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Abstract

:

Young people from Generation Z are a subject of analysis for researchers because they will prevail in the labor market as successors of the Millennial generation. Taking into account the imprint that digitization has left on the behavior of Generation Z, our research aims to analyze how young people manifest their entrepreneurial intention and, mainly, how the “Me generation” perceives entrepreneurship both as a means by which they manifest their desire to control their behavior and as a factor that contributes to their social inclusion. Therefore, based on the bottom-up spillover theory, we propose to analyze the moderating effect of gender and the mediating effect of self-efficacy on the relationship between social inclusion and entrepreneurial intention. Using a quantitative research approach and a sample of 781 representatives of Generation Z, we demonstrate that social inclusion is an essential factor for Generation Z. The findings prove that Generation Z manifests a strong desire for social inclusion, which influences entrepreneurial intention, and that gender moderates this relationship. Finally, the originality of our research consists of the empirical identification of the synergy between entrepreneurial intention, self-efficacy, and the desire for social inclusion of Generation Z.
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1. Introduction


Why Generation Z? The answer is motivated by the controversial characteristics of this generation, which is perceived as a Facebook generation (Nagy and Kolcsay 2017). First, Generation Z is framed differently in time and there is no unanimity. Thus, Turcic (2022) considers that representatives of Generation Z were born between 1995 and 2010; other sources indicated that 1997–2012 was the period in which Generation Z was born (Eldridge 2024). This particularity led us, for our research, to consider young people born between 1997 and 2004 who, at the beginning of 2023, had a minimum age of 18 years and a maximum age of 26 years as a target group.



Internet and social media are omnipresent in the life of Generation Z. Therefore, we considered it essential to analyze the role that social inclusion has in shaping their entrepreneurial orientation and in promoting self-efficacy because this generation is different from previous generations, more chosen by promoting communication strategies that eliminate physical boundaries between people but also by their ability to carry out several activities at the same time (i.e., combining physical activities in the real world with activities in the virtual world).



Research on Generation Z has shown that socialization is essential for these young people who are under the influence of social networks and, therefore, social inclusion, responsibility, and loyalty contribute to the development of the entrepreneurial spirit in agreement with social innovation (Bridge 2015; Seemiller and Grace 2019).



Moreover, social innovation is considered a main factor that influences an organization’s or community’s sustainability because it has the potential to provide viable solutions for some social problems (Burlea-Schiopoiu and Remme 2017; Idowu et al. 2017).



Researchers (Broke 2023; Dreyer and Stojanová 2023; Half 2015; Patel 2017; William 2016) comparing Generation Z with previous generations observed that even though Generation Z members want stability and do not accept uncertainty, they are much more marked by the entrepreneurial spirit and show a greater interest in the business environment due to their orientation towards clear objectives and the harmonious combination of personal and professional life.



The sustainable development of organizations and society depends on how they capitalize on the entrepreneurial skills of Generation Z. The particularities of Generation Z regarding the belonging of a specific gender are the subject of research related to the rights of sexual minorities (i.e., transgender people). Twenge (2023), analyzing the attitude of Generation Z youth towards sexual minorities, concluded that young people in the USA increasingly support the rights of transgender people. Jones et al. (2019) surveyed youth and observed that 68% of female respondents and 57% of male respondents feel comfortable around a close friend who is transgender.



Ciobanu (2019), in March 2019, conducted a study on 1954 Internet users to evaluate Romanians’ opinions on entrepreneurship. Since no information was provided about the sample structure, we cannot make a hypothesis about Generation Z but as it was mentioned that the respondents are Internet users, we can assume that among the respondents, there were also members of this generation. The conclusion of the study is optimistic because 70% of respondents believe that entrepreneurship is an activity that can lead to Romania’s economic growth (Ciobanu 2019).



Another study carried out in 2022 by Provident (a financial institution that offers its services to economically and/or socially vulnerable groups of Romanians) and which was entitled The Invisibles, concluded that small entrepreneurs at risk of poverty and social exclusion represent one of the six vulnerable groups in Romania, along with subsistence farmers, single-parent families, black workers, the unemployed between 55 and 64 years old, and pensioners at risk of poverty and social exclusion.



Zamfirache et al. (2023) conducted a study to evaluate the relationship between students’ interest in entrepreneurship and the funding sources available to them for starting a business and they observed that European funds represent the most attractive funding source for students who want to become entrepreneurs. Therefore, social inclusion and self-efficacy represent strong motivations to overcome financial barriers.



Ilieș et al. (2023) carried out research on the entrepreneurial intention of respondents divided into two groups (i.e., with economic background and without economic background) and came to the conclusion that the entrepreneurial vocation is not sufficient for the development of entrepreneurial intention because it must be supported by solid knowledge in the entrepreneurial field and by a public policy that offers real opportunities for entrepreneurs.



The GEM (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor) (2023) places Romania in income group Level B (i.e., the GEM established three levels: Level A: Economies with a gross domestic product (GDP) per capita of more than $50,000; Level B: Economies with a GDP per capita of between $25,000 and $50,000; and Level C: Level C Economies with a GDP per capita of less than $25,000). The results of the study mention that 45.5% of respondents know an entrepreneur who has started a business in the past two years (GEM (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor) 2023, p. 37), 55.7% of respondents consider that in Romania, it is easy to start a business, and only 36.0% respondents affirm that in the next six months, there will be good opportunities to start a business (GEM (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor) 2023, p. 38). We observe a relatively low concern of Romanians about starting a business and the analysis of the entrepreneurial intention of Generation Z can provide us with some clues to Romanians’ reluctance to do so. The study of the particularities of Generation Z in an entrepreneurial context is necessary for both theory and practice because social networks, the Internet, and artificial intelligence have left their mark on the skills of this generation (Al-Sharafi et al. 2023; Lesinskis et al. 2023).



This research aims to evaluate the moderating effect of gender on the relationships between social inclusion and entrepreneurial intention. Therefore, our study contributes to expanding the specialized literature in the following ways. First, based on the bottom-up spillover theory, we developed a predictive model for decision-makers to better understand the need to know the particularities of Generation Z.



Our research’s originality consists of empirically identifying the synergy between entrepreneurial intention, self-efficacy, and Generation Z youth’s desire for social inclusion.




2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development


2.1. The Bottom-Up Spillover Theory


According to the bottom-up spillover theory (Andrews and Withey 1976), the overall life satisfaction of members of Generation Z is influenced by internal and external motivational factors that strongly impact their entrepreneurial intention.



An advantage of the bottom-up spillover theory is that many factors influence individuals’ general satisfaction (Sirgy 2002). In our research, social inclusion influences how self-efficacy is manifested, leading to sustainable sedimentation of entrepreneurial intention. The importance of entrepreneurship as a field of activity that influences the quality of life of community members and not only members of Generation Z is unanimously recognized (Peters et al. 2019; Zheng and Liang 2023). Therefore, life satisfaction is influenced by satisfaction with entrepreneurial results, which is reflected in satisfaction with the community through social inclusion and self-efficacy.



Based on the bottom-up spillover theory, we will evaluate the impact that social inclusion, as a factor that measures the quality of life of the members of Generation Z, has on their entrepreneurial intentions and, according to Le et al. (2015), the need for belonging, manifested through social inclusion, is a determining factor of overall life satisfaction because it generates satisfaction and happiness.



Based on the bottom-up spillover theory, entrepreneurial intention can be considered as support for promoting Generation Z’s social inclusion and self-efficacy.




2.2. Social Inclusion


Individuals need to be socially included and social interaction and emotions generated by social networks are indicators of social belonging that lead to satisfaction and happiness (Baumeister and Leary 1995). Therefore, social inclusion is considered to be an essential component of individuals’ belonging to a community (Malone et al. 2012) and, in our case, the desire to belong to Generation Z is linked, on the one hand, to the entrepreneurial community and, on the other another hand, to different communities created on social networks. Cordier et al. (Cordier et al. 2017) observed no standard definition of social inclusion at the individual level. As a result of their research, they emphasized the importance of participation, social connection, sense of belonging, and responsibility in defining the subjective and objective elements of social inclusion (Balan and Burlea-Schiopoiu 2017).



Malone et al. (2012) demonstrated that belonging is conceptually distinct from the need to belong. In the case of Generation Z, their personality traits motivate them to show the desire to value their belonging, namely belonging to the Internet community, and claim social inclusion as members of social networks.



Keeping in mind that no comprehensive research investigates how entrepreneurial intention can be influenced by the social inclusion of Generation Z, we wanted to fill this gap and come up with a dominant characteristic of Generation Z, namely self-efficacy.




2.3. Self-Efficacy


Self-efficacy is perceived as a person’s conviction that through their skills, they can achieve a specific objective oriented on three dimensions that depend on the particular level of task difficulty, the certainty that a task will be successfully performed regardless of its difficulty, and the degree of generality of tasks (Bandura 1977) and is directly correlated with entrepreneurial intention (Sequeira et al. 2007). Self-efficacy positively impacts the development of entrepreneurial intentions and individual actions or behaviors (Boyd and Vozikis 1994).



The lack of satisfaction in the individual’s activity often leads to high self-efficacy, which manifests in entrepreneurial behavior. Therefore, on the one hand, according to the research carried out by Chen et al. (1998), entrepreneurs show higher self-efficacy than managers and on the other hand, some researchers have established a link between self-efficacy and career choice (Kolvereid 1996; Lent and Hackett 1987).



Cassar and Friedman (2009) consider self-efficacy as a feeling that depends on the person’s belief regarding the relationship between how he performs an activity that responds to her/his expectations and goals.



Self-efficacy, through contributing to the achievement of the objectives set by an individual, even if he is in problematic situations or even achieves a failure in the first phase, can be considered a factor of sustainability and perseverance. Moreover, self-efficacy, which at first evaluation involves a certain amount of selfishness, can be considered as being in contradiction with social inclusion, which translates into the acceptance of the individual in a specific community, but on closer analysis, a profound interconnection is observed between self-efficacy and social inclusion because both are based on personality and on the objective assessment of the personal capacity to put into practice one’s commitments to the established objectives.




2.4. Entrepreneurial Intention


Individuals’ entrepreneurial intentions (EI) influence how young Generation Z people perceive the importance of entrepreneurship in their social integration and promoting self-efficacy. Entrepreneurial intention, in addition to representing the desire of an individual to launch a new business, is also a state of mind that contributes to starting a new business (Afolabi et al. 2017). Therefore, entrepreneurial intention is a conscious action and a cognitive process that contributes to the launch of a new business, especially for Generation Z, which is guided by the information it finds on social networks.



Ajzen and Sheikh (2013) consider entrepreneurial intentions to be a predictor for measuring entrepreneurial behavior but entrepreneurial intentions only sometimes generate entrepreneurial action (Neneh 2019). Therefore, depending on the particularities of Generation Z, it is important to connect social inclusion and self-efficacy to offer new theoretical and practical perspectives.



The desire for social inclusion of members of Generation Z differs according to gender, which led us to explore the role of self-efficacy as a mediator between the desire for social inclusion and the need to put into practice their entrepreneurial orientation.



As a result of the previous research, we developed the following hypotheses:

H1: 

Self-efficacy directly influences entrepreneurial intention (SE → EI);





H2: 

Social inclusion directly influences entrepreneurial intention (SI → EI);





H3: 

Social inclusion directly influences self-efficacy (SI → SE);





H4: 

Self-efficacy mediates the relationship between social inclusion and entrepreneurial intention (SI → SE → EO);





H5: 

Gender moderates the relationship between social inclusion and entrepreneurial intention (Gender × SI → EO).







Figure 1 depicts the mediating–moderation relationship.





3. Methodology


In our research, we used a quantitative method and partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) was chosen to test our composite-based model and to understand the causal–predictive logic of the moderation–mediation relationships between the theoretical constructs (Hair et al. 2022). The study was conducted in Romania using Google Forms, an online survey platform, and data were collected in the second quarter of 2023. The study participants were informed about the research aims and we guaranteed their anonymity to obtain the most correct answers. Therefore, the informed consent was in line with the ethical principles of the research.



To ensure that only members of Generation Z will respond to the survey, we placed the following question at the beginning: Do you fall into the target age group between 18 and 26 years old? If the answer was YES, the respondents, if they wanted, could continue filling in the questionnaire, and if the answer was NO, the questionnaire closed automatically.



The final sample size was 781 members of Generation Z because out of the 822 questionnaires, 41 questionnaires were incomplete. Table 1 depicts the profile of the sample in detail.



The measurement scales were constructed based on theoretical considerations and practical findings of the authors preoccupied with entrepreneurship and Generation Z.



Social inclusion was adapted from Altinay et al. (2023), self-efficacy was based on Chen et al. (2001) and on Jerusalem and Schwarzer (1992), and entrepreneurial intention was adapted from Liñán and Chen (2009).



The scale items are shown in Appendix A.



Based on Kock’s (2015) criterion that recommends VIF scores below 3.3, we observed that the minimum value was 1.208 (SE6) and the maximum value was 2.833 (EI4), values below the threshold of 3.3. In conclusion, this study’s common bias is not meaningful (see Appendix A).



As we mentioned above, the primary objective is prediction and the theoretical model is complex; we used the statistical software SmartPLS®4.0.9.9 (Ringle et al. 2023) and partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) was employed as the data analysis technique (Hair et al. 2022).




4. Results


As the first stage of the measurement model, we evaluated its reliability and validity (Table 2).



Analyzing the table above, we observe that the loadings of the indicators were above the recommended threshold (0.700) and ranged between 0.705 and 0.887. The AVE value for each construct ranges from 0.543 to 0.746, above 0.50 (Fornell and Larcker 1981). The reliability and convergent validity (AVE) values prove that all recommended criteria are met.



Discriminant validity was determined using two criteria: Fornell–Larcker (Table 3) and the Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio—HTMT (Table 4).



Analyzing the table above, it is evident that the square root of AVE in every latent variable is more than other correlation values among the latent variables (Fornell and Larcker 1981).



The values of HTMT are all under the threshold of 0.90 and prove the discriminant validity of our reflective construct.



We evaluated the structural model to assess collinearity, statistical significance, and the relevance of structural relationships and out-of-sample prediction (PLSpredict).



We checked if the Q2 predict values were all positive and if the items of the variables were all positive (Q2predict > 0) and we observed that that occurs in our case because the values of Q2 predict for the variables range from 0.028 to 0.063 for EI and from 0.078 to 0.608 for SE.



We found that the prediction errors are symmetrically distributed and because the asymmetric absolute value is less than 1, we used the root-mean-square-error (RMSE) as a criterion for the prediction error (Hair and Sarstedt 2021). Therefore, our structural model has sufficient predictive power and indicates its value for making efficient individual and organizational decisions (Shmueli et al. 2019).



Figure 2 and Table 5 provide the validation of our hypotheses.




5. Discussion


All five hypotheses were validated and it is a starting point for future research that involves the particularities of generations Z and alpha in the context of the large-scale promotion of artificial intelligence.



H1 proves that self-efficacy influences entrepreneurial intention and it agrees with Rauch’s (2014) findings that relate self-efficacy to some traits of entrepreneurs and their intention to become potential entrepreneurs.



Turcic (2022) concluded that, from the point of view of gender, there are no statistically significant differences between women and men in terms of entrepreneurship intentions and perceived behavior control. However, regarding attitudes towards entrepreneurship and subjective norms, there were differences between women and men in that women manifested a higher attitude than men.



According to Eyel and Vatansever Durmaz (2019), entrepreneurial intention is influenced both by personal attitude (i.e., the respondents consider that being an entrepreneur is an attractive option that brings them, on the one hand, satisfaction, the other hand, it brings them more advantages than disadvantages), as well as perceived behavioral control (i.e., the respondents believe that they can control the creation process of a new firm because, in the case of young people from Generation Z, thanks to computer skills and social networks, they have access to information and can inform themselves in real time about the necessary stages to start a firm and to develop an entrepreneurial project). Therefore, Elfving et al. (2009), on the one hand, emphasized the role of self-efficacy in the development of entrepreneurial intentions, which confirms our findings, and on the other hand, that social norms have a non-linear effect on entrepreneurial intentions. Another conclusion of the study undertaken by Eyel and Vatansever Durmaz (2019) demonstrates that subjective norms do not influence entrepreneurial intention because young people, when they decide to become entrepreneurs, do not need the approval of family, friends, or colleagues, which is not is in agreement with the results of our research that prove the desire for social inclusion of Generation Z youth in that social inclusion directly and positively influences their entrepreneurial intention (i.e., the validation of Hypothesis H2).



Zanabazar and Jambal (2023) observed that personal attitudes and subjective norms influence entrepreneurial intention, while perceived behavioral control is not a factor that significantly influences students’ entrepreneurial intention, which agrees with the validation of hypothesis H3. Our research results agree with those of Rajchert et al. (2023), who concluded that social inclusion leads to increased self-efficacy.



We consider that in different cultural environments (i.e., Turkey and Mongolia), the factors influencing entrepreneurial intention differ according to each country’s economic and cultural opportunities. Finally, we observe that, in both cultural environments, entrepreneurial intention is influenced by personal attitudes, which underlines the omnipresence, regardless of the cultural environment, of some characteristics of Generation Z, namely entrepreneurship, trust, tolerance, and optimism (Schawbel 2014).



The findings of Ilieș et al. (2023) prove significant differences regarding self-efficacy between people with and without economic backgrounds. They consider that these differences come from the need for more specialized knowledge in entrepreneurship, knowledge acquired in specialized courses in the economic field.



Our findings suggest that social inclusion directly affects self-efficacy and that gender does not represent a potential moderating factor in the relationships between these two variables. Therefore, by empirically evaluating these relationships, our study provides decision-makers in organizations with helpful information about how the desire to belong among Generation Z members potentiates their self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intention in an organizational context.



The mediating effect of self-efficacy in an entrepreneurial context has yet to be assigned studies for Generation Z. However, self-efficacy strongly moderates entrepreneurial intention and perceived desirability (Lee et al. 2011). However, the need for power and entrepreneurial intention, whose effects mutually reinforce each other (Lin and Si 2014), even if moderation of self-efficacy on the relationship between the institutional environment and entrepreneurial intention is negative. However, self-efficacy and institutional environment can substitute for each other.



In our case, results from assessing the proposed moderating effect of gender on the relationship between SI and EI were significant (p = 0.008) and Hypothesis 5 (H5) was supported. Considering the particularities of Generation Z and the moderation effect of gender, the relationship between social inclusion and entrepreneurial intention will decrease in the case of the males’ involvement in entrepreneurial activities. It will increase in the case of female involvement in entrepreneurial activities.



Hamdani et al. (2023) concluded that social inclusion has a significant influence on women’s entrepreneurial intention and that gender stereotypes and social support have a significant effect on self-efficacy.



Stead (2017), analyzing the importance of belonging for women in an entrepreneurial context, identified five forms of performance of belonging by women (i.e., proxy, concealment, modeling the norm, tempered disruption, and identity-switching) because belonging for women entrepreneurs is a factor necessary for the development of self-efficacy.



The findings of Bazan et al. (2020) demonstrated that social entrepreneurial intention is different for male and female students and they also proved that the university’s environment and support system affect female students more than male students.



Our findings are in agreement with the results of Wennberg et al. (2013), who observed that self-efficacy differs between females and males but are in contradiction with those of Caliendo et al. (2023), who concluded that self-efficacy is equally distributed between female and male entrepreneurs. Newman et al. (2019) believe that the difference between males and females related to self-efficacy is caused by the fact that women have less entrepreneurial experience than men. Our gender-related findings agree with those of the GEM (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor) (2023, p. 42), which demonstrates that women are more pessimistic than men regarding the opportunity to start a business because they believe it might fail.



Generation Z females are still influenced by the desire for social inclusion regardless of whether the entrepreneurial activity occurs in the real world or the virtual environment. This finding proves that in the entrepreneurial field, gender differences are not yet blurred, nor are they strongly affected by the virtual environment or social networks. Managers and decision-makers must consider this particularity and allow women to feel included in a community to maximize their entrepreneurial skills.



Finally, an argument that led to the choice of the variables of our research model was provided by the study carried out by Provident (2022), whose findings proved that small entrepreneurs have a positive image among the members of their community but also a particular self-esteem with all that Ilieș et al. (2023) observed that social evaluation negatively influences entrepreneurial intention. Moreover, our results agree with those of the study undertaken by Ciobanu (2019) and reinforce the conclusion that Romanians who have had or have a job are eager to become entrepreneurs.



5.1. Theoretical Contributions


This study contributes to the specialized literature in entrepreneurship because the PLS-SEM theoretical model contains moderation variables (gender moderates the relationship between social inclusion and entrepreneurial intention) and mediation (self-efficacy mediates the relationship between social inclusion and entrepreneurial intention).



Another contribution of our research is the application of bottom-up spillover theory in the context of Gen Z’s entrepreneurial intention, as this theory has been predominantly used in tourism and travel research.




5.2. Practical Implications


The practical implications of our study consist of perspectives offered on the importance of the factors that influence the entrepreneurial intention of Generation Z, especially the moderating effect of gender, which contributes to making strategic managerial decisions regarding the consolidation of the role of social inclusion of the Generation Z in the awareness and the development of the entrepreneurial intention of the members of this generation.



Even if, in the last three years, the Romanian entrepreneurial environment has improved somewhat through the promotion of governmental entrepreneurial programs that have facilitated the transfer of knowledge and laid the foundations of commercial and professional infrastructure, continuous efforts must be made to develop the entrepreneurial intention by proving real support from national bodies and other decision-makers.



According to the GEM (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor) (2023, p. 43), less than 10% of Romanian respondents intend to start a business in the next three years, which raises serious question marks for national bodies that must be involved in the development of public policies to support the development of entrepreneurship, especially among young people, herein also including Generation Z. Therefore, in addition to creating a stable financial environment, aspects of social inclusion must be strengthened both in the real environment but especially in the virtual environment, because Generation Z is an Internet generation that is much more familiar with artificial intelligence than Generation X or Y.



On the other hand, less than 2% of Romanian respondents are willing to invest in someone else’s new business (GEM (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor) 2023, p. 44), which proves that at the national level, the decision-makers with responsibilities in the entrepreneurial field must become involved in the development of the culture of entrepreneurship by creating an entrepreneurial educational environment that addresses all Romanians, regardless of age, background, gender, or education.





6. Conclusions


In our research, we aimed to analyze the moderating effect of gender and the mediating effect of self-efficacy on the relationship between social inclusion and entrepreneurial intention based on the theoretical elements of the bottom-up spillover theory. Based on the bottom-up diffusion theory, we concluded that social inclusion positively impacts the entrepreneurial intention of Generation Z and self-efficacy is a strong mediator of this relationship. Therefore, our study offers a new approach to the particularities of Generation Z that combines the desire for independence and control with the need for social inclusion. Moreover, the research results offer practical insights for policymakers and other decision-makers who must develop and implement strategies aimed at enhancing the entrepreneurial skills of Generation Z according to the challenges launched by artificial intelligence and the expectations of the members of this generation.



Attracting and effectively hiring members of Generation Z requires a flexible structure of entrepreneurial strategies because the values and expectations of this generation are strongly related to the virtual world.



Our study is subject to limitations. First, the limitation is related to geographical area because the sample is based on Romanian Generation Z members. Therefore, future research will be oriented to analyzing the entrepreneurial intentions of Generation Z in other countries. Second, we only used gender as a moderator variable between social inclusion and entrepreneurial intention and the other control variables (e.g., education, residence, and occupational status) were analyzed as correlations.



For future research, we will direct them to the analysis of the impact that artificial intelligence and especially the Metaverse has on the manifestation of entrepreneurial intention in the context in which the conduct of business will be transferred, for the most part, to the virtual environment.
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Appendix A


Measurement scale.



	
Variables

	
VIF




	
Social inclusion adapted from Altinay et al. (2023) on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree)




	
SI1: I feel included when interacting with other entrepreneurs on social networks such as LinkedIn, Facebook, and Instagram.

	
1.978




	
SI2: I feel like I belong to the entrepreneurial community.

	
2.166




	
SI3: I feel a connection with other entrepreneurs on social networks when we advocate for the same social cause.

	
1.729




	
Self-efficacy was adapted from Chen et al. (2001) on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree)




	
SE1: I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself.

	
2.019




	
SE2: When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them.

	
2.086




	
SE3: In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me.

	
2.145




	
SE4: I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges.

	
2.423




	
SE5: Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well.

	
2.321




	
SE6: Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well.

	
1.208




	
Entrepreneurial intention was adapted from Liñán and Chen (2009) on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree)




	
EI1: I am ready to do anything to be an entrepreneur.

	
2.288




	
EI2: My professional goal is to become an entrepreneur.

	
1.949




	
EI3: I will make every effort to start and run my own firm.

	
2.781




	
EI4: I am determined to create a firm in the future.

	
2.833




	
EI5: I have very seriously thought of starting a firm.

	
2.539




	
EI6: I have the firm intention to start a firm someday.

	
2.097
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Figure 1. The research mediating–moderating model. 
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Figure 2. The results of the mediating–moderating model. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and the profile of respondents.
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	Variable
	N
	%
	Mean
	Standard Deviation





	Gender
	781
	100
	1.57
	0.495



	Male
	335
	42.9
	
	



	Female
	446
	57.1
	
	



	Age
	781
	100
	23.39
	1.690



	21
	148
	19.0
	
	



	22
	118
	15.1
	
	



	23
	145
	18.6
	
	



	24
	135
	17.3
	
	



	25
	123
	15.7
	
	



	26
	112
	14.3
	
	



	Education
	781
	100
	1.38
	0.485



	High school
	486
	62.2
	
	



	University degree
	295
	37.8
	
	



	Residence
	781
	100
	1.44
	0.497



	Urban
	438
	56.1
	
	



	Rural
	343
	43.9
	
	



	Occupational status
	781
	100
	1.90
	0.800



	Employed with higher education
	294
	37.6
	
	



	Employed with secondary education
	274
	35.1
	
	



	I never had a job
	213
	27.3
	
	










 





Table 2. Reliability and convergent validity.
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	Construct
	Loading
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	Composite Reliability
	AVE





	Entrepreneurial intention (EI)
	
	0.901
	0.910
	0.668



	EI1
	0.824
	
	
	



	EI2
	0.745
	
	
	



	EI3
	0.849
	
	
	



	EI4
	0.839
	
	
	



	EI5
	0.8