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 This study examines the determinants of university students' entrepreneurship intentions. The ef-
fects of eleven factors of entrepreneurial intention were investigated, including personality, social, 
and societal factors. A convenience sampling method and 350 self-administered questionnaires 
were used for data collection from four Sudanese universities, obtaining a usable response rate of 
84.6%. Through Smart PLS, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used for data analysis and 
relationship interpretation. The results showed that innovativeness and cultural valuation were pos-
itively and significantly associated with students' entrepreneurial intention. This suggests that the 
government and policymakers should encourage the development of entrepreneurship-fostering en-
vironments within universities. Future studies should increase the sample size to generalize the 
findings and validate new measures for the same study model, and explore a wider Sudanese entre-
preneurial field scope. 

© 2020 by the authors; licensee Growing Science, Canada 

Keywords: 
Entrepreneurial determinants  
Entrepreneurial intentions  
University students 

 

 

 

1. Introduction 
 
 

Over the years, understanding the factors that influence entrepreneurial intention has gained centrality within the research 
stream (Bird & Jelinek, 1988; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; Krueger et al., 2000; Tolentino et al., 2014). However, until now, very 
few studies of this nature have been conducted in Sudan. Entrepreneurial intention refers to the intent to establish our own 
business (Krueger & Brazeal, 1994). Aries et al. (2020) emphasized it as a suitable measure for entrepreneurship and it plays 
a key role in the conditions of an individual to become a nascent entrepreneur (Carsrud & Brannback, 2011; Duonga, Nguyenb, 
Ngoa et al., 2020). Entrepreneurs play recognized roles in national economy development, especially in income generation, 
employment creation, skills development, provision of goods and services, and innovation (Bourne, 2011; Garo et al., 2015; 
Iakovleva et al., 2014; Duong et al., 2020; Olszewska, 2015; Urbano et al., 2018; Mitrovic Veljkovic et al., 2019).  

According to Mitrovic Veljkovic et al. (2019), entrepreneurship intention is not just a single trait, but a combination of several 
traits that are influenced by different factors. Therefore, this serves as the starting point of this study. Moreover, given that 
despite being identified as a country that abounds with various natural resources, Sudan faces high graduate unemployment—
a pressing matter that requires the consequential attention of the government and policymakers—it is even more imperative 
to understand the influence mechanism of entrepreneurial intentions among them. Thus, this study outlined the fallowing 
question: 

To what extent do university students' personal, social, and societal factors have a significant relationship with their entre-
preneurial intention? 
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To answer this question, first, the above-mentioned factors were broken down to identify each one’s components. Personal 
factors include optimism, risk-taking propensity, innovativeness, and competitiveness. Social factors include experiential ac-
tivities, entrepreneurial family exposure, and entrepreneurial education. Societal factors comprise home country’s economic 
and political conditions, home country’s future economic and political conditions, and cultural valuation. Second, the study’s 
sampling criteria was set. According to Kautonen, Van Gelderen, and Fink (2015), the career-related behaviors and choices 
of university graduates are linked to their entrepreneurial intent. Therefore, the criteria were set to include only students in 
their final and semi-final years of study since they were more likely to have started thinking much about their future work and 
careers. This study contributes to economic development, particularly in solving graduates' unemployment. The rest of this 
study’s sections are as follows. After the definitions of terms used, we present the literature review in section 2. Section 3 
discusses the methodology employed for this study, followed by data analysis in section 4, the discussion of the research 
results in section 5, and finally the conclusions in section 6. 

The definitions of terms  

Optimism refers to the ability and predilection to think carefully, creatively, and recognize opportunities for new practicable 
ideas, and finding new markets to introduce them (Chen, 2007; Gupta et al., 2004). 

Risk-taking propensity refers to a tendency to take or avoid risks. 

Competitiveness in general refers to the desire or spirit to be the winner or excel in interpersonal situations (Helmreich & 
Spence, 1978; Ozaralli & Rivenburgh, 2016).  

Innovativeness is the creative thinking process of transforming thoughts and expertise into novel and valuable ideas (Sutha & 
Sankar, 2016). 

Successful entrepreneurial family refers to students' perceived level of success of their entrepreneurial parents (Ozaralli & 
Rivenburgh, 2016).  

Entrepreneurial family exposure refers to the existence of a direct entrepreneurial family background and role models that 
can affect inclinations towards entrepreneurial conducts and create desire and conviction to become an entrepreneur (Carr & 
Sequeira, 2007). 

Entrepreneurial education refers to educational curriculums that develop and enhance entrepreneurial creativity, realization, 
knowledge, and expertise to run a successful entrepreneurial venture (Bechard & Toulouse, 1998; De Jorge-Moreno et al., 
2012; Lee, Chang, & Lim, 2005; Rauch & Frese, 2000; Sutha & Sankar, 2016). 

Experiential activities refer to experiences or the flow of experiences that promotes creative thinking and innovative idea 
generation that can contribute to cognitive variety and new venture development (Seelig, 2012; Zaki, 2012). This may include 
entrepreneurship experience obtained from training activities, assisting friends in their businesses, and administering one’s 
own business (Darmantoa & Pujiartia, 2020). 

Cultural valuations refer to the entrepreneurial image in the society that enables and boosts positive entrepreneurial activity 
valuations using social approaches (Güney et al., 2006). 

Economic and political conditions of the home country refer to the existing economic and political infrastructures of the home 
country that influence the prospective entrepreneur's intention and market-oriented behaviors (Aldrich & Wiedenmayer, 
1993).  

Future economic and political condition refers to the anticipated future of economic and political conditions that affects 
investment projects and individuals' income, in turn, influencing entrepreneurial entry decisions. 

2. Literature review  

2.1 Personality factors as entrepreneurial determinants: optimism, innovativeness, risk-taking propensity, and competitive-
ness 

Existing research findings show that personal characteristics are important factors that influence attitudes towards entrepre-
neurship (Baron & Markman, 2003; Baum & Locke, 2004; Collins et al., 2004). Authors have indicated the need for optimism 
among entrepreneurs (e.g., Hmieleski & Baron, 2006; Lovallo & Kahneman, 2003). Similarly, Janssen et al. (2013) found 
that optimistic students have more entrepreneurial tendencies and have stronger intentions than others to follow their desired 
entrepreneurial careers. Further, Knaup (2005) considered that the creation of a new venture is a complicated process and that 
more than half of those who establish new ventures at any given time eventually fail. Therefore, starting a new venture de-
mands positivity on the side of the entrepreneur (Ozaralli & Rivenburgh, 2016). Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The student's optimism will significantly affect his/her entrepreneurial intention.  
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As mentioned before, innovativeness refers to the entrepreneurs' creative thinking ability and an inclination to recognize 
opportunities for producing and introducing novel practical ideas, and creating new product markets for them (Chen, 2007; 
Gupta et al., 2004). Some researchers provided evidence regarding the significant positive relationship between innovativeness 
and entrepreneurial intent (Gürol & Atsan, 2006; Räty et al., 2019). A person with higher levels of innovative characteristics 
than his/her non-entrepreneurial counterparts is more likely to venture into a business (Gürol & Atsan, 2006). Innovation, as 
a fundamental motive for novel ventures, has affected venture performance significantly (Hisrich, Peters, & Shepard, 2008). 
Therefore, the linkage between students' innovativeness and entrepreneurial intentions is hypothesized as follows: 

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The student's innovativeness will significantly affect his/her entrepreneurial intention. 

Risk-taking propensity signals the ability to overcome the difficulties, uncertainties, and unpredictable circumstances that 
may follow a decision and acclimate to them successfully (Lüthje & Franke, 2003; Macko & Tyszka, 2009). Laudano et al., 
(2019) found that risk-taking propensity is an important antecedent of entrepreneurial attitudes in both Italy and Albania 
samples. Individuals who naturally have higher risk tolerance have higher entrepreneurial intentions (Dheer et al., 2019; 
Hmieleski & Corbett, 2006). One’s readiness for risk-taking plays a substantial role in achieving business success (Trung et 
al., 2020). Risk propensity is the best indicator of entrepreneurial intentions compared to other entrepreneurial traits (Zhao, 
Seibert, & Lumpkin, 2010). A student's risk-taking propensity leads to greater levels of entrepreneurial intentions compared 
to students with no such inclination (Gürol & Atsan, 2006; Ozaralli & Rivenburgh, 2016). At all times, entrepreneurship is 
associated with risk-taking (Sutha & Sankar, 2016). Therefore, the linkage between students' risk-taking propensities and 
entrepreneurial intentions is hypothesized as follows: 

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The student's risk-taking propensity will significantly affect his/her entrepreneurial intention. 

Schumpeter (1947) underlined competitiveness as a great motive to take part in entrepreneurial activities. Further, many 
authors conceptualize competitiveness as a personal characteristic that widely influences work-related behaviors and inter-
personal relationships (Griffin-Pierson, 1990; Houston et al., 2002). Additionally, Rauch and Frese (2000) found that com-
petitiveness is connected to achievement needs that related positively with venture performance. Thus, the following hypoth-
esis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 4 (H4). The student's competitiveness will significantly affect his/her entrepreneurial intention. 

2.2 Social factors ass entrepreneurial determinants: experiential activities, entrepreneurial family exposure, and entrepre-
neurship education 

Previous entrepreneurial experience acts as a fundamental factor of entrepreneurial intention (Darmantoa & Pujiartia, 2020). 
The entrepreneur's previous experience in managing or starting a business enables him/her to learn further about its processes 
and improves their probability to start a (or another) business in future (Elston & Weidinger, 2019). Experience can also be 
gained from others by reading their books, travelling, watching their movies, and trying their foods. Thus, the following 
hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 5 (H5). The student's entrepreneurial experience will significantly affect his/her entrepreneurial intention.  

Many researchers (e.g., Franke & Lüthje, 2004; De Jorge-Moreno et al., 2012; Ozaralli & Rivenburgh, 2016; Lee et al. 2005; 
emphasized the positive role of entrepreneurial education in people’s future entrepreneurial spirit. Further, education also 
plays a remarkable role in developing primary knowledge, skills, and competence as set of capabilities essential to entrepre-
neurship (Thanha et al., 2020). Entrepreneurship education is specified as the most pivotal factor that would support young-
sters to embrace and develop their entrepreneurial approach (Gorman, Hanlon, & King, 1997; Walstad & Kourilsky, 1998). 
Building on the above discussions, the following hypothesis is proposed:  

Hypothesis 6 (H6). The student's entrepreneurial education will significantly affect his/her entrepreneurial intention.  

Many authors provide evidence that the individual’s family background can significantly affect their entrepreneurial intention 
by molding their attitudes (Gunnarsson, 2000; Garo et al., 2015; Kirkwood, 2007; Mueller, 2006). 

Similarly, Shapero (1982) concluded that fathers, mothers, and peers play the biggest role in entrepreneurial behaviors and 
the attractiveness of establishing a business. Recent literature reviews focusing on students and their family entrepreneurial 
background showed a strong positive relationship between a family’s entrepreneurial background and entrepreneurial intent 
(Garo et al., 2015; Mitrovic Veljkovic et al., 2019). Therefore, the relationship between family entrepreneurial exposure and 
entrepreneurial intention is hypothesized as follows: 
 

Hypothesis 7 (H7). The student's family entrepreneurial exposure will significantly affect his/her entrepreneurial intention.  

Regarding the students' successful entrepreneurial family, Ozaralli and Rivenburgh (2016) found that exposure to a successful 
entrepreneurial family had a significant contribution to the entrepreneurial intent of both US and Turkish student samples. 
Students who come from successful entrepreneurial families have higher tendencies to establish their own businesses (Liñán, 
Rodriguez-Cohard, & Rueda-Cantuche, 2005; Mueller, 2006; Ozaralli & Rivenburgh, 2016). In addition, Mitrovic Veljkovic 
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et al. (2019) found that Hungarian business-owning families significantly influenced their students to become entrepreneurs. 
According to Fairlie and Robb (2005) and Mcelwee (2003), family history reveals that children of entrepreneurial parents 
have a bigger propensity to select self-employment and develop their entrepreneurial potential. Further, some entrepreneurs 
admitted that they got their skills, confidence, values, financial help, and marketing aid from their family’s business (Altınay, 
2008; Dunn & Eakin, 2000). Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 8 (H8). The student's successful entrepreneurial family will significantly affect his/her entrepreneurial intention.  

2.3 Societal factors as entrepreneurial determinants: Present economic and political conditions of the home country, Future 
economic and political conditions of the home country, and Cultural valuation 

Entrepreneurial intention is connected to economic, political, and cultural mechanisms (Gelard & Saleh, 2011; Kot, Meyer, 
& Broniszewska, 2016). Ozaralli and Rivenburgh (2016) found that the present and future economic and political conditions 
of one’s home country could favorably or unfavorably influence their intentions to start their own businesses. Perceived 
entrepreneurial opportunities are positively associated with economic reforms and new venture entry decisions (Elton & 
Weidinger, 2019). Decades ago, Dunhof (1949) found that at the initial stage of economic development, entrepreneurs had 
low levels of initiative and drive, but as economic development proceeded, they became more innovative and enthusiastic. 
Additionally, numerous factors are found to transfer or motivate entrepreneurial intentions while others become obstacles that 
kill it—these are business environmental factors and personal circumstances (Duong et al., 2020; Trung et al., 2020). For 
example, these may be bureaucratic procedures, corruption, intellectual property rights, business cycle fluctuations, top infla-
tion rates, and high unemployment. Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:  

Hypothesis 9 (H9). The student's home country’s economic and political condition will significantly affect his/her entrepre-
neurial intention. 

Hypothesis 10 (H10). The student's home country’s future economic and political condition will significantly affect his/her 
entrepreneurial intention.  

 Gasse and Tremblay (2011) suggested that a country’s cultural environment could favor or discourage a student’s entrepre-
neurial career decisions. Guerrero, Rialp, and Urbano (2008) deduced that positive cultural stands toward entrepreneurship 
and the status given to entrepreneurs played influential roles in students' intentions to set their own businesses. Thus, culture 
plays a strong part in motivating individuals, groups, and communities to accept certain prevalent behaviors in other societies 
(Thomas & Mueller, 2000). Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:  

Hypothesis 11 (H11). The student's home country’s entrepreneurial culture will significantly affect his/her entrepreneurial 
intention.  

3. Methodology 

Given the study’s aim to increase the understanding of factors that influence university students' entrepreneurial intentions, a 
questionnaire-based survey that encompasses a diversity of multi-item measures was designed for both public and private 
university students. The study covered three public universities (Sudan University of Sciences and Technology, University of 
Khartoum, and Al-Neelain University) and one private university. Data collection was carried out late in the first term of the 
2018–2019 academic year using random convenience sampling. The study sampled only students that were in their final and 
semi-final semesters, just before graduating from the university. To insure the participants' confidence and willingness to fill 
the questionnaire, a short letter explaining the purpose of the survey was attached to the questionnaire. This self-administrated 
questionnaire was initially written in English, then translated to Arabic, and translated back to English after data collection. 
This process was completed by two university translation lecturers. Twenty-five final-year students of Sudan University of 
Sciences and Technology (SUST) pre-tested and refined the questionnaire. After the scale measures satisfied the reliabilities, 
the final questionnaire was distributed. The questionnaire contained two sections. The first section was about participants' 
personal profiles, while the second section was on the study’s main variables. All the questionnaire items were based on a 
five-point Likert scale. Statistical techniques including descriptive statistics, common method bias tests, exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA), reliability tests, and smartPLS, were applied for data analysis. 

3.1 Sample and data collection 

For primary data collection, the study used convenience sampling. This type of sampling involves using easy-to-reach or 
conveniently placed participants among different universities. Of the 550 questionnaires distributed, 296 of them were col-
lected, all of which were usable, thus, a response rate of 84.6%. Table 1 illustrates the personal profiles of participants. The 
study’s male participants accounted for 59%, while the females accounted for 41%. Those between the ages of 22 and 27 
years accounted for 61.1% of the sample; 27% were less than 22 years; 9.5% were between 27 and 32 years, and 2.4% were 
more than 32 years. Of the sample, 50% were from SUST, 28% from University of Khartoum, 13.5% from Al-Neelain Uni-
versity, and 8.5% from the private university.  

 



M. S. Y. Ali and E. A. E. E. Abou  / Management Science Letters 10 (2020) 2853

Table 1  
Personal profile of the study's participants 

                              Variable  Frequency Percent 
Gender  Male  174 59.0 

Female  122 41.0 
 
 
Age  

Less than 22 80 27.0 
From 22 to 27 181 61.1 
From 27 to 32 28 9.5 
More than 32 7 2.4 

 
University 

SUST 148 50.0 
U of K 83 28.0 
Al-Neelain  40 13.5 
Private University 25 8.5 

Total  296 100% 
 

3.2 Measures 

This study applied measures conducted from well-examined existing scales provided by previous literature, some rewording 
and modifications were made to suit the Sudan student context. It is worth mentioning that all participants' responses were 
assessed using a five-point Likert scale, with response scores ranging between 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). 
Personality factors were assessed as follows. The measure for risk-taking propensity, based on attitude toward taking risks, 
was borrowed from Gomez-Mejia and Balkin (1989), Scheier and Carver (1992), and Norton and Moore (2006), involving a 
five-item Likert-type scale. Items included were “I am willing to take higher risks for higher returns” and “I never fear moving 
into a new undertaking I know nothing about.” The innovativeness measure, adopted from scales used by Scheier and Carver 
(1992) and Thomas and Mueller (2000), contained five items. These items encompassed “I like to experiment with various 
ways of doing the same thing” and “I am able to get around difficulties through strokes of ingenuity and resourcefulness.” 
Optimism was measured by four positive items from the scale by Scheier and Carver (1992). The items included “I always 
look on the bright side of things” and “I feel my performance will improve next year.” The competitiveness measure was 
borrowed from Lynn's (1991) scale, which consisted of five items including “I enjoy working in situations involving compe-
tition with others” and “I usually get what I want, because I worked hard for it.” Social factors were assessed as follows. The 
experiential activities measure was borrowed from studies of Amabile and Pillemer (2012) and Page (2007), which included 
five items such as “I always read books by foreign authors”, “I always watch foreign movies,” and “I always meet new people 
from different cultures.” The entrepreneurship education measure was derived from a widely used measure by studies of 
Vesper (1983), Kolveried (1996), Bechard and Toulouse (1998), and Gorman et al. (1997). This measure uses a four-item 
Likert-type scale. The items included “I am interested in receiving entrepreneurial training as part of my university education” 
and “I hope to have more business-related education before I start a new business.” Entrepreneurial family exposure was 
assessed based on the works of Chen, Greene, and Crick (1998) and Ozaralli and Rivenburgh (2016), this four item measure 
included statements such as “I have a family member who started a business in the last five years” and “I have an immediate 
family member who started a business.” Similarly, successful entrepreneurial family was assessed through a four-item meas-
ure derived from the scales by Chen et al. (1998) and Ozaralli and Rivenburgh (2016), which included items like “I have a 
family member who was successful as an entrepreneur” and “I have a family member who will be a successful entrepreneur 
in the next five years.” Societal factors were measured as follows. Cultural valuation was measured through a scale developed 
by Liñán (2008). This five-item Likert-type scale comprised items like “The culture in my country is highly favorable towards 
entrepreneurial activities” and “The entrepreneur’s role in the economy is generally undervalued in my country.” Present and 
future economic and political conditions of home countries were measured through scales borrowed from Ozaralli and Riv-
enburgh (2016), which had four items for each aspect of the variable. These items included “I think that the current economic 
conditions of my home country are better for starting a new business” and “I think that the current political conditions of my 
home country are better for starting a new business.” For future economic and political conditions, items included “I think 
that the economic conditions of my home country in the coming five to 10 years will be better” and “I think that the political 
conditions of my home country in the coming five to 10 years will be better.”  

Lastly, entrepreneurial intention was assessed using scales by Liñán and Chen (2009) and Thompson (2009), which included 
six items. Example items are “I plan to start a new business within five years of completing my studies” and “It is one of my 
career’s aims to become an entrepreneur.” 

4. Data analysis 

4.1 Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 
 
The study employed EFA to test 55 items of the questionnaire that reflected twelve variables of the model. As a result, ten 
items that did not satisfy the factor measuring terms were deleted from the analyses process. In addition, on the final run, the 
items tested measuring loading ranged between .640 and .948, and the average variance extracted (AVE) was above the 
recommended level of .5 for the remaining items. The 𝑅 = .526, adjusted 𝑅 = .438, and the explained cumulative variance 
was 000% of the study data.  
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On the other hand, CFA, using Smart PLS 3.0, was conducted to check the model fit and the measurements scores are shown 
on Figure 1. To achieve the covariance between the questionnaire items, nine items were dropped from the 55 model items, 
resulting in an acceptable model fit. The fit indices detected that the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) is .095, 
Chi-square is 1.176.453, d_ULS is 5.961, NFI is .471, P Close is >0.05, and the model RMS Theta is .195. The above indices 
altogether displayed a desirable fit. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 1. The study model fit 

4.2 Reliability and validity 

This section reports on the reliability indicators, convergent validity, and discriminatory validity methods that were used to 
test the constructs’ goodness of measures.  

Table 2  
Standardized Regression Weight 

  Cronbach's Alpha rho_A Composite Reliability  AVE 
Competitiveness 0.446 0.447 0.783 0.643 
Cultural valuation 0.757 0.779 0.846 0.580 
Future Economic political conditions 0.867 0.878 0.910 0.717 
Economic/political conditions 0.877 0.877 0.916 0.732 
Entrepreneurial education 0.822 0.900 0.916 0.845 
Entrepreneurial family 0.718 0.718 0.842 0.639 
Experiential activities 0.764 0.780 0.894 0.808 
Innovativeness 0.772 0.779 0.869 0.690 
Intention 0.623 0.623 0.841 0.726 
Optimism 0.578 0.577 0.780 0.542 
Risk-taking propensity 0.743 0.744 0.853 0.660 
Successful entrepreneurial family 0.826 0.828 0.885 0.659 

 

Table 2 reveals the composite reliability (CR) scores, ranging between .780 and .916, confirming acceptable reliability (Ba-
gozzi & Yi, 1988; Hair et al., 2010). Further, the Cronbach's Alpha value for competitiveness is less than 0.5 (questionable 
remark), but at the same time, in the Composite Reliability, it is equal to 0.783, which is greater than the suggested score 0.7. 
However, all the other constructs satisfied the recommended values. Thus, these results show that the study's constructs meet 
satisfactory internal consistency reliability levels. For the convergent validity test, the study used the average variance ex-
tracted (AVE) method. Table 2 reveals all the AVE values that exceed the recommended score of 0.5, which shows that the 
study's model meets acceptable convergent validity levels. In order to confirm the discriminant validity, this study used the 
heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio of correlations test by Henseler et al. (2014) to assess whether the measure performs well 
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on both types of SEM (Voorhees, Brady, Calantone, & Ramirez, 2015). Table 3 shows the discriminant  validity scores, which 
reflect that the measures meet the HTMT criterion. Based on the above findings, this study’s measurement model was con-
cluded to be valid and reliable in the terms of the observed scores’ internal consistency, and convergent and discriminant 
validities before the hypothesis’s tests were done. 

Table 3 
Discriminant  validity 

Cultural valuation 0.416                     
Economic political conditions 0.842 0.388                   
Economic/political conditions 0.643 0.472 0.844                 
Entrepreneurial education 0.788 0.416 0.686 0.635               
Entrepreneurial family 0.602 0.275 0.683 0.658 0.692             
Experiential activities 0.442 0.271 0.675 0.511 0.518 0.808           
Innovativeness 0.797 0.363 0.545 0.623 0.475 0.393 0.526         
Intention 0.622 0.815 0.567 0.463 0.612 0.451 0.366 0.629       
Optimism 0.758 0.414 0.559 0.515 0.455 0.453 0.463 0.775 0.307     
Risk-taking propensity 0.544 0.525 0.524 0.672 0.752 0.475 0.610 0.589 0.460 0.718   
Successful entrepreneurial family 0.782 0.563 0.888 0.815 0.816 0.718 0.716 0.397 0.605 0.395 0.725 

 

4.3 Common method bias 

To evaluate the overall quality of the study's framework measurements, Kock and Lynn (2012), Kock and Gaskins (2014), 
and Kock (2015) proposed a full collinearity test that comprehensively processes simultaneous evaluations of vertical and 
lateral collinearity, using WarpPLS software, and variance inflation factors (VIFs) for latent variables. Table 4 displays the 
outputs of VIFs that were obtained from the above test. To that end, all variables, except one (Q38), showed a VIF less than 
3.3. Therefore, the study's measurements can be considered safe from common method bias. 

Table 4  
Full collinearity of VIFs outer values 

Item VIF Items VIF Items VIF 
Q11 1.748 Q29 1.640 Q4 1.168 
Q12 1.764 Q3 1.153 Q40 1.703 
Q13 1.090 Q30 2.114 Q42 1.801 
Q16 1.090 Q31 2.241 Q43 1.384 
Q19 1.617 Q32 1.978 Q44 1.336 
Q2 1.254 Q33 2.351 Q45 1.538 
Q20 1.617 Q34 2.801 Q46 1.257 
Q23 1.948 Q35 3.041 Q48 1.257 
Q24 1.948 Q36 1.639 Q5 1.313 
Q25 1.349 Q37 3.055 Q6 2.052 
Q26 1.440 Q38 3.379 Q7 2.259 
Q28 1.445 Q39 2.186 Q9 1.272 

 

4.4 Structural model and hypotheses testing 

The study’s overall model fit was evaluated through SEM in accordance with procedures proposed by Bagozzi and Yi (1991) 
and Hair et al. (2010). The study's R-square value is equal to 0.78, showing that the variance explains 0.78 of entrepreneurial 
intention. The structural model of the study appears to have the same values of the model fit revealed in Table 5.  

Table 5 
Study paths' coefficients for hypothesis testing 

Paths  Original 
Sample (O) 

Sample 
Mean (M) 

Standard 
Deviation 
(STDEV) 

T Statistics 
(|O/STDEV|) 

P 
Values 

Competitiveness → Intention 0.067  0.028 0.157 0.43 0.667 
Cultural valuation → Intention 0.455  0.464 0.107 4.243 0.000 
Economic political conditions → Intention 0.23 0.185 0.249 0.924 0.356 
Future economic/political conditions → Intention -0.203 -0.181 0.185 1.098 0.273 
Entrepreneurial education → Intention 0.316 0.311 0.219 1.441 0.150 
Entrepreneurial family → Intention 0.026 0.009 0.15 0.171 0.865 
Experiential activities → Intention -0.226 -0.192 0.161 1.41 0.159 
Innovativeness → Intention 0.365 0.34 0.113 3.227 0.001 
Optimism → Intention -0.209 -0.115 0.154 1.364 0.173 
Risk-taking propensity → Intention -0.072 -0.1 0.158 0.456 0.649 
Successful entrepreneurial family → Intention 0.065 0.112 0.228 0.286 0.775 
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Table 5 depicts the main information concerning the hypothesized relationships paths. Under P-value for statistical signifi-
cance, two paths, Cultural valuation -> Intention and Innovativeness -> Intention, show significantly positive influence (p-
value < 0.05), supporting their respective hypothesis. The other nine paths observed statistically insignificant influences; 
therefore, their hypothesized relationships were not supported. 

5. Discussion 
 
The study shows that the sampled Sudanese university students had low entrepreneurial intention (based on a 5-point Likert 
scale) during the last three years. Only two factors of the study, innovativeness and cultural valuation, agreed with the study’s 
original conceptualization. These finding concur with prior studies, which emphasized that, innovation as a universal trait 
leads to high levels of entrepreneurial intentions (Ozaralli & Rivenburgh, 2016). Students are able to perceive business op-
portunities and believe that they can acquire the ability to succeed in unusual situations. Further, a student’s culture is highly 
favorable to entrepreneurial activities and plays a valuable role in the economy. This result aligns with Ozaralli and Riv-
enburgh’s (2016) finding that United States and Turkish students’ homes countries’ cultural valuations influenced their entre-
preneurial intentions. 

On the other hand, this study reveals that the other factors have insignificant relationships with entrepreneurial intention. The 
justification for this may be as follows. First are the students’ perceived societal barriers, including unfavorable present eco-
nomic and political conditions of their home countries, expectations of unfavorable future conditions, and an increase in 
poverty and unemployment rates in the capital of Sudan. Fluctuations in societal conditions lead to economic and political 
instability, high market fluctuations, and high unemployment rates. Likewise, these findings concurred with those of previous 
researches such as findings that Turkey’s unfavorable present and future political and economic situations discourage Turkish 
students and cause them to make unfavorable assessments about their entrepreneurial intentions (Ozaralli & Rivenburgh, 
2016). In support of this, it becomes evident that financial constraints are the key barriers to entrepreneurship (Finnerty & 
Krzystofik, 1985; Thanha et al., 2020).  

Second are the student's social barriers, including lack of experiential activities, lack of entrepreneurial family exposure, and 
lack of entrepreneurship education. These findings agree with Gubik and Farkas’s (2016) research results that entrepreneurial 
education significantly influences most students to become entrepreneurs. The absence of successful entrepreneurial families 
that the students could inherit or from which they could acquire certain needed skills, experience, and confidence might be an 
obstacle to entrepreneurship intention. This finding agrees with the arguments of Garo et al. (2015) and Mitrovic Veljkovic 
et al. (2019) that students or young people who lack entrepreneurial role models in their families lack entrepreneurial potential. 
Further, individuals that do not belong to entrepreneurial families tend to lack support—an important element for business 
success—such as receiving inspiration and funding for their potential entrepreneurial activities (Akehurst, Simarro, & Mas-
Tur, 2012; Dunn & Eakin, 2000; Olszewska, 2015). The study also found that few students wished to pursue entrepreneurial 
careers immediately after leaving university. This result is similar to that of Akava (2016), who found that a great majority 
(69%) of university-educated young people indicated that they would prefer to work as employees compared to the 8% that 
aspired to becoming entrepreneurs. These findings imply that these students have negative attitudes toward an entrepreneurial 
career, likely due to the current difficulties of creating new businesses, the lack of opportunities to experience foreign cultures, 
and their country’s conditions. In contrast, those students who have positive attitudes toward an entrepreneurial career and 
high self-confidence possess more favorable intentions and abilities to create their own businesses (Peterman and Kennedy 
2003). 

Third, there are personality barriers, including pessimism, lack of competitiveness, and fear of failure. The students felt neg-
atively about the economic conditions of their country and did not expect any improvement, adversely affecting their entre-
preneurship intentions. High uncertainty about the external environment decreases the ability to plan for new projects, as well 
as the willingness to take risks. This outcome is in line with some authors' findings that suggest that optimism among educa-
tional institutions, investors, media, and communities today is required to support future entrepreneurship (Khan, Sharma, & 
Thoudam, 2019). The fear of taking risks has negative effects on entrepreneurial intention (Giacomin et al., 2011). The find-
ings of this study also emphasized competitiveness as a personality trait that affects entrepreneurial intention. Finally, entre-
preneurship is a planned behavior; that is, an intentional process that requires previous planning (Bird & Jelinek, 1988; Krue-
ger & Carsrud, 1993; Krueger et al., 2000).  

5.1 Limitations and future studies 

This study suffered a few limitations, especially since the data was collected from only four universities. Firstly, it has utilized 
the questionnaire survey as the preliminary quantitative data collection technique. Future studies should apply qualitative 
and/or mixed techniques. Secondly, the study measured the factors of entrepreneurial intention using variables adopted from 
previous researches. Further studies should employ other variables related to personality, social, and social factors to measure 
students’ entrepreneurial intention. Thirdly, the study only focused on testing the direct effects of three types of factors. Future 
studies may extend this study model by inserting moderating and mediating variables to reach positive significant relation-
ships. Finally, the small number of study participants researched is a considerable limitation as well. Future studies should 
remedy this restriction by widening the sample size. 
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6. Conclusion and implication 
 

The study has provided interesting insight on Sudanese entrepreneurship and fetches advantageous recommendations to gov-
ernment, policymakers, and universities. This study outlines both significant and insignificant factors of Sudanese graduates’ 
entrepreneurship intentions and suggests the need for the development of personal and professional characteristics, as well as 
implications about external conditions. For instance, students’ low intentions to start businesses within five years of complet-
ing their studies indicates a need to improve Sudan’s attractiveness in terms of entrepreneurship, especially since students 
perceive the difficulty in starting businesses in the current economic and political conditions. 

To increase students’ willingness and abilities to start businesses, the government and policymakers should focus on cultivat-
ing innovativeness and cultural valuations towards entrepreneurial activities and create an environment that will spread this 
positive outlook on entrepreneurship. Additionally, they should make further efforts in funding business incubators and re-
considering the current microfinance programs being offered to graduates. At the same time, universities should assign more 
attention to developing the entrepreneurial ecosystem within their institutions, introducing or increasing training programs or 
classes that cover different aspects of entrepreneurship, and holding seminars that present examples of successful students or 
graduate led businesses from different countries. Doing these will provide the students with the required competencies, 
knowledge, and skills that facilitate business creation and management. Students would also learn how to cope better with 
entrepreneurial challenges and barriers that are common in new ventures and heighten their inclinations towards entrepre-
neurship. Lastly, communities and students' families should be encouraged to provide positive support. 
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