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Abstract

The concept of intentionality is widely recognised for its contribution to understand-
ing pre-planned human behaviour, hence the need to fathom its underlying deter-
minants as a precursor to any attempts to predict or influence future human activity.
The purpose of this study was to assess the effect of supportive environments and
higher education institutions on students’entrepreneurial goal and implementation
intentions in Zimbabwe. Also, the study sought to evaluate the applicability of Ajzen’s
Theory of Planned Behaviour to the context. A cross-sectional quantitative survey of

a convinience sample of students from selected higher education institutions in the
country was conducted. The 284 responses obtained from the survey were analysed
using the partial least squares structural equation modelling statistical technique. The
computer software Smart PLS 3 was used for this purpose. The results indicate a direct
influence of university support on entrepreneurial goal intention and perceived behav-
ioural control. In addition, they confirm a direct influence of supportive environments
on perceived behavioural control and subjective norms. Furthermore, the results dem-
onstrate that perceived behavioural and subjective norms directly influenced entre-
preneurial goal intention. Finally, the results show that entrepreneurial goal intention
was a significant predictor of entrepreneurial implementation intention. All other
tested relationships were not statistically significant. The study makes two significant
contributions to the literature. Firstly, it theorises and empirically tests the influence of
supportive educational institutions and external environments on separate classes of
entrepreneurial intentions within a single study. Secondly, it tests the relevance of the
Theory of Planned Behaviour to two distinct but related categories of entrepreneurial
intentions.

Keywords: Planned behaviour, University support, Supportive environments, Goal
intention, Implementation intention

Introduction
Entrepreneurship, through the innovations it triggers, is critical to achieving some of
the United Nations’ 17 Sustainable Development Goals. Dedicated support interven-

tions by various stakeholders contribute significantly to fostering the growth of dynamic
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entrepreneurship which creates jobs and reduces poverty and inequality (Coduras et al.,
2008; Huggins et al., 2015; Wagner et al., 2021).

Higher education institutions are critical platforms in several African countries for
developing interventions aimed at nurturing future entrepreneurs and innovators
(Kabongo & Okpara, 2010; Kirby, 2013; Lekoko et al.,, 2012; Ndedi, 2013). Universi-
ties, technical colleges, and vocational training centres impart to learners the mindsets,
expertise, and practical abilities necessary to launch and manage entrepreneurial ven-
tures through enterprise education programmes and other institutional support mecha-
nisms (Ndedi, 2013; Ndofirepi, 2020). The goal is to persuade more students to consider
business careers as viable alternatives to paid work (Morris et al., 2013). However, the
efficacy of such support mechanisms is uncertain, necessitating further research on the
subject. Martin et al. (2013, p. 211), for example, acknowledge that “there is little evi-
dence to suggest that entrepreneurship education and training helps the development of
more or better entrepreneurs.”

Apart from the contribution of higher education institutions, the academic commu-
nity is increasingly focusing on the role of creating supporting environments in entre-
preneurial activity (Belitski & Heron, 2017; Malecki, 2018; Manimala et al., 2019; Spigel,
2018). Scholars and business practitioners increasingly believe that contextual factors
can aid or hinder the emergence and survival of productive enterprises (Manimala et al.,
2019; Shirokova et al., 2015; Zhou, 2017). As a result, concepts such as industrial dis-
tricts, clusters, innovation systems, and entrepreneurial ecosystems have emerged,
emphasising the critical role of business environments in commercial enterprise (de
Brito and Leitdo, 2021; Suominen). While it is widely accepted that contextual variables
influence business activity, the focus of academic discussion has shifted to authenticat-
ing the strength of that influence.

Even though various stakeholders’ efforts to create an enabling environment for entre-
preneurship to thrive at learning institutions are widely appreciated, scientific evidence
that supports the efficacy of such interventions is only emerging (Gibb, 2013; Hassan,
2020; Markuerkiaga et al., 2016) and, in some cases, contested (Choi et al., 2018). Fay-
olle (2013) described current research on entrepreneurial support programmes at higher
education institutions as fragmented, under-theorised, and lacking in a systematic
approach, all of which contribute to the undervaluation of such work. Given the signifi-
cant resources invested by policymakers and other stakeholders to promote entrepre-
neurship especially in educational institutions, it is critical to strengthen the evidence
base by monitoring and assessing the impact of such programmes empirically.

Previous research has demonstrated the difficulty of evaluating the benefits of entre-
preneurship assistance programmes (Fretschner & Weber, 2013; Nabi et al., 2017;
Weber, 2012). To begin with, the outcomes of these interventions are frequently eval-
uated only after their administration. Second, because entrepreneurial behaviour is
influenced by a complex combination of psychological and environmental factors, it is
difficult to attribute entrepreneurial behaviour to a single factor. However, the literature
offers a variety of performance indicators for assessing the efficacy of entrepreneurship
support programmes. Human capital variables such as domain expertise, aptitudes,
entrepreneurial mindsets, and a desire to start a business are among them (Fayolle et al.,
2006; Nabi et al., 2017). Entrepreneurial intentions, however, continue to be the most
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frequently used indicator. This is because behavioural intentions are the most reliable
predictor of ambiguous, delayed, and riskier future behaviour (Kruger, 2009). Against
this backdrop, this study examines how supportive higher education institutions and
environments affect students’ entrepreneurial intentions using Ajzen’s (1991) theory of
planned behaviour.

Although supportive higher education institutions and conducive business envi-
ronments have previously been confirmed as correlates of entrepreneurship inten-
tions (Bazan et al., 2020; Choi et al., 2018; Nabi et al., 2017), research studies have only
recently started unravelling the processes by which these variables influence entrepre-
neurial intentions and other cognate outcome measures (Nowinski et al., 2020; Sitaridis
& Kitsios, 2019; Shi et al., 2019). Assessing such processes will thus aid in clarifying the
myriad ways in which supportive educational institutions and enabling environments
influence desired outcomes. Regardless of previous research findings indicating positive
correlations, what remains underexplored in the entrepreneurship literature is how the
variables interact to frame the different forms of entrepreneurship intentions. Whereas
most previous research has focused on general entrepreneurial intentions, this study
focuses specifically on goal and implementation intentions separately. Understand-
ing how the earlier mentioned external interventions influence an individual’s transi-
tion from a desire to start a business to actually starting one necessitates distinguishing
between these entrepreneurial intentions.

Thus, the following research question serves as a guide for the investigation:

Do entrepreneurship enabling environments and educational institutions’ support
for entrepreneurship lead to the formation of entrepreneurial goal and implementa-
tion intentions among college students?

The next section of the paper discusses a review of related literature for the study. It
also sets forth the hypothesised model. This is followed by a description of the study’s
research design and methods. The study findings are then presented and critiqued.
Finally, the main contributions of the study are highlighted, and the conclusions
drawn are presented.

Literature review and hypothesis development

Entrepreneurial intentions

Despite a long history in social psychology, there is no universally accepted definition of
intention. However, Bird (1988, p. 442) defines intentionality as “a state of mind direct-
ing a person’s attention (and therefore experience and action) toward a specific object
(goal) or path in order to achieve something (means)” The concept encompasses sev-
eral components, including a goal, an action plan, a context, and a timeline (Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1980). In entrepreneurship research, Thompson (2009) defines entrepreneurial
intentions as a premeditated and well-thought-out judgement call that drives the actions
needed to start a business. Due to its close relationship to actual entrepreneurship
behaviour, entrepreneurial intention is perpetually a popular research construct (Don-
aldson, 2019). Krueger (2007) proclaims that entrepreneurial action foreshadowed by
entrepreneurial intentions. Additionally, prior research has established that intention is
a reliable predictor of risky venture decisions involving time lags that are “rare, difficult
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to observe, or involve unpredictable time lags” (Krueger et al., 2000, p. 411). Generally,
many businesses do not begin as a reflex action, but rather because of deliberate plan-
ning and response to changing environmental conditions (Krueger, 2017; Krueger et al.,
2000). In line with Gollwitzer’s (1999) theory, this study examines goal and implementa-
tion separately to account for the heterogeneity of behavioural intentions. Individuals’
goal intentions reflect their motivation to engage in certain behaviours and the extent
to which they are willing to commit to the pursuit (Ephrem et al., 2019). On the other
hand, implementation intentions entail a willingness to act toward a behavioural goal if
certain conditions are met (e.g., “I intend to engage in goal-directed behaviour y when
confronted with situation z”) (Hockerts, 2017). Stronger implementation intentions, in
comparison to goal intentions, are more likely to facilitate action initiation (Kautonen
et al., 2015). The researcher, in line with Orbell et al. (1997), tests the supposition that
incorporating implementation intentions improves the predictive capacity of the theory
of planned behaviour in the context of entrepreneurship. Thus, the following hypothesis
is proposed:

H1: Entrepreneurship goal intention is positively related to entrepreneurship imple-
mentation intention.

Entrepreneurial intention models are based on cognitive psychology theory, which
holds that behaviour is predictable and is the result of preceding intentions. The The-
ory of Entrepreneurial Event was first introduced by Shapero and Sokol (1982). This was
superseded by Bird’s (1988) Theory of Entrepreneurial Ideas Implementation. Follow-
ing that, Ajzen (1991) developed the Theory of Planned Behaviour by revising Ajzen
and Fishbein’s Theory of Reasoned Action. Years later, Lindn and Chen (2009) tested
the Structural Model of Entrepreneurship intentions, refining Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of
Planned Behavior. In recent times, other less well-known models have also emerged.
While the different models and theories place a premium on a variety of factors, one
recurring theme is that intention predates behaviour. Ajzen’s theory is used as a lens in
this study due to its validity in a variety of contexts, flexibility, parsimony, and superior
predictive ability. According to the Theory of Planned Behavior, behavioural intentions
are shaped by three variables: attitude toward behaviour, subjective norms, and per-
ceived behavioural control, all of which are influenced by one’s belief system. Accord-
ing to previous entrepreneurship research, the three variables account for 30—-45% of the
variation in behavioural intentions (Kautonen et al., 2015).

Attitude towards behaviour (entrepreneurship) and entrepreneurship intentions

The term attitude toward behaviour refers to a person’s degree of positive or negative
affinity for particular behaviours. It is influenced by a combination of two variables:
one’s assumptions about the likely outcome (beneficial or detrimental) of engaging in
a particular behaviour (i.e.) and the feasibility of engaging in such behaviour (Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1975). Existing research from a variety of countries has established that an
individual’s attitude toward behaviour is a significant predictor of entrepreneurial inten-
tion (Fayolle & Gailly, 2015; Fragoso et al., 2020; Fretschner & Weber, 2013; Jena, 2020).
Malebana and Swanepoel (2014), (2015) discovered that, in comparison to the other
two Theory of Planned Behaviour variables, attitude toward entrepreneurship had the
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greatest effect on entrepreneurial intentions (45.8 percent) when compared to subjective
norms and perceived behavioural control. These findings corroborate those of Law and
Breznik (2017), who discovered a strong and statistically significant relationship between
students’ attitudes toward behaviour and their intention to pursue entrepreneurial
endeavours in a study involving a sample of Portuguese high school students. Thus, the
researcher hypothesises the following:

H2a: A positive attitude toward behaviour correlates positively with entrepreneur-
ship goal intentions.
H2b: A positive attitude toward behaviour correlates positively with entrepreneur-

ship implementation intentions.

Subjective norms and entrepreneurship intentions

Subjective norms refer to the extent to which members of one’s social network, such
as family, relatives, acquaintances, and co-workers, approve or disapprove of specific
behaviours (Santos & Liguori, 2019). According to Ajzen (2001), it is societal pres-
sure to participate in or abstain from a particular activity. Individuals are motivated to
engage in a particular behaviour if they observe their peer groups engaging in it, and vice
versa (Malebana and Swanepoel 2014). However, social pressure’s influence is limited
by an individual’s willingness to live up to others’ expectations (Wijayati et al., 2021).
Numerous studies, both within and outside the entrepreneurship domain, support the
notion that subjective norms have an effect (Gerba 2013; Bae et al., 2014; Krueger 2000).
Nonetheless, other research indicates that subjective norms are the least predictive of
the entrepreneurial intention’s three antecedents (Fayolle & Gailly, 2015; Lifidn & Chen,
2009; Malenbana, 2014; Sommer, 2011). Against this background, the following hypoth-
eses are advanced:

H3a: Subjective norms are positively associated with entrepreneurship goal inten-
tions.
H3b: Subjective norms are positively associated with entrepreneurship implementa-

tion intentions.

Perceived behavioural control and entrepreneurial intention

The term perceived behavioural control refers to an individual’s perception of their abil-
ity to engage in entrepreneurial behaviours (2011b; Lifian et al., 2011a). It reflects an
individual’s assessment of the ease or difficulty with which a particular behaviour can be
performed (Krueger et al., 2000; Santos & Liguori, 2019). Favourable behaviour inten-
tion is generated as a result of experiences with positive perceived behavioural control,
and this intention may lead directly to a behaviour (Sultan et al., 2020). This concept is
closely related to Bandura’s (1994) concept of self-efficacy, which is defined as “people’s
belief in their ability to achieve specified levels of performance that have an effect on life
events” (p. 71). Numerous prior entrepreneurship studies indicate that combining per-
ceived behavioural control with the two original components of the theory of reasoned
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action (i.e. subjective norms and attitude toward behaviour) to create the Theory of
Planned Behaviour improved the prediction of entrepreneurial intentions (Farrukh et al.,
2019; Kautonen et al., 2015; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Krueger et al., 2000). Shah and
Soomro (2017), on the other hand, discovered no statistically significant relationship
between perceived behavioural control and entrepreneurial intention among Pakistani
public university students. Considering this, the following is hypothesised:

H4a: Perceived behavioural control is positively associated with entrepreneurship
goal intentions.
H4b: Perceived behavioural control is positively associated with entrepreneurship

implementation intentions.

University support for entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship-related outcomes
The modern world’s greater emphasis on human development has increased expecta-
tions for universities to actively participate in national, regional, and local socioeco-
nomic development activities as a third mandate, in addition to their traditional teaching
and research missions (Morawska-Jancelewicz, 2021). As a result, numerous universi-
ties, particularly in developed nations, have responded by promoting entrepreneurship
in their communities and supporting faculty and student entrepreneurial activities,
resulting in the birth of the entrepreneurial university paradigm (Pereira & Franco,
2022). Universities promote entrepreneurship by incubating and accelerating new ven-
tures, commercialising knowledge, and ideas, collaborating with government and indus-
try on knowledge transfer, and providing entrepreneurship education (Soetanto & van
Geenhuizen, 2019). Most research on entrepreneurial universities has been conducted
in developed economies at the expense of developing economies. Yet less developed
communities require and stand to benefit more from the spin-off effects of such organi-
sations’ work than developed communities. Thus, in comparison to North America,
Western Europe, and a few East Asian countries, the impact of university-based entre-
preneurial support is less well understood in several African countries. This is despite
the significant effort and financial investment made by higher education institutions and
other stakeholders worldwide in such programmes (Duval-Couetil, 2013). Nonetheless,
it is a fundamental concept of management science that any strategy be implemented
concurrently with monitoring and evaluation criteria to determine its efficacy.

In the case of student entrepreneurship support, the available literature demonstrates
a predominance of psychological impact metrics such as improved (1) entrepreneurial
skills and knowledge (e.g., identifying and capturing business opportunities, innovative-
ness, new venture decision-making), (2) entrepreneurial attitudes and perceptions (e.g.,
need for achievement, attitudes, subjective norms) (Lorz et al., 2013). Because the pur-
pose of this study was to elicit immediate feedback from students at the conclusion of
a semester-long entrepreneurship education programme, selected psychological indica-
tors referred to as “short-term” or “lower level” benchmarks were used to evaluate the
impact of university support for potential entrepreneurs. Generally, prior research has
established a positive correlation between university support for student entrepreneur-
ship and participants’ desire to start new businesses (Bae et al., 2014; Hattab, 2014; Nabi
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et al., 2017; Piperopoulos & Dimov, 2014). Specifically, previous research unearthed a
relationship between university support for entrepreneurship, on the one hand, and key
constructs in Ajzen’s theory of planned behaviour, on the other (i.e. attitude towards
behaviour, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control). Jena’s (2020) study
in India, for example, discovered that students’ beliefs and understanding about entre-
preneurship after being exposed to the phenomenon at school cultivated a favourable
attitude toward entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial intentions over time. Likewise,
Saeed et. al. (2015) observed that entrepreneurial education infrastructure and univer-
sity support for entrepreneurship increased students’ entrepreneurial self-efficacy and
intentions. Anwar et. al’s (2022) findings that entrepreneurship education had a positive
influence on entrepreneurial intentions of university students in India, both directly and
indirectly through self-efficacy conclusion (a proxy for perceived behavioural control),
support this. Some research findings, on the other hand, have revealed inconsistencies
and non-significant effects (Fayolle et al., 2006; Packham et al., 2010). For illustration,
in a study of selected Ukrainian university students conducted by Solesvik in 2013, the
students’ exposure to enterprise education had no statistically significant effect on their
subjective norms. Against this backdrop, the following hypotheses are thus proposed:

Hb5a: University support for entrepreneurship has a positive relationship with atti-
tude towards entrepreneurship.

H5b: University support for entrepreneurship positively related to subjective norms.

H5c: University support for entrepreneurship is positively related to perceived
behavioural control.

H5d: University support for entrepreneurship is positively related to entrepreneur-
ship goal intention.

Hb5e: University support for entrepreneurship is positively related to the entrepre-

neurship implementation intention.

Supportive environments and entrepreneurship-related outcomes
Contexts, from a deterministic perspective, encompass a range of macro-level environ-
mental variables that affect how a business entity operates and to which it must adapt
(Gartner, 1985). The role of environmental factors became more prominent after it
became clear that personal characteristics alone could not adequately account for entre-
preneurship. In fact, Welter (2011, p. 165) posits that “economic behaviour can be bet-
ter understood when placed in its historical, chronological, institutional, spatial, and
social context” Bruno and Tyebjee’s seminal study (1982) identified the following envi-
ronmental factors as fostering entrepreneurship: the availability of venture capital; the
presence of a critical mass of established entrepreneurs; adequate human capital; prox-
imity to suppliers; the availability and access to markets; supportive government poli-
cies; and proximity to institutions of higher education. These criteria are consistent with
the entrepreneurial ecosystem concept, which maintains that entrepreneurs develop and
thrive favourable environments (Bazan et al., 2020; Igwe et al., 2020).

Numerous studies demonstrate a strong correlation between the state of a particular
context and the emergence of entrepreneurial intentions (Bullough et al., 2014; Karimi
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et al., 2015; Muffatto, 2015; Pfeifer et al., 2016; Shirokova et al., 2015). Local context
(Walter & Dohse, 2012), formal and informal institutions (Urban & Kujinga, 2017), cul-
tural context (Piperopoulos, 2012), and government support (Malebana, 2017), among
others, have been shown to predict entrepreneurship. Several other studies based on the
theory of planned behaviour have also found statistically significant effects of supportive
environments on some of the theory’s key constructs. For example, Seyoum et al’s (2021)
study in the United States discovered that social support had a positive effect on students’
intentions to engage in social entrepreneurship, and that the relationship was bolstered
by respondents’ proximity to US Small Business Administration offices. Similarly, Misos-
kas’s (2016) study of the drivers of entrepreneurial intentions among Macedonian business
students found that favourable business climates improved respondents’ positive attitudes
toward entrepreneurship and perceived behavioural control. Nowinski et. al. (2020) also
reported that perceived public support for entrepreneurship influenced university stu-
dents’ attitudes toward entrepreneurship, risk aversion, and entrepreneurship self-efficacy.
However, as Fayolle and Lindn (2014) and Zahra and Wright (2011) assert, the topic of
the influence of context and institutions is a novel avenue in the study of entrepreneurial
intentions that merits additional scholarly attention. Given that most of the cited studies
focused on both direct and indirect relationships between perceived supportive environ-
ments and entrepreneurial goal intentions, in this study the focus is also on the possible
linkages to implementation intentions. As a result, the following are hypothesised:

Hé6a: A supportive environment has a positive effect on one’s entrepreneurial atti-
tudes of students.

Hé6b: A supportive environment is associated with subjective norms of students in a
positive way.

Hé6c: A supportive environment is associated with a positive perceived of behavioural
control.

H6d: A supportive environment is positively related to entrepreneurship goal inten-
tion.

Hé6e: A supportive environment is positively related to entrepreneurship implemen-

tation intention.

A conceptual model of the hypothesised relationships is depicted in Fig. 1.

Research methodology
To tackle the research problem and respond to the research question, the current study
used a positivist research worldview and a quantitative cross-sectional survey design. The
study targeted undergraduate students at two state-owned colleges in Zimbabwe’s Mid-
lands province. A convenience sampling method was used to select the sampling units,
yielding a total of 284 respondents from the two institutions. The willingness to participate
at the time of the study was the only criterion for the inclusion or exclusion of respondents.
To collect responses from the target population, convenience sampling was used, and
individuals were chosen based on their willingness to participate in the study. Two research
assistants assisted the researcher in administering the questionnaire to respondents
between May and July 2019. After obtaining permission from the appropriate authorities
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to conduct the study, the researchers approached individual students and invited them to
complete the research instrument (questionnaire). Respondents were assured that their
responses would remain anonymous and private. The questionnaire, which was published
in English, included questions about respondents’ entrepreneurial goal and implementa-
tion intention, attitude toward entrepreneurship, subjective norms, and personal charac-
teristics (gender, marital status, age, entrepreneurial experience, course, and level of study).

Measurement of the theoretical constructs

All items on the questionnaire were close ended. Except for those relating to demo-
graphic items, all items on the questionnaire were based on five-point Likert scale. Fur-
ther details are provided below.

Five items on a five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree,
participants answered to the items. adapted from Lindn et. al. (2011a, 2011b) were used
to assess attitudes toward behaviour (entrepreneurship). However, the following items
were dropped after they cross-loaded on the entrepreneurial goal intention construct:
“Among various options, I'd rather be an entrepreneur” and “If I had the opportunity and
resources, I'd like to start a firm”.

The university support construct was measured using questionnaire items on a five-
point Likert scale with response categories ranging from strongly disagree to strongly
agree. The items were adopted from Lifidn and Fernandez-Serrano (2018) and read as
follows: (1) “The universities and higher education centres of my region prepare me to
be an entrepreneur” and (2) “The universities and higher education centres of my region
provide suitable and quality training for the creation of new ventures”.
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A six-item scale adapted from Lifidn and Chen (2009) was used to measure entrepre-
neurship goal intentions. Examples of the items include “It is very likely that I will start a
venture 1 day” and “I am willing to make every effort to become an entrepreneur”

Three items adapted from Lifidn and Ferndndez-Serrano (2018) were used to meas-
ure entrepreneurship implementation intentions of respondents. Respondents indi-
cated, on a five-point Lirket-scale, their level of agreement to the following statements:
“What specific steps I have to take to create my company’, “When I will take each of the
steps to create my company’, and “Where I will carry out each of the steps to create my
company”.

Lifidn and Ferndndez-Serrano’s (2018) three-item measuring scales were used to
measure the supportive environments construct. The items included the following: “In

” o«

my regional environment, there are favourable conditions to start a company’;, “In my
regional environment, there are favourable conditions to manage a business’, and “In my
regional environment, there are favourable conditions to own a business”.

Perceived behavioural control was measured using six items adapted from Lifidn and
Ferndndez-Serrano (2018). The items required the respondents to indicate the extent to
they were able to effectively carry out specific entrepreneurship tasks. Some of the items
included “To define my business idea and the strategy of a new company” and “To main-
tain the process of creating a new company under control”.

This construct was assessed using three items adopted from Lifidn and Fernindez-
Serrano (2018). The item required respondents to indicate how one’s closest friends,
family and colleagues would approve the decision to create one’s company. Respondents
answered these questions on a five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disapprove

to strongly approve.

Data analysis plan

To address the primary research question, partial least squares structural equation
modelling (PLS-SEM) was used. PLS is a non-parametric structural equation modelling
technique for determining if a given conceptual model effectively explains a set of latent
variables and their network of interconnections. No assumptions are made regarding the
distribution of the data with this technique. Additionally, unlike SEM based on covari-
ance, PLS does not include a goodness-of-fit requirement. As a result, a two-stage test-
ing procedure like that described by Chin (1998) was employed to conduct the path
analysis. The first stage involved evaluating the outer model’s credibility using reliability
and validity procedures. The second stage examined the internal model (variance expla-
nations for endogenous constructs, effect sizes, and predictive significance) (Henseler
et al., 2009). The tests were conducted using the Smart PLS 3 computer software (Ringle
et al,, 2015).

Preliminary tests

Outer model assessment (reliability and validity)

Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability metrics were employed to determine the
latent variables’ internal consistency (reliability). Good reliability is demonstrated
in both criteria when the indices are at least 0.7. Any value less than 0.7 indicates an
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insufficiency of reliability. Table 1 summarises the outcomes of the current study’s
tests. As illustrated in the table, all latent variables demonstrated an adequate level of
reliability.

Two types of validity were investigated, convergent and discriminant. Firstly, con-
vergent validity establishes if a collection of indicators accurately measures the same
construct. In other words, the term is related to the concept of one-dimensionality. To
determine convergent validity, average variance extracted (AVE) values are used. Sat-
isfactory convergent validity, according to Fornell and Larcker (1981), exists when the
AVE value is larger than 0.5. As shown in Table 1, all latent variables had AVE values
more than 0.5, indicating that convergent validity was satisfactory. This suggests that on
average, each latent variable accounted for more than 50% of the variance in its associ-
ated indicator variables. Secondly,

Discriminant validity, which quantifies the degree to which latent variables exhibit
adequate dissimilarity, was determined using the Fornell and Larcker criterion. Suffi-
cient discriminant validity, according to the Fornell and Larcker method, exists when
“the square root of the AVE for each latent variable should be greater than the squared
correlations with all other latent variables” (Henseler et al., 2009, p. 300). The square
roots of AVEs are denoted by the bolded diagonal values in Table 2, while the inter-latent
variable correlations are denoted by the values beneath them. The data in Table 2 reveal
that all values in the diagonal squares are bigger than the correlations between the vari-
ables, hence confirming discriminant validity.

Common method bias

The term common method bias refers to a type of measurement distortion that occurs
frequently in single instrument surveys, in which respondents tend to reply consistently
to otherwise unrelated items. As a result, relationships between latent variables become
exaggerated. Herman’s one-factor test was used to determine the level of common
method bias on the 25 measures of latent variables. This was accomplished by entering
the 25 measuring items for the seven latent variables into exploratory factor analysis as a
single unrotated factor. When a single factor accounts for more than 50% of the covari-
ance between the indicators, a common method bias is obvious (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
The overall variation explained by the unrotated factor in this analysis was 33.5 percent,
indicating a likely absence of common method bias.

Table 1 Reliability and validity

Number Cronbach’s Composite Average variance

ofitems  Alpha reliability extracted (AVE)
Attitude towards behaviour (entrepreneurship) 3 0.710 0.838 0.633
University support 2 0.818 0916 0.845
Entrepreneurial goal intention 6 0.873 0.904 0.612
Entrepreneurial implementation intention 3 0.861 0915 0.783
Supportive environment 3 0.861 0915 0.783
Perceived behavioural control 6 0.830 0.881 0.598
Subjective norms 3 0.748 0.855 0.664

Source: Author’s compilation from primary data
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Table 2 Fornell and Larcker criterion

Attitude towards University Entrepreneurial Entrepreneurial Supportive Perceived  Subjective
behaviour support  goalintention implementation environment behavioural norms
(entrepreneurship) intention control

Attitude  0.796
towards
behaviour
(entrepre-
neurship)

University 0.279 0.919
support

Entrepre- 0.466 0.301 0.782
neurial

goal

intention

Entrepre- 0.321 0.234 0.346 0.885

neurial

imple-

menta-

tion

intention

Sup- 0.264 0477 0.269 0.240 0.885
portive

environ-

ment

Perceived 0.370 0.264 0.395 0.196 0.292 0.774
behav-

joural

control

Subjec- 0255 0.183 0.341 0.179 0.281 0.279 0.815
tive
norms

Source: Author’s compilation from primary data

Findings

Demographic details of respondents

As indicated in the methodology section, this study surveyed 284 undergraduate stu-
dents from two state-owned higher education institutions in Zimbabwe’s Midlands
Province. Most respondents (48.09 percent; n=126) were engineering students, had
entrepreneurial experience (53.82 percent; n=141), were between the ages of 21 and
30 (71.76 percent; n=188), were not married (82.44 percent; n=216), were female
(52.29 percent; n=137), and were pursuing certificate stage qualifications (79.39 per-
cent; n=208). To a large extent, the result closely reflects the profile of students enrolled
at Zimbabwe’s vocationally oriented institutions of higher learning where, at the time
of the study, most students were relatively young, not married and studying an under-
graduate technical field.

Hypotheses testing
The hypothesised model was analysed using the PLS-SEM criteria specified by (Hense-
ler et al., 2009). This criterion includes the estimation of relationship coefficients, the
R? (coefficient of determination) of endogenous latent variables, and the prediction rel-
evance (Q?). The set of tests were conducted using a bootstrapping approach with 5000
samples.

The study findings (see Table 3) provide no support for the following hypothesised
direct relationships: attitude towards behaviour — entrepreneurship goal inten-

tion; attitude towards behaviour— entrepreneurship implementation intention;
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perceived behavioural control — entrepreneurship implementation intention; subjective
norms — entrepreneurship implementation intention; supportive environment— atti-
tude towards behaviour; university support— attitude towards behaviour; and univer-
sity support — subjective norms.

However, the hypothesis for all other direct relationships were supported. Specifically,
the direct effects of university support on the following variables were positive and sta-
tistically significant: entrepreneurship goal intention (8=0.143, t=2.052, p=0.041),
perceived behavioural control (8=0.148, t=1.865, p=0.063), and supportive environ-
ments (5=0.1480, t=71,923, p=0.045). Similarly, the direct effects of supportive envi-
ronments on subjective norms and perceived behavioural control were positive and
statistically significant (5=0.253, £=3.129, p=0.002 and 5=0.216, t=2.333, p=0.002),
respectively. Of the three determinants of behavioural intention in the theory of planned
behaviour, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control had positive and sta-
tistically significant direct effects on entrepreneurship goal intention (i.e. 5=0.224,
t=3.564, p=0.000 and 5=0.282, t=2.826, p=0.005, respectively). Lastly, the direct

Table 3 Path coefficients for the hypothesised relationships

Relationship path Hypothesis Path t-statistics p-values Decision
coefficients
B
Attitude towards behaviour — entrepreneurship H2a 0.058 1.125 0.261 Rejected
goal intention
Attitude towards behaviour — entrepreneurship  H2b —0.060 0.989 0.323 Rejected
implementation intention
Entrepreneurship goal intention — entrepre- H1 0.279 4508 0.000 Accepted
neurship implementation intention
Perceived behavioural control — entrepreneur-  H4a 0.282 2.826 0.005 Accepted
ship goal intention
Perceived behavioural control — entrepreneur-  H4b 0.029 0377 0.706 Rejected
ship implementation intention
Subjective norms — entrepreneurship goal H3a 0.224 3.564 0.000 Accepted
intention
Subjective norms — entrepreneurship imple- H3b 0.025 0.305 0.760 Rejected
mentation intention
Supportive environment — attitude towards Héa 0.104 1377 0.169 Rejected
behaviour
Supportive environment — entrepreneurship Hed 0.042 0.655 0.513 Rejected
goal intention
Supportive environment — entrepreneurship Hée 0.108 1.303 0.193 Rejected
implementation intention
Supportive environment — perceived behav- H6¢ 0216 2333 0.020 Accepted
joural control
Supportive environment — subjective norms H6b 0.253 3.129 0.002 Accepted
University support — attitude towards behav- H5a 0.066 0.886 0376 Rejected
jour
University support — entrepreneurship goal H5d 0.143 2.052 0.041 Accepted
intention
University support — entrepreneurship imple- ~ H5e 0.095 1.262 0.207 Rejected
mentation intention
University support — perceived behavioural H5¢ 0.148 1.923 0.045 Accepted
control
University support — subjective norms H5b 0.059 0.868 0.386 Rejected

Source: Author’s compilation from primary data
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effects of entrepreneurship goal intention on entrepreneurship implementation inten-
tion were also significant (8=0.279, t=4.508, p =0.000).

The R? value is another critical parameter to consider when evaluating a model’s
predictive capacity. The percentage variance in an endogenous latent variable that is
explained by a set of predictor variables is denoted by this value. Chin (1998) proposed
the following recommendations for evaluating R? values: 0.19 < weak effect, 0.33 <mod-
erate effect, and 0.67 < substantial effect. However, Garson (2016) argues that what con-
stitutes a “substantial influence” varies by field of research; in some domains, a value of
0.25 signifies a substantial effect depending on the performance of antecedent models.
As shown in Table 4, the R? values for entrepreneurial goal intention (0.242) and entre-
preneurial implementation intention (0.147), the study’s primary outcome variables,
indicated that the model had a moderate predictive effect for the former and a weak
predictive effect for the latter. Additionally, R* values of 0.022 for attitude toward entre-
preneurship, 0.099 for perceived behavioural control, and 0.082 for subjective norms
indicated a marginal effect.

The predictive capability of the model was also validated using Stone-Q* Geisser’s
criterion which is based on a blindfolding procedure. The criterion is relevant only to
endogenous latent variables that have been reflectively modelled (in the present study,
these are attitude towards entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial goal intention, entrepre-
neurial implementation intention, perceived behavioural control, supportive environ-
ment, and subjective norms). Q* values greater than zero indicate that the suggested
model is predictive of the endogenous variables under examination; indeed, this was the
case in the current study (see Table 5).

Discussion

The study used a modified form of the theory of planned behaviour to explain selected
college students’ entrepreneurial goal and implementation intentions. It made two sig-
nificant theoretical advancements. To begin, it added some exogenous variables to the
original model (entrepreneurial support and supportive environments) to boost its
explanatory power. Second, it examined the theory of planned behaviour’s ability to
adequately explain both entrepreneurial goal and implementation intentions in a sin-
gle study. Previously conducted studies examined only one of the outcome variables.
The study’s findings indicated that the proposed model’s predictive effect sizes on the
entrepreneurship implementation and goal intention variables were weak to moderate,

respectively. This finding has significant inferences for policies and other interventions

Table 4 Coefficient of determination (R-squared)

Endogenous variables R?

Attitude towards behaviour 0.022
Entrepreneurship goal intention 0.242
Entrepreneurship implementation intention 0.147
Perceived behavioural control 0.099
Subjective norms 0.082
Supportive environment 0.231

Source: Author’s compilation from primary data
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Table 5 Construct cross-validated redundancy

Construct SSO SSE Q?

(=1—SSE/

SSO)
Attitude towards behaviour (entrepreneurship) 1310.000 1295451 0011
Entrepreneurship goal intention 1572.000 1349.278 0.142
Entrepreneurship implementation intention 786.000 700.530 0.109
Perceived behavioural control 1310.000 1238417 0.055
Subjective norms 786.000 751.025 0.044
Supportive environment 786.000 646.333 0.178
University support 524.000 524.000

S50 mean value prediction, SSE prediction error

Source: Author’s compilation from primary data

aimed at developing potential entrepreneurs, particularly those who attend post-second-
ary institutions.

To begin, while not all hypotheses were statistically significant, the overall pattern of
the results suggests a need for a more nuanced understanding of the factors that contrib-
ute to the emergence of entrepreneurial goals and implementation intentions. The most
striking observation was that attitude toward behaviour (entrepreneurship) had statisti-
cally not significant relationships with both entrepreneurship goal and implementation
intentions. This contradicted Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behaviour and a slew of
entrepreneurship studies (Fayolle & Gailly, 2015; Lifidn & Fayolle, 2015; Malebana &
Swanepoel, 2014) that asserted that attitude toward behaviour is the primary predictor
of entrepreneurial intention. The reason for this result is unknown. However, the out-
come could have been influenced by the sampled respondents’ composition, which was
dominated by first-year students who had not yet developed clear career preferences.
Thus, it is possible that respondents were indifferent to either paid employment or
entrepreneurial careers at the time of the study.

Secondly, consistent with the assumptions of the theory of planned behaviour, the
results confirmed the significant positive predictive influence of subjective norms on
entrepreneurship goal intention. Moreover, they also corroborated the findings from
previous research (Lifidn et al., 2011a, 2011b) suggesting that, while significant, the
effects of subjective norms on entrepreneurial goal intentions usually tends to be weak.
However, it was not surprising that the direct effects of subjective norms on entrepre-
neurship implementation intentions were statistically not significant. Some schol-
ars of entrepreneurship have posited that contrary to the postulations of the theory of
planned behaviour, the direct effects of subjective norms on entrepreneurial intentions
range from weak at best to non-significant (Lifidn & Chen, 2009; Sommer 2011). Thus,
the direct relationship between subjective norms and entrepreneurial goal intentions is
at best inconsistent. In fact, there is speculation that the effects of subjective norms on
entrepreneurial goal intention are transmitted through attitude towards behaviour and
perceived behavioural control.

Additionally, a statistically significant effect of perceived behavioural control on entre-
preneurial goal intention was observed. This finding is consistent with the results of sev-
eral other entrepreneurial studies (e.g., Farrukh et al., 2019; Kautonen et al., 2015), which
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established the predictive power of perceived behavioural control as a determinant of
entrepreneurial goal intentions. The implication is that when young people are weighing
career options, their self-perception of their capabilities is critical.

Contrary to expectations, this study did not find any significant relationships between
(1) attitude toward entrepreneurship, (2) subjective norms, and (3) perceived behav-
ioural control as predictor variables and entrepreneurial implementation intention as
the outcome variable. This was somewhat surprising, given that previous research in
other fields, using the theory of planned behaviour as a guide, indicated a strong cor-
relation between the three antecedents and behavioural intentions in general. This find-
ing emphasises the possibility of distinct antecedents for the motivational (goal setting)
and volitional (action) phases of the entrepreneurship process, as defined by Gollwitzer’s
action phase theory (Gollwitzer, 1999). In other words, entrepreneurial goal and imple-
mentation intentions are not determined by the same set of factors. This perspective is
backed up by van Gelderen et. al. (2018), Brickell et. al. (2006), and Churchill and Jes-
sop (2010), who assert that goal intentions are the primary predictor of implementation
intention. Consistent with the preceding, this study discovered a positive predictive rela-
tionship between entrepreneurial goal and implementation intentions.

Perhaps the most compelling finding is that there is a direct linkage between university
support and both entrepreneurship goal and implementation intentions. Contrary to the
Theory of Planned Behaviour’s assumption that the influence of all exogenous factors on
entrepreneurial goal intentions is mediated by an individual’s attitude toward behaviour
(i.e. entrepreneurship), subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control, the find-
ings revealed a significant direct relationship between university support and entrepre-
neurial goal intentions. This finding broadly supports recent research in this area that
has established a direct link between university support and university students’ inten-
tions to pursue entrepreneurship (Ayed, 2020; Shi et al., 2019). Additionally, the direct
relationship between university support and entrepreneurship implementation intention
was statistically significant. This finding is unsurprising, given that different facets of
university support for entrepreneurship, such as concept and business development, aid
in the action phase of the entrepreneurship process, which transforms abstract aspira-
tions into concrete steps toward achievement.

The university support variable only had a significant relationship with perceived
behavioural control, out of the three antecedents of behavioural intentions in the The-
ory of Planned Behaviour. The effect on perceived behavioural control was anticipated,
as it has been demonstrated in numerous previous studies, and because cognate entre-
preneurship support should logically improve one’s skill base and self-belief to perform
entrepreneurial tasks. However, the statistically not significant results for the relation-
ships between university support, on the one hand, and attitude toward behaviour
(entrepreneurship) and subjective norms, on the other hand, are inconsistent with the
findings of numerous previous entrepreneurship studies.

Lastly, contrary to results from recent studies, the supportive environment variable
did not have significant relationships with both entrepreneurial goal and implementa-
tion intentions. However, there are other studies which have questioned the possibility
of such direct relationships, instead suggesting the plausibility of an indirect influence of
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macro-environment variables through theory of planned behaviour mediators (attitude
towards behaviour, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control). In line with
the later perspectives, the results from the current study demonstrated that the support-
ive environments variable had significant predictive relationships with subjective norms
and perceived behavioural.

Implications

Several implications flow from the findings of this research. To begin, when national pol-
icymakers design entrepreneurship support interventions aimed at encouraging young
people to pursue entrepreneurial endeavours, it is critical to recognise the critical role of
local contexts in the emergence of aspirations. Thus, local factors in a particular setting
may be viewed by young people as either supportive or constraining of entrepreneur-
ship, affecting their confidence and willingness to pursue entrepreneurship negatively or
positively. Rather than pursuing a one-size-fits-all approach to entrepreneurship policy,
one that takes regional idiosyncrasies into account is more likely to succeed.

Second, government and higher education policymakers must recognise the vari-
ety of intentions that characterise various stages of entrepreneurship and their dif-
ferent effects on the actual pursuit of entrepreneurship. For example, they must
devise specific measures to assist potential entrepreneurs in overcoming the obsta-
cles inherent in the transition from goal intention (a state of pure desire) to imple-
mentation intention (an action-oriented state of mind), and finally to concrete
actions to initiate an entrepreneurial venture. This suggestion is based on the find-
ing that the beneficial effect of environmental cues on entrepreneurial behaviour is
transmitted indirectly via goal intentions and then implementation intentions. This
suggestion is based on the finding that the beneficial effect of environmental cues
on entrepreneurial behaviour is transmitted indirectly via goal intentions and then
implementation intentions.

Thirdly, entrepreneurship support interventions aimed at young people both inside
and outside of universities should focus on enhancing learners’ perceived behavioural
control, which is a critical predictor of personal motivation to pursue entrepreneurship.
Typical practical interventions should include entrepreneurial education and training,
local business incubators and accelerators, financial assistance for nascent entrepre-
neurs, and supportive formal and informal institutions. In line with previous research,
this study established the receptivity of perceived behavioural control to external stimu-
lation and its subsequent utility as a predictor of entrepreneurial goal intention. Accord-
ing to previous research based on the social cognitive theory, external environments
conducive to entrepreneurial activity, such as opportunities for active mastery and vicar-
ious experience, instil confidence in potential entrepreneurs’ abilities to plan, start, and
run entrepreneurial ventures.

Finally, given the positive influence that supportive environments have on social
norms and, consequently, on entrepreneurial goal intentions, national and local gov-
ernments should set the policy tone for establishing social environments that value and

reward entrepreneurship.
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Limitations and directions for future research

Notwithstanding its importance, this paper had some flaws. To begin, it drew conclu-
sions from data collected from a convenience sample of respondents. Because the
respondents’ characteristics may not have been truly representative of the target popula-
tion, generalisation of the findings is difficult. Future studies addressing the same subject
should employ probability-based sampling to improve representativeness and gener-
alisability of findings. Second, the study analysed data from a single geographic region
in Zimbabwe. As a result, the findings do not represent the views of all Zimbabwean
higher education students. Additional research should be conducted using diverse sam-
ples drawn from the country’s various regional clusters. This type of research would
shed light on regional variations in the relationships studied in this study. Finally, the
study’s cross-sectional survey design implies that causal relationships between variables
cannot be inferred accurately from the findings. Future research can take a longitudinal
approach, collecting data on phenomena in successive waves, to gain a more credible

perspective on the hypothesised relationships between variables.

Conclusion

In entrepreneurship and innovations development research, an intriguing topic is how
contextual variables interact with personal factors to shape college students’ entrepre-
neurial aspirations and behaviour. This study sought to ascertain how potential entrepre-
neurs at different colleges in Zimbabwe perceived and responded to environmental cues
as they decided on their career goals and took concrete steps to achieve them. Its specific
goal was to determine the predictive influence of supportive environments and higher
education institutions on the development of entrepreneurial goal and implementation
intentions among college students, using an extended model of Ajzen’s (1991) theory of
planned behaviour as a theoretical lens. The findings, which were unexpected and incon-
sistent with previous research in some cases, reveal the complexity of the relationships
between contextual factors and the two variants of entrepreneurial intentions examined
in this study. The findings also indicate a possible situational limitation on the applicabil-
ity of the theory of planned behaviour’s assumptions to various categories of intentions.
The study did, however, produce some findings that have theoretical and practical impli-
cations for the study of entrepreneurship development at higher education institutions.
The findings, for instance, underscored some of the psychological factors which promot-
ers of entrepreneurship and innovations development at learning institutions should tar-
get with their support interventions.
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