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ABSTRACT

The article analyses the influence of contextual variables on students’ entrepreneurial
intentions. The research seeks to extend previous findings concerning the impact of
various contextual factors on entrepreneurial intentions. The main focus was on public
policy, business environment and education as the contextual traits. The study answers
the following questions: What role do contextual variables play in the formation of the
entrepreneurial intention of young people? What factors comprise a latent variable
— contextual factor? What is the relationship between various contextual factors? The
survey was conducted among students of the Faculty of Engineering Management at
Bialystok University of Technology (Poland). Data were collected from the sample of
332 respondents. This research used a causal quantitative methodology using
structural equations (Structural Equation Modelling, SEM). The impact of education (E)
on the business environment (BE) and of the business environment (BE) on public
policy (PP) was confirmed. A direct influence of contextual factors — education (E),
business environment (BE) and public policy (PP) — on entrepreneurial intentions (El)
has not been positively verified. The main theoretical conclusion is that contextual
factors do not directly explain the entrepreneurial intentions of the surveyed student
population in Poland. Decision-makers and politicians should consider additional
measures to improve public policy in the country, but above all, measures that promote
intentions indirectly. They aim to improve the educational environment in the country
that is strengthening entrepreneurship education programmes in universities and
earlier education stages and activities in the business environment, supporting the
creation of new companies.
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tries and regions (Audretsch, 2002; Christensen,
Over the last several decades, the phenomenon Johnson, & Rigby, 2002; Mai & Gan, 2007). Entrepre-

of entrepreneurship has gained enormous impor-  neurship is the subject of extensive research that
tance on a global scale as a perceived important  examines it from various perspectives: motivation
source of innovation and economic growth for coun- (Shane et al., 2003; Oosterbeek et al., 2009), barriers
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(Gorji & Rahimian, 2011; Sobel et al., 2007; Klapper
et al., 2004), intentions (Fayolle & Lifian, 2014), gen-
der (Sarfaraz et al., 2014; Warnecke, 2013), pandemic
perspective (Zahra, 2021; Ratten, 2020) and many
other.

Entrepreneurship is a multi-dimensional and
multi-threaded global process that has the effect of
setting up a new company (Ahsan et al., 2019; Baciu
et al., 2020; Bosma et al., 2009; Szydlo et al., 2022).
Two lines of research address variables favouring
entrepreneurship in general: personal/individual
(Canedo et al., 2014; Tomczyk et al., 2013; Martinez-
Gonzales & Kobylinska, 2019) and contextual (Buse-
nitz et al., 2014; de Castro et al., 2005; Mai & Gan,
2007; Krueger et al., 2000; Lee et al., 2011).

Studies using the individual approach have
focused on the specific attributes of entrepreneurs
(e.g., skills, self-efficacy, competencies, motivation,
and attitude) (Gupta & Fernandez, 2009; Abdullah,
2018; Jahanshahi, 2018; Salhi, 2018). Within the con-
textual approach, environmental and external factors
(e.g., public policy, education, culture, and business
environment) are among the many factors support-
ing entrepreneurial activity (Civera et al., 2021; Ahadi
& Kasraie, 2020; Fuller et al., 2018; Ucbasaran et al.,
2001; Szpilko et al., 2021). Research in the area of
entrepreneurial intentions generally focuses on iden-
tifying personal factors that explain the willingness to
become an entrepreneur, minimising the importance
of other factors.

The issue of individual entrepreneurship has
always been the subject of scientific research, leading
to many studies in an attempt to identify the factors
that predict the behaviour of future entrepreneurs.
Entrepreneurial Intention (EI) is well known as a reli-
able predictor of real entrepreneurial behaviour
(Fayolle & Lifian, 2014). Since the intention is consid-
ered to be the best predictor of behaviour, a thorough
understanding of the parameters influencing EI is
essential to assessing business behaviour (Ajzen,
1991; Krueger et al., 2000).

Entrepreneurial intention is shaped by a specific
environment, and some environmental factors are
more favourable than others (Civiera et al., 2021;
Suresh & Ramraj, 2012). No consensus exists in the
literature regarding contextual factors that best
explain the influence of specific variables on entre-
preneurial intentions (Vuong, 2020). The literature
highlights the role of entrepreneurial policies and
programmes important for a favourable entrepre-
neurial climate in the country (Davari
& Farokhmanesh, 2017) and the importance of the

business environment and infrastructure (Gugliel-
metti, 2010). The role of the appropriate education
system also has been highlighted because it allows for
the development of entrepreneurial intentions, shap-
ing values related to self-employment (Lifan et al.,
2011; Van Der Sluis et al,, 2008). There is ample
empirical evidence that education is essential to nur-
turing entrepreneurial individuals and, thus, creating
entrepreneurial communities (Gurtner & Soyez,
2016; Dvoulety, 2018).

Researchers point to the need to study entrepre-
neurial intentions in a regional context in various
segments of the population, as sociological research
indicates a progressive homogenisation of patterns,
including cognitive, relational and behavioural,
derived from the process of globalisation (Nowak,
2006). This is especially true for generations such as
Generation Y (young people born approx. between
1980 and 2000).

Some authors (Nabi et al., 2010) suggest their
great importance in changing the generation of the
current entrepreneurial population. There is a par-
ticularly high interest in learning about entrepre-
neurial intentions among university students, as they
are a good representation of this generation (Gurtner
& Soyez, 2016; Utami, 2017).

This study devoted to the entrepreneurial inten-
tions of university students in Poland aimed to
respond to the concerns and suggestions found in the
literature and elaborate on the framework of the
contextual approach.

The article addresses the expectations that future
entrepreneurship research may propose new theo-
retical models that use engagement theories to
describe and explain entrepreneurial commitment
(e.g., Fayolle & Lifian, 2014).

While the literature presents many different
approaches to environmental factors that can influ-
ence the entrepreneurial intentions of young people,
it is important to focus on selected variables that can
show entrepreneurial relevance, which can be
a benchmark, especially in central decision-making.
For this reason, the authors present the developed
structural model using a set of responses from young
Polish students. The small number of variables con-
tained in the model allows for explaining and manag-
ing the shaping of intention in the context of the
students. This study specifically answers the following
questions: What role do contextual variables play in
shaping entrepreneurial intention for young people?
Which of the contextual variables have the greatest
impact on the entrepreneurial intentions of young
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people? What are the relationships between contex-
tual factors?

The study uses a two-stage approach. In the first
step, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used
(CFA allows specifying the relationships between
latent variables and their observed indicators), and in
the second step, the measurement model was applied
to build a structural model. The fit, reliability and
validity of the models were tested.

The cause—effect model proposed in the article is
new due to the type and number of contextual varia-
bles and the relations it contains. The model includes
“basics” contextual variables (e.g., education, busi-
ness environment) and “action” contextual variables
(e.g., public policy) that influence entrepreneurial
intention. However, the results of the study did not
confirm that contextual factors could explain stu-
dents’ entrepreneurial intentions. In the structural
model presented in the article, only two paths turned
out to be statistically significant. However, the influ-
ence of contextual factors — education (E), business
environment (BE) and public policy (PP) — on
entrepreneurial intentions (EI) has not been posi-
tively verified.

The article is structured as follows. The first sec-
tion offers an introduction, and Section 2 provides
a literature review and hypotheses. Section 3 presents
the sample, data collection procedure, measures and
variables. Section 4 compiles analysis results, and
Section 5 concludes and establishes future research
directions.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

1.1. ENTREPRENEURIAL INTENTION

The literature emphasises that intentions strongly
predict actual future entrepreneurial behaviour
(Krueger et al., 2000). Entrepreneurial intent (EI) is
the first act in the entrepreneurial process (Khalifa
& Dhiaf, 2016). Many studies have tried to determine
the factors having the greatest impact on entrepre-
neurial intentions (EI) (Lee et al., 2011; Kobyliniska,
2020; Bjeki¢ et al,, 2020). So far, the intention is the
best predictor of individual behaviour, especially
when it is rare, difficult to observe, or associated with
unpredictable time delays (Krueger & Brazeal, 1994).
Entrepreneurial intention (EI) has been described as
a desire to start and a sincere motivation and willing-
ness to engage in an entrepreneurial venture (Osado-
lor et al.,, 2021). In recent years, several articles in this

area of research have been published, identifying
various factors that precede entrepreneurial inten-
tions, both individual and contextual (Shirokova et
al., 2016; Farashah, 2015; Liithje & Franke, 2003).
Previous studies in this area have analysed the role of
students’ personal and environmental factors in shap-
ing their entrepreneurial intentions, but the results of
these studies remain contradictory (Szwarc et al,
2009; Nabi et al., 2017).

As indicated in the literature, the entrepreneurial
intention is a state of mind leading to the choice of
self-employment over working for someone else.
Many studies analyse the positive relationship
between EI and entrepreneurial activity and its subse-
quent relationship with economic development
(Turton & Herrington, 2020; Guerrero & Pefia-
Legazkue, 2013). The interest in studying entrepre-
neurial intentions is related to many factors. As
research shows, the intention strongly correlates with
the behaviour of creating a firm; in some cases, this
correlation even exceeded 0.96 (Shirokova et al.,
2016). Intention also explains the high percentage of
the variance in entrepreneurial behaviour, the variable
that most accurately predicts entrepreneurial behav-
iour (Shirokova et al., 2016; Lifan & Fayolle, 2015).
On the other hand, intention measures the will and
personal effort an entrepreneur is willing to under-
take to start a business (Thompson, 2009; Oftedal et
al.,, 2018). Two models serve as a guide to understand-
ing the development of entrepreneurial intentions:
Ajzen’s planned behaviour (TPB) theory (Shapero
& Ajzen, 1991) and Shapero and Sokol’s (1982) busi-
ness event model (EEM) for a business event (Shapero
& Sokol, 1982). In Shapero and Sokol’s model, the
intention of entrepreneurship is shaped based on
perceived desire, perceived vitality and propensity to
act. On the other hand, the planned action theory
holds that the intention to start an activity depends
on three variables: attitude to behaviour, perceived
control of behaviour, and subjective norm. Intent
models are the subject of research in psychology,
marketing, and management, and previous research
has revealed especially interesting empirical conclu-
sions. Due to the predictive power of intention over
entrepreneurial behaviour, the entrepreneurial inten-
tion has been used as a dependent variable in most of
the designed models (Krueger et al., 2000; Fitzsim-
mons & Douglas, 2011). Although both models have
been empirically tested and provide satisfactory pre-
dictions of entrepreneurial intentions, the literature is
dominated by the use of planned behaviour theory
(Kautonen et al., 2015).
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The most influential articles on entrepreneurial
intention can be divided into several groups. The first
category includes publications on theoretical and
methodological issues testing the main models. The
second category includes articles focusing on varia-
bles such as gender, family roles, social capital and
personality traits. The third group of research con-
cerns the role of education in the context of entrepre-
neurship. Numerous publications focus on the role of
context and institutions, including samples from
several countries. The last group of articles analyses
the relationship between intention and behaviour,
confirming the high predictive potential of intention
in entrepreneurial behaviour (Gonzales & Kobylinska,
2019).

1.2. CONTEXTUAL FACTORS

Most of the research focuses on personal factors
influencing entrepreneurship (Claar et al, 2012;
Rosique-Blasco et al., 2018; Frohman, 1997; Lee et al.,
2004). A definite minority of articles focus on the
importance and role of contextual factors in entrepre-
neurial intentions. The knowledge about the contex-
tual background of entrepreneurial plans is less
extensive, especially at the level of the analysed
country.

In addition to personal variables, entrepreneur-
ship at the regional level also requires contextual fac-
tors, also known as external or extrinsic variables
(Simén-Moya et al., 2014; Ahadi & Kasraie, 2020).
Entrepreneurship takes place in a specific environ-
ment, and some environmental factors are more
favourable than others (Civera et al.,, 2021; Matos
& Hall, 2019). No commonly accepted contextual
factors influencing entrepreneurship have been iden-
tified in the literature, although they are usually clas-
sified as formal institutional and informal institutional
(Salimath & Cullen, 2010; Tur-Porcar et al., 2018;
Nguyen, 2020; Tleuberdinova, 2021). From a formal
institutional perspective, the importance of govern-
ment policies and programmes, infrastructure and
market development is emphasised (Touzani, 2015;
Cherrier et al., 2018; Méndez-Picazo et al., 2021). The
role of the education system was also emphasised as it
allows for the development of an entrepreneurial
vocation, self-employment values, entrepreneurial
competences and entrepreneurial intentions (Schett
& Cheraghi, 2015; Bergmann et al., 2016).

According to Hatos et al. (2012), the most fre-
quently mentioned contextual predictors are the
labour market situation, access to financing, housing

origin, income level and income expectations, law,
research/development/technology, market character-
istics, entrepreneurship education and culture, level
of economic development, entrepreneurship devel-
opment policy, stage of the economic cycle. Rahaman
et al. (2020) discussed five variable contextual factors:
social networks, access to capital, university educa-
tion, structural support, and business information.
When it comes to contextual variables related to
entrepreneurship, Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
(GEM) includes them in its reports as “entrepre-
neurial framework conditions” (S& & De Pinho,
2019). These variables can be considered an impor-
tant part of business creation and directly influence
entrepreneurial opportunities, competences and
preferences (Bosma et al, 2021; Herrington
& Coduras, 2019). GEM context variables can be
divided into formal institutional or informal institu-
tional. Regarding the formal institutional framework,
GEM contains three variables related to government
actions: “Taxes and Bureaucracy’, “Governmental
Policies: Support and Relevance”, and “Government
Entrepreneurship Programs” (Bosma et al., 2021).
The first variable relates to the importance and
overall support that government provides to entre-
preneurship through policy making. The second
concerns the extent to which tax policy and bureau-
cracy can facilitate or slow down entrepreneurship.
The third variable relates to government programmes
that directly promote entrepreneurship at the
national, regional or municipal levels (Martinez-
Gonzalez et al., 2021). These three variables are
important for entrepreneurship as government sup-
port for entrepreneurship is considered a fundamen-
tal aspect in the literature (Akinyemi & Adejumo,
2018; Nakku et al., 2019). Additionally, in the formal
institutional framework, GEM includes two contex-
tual variables related to infrastructures for entrepre-
neurship.  First,  “Commercial and  Legal
Infrastructure” refers to the presence of property
rights, commercial, accounting and other services,
and legal and opinion-making institutions that sup-
port or promote the entrepreneurial process. Second,
“Physical Infrastructure” means the ease of access to
physical resources (e.g., transportation, communica-
tion) (Martinez-Gonzélez et al.,, 2021). In this way,
GEM considers the importance of infrastructures in
the literature (Bennett, 2019; Mufoz et al., 2020).
Considering the importance given to the market in
the entrepreneurial literature (Zhao & Lounsbury,
2016; Ali et al., 2020), GEM considers two variables
related to these aspects: “Internal Market Dynamics”
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and it is related to the level of fluctuation in markets
from year to year. The second is “Internal Market
Openness (Market Burdens or Entry Regulation)”,
which is the extent to which new firms are free to
enter existing markets. GEM also reflects the impor-
tance attached to education in the entrepreneurial
literature. GEM considers education using two varia-
bles (Wei et al., 2019). “Entrepreneurial Education at
School Stage” refers to the extent to which entrepre-
neurship training is integrated into the primary and
secondary education system, and “Entrepreneurial
Education at Post School Stage” refers to the extent to
which entrepreneurship training is included in higher
education. It also includes two more contextual vari-
ables within the formal institutional context: “Entre-
preneurial Finance” refers to the availability of
financial resources for small and medium enterprises
(Bonini et al., 2019; Brown et al., 2020).

The second is “R&D Transfer”, a contextual vari-
able that has also been considered in the entrepre-
neurial literature (S4 and De Pinho, 2019). This is
defined as the degree to which national R&D will lead
the entrepreneurial process. According to the litera-
ture, GEM considers the informal institutional con-
text mainly through the prism of the culture and
social norms (Hechavarria & Ingram, 2019).

In the GEM model, the informal context-related
institutional variable is called “Cultural and Social
Norms”, which is the degree to which social and cul-
tural norms encourage or enable actions leading to
new business activities (Bosma et al., 2021). Some of
the entrepreneurial literature suggests that socio-cul-
tural factors, such as fear of failure, perceived oppor-
tunities, perceived opportunities, and role models,
are the most important drivers of entrepreneurial
behaviour (Arenius & Minniti, 2005; Koellinger et al.,
2005).

However, increasing attention is being paid to
several contextual factors influencing entrepreneur-
ship (Rahaman et al., 2020; Farashah, 2015; Gelard
& Saleh, 2011). It is difficult to predict factors that are
crucial to the intentions of young people. The litera-
ture review resulted in the following factors playing
the greatest role in predicting the entrepreneurial
intentions of students from the perspective of contex-
tual factors.

1.3. EpucaTION (E)
It is now widely accepted that education is neces-

sary to nurture an entrepreneurial individual and,
therefore, create an entrepreneurial community.

Research by Hollenbeck and Hall (2004) and Wilson
etal. (2007) explored and emphasised the importance
of education in the context of entrepreneurial inten-
tions. Robinson et al. (1994) found a strong relation-
ship between education and the likelihood of
becoming an entrepreneur and being successful as an
entrepreneur. However, these authors did not deter-
mine the specific type of education (early school or
studies) conducive to entrepreneurial attitudes (Lorz
etal., 2011).

Education introduces young people to entrepre-
neurial logic, common challenges and general proce-
dures. In addition, educational institutions provide
micro-environments conducive to the development
of an entrepreneurial culture and ensure a network of
relationships with other research centres, reputable
companies and consultants (Lredo, 2007; Kibler,
2013; Valliere, 2017; Passaro et al., 2018). Entrepre-
neurship education is to be implemented through
various educational initiatives (e.g., courses, training,
and workshops) (Fayolle & Cheerful, 2015). These
educational initiatives encourage people to come out
of the shadows and act on their passions (Thompson,
2004; Passaro et al., 2018).

Some authors suggest that entrepreneurial skills
are more easily developed earlier in life because
returns from training programmes later in life depend
on prior investment in entrepreneurial skills (Huber
et al., 2014). Some authors suggest that the level of
skills and competencies which are honed by entrepre-
neurial education is not completely understood
(Solesvik, 2019). The skills development model
introduced by Cunha and Heckman (2007) empha-
sises that cognitive and noncognitive skills are devel-
oped at different stages in life, where the skills learned
during one period in life (e.g., at primary school)
increase the benefits of investing in these compe-
tences in subsequent periods (e.g., at high school or
university).

While entrepreneurship education from an early
age is certainly a desired behaviour, universities are
pillars of knowledge that provide students with the
skills needed to develop entrepreneurial tendencies
(Volkmann et al., 2019). The literature on the subject
emphasises that universities can support the entre-
preneurial attitudes of young people by initiating
many programmes aimed at promoting an entrepre-
neurial culture, supporting it and helping to create
start-ups (Laredo, 2007; Franzoni & Lissoni, 2009;
Fini et al., 2011). Especially academic entrepreneurial
ecosystems affect the nature and quality of entrepre-
neurial activity and shape the direction and potential
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benefits associated with the identification, creation
and implementation of opportunities (Kobylinska
& Lavios, 2020).

Since adequate education is considered to be one
of the most important “essential” contextual factors
influencing entrepreneurial intentions, the following
hypothesis is formulated:

H1: Education (E) positively influences the
entrepreneurial intentions (EI) of students.

However, some researchers find no direct link
between entrepreneurial education and entrepre-
neurial intention (Fayolle & Gailly, 2009; von
Graevenitz et al., 2010; Sanchez, 2013). Furthermore,
some counter-effects have been found for students
who previously had significant exposure to entrepre-
neurship education (Oosterbeek et al., 2010; Fayolle
& Gailly, 2015) so that individuals may be discour-
aged by realistically looking at what is needed to start
their own business and critical issues related to its
management.

According to (Pago et al,, 2011), education and
training are important because they can change an
individual’s personal attitude towards competences
and own skills.

As Fayolle and Gailly (2013) noted, little knowl-
edge is available about the potential causal relation-
ship between certain educational variables (e.g.,
pedagogical methods, course content, resources
available, etc.) and their impact on entrepreneurial
intentions and/or behaviour (values, attitudes, skills,
etc.).

Entrepreneurship education aims to empower
people, especially young people, to be responsible
and vulnerable. Entrepreneurs should promote
thinking and be involved in economic development
and the creation of sustainable societies (Tajpour et
al., 2018).

Their knowledge and awareness can improve the
quality of the business environment, which is created
by them.

Some models of entrepreneurial intention
encompass an indirect influence of education on
entrepreneurial intention (Passaro et al., 2018). Thus,
people educated and trained in entrepreneurial edu-
cation can create and be a part of a better business
environment in the country.

They are more aware of what infrastructure and
available technologies in the country can better meet
the needs of entrepreneurs. Therefore, the following
hypothesis was formulated:

H2: Education (E) positively influence the busi-
ness environment (BE).

1.4. BUSINESS ENVIRONMENT (BE)

The shaping of individual entrepreneurial aspira-
tions not only occurs under the influence of the
assessment of one’s own possibilities and abilities but
is also shaped by the attributes of the entrepreneur-
friendly environment (Bosma, Schutjens, & Stam,
2009).

The notion of the entrepreneurial environment is
crucial in studying the impact of the business envi-
ronment on entrepreneurship and individual entre-
preneurial behaviour (Grundstén, 2004). Nam and
Hwansoo (2019) defined the entrepreneurial envi-
ronment as the sum of the legal and institutional
environment, financial environment, market envi-
ronment, and entrepreneurial infrastructure, among
others. A favourable business environment influences
the dynamics of entrepreneurship in a given country.
This environment includes economic development
and institutions that affect the quality of manage-
ment, access to capital and other resources and the
perception of entrepreneurs (Fereidouni et al., 2010).

Some researchers have investigated the relation-
ship between the perception of the entrepreneurial
environment and the entrepreneurial intentions of
individuals. Nam & Hwansoo (2019) indicated that
the attitudes of entrepreneurs are significantly influ-
enced by their perception of the entrepreneurial
environment. Zhao et al. (2019) confirmed that stu-
dents when considering the decision to start a busi-
ness, assess whether the perceived environment is
conducive to entrepreneurial activities. Stam (2010)
pointed out that a favourable environment, along
with its institutions and demand for products and
market opportunities, may determine people’s prefer-
ences to become entrepreneurs, which in turn may
motivate entrepreneurial behaviour. It can be con-
cluded that the business environment is also the
“basic” contextual factor of entrepreneurial inten-
tions.

The expected relationship between perceptions
of the business environment and motivation to start
a business is largely based on the pragmatic belief that
times of economic recession or depression are unfa-
vourable for entrepreneurs (Fereidouni et al., 2010).
In connection with the above, the following hypoth-
esis was adopted:

H3: Business environment (BE) positively influ-
ences the entrepreneurial intentions (EI) of students.

Research results show that countries with the
highest rates of entry into enterprises provide entre-
preneurs with a stable political climate, good govern-
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ance, modernised business registers and simplified
legal forms of running a business (Klapper et al.,
2011). A good business climate in the country with
appropriate market opportunities and technological
development may affect the state’s policy towards
entrepreneurs in terms of lowering taxes or interest
rates, which may further affect the entrepreneurial
intentions of young people. The possible impact of
the business environment on public policies favour-
ing entrepreneurship allows for the following
hypothesis:

H4: The business environment (BE) has a direct
positive influence on public policy (PP).

1.5. PuBLic poLicy (PP)

The literature on the subject includes research on
government policies and regulations and their impact
on entrepreneurship (Campbell & Mitchell, 2012).
Public policy in the field of entrepreneurial practice
aims to encourage entrepreneurship by creating
a favourable environment for entrepreneurs. Govern-
ment policy in this context includes all activities
aimed at regulating and improving the conditions for
entrepreneurs in terms of provided support, imple-
mentation measures and financing.

Literature from several studies has shown that
government policy is positively related to entrepre-
neurship (Mason & Brown, 2011; Greene, 2012).
Various authors suggest that economic policies stim-
ulate and influence entrepreneurial
(Castano et al., 2016). In the case of public support
policies, it is assumed that the government is a leader
in entrepreneurship development; it can provide sup-
port policies and the necessary resources within its
capabilities (Obaji & Olugu, 2014).

The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM)
report highlights the important functions of institu-
tions that provide favourable conditions for the
growth and development of entrepreneurial activity
(Rahaman et al., 2020). Previous research has indi-
cated the role of governments in improving access to
capital through public funds, lowering entry barriers
for new firms, and developing entrepreneurship sup-
port programmes (Murray, 2007; Li et al., 2020). Kreft
and Sobel (2005) argued that entrepreneurship devel-
opment requires an environment with low taxes, low
tax regulation and private property rights.

Many authors argue that entrepreneurship is
promoted by a solid regulatory framework, clearly
defined property rights, transparent and easy proce-
dures required to start a business, and effective politi-

intentions

cal and economic institutions (Grosanu et al., 2015).
Some studies have been dedicated to specific regions
of the world, such as Eastern Europe (Manolova et al.,
2008). The predominance of high-quality economic,
political and legal institutions tends to direct efforts
toward productive entrepreneurship and help sustain
economic growth (Sobel, 2008).

In conclusion, the literature from several studies
has shown that government policy is positively related
to entrepreneurship (Greene, 2012; Texteira et al,
2018). Some authors argue that public policy is con-
ducive to creating a favourable business environment
(Kuriakose, 2013; Sarfati, 2012). However, knowledge
is lacking regarding the extent to which support
through public procedures and policies implemented
by government institutions will be able to influence
the entrepreneurial intentions of young people. It can
be assumed that public policies are so-called “action”
contextual variables that can ultimately determine
the will to start a business and can positively influ-
ence entrepreneurial intentions. Therefore, the fol-
lowing hypothesis is formulated:

H5: Public policy (PP) positively and directly
affects entrepreneurial intentions (EI).

2. RESEARCH METHODS

This study aimed to investigate the relationship
between selected contextual factors and entrepre-
neurial intention. First, a comprehensive literature
review was performed. This step allowed for the for-
mulation of a theoretical framework with the hypoth-
eses.

These studies were performed using a causal
quantitative methodology with structural equations
(Structural Equation Modelling, SEM). The SEM
model was chosen for its advantages in studying
human behaviour and for its optimal predictive
potential (Sarstedt et al., 2014). SEM enables the
building of the model using variables that are abstract
and cannot be measured directly by a single item,
such as public policy, business environment, educa-
tion assessment or entrepreneurial intention.

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) combines
regression analysis with confirmatory factor analysis
and allows testing of research hypotheses with high
possible complexity of relationships between varia-
bles. A typical SEM analysis includes the following
stages (Konarski, 2009): model specification and
identification; estimation of model parameters;
model quality assessment — the assessment of com-
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pliance of the estimated model with the observed
data set and eventual model verification, i.e., intro-
ducing modifications to the initially adopted model.

The study uses a two-stage approach. In the first
step, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used
(CFA allows to determine the relationships between
latent variables and their observed indicators), and in
the second step, the measurement model was applied
to build a structural model. The fit, reliability and
validity of the models were tested.

Data analysis was performed using SPSS Statis-
tics 21.0 software and IBM SPSS AMOS 21.0 used for
structural equation modelling.

2.1. SAMPLE AND DATA COLLECTION

The sample consisted of young students from
Poland, considering the suggestions of other authors
regarding the importance of higher education in
entrepreneurship and the need to deepen studies in
this segment of the population. Many authors indi-
cate that university students are a segment of interest
in research on entrepreneurship in general and entre-
preneurship intention in particular (Oftedal et al.,
2008). The sample was deliberately selected from
among students of the Faculty of Management Engi-
neering studying in business-related study fields
(management, production engineering, tourism and
recreation, logistics) as this context makes it easier to
approach and promote entrepreneurship. For the
distribution of the questionnaire among students, the
days and hours were randomly selected from among
classes with the highest student attendance so that the
number of students in the sample of each course was
representative. The survey was handed over to the
students personally by the author of the study at the
turn of January and February 2020. Data were col-
lected from the sample of 332 respondents (161 men
and 171 women).

The sample size meets the minimum rule of ten
times the number of observed variables (items) in
quantitative research using a questionnaire (with
a total of 17 predictive items observed).

2.2. MEASURES AND INSTRUMENT

To understand the factors influencing the entre-
preneurial intentions of university students, the study
used a quantitative method of collecting and analys-
ing data. The questionnaire was used to gather infor-
mation, as is usually the case in this type of research.
The survey consists of two parts: general questions

(gender, field of study, and the year of study) and part
of Likert’s 17 five-point questions with five alternative
answers (1 — “strongly disagree”, to 5 — “strongly
agree”) related to contextual variables. The items were
taken from existing scales of previous studies. Ele-
ments corresponding to intention were designed in
line with the comments by Lifidn and Chen (2009)
and Miranda et al. (2017). For the design of elements
related to contextual factors, the variables described
in publications (Martinez-Gonzales & Kobylinska,
2019; GEM, 2019; Miranda et al., 2017) were sug-
gested.

Aiming to identify the structure of data and
reduce the number of variables and check the dimen-
sionality of each research construct (contextual vari-
ables), an exploratory factor analysis with the varimax
rotation was performed. Due to low correlation with
other items, six items were excluded from the analy-
sis. In the final solution, only items with a loading
higher than 0.5 were considered. The identified fac-
tors are (consistent with the intended solution) edu-
cation (E), public policy (PP), business environment
(BE) and entrepreneurial intention (EI).

3. RESEARCH RESULTS

The model was defined in the first step. Model
specification means building a model that represents
the assumed relationships between variables. Then,
the identification of the model was checked (the pos-
sibility of unambiguous determination of the model
parameters), and the model parameters were esti-
mated.

Then, a measurement model was developed. For
this purpose, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
used, which allows specifying the relationships
between theoretical constructs (contextual variables)
and their observed variables (questionnaire state-
ments). Standardised regression weights connecting
a given observable index with a latent variable were
significant (p<0.01) and higher than 0.54 (Table 1).

The measurement model was tested for reliability
and validity. Cronbach’s alpha ranged from 0.59 to
0.78, Average Variance Extracted (AVE) from 0.37 to
0.55, and Composite Reliability (CR) from 0.60 to
0.79, indicating sufficient enough internal consisten-
cy’s reliability and the appropriateness of the scales
for the measurement of the constructs in the study.

The quality of the model is related to the assess-
ment of the compliance degree of the estimated
model with the data. Evaluating the fit of the model is
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Tab. 1. Confirmatory factor analysis results

STANDARDISED
CONSTRUCT LOADING (1)° AVE CR o
E To create a company, it is necessary ...
that entrepreneurship begins to be
E1 . R 0.56
taught in universities
that entrepreneurship 0.44 0.60 0.59
E2 begins to be taught before 0.75
university
PP To create a company, it is necessary ...
a good financial and
PP1 L 0.54
banking situation in the country
overnment policies
PP2 g p . 0.66 0.37 0.64 0.63
that favour entrepreneurship
PP3 appropriate fiscal policies 0.62
BE To create a company, it is necessary ...
appropriate transportation
BE1 pprop P 0.69
and infrastructure in the country
an adequate technological
BE2 development in the 0.68 0.43 0.69 0.68
country
entrepreneurship environment
BE3 . 0.59
opportunities
El Entrepreneurial Intention
| intend to create a company in the
Ell 0.84
future
It is very likely that in the future,
EI2 they will be an 0.73 0.55 0.79 0.78
entrepreneur
| already feel motivated to create a
EI3 0.65
company

*Parameter significant at the 0.001 level

complex and requires the consideration of at least
a few measures (no single measure can be used to
evaluate a model uniquely). AMOS program auto-
matically calculates 25 measures of the model fit. One
of the most popular measures for assessing structural
models: CMIN/df (x2/degree of freedom)=1.33, the
root mean square error of approximation
RMSEA=0.03, the goodness-of-fit index GFI=0.97,
the adjusted goodness-of-fit index AGFI=0.95, the
comparative fit index CFI=0.98, the normed fit index
NFI=0.94, the parsimonious goodness-of-fit index
PGFI=0.60 exceed the recommended values and
indicate a good model fit (Konarski, 2009).

Then, the measurement model was used to build
the structural model (Fig. 1).

Only two paths turned out to be statistically sig-
nificant in the structural model. The obtained results
confirm the influence of education (E) on the busi-
ness environment (BE) and of the business environ-
ment (BE) on public policy (PP), which supports
hypotheses H2 and H4. However, the influence of
contextual factors — education (E), business environ-
ment (BE) and public policy (PP) — on entrepre-

neurial intentions (EI) has not been positively
verified; thus, hypotheses H1, H3 and H5 were not
supported.

The measures for the final structural model fit
— CMIN/df (x2/degree of freedom)=1.34, the root
mean square error of approximation RMSEA=0.03,
the goodness-of-fit index GFI=0.97, the adjusted
goodness-of-fit index AGFI=0.95, the comparative fit
index CFI=0.98, the normed fit index NFI=0.94, the
parsimonious goodness-of-fit index PGFI=0.59 —
indicate a good structural model fit (Konarski, 2009).

4. DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

The literature review noted that universities are
a potential source of future entrepreneurs, and creat-
ing a business is an option increasingly appreciated
by students in each country (Gonzales & Kobylinska,
2019).

Previous research has shown that entrepreneurial
intentions depend largely on personal factors.
This relationship is particularly evident in explana-
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Fig. 1. Structural model

tory cause intention models (Elfving, Brinnback,
& Carsrud, 2009). This study considers contextual
factors that, based on a literature review, may seem
important in explaining entrepreneurial intentions.

In the structural model presented in this article,
only two paths turned out to be statistically signifi-
cant: the impact was confirmed of education (E) on
the business environment (BE) and of the business
environment (BE) on public policy (PP). However,
the influence of contextual factors — education (E),
business environment (BE) and public policy (PP)
— on entrepreneurial intentions (EI) has not been
positively verified.

Understanding and being able to predict the
entrepreneurial intentions of young people becomes
an important issue in the context of supporting them
with the right tools and policies. The results of the
study did not confirm that contextual factors can
explain the entrepreneurial intentions of students.
Considering the hypotheses posed in the previous
sections of the article, there has been insufficient
empirical evidence to find significant relationships
between contextual factors, such as education, public
policies or the business environment.

The presented research results partially confirm
empirical evidence that individual factors explain
entrepreneurial intentions to the greatest extent,
although contrasting with the results of previous
studies, where some contextual variables were impor-
tant in explaining intentions.

In the case of contextual factors, it should be
assumed that they do not have a direct impact on
entrepreneurial intentions but may reinforce some
personal factors. As indicated in previous studies,
education can strengthen entrepreneurial attitudes,
while the business environment can influence subjec-
tive norms, and public policy can influence the per-
ceived control of entrepreneurial behaviour. As some
authors have noted (Fini et al., 2012), it is possible
that awareness of external support would come into
play at the later stages, when individuals are actually
implementing entrepreneurial activities.

The explanation for this result (irrelevance of
contextual factors for entrepreneurial intentions)
may be the lack of entrepreneurial culture in the
context of the region where the study was conducted.
Podlaskie Voivodeship is a region in the eastern part
of Poland that historically has not been characterised
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by having a high rate of entrepreneurial activity
(Kobylinska, 2021).

CONCLUSIONS

The study presented in this article aimed to
examine the influence of contextual factors on the
students’ entrepreneurial intentions.

In the presented study, an attempt was made to
meet the expectations of some researchers that future
research in the field of entrepreneurship may propose
new theoretical models describing and explaining the
entrepreneurial involvement of young people. Few
articles are available in the literature analysing the
relationships between various contextual factors that
may shape entrepreneurial intentions. Therefore, this
article aims to fill this gap in the literature. Based on
theoretical analyses, contextual factors were selected
from among the most often emphasised as important
for strengthening entrepreneurial intentions. Aiming
to verify the research hypotheses, a sample of Polish
students was studied. Statistical analyses resulted in
three main conclusions: (1) contextual factors do not
explain the entrepreneurial intentions of the surveyed
population, (2) education affects the business envi-
ronment in the country, and (3) the business environ-
ment affects public policies. The presented study
aimed to deepen the existing understanding of the
relationship between contextual factors and the stu-
dents” entrepreneurial intentions. The results of this
study show that external contextual variables cannot
directly stimulate the entrepreneurial intentions of
young people. There may be several reasons for such
a situation: incorrectly selected variables, a homoge-
neous research sample, and the regional context.

Certainly, Polish decision-makers and politicians
should consider additional measures to improve
public policy in the country (factors related to the
appropriate fiscal and economic policy), but above
all, measures that indirectly stimulate intentions.
They are aimed to improve the country’s educational
environment by strengthening entrepreneurship
education programmes at universities and earlier
education stages and activities in the business envi-
ronment, supporting the creation of new companies.
Better education in the field of entrepreneurship in
the country and the purposefulness of the business
environment stimulating the opening of companies
can contribute to a better entrepreneurial climate
and, thus, to the improvement of the quality of the
business environment. On the other hand, entrepre-

neurship-friendly public policy can be created as
a response to a good quality business environment
co-created by decision-makers with appropriate edu-
cation in the field of entrepreneurship. The study
presented in the above article has some limitations.
First, the selection of the sample for this study was
not random, and all students came from one prov-
ince, which may affect the representativeness and
universality of the results. Future research may be
conducted on a larger sample of respondents from
different socio-demographic groups or students from
different regions of the country.

Moreover, research can be conducted in different
countries with different cultures, social norms and
different socio-economic conditions. These contex-
tual factors can have a significant impact on
the entrepreneurial intentions of young people in
different regions. Moreover, this study only consid-
ered a limited number of contextual variables to pre-
dict entrepreneurial intentions. For future research,
it may be useful to explore the broader context

of the external environment, considering more vari-
ables.
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