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Abstract 

 

Research background: Although perceived barriers are considered one of the central con-

structs in entrepreneurship research, most previous studies only examine the direct effect of 

perceived barriers on attitudes and/or intentions to become entrepreneurs. Little attention is 

paid to how perceived barriers can weaken individuals’ translation from entrepreneurial 

intentions to actual behaviors. 

Purpose of the article: This research aims to adopt the Social Cognitive Career Theory and 

a moderated mediation model to bridge the entrepreneurial intention-action link, investigate 

the moderation effects of perceived barriers on this link and the mediation path from entre-

preneurial self-efficacy to entrepreneurial behavior via entrepreneurial intention.  

Methods: A valid sample of 1,698 Vietnamese respondents with real working and business 

experiences through the stratified random sampling with three stages and PROCESS macro 

https://doi.org/10.24136/oc.2023.010
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approach have been used to examine the moderated mediation effect of perceived barriers on 

the entrepreneurial self-efficacy-intention-behavior linkages. 

Findings & value added:  The findings of this study shed new light on entrepreneurial litera-

ture by applying the Social Cognitive Career Theory to illustrate the moderated mediation 

effects of perceived barriers and entrepreneurial intention in the relationship between entre-

preneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial behavior. Particularly, the translation from entre-

preneurial intentions into start-up actions was found to became weaker when perceived barri-

ers was high. Moreover, perceived barriers were also found to negatively moderate the indi-

rect effects of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on start-up behaviors through entrepreneurial 

intentions. The findings of our study also provide several essential recommendations for 

policymakers and practitioners to encourage individuals’ business venture creations and 

enhance entrepreneurial ecosystem. 

 

 

Introduction  

 

Entrepreneurship is a career choice that has gained popularity in recent 

years (Meoli et al., 2020; Nguyen & Pham, 2021). Many academicians argue 

that entrepreneurship is a process that is formed by various entrepreneuri-

al activities (Cui & Bell, 2022; Shirokova et al., 2016), while entrepreneurial 

behavior (EB) is identified as being at the heart of this process (Gieure et al., 

2020). While most previous researchers have only investigated the nature 

and predictors of entrepreneurial intention (EI) (Maheshwari & Kha, 2022), 

not all EIs translate into actual EB (Calza et al., 2020). This leads to an inten-

tion-behavior gap in the entrepreneurial literature (Gieure et al., 2020; Shi-

rokova et al., 2016). In other words, although several prior studies have 

provided empirical evidence related to the intention-behavior relationship 

in the field of entrepreneurship (Kong et al., 2020; Neneh, 2019; Newman et 

al., 2019), the extant literature still lacks in-depth investigation of the under-

lying mechanisms that impact the transformation from EI to EB (Gieure et 

al., 2020), especially the temporal perspective (Cui & Bell, 2022; Duong, 

2022; Shirokova et al., 2016). Therefore, Fayolle and Liñán (2014) argue that 

there is an urgent need to explain the EI-EB relationship empirically and 

theoretically.  

Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) (Lent & Brown, 2013) has been 

recently applied as a framework to understand the entrepreneurship phe-

nomenon (Adebusuyi et al., 2022; Meoli et al., 2020; Pérez-López et al., 2019) 

as it conceptualizes how contextual supports and barriers integrate with 

internal motivations to lead to a specific action (Lent & Brown, 2020). It 

therefore provides a comprehensive theoretical framework that helps to 

demonstrate under what conditions individuals transform their EI into EB 
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(Adebusuyi et al., 2022). Entrepreneurial career choice is a complex and 

involved undertaking (St-Jean & Labelle, 2018), and the decision theories 

highlight that those complex decisions are often made in a two-stage pro-

cess: establishment of a consideration (decisional goals/intentions) and 

setting, and making a choice between different alternatives (decisional 

actions/behaviors) (Pérez-López et al., 2019). As such, the SCCT can be used 

to investigate how EB (or/and entrepreneurial career actions) are devel-

oped via entrepreneurial self-efficacy (ESE) and EI under the impacts of 

contextual supports and barriers (Dölarslan et al., 2020).  

Perceived barriers (PB) have been researched as a crucial factor in en-

trepreneurship (Csillag et al., 2019; Doern, 2011). Nevertheless, most extent 

research only considers PB as direct predictors of entrepreneurial attitudes 

and EI (Dölarslan et al., 2020; Kebaili et al., 2015). Little is known about how 

PB can impair the translation of EI into EB (Fayolle & Liñán, 2014). Moreo-

ver, even though there is some evidence that ESE has positive effects on EI 

and EB, and that EI can mediate the relationship between ESE and EB 

(Ciuchta & Finch, 2019; Newman et al., 2019), no prior studies have tested 

how the indirect impact of ESE on EB through EI is negatively moderated 

by PB, to the best of our understanding. The current research, therefore, 

aims to adopt the SCCT (Lent & Brown, 2013) and PROCESS macro ap-

proach Hayes (2018) to develop a conceptual framework for addressing the 

abovementioned research gaps by testing how PB negatively moderates the 

direct relationship between EI and EB, as well as how the mediation effect 

of EI on the link between ESE and EB can be negatively moderated by PB. 

Particularly, the following research questions will be answered in our re-

search: 

 

RQ1. How do ESE and EI directly contribute to form EB? 

 

RQ2. How does EI significantly mediate the relationship between ESE and EB? 

 

RQ3. How does PB negatively moderate the direct and indirect paths between 

ESE, EI, and EB? 

 

RQ3. Can the SCCT be appropriately applied to explain individuals’ EB in the 

context of emerging economies, such as Vietnam? 
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To facilitate an in-depth examination of the conceptual framework and 

research questions, the present paper is structured as follows. After intro-

ducing the research gaps, objectives, and questions, the second section 

elucidates the theoretical underpinnings and hypotheses based on the 

(SCCT). The third section presents the methodological details pertaining to 

the participants, data collection, scale and questionnaire development, and 

analytical strategy employed in the study. Subsequently, the fourth section 

expounds on the results pertaining to the reliability and validity of the 

scales and hypothesis testing. The fifth section then delves into a thorough 

discussion of the key findings, while the final section provides a compre-

hensive overview of the conclusions, including theoretical and practical 

contributions, limitations, and future avenues for research. 

 

 

Literature review  

 

Recently, the SCCT has been increasingly employed in entrepreneurship 

research to explain why and under what conditions individuals choose 

entrepreneurship as a career alternative (Meoli et al., 2020; Pérez-López et 

al., 2019). Nevertheless, most of the extent research only investigates the 

antecedents of EI (Gorgievski et al., 2018; Tran et al., 2022), ignoring the 

important links between EI and EB (Cui & Bell, 2022). The SCCT (Lent & 

Brown, 2013) built on Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) (Bandura, 2011) to 

illustrate how contextual supports and barriers could enforce or hinder 

self-efficacy for career exploration, decisional goals (intentions) and deci-

sional actions (behaviors) to engage in certain careers, and/or influence the 

transition from intention to actions (Lent & Brown, 2013; Lent & Brown, 

2020). The SCCT is considered to be one of the most influential and validat-

ed models that explore how a person forms his/her career interests and 

makes a career choice. This theory conceptualizes how contextual supports 

and barriers combine with internal motives to drive a specific decision 

(Lent & Brown, 2013; Lent & Brown, 2020). As such, it offers a comprehen-

sive theoretical framework that assesses under what conditions an entre-

preneur could decide to engage in entrepreneurial activities (Meoli et al., 

2020), and how the contextual barriers could hinder the transition from 

behavioral intention into actual behavior (Lent & Brown, 2013; Lent & 

Brown, 2020). In other words, according to the career approach, the SCCT 

provides an effective framework for examining how individuals’ ESE 
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might directly increase EI and EB, as well as how the translation from EI 

into entrepreneurial career actions could be impeded by contextual barri-

ers. 

The impact of contextual barriers often depends on how individuals 

perceive them and react to them, as any challenge is influenced by personal 

interpretation (Chinta & Collier, 2022; Dölarslan et al., 2020). Indeed, indi-

viduals are less likely to transform behavioral intentions into actual actions 

to follow a certain career path if they perceive that their efforts in these 

directions will be hindered by contextual barriers (Calza et al., 2020). The 

SCCT emphasizes that social and contextual supports and barriers influ-

ence how the process unfolds and how a person’s interests are transformed 

into actual choice. The SCCT thus differs from intention theories, particu-

larly those implemented in entrepreneurship, such as the Theory of 

Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991) and The Entrepreneurial Event Model 

(Shapero & Sokol, 1982). Intentions are placed purely at center stage in 

these theories (Duong, 2022). Although EI could be placed at the starting 

point in the entrepreneurial journey, scholars argue that intentions alone 

are not sufficient to lead to entrepreneurial actions (Calza et al., 2020; Meoli 

et al., 2020).  The SCCTs provide a framework that indicates the direct path 

from self-efficacy to career goals (intentions) and subsequent actions (be-

haviors) (Lent & Brown, 2013). Nevertheless, it simultaneously highlights 

how personal, cultural, and contextual influences, including both support 

and barriers, affect self-efficacy, career goals, and career actions.  

The creation of an entrepreneurial venture is not only a career choice, 

but it has also been identified as a process of entrepreneurial cognition that 

includes a wide range of different activities such as recognizing, evaluat-

ing, and taking advantage of entrepreneurial opportunities (Duong, 2022; 

Nguyen et al., 2019). This process is conducted by persons who are pre-

pared to take on risk and uncertainty in order to create additional value for 

themselves and society by pursuing an entrepreneurial career (Doanh et al., 

2021; Uysal et al., 2022), or by engaging in other innovative and creative 

activities (Nguyen et al., 2019). Concerning the psychological aspects of 

entrepreneurship, personal behaviors are increasingly of interest to schol-

ars who endeavor to assess the different roles that environmental influ-

ences, including contextual barriers, play in individuals’ cognitive process-

es (Dölarslan et al., 2020). In entrepreneurship, PB are likely to be detri-

mental to the transformation of individuals’ EI into entrepreneurship as 

a career (Doern, 2011; Singh Sandhu et al., 2011). In other words, according 
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to the SCCT, PB could negatively moderate the relationship between self-

efficacy, career goals/intentions and career choices/behaviors (Meoli et al., 

2020). Consequently, an approach utilizing the SCCT is one way to explore 

the underlying mechanisms of how PB could act as a negative moderator of 

the translation from EI into EB, as well as how they could negatively influ-

ence EI’s mediation effect on the link between ESE and EB.  

 

Entrepreneurial self-efficacy, entrepreneurial intention and behaviors  

 

In the stream of entrepreneurship research, the SCCT takes into account 

the central antecedents in the extended frameworks of start-up actions, 

including self-efficacy, entrepreneurial interests (attitudes) and goals (in-

tentions) (Lanero et al., 2016; Nwosu et al., 2022). It integrates these con-

structs with a broad range of personal and environmental elements that 

affect the processes conducted by persons who consider entrepreneurship 

as a career choice (Duong, 2022). Indeed, the SCCT framework highlights 

the paths through which individuals experience personal agencies in their 

career development, as well as how environmental influences and motiva-

tional antecedents can reinforce or weaken these agencies (Nwosu et al., 

2022; Uysal et al., 2022). In entrepreneurship literature, generally, scholars 

believe that the variables of the SCCT are strictly involved in the anteced-

ents of EB (entrepreneurial actions), including ESE (Newman et al., 2019) 

and EI (Lanero et al., 2016).  

Self-efficacy is considered to be a psychological concept that reflects in-

dividuals’ reasoning over activating incentives, cognitive capitals, and pro-

cedures needed to manage life events. It is also related to individuals’ be-

liefs regarding their own personal capacity to accomplish the expected 

goals (Bandura, 2011). People adopt interests that influence their expected 

outcomes, and they choose tasks based on their skills and capacity to deal 

with challenges and difficulties. Thus, individuals prefer to carry out ac-

tions when they perceive that these can help them to overcome obstacles. 

In line with the SCT, ESE is determined as the degree to which individuals 

believe that they have enough ability and capacity to establish and run 

their own business ventures (Lanero et al., 2016; Nwosu et al., 2022). Conse-

quently, the more individuals perceive themselves as being capable of be-

coming successful entrepreneurs, the more likely they are to embark on 

entrepreneurial activities (Uysal et al., 2022), and the subsequent entrepre-

neurial actions (Hsu et al., 2019). Although several researchers have indi-
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cated that ESE could be a significant predictor of EI (Maheshwari & Kha, 

2022; Nwosu et al., 2022; Uysal et al., 2022) and EB (Ciuchta & Finch, 2019; 

Newman et al., 2019), most of these studies were conducted in advanced 

economies, such as the United States, where the entrepreneurial ecosystem 

is able to support entrepreneurial activities (i.e., Ciuchta & Finch, 2019; Hsu 

et al., 2019). Few studies have been performed on this topic in emerging 

economies in Asia, like Vietnam. Hence, the following hypotheses are for-

mulated to test how individuals’ ESE positively affects their EI and EB in 

the context of Vietnam, an emerging economy in Asia.  

 

H1. ESE has a positive impact on EI. 

 

H2. ESE has the positive impact on EB. 

 

EI is determined as the commitment to establishing an enterprise, and 

thus it is often used as a proximal antecedent of EB (Cui & Bell, 2022). That 

explains why earlier studies focused on exploring the intention to run 

a business and its predictors (Cui & Bell, 2022; Shirokova et al., 2016). 

Nonetheless, EIs do not necessarily translate into EB (Alferaih, 2022). 

Duong (2022) argued that behavioral intention is considered a robust pre-

dictor of only certain actions that are not complex behaviors, such as partic-

ipation in physical exercise, voting, or money donation. However, entre-

preneurship decisions involve complexity and therefore focusing on behav-

ioral intention only, in lieu of actual behavior, in the entrepreneurship re-

search leads to some shortcomings (Shirokova et al., 2016). In other words, 

if individuals do not carry out EB, despite indicate high intentions to be-

come entrepreneurs, potential fruitful entrepreneurships are not estab-

lished (Gieure et al., 2020). Consequently, it is necessary to advance our 

understanding about the link between EI and EB (Calza et al., 2020; Meoli et 

al., 2020) in the context of Vietnam, an emerging economy in Asia, whose 

entrepreneurial ecosystem is still considered poorly supportive of entre-

preneurial activities (Doanh et al., 2021). It is hypothesized that there is 

a significant linkage between individuals’ start-up intentions and their 

behaviors. 

 

H3. EI has a positive impact on EB. 
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Mediation role of entrepreneurial intention 

 

EB is often considered a fundamental outcome of the entrepreneurship 

process, whereas ESE and EI belong to the initial stages of this process; 

both have been found to be important predictors of entrepreneurial action 

(Alferaih, 2022; Cui & Bell, 2022; Hsu et al., 2019). As mentioned above, ESE 

not only directly influences EI, but it might also have an indirect influence 

on EB through EI (Nwosu et al., 2022). In other words, ESE first has a direct 

impact on EI, which in turn might affect EB (Uysal et al., 2022). In this 

study, we propose that EI mediates the relationship between ESE and EB 

because of the following reasons. First, scholars suggest that the relations 

between independent and dependent variables can be better explained via 

mediation variables (Hair et al., 2020), while prior studies have illustrated 

that ESE alone does not effectively predict EB (Adebusuyi et al., 2022; Hsu 

et al., 2019). Therefore, besides the direct effect, EI can play a mediating role 

in the linkage between ESE and EB. Second, in the line with the SCCT 

framework, decisional goals (intentions) could mediate the relationship 

between self-efficacy and decisional actions (behaviors). Lanero et al. (2016) 

also adopted the SCCT to illustrate that ESE indirectly affected entrepre-

neurial career choice through entrepreneurial career interest. Third, prior 

studies have revealed that EI mediates the effects of various antecedents on 

EB, such as risk aversion (Baluku et al., 2020), innovativeness, attitude, sub-

jective norms, entrepreneurial education, perceived feasibility, perceived 

desirability, and propensity to act (Alferaih, 2022), educational activities 

(Cui & Bell, 2022), entrepreneurial alertness, and trait competitiveness (Ne-

neh, 2019). Therefore, it is hypothesized that in the context of Vietnam, EI 

can mediate the effect of ESE on EB.  

 

H4. The linkage between ESE and EB can be significantly mediated by EI. 

 

Moderating role of perceived barriers 

 

According to Krueger et al. (2000), PB related to entrepreneurship are 

commonly considered as contextual circumstances and conditions that can 

restrain entrepreneurial activities and the antecedents of EB. A variety of 

entrepreneurial barriers have been determined in previous studies (Doern, 

2011; Dölarslan et al., 2020). For instance, Kebaili et al. (2017) categorized 

entrepreneurial barriers into psychological and institutional variables, in-
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cluding attitude toward change, risk avoidance, fear of failure, stress 

avoidance, financial barriers, market barriers, and knowledge barriers, 

while Schlaegel et al. (2015) determined five types of entrepreneurial barri-

ers: fear of failure; lack of environmental support; lack of family and net-

work support; lack of skills, training and knowledge; and perceived risk. 

Recently, Dölarslan et al. (2020) included three dimensions in the construct 

of entrepreneurial barriers: lack of support, fear of failure, and lack of com-

petencies. Perceived entrepreneurial barriers are a detrimental factor of 

entrepreneurial activities (Csillag et al., 2019; Doern, 2011). Indeed, poten-

tial entrepreneurs are not inspired by perceived obstacles, such as unsup-

portive policies and institutions, a lack of legal assistance and counseling, 

high levels of corruption and bureaucracy, and a lack of support from sur-

rounding people (Shinnar et al., 2009).  

EI does not necessarily translate into EB, and this reflects the existence 

of barriers that cannot be surmounted (Chinta & Collier, 2022). Previous 

studies indicate that barriers could explain a significant variance in a wide 

range of behaviors (e.g., Osunmuyiwa & Ahlborg, 2022), including entre-

preneurial career choices (Chinta & Collier, 2022). Several prior studies 

have demonstrated that PB had a negative effect on females’ entrepreneur-

ial attitude and intentions to engage in entrepreneurial activities (Chinta & 

Collier, 2022), and on the attitude and intentions of students regarding 

entrepreneurship (Kebaili et al., 2017; Singh Sandhu et al., 2011). Doern 

(2011) also argued that PB negatively influenced the growth intentions and 

behaviors of small business owner-managers. Barriers are defined by Dö-

larslan et al. (2020) as contextual influences that take on many different 

forms, depending on the industry sector, region, and socio-economic fac-

tors (Csillag et al., 2019). The EI-EB relationship is assumed to be differently 

weakened by a low or high degree of PB (Schlaegel et al., 2015). In other 

words, the likelihood that individuals will transform their EI into EB could 

decrease when they perceive high entrepreneurial barriers (Doern, 2011). 

In this study, therefore, it is hypothesized that PB not only acts as a neg-

ative moderator in the link between EI and EB, but that these barriers also 

negatively moderate the mediation role of EI in the relationship between 

ESE and EB. This is expected for the following reasons. First, the intention-

behavior link is weaker in the entrepreneurship context than in many other 

contexts (Shirokova et al., 2016) and EI alone is not very effective in predict-

ing EB (Calza et al., 2020). Recent studies have also reported that almost 

70% of prospective entrepreneurs carried out few or no activities related to 
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new-venture emergence as time passed, despite having EIs (Adeel et al., 

2023). These findings raise the questions of: Why do most potential entre-

preneurs not follow their initial EI and behave entrepreneurially? and 

What influences this EI-EB gap? (Fayolle & Liñán, 2014). Many scholars 

argue that a weak or inconsistent relationship between two constructs may 

be due to the existence of a moderator, which can change the levels of in-

fluence of these two constructs (Pham et al., 2021). Logically, this weak EI-

EB coefficient suggests the presence of a moderation variable, such as PB. 

Second, in line with the SCCT framework, the transformation from deci-

sional goals (intention) into decisional actions (behavior) can be strength-

ened or weakened by the contextual support and barriers (Lent & Brown, 

2013). Individuals behave in entrepreneurial ways to reach their goals 

and/or actualize their EI when they perceive a low level of entrepreneurial 

barriers (Giacomin et al., 2010; Schlaegel et al., 2015). Finally, if PB negative-

ly moderate the effect of EI on EB, it is also plausible that PB conditionally 

affect the mediation path from ESE to EB via EI, thereby demonstrating 

PB’s moderated mediation effect.  

 

H5. PB negatively moderate the relationship between EI and EB. As such, individ-

uals with high PB, the translation from EI into EB could become weaker. 

 

H6. PB negatively moderate the indirect impact of ESE on EB through EI. As 

such, the indirect effect of ESE on EB via EI could become weaker when PB are 

high. 

 

The conceptual framework is demonstrated in Figure 1.  

In the light of the hypotheses developed based on the SCCT to test the 

moderated mediation effects of PB and EI on the link between ESE and EB, 

it is important to consider the methodological approach taken in this study. 

In the present study, we employ a rigorous and systematic approach to 

data collection, scale and questionnaire development, as well as analytical 

strategy to ensure the validity and reliability of our findings. Specifically, 

we draw on established methods from the literature, such as PROCESS 

macro with bootstrapping techniques (Hayes, 2018), to test our hypotheses 

and examine the underlying mechanisms at play. By employing such 

methodological rigor, we are able to shed light on the complex interplay 

between key constructs and contribute to the advancement of the literature 

on entrepreneurship. 
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Research methods 

 

Participants 

 

Undergraduate students are often used as the target sample in entrepre-

neurial research because they are considered to be a population that is 

highly inclined to engage in entrepreneurial activities (Gorgievski et al., 

2018; Tran et al., 2022). However, recently some scholars have argued that 

although undergraduate students have positive attitudes toward entrepre-

neurship and a high intent to become entrepreneurs, they lack consistency 

and can choose other career alternatives after their graduation, in lieu of 

engaging in entrepreneurial activities, even if this was their initial plan and 

intention (Shirokova et al., 2016). That could be because undergraduate 

students often lack real business and working experience. Thus, despite 

displaying a high level of interest in novel venture creations and strongly 

intending to become entrepreneurs, they often change their mind when 

they face difficulties in the actual entrepreneurial environment (Van 

Gelderen et al., 2015).  In the current research, we therefore adopted a sam-

ple recruited from master’s students who had already at least one year of 

working and business experience, to test the moderated mediation effects 

of PB and EI on the link between ESE and EB.  

To recruit the participants for this study, a stratified random sampling 

method was employed in three stages. Initially, Vietnam was divided into 

three main regions — Northern, Central, and Southern — based on their 

historical and geographical significance. Next, three of the most sizable 

universities within each region were chosen, according to the total number 

of master’s students enrolled. Finally, the lecturers at these universities 

were contacted to request their kind assistance with distributing the ques-

tionnaire survey to their master’s students. All of the participants were 

provided with the necessary information to give their informed consent. 

They were also informed that their participation was voluntary, and that 

they had the option to withdraw at any time of the research. Additionally, 

the respondents were informed that the data collection process was solely 

for academic purposes. The data were collected between 20 September and 

15 November 2022, with a target of 250 responses per university and a total 

expected sample size of 2,250. In total, 1,698 valid responses were returned, 

giving a response rate of 75.47%. The demographic information of the par-

ticipants is illustrated in Table 1.  
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To estimate the minimum size of the sample, the mathematical formula 

suggested by Bujang et al. (2018)  and Duong and Antriyandarti (2022) was 

utilized: 

 

Nmin = 100 + Z*ω                                             (1) 

 

With Z representing for even per variable (the recommended Z is 50) 

and ω representing the number of independent variables in the hypothe-

sized model (ω = 3). The minimum sample size was 250. Therefore, our 

sample size of 1,698 valid responses was appropriate for further analyses.  

 

Scales and questionnaire development 

 

In order to achieve the objective of the study and test the developed hy-

potheses, this study utilized scales that had been previously validated in 

earlier studies. Specifically, the scale used to measure EB was adopted from 

the study of Gieure et al. (2020), while the scale for EI was derived from the 

study of Liñán and Chen (2009). The scale for ESE was adopted from Liñán 

(2008) and Tsai et al. (2016) studies, and the scale for PB was developed by 

Shinnar et al. (2009). All of the items were scored using a seven-point Likert 

format, with responses ranging from 1 “strongly disagree” to 7 “strongly 

agree”.  

The questionnaire survey also included a section on the social demo-

graphic characteristics of the respondents, asking them to indicate their 

gender, educational fields, business experience, prior entrepreneurial edu-

cation, and family business background. To address common method vari-

ance (CMV) during the process of modifying the original scales, develop-

ing the questionnaire, and recruiting participants, two stages were em-

ployed. Firstly, a back-translation technique was utilized, in which 38 items 

from four constructs were translated into Vietnamese by language special-

ists, who then generated a Vietnamese version of the questionnaire through 

discussion. Another specialist then translated the questionnaire from Viet-

namese back into English, to ensure the absence of bias in the language 

translations. Secondly, in order to reduce the potential impact of CMV, the 

four distinct constructs were arranged in a specific sequence.  
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Statistical analysis 

 

The data analyses for this research were conducted utilizing SPSS 28.0 

and AMOS 25.0. Firstly, the normal distribution of the data was tested be-

fore testing the hypotheses. The skewness and kurtosis of the constructs 

PB, ESE, EI, and start-up behaviors, were computed. Secondly, in order to 

confirm the reliability and validity of the scales used in this study, we esti-

mated Cronbach’s alpha for each variable and conducted confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA). Additionally, we conducted Heterotrait-Monotrait 

(HTMT) analysis to confirm the discriminant validity of the variables. Fur-

thermore, we applied Harman’s single-factor modeling to test for the pres-

ence of CMV (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Nielsen and Raswant (2018) stated 

that control variables should be included in regression analyses since their 

exclusion can distort the results and produce misleading findings. Thus, 

after standardizing the variables, the third step was to perform hierarchical 

regression analysis to test the direct coefficients, controlled by the socio-

demographic variables (age, gender, educational fields, business experi-

ence etc.). Finally, in social sciences, the PROCESS macro is commonly 

used to test mediating, moderating, and conditional effects (Hayes et al., 

2021), as Structural Equation modeling (SEM) has some limitations in terms 

of testing moderated mediation coefficients (Duong, 2022; Sarstedt et al., 

2020). In our study, PROCESS macro with Model 4 was thus utilized to 

examine the mediation effect of PB, whereas moderated mediation analysis 

was conducted utilizing Model 14 (PROCESS macro) to examine the mod-

erated mediation effect of PB (Hayes, 2018). Based on a random sample 

numbering 5000, bootstrapping with 95% confidence intervals was used to 

estimate the statistical significance of association in Model 4 and Model 14 

(Hayes, 2018). 

 

 

Results 

 

Reliability and validity of scales 

 

Table 2 reports the normality, reliability, and validity of the constructs. 

First, the skewness and kurtosis of the items belonging to the four con-

structs of PB, ESE, EI, and EB, fell within a satisfactory range as all the 

skewness values < 3 and the kurtosis value < 8. The normality of the con-
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structs was thus demonstrated (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

Second, Cronbach’s alpha for EB, EI, ESE, and PB was 0.923, 0.946, 0.924, 

and 0.969, respectively. The internal consistent reliability of all the con-

structs was therefore affirmed (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  

Only items that met the predetermined criteria were then adjusted to 

CFA analysis. The measurement model revealed good degree of fit indices 

(see Figure 2): χ2(631) = 2996.752; χ2/df = 4.749; p < 0.001; GFI = 0.904 > 0.9; 

AGFI = 0.887 > 0.8; CFI = 0.960 > 0.9; TLI =0.956 > 0.9; NFI = 0.950 > 0.9 and 

RMSEA = 0.047 < 0.05 (Hair et al., 2020). The factor loadings of the items 

AVE and CR were equal to or above the benchmark of 0.5: 0.5 and 0.7, re-

spectively (Hu & Bentler, 1999), but all the HTMT values were lower than 

0.9 (Podsakoff et al., 2003) (see Table 2 and Table 3). This verified the relia-

bility and discriminant validity of the constructs. In addition, in order to 

control for CMV, a procedural and statistical methodology was employed 

in our research. First, in the question survey, the items of all the constructs 

were shuffled. Our research also tried to take out any signs that could in-

fluence the responses. Also, our study surveyed diverse universi-

ties/institutes in different regions of Vietnam. A Harman’s single-factor 

analysis with unrotated solution reported an explained variance of 36.983% 

< 50% (Podsakoff et al., 2003) and a constrained CFA with a single factor 

also showed a poor index of fitness: χ2(665) = 32383.773; Chi-Square/df = 

48.697; GFI = 0.267; AGFI = 0.184; CFI = 0.467; TLI = 0.437; NFI = 0.462; 

RMSEA = 0.168, affirming the absence of CMV in our study (Kock, 2021). 

 

Hypothesis testing 

 

The hierarchical regression analysis of the direct coefficients is illustrat-

ed in Table 4. In this analysis, several demographic variables, including 

gender, age, educational field, business experience, entrepreneurial educa-

tion, family business background, were controlled as covariates. Models 

A and C demonstrate how EI and EB were solely controlled by the demo-

graphic variables, respectively. In Model B, ESE was included as a predic-

tor of EI, whilst in Model D, ESE and EI were included as predictors of EB.  

The results from Model B revealed that ESE was positively and strongly 

correlated with EI (γ = 0.686; t = 37.190; p-value < 0.001), controlling for 

gender (γ = - 0.112; t = -2.095; p-value < 0.05), age (γ = 0.077; t = -1.979; p-

value < 0.05), educational field (γ = -0.181; t = -3.370; p-value < 0.001), busi-

ness experience (γ = -0.310; t = -5.534; p-value < 0.001), and entrepreneurial 
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education (γ = 0.142; t = -2.603; p-value < 0.01), but it was not correlated 

with the family’s business background (p > 0.05). Additionally, Model D 

revealed that EB was significantly and positively correlated with both ESE 

(γ = 0.331; t = 14.664; p-value < 0.001) and EI (γ = 0.268; t = 12.142; p-value < 

0.001), controlling for age (γ = 0.126; t = 3.604; p-value < 0.001) and business 

experience (γ = -0.640; t = -12.500; p-value < 0.001), but not controlling for 

gender, educational field, entrepreneurial education, or the family’s busi-

ness background (p > 0.05). H1, H2, and H3 were therefore supported by 

the data.  

As illustrated in Table 5, the results of the mediation analyses using 

Hayes’s PROCESS macro (Model 4) illustrated that ESE positively affected 

EI (β ESE-EI = 0.7258, p < 0.001; 95% CI [0.6911, 0.7605]), which in turn was 

positively linked with EB (β ESE-EI = 0.4452, p < 0.001; 95% CI [0.3336, 

0.5569]). The bootstrapping results also showed that the indirect effect of 

ESE on EB via EI (ab = 0.3607, 95% CI [0.1816, 0.2642]), and the mediation 

effect of EI accounted for 45.34% of the incremental variance in start-up 

behavior of the total effect: R2 = 0.4534. Furthermore, the direct effect of ESE 

on start-up behavior was statistically significant (β ESE-EB = 0.3624, p < 0.001; 

95% CI [0.3164, 0.5569]). Hence, the link between ESE and start-up behavior 

was significantly mediated by EI, which supported H4. 

Table 5 also reported the results of the moderated mediation analysis 

using Model 14 of Hayes’ PROCESS macro. The result revealed that the 

interaction between PB and EI was significantly and negatively correlated 

with EB (β PB*EI-EB = -0.0280, p < 0.01; 95% CI [-0.0492, -0.0067]). It accounted 

for 0.21% of the incremental variance in EB of main impacts: ΔR2 = 0.0021. 

Figure 3 demonstrated the interaction plot of PB on the EI-EB link. The 

result of the simple slope tests revealed that the EI-EB relationship was 

significant when PB was low (β simple slope = 0.3455, p < 0.001; 95% CI [0.2934, 

0.3976]), but this correlation was much lower when PB was high (β simple slope 

= 0.2759, p < 0.001; 95% CI [0.2237, 0.3280]). H5 was therefore supported.  

Having confirmed that the moderation link was supported, the moder-

ated mediation effect was then further analyzed to examine whether or not 

PB negatively moderated EI’s mediation impact on the relationship be-

tween ESE and EB. The output of this analysis illustrated the detailed out-

comes of the interaction effect by illustrating one standard deviation (SD) 

above and below the mean (M). This result allowed us to confirm the value 

of PB for which the conditional indirect influence was significant at α = 

0.05. The result showed that the moderated mediation influence was nega-
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tive and had non-zero probability (β moderated mediation = -0.0203, p < 0.001; 95% 

CI [-0.0369, -0.0027]). Importantly, this moderated mediation effect was 

statistically significant when the degree of PB was low (-1SD), equal to the 

mean (M), and high (+1SD). Additionally, as demonstrated in Table 5, the 

pairwise contrasts between the conditional indirect effects (Effect 1 minus 

Effect 2) illustrated that the effects at high PB were higher than with the 

mean PB (Contrast = -0.2043; 95% CI [-0.0460, -0.0034]); that the effects were 

the same with low PB (Contrast = -0.0505; 95% CI [-0.0919, -0.0068]); and 

that the effects at mean PB were higher than at low PB (Contrast = -0.0253; 

95% CI [-0.0460, -0.0034]). The results revealed that the conditional indirect 

effects of ESE on EB through EI at various degrees of PB were significantly 

different from each other. In other words, the bootstrapped 95% CI was not 

0 for any of the three pairwise contrasts between the conditional indirect 

effects. This further supported the mediation impact of EI on the link be-

tween ESE and EB, which was moderated by PB. Hence, H6 was therefore 

supported. 

 

 

Discussion 

 

The results showed that both ESE and EI significantly and directly contrib-

uted to the development of EB. Several prior studies reported that EI could 

be positively associated with EB (Cui & Bell, 2022; Gieure et al., 2020; Meoli 

et al., 2020; Shirokova et al., 2016; Van Gelderen et al., 2015). This finding 

reflects the fact that EI acts as an effective predictor of entrepreneurial ac-

tions (Calza et al., 2020; Duong, 2022). The direct relationship between ESE 

and EB is rarely tested in the entrepreneurship research, even though the 

SCCT framework represents the nexus between these two constructs. Our 

findings revealed a strong correlation between ESE and EB, which demon-

strates that when individuals believe highly in their abilities and capacities 

to establish and manage their own business ventures, they are more likely 

to engage in actual entrepreneurial activities (Adebusuyi et al., 2022; Uysal 

et al., 2022). Additionally, ESE was found to have a strong and positive 

impact on EI, which was in line with a body of prior studies (i.e., Ma-

heshwari & Kha, 2022; Newman et al., 2019). The significant direct relation-

ship between three main constructs in the SCCT framework, ESE, EI, and 

EB, can be considered a signal of the mediation role of EI. Indeed, our 

study also reported that EI had a significant mediation effect on the link 
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between ESE and EB. This means that ESE initially influences EI, which in 

turn positively impacts EB. In other words, since ESE was found to be di-

rectly and positively linked to EB, EI partially mediates the ESE-EB link.  

Our results revealed that PB negatively moderated the effect of EI on 

EB. In line with the SCCT, prior studies have highlighted the need to ex-

plain the moderation influences of contextual support and barriers on the 

translation of EI into EB (Meoli et al., 2020), in order to advance our 

knowledge of the underlying mechanism of this relationship (Fayolle & 

Liñán, 2014; Shirokova et al., 2016). On the other hand, PB, which is estab-

lished as an important concept in the entrepreneurship literature (Csillag et 

al., 2019; Doern, 2011; DöLarslan et al., 2020), can help to explain why many 

individuals have high ESE and EI, but they do not actualize entrepreneuri-

ally (Giacomin et al., 2010). Unfortunately, the moderation effects of PB on 

the entrepreneurial process have received scant attention (Osunmuyiwa & 

Ahlborg, 2022). This research, therefore, makes an important contribution 

to the entrepreneurship literature by demonstrating that the EI-EB link 

becomes weaker if the perceived barriers are high. In other words, alt-

hough many individuals have initial intentions to engage in entrepreneur-

ship activities, they decide against it if they perceive high levels of entre-

preneurial barriers. Consequently, it is more likely that potential entrepre-

neurs will convert their EI into EB when they perceive the barriers to be 

low.  

A moderated mediation analysis showed that the positive mediation ef-

fect of EI on the link between ESE and EB was weakened when PB were 

high. This means that the indirect impact of ESE on EB via EI was moderat-

ed by PB. This finding illustrates that the EI of potential entrepreneurs who 

perceive high levels of entrepreneurial barriers plays a more important role 

than the EI of those who perceive low levels of these barriers (Osunmuyiwa 

& Ahlborg, 2022; Singh Sandhu et al., 2011). We assume that individuals 

with high PB do not strongly depend on EI and ESE when they make the 

decision to engage in entrepreneurial activities. This is in line with earlier 

studies which showed that the entrepreneurial process is characterized by 

high risks and uncertainty. Thus, some people can make decisions about 

their careers based on perceptions related to contextual influences, rather 

than their initial intentions (Shirokova et al., 2016). In other words, high 

levels of ESE and EI are not important for individuals who perceive a high 

level of barriers but still take the decision to become self-employed. In con-
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trast, for those who perceive a low level of barriers, their EI is profoundly 

important for their decision to become an entrepreneur.  

 

 

Conclusions 

 

Theoretical contributions 

 

The findings in our research hence make several crucial contributions to 

the extant entrepreneurial literature. Firstly, built on the SCCT, our study 

makes a crucial contribution by tightening the intention-behavior link in 

the entrepreneurship literature, as well as illustrating how ESE can con-

tribute to the development of EB. This finding also provides strong justifi-

cation for employing the SCCT framework in the entrepreneurship context, 

as it elucidates that the self-efficacy-intention-action paths can be strength-

ened or weakened by contextual support and barriers (Calza et al., 2020; 

Meoli et al., 2020). This research also demonstrates that the gap between 

intentions and actions always exists,  (Gieure et al., 2020), although the find-

ings provide empirical evidence to affirm the significant EI-EB link. Sec-

ondly and most importantly, most previous studies paid scant attention to 

the moderation role of PB in the entrepreneurial process, especially in the 

EI-EB linkage. Our study therefore advances our understanding by firstly 

assessing the moderating effects of PB on the direct relationship between EI 

and EB, and by assessing its moderation impact on the mediated path be-

tween ESE and EB via EI.  

 

Practical contributions 

 

Several practical and managerial implications can be drawn from the 

findings of our research. First, they provide new insights for policymakers 

on how to promote entrepreneurial activities. Instead of relying on differ-

ent solutions such as role models (Brunel et al., 2017), or reducing fear of 

failure (Duong, 2022; Kong et al., 2020), we recommend policies and solu-

tions to reduce entrepreneurial barriers, such as setting up and fostering 

institutional environments and entrepreneurial ecosystems, in order to 

facilitate entrepreneurial activities. These policies and solutions can help to 

reduce individuals’ PB. Second, ESE plays an important role in how barri-

ers are perceived, thus policymakers should have appropriate strategies to 
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inspire individuals’ ESE, such as investing in entrepreneurial education. 

This study  acknowledges the significance of pedagogical methods such as 

experiential learning and exposure to real-life business situations (Duong, 

2022; Ghosh, 2022), as well as activities beyond the classroom (Nguyen et 

al., 2021). These methods can provide students with the essential 

knowledge and skills required for real-life business ventures, while helping 

them to adhere to and act according to their EI (Duong, 2023; Nguyen, 

2023; Vasilev, 2022). 

 

Limitations and recommendations for further research 

 

Although the considerable theoretical and practical contributions of our 

research to the field of entrepreneurship, there are some limitations to our 

study that should be acknowledged, and these limitations can suggest ave-

nues for further research. Firstly, our study is focused on explaining EB at 

a single point in time, and although this approach has numerous ad-

vantages  (Shirokova et al., 2016), researcher should conduct a longitudinal 

study to examine how EB changes over time. Secondly, PB has been identi-

fied as a multidimensional construct (Dölarslan et al., 2020; Kebaili et al., 

2017; Schlaegel et al., 2015), but in the context of Vietnam, all the items of 

this construct were loaded on the common factor. This construct should be 

separated into different dimensions in future studies to illustrate the differ-

ent perspectives of PB to the entrepreneurial process.  
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Table 1. Social–demographic profile of participants 

 
Variables   Frequency % 

Gender Male  895 52.7 

Female  803 47.3 

Age From 18 to 22 years old 327 19.3 

From 23 to 26 years old 872 51.4 

Over 26 years old 498 29.3 

Educational fields Economics and business management  975 57.4 

Engineering and others  723 42.6 

Business experiences Yes 775 45.6 

No 923 54.4 

Have you ever participated 

in entrepreneurship 

courses? 

Yes 904 53.2 

No 794 46.8 

Family business background  Yes 845 49.8 

No 853 50.2 

Note: N=1698. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



T
ab

le
 2

. D
es

cr
ip

ti
v

e 
ch

a
ra

ct
er

is
ti

cs
, 

C
ro

n
b

a
ch

’s
 A

lp
h

a
, a

n
d

 f
a

ct
o

r 
lo

a
d

in
g

s 
o

f 
it

em
s 

 

C
o

d
e

 
V

ar
ia

b
le

s 
 

α
 

M
ea

n
 

S
D

 
S

k
e

w
n

es
s 

 
K

u
rt

o
si

s 
F

ac
to

r 

lo
a

d
in

g
s 

E
B

 
E

n
tr

e
p

re
n

eu
ri

al
 b

e
h

a
v

io
r 

(G
ie

u
re

 e
t 

a
l.

, 
20

20
) 

0.
92

3 
4.

20
31

 
1.

37
39

1
 

-0
.1

71
 

-0
.8

23
 

 

E
B

1
 

I 
h

av
e 

ex
p

er
ie

n
ce

 i
n

 s
ta

rt
in

g
 n

ew
 p

ro
je

ct
 a

n
d

/o
r 

b
u

si
n

es
s 

 
0.

91
6 

3.
78

92
 

1.
76

03
2

 
0.

11
5 

-1
.1

00
 

0.
76

5 

E
B

2
 

I 
al

re
ad

y
 d

ev
el

o
p

ed
 a

 b
u

si
n

es
s 

p
la

n
 

0.
90

6 
4.

18
96

 
1.

66
08

3
 

-0
.1

89
 

-0
.9

15
 

0.
84

0 

E
B

3
 

I 
al

re
ad

y
 s

ta
rt

ed
 a

 n
ew

 b
u

si
n

es
s 

0.
90

5 
4.

16
90

 
1.

61
39

7
 

-0
.1

57
 

-0
.8

90
 

0.
86

0 

E
B

4
 

I 
al

re
ad

y
 c

ar
ri

ed
 o

u
t 

m
ar

k
et

 r
es

ea
rc

h
 

0.
90

9 
4.

22
79

 
1.

56
88

5
 

-0
.1

90
 

-0
.7

46
 

0.
82

5 

E
B

5
 

I 
h

av
e 

in
v

es
te

d
 i

n
 a

n
 i

n
fo

rm
al

 m
an

n
er

 i
n

 s
o

m
e 

b
u

si
n

es
s 

0.
91

3 
4.

00
59

 
1.

76
85

7
 

-0
.0

70
 

-1
.1

11
 

0.
78

5 

E
B

6
 

I 
al

re
ad

y
 s

av
ed

 m
o

n
ey

 t
o

 i
n

v
es

t 
in

 a
 b

u
si

n
es

s 
0.

91
6 

4.
55

30
 

1.
63

27
0

 
-0

.4
36

 
-0

.7
14

 
0.

72
4 

E
B

7
 

I 
al

re
ad

y
 b

el
o

n
g

ed
 t

o
 a

 s
o

ci
al

 n
et

w
o

rk
 t

h
at

 c
an

 p
ro

m
o

te
 

m
y

 b
u

si
n

es
s 

0.
91

5 
4.

48
7 

1.
61

14
 

-0
.3

91
 

-0
.6

96
 

0.
74

1 

E
I 

E
n

tr
e

p
re

n
eu

ri
al

 i
n

te
n

ti
o

n
 (

L
iñ

á
n

 &
 C

h
en

, 
20

09
) 

0.
94

6 
4.

42
98

 
1.

52
53

6
 

-0
.3

98
 

-0
.7

67
 

 

E
I1

 
I 

am
 r

ea
d

y
 t

o
 d

o
 a

n
y

th
in

g
 t

o
 b

e 
an

 e
n

tr
ep

re
n

eu
r 

0.
94

4 
4.

43
11

 
1.

62
74

1
 

-0
.2

67
 

-0
.7

60
 

0.
82

0 

E
I2

 
M

y
 p

ro
fe

ss
io

n
al

 g
o

al
 i

s 
to

 b
ec

o
m

e 
an

 e
n

tr
ep

re
n

eu
r 

0.
93

9 
4.

37
87

 
1.

72
49

8
 

-0
.2

74
 

-0
.9

33
 

0.
85

5 

E
I3

 
I 

w
il

l 
m

ak
e 

ev
er

y
 e

ff
o

rt
 t

o
 s

ta
rt

 a
n

d
 r

u
n

 m
y

 o
w

n
 f

ir
m

 
0.

94
0 

4.
62

49
 

1.
71

13
5

 
-0

.4
46

 
-0

.7
22

 
0.

87
3 

E
I4

 
I 

am
 d

et
er

m
in

ed
 t

o
 c

re
at

e 
a 

fi
rm

 i
n

 t
h

e 
fu

tu
re

 
0.

93
8 

4.
59

07
 

1.
73

40
1

 
-0

.4
32

 
-0

.7
94

 
0.

89
4 

E
I5

 
I 

h
av

e 
a 

v
er

y
 s

er
io

u
sl

y
 t

h
ro

u
g

h
 o

f 
st

ar
ti

n
g

 a
 f

ir
m

 
0.

94
0 

4.
22

08
 

1.
71

10
3

 
-0

.1
68

 
-0

.9
15

 
0.

85
7 

E
I6

 
I 

h
av

e 
th

e 
fi

rm
 i

n
te

n
ti

o
n

 t
o

 s
ta

rt
 a

 f
ir

m
 s

o
m

e 
d

ay
 

0.
93

8 
4.

33
27

 
1.

73
54

5
 

-0
.2

64
 

-0
.9

36
 

0.
87

4 

E
S

E
 

E
n

tr
e

p
re

n
eu

ri
al

 
se

lf
-e

ff
ic

ac
y

 
(L

iñ
án

, 
20

08
; 

T
sa

i 
et

 
al

.,
 

20
14

) 
0.

92
4 

4.
20

40
 

1.
48

31
9

 
-0

.2
43

 
-0

.8
86

 
 

E
S

E
1

 
I 

sh
o

w
 g

re
at

 a
p

ti
tu

d
e 

fo
r 

cr
ea

ti
v

it
y

 a
n

d
 i

n
n

o
v

at
io

n
 

0.
90

8 
3.

98
41

 
1.

73
57

2
 

-0
.0

61
 

-1
.0

14
 

0.
80

0 

E
S

E
2

 
I 

sh
o

w
 g

re
at

 a
p

ti
tu

d
e 

fo
r 

le
ad

er
sh

ip
 a

n
d

 p
ro

b
le

m
-s

o
lv

in
g

 
0.

90
0 

4.
22

38
 

1.
68

19
9

 
-0

.2
28

 
-0

.8
98

 
0.

82
7 

E
S

E
3

 
I 

ca
n

 d
ev

el
o

p
 a

n
d

 m
ai

n
ta

in
 f

av
o

ra
b

le
 r

el
at

io
n

sh
ip

s 
w

it
h

 

p
o

te
n

ti
al

 i
n

v
es

to
rs

 
0.

90
4 

4.
28

50
 

1.
70

75
6

 
-0

.2
87

 
-0

.8
90

 
0.

84
4 

  



T
ab

le
 2

. C
o

n
ti

n
u

ed
  

 

C
o

d
e

 
V

ar
ia

b
le

s 
 

α
 

M
ea

n
 

S
D

 
S

k
e

w
n

es
s 

 
K

u
rt

o
si

s 
F

ac
to

r 

lo
a

d
in

g
s 

E
S

E
4

 
I 

ca
n

 s
ee

 n
ew

 m
ar

k
et

 o
p

p
o

rt
u

n
it

ie
s 

fo
r 

n
ew

 p
ro

d
u

ct
s 

an
d

 

se
rv

ic
es

 
0.

90
8 

4.
08

78
 

1.
72

81
2

 
-0

.1
37

 
-0

.9
95

 
0.

86
0 

E
S

E
5

 
I 

ca
n

 
d

ev
el

o
p

 
a 

w
o

rk
in

g
 

en
v

ir
o

n
m

en
t 

th
at

 
en

co
u

ra
g

es
 

p
eo

p
le

 t
o

 t
ry

 o
u

t 
so

m
et

h
in

g
 n

ew
 

0.
91

5 
4.

43
93

 
1.

61
13

6
 

-0
.3

93
 

-0
.6

55
 

 

P
B

 
P

er
ce

iv
ed

 b
ar

ri
er

s 
(S

h
in

n
ar

 e
t 

al
.,

 2
00

9
) 

 
0.

96
9 

4.
80

79
 

1.
24

39
7

 
-0

.8
71

 
0.

58
7 

 

P
B

1
 

E
x

ce
ss

iv
el

y
 r

is
k

y
 

0.
96

9 
5.

04
24

 
1.

54
19

8
 

-0
.7

57
 

-0
.0

02
 

0.
68

8 

P
B

2
 

L
ac

k
 o

f 
in

it
ia

l 
ca

p
it

al
 

0.
96

9 
5.

09
25

 
1.

50
82

7
 

-0
.8

75
 

0.
27

1 
0.

68
9 

P
B

3
 

C
u

rr
en

t 
ec

o
n

o
m

ic
 s

it
u

at
io

n
 

0.
96

9 
5.

07
42

 
1.

49
81

1
 

-0
.8

41
 

0.
26

3 
0.

68
3 

P
B

4
 

L
ac

k
 o

f 
h

ig
h

 l
ev

el
 o

f 
en

tr
ep

re
n

eu
ri

al
 c

o
m

p
et

en
ce

 
0.

96
7 

4.
92

23
 

1.
51

98
0

 
-0

.6
54

 
-0

.1
62

 
0.

82
0 

P
B

5
 

L
ac

k
 o

f 
k

n
o

w
le

d
g

e 
0.

96
7 

4.
90

34
 

1.
53

57
0

 
-0

.6
75

 
-0

.1
45

 
0.

81
7 

P
B

6
 

L
ac

k
 o

f 
ex

p
er

ie
n

ce
 i

n
 m

an
ag

em
en

t 
an

d
 a

cc
o

u
n

ti
n

g
  

0.
96

7 
4.

87
99

 
1.

55
76

7
 

-0
.7

12
 

-0
.1

26
 

0.
81

9 

P
B

7
 

L
ac

k
 o

f 
k

n
o

w
le

d
g

e 
o

f 
th

e 
b

u
si

n
es

s 
w

o
rl

d
 a

n
d

 t
h

e 
m

ar
k

et
 

0.
96

8 
4.

84
57

 
1.

54
21

0
 

-0
.6

58
 

-0
.1

80
 

0.
80

8 

P
B

8
 

L
ac

k
 o

f 
id

ea
s 

re
g

ar
d

in
g

 w
h

at
 b

u
si

n
es

s 
to

 s
ta

rt
 

0.
96

8 
4.

74
03

 
1.

59
67

1
 

-0
.5

81
 

-0
.4

55
 

0.
78

0 

P
B

9
 

Ir
re

g
u

la
r 

in
co

m
e 

0.
96

8 
4.

73
73

 
1.

56
77

3
 

-0
.6

02
 

-0
.3

00
 

0.
78

5 

P
B

10
 

F
is

ca
l 

ch
ar

g
es

 (
ta

x
es

, 
le

g
al

 f
ee

s,
 e

tc
.)

 
0.

96
8 

4.
79

80
 

1.
57

98
7

 
-0

.6
07

 
-0

.3
08

 
0.

79
4 

P
B

11
 

L
ac

k
 o

f 
av

ai
la

b
le

 a
ss

is
ta

n
ce

 i
n

 a
ss

es
si

n
g

 b
u

si
n

es
s 

v
ia

b
il

it
y

  
0.

96
8 

4.
89

58
 

1.
51

41
3

 
-0

.6
85

 
-0

.1
03

 
0.

82
2 

P
B

12
 

L
ac

k
 o

f 
fo

rm
al

 h
el

p
 t

o
 s

ta
rt

 a
 b

u
si

n
es

s 
0.

96
7 

4.
86

63
 

1.
49

89
0

 
-0

.6
93

 
-0

.0
46

 
0.

82
9 

P
B

13
 

L
ac

k
 o

f 
o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n

s 
to

 a
ss

is
t 

en
tr

ep
re

n
eu

rs
 

0.
96

8 
4.

20
31

 
1.

37
39

1
 

-0
.1

71
 

-0
.8

23
 

0.
82

4 

P
B

14
 

L
ac

k
 o

f 
su

p
p

o
rt

 f
ro

m
 p

eo
p

le
 a

ro
u

n
d

 m
e 

(f
a

m
il

y
, 

fr
ie

n
d

, 

et
c.

) 
0.

96
8 

3.
78

92
 

1.
76

03
2

 
0.

11
5 

-1
.1

00
 

0.
78

3 

P
B

15
 

F
ea

r 
o

f 
fa

il
u

re
 

0.
96

8 
4.

18
96

 
1.

66
08

3
 

-0
.1

89
 

-0
.9

15
 

0.
75

7 

P
B

16
 

L
ac

k
 o

f 
le

g
al

 a
ss

is
ta

n
ce

 o
r 

co
u

n
se

li
n

g
 

0.
96

8 
4.

16
90

 
1.

61
39

7
 

-0
.1

57
 

-0
.8

90
 

0.
82

3 

  



T
ab

le
 2

. C
o

n
ti

n
u

ed
  

 

C
o

d
e

 
V

ar
ia

b
le

s 
 

α
 

M
ea

n
 

S
D

 
S

k
e

w
n

es
s 

 
K

u
rt

o
si

s 
F

ac
to

r 

lo
a

d
in

g
s 

P
B

17
 

H
av

in
g

 t
o

 w
o

rk
 t

o
o

 m
an

y
 h

o
u

rs
 

0.
96

8 
4.

22
79

 
1.

56
88

5
 

-0
.1

90
 

-0
.7

46
 

0.
72

9 

P
B

18
 

D
o

u
b

ts
 a

b
o

u
t 

p
er

so
n

al
 a

b
il

it
ie

s 
 

0.
96

8 
4.

00
59

 
1.

76
85

7
 

-0
.0

70
 

-1
.1

11
 

0.
75

5 

P
B

19
 

P
ro

b
le

m
s 

w
it

h
 e

m
p

lo
y

ee
s 

an
d

 c
o

n
ta

ct
ed

 p
er

so
n

n
el

 
0.

96
8 

4.
55

30
 

1.
63

27
0

 
-0

.4
36

 
-0

.7
14

 
0.

77
9 

P
B

20
 

S
ta

rt
u

p
 p

ap
er

w
o

rk
 a

n
d

 b
u

re
au

cr
ac

y
 

0.
96

8 
4.

48
7 

1.
61

14
 

-0
.3

91
 

-0
.6

96
 

0.
76

5 

N
o

te
: 

N
=1

69
8,

 α
: 

C
ro

n
b

ac
h

’s
 a

lp
h

a.
 

  T
ab

le
 3

. T
h

e 
co

m
p

o
si

te
 r

el
ia

b
il

it
y

, d
is

cr
im

in
an

t 
v

a
li

d
it

y
 i

n
d

ex
, 

co
rr

el
at

io
n

 m
a

tr
ix

, a
n

d
 H

et
er

o
tr

a
it

-M
o

n
o

tr
ai

t 
(H

T
M

T
) 

a
n

a
ly

se
s 

 

C
o

n
st

ru
ct

s 
C

R
 

A
V

E
 

C
o

rr
el

at
io

n
 m

at
ri

x
 

H
et

er
o

tr
ai

t-
M

o
n

o
tr

a
it

 (
H

T
M

T
) 

a
n

al
y

si
s 

E
I 

P
B

 
E

S
E

 
E

B
 

E
I 

P
B

 
E

S
E

 
E

B
 

E
I 

0.
91

9 
0.

69
3 

0.
86

2 
  

  
  

 
 

 
 

P
B

 
0.

96
0 

0.
66

9 
0.

20
9**

* 
0.

77
9 

  
  

0.
21

9 
 

 
 

E
S

E
 

0.
92

1 
0.

62
7 

0.
70

6**
* 

0.
18

6**
* 

0.
83

1 
  

0.
75

4 
0.

19
7 

 
 

E
B

 
0.

94
8 

0.
75

1 
0.

61
4**

* 
0.

10
9**

* 
0.

62
9**

* 
0.

79
3 

0.
65

7 
0.

11
7 

0.
68

1 
 

N
o

te
: 

N
=1

69
8.

  
**

*p
 <

 0
.0

01
. C

R
: 

C
o

m
p

o
si

te
 R

el
ia

b
il

it
y

; 
A

V
E

: 
A

v
er

ag
e 

V
ar

ia
n

ce
 E

x
tr

ac
te

d
; 

th
e 

d
ia

g
o

n
al

 v
al

u
es

 (
in

 b
o

ld
) 

ar
e 

th
e 

sq
u

ar
e 

ro
o

t 
o

f 
A

V
E

 f
o

r 
co

n
st

ru
ct

s.
  

     



T
ab

le
 4

. H
ie

ra
rc

h
ic

a
l 

re
g

re
ss

io
n

 a
n

a
ly

si
s 

o
f 

th
e 

d
ir

ec
t 

im
p

a
ct

s 

 

V
ar

ia
b

le
s 

E
n

tr
e

p
re

n
eu

ri
al

 i
n

te
n

ti
o

n
 

E
n

tr
e

p
re

n
eu

ri
al

 b
e

h
a

v
io

r 

V
IF

 
M

o
d

el
 A

 
M

o
d

el
 B

 
M

o
d

el
 C

 
M

o
d

el
 D

 

γ
 

t 
γ

 
t 

γ
 

t 
γ

 
t 

C
o

n
st

an
t 

7.
24

0**
* 

28
.2

51
 

2.
77

3**
* 

12
.3

34
 

6.
34

3**
* 

28
.7

21
 

2.
25

6**
* 

10
.6

08
 

 

G
en

d
er

 
-0

.1
95

**
 

-2
.7

00
 

-0
.1

12
* 

-2
.0

95
 

-0
.0

87
 

-1
.3

92
 

0.
00

5 
0.

11
0 

1.
07

7 

A
g

e 
-0

.2
04

**
* 

-3
.9

26
 

-0
.0

77
* 

-1
.9

79
 

0.
01

1 
0.

23
5 

0.
12

6**
* 

3.
60

4 
1.

06
9 

E
d

u
ca

ti
o

n
al

 f
ie

ld
s 

-0
.1

32
 

-1
.8

21
 

-0
.1

81
**

* 
-3

.3
70

 
0.

04
7 

0.
75

3 
0.

05
8 

1.
20

0 
1.

06
1 

B
u

si
n

es
s 

ex
p

er
ie

n
ce

s 
-0

.8
10

**
* 

-1
1.

05
2

 
-0

.3
10

**
* 

-5
.5

34
 

-1
.0

97
**

* 
-1

7.
37

3
 

-0
.6

40
**

* 
-1

2.
50

0
 

1.
18

8 

E
n

tr
ep

re
n

eu
ri

al
 e

d
u

ca
ti

o
n

 
-0

.3
96

**
*  

-5
.4

12
 

-0
.1

42
**

 
-2

.6
03

 
-0

.3
02

**
* 

-4
.7

97
 

-0
.0

74
 

-1
.5

00
 

1.
12

1 

F
am

il
y

 b
u

si
n

es
s 

b
ac

k
g

ro
u

n
d

  
-0

.0
50

 
-0

.6
95

 
0.

02
8 

0.
52

6 
0.

02
4 

0.
38

9 
0.

07
5 

1.
55

2 
1.

07
8 

E
n

tr
ep

re
n

eu
ri

al
 s

el
f-

ef
fi

ca
cy

 
 

 
0.

68
6**

* 
37

.1
90

 
 

 
0.

33
1**

* 
14

.6
64

 
2.

04
1 

E
n

tr
ep

re
n

eu
ri

al
 i

n
te

n
ti

o
n

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
0.

26
8**

* 
12

.1
42

 
1.

07
7 

A
d

ju
st

ed
 R

2
 

0.
11

5 
0.

51
3 

0.
19

0 
0.

50
8 

 

R
2
 

0.
34

4 
0.

71
8 

0.
19

3 
0.

51
0 

 

F
 

37
.8

38
**

*  
25

6.
52

1**
*  

67
.3

49
**

*  
21

9.
80

7**
*  

 

N
o

te
: 

N
= 

16
98

, 
V

IF
: 

V
ar

ia
n

ce
 I

n
fl

at
io

n
 F

ac
to

r.
 * p

 <
 0

.0
5.

 **
p

 <
 0

.0
1.

 **
* p

 <
 0

.0
01

. 

          



T
ab

le
 5

. M
o

d
er

a
te

d
 m

ed
ia

ti
o

n
 a

n
a

ly
se

s 

  
P

re
d

ic
to

r 
 β

 (
C

o
ef

f)
 

se
 

t 
p

 
L

L
C

I 
U

L
C

I 

 
E

n
tr

ep
re

n
eu

ri
al

 i
n

te
n

ti
o

n
 (

M
) 

(R
2
 =

 0
.4

98
1;

 F
 =

 1
68

2.
94

26
**

* )
 

C
o

n
st

an
t 

1.
37

85
**

* 
0.

07
89

 
17

.4
78

9
 

0.
00

00
 

1.
22

39
 

1.
53

32
 

E
n

tr
ep

re
n

eu
ri

al
 s

el
f-

ef
fi

ca
cy

 (
X

) 
0.

72
58

**
* 

0.
01

77
 

41
.0

23
7

 
0.

00
00

 
0.

69
11

 
0.

76
05

 

 
E

n
tr

ep
re

n
eu

ri
al

 b
eh

av
io

r 
(Y

) 
(R

2
 =

 0
.4

56
7;

 F
 =

 3
55

.8
52

6**
* )

 

C
o

n
st

an
t 

0.
98

44
**

*  
0.

22
68

 
4.

33
99

 
0.

00
00

 
0.

53
95

 
1.

42
93

 

E
n

tr
ep

re
n

eu
ri

al
 s

el
f-

ef
fi

ca
cy

 (
X

) 
0.

36
24

**
*  

0.
02

35
 

15
.4

49
1

 
0.

00
00

 
0.

31
64

 
0.

55
69

 

E
n

tr
ep

re
n

eu
ri

al
 i

n
te

n
ti

o
n

 (
M

) 
0.

44
52

**
*  

0.
05

69
 

7.
82

23
 

0.
00

00
 

0.
33

36
 

0.
55

69
 

P
er

ce
iv

ed
 b

ar
ri

er
s 

(Z
) 

0.
06

86
 

0.
04

66
 

1.
47

07
 

0.
14

16
 

-0
.0

22
9

 
0.

16
00

 

E
n

tr
ep

re
n

eu
ri

al
 i

n
te

n
ti

o
n

 x
 P

er
ce

iv
ed

 b
ar

ri
er

s 
(M

 x
 Z

) 
-0

.0
28

0**
 

0.
01

08
 

-2
.5

82
4

 
0.

00
99

 
-0

.0
49

2
 

-0
.0

06
7

 

C
o

n
d

it
io

n
al

 e
ff

ec
ts

 o
f 

en
tr

ep
re

n
eu

ri
al

 i
n

te
n

ti
o

n
 (

fo
ca

l 
p

re
d

ic
to

r)
 a

t 

th
e 

v
al

u
es

 o
f 

p
er

ce
iv

ed
 b

ar
ri

er
s 

(m
o

d
er

at
o

r)
: 

Z
 =

 M
 ±

 S
.D

. 

D
ir

ec
t 

ef
fe

ct
 

se
 

t 
p

 
L

L
C

I 
U

L
C

I 

-1
 S

.D
. 

(-
1.

24
39

7
) 

0.
34

55
**

*  
0.

02
66

 
12

.9
95

6
 

0.
00

00
 

0.
29

34
 

0.
39

76
 

M
 (

4.
80

79
) 

0.
31

07
**

*  
0.

02
29

 
13

.5
57

9
 

0.
00

00
 

0.
26

57
 

0.
35

56
 

+1
 S

.D
. 

(1
.2

43
97

) 
0.

27
59

**
*  

0.
02

66
 

10
.3

57
8

 
0.

00
00

 
0.

22
37

 
0.

32
80

 

 
B

o
o

t 
in

d
ir

ec
t 

ef
fe

ct
 

B
o

o
tS

E
 

 
 

B
o

o
tL

L
C

I 
B

o
o

tU
L

C
I 

In
d

ir
ec

t 
ef

fe
ct

 o
f 

en
tr

ep
re

n
eu

ri
al

 s
el

f-
ef

fi
ca

cy
 (

X
) 

o
n

 e
n

tr
ep

re
n

eu
ri

al
 

b
eh

av
io

r 
(Y

) 
v

ia
 e

n
tr

ep
re

n
eu

ri
al

 i
n

te
n

ti
o

n
 (

M
) 

0.
36

07
*  

0.
02

07
 

 
 

0.
18

16
 

0.
26

42
 

P
er

ce
iv

ed
 b

ar
ri

er
s 

(Z
) 

B
o

o
t 

in
d

ir
ec

t 
ef

fe
ct

 
B

o
o

tS
E

 
 

 
B

o
o

tL
L

C
I 

B
o

o
tU

L
C

I 

M
o

d
er

at
ed

 m
ed

ia
ti

o
n

 e
ff

ec
t 

 
-0

.0
20

3*  
0.

00
87

 
 

 
-0

.0
36

9
 

-0
.0

02
7

 

C
o

n
d

it
io

n
al

 i
n

d
ir

ec
t 

ef
fe

ct
s 

o
f 

en
tr

ep
re

n
eu

ri
al

 s
el

f-
ef

fi
ca

cy
 o

n
 

en
tr

ep
re

n
eu

ri
al

 b
eh

av
io

r 
at

 t
h

e 
v

al
u

es
 o

f 
p

er
ce

iv
ed

 b
ar

ri
er

s 

(m
o

d
er

at
o

r)
: 

 Z
 =

 M
 ±

 S
.D

. 

E
ff

ec
t 

B
o

o
tS

E
 

 
 

B
o

o
tS

E
 

B
o

o
tS

E
 

-1
 S

.D
. 

(-
1.

24
39

7
) 

0.
25

08
*  

0.
02

29
 

 
 

0.
20

62
 

0.
29

66
 

M
 (

4.
80

79
) 

0.
22

55
* 

0.
02

05
 

 
 

0.
18

61
 

0.
26

72
 

+1
 S

.D
. 

(1
.2

43
97

) 
0.

20
02

*  
0.

02
35

 
 

 
0.

15
45

 
0.

24
69

 

P
ai

rw
is

e 
co

n
tr

as
ts

 b
et

w
ee

n
 c

o
n

d
it

io
n

al
 i

n
d

ir
ec

t 
ef

fe
ct

s 
(e

ff
ec

t 
1 

m
in

u
s 

ef
fe

ct
 2

) 

E
ff

ec
t 

1 
E

ff
ec

t 
2 

C
o

n
tr

as
t 

B
o

o
tS

E
 

B
o

o
tL

L
C

I 
B

o
o

tU
L

C
I 

0.
22

55
 

0.
25

08
 

-0
.0

25
3

 
0.

01
09

 
-0

.0
46

0
 

-0
.0

03
4

 

0.
20

02
 

0.
25

08
 

-0
.0

50
5

 
0.

02
18

 
-0

.0
91

9
 

-0
.0

06
8

 

0.
20

02
 

0.
22

55
 

-0
.2

04
3

 
-0

.0
25

3
 

-0
.0

46
0

 
-0

.0
03

4
 

N
o

te
: 

N
= 

16
98

; 
**

* p
 <

 0
.0

01
, *

* p
 <

 0
.0

1;
 * p

 <
 0

.0
5.

 



Figure 1. Conceptual framework 
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Figure 2. Measurement model 

 

  



Figure 3. Cross-level moderation effect of perceived barriers on entrepreneurial 

intention-behavior link 
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