncertainty| challenge of | meaningful prior
across cultures? | avoidance. including business experience.

hindsight bias| Hence hindsight bias
and success | and success bias will b
bias avoided.

Baum et Does national Israeli entrepreneurs | Analysed

al.(1993) culture moderate report higher need for| culture as Culture and cultural
the association | achievement and moderating | factors analysed as

between

individual needs

and chosen work

role

(entrepreneur

versus manager)

affiliation and lower
need for dominance
than do Israeli
managers. U.S.
entrepreneurs do not

?differ significantly

variable as a
moderating
variable

to observe the

findings

independent variables
for both direct and

indirect effects on

> entreprenuerial

intentions intentions
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from U.S. managers.

Scheinberg &
MacMillan (1988)

Are the motives
of entrepreneurs
to starta
business similar
or

different across

cultures?

The importance of
these motives varies
systematically

across cultures.
Indicators were: need
for approval,
communitarianism,
need for personal
development, need fo
independence, and

need for escape.

Assumed

Study looks at the effeg

existence of a of intra-cultures within

dominant”
national”
culture which
is not the
case in of a
multi-ethnic
rnation such

as kenya.

a nation.

1%}

Chen et al Intention to start | Included The current | Self efficacy factors ar
(1998) a business entrepreneurial self- | study takes a| analysed for direct an
efficacy in their step behind | mediating effects.
intention models and | to explore
found a significant factors
relationship between | influencing
self-efficacy and self-efficancy
entrepreneurial
intention
Mitchell, et al., | Does the Individualism and Uses Intentions are assesed
(2000) presence of power-distance are | business firm| on
cognitive scripts | associated with owners as undergraduateUniversit
associated with | entrepreneurial units of students with no prior
venture creation | cognitive scripts and | analysis business experience
decisions vary | the venture creation | which may | Thus biases will be
significantly decisions. present the | avoided
across cultures? hindsight
bias and
success bias.
Mueller & Do Cultures high in Scores were | Pre-business phase of
Thomas entrepreneurial | individualism and low| compared the entreprenuerial
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(2000) traits vary in uncertainty between process
systematically | avoidance rate highestentreprenuers
across cultures? | on a measure of not pre-
entrepreneurial business
orientation phase.
Mungai and | Are there Cultural influences Studied only] Samples drawn fron
Ogot (2011) differences in the play a larger role in | four  ethnic| regionally diverse
manner in which | determining women's | communities,| centres to capture th
entreprenuership| perceptions and all drawn | negated effects
is perceived propensities towards | from Nairobi.

between gender
across ethnic

groups in Kenya?

entrepreneurship.

Mungai and
Ogot (2012)

Entreprenuerial
perceptions and
traits as
displayed by
different ethnic
communities in

Kenya?

There are significant
differences in
propensity towards
entrepreneurship
perceptions across th
communities studied
(Kikuyu, Luo, Kamba

and Kalenjin).

Samples werg
small and all
drawn from
Nairobi
ethereby
negating
some of the
ethnic
enclave

effects.

2 Samples will be drawn
from regionally diverse
centres to capture the

negated effects.

70



2.11 Conceptual Framework

The study model is guided by empirical analysemfprevious models such as those of
Bird (1993) and Shapero & Sokol (1982), that hattempted to integrate empirical
research findings about the determinants of erdgrequrial intentions and behavior. Later
models for example Krueger & Brazael (1994), Bé&yWozikis (1994) and Krueger &
Carsrud (1993) have also been used for comparisbarther, empirical research on the
characteristics of entrepreneurs/business foun@leBsockhaus, 1982; Brockhaus &
Horwitz, 1986; Stanworth et al, 1989) provides biasis in examining the impact of the
entreprenuerial disposition on intentions to foumdbusiness Other models such as
Davidsson (1995c); McClelland (1961) and Lynn (19pdovide aggregate level results
concerning cultural influences on new firm formatiorates and rates of economic

growth.

For this study, the model is guided by psycholddicaories, for example social learning
theory (Bandura, 1986) and the theory of plannedalior (Ajzen, 1991). However
factors such culture besides subjective norms amdiey differences are included in the
study model in order to ground it within the cortéar which it is conducted. Figure 2.1
presents the conceptual framework adopted for theist study. The model makes a first
assumption that intentions to become an entrepresme determined by social—cultural
factors , such as cultural values and gender. itioad the relationship between social—
cultural factors and intentions to become an enereuer is mediated by an individual's
personality and entreprenuerial perceptions. Télationship finds empirical support in
Rauch & Frese (2000) and Frese et al., ( 2000).€ffeet of personality disposition and
entreprenuerial perceptions is further moderatgdhle exposure to entreprenuership
education (see also Rauch & Frese, 1998; Risseeiagurel, 1993).

The second assumption is based on the understarttatg Kenya has several culturally
distinct ethnic groups with a characteristic cdtudentity attributable to each. Thus the
emphasis given to various cultural values, thougmmon to all may translate to

differences in life choices, including decisionsb® (or not to be) entreprenuers. This
qualifies individual level of analysis, in term$§ @thnicity and cultural values, in the

study of entreprenuerial intentions among Kenyalslio university undergraduate

students.
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In sum, the model provides the conceptualized lietationships among students’ culture
and gender (independent variables) that are exgpéctiave influence on entreprenuerial
intentions (dependent variable). Entreprenueriatgmions ( perceived feasibility and

perceived desirability) and entreprenuerial disjpmsi ( risk, autonomy and need for

achievement) as intervenening variables are aifumcf the independent variables and
help in conceptualizing and explaining the infloerof the independent variables on the
dependent variable. Entreprenuership educatioheisrtoderating variable on which the
relationship between entreprenuerial percepti@rgrepretrenuerial dispositions and

entreprenuerial intentions are contingent.
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Figure 2.1: Conceptual Framework

H1a,b,c >
Culture Dimensions Ha
Jndivdualisia H Entrepreneurial Disposition — >
-Masculinity 2a,b,c -Risk taking Entrepreneurial
-Uncertainty avoidance ——— P -Need for achievement Hea Intent?ons
-Autonomy -Intention to go
Participation in into business
n Entrepreneurship within 5 years after
Ethnicity Education graduation
Heb
Gender (Male, Female) H3a,b,c  Entrepreneurial Perceptions Hs ¢
— P _Desirability >
-Feasibility
|
H7 |
Independent Intervening Moderating Dependent
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2.12 Research Hypotheses

The purpose of this study is to provide further enstanding of the factors that lead an
individual to consider self-employment as a caregtion. Firstly, this study provides a
theoretical explanation, grounded in Psycho-Sodihkories, The Theory of Planned
Behaviour and Social Cognitives Theory. Secondhg study identifies and theorises
entreprenuerial perceptions as antecedents topeetngerial intentions. And thirdly, the
study empirically evaluates an entrepreneurialniit@s model to determine the impact of
the social-cultural factors on the students’nititns to go into entreprenuership. Thus, the
specific variables proposed in the study may playimportant role in motivating an
individual to pursue entreprenuership as a carkemative. The study will seek to address
this research problem by empirically testing & ttypothesis in the section that follows in

the context of public university students.

Hla: There is a significant relationship between celtand entrepreneurial intention

H1b: There are significant differences in entrepreiaigntentions between different ethnic
groups

Hlc: There is a significant relationship between genaed entrepreneurial intentions

H2a: There is significant relationship between cultanel entrepreneurial disposition

H2b: There are significant differences in entrepreialieisposition between different
ethnic groups

H2c: There is significant relationship between gended entrepreneurial disposition.

H3a: There is a significant relationship between aaltand entrepreneurial perceptions

H3b: There are significant differences in entrepreai@erceptions between different
ethnic groups

H3c. There is a significant relationship betweemdgr and entrepreneurial perceptions

H4: There is a significant relationship between gmFaeurial disposition and
entrepreneurial intention.

H5:There is a significant relationship between engepurial perceptions and
entrepreneurial intentions.

H6a:Entreprenuership education has a positive moderafiiect on the relationship between
entrepreneurial disposition and entrepreneurtahitions

H6b: Entrepreneurship education as a positive moderatfiiect on the relationship between
entrepreneurial perceptions and entrepreneuriahiitns.

H7: There is a significant combined effect by thedgtvariables on entrepreneurial

intentions
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents a discussion on the methgylaised in the research to be able to
answer the research questions. The chapter attémjpistify the philosophical paradigm
adopted for the study, research design, targetlptpn, sampling and data collection
procedures. It also explains the operationalisavbrthe study variables as well as

methods of analyzing the data.

3.2 Research Philosophy

The philosophical paradigms of positivism and pleenology that guides social science
research are breifly reviewed in this section novjgle guidance on the most appropriate
paradigm for the study. The positivist paradigna iresearch orientation which assumes
that a useful research is based on theory, hypeshasd quantitative data. Positivism
research has been dominant in the social, psycicalognd behavioural sciences as well
as management research (Ridenour & Newman 2008t 2@@6). The quantitative
approach involves data collection and the analysisumerical data Veal (2005). Thus,
the researcher is an objective analyst who makespiretations about the collected data
in a value-free Manner (Bryman, 2001).

Phenomenology research in social science deriva® fanthropology and sociology

(Ridenour & Newman 2008). The basic assumption tyidg phenomenology research

is to uncover meanings and understanding of theessdeing studied (Veal, 2005).

Phenomenological paradigm avoids prior assumptiabsut theory, hypothesis or

guantification. It does not develop conceptual famrks or formulate hypothesis in

advance. Researchers following this approach atbae these issues create bias by
directing the researcher to focus on particulansirgt the expense of the total picture.
Thus, qualitative techniques are used when exmgoratheory building, rather than theory

testing, is undertaken (Ridenour & Newman 2008).

According to Collies & Hussey (2003) there are twain philosophies: positivism
(quantitative) and phenomenological (qualitativ@)quantitative paradigm is concerned

with phenomena that can be observed, measuredadiddted (Collies & Hussey, 2003).
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Because this research’s objectives are to estabdisbal relationships between culture,
gender, perceptions, dispositions, entrepreneuyrsiimicity, education and intentions to
become entrepreneurs, quantitative analysis is naggiropriate to establish the
relationship. This research aims to provide andméma a theoretical explanation
grounded by cross-cultural, traits and social cgmitheory for the impact of cognitive
style at an individual level in regard to antecdadenf entrepreneurial intentions. This
research also uses established instruments to neett® attributes of phenomena and
statistical procedures are employed in data arsmlydherefore, this research adopts a
guantitative or positivism paradigm. According tmli&s & Hussey (2009) under
positivism, theories offer the basis to explain gleenomena under investigation using
causal relationships between the variables. Furtbes, the positivism assumes that

social phenomena can be measured using quantitatii@iques.

3.3 Research Design

Research design is the plan and structure of iiga&in so conceived as to obtain
answers to research questions (Coopers & Schin@l@®s). It is a framework for
specifying the relationships among the study védembThus, it guides the selection of

sources and types of information.

In quantitative research design, a cross-sectisnaley is adopted in this thesis. In a
cross-sectional survey, data is collected at onetpo time from a sample to depict a
population (Babbie, 1990). According to the auttsamvey study provides a quantitative
description of trends, attitudes, or opinions @opulation by studying a sample. Further,
a survey is also useful to investigate the undeglyielationships between variables
(Babbie, 1990). This supported by Leedy & Ormro@0® who argued that cross-
sectional survey is useful to identifying “the cheteristics of an observed phenomenon
or exploring possible correlations among two or enphenomena” (p. 191). Thus using
the survey design, we can use statistical tootegbthe relationship between the study’s

independent variables and entrepreneurial inter{ftreswell, 2009).

The cross-sectional survey design is most suitédieachieving the objectives of this
thesis. The survey design allows differentiatingspanses in a systematic and
standardized way. This design approach providemaistent benchmark for the research.

Measurement (in proper scales) can gauge finerdiftees between responses provided
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by participants. The consistent gauging scale pesvithe basis for precise estimates of
the association between variables. The measureisgrégs will be discussed in details

later in this chapter. In a cross-sectional surdeygign, vagueness about the direction of
influence of variables may exist. Nevertheless #pproach is used in most social survey
research (Bryman, 2008). According to Bryman, tdidate independent and dependent
variables, theoretical supports are necessaryekgarchers to infer the influence of one
variable to the other. This relates to a mattenygfothesis development. The hypotheses
of this study are developed based on theoreticgpats in psychological and

entrepreneurial research, as discussed in Chapter 2

In the field of entrepreneurship research, crossi®al survey has been widely used
(Autio et al., 2001; Luthje & Franke, 2003; Kristsen & Indarti, 2004;Krueger et al.,

2000) and regarded appropriate and reliable tostiy&te entrepreneurial intentions.
Autio et al. (2001) applied the research design atmalyze factors influencing

entrepreneurial intention among university studeitsth cross-sectional survey, the
studies compared participants from different aresash as Finland, Sweden, USA, and
UK. With the dependent variable as entrepreneduinéntion of their study, the

independent variables included attitude, subjectivem, perceived behavioral control,
work experience in small firms, employment statisnge of job within one year, and
age. The results showed that TPB was robust amgiped behavioral control was found

as the most important determinant of entreprenkintiention.

Similarly, Kristiansen & Indarti's (2004) conductezurveys among Indonesian and
Norwegian students to study the impact of differembnomic and cultural texts.

Independent variables in their study included demmolgic factors, individual

background, personality traits, attitudes, and el elements, while the dependent
variable was entrepreneurial intention. They fouhdt the level of entrepreneurial
intention was higher among Indonesian students M@wegian students; the individual
perceptions of self-efficacy and instrumental reads were the variables that affected
entrepreneurial intention most significantly, whilege, gender and educational

background had no statistical significant impact.
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In addition, Luthje & Franke (2003) explored whethpersonality traits or contextual
founding conditions (independent variables) hadmapact on the intention (dependent
variable) to create own business. The studies adepted cross-sectional survey design
in their study and reported that personality treitsnot directly influence entrepreneurial
intention, but through attitudes; perceived basriand support factors directly affected
entrepreneurial intention. Similarly, Kolvereid @Bb), Tkachev & Kolvereid (1999), and
Gird & Bagraim (2008) also used cross-sectionalveyrdesign to investigate the
entrepreneurial intention of students. All thesedies showed that survey design is
effective to investigate the entrepreneurial intemtof students. Thus, in this thesis, a
descriptive cross-sectional survey design is agpleinvestigate the effect of education
components on entrepreneurial attitudes and imtestof the public university students.
In order to achieve the aim of this study, a sangplpublic university students in Kenya
was determined to participate in the survey anduastionnaire was developed to
measure the response of the students regardingptistructs of the study with reference
to a pre-designed entrepreneurial intention moded set of hypotheses developed were
then statistically tested in order to study thecgpeeffect of the proposed relationship

model.

3.4 Population of the Study

The population of focus comprised all the 16,151ny&m Government sponsored
undergraduate students in public universities ¢égnidh the fourth year (2012/ 2013) of
study as per the Joint Admissions Board (JAB) Ti$te interest of this group lies in the
fact that they are near the completion of thaidits and are expected to be seriously
considering the career option to choose after gidmiu In addition, they comprise a
culturally diverse group selected from all over wuntry with due consideration of
affirmative action in regard to gender compositias inferred from the conceptual
framework of the study. Further they constitutdyaamic age group (mid twenties) in
which the study of attitudes towards entreprenuprihdesirable. Finally, members of
this particular student population are unlikelyh@ave any or substantial prior business
experience that would otherwise present hindsigig br success bias in their responses.

Therefore, university students are well positiof@dhe purpose of this study.
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Students samples have been sucessfuly used impsenesearchers (Krueger, Reilly &
Carsrud 2000). Harvey & Evans (1995) recommendaiigbe final year classes as the
best possible sample population for intentionsyshetause the students are at a stage in
their education life-cycle when they are most fkiel make career related decisions.

The fourth year classes are either in their fimat@aring the final year in their university
course. Therefore, their answers could be expeaotéeg more careful and pondered thus

qualifying them as a population rich with the relavinformation for the study.

3.5 Sample Design

A sample design refers to a definite plan for i@ a sample from a given population.
It refers to the technique or the procedure thearher would adopt in selecting items
for the sample. It also lays down the number omg#eto be included in the sample
(sample size), confidence level for the estima@nming frame and population

parameters of interest to be considered beforeadstbf collecting data are determined.

The sampling unit for the study was the fourth ysardents. Proportionate stratified
sampling technique was used to determine the sples per university. Judgemental
sampling was then applied to select the respondentsach university. Measures to
ensure representativeness of the population argl generalization of the results were
taken into consideration. Hoinville et al., (198%)sits that the sample size is almost
always a matter of judgment rather than calculatibhe required sample size is
dependent on the statistical analysis employed (dehall & Sincich, 2003) and has a

direct impact on the power of the research.

Hair et al. (1998) suggest between fifteen to twestiservations for each independent
variable if the sample is representative. Applyhigir's approach to the current study
gives 120 respondents (i.e 6 * 20). However, basedhe statistical analysis to be
employed, the resaercher considerered such a sampléo be too small. Thus, Slovin’s
formula was used to determine the sample sizellasvi

n=N/(+N§é

Where n, is the sample size N, is the total pdmraand e, is the error torelance
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Ariola (2006) argues that imsing Slovin’s formula, the error of tolerance isstf
determined which can range between 95% and 99%idenice level (giving a margin
error of 0.05 and 0.01 respectively). An eraletance of 2% from within the range of
1-5 was selected yielding a sample size of 2140né¥er to account for unreturned
guestionnaires, oversampling is commonly used.tlkisrstudy, a typical figure of 2.5%
oversampling was used, yielding a final sample sfzZ2192. The total number of students
in Kenya’s public universities in year 2009 was868. These numbers were not exact
and determining the exact population would havenbeestlty and time consuming.

Hence the reason for using the JAB list.

To ensure proportional sub-samples for each untyeirs terms of population size and
gender. Specifically, pink (for female) and bluer(male) questionnaires were designed
to ensure equitable number of male and female relgds across the universities. As a
rule of thumb, sample sizes of 30 to 500 are deemggglopriate for quantitative
empirical research. Sekaran (2003) observes tatre samples are to be divided into

sub-samples, a minimum sub-sample size of 30 fdn eategory would be adequate.

In regard to this consideration, the snowball méthvas used in cases where the desired
guota failed to be randomly obtained until suchiraet where the researcher was
convinced beyond doubt that all possible resporsdertre exhausted within that sample
category. Hofstede (1991) also maintains thatfoss- cultural studies, a quota control
on ethnic groups is necessary in order to ensatentinimum sample size is achieved for
each of the sub groups. A similar approach wagtadoby Urban (2004). Table 3.1

provides the details of the sampling design.
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Table 3.1: Sampling Technique and Sample Size

Population [ 1] Sample Size

University Male | Female | Total | Sample total | Male | Female
University of Nairobi| 2543 | 1365 3908| 363 236 | 127
Kenyatta University | 1933 1227 3160 355 217 | 138
JKUAT 796 | 284 1080 | 292 215 | 76
Maseno University 550 | 364 914 278 167 | 111
Moi University 2023| 1381 3404| 358 213 145
Egerton University 1219 727 1937 332 208 | 124
Masinde Muliro 325 135 460 | 214 151 63
Total 9380| 5483 148632192 1407| 784

Source[1]: (JAB, 2008/2009)

3.6 Data Collection Procedures

Primary data were gathered from fourth year un@deigate students across all public
university students in Kenya using a self-adntémesd questionnaire which was
distributed in the classrooms during lecture gerrior trained research assistants were
engaged during the data collection process. Big@91378) observes that reliability is a

bare minimum for valid studies of personality,tatties and values.

Given that new scales and items without reportsetiability of measures are likely to
result in responses that vary and have no consigtehe study relied on questionnaire
items that have been previously tested with refsgeto published reports on their
reliability and validity such as Hofstede’s ( 198001) cultural dimensions and Bird’s
(1989) self efficacy and Kolvereid’s (2000) feakfyp and desirability constructs. The
replication of these measures in several stupiesides support for their validity.
Intentions were measured as a percentage prolyathiéit the respondent would go into
business in the five-year period following gradoati Perception variables were
measured by eight item questions. Disposition Wemwere measured by thirteen item
guestions. Culture variables were meaasured bydenritem questions and exposure to

entreprenuership education measured by a five dgieestions.
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The design of the questionnaire was such thaaptured the relevant information

necessary to answer the reasearch questions. f@ieetiee instrument was divided into 2
major parts. Part | gathered information about pleesonal profile of the respondents
which included their age, gender, ethinicity, le@atwhere respondents grew up and
prior exposure to entreprenuership education. Raonsisted of questions about
respondents’ intentions to go into self —employmérdlso enquired about their personal
attitudes and perceptions about entreprenuergl@meieved cultural dimensions and
perceived impact of entreprenuership educationntentions to become self-employed.
All the questions in Part Il were put on a 5 pdiikert scale as adopted from previous
studies (Hofstede 1991; Urban 2004; Kolvereid 2080gopy of the questionnaire is in

Appendix A

3.7 Tests of Reliability and Validity

Reliability means the consistency of a measure cbrcept (Bryman & Belt, 2007),
which refers to the probability of obtaining thensstent results after the repetition of the
research with similar methods. The nature of thdystequired collection of primary data
only, since it sought answers that related to tieergraduate’s attitudes, perceptions and
preferences. In order to elicit trust from the mwgents and enhance response quality, a
covering letter of the explanation of the reseamlrpose was attached to the
guestionnaire. The questionnaire was classified gaveral sections which covered the
general orientation of the research. The religbdit the instrument was estimated using
Cronbach's Alpha coefficient which is used to assH#® internal consistence or
homogeneity among the research instrument items.

Validity concerns the issue of whether an indicgtorset of indicators) that is devised to
gauge a concept really measures that concept (BrynBelt, 2007). It is the accuracy
and meaningfulness of inferences which are basedesults. Mugenda & Mugenda,
(2003) observe that validity is the degree to wiresults obtained from analysis of the
data actually represent the phenomenon under study. largely determined by the
presence or absence of systematic error of datar@r@om error). This study used face
validity where a panel of experts gave their inpsitto whether the instrument met the
criterion. Other techniques of validating data eo@struct validity and content validity
(Mugenda & Mugenda, 2003).
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Owing to the crucial importance of primary data guantatitive research, the
guestionnaire for the investigation was given mattention in this study. Bryman &
Belt, (2007) recommends a pilot study before utitizthe whole questionnaire. Hence a
pilot study was conducted using fifty questionnsiegiministered to students in order to
assess the respondents' understanding of the rivestitu Issues raised by respondents

were corrected and questionnaire refined for uskérmain study.

3.8 Statistical Procedures and Analyses

A variety of statistical procedures were employethie analyses of the data starting with
basic descriptive statistics to more complex procesl like Analysis of variance

(ANOVA) and multiple regression analysis and analysf correlations between the

variables. The descriptive statistics encompasseguéncy distributions, measures of
central tendency (means) and measures of dispe¢siandard deviation). These were
employed to develop a thorough understanding ofnttere of the data and to provide

summary descriptions of the respondents in the Eamp

ANOVA was carried out where there was a need to parm groups of cases for
differences in their means along particular vagabl ANOVA is a technique for testing
simultaneously whether two or more population means significantly different.
Although one-way ANOVA is the method of choice whesting for differences between
multiple groups, it assumes that the mean is advaditimate of centre and that the
distributionof the test variable is reasonably nalrand similar in all groups (Field,
2000).

Where it was not possible to show clearly that ¢hessumptions are satisfied,
nonparametric procedures such as the Scheffe’epast-test was used to test for the
significance of the differences between the meaks®f the various groups (i.e. whether
or not the values of a particular variable diffetveeen two or more groups). Scheffe’'s
posterior F is a non-parametric ANOVA which is bgg where there are groups of
unequal sizes (Field, 2000). Unlike standard ANQM\Aese tests do not assume

normality, and can be used for ordinal variabl€3SS, 2004).

Another statistical procedure applied to assessettistence of relationships between
variables was the test of correlation. In this casé¢he data to be tested included ordinal

or dichotomous nominal data, the non-parametri@8pan’s correlation coefficient was
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calculated. This test first ranks the data and thpplies the Pearson’s equation to
compute the correlation coefficient. Correlationsasure how variables or rank orders
are related. It is useful for determining the stenand direction of the association
between two variables which could be positivehatedl, not related at all or negatively
related (Field, 2000). The correlation coeffici€ntlies between —1 and +1. If the r is
close to —1 or +1, the two variables are closeperéect linear relationship, and when the

ris close to 0, there is little or no correlatioRield, 2000).

Analysis of the correlations between the varialbles therefore carried out to assess the
existence of associations between the dimensioosltfre and entreprenuerial intentions
and Pearson’s product moment correlation coefitsieepresented lry was computed.
This statistic is appropriate when both variables measured at an interval level
(Trochim, 2006). Correlation analysis is a very ooom statistical tool in culture related
research. Some examples of research that haveedtilhis technique include Liu (1999),
Cheung et al., (2003), Phua & Rowlinson (2004) @hdn & Chan (2005). This measure
of association has also been noted as an impatapttowards the development of the
regression model(s) (Hair et al.,, 1998). Finallyultiple regression analyses were
conducted. Multiple regression analysis allows foe examination of relationships
between several independent variables and one deperariable. In addition to the
independent variables’ collective prediction of ttependent variable, this statistical
method determines the individual contribution ofleaf the individual variables to the
dependent variable, both directionally and magmiaidy (Hair et al., 1998).

3.8.1 Multiple Regression Models

Multiple regression seeks to study the effects #tm@dmagnitude of the effects of more
than one independent variable on one dependerdblariKerlinger & Lee, 2000). It
leads to the derivation of an equation in whichheimclependent (predictor) variable has
its own coefficient and the dependent (outcomejptée is predicted from a combination
of all the variables multiplied by their corresporg coefficients plus a residual term

(Field, 2000). A generic equation of this multipkgression model is given as:

Y=Bo+PXs+P2Xo+. #Bn Xn +e
Where:

Y is the outcome variable
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S is the coefficient of the first predictof

p2is the coefficient of the second predickr

Pnis the coefficient of thath predictorX,

& is the difference between the predicted and obderatie of Y for
theith subject.

According to Hair et al., (1998), the coefficieat® weights which effectively denote the
relative contribution of the predictor variables ttee overall prediction, and facilitate
interpretation as to the influence of each variableaking the prediction. As aptly stated
in Kerlinger & Lee (2000), the results of the cd#tions indicate how ‘good’ the
prediction is and approximately how much of theiasace of the outcome is accounted
for by the ‘best’ linear combination of the predist. This is what makes the multiple
regression model particularly appropriate in tlesearch which seeks to examine the
influence of various dimensions of culture (indegemt variables) on each intentions to

become entreprenuers (dependent variable).

3.8.2 Methods of Variable Selection in Multiple Rgression

There are several methods for deciding which inddeet variables to use in the
regression model and how to enter these variabteshhe model. Field (2000) identified
three principal methods as hierarchical, forcedyeaind stepwise methods. Hierarchical
regression relies on the identification of predistbased on past research. These known
predictors are then entered into the regressioneimiodorder of their importance, after
which the previously unidentified predictors ardesed (Field, 2000). In this research,
the absence of strong empirical evidence of imporpredictors from the literature on
cultural orientations and performance precluded uke of this method of regression.
With forced entry, all the predictors are forcetbithe model simultaneously. As noted in
Field (2000), this method also relies on the eristeof sound theoretical bases for
inclusion of all the chosen variables, a requiremehich cannot be satisfied in this

research.

The most viable option for this research is thus skepwise method. In the stepwise
method, the decisions about what variables to énterthe model and the order in which
they are entered are based entirely on a mathexhatiderion (Field, 2000). This
approach according to Xiao (2002) yields a finaliagpn that is simple yet powerful
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enough to reveal any significant relationships.dRters not in the model are evaluated
for entry one at a time, with the best predictoingesntered into the model, and those
already in the equation are evaluated for remowal @ a time with the removal of the
most insignificant predictor, until no more predi are eligible for entry or removal
(Field, 2000; Xiao, 2002). The criterion for entrfya predictor is that the significance of
the F test must be< 0.05, and the criterion for removal is that thgndficance of the~
test must be: 0.10.

3.8.3 Assumptions of Regression

There are a number of key assumptions associatedive multiple regression procedure.
These assumptions must be met for the regressalgsigto guarantee a model in which
the actual errors in prediction are as a resuthefreal absence of a relationship among
the variables and not caused by some charactenistiee data not accommodated by the
regression procedure (Hair et al., 1998). Thesenagtons are giveras: Linearity of the
phenomenon measured, Constant variance of the temos,Independence of the error
terms, and Normality of the error term distribution

Hair et al., (1998) have indicated that the priatimeasure of prediction errors is the
residual, which is the difference between the olestrand predicted values for the
outcome variable. Analysis of the residuals is thtues principal means of identifying
violations of the assumptions. According to Hairaét (1998) plots of the standardised
residuals versus predictor and outcome variablethas basic method of identifying
assumption violations. Specific patterns of thesaduals indicate violations of particular

assumptions. These assumptions are discussed endatail below.

Multiple regression assumes a linear relationslefwben the outcome variable and the
predictor variables. One approach for testing #ssumption is to plot the outcome
against the predictor variables, and the data pahould cluster around a straight line if
the assumptions are met (Xiao, 2002). Linearityalan be assessed from an examination
of residual plots which must show a random distrdyuof data points. Hair et al., (1998)
and Field (2000) provide a number of residual pletéch show non-linear patterns of
residuals. Where such non-linear relationshipstealternative regression methods such

as the introduction of polynomial terms must besidered.
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Heteroscedasticity, or the presence of unequahnee has been described as one of the
commonest assumption violations. It is diagnosed aly plots of studentised residuals
against the predicted outcome values. A consigtatiern (triangle or diamond-shaped)
in such a plot is evidence that the variance is omtstant (Hair et al., 1998).
Alternatively, the Levene test for homogeneity a@frignce can be produced by SPSS
(SPSS, 2004). Significant values indicate a depaftom constant variance.

It is expected that the residual terms for any weses should be uncorrelated (i.e.
independent). Autocorrelation is said to exist vehezsidual terms are not independent
(Field, 2000). The Durbin-Watson test for serialretation of the residuals (SPSS, 2004),
can be used to evaluate this assumption. Thettste can vary between 0 and 4 with
the value of 2 meaning that the residuals are weleded or independent (Field, 2000).

As a general rule of thumb, the closer the value B the better.

A fundamental assumption of multiple regressiord amat Hair et al.(1998) described
as the most frequently violated assumption, is dssumption of normality of the
predictor and outcome variables. The simplest diatin tool for the set of predictors in
the equation is the histogram of residuals whichvispal inspection should be bell-
shaped, approximating the normal distribution. Atdremethod is the use of the normal
probability plot (P-P plot) which compares the stamlised residuals with a normal

distribution which is represented by a straighgdizal line.

If the distribution is normal, then the residuakl must closely follow this diagonal line
(Hair et al., 1998). As indicated in Field (200)is only when all these assumptions are
met that the model can be accurately applied tpdpulation. All the assumptions were
thus tested as each multiple regression model wasrgted. Multiple regression is a
widely used multivariate technique in managemeseaech. All these researches have
sought to examine and model the relationships Ervpeedictor and outcome variables,

an aim which clearly resonates with the aim of thsearch.
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3.9Controlling for Auto Correlation and Multicollinear ity

To test the hypothesis using the regression amalyse study ensured that the basic
conditions for the application and interpretatidntiee results were complied with. The

use of regression analysis assumes that the datarnsally distributed and that there is

independences of errors. It was necessary toaldotrauto correlation.

The research controlled for auto correlation usiregapproach provided by Levine et al.,
(2008). The approach requires the computation ®fttirbin Waston statistic (D) which
measures the correlation between each residudl residual for the time period
immediately preceding the one of interest. Whenstinecessive residuals positively auto
correlate, the value of D approaches 0. If thedresds are not auto correlated, the value of
D will be close to 2. If there is a negative aatorelations, D will be greater than 2 and
could approach its maximum value of 4. For eathhe tests performed, the study
carried out a test for auto correlation, and theiesaf D interpreted according to these

criteria to determine whether autocorrelation cdagdnvalidating the results.

The concept of multicolinearity is based on theidassumption that in regression
modeling the independent variable in the modelnatdinearly related. The existence of
a linear relationship among some of the independanables is called multicolinearity
(Wang, 1966) which affects the stability of thegraeter estimates calculated in multiple
regression analysis models. The study relied emagiproach provided by Bowerman &
O ‘Conwell (1990), Meyers (1990) and (2005) to cohtfor multicolinearity.
Accordingly, the study computed the variance indlatfactor (VIF) and the tolerance
statistics which indicate whether a predictor hasrang linear relationship with the other
predictor(s). For the VIF, a value greater tha@ ik. a good value; values that are
substantially greater than 1.0 imply that multicehrly may be biasing the regression
model. The tolerance statistics is computed as rdw#procal of the VIF (1/VIF).
Tolerance statistics values below 0.1 indicate raose problem while those below 0.2
indicate a potential problem. The tests of hyps#ise were accompanied by a

computation of VIF score and the results intergetecording to this criterion.
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3.10 Testing for Type | and Type Il errors

Empirical research may be affected by the wrongrpretation arising out of the testing
of hypotheses due to the influence of Type | andeTl errors. Type | error in research
occurs when the Null hypothesis is rejected whefadh the null is true. Type Il error on
the other hand occurs when the research acceptsearfull hypothesis when they should
have rejected it (Zikmund, 2003; Nachmias & Nachani2a004; Cooper & Schindler,
2006). Scholars agree that the Type | errors ansidered more serious than the Type Il
errors and that reducing the probability of a Typerror increased the probability of a
Type 1 error (Cooper & Schindler, 2006).

To control this Type | error, researchers and &iaian agree that it largely depends on
the level of statistical significance that the sesber has set up for testing the
hypotheses. The conventional levels are P<0.00D.0R<and P<0.05 (Nachmias &
Nachmias, 2004). The various hypothesis testetthisyresearch were tested within the
threshold of the conventional significance levets énsure that the probability of
committing this Type | error was very low and tipaactical decisions made out of the
recommendations of the tested hypotheses standadveelow chance of being

misleading.

Zikmund (2003) suggested that the Type Il erraaddressed through the sample size by
ensuring that the sample size is relatively largéhis study obtained data from a
population estimated at 18,000 respondents.

While statisticians agree that a sample is largis, study increased the targeted sample
size of 2,200 to whom the questionnaires wereildigied. The actual response was from
1,659 enough to control for the chances of comnytiType Il error. A number of

scholars have used a similar approach to contrahtsType Il error (Muathe, 2010).

3.11 Operationalization of the Variables

The key variables of this study include the indejgem variables; culture, gender,

dispositional traits, entreprenurerial perceptiatlnicity and entreprenuership education
playing various roles as indicated in the concdptuaodel. These variables were

operationalized and measured as contained in TaBleA summary of the data analysis
methods to be used is provided in Table 3.3

88



Table 3.2: Summary of Operationalization of Variabks

Variable/ Elements Operationalization of the variatbe | Measure Question
Entrepreneurial Range of statements suggesting a Likert type scale | Questions
intentions strong interest to start your businesk) strongly agree | 2-5
» Desire to start | within 5 years. to 5) strongly
your own disagree
business within 5
years of
graduation
Entrepreneurial Desirability - Having more or less | Likert type scale | Questions 6
perceptions of the conviction that founding their 1) strongly -13
» Desirability own firm is a suitable alternative | disagree
« Feasibility Feasibility - Individuals perceptions 5) strongly agree
of their own entrepreneurial
capability in identifying and
managing viable businesses
Entrepreneurial Reasons for wanting to go into Likert type scale | Questions
disposition business relative to each of the | 1) strongly 14 - 26
* Need for three elements disagree 5)
Achievement strongly agree
¢ Risk-taking
e Autonomy
Culture Range of statements describing theLikert type scale | Questions
« Hofstede’s cultural| cultural inclination to the particular| 1) strongly agree | 27 -40
dimensions value to 5) strongly
disagree
Exposure to Impact of entreprenuership Likert type scale | Question
entrepreneurship education on students 1) strongly 41-45
education entrepreneurial intentions disagree

5) strongly agree
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Table 3.3: Summary of Data Anaysis

Objectives

Hypotheses

Data Analysis

To determine the effect of culture

H1a: There is a significant relationship

Linear

on entrepreneurial intentions between culture and entreprenuerial Regres_smn
Analysis
intention Y= o+px+ &
To determine the effect of ethnicityH1b: There are significant differences| ANOVA using
on entrepreneurial intentions . . . Scheffe’s
entreprenuerial intentions between

different ethnic groups

posterior F-test

To determine the effect of gender
on entrepreneurial intentions

Hl1c: There is a significant relationship

between gender and entreprenuerial

ANOVA using
Scheffe’s
posterior F-test

intentions
To determine the effect of culture | H2a: There is significant relationship Linear
on entreprenuerial disposition . Regression
between culture and entrepreneurial :
Analysis
disposition Y= atpx+ e
To determine the effect of ethnicityH2b: There are significant differences | ANOVA using
on entrepreneurial disposition entreprenuerial disposition betwee%Cheffe s

different ethnic groups

posterior F-test

To determine the effect of gender
on entrepreneurial disposition

H2c: There is significant relationship

between gender and entrepreneurial

ANOVA using
Scheffe’s
posterior F-test

To determine the effect of culture
on entreprenuerial perceptions

To determine the effect of ethnicit
on entrepreneurial perceptions

disposition
H3a: There is a significant relationship | Linear
between culture and entreprenuerial Regres_smn
Analysis
perceptions Y= o+px+ €
yH3b: There are signifant differences i ANOVA using
. . Scheffe’s
entreprenuerial  perceptions  between

different ethnic groups

posterior F-test

To determine the effect of gender
on entrepreneurial perceptions

H3c:

between gender and entreprenuerial

There is a significant relationship

perceptions

ANOVA using
Scheffe’s
posterior F-test

To determine the effect of
entreprenuerial disposition on
entrepreneurial intentions

H4: here is a significant relationship
between entrepreneurial disposition and

entrepreneurial intention

Linear
Regression
Analysis

Y= a+px+&
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To determine the effect of H5:There is a significant relationship Linear
entreprenuerial perceptions on . . Regression
- _ between entrepreneurial perceptions and _
entrepreneurial intentions Analysis
entrepreneurial intentions Y= a+px+ e
To determine the effect of H6a :Entreprenuership education has a | Multiple
entreprelnuersfhlp education on positive moderating effect on the Regregsmn
the relationship between _ _ _ Analysis
entreprenuerial disposition and relationship between entreprenuerial Y= a+Pixst
entreprenuerial intentions disposition and entreprenuerial intentions B2Xz *...... BrXn+
F3
To determine the effect of H6b: Entreprenuership education as a | Multiple
entrepre.nuers.hlp education on positive moderating effect on the Regregsmn
the relationship between ) _ . Analysis
entreprenuerial perceptions and relationship between entreprenuerial Y= a+Poxat
entreprenuerial intentions perceptions and entreprenuerial intention$2X2 *...... BnXn+
£
To determine the joint effect of | H7: There is a significant combined effedtackward
predictor varl.ablles on. by the predictor variables on stepwsg Multiple
entreprenuerial intentions Regression
entreprenuerial intentions Analysis
Y= (1+B1X1+
BZXZ +...... Ban+
£

3.12 Chapter Summary

The Chapter presented the research methodologyhwdumprised the research design

and research paradigms. The research design used descriptive survey design driven

by the positivist paradigm. The population and slamgpprocedures were presented

herein too. The data collection procedures used datd collection instruments were

presented as well as the operationalization ofviméables alongside the data analysis

techniques. Justification of the particular datalgsis techniquess is given. A table

summarising the statistical tests conducted for thgpotheses is also provided. The

Chapter therefore gives way for Chapter Four whiels the analysis of results and

interpretations of findings.

91




CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Introduction

This chapter is devoted to data analysis and irg&apon, and discussion of findings of
the reasearch. It presents where appropriate, assteethe research questions and
provides a basis for either confirming proposedatiehships. Besides descriptive
statistics, Pearson’s correlation coefficientsedir and multiple regression analysis and
ANOVA were employed for this purpose. A table sumisiag the test of hypotheses and

the subsequent interpretation of results is alswviged.

4.2 Data Analysis

The first step in data analysis involved clegrtime data collected using questionnaires
by checking for any incompleteness, inconsistenaied mistakes. Descriptive statistics
were used to deduce the basic features of datasintple summaries while inferential
statistics were used to make inferences about dpelation (Harper et al., 1977). To
improve statistical conclusion validity, data wasamined for violation of the
assumptions underlying multivariate normality, haeedasticity and linearity (Pallant,
2005). Testing of the hypotheses was done usiggession models, to determine if
significant associations existed between the preghogariables. Linear regression
analyses was conducted to test hypotheses 142a8d 5 while hypotheses 13, 14, and
15, were tested using multiple regression analydis. adopting the 95% confidence

interval, the statistics were significant if thevglue revealed fell below 0.05.

Multiple regression analysis allows for the exartiora of relationships between several
independent variables and one dependent variableaddition to the independent
variables’ collective prediction of the dependerdriable, this statistical method
determines the individual contribution of eachlwd# tndividual variables to the dependent
variable, both directionally and magnitudinally {Hat al., 1998). ANOVA was used to
test hypotheses 6,7 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12. Determmimaf the location of the differences
between all mean pairs was done using Scheffe®por contrast test, which is readily
applicable to groups of unequal sizes. Scheffestepior F-test is relatively insensitive to

departures in normality and homogeneity of variance
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This was done to determine gender and ethnic diffes within the proposed
relationships. A similar approach was used by Ee8savis (1984), and Mungai & Ogot
(2012). A summary of description of each hypothesiselation to the statistical tool

utilzed was provided in Table 3.3

4.3 Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics generated frequencies; minimand maximum values of the non-
continuous variables, means, standard deviatiokgwrsess, kurtosis, item-total
correlations and coefficient alphas for the measurée results in general indicated that

the data collected were normally distributed.

4.3.1 Response Rate

The study targeted 2,192 respondents from the Wcpubiversities in Kenya as of July
2012. The field data was obtained from 1,658 oadpnts. The data set was then
screened for code violations and missing dataguSIASS descriptive statistics and visual
inspection by the researcher, yielding an effectegponse rate of 69.8%. While most
scholars do not seem to agree on the acceptal#edévesponse rate to form the basis
for data analysis, Nachmias & Nachmias (2004) haniated out that survey researchers
face a challenge of low response rate that raresgabove 50%. Accordingly they
suggest that a response rate of 50% and abovéststory and represents a good basis
for data analysis. This study was a descriptiveresuiin design, and the response rate
registered is interpreted using this simple ruleesponse rate that is higher than 50% of

the targeted sample size for the study.
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4.3.2 Response Rate per University
The overall response rate of 70.8 % was distribperduniversity as shown in Table 4. 2

Table 4.1 Response Rate peuniversity

Name of the University Frequency Percent
Moi 274 16.8
UON 125 7.7
Masinde 182 11.2
Egerton 279 17.1
KU 208 12.8
JKUAT 320 19.6
Maseno 241 14.8
Total 1629 100.0

4.3.3 Course Being Pursued

The respondents were asked to indicate the cothiegswere pursuing at the university
in order to capture diversity of programmes. Thalifigs reavealed that indeed the data
was adequately diverse therefore allowing geitenal of the findings. This was
particularly important for the study as it distinghed the study from a majority of

previous studies that focussed on students tdkisgess and management courses.

A majority of the respondents (37%) were pursuBchelor of Science (BSc) or
Bachelor of Education, Science, ( BSc Ed) . Foaltmnat a distance were ChBMB, BSc
Maths, BSc Eng. (20%); Bcom and BBA (19.5%), andl BBEd Arts (17.6%). Less
than 1% of the respondents failed to indicatecth@ses they were pursuing while those
with courses that could not be clearly categorisédin defined categories were simply
classified as others representing 5.7% of theorsdgnts.
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Table 4.2 Degree Course Being Pursued

Course being Pursued Frequency Percent
BCom,BBA 318 19.5
BA , BEd Arts 287 17.6
BSc, BEd Science 602 37.0
ChBMB, BSc Maths, BSc Eng. 325 20.0
Others 93 5.7
Total 1625 99.8
Missing 4 2
Total 1629 100.0

4.3.4 Exposure to Entreprenuership Education

The questionnaire required respondents to indiveltether they had any form of

exposure to entreprenuership education, be it &sllacourse unit or sub-unit. The

responses presented in Table 4.3 shows that oftyd&he respondents had some form
of exposure to entreprenuership education. Less 184 recorded no response to that
particular item. This indicates that 68% of the plmhad some knowledge of

entreprenuership education making the data suifableesting the moderating effect of
variables and

Entreprenuership education on relationships betwegmedictor

entreprenuerial intentions.

Table 4.3 Responses on Exposure to EntreprenuerghEducation in the University

Have you taken the| Frequency Percent

course?

No 515 31.6
Yes 1108 68.0
Total 1623 99.6
System 6 A4
Total 1629 100.0
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4.3.5 Respondents’ Age Profile

Although the age categories were not provided & gshrvey, the responses were later
categorized into four categories for ease of aislgs presented in Table 4.4. As shown,
more than 87% of the respondents are between #wead0-24 years. The age group of
25-28 years represented 7.8% of the respondenkswBEO years comprised of 3.7% of
the respondents while 0.7% represented the age gifo2O years and above at 0.7%. The
number of respondents who failed to respond to iteat was minimal at 0.1%. These
findings reveal that majority of the respondents at an appropriate age in terms of
making career-related choices and are possibly maneerned about their options after
graduation. The features of these particular gemeptherefore suitable for testing career

intentions using contextual and cognitive facta@ssahe case in this study.

Table 4.4 Respondents Age Profile

Age Frequency Percent
19 and below 61 3.7
20to 24 1428 87.7
2510 28 127 7.8
29 and above 12 v
Total 1628 99.9
System 1 A
Total 1629 100.0

4.3.6 Distribution of Respondents by Gender

Table 4.5 shows that majority 64.8% of the respatglevere male while 35.2% were
female. The proportions as presented in the firglimyealed the true picture of gender
composition within the universities as per the simgpframe that was used by the
researcher. Thus, it provides a step towards iateralidity for generalizability of the

study findings.
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Table 4.5 Distribution of Respondents by Gender

Gender Frequency Percent Cumulative

Percent
Male 1055 64.8 64.8
Female 574 35.2 100.0
Total 1629 100.0

4.3.7 Distribution of Respondents by Ethnicity

For those students willing to state their ethnici®p percent came from the GEMA

community-Gikuyu, Embu and Meru, this was followsdLuos at 17.8 percent, Luhya’s

at 10 percent, Kamba at 9.8 percent, Kalenjin3a8 percent, Kisii at 8.3 percent, coast

community at 4.1 percent, communities from north€emya at 0.7 percent collectively,

Somali’s at 0.3 percent while all other ethnicitaslectively represented 9.6 percent of

the respondents. Table 4.6 presents a summargsé tistributions.

Table 4.6 Distribution of Respondents by Ethnic baaround

Ethnicity Frequency Percent

Luo 288 17.8
Kikuyu-Embu, Meru 407 25.2
Kamba 159 9.9
Luhya 163 10.1
Kalenjin 224 13.9
Coastal groups-Taita,

Digo, Pokomo 66 4.1
Somali 5 .3
Kisii 134 8.3
Northern-Turkana, 12 7
Pokot

Other 156 9.7
Total 1614 100.0
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4.3.8 Distribution of Combined Means and Standardeviation for Ethnic Groups
Descriptive statistics relating to the combined ngeand standard deviations for each
ethnic group were determined and results shownTable 4.7. In addition, tests of
skewness and kurtosis were performed on the datedar to check for normality of data
for each group. Skewness tells us about the dimeotif variation of the data set (a
measure of symmetry or lack of symmetry), wKilgtosis is a parameter that describes
the shape of a random variable's probability distiton. No departure from normality

was observed, therefore it was concluded that gstsomns of normality were met.

Table 4.7 Summary of Descriptive Statistics for the Ethniaggroups

Group Mean Sd Skewnesg  Kurtosis N
Did not indicate 3.28 0.90 -0.23 -0.39 15
Luo 3.61 0.87 -0.23 -0.23 278
Kikuyu, Embu, Meru 3.52 0.84 -0.7 -0.22 376
Luhya 3.58 0.80 0.12 -0.92 144
Kalenijin, 3.51 0.80 -0.11 -0.22 154
Kipsigis, Tugen,Nandi
Kamba 3.53 0.90 -0.25 -0.82 210
Coastal tribes, 3.49 0.87 -0.34 0.19 62
Mijikenda, Digo
Maasai 3.70 0.41 -1.74 3.25 5
Kisii 3.61 0.80 -0.00 -0.92 129
Samburu, Somali, 3.21 0.90 0.63 -0.45 12
Northern Cushites
Turkana 3.70 0.84 -0.17 -0.37 145

4.3.9 Entrepreneurial Disposition and Ethnicity

The descriptive statistics, Table 4.8 providesitlebf the means and standard deviation
for each ethnic group with regard to responsesting to entrepreneurial disposition.
Using a five point likert scale, the questionnainad thirteen items covering
entrepreneurial disposition with a scale rangingmirl to 5. One (1) represented "
strongly dsiagree" and five (5) represented " gfiprmagree”. High scores (>2.5) were

associated with high levels of entrepreneurial @s#jpon and low scores (<2.5) were
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associated with low levels of entrepreneurial désfoon. The midpoint of the scale was
three (3) representing "neutral or no opinion". eTdim was to measure the levels of
entrepreneurial disposition across the ethnic ggosgmpled. The means and standard

deviations for all the groups are presented ind 4l8.

On average, all ethnic groups exhibited low vargairt their mean scores relating to
entrepreneurial disposition. The mean scores weigh scores (>2.5) for all of them

indicating that all ethnic groups displayed highelis of entrepreneurial disposition. The
range for the mean scores was between 3.38 and B®ti@ the standard deviations

ranged between 0.35 and 0.48 showing similar obsens from the respondents same
ethnic group..

Table 4.8: Distribution of Means and Standard Devi&ons for Entreprenuerial

Disposition

Group Mean Sd N
Did not indicate 3.38 0.48 15
Luo 3.29 0.43 278
Kikuyu, Embu, Meru | 3.31 0.42 376
Luhya 3.20 0.46 144
Kalenijin, 3.25 0.38 154
Kipsigis,Tugen,Nandi

Kamba 3.26 0.41 210
Coastal tribes, 3.31 0.42 62
Mijikenda, Digo

Maasai 3.24 0.37 5
Kisii 3.30 0.35 129
Samburu, Somali, 3.26 0.44 12
Northern Cushites

Turkana 3.30 0.44 145

4.3.10 Entrepreneurial Perceptions and Ethnicity

Table 4.9 provides details of the means, standewveéhtion and the total data set for each

ethnic group with regard to responses relatingrtivepreneurial perception. Using a five
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point likert scale, the questionnaire had eighingecovering entrepreneurial perception,
with a scale ranging from 1 to 5. One (1) represgrit strongly disagree" and five (5)
represented " strongly agree". High scores (>®@e associated with high levels of
entrepreneurial perception, and low scores (<@&@&e associated with low levels of

entrepreneurial perception.

The midpoint of the scale was three (3) represgritireutral or no opinion”. The aim
was to measure the levels of entrepreneurial pgorepcross the ethnic groups sampled.

The means and standard deviations for all the grau@ presented in Table 4.9.

On average, all ethnic group exhibited low variamteheir mean scores relating to
entrepreneurial perception. The mean scores wegle $cores (>2.5) for all of them
indicating that all ethnic groups displayed highells of entrepreneurial perception. The
range for the mean scores was between 3.58 and B the standard deviations
ranged between 0.50 and 0.87 showing similar obsens from the respondents

between ethnic group sets.

Table 4.9 : Distribution of Means and Standard De\ations for Entreprenuerial

Perceptions

Group Mean Sd N
Did not indicate 3.29 0.50 15
Luo 3.52 0.71 278
Kikuyu, Embu, Meru | 3.44 0.66 376
Luhya 3.41 0.63 144
Kalenijin, 3.45 0.69 154
Kipsigis, Tugen,Nandi

Kamba 3.45 0.64 210
Coastal tribes, 3.41 0.67 62
Mijikenda, Digo

Maasai 3.58 0.87 5
Kisii 3.54 0.69 129
Samburu, Somali, 3.53 0.63 12
Northern Cushites

Turkana 3.46 0.71 145
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4.3.11 Entrepreneurial Intentions and Ethnicity

Table 4.10 provide details of the means, standaxdaton for each ethnic group with

regard to responses relating to entreprenueriahiittns. Using a five point likert scale,

the questionnaire had four items covering entregurgal intentions with a scale ranging

from 1 to 5. One (1) represented " strongly disagend five (5) represented " strongly
agree". High scores (>2.5) were associated wih hevels of entrepreneurial intentions
and low scores (<2.5)were associated with low Ewélentrepreneurial intentions. The
midpoint of the scale was three (3) representireutiral or no opinion". The aim was to

measure the levels of entrepreneurial intentionmssacthe ethnic groups sampled. The

means and standard deviations for all the groupspaesented in Table 4.10.

On average, all ethnic groups exhibited low varairt their mean scores relating to
entrepreneurial intentions. All the groups dispthyegh mean scores (>2.5) indicating
that all ethnic groups displayed high levels ofreteneurial intentions. . The range for
the mean scores was between 3.70 and 3.21, wielestandard deviations ranged
between 0.41 and 0.90 showing similar observatioos the respondents between
ethnic group sets.

Table 4.10:Distribution of Means and Standard Deviations for Entreprenuerial

Intentions

Group Mean Sd N
Did not indicate 3.2¢ 0.9C 15
Luo 3.61 0.87 27¢
Kikuyu, Embu, Meru | 3.52 0.84 376
Luhya 3.58 0.80 144
Kalenijin, 3.51 0.80 154
Kipsigis,Tugen,Nandi

Kamba 3.53 0.90 210
Coastal tribes, | 3.49 0.87 62
Mijikenda, Digo

Maasai 3.7C 0.41 5
Kisii 3.61 0.8C 12¢
Samburu, Somali,| 3.21 0.9C

Northern Cushites

Turkana 3.70 0.84 145
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4.3.12 Entrepreneurship Education and and Ethniciy

The descriptive statistics, Table 4.11 providesitketof the means, standard deviation
and the total data set for each ethnic group wébard to responses relating to
entrepreneurship education. Using a five pointrtilkscale, the questionnaire had five
items covering entrepreneurship education with aleseanging from 1 to 5. One

(Drepresented " strongly disagree" and five (fresented " strongly agree". High
scores (>2.5) were associated with high levelsmgdact for entrepreneurship education
and low scores (<2.5) were associated with low ltewd impact for entrepreneurship
education. The midpoint of the scale was threeéBjesenting "neutral or no opinion™.
The aim was to measure the levels of impact horepreneurship education across the
ethnic groups sampled. The means and standard tidegiafor all the groups are

presented in Table 4.11.

On average, all ethnic groups exhibited low vareamctheir mean scores with regard to
perceived impact of entrepreneurship education.riiban scores were low scores (<2.5)
for all of them indicating that all ethnic groupgatiated the impact of entrepreneurship
education lowly. Notable is that the range for itiean scores was between 1.81 and 2.40,
while the range between the standard deviations veaasween 1.11 and 1.81 showing

differing observations from the respondents betwetbnic group sets.
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Table 4.11: Distribution of Means and Standard De\tions for Entreprenuership

Education

Group Mean Sd N
Did not indicate 2.40 1.58 15
Luo 2.35 1.74 278
Kikuyu, Embu, Meru 2.27 1.63 376
Luhya 1.99 1.60 144
Kalenijin, 1.81 1.71 154
Kipsigis,Tugen,Nandi

Kamba 2.10 1.73 210
Coastal tribes, Mijikenda, | 2.38 1.71 62
Digo

Maasai 1.95 1.81 5
Kisii 2.34 1.73 129
Samburu, Somali, 2.25 1.11 12
Northern Cushites

Turkana 2.20 1.71 145

4.4 Reliability and Validity of Data
Statistical conclusion validity was observed thitotlge examination of the data prior to
analysis to ensure non violation of the assumptiamderlying multivariate normality,

homoscedasticity and linearity (Pallant, 2007).

T tests based on the Cronbaah'siere used to establish the reliability of measueim
tools usedCronbachu is a measure of the reliability of a scale by iagkat the variance
within the item and the covariance between a padicitem and any other item on the
scale. Nunnally (1978) suggested that as a rulleurhb, scores in the ranges 0.5-0.6, 0.6-
0.7, 0.7-0.8, and 0.8-0.9, should be consideretate an internal consistency that is
poor, questionable, acceptable or good respectividiues above 0.9 represent excellent
internal consistency, while values less than Oe5cansidered to be unacceptable. Several
researchers have observed that Cronbach's Alphds tém under-estimate internal
consistency (Novick & Lewis, 1967), therefore dgielding lower values may still be

useable.
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The research tested the reliability of the researstiument by computing the Cronbach’s
alpha score for each variable measured. The rds@amttument measured five variables
each with differing number of items to measurevaigable. The results of the reliability
tests as shown in Table 4.12, indicate that thenkach’sa for the five variables in the

study ranged between 0.425 to 0.883 showing gaednal consistency in general.

Table 4.12: Summary for Cronbach's Alpha coefficienhfor each variable.

Variables Cronbach's Alpha Number of Items
Intention 0.525 4
Perception 0.6230 8
Disposition 0.4256 13
Culture 0.5734 14
Education 0.8831 4

4.5 Tests of Hypotheses

In this study, the main objective was to estabtisé effects of socio-cultural factors
(culture, gender and ethnicity) on entreprenuendéntions of public universities'
undergraduate students in Kenya. This objective nwaksed by answering the following
research question: How does the socoi-cultural eodniinfluence entreprenuerial
intentions of public universities' undergraduatedents in Kenya? The study had several
hypotheses, which are discussed in the sectiohsfdtiaw:

4.5.1 The Effect of Culture on Entreprenuerial Inentions

The first objective was to determine the effectolture on entreprenueerial intentions.
Culture was operationalised as a composite varidateconsisted of three cultural values
adopted from the pertinent literature, in partictdafstede's ( 1980- 2005) seminal work.
The cultural values were uncertainity avoidancescuolnity versus femininity and
individualisn versus collectivism. Ethnicity andngler (male and female) were also

included as socio-cultural factors. Hypotheses Kided,
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Hla: There is a significant relationship between culture and entreprenuerial
intention

To tests hypothesis Hla, linear regression modsl eeanducted. The same model was

run for H2a, H3a, H4, and H5. The model was foritadas;

Y= (1+B1X1 +&
Where :
o is the constant coefficient

B1is the model regression coefficient that approxéadhe change in Y for a unit change

in X,

X1 is the the predictor variable , and

€ is the random disturbance or error

The results for the regression analysis are pteden Table 4.13.

Table 4.13 Model Summary for Regression Analysis fo Culture and

Entrepreneurial Intention

Variable No. Of Beta S.E t-statistic p-value
observations

Constant 153¢ 4,26¢ .15C 28.49¢ .00cC

culture 153¢ -.219* .04¢ -4.79: .00cC

r=-0.120

R2=.014

F=22.973

Durbin Waston=1.244

*P<0.05

As shown in Table 4.13, the value for Durbin-Wat¢br1.244) is within the accepted
range of 1 -3 and therefore indicates that the detthe assumptions for normality in
using regression analysis. The Durbin-Watson t®stsed in all the regression results.
Further, the correlation for the relationship betw entreprenuerial intentions and
culture is weak, negative and significant (r=-0,1p80.05). Regression analysis was

used to test if culture significantly predictedreptenuerial intentions.
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The results indicated that Culture significantledicted Entreprenuerial Intention £
219, t=-4.793; p<0.05), which means that a unir@ase in culture yielded a -0.219
change in Entreprenuerial Intentions. The R seplavalue showed that Culture
explained 1.4 percent of the variance’{®014, F=22.973; p<0.05). These results
therefore support the Hypothesis that there igaifsgéant relationship between culture

and entrepreneurial intention.

Besides confirming the emphasis of culture in g&ruership literature in explaining
entreprenuership activities among different groappeople, of particular interest is the
finding that culture was negatively related to eptenuerial intentions (r=-0.120; =-

0.219, p<0.05) showing that for every unit chamgscores of culture, entreprenuerial
intentions changed by proportionate magnitude & dpposite direction. This finding

suggest that those who scored low on culture etduliigher entreprenuerial intentions.

On the other hand, those who scored high on culext@bited low entreprenuerial
intentions. However, this result should be readhwitution because the negative
significance could be attributed to the special @angroup (students) who are likely to
score unrealistically highly on some values due‘itealism” picture of the world

common with the youth who have not yet dependethemselves.

This finding does not however contradict findingenh previous studies (Lent et al.,
2000, and Krueger 2000) that have alluded to theifstance of culture in predicting
entreprenuerial intentions. Lent et al., (2000) rapenalised culture using subjective
social norms and concluded that culture will hare influence on entrepreneurial
intentions through these subjective social normBiclv are linked to an individual's
immediate personal environment. Similarly, operaising culture as a ‘social
component in the TPB model, Krueger (2000) condadudbat culture influences
intentions. The inconsistence in finding with redyeo direction of influence of culture on
entreprenuerial intentions may be explained bfedshces in culture or social systems

that have rendered some of the western theorigplicable to developing countries.
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4.5.2 The Effect of Ethinicity on Entreprenueriallntentions

Hypotheses H1lb was concerned with determininggifiicant difference existed in the
mean scores of the various ethnic groups with te¢mmdata sets that were obtained by
asking the respondents to indicate their levebgfeement (1= strongly agree to 5=
strongly disagree) with a series of statementting to the variables of the study. The
data was used to test for the effect of ethnicityeach variable of the study and this
effect tested by H1b, H2b and H3b.

An One way ANOVA was then conducted in order &edmine if the group means
were significantly different with regard to the pestive variables. A hypothesis was
supported if the difference in the means betwéengroups were significant (showing
great magnitude in variance) and rejected if thfemnce in the means between the
groups were insignificant (approximately the sarmg).alpha level of 0.05 was used for
all subsequent ANOVA analyses. Hypothesis H1b tivas stated:

H1b: There are significant differences in entrepenuerial intentions between

different ethnic groups

Results from an One Way Anova Table 4.84owed the effect of ethnicity on
entreprenuerial intentions was not significaniqfs19= 1.14; p>0,05), The mean squares
for entreprenuerial intention measures betweenpg@nd within groups (MsS= 0.82:
MSw = 0.72) shows marginal variability that is not sfgant (R10,1519)= 1.14; p>0,05),
Post hoc analyses using the Scheffe's post hagioritfor significance indicated that the
means variance were not statistically significafttese results failed to confirm the
proposition that there is variability across thient groups. The hypothesis that there are
significant differences in entreprenuerial intens between different ethnic groups is

therefore not supported.

Table 4.14:Anova Results for the Effect of Ethnicity on Entrgoreneurial Intentions

Df SS MS F-value P-value
Ethnicity 10 8.2 0.82 1.14 0.33
Residuals | 1519 1087.5 0.72
*P<0.05
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The objective was to determine the effect of eatityion entreprenuerial intentions. It

was assumed that the students had cultures that predominantly acquired from their
ethnic backgrounds. Therefore, the study antictpakat ethnic identities would yield

differences with regard to entrepreneurially radateariables (intentions perceptions, and
disposition) among the respondents. The fndingselwvew indicated several similarities
along the study variables across the ethnic grolipsse findings were in contrast to our
expectations and to findings of previous studiest tave alluded to the existence of
significant ethnic-based influences on entrepreakbehavior and intentions.

This contradiction in findings, though difficult explain may be attributed to the fact that
race differences may not necessarily apply to ethliififerences. This means that the
‘seeming cultural heterogeneity’ among the ethniougs may not necessarily yield
substantial heterogeneous behavior in entreprempurgAnother possible explanation is
that the study was conducted among young univessiigents who may have a culture of
their own, with completely different cultural vakieompared to older generations. This
explanation is however not consistent with Tone@1(® who found that although
students were motivated by similar factors and gigexl similar barriers to business
creation, American, Asian and European studentdicshare the same entrepreneurial
intentions or dispositions. It is however possithlat there exist indirect and not direct
effects of ethnicity on the said variables which farn explain variation in

entrepreneurship behavior.

4.5.3 The Effect of Gender on Entreprenuerial Intetions

The influence of gender on entreprenuerial intergtics often alluded to in the literature.
Studies ( Zhao et al.,, 2005) have found that mdlage a higher preference for
entreprenuerial behavior than females. A set ddelobjectives were formulated which
aimed to determine if there existed differencesvben male and female respondents with
regard to entreprenuerially related variables. Tdbgective led to the development of
three gender-based hypotheses. These hypotheses stated as a) Hlc, there is a
significant relationship between gender and @néreuerial intentions b) H2c, there is a
significant relationship between gender and egm&neurial disposition, and c¢) H3c,

there is a significant relationship between gerashel entreprenuerial perceptions.
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Hlc: There is a significant relationship between ender and entreprenuerial

intentions

ANOVA method was conducted to test hypothesis,Hi2c and H3c. Scheffe’s
posterior F- test was used in order to allow camspas of unequal pairs as was the case
of male and female samples in the study. All thelgtvariables were included in the
ANOVA and the results presented in Table 4.15

Table 4.15 ANOVA Results Showing Male and Femaleifferences

VARIABLE | MALE FEMALE SCHEFFE
ANOVA
Std. Std. P-
Mean | Dev. Mean | Dev. F-Value | value Comment
No
2135 | significant
El 3.60 .84 3.48 .86 1.5487 difference
No
.7848 | significant
EP 3.47 .68 3.44 .66 0.0745 difference
No
.3856 | significant
ED 3.31 41 3.23 43 0.7530 difference
No
.0541 | significant
EC 3.31 44 3.14 .48 3.715250 difference
Significant
EE 2.27 1.71 2.04 1.64 5.861692*01559 | difference
*P<0.05

With reference to ANOVA results Table 4.15, no figant differences were revealed
between male and female students with regard temnuerial intentions (F=1.5487;
p>.05).
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There were no significant differences on the regmbrineasures of Entreprenuerial
intentions between; males (M=3.60, SD=.84) and fem&M=3.48, SD=.86) Therefore
hypotheses H1c is not supported.

Results for hypothesis Hlc, indicating that therere no significant differences
between male and female students in relation tor #w@reprenuerial intentions were
unexpected particularly given that the study wasdocted in an African context where
gender- related discriminations are said to doreifg@bomi & Parrot, 2008).

It was expected that such discriminations coupl&l poor socialization that looks down
on entreprenuership ( Major et al., 2007) would dxéhibited by differences in

entreprenurial related dispositions, perceptiorsiatentions between the gender.

These findings are inconsistent with the findinggm@vious studies which observed that
African women are often faced with cultural barsieand social hurdles in their quest to
become entreprenuers. The findings also failedotafien the findings of Delmar &

Davidsson, (2000) and Veciana et al., (2005) thateenhave a higher preference for
entreprenuerial behaviour than females. However oasiple explanation for the

inconsistencies in findings is that many of thetalies were looking at populations
whose men and women were not exposed to univeesitication and therefore their
cultural-gender biases may have played a largee riml their intentions on

entreprenuership. Therefore, although the studpeeted findings that would resonate
well with the African culture where distinctivelyefined gender roles are seen to

influence career choices, this scenario was nt#ateid by the study findings.

4.5.4 The Effect of Culture on Entrepreneurial Diposition

Literature reviewed indicated that culture defipessonality disposition which can be
described as entreprenuerial or non-entreprenueridimong the traits commonly
associated with entreprenuerial behaviour are ngmisk-taking, need for achievement
motivation and autonomy. The three traits were appemalised to make up for
entreprenuerial disposition variable. The objectives establish the role of culture in

influencing disposition as either entreprenueriamti-entreprenuerial.
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Literarure emphasizes culture as one of the exagefactors responsible for influencing
personality. A Hypothesis was thus developed ftbenpertinent literature reviewed and
the conceptual framework depicted in Figure 2.hitlite aim of determining the effect
of culture on entrepreneurial disposition, it stiate
H2a: There is significant relationship between culire and entrepreneurial

disposition
The effect was determined using a linear regressiodel whose results are presented in
Table 4.16

Table 4.16 Model Summary for Regression Analysis fo Culture and

Entrepreneurial Disposition

Variable No. Of Beta S.E t-statistic p-value
observations

culture 1535 3.192 .075 42.707 .000

Entreprenuerial | 1535 0.027 .023 1.172 241

Disposition

r=.030

R2=.001

F=1.375

Durbin Waston=1.390

*P<0.05

As shown in Table 4.16, the correlation for théatienship between culture and
entrepreneurial disposition is weak, positive bat significant (r =0.030, p>0.05).
Simple linear regression was run to indicate causk effect between the two variables.
The results of the regression indicated that Celttailed to significantly predict

Entreprenuerial dispositiorp{-0.027, t= 1.172; p>0.05). The R squared valuevsho
that Culture explained less than 1 percent of #réance ( R= 0.001, F=1.375; p>0.05).

The Hypothesis that there is a significant relslip between  culture and

entrepreneurial disposition was therefore not coréd.
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Contary to expectations and to the findings froevmus studies, our empirical findings
did not support the relationship between culture entreprenuerial dispositioi£0.027;
p>0.05). The findings revealed non or almost zeftect of culture on Entreprenuerial
disposition (B=0.001; p>0.05). These findings were inconsisteith wrevious studies
(Hayton et al.,, 2002) and existing literature one tlinfluence of culture on
entreprenuership behaviour (Hofstede, 1980- 2006MG 2007, 2010) at individual

level.

The findings also suggest that culture does nottexe influence on entreprenuerial
disposition. It may also be the case that cult@re ¢bserved from the finding in the
preceeding section of this study) may affect higdividual responses to entreprenuerial

intentions but may not significantly affect entreqpuerial disposition.

These findings may however only be generalizechttergraduate students as opposed to
the rest of Kenyan population because measures susclrisk-taking, need for
achievement and autonomy ( entreprenuerial digpajitnay not mean much to young
people who have not worked under anybody to expegidimitations and hence the need
to express themselves in the said traits-relatednera Also, they may not have a
complete picture of risks involved in running owmsiness since they have no
experience. Table 4.4 indicated that 88% of thpaedents ranged between age 20-24

years, confirming their unlikelihood of prior buess experience.

4.5.5 The Effect of Ethnicity on Entreprenuerial Dsposition

The aim of this analysis was to determine the éfté#cethinicity on entreprenuerial

disposition. A hypothesis statement was thus stated

H2b: There are significant differences in entrepenuerial disposition between
different ethnic groups

Results from an One Way Anova Table 4.1%howed the effect of ethnicity on

entreprenuerial disposition was not significaniqks19=0.95; p>0,05). The mean squares

for entreprenuerial disposition measures betweenpg and within groups is the same

(MS=17) showing zero variance. These results sthathere is no variability across the

ethnic groups with regard to Entreprenuerial Digjms parameters. The hypothesis that

there are significant differences in entrepremlielisposition between different ethnic

groups is therefore not supported.
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Table 4.17: Anova Results for the Effect of Ethnity on Entrepreneurial

Disposition

Df SS MS F-value P-value
Ethnicity 10 1.65 0.17 0.95 0.49
Residuals 1519 264.30 0.17
*P<0.05

The objective was to determine the effect of afityiion entreprenuerial dispositions.
Previous studies have alluded to the possibilitgertain communities possessing traits
that nurture entreprenuership while arguing that ghid traits are relatively subdued in
other communities. However, the ANOVA results diot meveal differences between
males and females with regard to all entrepreniigrialated variables tested. This
finding dispels the proposition that some commaesitare more entrepreneurial than
others and suggests that other factors but noticéthrcould explain the presupposed

differences if any at all.

4.5.6 The Effect of Gender on Entreprenuerial Dispsition

Hypothesis H2c sought to examine the effect of gerah entreprenuerial disposition.
Using evidence from the theoretical literature emdgr differences in entreprenuership
behaviour and entreprenuerial traits, it was pmpssed that male respondents would
score high on entreprenuerial disposition compdoedtheir female counterparts. The
hypothesis thus stated:

H2c: There is a significant relationship betweengender and entrepreneurial
disposition

Results revealed no significant differences bebwmale and female students in relation

to their entreprenuerial disposition (F=0.7530: @®5). There were no significant

differences on the reported measures of EntreprethiuBisposition between males

(M=3.31, SD=.41) and females ( M=3.23, SD=.43)shewn in Table 4.15. Therefore

hypotheses H2c is not supported.
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The finding failed to confirm past studies whichvlaobserved that males are more
inclined towards an entreprenuerial personalitynth@men. Indeed, one striking feature
in the gender-based literature within the fieldeotreprenuership is the entreprenuerial
activity variations between males and females. édwtby Mungai & Ogot (2012),
indicated significant differences in the maniféista of entreprenuerial traits between
males and females. However, the findings of thislstsuggest that the implied gender
differences that have shown men to be more emnejerially predisposed do not seem
to apply among the university students.

4.5.7 The Effect of Culture on Entreprenuerial Peceptions

The objective for hypothesis three was to determthe effect of culture on
entreprenuerial intentions. The general wisdom ¢thétre is the seedbed for perceptions
presupposed that pro-entreprenuerial cultures waxtibit positive or favourable

perceptions for entreprenuerial behavior. Hypothet8a was thus stated:

H3a:There is a significant relationship between dture and entreprenuerial
perceptions

The hypothesis was tested using linear regressidnrasults presented in Table 4.18

Tables 4.18 Model Summary for Regression Analysis of Culture and

Entrepreneurial Perceptions

Variable No. Of Beta S.E t- statistic | p-value
observations

culture 1535 4.27¢ 1€ 36.18¢ .00C

Entreprenuerial | 1535 -.251* .03¢ -6.97: .00C

Perceptions

r=.174

R?=.030

F=48.613

Durbin Waston=1.086

*P<0.05

As shown in Table 4.18, the correlation for théatienship between culture and
entrepreneurial perceptions is weak, positive aimghificant (r = 0.174, p<0.05).
Regression analysis was used to test if cultugaifstantly predicted entreprenuerial

perceptions. The results of the regression indic#tat Culture significantly predicted
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Entreprenuerial perception$:{ 0.251, t= -6.972; p<0.05), which means that a unit
increase in culture yielded a 0.251 change in dpnémuerial perceptions. The R squared
value showed that culture explained 3 percent efwiriance (R= 0.030, F= 48.613;

p<0.05). This means that the larger proportionasfation in entreprenuerial perceptions
(97%) is explained by other factors not capturethenmodel. The Hypothesis that there
is a significant relationship between culture anttepreneurial perceptions is therefore

supported.

The study analyzed entreprenuerial perceptions esirability and feasibility as an

outcome of culture. The Objective was to determthe effect of culture on

entreprenuerial perceptions. The study found sugdpora positive relationship between
culture and entreprenuerial perceptiofis-0.251, p<0.05). Therefore, the study finds
justification for the link between culture and eprenuerial perceptions as alluded to in
the literature. These findings are consistent \hi findings from previous studies that
contend that entreprenuerial perceptions are dempenon the social context and in
particular on what can be regarded as personalkiralde and feasible. To the

researcher’s knowlegde, no previous study has baedertaken on the effect of culture
(as measured by Hofstede’s values) on entreprhyerceptions using TPB. However
the findings do not contradict previous studiegtemneffect of culture on entreprenuership
behaviour. For example there are studies thduded social norms as a major
ingredient of culture, implying that differencessacial norms can directly be translated

to differences in cultures.

Therefore, the study did not find support for tlatention by Krueger et al., (2000) that
social norms are not significant in determiningreprenuerial intentions. Support is
however found of McGrath &MacMillan, (1992) andater study by Krueger & Kickul,
(2006) who concluded that social norms are mor@auie of entrepreneurial activity in
some countries than in others. It can thus be th@tilKenya is one such country where

culture positively influences entreprenuerial pptins.

4.5.8 The Effect of Ethnicity on Entrepreneurial Peceptions

Whenever society is highly differentiated alongiahor ethnic lines, race and ethnicity

have been used to predict entrepreneurial actil{iggundu, 2002:241) because it is

expected that such differences will yield differentrepreneurial perceptions as informed

by the values and social norms guiding that sociéty such, past studies have
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consistently reported differences in entrepreneprahbtivities among ethnic groups. The
objective for hypothesis H3b was to determinetifnecity determines entreprenuerial

perceptions. A hypothesis statement was thusdstate

H3b: There are significant differences in entrepenuerial perceptions between
different ethnic groups
Results from an One Way Anova Table 4.4Bowed the effect of ethnicity on
entreprenuerial perceptions was not significantio(F19y0.741;p>0,05). The mean
squares for entreprenuerial perceptions measurggede groups and within groups
(MSp=.3356: M§y=.4528) shows marginal variability that is not sfpant (Fa1o,1519)
-0.741; p>0,05). Post hoc analyses using the Schgfést hoc criterion for significance
indicated that the means variance was not staiitisignificant. These results show that
there is no variability across the ethnic groupthwegard to Entreprenuerial perceptions
parameters. Therefore, the hypothesis that theee sgnificant differences in

entreprenuerial perceptions between different etroups is not supported.

Table 4.19: Anova Results for the Effect of Ethnity on Entrepreneurial

Perceptions

Df SS MS F-value P-value
Ethnicity 10 3.4 0.3356 0.741 0.686
Residuals | 1519 687.8 0.4528
*P<0.05

This finding was inconsistent with past studiespl{idger & Minnit, 2006) who observe
found that Black and Hispanic Americans exhibiteddr rates of self-employment than
other ethnic groups. In South Africa, Herringtonagt (2010) found that White and
Indian/Asian were more likely to start businesstuess than Colored or Black Africans.
This study was however unique because it compaeedthfluence of ethnic as opposed to
race cultures on entrepreneurial intentions amdrey gublic undegraduate university
students in Kenya. Although some studies have coadpaces, the researcher could not
find a study that compared intra cultures in a lyighulti-ethnic nation such as Kenya.
Thus by virtue of the fact that the study is besapducted among Kenyan cultural
groups for the first time, and no known to the eesker has examined the social cultural
effect, strict consistence or inconsistence cowoldbe established. However, the finding

makes contribution and addition to knowledge aggnom new findings.
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4.5.9 The Effect of Gender on Entreprenuerial Perqations

To establish the effect of gender on entreprenu@eaceptions, hypothesis H3c was
developed. This hypothesis was informed by therditee which suggests that
perceptions differ between males and females aatdvibmen often perceive themselves

as being deficient of entreprenuerial capabiliti®aus, the hypothesis was stated:

H3c: There is a significant relationship betweengender and entreprenuerial
perceptions

With reference to Anova results Table 4.15, no ificant differences were revealed

between male and female students with regard toenenuerial perceptions (F=0.0745;

p> 0.05). There were no statistically significaiffedences on the reported measures of

Entreprenuerial Perception between; males (M=3305.68) and females ( M=3.44,

SD=.66) Therefore hypotheses H3c is not supported.

These findings were in contrast to expectations@ast research that have noted gender
differences (Chowdhury & Endres, 2005) in termslenfels of entrepreneurial self-
efficacy and in expectancies of self-efficacy famaditional and non-traditional
occupations, thereby confirming the role of gendeshaping perceptions and in taking

up certain tasks.

A possible explanation to these results is that study population comprised of fourth
year university students. Their stay at the unienmay have given rise to stronger
influences from exposure to both university edwratas well as entreprenuership
education. It is also possible that this grouptoflents have already overcome the strong
cultural and gender biases likely to be at playiresjaheir counterparts in the rural areas
who did not pursue education beyond secondary $¢éwed.

4.5.10 The Effect of Entrepreneurial Disposition orEntrepreneurial Intention

The objective for hypothesis four was to determihe effect of entreprenuerial

disposition on entreprenuerial intentions. The hlgpsis statement proposed that, a
person who is entreprenuerially predisposed (i.essess traits associated with
entreprenuership), is likely to rank highly in emrenuerial intentions than one who is
considered to possess negative entreprenueriabgdigm. Thus, the hypothesis was

stated:
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H4: There is a significant positive relationship between  entrepreneurial
disposition and entrepreneurial intention.

This hypothesis was tested using simple linearesgion. The results are presented in

Table 4.20.

Tables 4.20 Regression Results for the Effect ofidposition on Entrepreneurial

Intentions

Variable No. Of Beta S.E t- statistic p-value
observations

Constant 1535 .544 .150 3.634 .000

Entrepreneurial | 1535 .918* .045 20.260 .000

Disposition

r=.453

R?=.205

F=410.473

Durbin Waston=1.460

*P<0.05

As shown in Table 4.20, the correlation betweertrepnenuerial intentions and
entrepreneurial disposition is moderate, positval significant (r =0.453, p<0.05).
Regression results indicated that Entrepreneurispd3ition significantly predicted
Entreprenuerial Intention$4- 0.918, t=20.260; p<0.05), which means that a ugitsdase
in Entreprenuerial disposition yielded a .918 cteaimy Entreprenuerial Intentions. The R
squared indicated that Entrepreneurial Disposiégplained 20.5% of the variance*R
.205, F= 410.473; p<0.05). Durbin-Watson valuel @60 is within the accepted range
and therefore indicates that the data met the gstsums for using regression analysis.
These results therefore support the Hypothesis thate is a significant positive

relationship between entrepreneurial dispositioth @ntrepreneurial intention.

The Objective for H4 was to establish the nature tioé relationship between

entreprenuerial disposition and entreprenueriagnmons. Results revealed a positive
significant relationship between entrepreneuriapdsition and entrepreneurial intentions
(B= 0.918; p<0.05). These findings are important beeahey confirm that personality

traits ( risk taking, need for achievement and maoitoy) play a significant role in
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influencing entreprenuerial intentions. The firghnare consistent with Lee and Tsang,
(2001) who observed that risk-taking, self-confickenand striving for independence
increases the intention and the success of newiregteation. Zhao et al., (2005) and
Kickul, et al., (2009) also found positive relatship between general self efficacy
(entreprenuerial disposition) and entreprenuenigntions.

The finding therefore confirms past studies thatehconcluded that entreprenuerial
intentions are stronger for those with more positentrepreneurial disposition than
otherwise. The finding also implies that a studesth more positive entrepreneurial
disposition will more readily make the decisiorgtwinto self employment. Conversely, a
student with a less-positive entrepreneurial digjoos is more likely to await paid-
employment. This implication is in line with the phasis in the literature about the traits
(risk-taking, need for achievement and autonomygt tmay be expected to drive
entrepreneurial reactions. The study therefore mchs knowledge by confirming

existing findings.

4.5. 11 The Effect of Entrepreneurial PerceptionsmEntrepreneurial Intention

The objective of hypothesis five was to determihe effect of entreprenuerial
perceptions on entreprenuerial intentions. The thgmis statement proposed that, a
person with positive and favourable entreprenuepiiceptions will yield enhanced
entreprenuerial intentions. The hypothesis was $tated:

H5: There is a significant positive relationship beveen entrepreneurial
perceptions and entrepreneurial intentions

The results of the linear regression model aregotes in Table 4.21.

Tables 4.21 Regression Results for the Effect of Reptions on Entrepreneurial

Intentions

Variable No. of Beta S.E t- statistic | p-value
observations

Constant 1535 .709 .085 8.378 .000

Entrepreneurial | 1535 .823* .024 34.278 .000

perceptions

r=.651

R2=.424

F=1174.974

Durbin Waston=1.753

*P<0.05
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As shown in Table 4.21, the correlation betweertregnenuerial intentions and
entrepreneurial perceptions is strong, positivel agnificant (r =0.651, p<0.05).
Regression results were used to determine causefteud between the two variables by
considering the Beta and R squared coefficientsta Beoefficient indicates that
Entrepreneurial perceptions significantly predictatreprenuerial Intention$;0.823,

t=32.278; p<0.05), which means that a unit increaseEntreprenuerial perceptions
yielded a .823 change in Entreprenuerial Intentioise R squared indicated that
Entrepreneurial perceptions explained 42.4 pera#nthe variance (R 0.424, F=

1174.974; p<0.05). These results therefore supguwet hypothesis that there is a
significant  relationship between entrepreneunrceptions and entrepreneurial

intention.

In examining the effect of perceptions in deterimy intentions to become an
entreprenuer, entreprenuerial perceptions constad analyzed as a composite variable
comprising the two factors; a) desirability peréeps, and b) feasibility perceptions.
Consistent with the researcher’'s expectation, itdirfgs confirm a general observation
in the literature that those individuals with mongositive perceptions about
entreprenuership with regard to its desirabilitgl deasibility are more likely to choose

an entreprenuerial career path.

4.5.12 Entreprenuership Education, Entrepreneurialperceptions, Entrepreneurial
Disposition and Entreprenuerial Intentions

A set of two objectives were formulated to detemnithe moderating role of
entreprenuership education on, a) the relationdlifveen entrepreneurial disposition
and entreprenuerial intentions and b) the relatign between entrepreneurial

perceptions and entreprenuerial intentions.

Data to test the moderating effect of entrepreshipreducation on a) the relationship
between entreprenuerial disposition and entrepraliuertentions, and b) the relationship
between entreprenuerial perceptions and entrepri@huetentions of the respondents’
intentions to become entreprenuers were obtaineakkiyng the respondents to indicate
their level of agreement (1= strongly agree to Bergly disagree) with four statements
relating to their intentions and preparedness aot & business within five years after
graduation. The data was then used to test hypethiés and hypothesis H6b.
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Stepwise regression was run to determine the mbidgraffect of entreprenuership
education on the relationship between entreprealudispositions and entreprenuerial
intentions using the following procedure. Firstefs1) a regression model was conducted
for the relationship between entreprenuerial pdrorp and entreprenuerial intentions
without the moderating variable and secondly (2gphe procedure was repeated by
including the moderating variable, in this casereprenuership education, in the
regression model. The results were then comparedtablish if there is any significant
difference between the results of step one and step The hypothesis testing the
influence of entreprenuership education on theticglahip between entrepreneurial

disposition and entreprenuerial intentions wasstas:

H6a: The strength of the relationship between entygrenuerial
disposition and entreprenuerial intentions depends on exposure to
entreprenuership education.
The results of the stepwise multiple regressioalysis undertaken are presented in
Table 4.22.
Table 4.22 Stepwise Regression Results for the Maodéng Effect of
Entreprenuership Education on the Relationship Betwen Entreprenuerial

Disposition and Entreprenuerial Intentions.

Dependent Variable ( Entreprenuerial Intentions)

Predictor
Variables

Intercept | B R? t F
Entreprenuerial .354 .946* .229 17.919 410.473
Disposition

Intercept | B R? t F
Entreprenuerial .386 941* 371 26.937* 654.408*

Disposition and| Change in R squared =142
Entreprenuership | F change 243.935
Education
(EP*EE)

*P<0.05
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The results presented in Table 4.22 show that befotroducing entreprenuership
education, about 23% {R .229) of entreprenuerial intentions were expldirisy
entreprenuerial disposition. The value of F was.418 while the value of Beta was 0.
946 meaning that for every unit change in entrepeenl disposition, there was a
resultant 0.946 change in entreprenuerial intestidkiter introducing entreprenuership
education, the value for?Rncreased by 0.142, F increased by 243.935 whée B
decreased by 0.005 units which were all significah p<0.05 implying that the
relationship between entreprenuerial dispositiod antreprenuerial intentions indeed
revealed a significant change after introducingresrenuership education in the
regression model. Therefore, the hypothesis (H6#)at the relationship between
entreprenuerial disposition and entreprenuerianions is moderated by exposure to

entreprenuership education is confirmed.

The hypothesis testing the influence of entrepreshup education on the relationship

between entrepreneurial perceptions and entrepri@ahirgentions was next stated as:

Hypothesis H6b: The strength of the relationship beveen entreprenurial
perceptions and entreprenuerial intentions dependson entreprenuership

education

With reference to Hypothesis H6a, similar proceduas followed in order to determine
the moderating effect of entreprenuership educatiamm the relationship betwen
entrepreneurial disposition and entreprenueriaéntibns. The statistical output for

stepwise regresssion are presented in Table 4.23
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Table 4.23 Stepwise regression results for the madging effect of Entreprenuership
Education on the relationship between Entreprenueal Perceptions and

Entreprenuerial Intentions

Predictor Dependent Variable ( Entreprenuerial Intentions)
Variables

Intercept | B R® t F
Entreprenuerial . 834 0.834* . 419 28.034 785.933
Perceptions

Intercept | B R® t F
Entreprenuerial 496 .867* 482 30.401 918.060
Perceptions and| Change in R squared 8. 063
Entreprenuership | F change 432.127
Education
(EP*EE)
*P<0.05

The results presented in Table 4.23 show that befotroducing entreprenuership
education, about 42% {R 0.419) of entreprenuerial intentions were exmléirby
entreprenuerial perceptions. The value of F was9B&& while the value of Beta was
0.834 meaning that for every unit change in entweperial percptions, there was a
resultant 0.834 change in entreprenuerial intestigfter introducing entreprenuership
education, the value for’@creased by a magnitude of 0. 063. F increaseti3gy127
while Beta increased by 0.063 which were all $igant at p<0.05. This implies that
all statistics determining the effect of interantizetween the variables showed statistical
significance of the interaction after introducingtreprenuership education in the
regression model, the overall effect of entrepeeship education on the relationship
between entreprenuerial perceptions and entrepri@ahirgentions improved as revealed
by the increase in the predictive value &fdg 0.063. Based on these findings, the
hypothesis (H6b) that the relationship betweenregmnénuerial perceptions and
entreprenuerial intentions is moderated by exposarentreprenuership education is

confirmed.
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In congruence with the researcher’s expectatithresfindings revealed that exposure to
entrepreneurship education had a positive sigmficenoderating effect on, the
relationship between entreprenuerial perceptiont entreprenuerial intentions, and on
the relationship between entreprenuerial disposiind entreprenuerial intentions. These
findings confirm previous findings (e.g. Peterm&nKennedy, 2003) that showed
positive significant effect of entrepreneurship eation interventions on the relationship
between perceived desirability and intentions toobge an entrepreneur. These results
are similar to results by Zhao et al., (2005) simpwsupport for a positive significant
effect of entrepreneurship education interventionghe relationship between perceived

feasibility and intentions to become an entrepreneu

However these findings fail to confirm previousdiés that have failed to find support
for the direct or indirect effect of entreprenugpsteducation on entreprenuerial
intentions. Hence, although these results joinseteof contradicting versions of results
on the importance of entreprenuership educatioenimeprenuerial intentions, this study
provides empirical support to conclude that expesa entreprenuership education have
an influence on entreprenuerial intentions amongdetgraduate students in Kenya. This
implies that entreprenuership education as cugrdrging offered within our institutions
of higher learning is significantly effective im@&uraging entreprenuership behaviuor
amongst the university students. Therefore, in roraéncrease entreprenuerial activities,

there is need to expose as many students to estwegmship education.

4.6 Combined Efffect of Predictor Variables on Enteprenuerial Intentions

The joint effect of perdictor variables on entreprerial intentions was tested in this
section. In the previous sections, the influencendividual predictor variables on the
relationships expressed in the conceptual framewor&hapter 2, Figure.l) were

discussed. The joint effect was determined byrigshe following hypothesis
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H7: There is a significant combined effect of pdictor variables on
entreprenuerial intentions
The predictor variables were regressed on entneprél intentions using backward
stepwise multiple regression. The regression madslexpressed as follows:
El= o+ p; ED*EC +p, EP*EC+B3 ED*EP+p4 EC . Bs ED+ Bg EP+e

Wherea is the constant coefficient

B1, B2, Ps. Ps are the model regression coefficients that appratenthe change in Y
(Entreprenuerial Intentions) for a unit change ifp¥rdictor variable).

ED*EC is Entreprenuerial disposition and culture comdine

EP*EC is Entreprenuerial perceptions and cultomlmned

ED*EP is Entreprenuerial disposition and Entrepezial perceptions combined

EC is culture,

ED is Entreprenuerial Dispostion

EP is Entreprenuerial Perceptions and

€ is the random disturbance or error.

The objective in stating this hypothesis was tedaine the joint effect of the predictor
variables on entrepreneurial intentions. The hygsithwas developed from the literature
reviewed and the conceptual framework. To tests thypothesis, backward stepwise
regression analysis was performed. This methodvalfor entry of all the variables and
then the effect of each variable or set of varighte analyzed. Variables that do not
significantly contribute to entrepreneurial intems were eliminated through the stepwise
process remaining with only those that significamttedicted entrepreneurial intentions.
The regression results showing the effect of ptediovariables individually on
entrepreneurial intentions and those showing theint effect on entrepreneurial

intentions is presented in Table 4.24
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Table 4.24. Summary of Backward Stepwise RegressidResults showing the Joint

Effect of Predictor Variables on Entreprenuerial Intentions

Betas

Model |EP ED EC ED*EP | EP*EC | ED*EC |R? F-value

| 1.189 0.587 0.324 -0.048 -0.100% -0.008 0.4595215.869(
(0.463) (0.450) (0.106) (0.173) (0.039) (0.463

I 1.196*| 0.561% 0.306% -0.048 -0.102* 0.4595259.210(
(0.000) (0.001) (0.042) (0.173) (0.020)

I 1.051*| 0.386* 0.331* 0.109* 0.4592323.817(
(0.000) (0.000) (0.030 (0.0139

*P<0.05: p-values shown in brackets

Model 1 results showing regression coefficientSable 4.24 indicate that the joint effect
of the entreprenuerial disposition and culture, ED* (3=- 0.008 ); entrepreneurial
perceptions and culture, EP*EQ=( -0.100); and entreprenuerial disposition and
entreprenuerial perceptions, ED*EB=(-0.048) on entreprenuerial intentions is much
less than the effects of the individual predictatdiure EC = 0.324); entreprenuerial
disposition, ED [§=0.587); and entreprenuerial perceptions EP(1.189), on
entreprenuerial intentions respectively. This ieplkhat a unit change among any of the
individual variables will yield a correspondingrdar magnitude of change in

entreprenuerial intentions compared to any of tha effects analyzed.

The model shows that the variables that contribugigghificantly to entrepreneurial
intentions were; entrepreneurial perceptions anduey EP*EC £=0.100, p<0.05);
entreprenuerial perceptions Ef=(1.189, p<0.05), and entreprenuerial dispositeD,
(B= 0.587, p<0.05). These variables were retainedewthiose variables that did not

significantly predict entrepreneurial intentionsreveliminated.

Elimination was done by dropping the least sigaificpredictors ( in this case, ED*EC)
first and then repeating the stepwise regressiare aygain. The contribution of each
predictor variable or combination of predictor wdnles is indicated by the respective beta

and F values of the models.

All the variables together explained 45.9 percehtth® variance in entrepreneurial
intentions. The proportion of the variance did alsange much among the three models.

The F value was significant in all the models inmpdythat the models were fit to predict
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the effect of the predictor variables on entrepoeia¢ intentions. The reduced model
(model 3) shows that the only joint effect thatndiigantly predict entreprenuerial
intentions is that of entreprenuerial perceptiond aulture, EP*ECf= 0.109, p<0.05).
No previous study known to the researcher had ldakethis relationship. The results
also show that the separate effects of the indalidariables are significantly greater than
any of the joint effects. Therefore the hypothdbkiat there is a significant combined
effect of the predictor variables on entreprendienigntions is only partially supported.
This finding is therefore an important contributimnthe body of knowlegde.

Table 4.25 presents the results of all the fiftbgpotheses tested in the study as well as
the interpretations of the relationships amongttieevariables that were examined. As
evidenced in the Table 4.25, seven hypotheses ezeri@med while the remaining eight

hypotheses were rejected.

Table 4.25 Summary of Hypotheses and Major Results

OBJECTIVES HYPOTHESES RESULTS INTERPRETATIONS
To determine the | Hla: There is a r=-0.120, B;-- Confirmed
effect of culture | significant 219, R=0.014;

on entreprenuerial relationship between| p<0.05.
intention culture and

entreprenuerial

intention.
To determine the | H1b: There is ANOVA ;F(10,1519) | Not Confirmed
effect of ethnicity | significant =1.14; p>0.05
on entreprenuerial relationship between
intention ethnicity and

entreprenuerial

intention.
To determine the | Hlc: There is a ANOVA ; Not Confirmed
effect of gender | significant F=1.5487; p> .05

on entreprenuerial relationship between
intentions gender and
entreprenuerial

intentions
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To determine the

effect of culture

on entreprenuerial relationship between

H2a: There is

significant

r=0.030,B,-0.027,
R?=0.001; p>0.05

Not Confirmed

disposition culture and
entrepreneurial
disposition.
To determine the H2b:There is ANOVA ;F10,1519) | Not Confirmed
effect of ethnicity| significant =0.95; p>0.05
on entreprenueridlrelationshi between
disposition. ethnicity and
entreprenuerial
disposition.
To determine the | H2c: There is ANOVA ; Not Confirmed
effect of gender | significant F=0.7530; p> 0.05

on entreprenuerial relationship between

disposition.

gender and

entrepreneurial

disposition.
To determine the | H3a: There is a r=0.174, Confirmed
effect of culture | significant B1=-.251,

on entreprenuerial relationship between

R?=0.030; p<0.05

disposition culture and
entreprenuerial
perceptions
To determine the H3b:There is ANOVA ;F10,1519) | Not Confirmed
effect of ethnicity| significant =.741; p>0.05
on entreprenueridlrelationship between
intention ethnicity and
perceptions entreprenuerial
perceptions
To determine the | H3c: There is a ANOVA ; Not Confirmed
effect of gender | significant F=0.0745; p> 0.05

on entreprenueriail relationship between
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perception. gender and
entreprenuerial
perceptions
To determine the | H4: here is a r =0.453, Confirmed

effect of
entrepreneurial
disposition on

entrepreneurial

significant positive
relationship between
entrepreneurial

disposition and

$:-0.918, R=.205
p<0.05

intention. entrepreneurial
intention.
To determine the | H5:There is a r =0.651,3,-0.823, | Confirmed
effect of significant positive | R?=0.424; p<0.05
entrepreneurial | relationship between
perceptions entrepreneurial
entreprenuerial on perceptions and
intentions. entrepreneurial
intentions.
To determine the | H6a: Change in R Confirmed
moderating effect| Entreprenuership squared =0.142*
of education has a F change
entreprenuership | positive moderating | =243.935*
education effect on the *P<0.05
relationship between
entreprenuerial
disposition and
entreprenuerial
intentions
To determine the | H6b: Change in R Confirmed
moderating effect| Entreprenuership squared=0.063*
of education as a F change=
entreprenuership | positive moderating | 132.127*
education effect on the *P<0.05

relationship between
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entreprenuerial

perceptions and

entreprenuerial
intentions.
To determine the | H7: Thereis a EP*EC (0.0139)* | Partially Supported.
joint effect of the | significant combined
the study effect by the study | *P<0.05
variables on variables on

entreprenuerial | entreprenuerial

intentions intentions

4.7 Chapter Summary

This study focused on the relationships betweeniosadtural factors  and
entreprenuerial intentions of undergraduate stisdenpublic universities in Kenya. The
conceptual framework for the study was derived frexisting literature and empirical
evidence from past studies. The study departed fpoevious studies by introducing
culture, gender and ethnicity as independent viasam the model. The influence of
these three variables on entreprenuerial bahavisr often been alluded to in the
literature. While past studies have looked at tfiece of entreprenuerial perceptions,
personal characteristics and entreprenuership @dncas antecedents to entreprenuerial
intentions, a common suggestion has been the toeiedestigate factors that influence
these antecedents. Taking cue from these suggestibree socio-cultural variables,
culture, gender and ethnicity were investigated asfluencers to antecedents of

entreprenuerial intentions.

Some of the findings of this research are in linghwhe theoretical underpinnigs
presented in the literature review and do confima findings of previous studies also
captured in the literature review. However, thare findings that are new by virtue of
the fact that the study is being conducted amongye cultural groups for the first time,
and no known study has examined the socio-culeffatt, and other study variables on
entrepreneurial intentions. Thus, this study hagdemaontributions or additions to
knowledge arising from new findings and advancedtig knowledge by confirming

findings of previous studies.

130



This research had the following specific objectivés investigate the effect of culture on
entreprenuerial intention, entreprenuerial dispasjtand entreprenuerial perceptions; to
determine the effect of entreprenuerial disposjtiand entreprenuerial perceptions on
entreprenuerial intentions; to determine the effe€t ethnicity on entreprenuerial
intentions, entreprenuerial disposition, entrepesial perceptions, and inclination to take
an entreprenuership education course; to determmsence of differences between
gender with regard to entreprenuerially relatedaides of perceptions, disposition and
intentions; to determine the moderating effecteafreprenuership education on the
relationship between, a) entreprenuerial perceptsond entreprenuerial intentions, and b)
entreprenuerial disposition and entreprenuerigniions and finally; to determine the
joint effect of predictor variables on entrepremaieintentions. Fifteen hypotheses were
developed from these set of objectives and fronctdrmeeptual framework in Figure 2.1.
The hypotheses were accepted or rejected basetieofevels of significance of the

various statistical tests.

In general, a direct influence of culture on entemyurial perceptions and entrepreneurial
intentions was revealed by the findings of the wtudowever the effect of culture on
entrepreneurial disposition is not empirically soged. Similarly direct and indirect
influences of both entrepreneurial perceptions amdrepreneurial disposition on
entrepreneurial intentions are revealed. No sigaifi gender differences are revealed
with regard to entrepreneurial intention, disposi§, and perceptions. It was also
presumed that different cultural contexts defingdethnicity would form different cues
as to whether self-employment is preffered or meffpred. However, overall finding on
the influence of ethnicity on entreprenuerial iti@ms did not yield significant
differences between the ethinic groups. In additeopositive and significant interaction
effect of entrepreneurship education on the relatigp between a) entrepreneurial
disposition and entrepreneurial intentions, and emfrepreneurial perceptions and
entrepreneurial intentions is confirmed, revealittge importance of the role of
entrepreneurship education in enhancing entrepratieintentions.  Finally, the
combined effect of the predictor variables on tepahdent variable in the study is only

significant between entrepreneurial perceptionsaiidire.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

5.1 Introduction

Increasing entreprenuership activity and devisirghods of enhancing entreprenuership
motivation has been a recurring theme in numestudies. For this increase in activity
and motivation to be realised, it is essential meestigate systematically some of the
exogenous factors such as culture, gender, paigonand perceptions that have
previously been linked to entreprenuership, in orde ascertain their effect on

entreprenuerial related career choices.

To this end, this research undertook a study oftfoyear undergraduate students in
Kenya'’s public universities with the aim of examigithe effect of socio-cultural factors
within the student population on their intentida$ecome entreprenuers. This led to the
development of an intention model that was incleii¥ the said factors. Thus, presented
in this chapter are the conclusions and recommandathat are informed by the

findings of the research.

The Chapter begins with the major conclusions taat be derived from these findings
against other research findings. Finally, a predgemt is made of the main
recommendations from the study, including the icgtions that the study has on theory,

policy and practices and the future directions.

5.2 Conclusion

This study examined public university undergradustudents in Kenya who were in
their fourth year of study from January to Marchl20 Specifically, the influence of
cultural values on entrepreneurial intentions amtireg public undergraduate university
students was investigated using the construct®ldeed by Hofstede & Hofstede
(2005). The students’ entrepreneurial intentionsewmeasured through three variables
namely: individualism, masculinity and uncertairtyoidance. With a sample size of
1,659 students, the study findings were congruétht the emphasis in the literature on
the influence of culture on entrepreneurial intemsi. However, it is also worth noting
that the population studied with regard to cultvepresents a group of youth with a

‘culture of their own’ compared to older generaioherefore generalizing findings
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with regard to cultural values and their influenaesong the wider population should be
approached with caution. More research should Inglwcied using more varied groups
with regard to cultural values and entrepreneumigintions to validate these results.
Other variables in the study included gender; @néneuerial disposition; entreprenuerial
perceptions, ethnicity and exposure to entrepresmigreducation. In general, the study
established that entrepreneurship is a desirabieecagoal among Kenya public
university students, men and women alike. Furthethe study confirms that
entrepreneurship education has the potential taraeh entrepreneurial intentions of
students. Therefore, well designed courses, trgigind targeted public policies can
promote the entrepreneurial spirit among educatedy&n youth and thus facilitate the
diversification of the country’s economic activigor overall national growth and

development. Specific conclusions are presentéaeirsections that follow.

As opposed to the mainstream literature, the seamlyd not detect any influence of
gender on entreprenuerial intentions. Therefonepto sample population, there was no
confirmation of the general wisdom that men exh#istronger preference for self-
employment than women, nor were any differencesbéeld between males and females
with regard to entreprenuerial perceptions. Intargly, there was no variability in the
students dispositional rating. Meaning, that bo#iles and females were equal to tasks
requiring expression of the stated traits of riskitg, need for achievement and

autonomy.

Therefore, conlusions were drawn that, there oisatationship between; a) gender and
entreprenuerial disposition, and b) gender anceprgnuerial perceptions and c) gender
and entreprenuerial intentions. However, as wevdhese conclusions, it is important to
keep in mind that on the overall, undergraduateatenstudents have already overcome
barriers that are typical of cultural constrainttenly attributed to gender differences as
they climbed the academic ladder. The female stisdesve also recieved considerable
exposure at the university which is likely to enba their self-confidence and self-
evaluation than their female counterparts who dedpput of education below university

level.
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Given that the two factors (self-confidence andf-eealuation) were called to force in
response to questions relating to entreprenueisgdoditions and perceptions of the
respondents, it is possible that the self-reporveyy enhanced the minimization of

gender effect on university students as a samgpelption.

In Chapter Two, individual characteristics and dasthat motivate individuals to become
entreprenuers were considered. While the traitsogmh to entreprenuership may help to
paint a fuller picture about the kinds of peoplattbecome entreprenuers, traits theory
also presents some limitations to understandingepreénuers. But useful for this study is
the confirmation of the effect of traits on the nitiye process, hence on entreprenuerial
behaviour. Therefore, while the cognitive theoryphasizes the traits dimension in
explainning why entreprenuers seize opportunitiBlse finding further affirms that
entreprenuers differ from the rest of society, ®sjgg that entreprenuership is not

something that everyone is equally capable of.

Of particular interest was the confirmation thatreprenuerial traits (risk-taking, need for
achievement and autonomy) are not determined biyreul This revelation provided
support for the contention that under similar gitwgal circumstances certain people will
set up business while others will not. It howeviapdted the general claim that some
groups of people are more culturally endowed wobee entreprenuers than others. This
points out to possible support for other factoesitles culture in influencing an

entreprenuerial personality.

Bandura (1980) argues that the prediction of d#ifacious behavior such as
entrepreneurship is more accurate when the sogiibm's response to the specific
behavior is evaluated. Thus, individuals' possegsdnigh levels of self-efficacy
expectations about a certain behavior are moedylito perform the behavior in societies
where it is recognized, legitimate and appreciaiée study extended this observation by

testing whether there is any association betwekareltand entrepreneurial perceptions.
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Based on the study findings, there is a significeetationship between culture and
perceptions. This means that perceptions are irgdriy culture, therefore an increase or
enhancement of entrepreneurial intentions wouldeasily achieved via a change in
values, norms and beliefs which have a subsequffatteon perceptions about
entrepreneurship. From our findings, it is infdrtbat culture will legitimize perceptions
about entrepreneurship and therefore respect fotregreneurial career choices. The
finding is in line with (Hofstede, 2010) who obsedvthat cultural legitimacy makes
entrepreneurship and the identity of an entrepnebbecome an increasingly respected

status symbol and object of hero worship.

Based on the findings, it can be inferred thatuwelican entreprenuerially discriminate a
particular group of people from others, by influggcperceptions of what is considered
appropriate, or not appropriate, for individualghin that group. The critical question

therefore remains: how can a society’s values, sand beliefs be changed in order to

induce entrepreneurial intentions?

Although there is no consensus on the content dangctsre of entrepreneurship
education, the findings of the current study showleat exposure to entrepreneurship
education does enhance or improve entrepreneuntaintion levels by significant
margins. The positive change in coefficient of deieation was confirmed as having an
interaction effect upon introduction of entreprenséip education to the two hypotheses
testing; a) effect of entrepreneurship education the relationship between
entrepreneurial perceptions and entrepreneurialentiins and b) effect of
entrepreneurship education on the relationship éetwentrepreneurial disposition and

entrepreneurial intentions.

The finding of this study confirms the link andiafifs the key role of entrepreneurship
education in entrepreneurial intention. Conclusian therefore be drawn that the current
learning and delivery process of entrepreneurshipcation course as adopted in our
public universities’ curriculum indeed fosters epireneurship behavior. Previous studies
found a positive link between education and engepurship (Galloway & Brown, 2002;
Henderson & Robertson, 2000). That said, provistdnentreprenuership education
should probably therefore be seen as a key sudoessncouraging development of

entreprenuership as stipulated in the objectivasgifer institutions of learning as well as
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a successful step towards achieving enhancedpeeineerial activities which is a clear
prequisite for economic growth. The effect of eptemuership education therefore
probably explains the reason why we have more foe$bersity graduates venturing into

self-employment today as opposed to the past.

Empirical support that culture was statisticallgrsficant in predicting entreprenuerial
intentions is important because the finding condéid previous studies and contributed to
addition of knowledge paricularly because the stwés carried out in a developing
country that is characterised by multi-ethnic a@tuas opposed to past studies that have
foccused attention on Western and Asian countiisyever the indication that the
direction of this relationship was negative alsoeamt the values that probably drive
entreprenuership in Africa differ from those thate entreprenuership in developed and

Asian countries.

Africa being a culture-rich continent, it was premd that culture would be more
influential on entreprenuership intentions. Howewentrast findings demonstrated that it
was less important carrying minimal but significgmedictive value on entreprenuerial
intentions. Though not in magnitude of significantte findings agree with ( Adler et al
1986; Bird 1988; Davidson 1995; Busenitz 1996) lmm ihfluence of culture in predicting

entreprenuerial intentions. Given the emphasies tioe influence of culture in

entreprenuership within the literature, it is pbksithat complexity of culture was not
entirely captured in the research questions astbnde out of five of Hofstede’s cultural
value grid were used for the study. The limitatiomes withstanding, this study findings
conclude that cultural influence plays an importame in shaping entreprenuerial

intentions.
A curious finding in this research was the lacleofpirical evidence to link the influence

of ethnicity to any of the study variables. It wagticipated that ethnic identities would

yield differences in levels of entreprenuerial imitens.
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The fndings however indicated several similarigésng the study variables across the
ethnic groups. On the basis of these findings, tkmpting to propose that ethnicity does

not matter and even suppose that it be ignored.

However it should be noted from the above conolusthat a lack of evidence to prove
an association does not necessarily mean that auaclssociation does not exist.
Moreover, it is possible that there may be assotiatwith ethnicity that were not
operationalised in the construct and thereforeassessed in this research. Indeed it may
well be that ethnic construct is just an enalderenhancer which by itself cannot
guarantee entrepreneurial intentions. It is theeefmt prudent without further validation
of this research involving different populations saggest that ethnicity is not an

important measure.

5.3 Contribution to Literature

Examining entrepreneurial motivation across Kenga/srse range of cultural groups is
pivotal to understanding entrepreneurial intentiantt respect to the ethnic groups, since
little evidence exists that intentions and selfegify are salient to entrepreneurs from
non-Western cultures (Vecchio, 2003). The researotwld not find any cultural study of
entrepreneurial intentions and its antecedentssacdifferent ethnic groups in Kenya.
Thus, the study makes an important contributiolitéoature given lack of similar studies

with this focus.

The research findings indicate that the antecedehtentreprenuerial intentions are
perceptions and psychological traits which are igadetermined by an individual's
socio- cultural orientation in terms of culturalwes and gender roles which then define
what is desirable ( or less desirable) within augtoTo explain how entrepreneurial
intentions are shaped among individuals, the liteeaemphasizes the significance of
cultural values ( Adler et al 1986; Bird 1988; Ddson 1995; Busenitz 1996);

nonetheless, studying this effect empirically hamed little attention in the literature.

In sum, the literature shows that previous studiese studied the relationship between
culture and entreprenuership, perceptions (fegibéind desirability) and intentions,
psychological traits and entreprenuership andrtipact of entreprenuership education

on intentions. However, none of the previous &sidixplored the relationship between
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social- cultural factors (as used in the study),rcegtions, dispositions and
entreprenuership education. Thus, besides degigaimew intentions model that
incorporates culture, gender and traits as newaetsy this study extends previous

research therefore making an original contributmthe literature.

5.4 Limitations of the Study

This research has achieved its aim of providingregal view of Kenya'’s social-cultural
context by exposing some of the significant assmria between the context variables
and entreprenuerial intentions which may be irtdiesof a causal ( non-causal) effect of
the said context. In undertaking this study, a nemmbf choices were made which
ultimately influenced the methodology adopted, dailected, analysis undertaken and
consequently, the findings. Whilst these choicegHacilitated the achievement of the
objectives of this research, they have also impasade constraints on the research. For
instance it is possible that a mix of methods (ttetive and qualititative) would yield

different results.

Beyond some of the limitations highlighted in gireceding sections of this thesis, there
are some other potential limitations that shouldobene in mind when interpreting the

findings of this research. It has been noted inBalf1992) that theoretical concepts
almost never have perfect indicators. Any givencemh has several possible indicators
and whilst theory and empirical evidence facilittte identification of the most useful

indicators, they do not give any guarantees thesdhindicators are indeed the best. In
this research, a number of indicators have beéisadias proxies for the measurement of

culture and other study variables , and as notedeathey may not be perfect indicators.

Moreover, every empirical indicator has some daf¢Babbie, 1992). Although this is a
potential limitation it is also important to emplsss that significant theoretical and
empirical evidence were adduced to support thecehof these indicators. Again it was
impossible to ascertain whether or not all the oagents answered the questions with
frankness. Thus as recognised in Hammond (200@heifrespondents failed to answer
the questions honestly as envisaged, then thetsesialy not be a true reflection of the
population. However, the application of multiplessearch methods helped to obviate the

potential biases.
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Given that the focus of the empirical aspects @ tiesearch was entirely on public
university students in Kenya, and given the miantitzal influences implied in the
thesis, it is entirely plausible that there maysinificant differences in the findings if
this study is replicated in another jurisdictiortiswas inclusion of universities across a
number of African countries. Indeed this aspesemmmended as a potential area for

further research.

The limitations noted here do not however undermtine validity of the research
undertaken and its main findings. It should be maimered that scientific research is a
never-ending quest aimed at the understanding wfesphenomenon which requires
continuous measurement and examination of assmegt(Babbie, 1992), and this

research is just one step on this quest.

5.5. Implications of the Study

The findings of this study have several implicasioifhese findings have theoretical,
practical and policy implications that adds to Huely of knowledge and provides better
explanations for entreprenuerial intentions thae dikely to lead to increased
entreprenuerial activities and therefore economawth. The specific implications are

discussed in the sections that follow.

5.5.1Theoretical Implications

Indings of the study are consistent with some efttieories that provided the foundation
for this study. These were the psychological tre=orand sociological theories. This
consistency with the theories has expanded thdéondbese theories in entreprenuership
theory and practice. Many researchers have sugbestestigating the cultural and
demographic factors as influencers of antecedergatreprenuerial intentions. The value
of this study lies in the fact that this studythe first study known to the researcher to
investigate the effect of socio-cultural factors Kenya’'s public universities’ students.
The study not only looked at the influence of Akkge variables ( joint effect) together,
but also investigated the effect of each of thermmgughe TPB. This was a key

contribution to the body of knowledge.
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Secondly, with regard to socio-cultural factordsthtudy has a number of theoretical
implications. Starting with culture, the study aumites to existing knowledge by
showing that cultural values significantly explathe variance in entreprenuerial
perceptions among the undergraduate students. arhe sould not be said of culture in
explaining variance in students entreprenuerial patigion. Nevertheless, both
entreprenuerial perceptions and entreprenuerigodison had positive direct effects on
entreprenuerial intentions. It would however be¢eriesting to see if culture has a
significant interaction effect on the relationstiptween each of the two variables and
entreprenuerial intentions. Thus, besides advanttiegexisting body of research, the
study recommends that future research should lbokhs interaction effect in order to

have a clearer understanding of the influence bfiion entreprenuerial intentions.

The results also contribute towards existing psyabwo literature by establishing the
link between social, cultural and cognitive cludesistics to explain entreprenuerial
intentions. cultural values, gender and ethnicityre seen to affect entreprenuerial
perceptions of feasibility and desirability. Thiise study provides empirical support to
psych-social approach to entreprenuership adopgepribr studies (Ajzen & Fishbein,

1980; Kim & Hunter 1993; Krueger & Casrud 1993; Bger & Brazeal,1994) and

extends the psyco-social approach explanations uppasting the emerging social

cognitive theory that links entreprenuerial prodesthe theory of planned behavior.

Further, in tandem with prior studies (Krueger &r€rud, 1993; Krueger et al., 2000),
this study provides support for use of Ajzen’s dityeof Planned Behaviour (1991),
Shapero’s Entrepreneurial Event (1982) and BaidgBocial Cognitive Theory (1986)
in testing the antecedents to entreprenuerial iioies and therefore advances the existing

body of knowledge.

It is however worth noting that the study used varsity students sample whose
intentions may be affected by foresight bias besioner factors. The scales used to
measure the cultural dimensions of uncertainityidasace, masculinty vs. femininty and

individualism vs. collectivism also had a low Crach’s alpha.
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Therefore there is need to research the influericinese cultural dimensions using a
different scale or retest the same on a more vagredp of students, perhaps across
countries as opposed to within the country. Ther@eded to also test the proceess of
intentions on other samples beyond student popumlati extension of research in this
particular area of focus

5.5.2 Practical Implications

The model of the study yields useful practical amions for a behaviour that is
intentional such as entrepreneurship. The studyfirooed that entreprenuerial
perceptions (desirability and feasibility) are eatied by psychological and exogeneous
factors such as cultural values and beliefs, stibeanorms and gender roles in the
society as implied in the literature. Consulamidvisors, and the entrepreneurs will all
benefit from a better understanding of how intemdi@re formed and how founders’

beliefs, perceptions, and motives coalesce intantfest to start a business.

The entrepreneurs should gain considerable valm ft better understanding of their
own motives. The lens provided by intentions affotidem the opportunity to understand
why they made certain choices in their vision @& tiew venture. It is useful to recognize
how individuals differ in character traits and asogender and ethnicities in our
perceptions of desirability and feasibility. Thoutijte findings do not imply that certain

values are more superior to others in the corgégthnic practices which are used as a
proxy for cultural distinctiveness in the studyisitpossible to explore ways of enhancing
those perceptions that are considered pro- enmmapral while at the same time

mitigating the negative impact of those that anesodered anti- entreprenuerial.

The effect on intentions appear to change sigaitiy when moderated by the exposure
to entreprenuership education. Instructors attintgtns of higher learning can invoke this
model to better understand our students’ motivatiand intentions, and thus provide
better training. As noted earlier, gender and etltifferences in career choice derive
from differences in culturally impacted perceptiaisself-efficacy, which in turn inform
entrepreneurial perceptions and dispositions.
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5.5.3 Policy Implications

The purpose of this study was to attempt to undedsthe impact of presumed factors
on student’s intentions to become entreprenuersthi effect, a model that linked
culture; gender; entreprenuerial perceptions; digjpms and entreprenuership education
to entreprenuerial intentions was developed. Shaly findings are particularly
considered important to vocational educators anbligpwpolicy makers given the
potential of the study variables to explain fut@etrepreneurial behaviour through
behavioural intentions models (Ajzen, 1991; Kruegdr al.,, 2000). Further, the
understanding that government initiatives will atfdusiness formations will benefit
policy makers particularly if such policies are gmved in a way that influences attitudes

or intentions.

The current trends of downsizing and outsourcingt tiominate much of Kenya's

corporate landscape make the results presented rhere than a sterile academic
exercise. Recognition is growing among policy-mak#érat economic and community
development hinges on growing your own businesdesice, if we seek to encourage
economic and community development by promoting meterprises, then we need a
much better understanding of the process. Empisigcpport for the TPB model advances
that promoting entrepreneurial intentions requir@®moting perceptions of both

feasibility and desirability.

In addition, even if we are to increase the qugiitd quality of potential entrepreneurs,
we must also increase the credibility of entrepuesieip among critical stakeholders in
the community. Government officials, politiciansippliers, investors, bankers, friends
and neighbours, and the larger community must als® entrepreneurial activity as
desirable and feasible (Shapero 1982). We must rakske certain that we include all

strata of society (Hood & Young 1993).

Ethnic and gender differences in career choice degiwve from self-efficacy differences,
but literature provides ways of how to remediatehsdifferences. All this should be

done with an eye toward encouraging business-latelated activities.
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5.6 Recommendations

From the findings of the study, it is recommendedit tpolicy makers and vocational
educators pay attention to social and culturaurices in developing entrepreneurship
models in order to come up with initiaties thatlaitfect business formations. Further, in
order to fast-track entrepreneurship developmemtutih learning, improved designs of
teaching entrepreneurship can be developed to asereelf-efficacy perceptions and

reduce deficits in perceived feasibility and desiity.

That entreprneurship education should of nece&stynade compulsory at all tertiary
institutions of learning in order to expose moretyopopulation to entrepreneurship with
the aim of creating more positive perceptions abentrepreneurship and resultant

benefits of increased enterprise creations upodugitEon.

That aggressive campaign through both media antisaviety groups are important in
militating against the negative perceptions of seifmployment. Specifically, forums to
show case examplory performance of self — employrnratividuals and their success

stories can go along way in enhancing entreprealgoerceptions.

5.7 Suggestions for Further Research

This study only addressed few of the commonly nogridl antecedents of entrepreneurial
intentions in the literature such as cultural valend gender. The impact of these
variables on entrepreneurial intentions may diffased on context. Further, many more
factors define the social- cultural context beyamaat is covered in the study. Thus,

future research should consider including multifgens suggested in the literature.

Further, there is need to explore how intentiomdtates into behaviour. Although this
study focused on the antecedents of intentiongaxt a business, future research must
also explore relationships between intentions agldlabiour. Shapero (1982) proposed
that some precipitating event triggers the proeass offers a list of precipitating events
worth testing. This includes a follow up of thesjgcts or other longitudinal design.
Thus a longitudinal study design is recommendedfoposes of validating claims that

indeed intentions predict behaviour.
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Correlational research merely demonstrates thatcave predict the behaviour of one
variable from the behaviour of another variabléa relationship exists, then there is an
association between variables. However, two veegban be associated without there
being a casual relationship between the variakiggially, this type of research may also
have limitations with respect to the generalityha findings. This study involved special
groups (Students), whose circumstances are cadrbly the university environment and
the fact that they are still dependent on theiepts/ guardians. Thus, to be certain that
the findings can be generalized to other peoplsitations, this study suggests that

future research be conducted in a different congaxd / or using a different sample

group.

The explanatory power of the variables used to rdete the variation caused in
entrepreneurial intentions was rather low. Thiglies that other factors not included in
the study may influence entrepreneurial behaviduis also possible that the relationship
between these variables was not linear. Hencéduresearch should be conducted to
include more variables and more vigorous methodsaf@lyis to find out what really

precipitates entrepreneurial intentions.

5.8 Chapter Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to provide an aserof the key findings of hypotheses
testing on social-cultural factors, entreprenudergerceptions, entreprenuerial
dispositions, and entreprenuerial intentions. Thapter presented conclusions inferred
from the findings and discussions that preceedasl thapter. This chapter has
articulated how this thesis has contributed totti®®ry — both at a conceptual level and a
practical level, in terms of policy and practicadglications. It has also identified the
limitations confronted towards completion of tHiesis, and makes recommendations for

future research.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A: Questionnaire

SECTION A: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
1. Kindly provide the information requested by tiai6 ) on the spaces provided.

2. a) Kindly indicate the degree course that arepunsuing

C) Age Of the reSPONUENT...........uuiiiiiiii e
d) Gender
Male () Female ()

e) Kindly indicate the geographical location in whigbu were raised.
Urban ()
Peri-urban ()
Rural ()

Please
(SPECITY) .ttt e

f) Kindly indicate paternal Ethnicity

g) Please indicate maternal ethnicity If and onlyf)ffabove is not
applicable...........ccooi

h) Does your family or any member of the family owhusiness?

Yes () No ( )
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Indicate the extent to which you agree with tHefeing statements by circling the appropriate

number.

1= strongly disagree (sd) 2= disagree, 3= netilgeee or disagree 4=
agree, 5= strongly agree (sa)

2. | I'think about starting my own business.

3 | I am determined to create my own business itfiLttuee

4 | | believe that i will start my own business i thext 5 years
5. | | prefer paid employment over self-employment

6. | Starting my own business is not attractive

7. | 1'would feel very good if i started my own nesss.

8. | Iwould not be very enthusiastic if i starteg awn business
9. | ltis very practical for me to start my own imgss

10. | I think it would be hard for me be to start my olwmsiness
11.| I think i would have a high workload if i started; own business
12.| If i started my own business, i would be certaiocess

13.| I believe i know enough to to start my own besm

Please indicate your personal attitudes to theviollg question as honestly as possible

by circling the appropriate number.

gly

1= strongly disagree (sd) 2= disagree, 3= neitgezeor disagree 4= agree, 5= stron
agree (sa)
14.| | need to know that its already been done befarenilling to try

It

15.

| push myself and feel real satisfaction when mykas among
the best, there is

16.

| respect rules and established procedures bedaergguide me.
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17.

| am quite independent of opinion of others

18.

| enjoy the uncertainty and risks of various task:

They energize me more than circumstances withigtedae
outcomes

19.

Nothing that life can offer is a substitute for grachievement.

20.

| spend more time thinking about my future goaéntimy past
accomplishments

21.| I rarely get a sense of pride and accomplishmemt fmy work.
22.|1 do not get excited doing something on my own
23. | I am willing to risk my personnel and family’s meg well being

for the sake of business.

24.

An opportunity to beat a perceived competitor fi@ is always a
personal thrill.

25.

It is important to continually look for new waysdo things

26.

| like a job in which | don’t have to answer anyone

Please indicate how you perceive the followingtual dimensions by circling th

appropriate number as provided below

:

1= strongly disagree (sd) 2= disagree, 3= neithegeaor disagre

4= agree, 5= strongly agree (sa)

27.

It is important to have job requirements and ingions spelled
out in detail so that employees always know whaty ttare

expected to do.

28.

Managers expect workers to closely follow instroicd and

procedures.
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29

Rules and regularities are important becausg itifferm workers

what the organization expects of them.

30 | Standard operating procedures are helpful tderaes on the job
31 | Instructions for operations are important fopyees on the job
32 | Business ventures are usually run more effdgtiviedy men than

when they are run by women

33

It is more important for men to have higher meothan it is for

women to have a higher income

34

Men usually solve problems with logical analysi®men usually

solve problems with intuition.

35

Solving problems usually requires an activecibile approach

which is typical of men.

36

It is preferable to have a man in power or parsiof authority

rather than a woman.

37

Group welfare is more important than individieards.

38

Group success is less important than individuatess.

39

Being accepted by the members of your largernconity is not

important.

40

An individual should pursue their goals aftemsidering the

welfare of the group.
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Indicate your level of agreement with the followisgntences from 1 (strongly disagree)

to 5 (strongly agree):

41.1 believe i have acquired the necessary knayded start a
business from the entreprenuership course completed

42.The entreprenuership course is a good completoeny
professional background that can help me to sthusaess

44.1 believe the entreprenuership course has givemore
ideas and opportunities to start a business ifutiee

45.1 believe that the knowledge acquired in emerepurship
course will be more valuable if | start busindsantif i worked
for a Company
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Appendix B: Table showing Item — Total Statistics

The item-total statistics Table presents the CrohlsaAlpha if item deleted in the final

column as shown.

Table showing Iltem-Total Statistics

Item-Total Statistics

Scale Mean i Scale Corrected | Cronbach's
Item Deleted Variance if | Item-Total | Alpha if Item

Iltem Deleted Correlation Deleted

| think about starting
] 138.11 198.894 .559 .761
my own business.

| am determined to
create my own busine 138.12 199.407 579 .761
in the future

| believe that | will star
my own business in th 138.49 202.424 465 .766

next 5 years

| prefer paid
employment over self 138.18 212.634 174 77

employment

Starting my own
business is not 137.88 206.80(0 .336 771

attractive

| would feel very good
if | started my own 138.05 200.109 526 .763
business.
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| would not be very
enthusiastic if | started

my own business

138.34

207.701

.308

72

It is very practical for
me to start my own

business

138.35

204.893

422

.768

| think it would be
hard for me be to start

my own business

138.27

209.496

273

773

| think 1 would have &
high workload if |
started my own
business

138.27

213.60¢9

142

778

If | started my own
business, | would be

certain of success

138.63

205.847

.359

770

| believe | know
enough to to start my

own business

138.64

206.707

.326

A71

| need to know that itS
already been done
before I'm willing to

try it

138.57

222.022

-.123

.789

| push myself and feel
real satisfaction when
my work is among the

best, there is

138.09

204.528

445

767
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| respect rules and
established procedure

because they guide m

139.07

233.451]

-.463

.799

| am quite independen

of opinion of others

138.49

210.019

277

773

| enjoy the uncertainty
and risks of various
task: They energize m
more than
circumstances with

predictable outcomes

138.51

206.004

421

.768

Nothing that life can
offer is a substitute for

great achievement.

138.49

207.683

.339

A71

| spend more time
thinking about my
future goals than my

past accomplishments

138.34

203.782

AT2

.766

| rarely get a sense of
pride and
accomplishment from

my work.

138.44

215.446

.076

.780

| do not get excited
doing something on m

own

138.22

209.295

.261

74

| am willing to risk my
personnel and family’s
material well being for

the sake of business.

139.38

211.218

.206

776
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An opportunity to beat
a perceived competito
in life is always a

personal thrill.

138.09

209.805

.269

773

It is important to
continually look for

new ways to do things

137.72

204.371

AT2

.766

| like a job in which |
don't have to answer t

anyone

137.87

209.012

.249

74

It is important to have
job requirements and
instructions spelled ou
in detail so that
employees always
know what they are

expected to do.

137.81

203.405

ATT

.766

Managers expect
workers to closely
follow instructions and

procedures.

137.69

206.69C

A7l

.768

Rules and regularities
are important because
they inform workers
what the organization

expects of them.

137.67

204.784

.503

.766

Standard operating
procedures are helpful

to employees on the jg

137.72

205.329

489

767
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Instructions for
operations are
important for

employees on the job

137.74

204.671

497

.766

Business ventures are
usually run more
effectively by men
than when they are ru

by women

138.52

226.118

-.228

794

It is more important for
men to have higher
income than it is for
women to have a high

income

138.66

223.617

-.162

791

Men usually solve
problems with logical
analysis; women
usually solve problems

with intuition.

138.49

219.368

-.048

.785

Solving problems
usually requires an
active, forcible
approach which is

typical of men.

138.87

213.41¢6

123

779

It is preferable to have
a man in power or
position of authority

rather than a woman.

138.8(Q

219.826

-.061

.786
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Group welfare is more
important than

individual rewards.

138.53

225.947

-.249

792

Group success is less
important than

individual success.

138.93

216.952

.028

.782

Being accepted by the!
members of your large
community is not

important.

139.17

219.873

-.062

.785

An individual should
pursue their goals afte
considering the welfarg

of the group.

138.34

226.201

-.240

793

| believe | have
acquired the necessar
knowledge to start a
business from the
entrepreneurship cour

completed

138.56

198.734

.549

.761

The entrepreneurship
course is a good
complement to my
professional
background that can
help me to start a

business

138.31

201.10(¢

.555

.763
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| believe the
entrepreneurship cour
has given me more
ideas and opportunitie
to start a business in t

future

138.44

200.39¢

531

.763

| believe that the
knowledge acquired if
entrepreneurship cour
will be more valuable i
| start business than if

worked for a Company,

138.49

202.688

443

.766
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Appendix C: Summary Studies on Intentions

The table below provides a summary of studies tiaae utilised intentions models

examine entrepreneurial intentions and its antedsde

to

Author(s)

Focus

Level/Contribution

Bird (1988)

Entrepreneurial intention

Individygieoretical)

Boyd and Vozikis (1994)

Entrepreneurial intention

Individual (theoretical)

Chen et al. (1998)

Intention to start a busind

seidividual (empirical)

Crant (1996)

Intention to own a busines

5S

Individeanpirical)

Douglas and Shepherd
(2002)

Self-employment intention

Individual (empirical)

Katz and Gartner (1988)

Entrepreneurial intention

Organisational (theoretical)

Kolvereid (1996)

Self-employment intention

Indived (empirical)

Kolvereid et al. (2006)

Self-employment intentio

nIndividual (empirical)

Krueger and Carsrud
(1993)

Entrepreneurial intention

Organistional (theordjica

Krueger and Brazeal
(1994)

Entrepreneurial intention

Individual (theoretical)

Krueger et al. (2000)

Entrepreneurial intention
Comparing and testing

intentions models

Individual (empirical

Peterman and Kennedy
(2003)

Entrepreneurial intention

Individual (empirical)

Shapero and Sokol (1982

Entrepreneurial event
formation

Individual or Group

(theoretical)

Zhao et al. (2005)

Intentions to start a busin

elsslividual (empirical)
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