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Problem investigated: The objective of this study was to assess the differences in the levels
of entrepreneurial intent and its antecedents of the master’s business students who had no
exposure to entrepreneurial education from two culturally different countries, South Africa
and Poland. A validated entrepreneurial intent instrument was administered to final-year
master’s business management students from a university in South Africa and a university
in Poland.

Methodology: A cross-sectional survey design with two samples, one from each country,
was used. A previously validated questionnaire developed from Ajzen’s Theory of Planned
Behaviour model was administered. The results were factor analysed and new scales extracted.
These refined scales were used to assess the differences between the two countries. A total of
182 questionnaires were collected from the two universities, University of Johannesburg in
South Africa and Krakow Business School in Poland.

Findings/implications: From the t-tests statistically significant differences between the two
groups were found on 10 of the newly defined scales. Except on one scale, the South African
students scored higher than the Polish students.

Originality/value of research: This is the first study comparing differences between master’s
business management students from two culturally diverse countries, South Africa and
Poland, in terms of entrepreneurial intent and its antecedents.

Conclusion: Possible reasons for the differences were offered as gleaned from other research,
but further research is required to identify the determining factors for the differences.

Introduction and theoretical background

Why compare entrepreneurial intent between two countries geographically far removed? What
do they have in common? Prior to democratically elected governments, both South Africa (SA)
and Poland experienced oppressive regimes which may have had an effect on the entrepreneurial
culture in these countries. The International Monetary Fund (IMF 2013) classifies both as
developing countries with low real gross domestic product (GDP) forecasts for 2014: 3.3 for SA
and 2.2 for Poland. In addition, youth unemployment is high. For youths between the ages of
15 and 24, unemployment is at 31.4% in SA (Statistics South Africa 2013) and 27.8% in Poland
(Polakowski 2012). These figures translate into a serious trepidation about employment prospects
for the youth. One possible solution to the problem could be entrepreneurship, as countries with
a higher increase in entrepreneurial initiative indices tend to display a decrease in unemployment
levels (Audretsch 2002). Furthermore, it has been proven that entrepreneurial activity contributes
to a country’s long-term economic growth (Romer 1994).

Thus, an option for the youth in SA and Poland would be to pursue entrepreneurship
to create their own employment and contribute to economic growth. However, the total
early-stage entrepreneurial activity (TEA) rates for both these countries are low. The TEA
indicates the percentage of the population aged 18 to 64 who is either a nascent entrepreneur or
owner-manager of a new business. With SA at 7% (Turton & Herrington 2013) and Poland at 9.4%
(Tarnawaetal. 2013), both are below the average TEA rate of 13.1% for efficiency-driven economies.
The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 2012 for both SA (Turton & Herrington 2013) and Poland
(Tarnawa et al. 2013) categorises countries by geographic region and economic development
level. The latter comprises three phases of economic development, namely factor-driven,
efficiency-driven and innovation-driven economies. Although SA in sub-Saharan Africa and
Poland in the European Union fall in different geographic regions, these two countries are
both classified as having efficiency-driven economies, which are characterised by increased
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TABLE 1a: Similarities comparison of South Africa and Poland.
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Similarities Real GDP 2014 Forecast - low Youth unem-ployment: high (%) TEA rate: low (%) GEM classification IMF classification

South Africa 33 31.4 7 Efficiency-driven Emerging and developing
economy country

Poland 2.2 27.8 9.4 Efficiency-driven Emerging and developing
economy country

GDP, gross domestic product; TEA, total early-stage entrepreneurial activity; IMF, International Monetary Fund.

TABLE 1b: Differences comparison of South Africa and Poland.

Differences GDP per capita Population (million) Global competitiveness GLOBE study classification
ranking

South Africa €5834 52.98 - 53rd Sub-Saharan Africa

Poland €9900 39.50 - 42nd Eastern Europe

GDP, gross domestic product.

TABLE 2: Hofstede’s cultural dimensions — South Africa versus Poland.

Hofstede’s cultural dimension Power distance Individuality Masculinity Uncertainty avoidance Long-term orientation
South Africa 49 65 63 49 No score
Poland 68 60 64 93 32

industrialisation and economies of scale. The South African
youth’s (18-35 years of age) TEA rate is 7% (Turton &
Herrington 2013). A youth TEA rate is not available for
Poland. A summary of similarities and differences appears
in Table 1a and Tablelb.

However, the two countries differ in several respects.
The population of SA at 52.98 million (estimate for 2013)
(StatsOnline 2014:1) is about a third more than that of Poland
at 39.5 million (Poland 2013:6). Consequently, the 2012 GDP
per capita is higher in Poland at €9900 than in SA at €5837
(Countryeconomy 2014). With regard to competitiveness, the
Global Competitiveness Report 2013-2014 (World Economic
Forum 2013) ranks SA at the 53rd position and Poland with
a much better ranking at the 42nd position. In addition some
cultural differences exist. The GLOBE Study of 62 Societies
(House et al. 2004) categorised countries into ten cultural
clusters based on nine social culture practices and values.
Whilst sub-Saharan Africa (including SA) scores high on only
one social culture practice, namely humane orientation, and
has mid-scores for the other eight practices, eastern Europe
(including Poland) scores high on societal culture practices,
such as assertiveness, in-group collectivism and gender
egalitarianism, and low on performance orientation, future
orientation and uncertainty avoidance. The two regions both
have mid-scores for institutional collectivism and power
distance.

According to Hofstede’s classification of countries on cultural
dimensions, differences exist between SA and Poland as
depicted in Table 2 (The Hofstede Centre 2014a; 2014b).
From the ‘power distance” score it follows that both countries
tend to accept a hierarchical order with inherent inequalities,
both countries tend to have an individualistic society where
everybody is expected to care for self and family and both
countries have a masculine society where people live in order
to work. However, Poland (93) scores substantially higher on
uncertainty avoidance than SA (49), which means that the
Polish have a very high preference for uncertainty avoidance
with security being an important element in motivation,
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whilst SA has a low preference for uncertainty avoidance.
On the dimension ‘long-term orientation” Poland exhibits
a tendency towards short-term orientation, which includes
impatience for achieving quick results. A score for SA on this
dimension is not available.

These differences in culture may have an impact on the
entrepreneurial intent of the youth in these countries.

To assess whether the youth in these countries intend to
start a business, entrepreneurial intent is measured as it is
deemed to be the single best predictor of behaviour (Ajzen
1991) and the most powerful predictor of entrepreneurial
behaviour (Autio et al. 2001). The objective of this study is,
therefore, to assess whether the master’s business students
at the South African and Polish universities (two culturally
different countries) have the intention to start a venture and
to assess the differences in their level of entrepreneurial
intent and its antecedents. These students were not exposed
to entrepreneurial education. The contribution of the research
is to assess which variables are preeminent in determining
entrepreneurial intent between the two culturally diverse
groups from developing countries.

Theory

To gain insight into the complex entrepreneurship process
of venture creation (Gartner 1985), which involves the
entrepreneur, environment and the opportunity, the
cognitive factors inspiring the entrepreneur to establish a
new venture are being increasingly explored (Autio et al.
2001; Forbes 1999; Krueger, Reilly & Carsrud 2000; Lifidn &
Chen 2006; Peterman & Kennedy 2003; Tkachev & Kolvereid
1999). Entrepreneurial cognitions are described (Mitchell
et al. 2002:9) as ‘the knowledge structures that people use
to make assessments, judgments, or decisions involving
opportunity evaluation, venture creation, and growth’. Thus,
entrepreneurial intentions are defined as an individual’s
conscious awareness and conviction to start a new venture in
the near future (Thompson 2009).
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Thetheory of planned behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen 1991) postulates
that the greater the intention to initiate a behaviour, the
higher the probability of its implementation. The TPB applied
to entrepreneurial intentions of individuals hypothesises
that a combination of three antecedents, personal attitudes,
subjective norms and perceived behavioural control, act as
initiators of the intention to create a new venture. Personal
attitudes are evaluations of a specific behaviour including
what individuals deem likeable, attractive or advantageous
and can be both affective and evaluative (Ajzen 1991).
Subjective norms denote normative beliefs and compliance
thereto, as well as the perceived social pressures from
significant others to perform or avoid certain behaviours
(Ajzen 1991). Significant others include reference people,
such as family, friends and colleagues. Perceived behavioural
control refers to a person’s subjective assessment of the ease
or difficulty of performing a task or behaviour and the level
of control over the behaviour (Ajzen 2002).

Grounded in the TBP (Ajzen 1991) and the model of
entrepreneurial event (Shapero & Sokol 1982), the Shapero-
Krueger model of entrepreneurial intention was developed
(Krueger et al. 2000). Likewise, Lifidn, Rodriguez-Cohard
and Rueda-Cantuche (2005) combined the models of
Shapero and Sokol (1982) and Ajzen (2006) and the theory of
social capital (Grootaert & Van Bastelaer 2001; Uphoff 2000;
Woolcock & Narayan 2000) to create an entrepreneurial
intent model with three antecedents: personal attraction
towards entrepreneurship, perceived social norms and
perceived feasibility (self-efficacy). Whilst Thompson (2009)
was involved in the clarification of the entrepreneurial
intent constructs, Lifidn and Chen (2006; 2009) refined and
validated the entrepreneurial intentions questionnaire (EIQ)
which consisted of the following constructs: entrepreneurial
intent (EI), personal attitude (PA), perceived behaviour
control (PBC) and subjective norm (SN). They tested the
EIQ on students from two culturally diverse samples
from developed countries, namely Spain and Taiwan, and
found it valid. Subsequently Lifidn partnered with different
authors to further test the EIQ (Lifidn, Nabi & Krueger
2013; Lifidn, Rodriguez-Cohard & Rueda-Cantuche 2011;
Linédn, Urbano & Guerrero 2011). Several other authors
used different constructs to develop an EI measurement
instrument (Hammami & Affes 2013; Parente & Feola 2013;
Yang 2013). It can be concluded that a standardised EIQ
does not yet exist.

The Lifdn and Chen (2009) EIQ was used to test
entrepreneurial intent of final year students in rural SA
(Malebana 2012) and it was decided to use the same EIQ
to test the entrepreneurial intent of the South African and
Polish students. However, it was critical to first determine
the applicability of the constructs and factors in the Lifian and
Chen EIQ to the students from the two developing countries,
SA and Poland. Swanepoel and Nieuwenhuizen (2014)
applied factor analysis to each one of the seven construct
scales to test for unidimensionality. Only two of the seven
constructs were unidimensional, whilst for three constructs

one or more items had to be discarded and a further two
constructs subdivided into several factors. These redefined
EI scales were used to differentiate between the EI of South
African and Polish students and are further explained in the
section on methodology.

University students as a research population for
entrepreneurial intent

Using university students to test EI is appropriate as the
findings can contribute to education policies and more
specifically to entrepreneurship education policies and holds
implications for public decision-makers who develop support
programmes for entrepreneurship. Several authors have used
university students to test EI (Audet 2004; Gird & Bagraim
2008; Linan & Chen 2009; Lifan et al. 2013; Lifidn, Rodriguez-
Cohard & Rueda-Cantuche 2011; Lifidn & Santos 2007;
Wu & Wu 2008), specifically the effect of entrepreneurship
education on EI (Malebana 2012; Peterman & Kennedy 2003;
Saeed et al. 2013; Souitaris, Zerbinati & Al-Laham 2007).

Country differences

Whereas many researchers focus on the extent of Elin a specific
group in a country, several researchers have conducted
country comparisons (Table 3). The largest comparison
was completed by Iakovleva, Kolvereid and Stephan (2011)
who compared EI in 14 countries, whilst Engle et al. (2010)
compared 12 countries and Heuer and Lifidn (2013) compared
10 countries. South Africa has not been included in any of
the country comparative studies whilst Poland was included
in one (Moriano et al. 2012). Nevertheless, the EI of South
African students has been researched by several authors
(Farrington, Venter & Neethling 2012; Gird & Bagraim 2008;
Malebana 2012; Urban 2006; 2012).

The results of a 12-country study (Engle et al. 2010) suggested
that Ajzen’s model of planned behaviour, as operationaliaed in
that study, successfully predicts EI in each of the 12 countries.
The countries included both developed and developing
countries, namely Germany (Germanic Europe), France and
Spain (Latin Europe), Ghana (sub-Sahara Africa), Russia
(eastern Europe), Sweden and Finland (Nordic Europe),
Egypt (Middle East), China (Confucian Asia), Bangladesh
(southern Asia), Costa Rica (Latin America) and the United
States (Anglo), with the regional cluster in parenthesis.
As foreseen by Ajzen, the significant contributing model
elements differed by country as did the percent of the variance
explained by the model, although one model element, social
norms, was a significant predictor of EI in each country.

Research into the determinants of EI of students in China
and the USA revealed significant differences between the
two groups pertaining to the effect of work experience and
entrepreneur parents on entrepreneurial intention (Wang,
Lu & Millington 2011).

Regional differences exist not only between countries but
also within a country. A study by Lifidn, Urbano and
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TABLE 3: Research on entrepreneurial intent by country.

Researchers (chronologically)

Countries and research participants

Lifidn, Rodriguez-Cohard & Rueda-Cantuche 2005

Kolvereid & Isaksen 2006
Krueger & Kickul c. 2006
Urban 2006

Lifidn & Santos 2007
Gird & Bagraim 2008

Wu & Wu 2008

Lifian & Chen 2009
Thompson 2009

Engle et al. 2010

Lifidn, Rodriguez-Cohard & Rueda-Cantuche 2011

Lifidn, Urbano & Guerrero 2011
lakovleva, Kolvereid & Stephan 2011

Wang, Lu & Millington 2011
Malebana 2012

Moriano et al. 2012

Farrington, Venter & Neethling 2012
Urban 2012

Lifidn, Nabi & Krueger 2013

Spain — Final-year undergraduate students

Norway — Business founders

Finland, Norway and Russia — Students

South Africa — MBA students

Spain — Final-year undergraduate students

South Africa — Final-year commerce students

China — University students

Spain and China — Final-year students

East Asia — Students from an international university

Germany, France, Spain, Ghana, Russia, Sweden, Finland, Egypt, China, Bangladesh, Costa Rica and
United States - Students

Spain — Final-year undergraduate business students
Spain (two regions) — Final-year undergraduate students

Five developing countries (Brazil, Mexico, Romania, Russia and Ukraine) — Students
Nine developed countries (Australia, Canada, Czech Republic, France, Germany, Norway, Spain and
The Netherlands) — Students

China and USA — College students

South Africa — Final-year students

Germany, India, Iran, Poland, Spain & The Netherlands — Students
South Africa — Students

South Africa — MBA students

Spain and Great Britain — Students

Heuer & Lifidn 2013

Australia, Canada, Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, Mexico, Romania, Russia, Spain and Ukraine — Business

students enrolled in either a graduate business programme or in their last year of a bachelor programme

Yang 2013 China — Undergraduates

Parente & Feola 2013
Hammami & Affes 2013
Kautonen, Van Gelderen & Fink 2013

Italy (Campania) — PhD students
Tunisia — Public civil servants

Austria and Finland — Adult population

Guerrero (2011) determined the environmental cognitive
elements that may explain regional differences in start-
up intentions of potential entrepreneurs from two Spanish
universities. In their study they differentiated between
the valuation of entrepreneurship in a person’s closer
and wider environments. Items that measured the closer
environment involved the valuation of entrepreneurship
by direct personal contacts including family, friends and
colleagues. This construct was named ‘closer valuations’.
The wider environment items included culture and country
with the construct ‘social valuation’ (Lifidn ef al. 2011). In
this study it was determined that the social valuation of
entrepreneurship was higher in the more developed region
of Spain with a positive effect on the perceived SNs and
behavioural control of potential entrepreneurs. In the other
region the ‘closer valuation” was more important and it
affected the attitude towards entrepreneurship and SNs
of potential entrepreneurs. The conclusion was that more
positive entrepreneurial values should be promoted (Lifidn
et al. 2011). Other studies on regional differences within a
country were conducted by Kibler (2013) in Finland and Lin
et al. (2013) in Shri Lanka.

A study that focused on the differences between developing
and developed countries with regard to the entrepreneurial
intentions of undergraduate students (Iakovleva et al.
2011) found that the TPB is fully replicable in both
country groups with equal predictive power. The authors
found that entrepreneurial intentions as well as attitudes,
SNs and PBC are higher in developing countries than in

developed countries. The authors suggested exploration
of the robustness of the TBP on other types of students
from different countries for future research. In addition
they advised that it would be informative to determine
how cultural antecedents and formal national institutions
might influence attitudes, SNs and planned behavioural
control. In compliance with these suggestions, this study
will investigate the robustness of the TPB on master’s in
business management students from two developing
countries, SA and Poland. It follows from Table 3 that no
research has yet been conducted comparing these two
developing countries, nor comparing SA with any other
country, with regard to EI

The research question is: Does EI and its antecedents differ
between South African and Polish master’s in business
management students from the University of Johannesburg
(UJ) and the Krakow School of Business (KSB)?

From the discussion the following propositions emerged:

* Proposition 1: A difference in the mean scores for EI exists
between U] MCom students and KSB MBA students.

* Proposition 2: A difference in the mean scores for attitude
to becoming an entrepreneur (PA) exists between U]
MCom and KSB MBA students.

* Proposition 3: A difference in the mean scores for PBC
exists between U] MCom and KSB MBA students.

® Proposition 4: A difference in the mean scores for
social capital exists between U] MCom and KSB MBA
students.
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e Proposition 5: A difference in the mean scores for
entrepreneurial efficacy exists between U] MCom and
KSB MBA students.

e Proposition 6: A difference in the mean scores for
entrepreneurial competencies exists between U] MCom
and KSB MBA students.

e Proposition 7: A difference in the mean scores for
entrepreneurial support exists between U] MCom and
KSB MBA students.

Methods
Research design

For the cross-sectional survey design, two samples, one
group from each university, were drawn from master’s
students in business management: MCom students at U], SA,
and MBA students at the KSB, Poland. It should be noted
that these students are not entrepreneurship students and
were not subject to entrepreneurship education. In June 2013,
a total of 182 questionnaires were distributed and all were
completed and returned.

A comparison of the profiles of the U] MCom and the KSB
MBA students appears in Table 4. The gender distribution
for the two universities was similar, approximating a 40/60
female and/or male split. The age distribution differed in
the older age categories with nearly twice the number of UJ
MCom students (20.5%) in the 4049 age bracket as opposed
to KSB MBA students (11.2%). Substantially more of the
UJ MCom students (90.4%) were employed at the time of
completing the questionnaire than the KSB MBA students
(73.0%). However, nearly all of the students have been
employed at some stage, U] MCom students 96.0% and KSB
MBA students 90.9%.

With regard to entrepreneurial experience (Tables 4a
and 4b), nearly three times more U] MCom students (22.0%)
compared to KSB MBA students (8.0%) were running
a business. Similarly, more than three times as many U]J
MCom students (47.6%) had tried to start a business before,
compared to the KSB MBA students (15.9%). This, in spite
of the fact that approximately the same percentage of KSB
MBA students (54.5%) has a family member running a
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business as the U] MCom students (56.6%). In addition, the
KSB MBA students had more friends running a business
(88.6% to 72.3%) and knew more other entrepreneurs
(96.6% to 87.7%).

Data collection

The heads of the departments at U] and KSB granted
permission for the study to be conducted. The data collection
took place in a classroom setting. The purpose of the study
was verbally explained to the students who were informed
that participation was voluntary and confidentiality and
anonymity was guaranteed.

Measuring instrument

The Lifidn and Chen (2009) validated EIQ adapted by
Malebana (2012) was used. The latter added questions to
assess the effect of university education and governmental
support programmes on EL The list of governmental support
programmes was deleted from the EIQ as it did not provide
meaningful information.

Section A of the EIQ collected demographic information.
Section B assessed ‘experience and entrepreneurial
knowledge” (7 questions). Section C focused on
‘entrepreneurial intent” (9 questions), Section D on “attitude
towards becoming an entrepreneur’ also known as ‘personal
attitude’ (6 questions), Section E on ‘perceived behavioural
control” (9 questions), Section F on ‘entrepreneurial
support” (5 questions), Section G on ‘social capital” (SC)
(15 questions), Section H on ‘entrepreneurial self-efficacy’
(ESE) (24 questions) and Section I on ‘entrepreneurial
competencies’ (4 questions). A nominal scale was used for
questions in sections A and B, whilst questions in sections
C,D,E, F, G, Hand I used a five-point Likert-type scale (for
C,D,E, F & G: 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree; for
H & I: 1 = very little confidence, 5 = very confident). The
final instrument consisted of 82 questions.

Statistical analysis

The research analysis was completed in two phases. In
phase one the applicability of the EIQ scales to samples from

TABLE 4a: Profiles — University of Johannesburg MCom students versus Krakow School of Business MBA students.

Demographic distribution Gender Age brackets Currently employed (%) Have been employed (%)
Female (%) Male (%) 20-29 (%) 30-39 (%) 40-49 (%)

UJ MCom 40.5 59.5 41.0 38.5 20.5 90.4 96.0

KSB MBA 39.8 60.2 42.7 46.1 11.2 73.0 90.9

Both universities 39.3 60.7 43.8 41.0 15.2 79.8 92.9

UJ, University of Johannesburg; KSB, Krakow School of Business.

TABLE 4b: Profiles — University of Johannesburg MCom students versus Krakow School of Business MBA students.

Entrepeneurial experience Yes, currently running a business

Know another entrepreneur Tried to start a business before

lam (%) Family member (%) Friends (%) Yes (%) No (%) Yes (%) No (%)
UJ MCom 22.0 56.6 72.3 87.8 12.2 47.6 52.4
KSB MBA 8.0 54.5 88.6 96.6 3.4 15.9% 84.1
Both universities 14.2 54.8 814 92.0 8.0 313 69.7

UJ, University of Johannesburg; KSB, Krakow School of Business.
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the two developing countries was assessed (Swanepoel &
Nieuwenhuizen 2014). EI (C) is the independent variable
with the antecedents (D, E, F, G, H & I) the dependent
variables. For each of the seven scales (C to I) of the EIQ,
the properties (construct validity and internal consistencies)
were evaluated using unrestricted exploratory factor analysis
(EFA), using SPSS 20 (SPSS 2012). For a detailed discussion of
the seven factor analysis see Swanepoel and Nieuwenhuizen
(2014). The factors that emerged were mostly different from
the existing EIQ, with the exception of the first two factors,
namely entrepreneurial intent and attitude to becoming
an entrepreneur (personal attitude). The means instead of
the interquartile range was used as the data contained few
outliers (mostly fewer than four). The results appear in Table
5. The reliability was acceptable for all the factors with a
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (a) greater than 0.7 (Nunnaly
1978) (Table 5), except G1.4.

The items relevant to each factor appear in Table 6.

Independent samples t-tests for equality of means were
conducted on the newly created factors (included in
Table 5 and Table 6) to assess the differences between the
two independent groups, master’s students from UJ and
the KSB.

Findings

The number of respondents (n) for the KSB group was
consistent at 89 whilst it varied between 84 and 86 for the
UJ group. Levene’s test for equality of variances delivered a
significance value larger than 0.05 for all the factors except for
G1.1 and G1.2 for which the ‘equal variances not assumed’
option was used (Table 7). From the effect sizes, d, an indication
of the magnitude of the differences between the two groups is
evident. To interpret the d value, Cohen (1988) suggests that
a value of 0.2 indicates a small effect, 0.5 a medium effect and
0.8 a large effect. The results appear in Table 7.

The EI perceptions of the U] MCom students differed
significantly from the KSB MBA students on 10 of the 13
factors in Table 7.

Proposition 1: A significant difference (p = 0.000; 1% level of
significance) in EI (C) exists between UJ and KSB students
with the U]J students showing a stronger EI.

Proposition 2: A significant difference (p = 0.001; 1% level
of significance) in attitude to becoming an entrepreneur (D)
exists between U] and KSB students with the UJ students
showing a strongly positive attitude to becoming and
entrepreneur.

Proposition 3: A significant difference (p = 0.000; 1% level of
significance) in PBC (E) exists between UJ and KSB students
with the UJ students perceiving greater behavioural control
than the KSB students.

Proposition 4: Following the EFA on social capital, four
factors were extracted and the differences relating to
each of these were tested. Thus proposition 4 contains
four subsections. A significant difference (p = 0.016; 5%
level of significance) existed only on the social capital
factor ‘knowing entrepreneurs’ (G1.1) between UJ and
KSB students with the KSB students knowing more
entrepreneurs than the UJ students. On the other three
social capital factors, namely ‘valuing entrepreneurial
activity’ (G1.2), “assistance from family, friends and others’
(G1.3) and ‘country culture support’ (G1.4), the differences
between the two groups were not significant. For these
three factors the means of both groups ranged between
3.2 and 3.6, indicating a marginally positive perception of
items comprising these factors.

Proposition 5: From the EFA on entrepreneurial self-efficacy,
four factors were extracted, all showing significant differences.
On factor H1.1 ‘managing employees’ a significant difference
(p = 0.004; 1% level of significance) exists between UJ and
KSB students with the UJ students being quite confident
about their ability to manage employees. On factor H1.2 ‘new
product development’ a significant difference (p = 0.000; 1%
level of significance) exists between UJ and KSB students
with the UJ students being more confident about their skills
in new product development. On factor H1.3 ‘marketing and

TABLE 5: Reliability of refined factor scales (Cronbach’s alpha coefficient) and summary of item analysis results pertaining to each of the 13 scales (Swanepoel & Nieuwenhuizen

2014).

Factor scales N =items Mean Variance Standard deviation o

C Entrepreneurial intent 9 31.49 66.10 8.13 0.942
D Personal attitude 6 22.68 26.47 5.14 0.926
E Perceived behavioural control 9 27.01 27.78 5.27 0.868
F Entrepreneurial support 4 11.36 7.54 2.74 0.748
G1.1 SC: Knowing entrepreneurs 4 16.42 9.88 3.14 0.798
G1.2 SC: Valuing entrepreneurial activity 4 13.72 8.76 2.96 0.810
G1.3 SC: Assistance from family, friends, others 4 14.42 8.64 2.94 0.779
Gl.4 SC: Country culture support 2 6.48 2.83 1.68 0.683
H1.1 ESE: Managing employees 7 28.98 17.25 4.15 0.914
H1.2 ESE: New product development 4 14.82 8.28 2.88 0.837
H1.3 ESE: Marketing and networking 3 18.95 9.79 3.13 0.796
H1.4 ESE: Financial acumen 5 11.79 6.85 2.62 0.907
| Entrepreneurial competencies 4 15.60 7.13 2.67 0.813
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TABLE 6: Factors extracted from the seven scales and their items.

TABLE 6 (Continues...): Factors extracted from the seven scales and their items.

Item Factors

Item Factors

Factor C: Entrepreneurial intent (EI)

Cc1 | am ready to do anything to be an entrepreneur.

Cc2 My professional goal is to be an entrepreneur.

c3 | will make every effort to start and run my own business.

ca | am determined to create a business venture in the future.

C5 | do not have doubts about ever starting my own business in the future.

Cc6 | have very seriously thought of starting a business in the future.

c7 | have a strong intention of ever starting a business in the future.

Cc8 My qualification has contributed positively towards my interest to start a
business.

c9 | had a strong intention to start my own business before | started with my
qualification.

Factor D: Personal attitude (PA) — Attitude to becoming an entrepreneur

D1 Being an entrepreneur implies more advantages than disadvantages to me.
D2 A career as an entrepreneur is totally attractive to me.

D3 If I had the opportunity and resources, | would like to start a business.

D4 Amongst various options, | would rather be an entrepreneur.

D5 Being an entrepreneur would give me great satisfaction.

D6 My qualification has contributed positively to my attitude towards

becoming an entrepreneur.

Factor E: Perceived behavioural control (PBC)

E1 To start a business and keep it working would be easy for me.

E2 | am able to control the creation process of a new business.

E3 | believe | would be completely able to start a business.

E4 | am prepared to do anything to be an entrepreneur.

ES | know all about the necessary practical details needed to start
a business.

E6 If 1 wanted to, | could easily start and run a business.

E7 If | tried to start a business, | would have a high chance of
being successful.

E8 It would be very easy for me to develop a business idea.

E9 My qualification has provided me with sufficient knowledge to start a
business.

Factor F : Entrepreneurial support (ES)

F1 The government provides good support for people who want to start a
business.

F2 | know the different types of support that is offered to people who want to
start their own businesses.

F3 It would be easy for me to access support from government institutions.

Fa Information about government support for people who want to start their

own businesses is easily accessible.

Factor G1.1: Social capital (SC) — Knowing entrepreneurs

G1 | personally know someone who is an entrepreneur in my family.
G2 | have a friend who is an entrepreneur.

G3 | personally know other people who are entrepreneurs.

G4 | personally know successful entrepreneurs in my community.

Factor G1.2: Social capital (SC) — Valuing entrepreneurial activity

G7 My colleagues would approve of my decision to start a business.

G8 My immediate family values entrepreneurial activity above other activities
and careers.

G9 My colleagues value entrepreneurial activity above other activities and
careers.

G10 My friends value entrepreneurial activity above other activities and
careers.

Factor G1.3: Social capital (SC) — Assistance from family, friends, others

G5 My immediate family would approve of my decision to start
a business.

G13 | can rely on my family for assistance in starting a business.

G14 | can rely on my friends for assistance in starting a business.

G15 | can rely on other entrepreneurs for assistance in starting
a business.

Table 6 continues >

Factor G1.4: Social capital (SC) — Country culture support

G11 The culture in my country is highly favourable towards entrepreneurial
activity.

G12 In my country, entrepreneurial activity is considered worthwhile, despite
the risks.

Factor H1.1: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy — Managing employees
H14 Recruit and train new employees.
H15 Delegate tasks and responsibilities to employees in my business.
H16 Supervise employees.

H17 Deal effectively with day-to-day problems and crises.

H18 Inspire, encourage and motivate my employees.
H19 Develop a working environment that encourages people to try out new
things.

H20 Persist in the face of adversity.

Factor H1.2: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy — New product development

H1 Generate a new idea for a product or service.

H2 Identify the need for a new product or service.

H3 Design a product or service that will satisfy customer needs
and wants.

H4 Estimate customer demand for a new product or service.

Factor H1.3: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy — Financial acumen

H22 Organise and maintain the financial records of my business.
H23 Manage financial assets of my business.
H24 Read and interpret financial statements.

Factor H1.4: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy — Marketing and networking

H5 Determine a competitive price for a new product or service.

H7 Design an effective marketing or advertising campaign for a new product
or service.

H8 Get others to identify with and believe in my vision and plans for a new
business.

H9 Make contact with and exchange information with others.

H12 Develop and maintain favourable relationships with potential investors.

Factor I: Entrepreneurial competencies (EC)
11 The ability to recognise and evaluate opportunities in the market.

12 The ability to develop relationships with other business people for mutual
learning and collaborative working to achieve common objectives.

13 The ability to persuade and discuss with various stakeholders about the
issues that involve the business.

14 The ability to make sacrifices to ensure that the business gets started.

networking’ a significant difference (p = 0.001; 1% level of
significance) exists between UJ and KSB students with the
UJ students being more and fairly confident about their
marketing and networking proficiencies. On factor H1.4
‘financial acumen’ a significant difference (p = 0.000; 1% level
of significance) exists between UJ and KSB students with the
UJ students being more confident.

Proposition 6: A significant difference (p = 0.000; 1% level
of significance) in the perception of their entrepreneurial
competencies (factor I) exists between UJ and KSB students
with the U] students being more confident about their
entrepreneurial competencies than the KSB students.

Proposition 7: A significant difference (p = 0.039; 5% level
of significance) in entrepreneurial support exists between
UJ and KSB students with both groups having a negative
view but the KSB students being more negative about
entrepreneurial support.
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TABLE 7: t-test for differences between University of Johannesburg and Krakow School of Business master’s students and effect sizes.

Newly created Levene’s test>® Mean t-test for equality of means Effect size d Effect
factors uJ KSB t Df Sig. (2-tailed)

C eva 3.88 3.15 -5.834 173 0.000%* 0.887 Large
D eva 4.01 3.61 -3.306 172 0.001%* 0.504 Large
E eva 3.59 3.16 -4.420 172 0.000** 0.674 Large
G1.1 eva-not 3.98 4.27 2.427 164.219 0.016* 0.372 Medium
G1.2 eva-not 3.48 3.37 -0.945 170.632 0.346 0.144 Small
G1.3 eva 3.62 3.62 0.003 172 0.998 0.001 Small
Gl.4 eva 3.29 3.21 -0.585 172 0.559 0.089 Small
H1.1 eva 4.25 3.97 -2.919 171 0.004%** 0.447 Medium
H1.2 eva 391 3.48 -4.009 171 0.000** 0.613 Large
H1.3 eva 4.15 3.70 -3.458 171 0.001%* 0.486 Medium
H1.4 eva 3.99 3.58 -4.588 171 0.000%* 0.702 Large

| eva 4.20 3.64 -6.122 171 0.000** 0.937 Large
F eva 2.96 2.74 -2.077 172 0.039* 0.317 Medium

UJ, University of Johannesburg; KSB, Krakow School of Business.
a, eva = equal variances assumed; b, eva-not = equal variances not assumed.
*, Significant at the 5% level of significance; **, Significant at the 1% level of significance

Conclusion and implications

Whereas, significant statistical differences between the SA
and Polish students were evident from the t-test, the effect
sizes, indicating practical significance, varied. U] MCom
students scored higher and differed largely from KSB
MBA students on 6 of the 10 factors on which they differed
significantly, namely EI, attitude towards becoming an
entrepreneur, PBC, new product development, financial
acumen and entrepreneurial support. The KSB students
indicated that they know more entrepreneurs than the UJ
students but the effect size is medium. The UJ students
scored higher on managing employees and marketing and
networking than the KSBstudents, butwithamedium effect
size. The same applied to entrepreneurial competencies.
It is possible that the lower EI of the Polish students can
be linked to the country’s cultural orientation, scoring
low on performance orientation, future orientation and
uncertainty avoidance (House et al. 2004), constructs that
are implicit in entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perceived
behaviourial control. Confirming that the TPB is fully
replicable in both developing and developed countries,
lakovleva et al. (2011) found that the TPB had a marginally
higher predictive power for developing as opposed
to developed countries. With regard to developing
countries Iakovleva et al. suggested that ‘excessively
stable or socialistic social systems might be a natural
barrier to developing entrepreneurial intent of a country’
(p. 365). Emerging from a socialist social system, the
Polish students” lower scores on the EI constructs could
be partly contributed to their history.

Only one other TPB study has included Poland in a six-
country cross-cultural study (Moriano ef al. 2012), classifying
Poland as exhibiting rather high in-group collectivism
practices, according to the GLOBE study (House et al. 2004),
as opposed to an individualistic country. The findings did
not support the proposition that SNs have stronger effects on

entrepreneurial intentions in collectivistic countries (India,
Iran, Spain and Poland).

From a 10-country study (see Table 3), Heuer and Lifian
(2013) concluded that the results regarding socioeconomic
variables seem to confirm those of previous studies. The
authors referred to the research by Van Stel ef al. (2003) who
postulated that individuals in high-income countries should
score lower on start-up intention as a result of lower necessity
motivations. As Poland has a higher per-capita income than
South Africa, it is thus expected that the Polish students
would score lower on EI than South African students.

In a review of culture and EI, Hayton and Cacciotti (2014:159)
concluded that ‘rather than convergence the growth
in literature on relationship between national cultural
dimensions and entrepreneurial activity is diverging in
its evidence base’. Further research is required to explain
the differences between South African and Polish master’s
students with regard to EI. Further calculations will be
undertaken in the next phase of this project to determine the
relationship between the 13 independent variables by means
of structural equation modelling.

The research contributes to the body of knowledge on
cultural differences in EI of business management students
who were not exposed to entrepreneurial education.
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