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Abstract: Entrepreneurial intentions determine to a large extent the entrepreneurial behavior;
therefore, the study of those intentions and the factors that influence them constitute a valid research
area. The purpose of this regional comparative study was to design a new causal model of the
formation of the entrepreneurial intention among young adults in Spain and Poland. Using the
Structural Equation Modeling (PLS) methodology, the results show that subjective variables (beliefs,
social norms, values) initiate the chain of effects that influence the action variables (motivation,
self-efficacy, intention). Attitude is the nexus variable between both groups of variables. It is verified
that there are no significant differences in the responses to the items or in the causal relationships of the
model between both countries. This confirms the relevance of a homogenizing generational approach
at a global level that allows the application of policies to promote the entrepreneurial intention for
the entire segment. The proposed model takes into account and complements the previous designs,
and is practical because it can be used at different levels of the education sector and by institutions
promoting entrepreneurship and sustainability.

Keywords: entrepreneurial intention; attitude; social norm; subjective personal variables; motivation;
beliefs; values

1. Introduction

Entrepreneurship is a phenomenon that is essential to economic growth and sustainable
development of the countries, as well as to the creation of employment and prevention of economic
crises [1–3]. At the individual level, the creation of companies has contributed enormously to satisfying
the need for achievement of individuals who possess creative competencies and a propensity to
risk [4,5]. However, on many occasions and for many reasons, the intentions of some entrepreneurs do
not materialize in real projects, and the journey of entrepreneurship does not come to fruition [6,7].
For these reasons, researchers in this field make efforts to identify and strengthen the factors on which
the venture depends [8,9].

Special interest exists in the literature to improve the degree of knowledge of the variables that
favor entrepreneurship in a regional context [10–12]. The phenomenon of globalization and the
development of ICT have accentuated it, as they make entrepreneurship an international phenomenon,
questioning the influence of regional and national frameworks [13–15]. There are two main lines of
research about the factors that favor entrepreneurship [14,16]. The contextual approach assumes that
environmental factors (e.g., education, culture, access to financial resources) are the most influential
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elements in the process of creating a company [14,17]. Entrepreneurs cannot innovate in isolation,
they are influenced by, and dependent on, the institutional context in which they operate [18–20].
The institutional context consists of normative, regulative and cultural-cognitive institutions [21].
Regulative institutions are formal rules and laws. Normative institutions include social obligations
and expectations, such as norms and values.

In the approach of human capital, the entrepreneur becomes the key element in the undertaking [22,23].
In the second approach, the works have focused on identifying the main attributes of the entrepreneur
(e.g., values, self-efficacy, motivation), generally analyzed through their perceptions [24,25]. The focus of
human capital predominates in the literature, and therefore, regional differences in entrepreneurial behavior
tend to be explained to a greater extent by linking them to the personal factors of entrepreneurship [26].
In this approach, the role of contextual variables, which are more stable over time, consists in influencing the
configuration of the personal factors of entrepreneurship [27]. Among the attributes of the entrepreneur,
the entrepreneurial intention has acquired particular relevance in the literature. This is because it is the
variable that best predicts entrepreneurial behavior [28,29].

There is also a need to study the entrepreneurial intention in a regional context in different
population segments, since numerous sociological studies show the increasing homogenization of
cognitive, affective-relational and behavioral patterns derived from the globalization process [30]. This is
especially relevant for younger generations, such as the so-called Generation Y or Millennials (young
people born approximately betwen 1980 and 2000). Authors such as Nabi, Holden and Walmsley [31]
suggest their quantitative importance and relevance in the generational change in the current population
of entrepreneurs. Particularly high is the interest in knowing the entrepreneurial intention in the case
of university students because they are a good representation of that generation [32,33]. It is now
generally accepted that education is vital in the creation of entrepreneurial individuals and in turn an
entrepreneurial community [34,35]. Universities are the pillars of knowledge, providing students with
a high level of information and skills needed to develop entrepreneurial tendencies [36]. Additionally,
in the 2018 Global Student Entrepreneurship report (www.guesssurvey.org) special emphasis is placed
on the crucial impact of student entrepreneurship, both economically and socially, making the study of
entrepreneurial intention an even more relevant topic. At the university stage, students define their
future perspectives in the short and medium terms, with entrepreneurship becoming a job option that
is increasingly valued by them [37]. Likewise, it has been verified that education favors the learning of
entrepreneurship and allows to distinguish the people who become entrepreneurs from those who do
not. At the same time, it has been posited that inadequate education may hinder the entrepreneurial
intention among students [38–40].

Descriptive studies have been developed on the personal factors on which entrepreneurship
depends at a regional level, as is the case of the studies developed by the Global Entrepreneurship
Monitor (GEM) (www.gemconsortium.org) [41]. GEM data provide insights into a population of
individuals engaged in self-employment; however, they are limited in terms of the number of
observations and variables included in the survey [42]. Likewise, causal models including personal
variables and to a lesser extent, contextual variable have been developed, with the intention of
identifying the dependent variable most used in these models [43]. The causal models have been
fundamentally based on the proposal of Shapero and Sokol [44] of the entrepreneurial event and on
the planned behavior model of Ajzen [29,45,46]. These models have received some criticism, and other
authors have emphasized the importance of further clarifying the role played by certain personal
variables. The need to introduce new subjective personal variables associated with action, such as
beliefs and motivation, has also been highlighted [47].

The article contributes important insights to this Special Issue, taking into account that youth
entrepreneurship could influence sustainable and economic development of regions. The article defines
the factors that influence the entrepreneurial intention in the case of young people. Policymakers
can use the findings of this research to establish policies to improve the conditions in their regional
ecosystems for sustainable entrepreneurship. Hence, the findings can help them achieve their goal
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of transitioning to a more sustainable local economy. Specifically, the results show that there is a
potential for action in this field to improve the influence on the entrepreneurial intention in the
teaching and learning process. To address the concerns and suggestions found in the literature and
to enrich this special issue of Sustainability Journal this study aims at causal analysis in a regional
comparative framework of personal variables that influence the entrepreneurial intention of the young
people of Spain and Poland. Both countries are members of the EU and present sufficient similarities
and differences to verify whether a homogenizing generational approach has greater weight on the
entrepreneurial intention, using exclusively personal variables, than the possible differences in these
variables that could derive from contextual aspects characteristic of each country. One of the articles
on the expectations of Generation Y (students from Poland and Spain) regarding the labor market
concluded that, despite the differences, (due to history and lifestyle) Millennials from both countries
have a lot in common: They put bonds with loved ones among the priorities, their field of study is
determined by their own interests and they expect a good atmosphere, decent earnings and work-life
balance from their future workplace [48].

The proposed causal model, which takes into account previous reference models, is new and
complete because of the type and number of personal variables and relationships it includes. Unlike
the GUESS reports, this study includes variables and causal relationships that these reports do
not contemplate. This model includes only subjective personal variables (e.g., beliefs, social norm)
and personal action variables (e.g., motivation, self-efficacy). The inclusion of subjective variables,
and social and conditioned nature, allows to determine to what extent entrepreneurship is a conscious
or conditioned process.

If it is confirmed that there are no significant differences between the models of both countries,
or in the responses to the items, the existence of a homogenizing generational approach could be
revealed. In this way, measures to promote entrepreneurship in different regional contexts could
be adopted at an educational and institutional level and for the entire segment. However, not all
variables of the proposed causal model are equally manageable by educational institutions. In order to
carry out the comparisons between both countries, novel statistical techniques are introduced in this
study, such as the discriminant analysis and the multigroup AMS analysis in a PLS-SEM context [49],
the permutation test [50], and the analysis of the invariance of measure (MICOM) [51].

The article is structured in the following way. Analysis of the entrepreneurial intention is addressed
first. Next, the model and the hypotheses associated with it are presented, to subsequently present the
results as well as their discussion.,. The paper ends with the conclusions and implications of the study,
followed by the indication of the possible future research directions.

2. Theoretical Development

The intention is conceived as a conscious, deliberate and planned mental state that precedes the
action and allows direct attention to certain behaviors, such as the behavior of creating a company [52,53].
The intention has also been called propensity, motivation and intentional decision [38]. In the context
of entrepreneurship, the entrepreneurial intention is defined as the attempt to create new businesses,
including self-employment or the expansion of an existing business by an individual, a team of
individuals or an already established business [54,55].

Entrepreneurial intention (EI) is a state of mind [56] leading an individual to choose
self-employment over working for another. Various studies, such as that of Turton and Herrington [57],
Hornsby et al. [58] and Guerrero and Peña-Legazkue [59] discuss the positive relationship between
EI and entrepreneurial activity, as well as its subsequent connection with economic development.
The growing interest in the study of entrepreneurial intention is related to several factors. In the first
place, the intention has a high correlation with the behavior of creating a company; this correlation
being in some cases higher than 0.90 and 0.96 [6,60]. Moreover, the intention allows us to explain a high
percentage of the variance of the behavior of entrepreneurship, and it is the variable that most accurately
predicts entrepreneurial behavior [61]. In the educational context, some authors have also found a
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positive and significant causal relationship between intention and entrepreneurial behavior [60,62,63].
On the other hand, the intention is a measure of the will and effort that the entrepreneur is ready to
make to establish a company [37,64,65].

Essentially, there have been three models that serve as a guide to understand the development of
the entrepreneurial intention: The Bird model [66] to implement business ideas, the entrepreneurial
event model (EEM) of Shapero and Sokol [44] about the business event, and Ajzen’s theory of the
planned behavior [45] (TPB). EEM and TPB are “the two most extensively tested competing theories
that have been used to explain entrepreneurial intention” [67,68]. In the Shapero and Sokol model [44]
the entrepreneurial intention is formed based on perceived desirability, perceived viability and the
propensity to act [69]. Theory of planned action, in turn, maintains that the intention to establish
an enterprise is dependent on the three variables: Attitude toward behavior, perceived behavioral
control and subjective norm. In this model, attitude is the initial variable of the chain of direct and
indirect effects that leads to intention [70,71]. The attitude in this model corresponds to the perceived
desirability included in the former model, and behavioral control is a form of perceived viability,
considered in the Shapero and Sokol model [44]. Ajzen adds the subjective norm in the second model,
which also influences the entrepreneurial intention [72–74]. Intention-based models are implemented
successfully in social psychology, marketing and management, and prior research revealed very
interesting empirical conclusions. All the determinants indicated in the TPB and EEM models showed
that the variables included in the two models have a positive and direct effect on entrepreneurial
intentions among young people [65].

Although both models have been empirically tested and offer satisfactory predictions of the
entrepreneurial intention, the use of the theory of planned behavior predominates in the literature,
due to its high predictive power [69]. Due to the predictive power of intention over entrepreneurial
behavior, in the majority of the designed models, the entrepreneurial intention has been used as a
dependent variable [69,75].

In addition to the variables mentioned in the causal models of reference, other authors have
focused on other personal variables than those mentioned above, highlighting demographic variables,
life history, work experience and gender [68,76,77]. Psychological variables have also been taken
into account, as is the case of motivation or personality traits (e.g., commitment, self-esteem, safety,
extroversion) [62,78,79]. In any case, the most influential articles regarding entrepreneurial intention
can be classified into five groups. The first category includes articles that address theoretical and
methodological issues that test the central models [72]. The second category includes articles focused
on variables, such as gender [80], family roles [81], social capital [82], and personality traits [83].
The third group of studies addresses the role of education in the context of entrepreneurship [84].
The documents that are classified in the fourth category, the least numerous, focus on the role of context
and institutions, covering samples from several countries [85]. The last group of articles analyzes
the links between intention and behavior, confirming the high predictive potential of intention on
entrepreneurial behavior [86,87].

Despite the conducted studies and the obtained findings, there is a number of reasons that suggest
the need to deepen the study of entrepreneurial intention, particularly in the case of young people
because there is consensus in the literature regarding personal factors that influence their entrepreneurial
intention, as well as divergence from other factors in different contexts (e.g., marketing) [88,89].
In the first place, some researchers consider it necessary to enrich the theoretical framework on the
entrepreneurial intention [8,61]. At the empirical level, the emphasis is placed first on the enrichment
of the models designed for study [90,91]. In this sense, some authors propose that new variables and
relationships are introduced into the models. This is the case of commitment [92], and also of cognitive
scripts, schemas and mental maps, which play a relevant role in the formation of the entrepreneurial
intention through automatic processing [92].

At the contextual level, some researchers propose to deepen the understanding of the influence of
institutions [93] and culture [94] on entrepreneurial intention. Likewise, it would be of great interest
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to investigate further the entrepreneurial intention in the wide range of business scenarios, such as
social entrepreneurship [95], family entrepreneurship [96], and entrepreneurship in the academic
context [61,97]. In the latter case, it would be useful to explore the possible causal link between
some educational variables (e.g., selection of participants, course contents, pedagogical methods) and
certain factors that influence the intention and/or behavior (e.g., attitudes, values, abilities) [78,98].
Finally, some researchers suggest the need to carry out a greater number of comparative studies
of the entrepreneurial intention at the regional level [52,94,99], and in the context of sustainable
entrepreneurship [99,100].

Particularly noteworthy is the recent trend that emphasizes the role of certain subjective variables
in the formation of entrepreneurial intention. This is the case of the social norm, or of the process of
identity and social self-categorization of the entrepreneur [101]. Within this stream, it is considered
that, although companies are created voluntarily and intentionally [28,43], it is the socialization that
creates ground for unconscious internalization of attitudes and values that, ultimately, will make
the entrepreneur create a company [76,77]. This raises the need to determine to what extent the
entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurship are voluntary processes and conscious or conditioned
and unconscious. This study is framed in this stream of thought because it analyzes the causal influence
of certain subjective variables on certain personal variables associated with the action, which in turn
influence the intention and behavior of undertaking.

3. Model and Hypothesis

During their development process, students adopt a series of beliefs about various aspect of
life, including entrepreneurship and the role that education plays in its promotion [102]. It can be
affirmed in this sense that socio-culture influences entrepreneurship because it takes place within
a social context and a network of relationships that facilitate such beliefs, as well as the infinity
of aspects, such as the detection of opportunities, the acquisition of resources or the legitimacy
of the company [69,103]. Beliefs are accepted and internalized by specific individuals or groups,
usually unconsciously, and carry with them the obligation to perform behaviors to achieve compliance.
In this way, the beliefs reflect a commitment and intentions of ideal behavior according to what a
person feels should be done [25,104,105]. It can be affirmed that beliefs are a measure of expectations
about behavior and the corresponding motivation to fulfill them [106–108].

In the context of the theory of planned behavior beliefs are important because they influence the
social or subjective norm, which is defined as the perception of the subject about how the people close
to him/her (e.g., family, friends) would accept his/her intentions, decisions and behavior [71]. Therefore,
the social norm also possesses an unconscious content and is derived from beliefs and is related to
them through a continuous process of causality [106,109,110]. For these reasons, some authors suggest
that beliefs should be included in models that examine behavioral intentions, in which this type of
prior sociocultural precursors are often ignored [111,112]. Taking the above into account, the first
hypothesis states that:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Beliefs about the role of education in the promotion of entrepreneurship have a direct and
positive influence on the social norm.

The values are directly related to the extent to which a person has an opinion or predisposition,
positive or negative, towards an object or behavior, in this case, the behavior of creating a company [70,113].
Moreover, values constitute criteria of action that are at the origin of any behavior, have high stability
and are formed during the process of socialization. Therefore, just as with beliefs, values are also largely
determined unconsciously and conditioned by the prevailing shared culture in society [114,115]. In any
case, in most explanatory models of the formation of entrepreneurial intention values are found in the
initial phases of the chain of direct and indirect effects that culminate in the intention and behavior of
undertaking [116,117].
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It is a proven fact that the social norm influences values [118]. It is due to the influence exercised
by the social norm that individuals adopt certain values when they perceive that these values
and associated behaviors are expected and approved by significant and influential agents [119,120].
Additionally, in a generational context, it is assumed that young people share values and are easily
influenced by other subjects, due to the pressure of conformity [121]. Particularly in the case of young
people, there is a tendency to make efforts to imitate others [122]. However, the role of the subjective
norm in entrepreneurship has not been sufficiently clarified [123]. Taking the above into account,
the following hypothesis dictates that:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The social norm has a direct and positive influence on values related to entrepreneurship.

In the context of entrepreneurship, an attitude refers to the predisposition of a person towards
the behavior of creating a company [70,113]. In explanatory models of the intention-to-undertake
attitude formation, it is also found in the initial phases of the chain of direct and indirect effects that
culminate in the intention and behavior of undertaking [116,124]. Regarding the antecedents of the
attitude, for decades social scientists have studied the values to understand the attitudes of the subjects
in different areas, as is the case of entrepreneurship [125–127], having verified that the values justify
and explain the attitudes of the individuals [128,129]. This causal relationship is otherwise reasonable
if one takes into account that the attitude is closer to the behavior, and that the values are part of the
subject’s personal philosophy, which in turn is influenced by the social norm and by the beliefs [70,113].
In this way, the attitude is also formed in the process of socialization and has an unconscious and
conditioned content. Additionally, the attitude could be considered a variable that serves as a link
between the values and other variables more linked to the action, such as motivation, self-efficacy and
intention [126]. Taking the above into account, the following hypothesis states that:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Values directly and positively influence the attitude toward entrepreneurship.

It has been found that attitude plays a fundamental activating role in the formation of the
entrepreneurial intention, usually indirectly [44,45,70]. Many authors consider that efforts should
be made to incorporate new personal variables into the models that serve as linkages between the
attitude and the entrepreneurial intention, such as the case of motivation [101,116]. In this sense,
there is a particular interest in the study of motivation to undertake, due to its high relevance in the
process of creating a company [29,130,131]. The influence of attitude on motivation has already been
verified by some authors in different fields, who have found that the favorable attitude towards a
behavior constitutes the germ of the motivation towards such behavior [131]. Therefore, the favorable
predisposition toward entrepreneurship, that is, attitude, favors the generation of motives and desires
towards the creation of a company [132]. Additionally, taking into account that the motivational
system of the subject is generated in a context of socialization and a specific cultural framework,
it is understandable that the values, the social norm and the attitude have a causal relationship,
direct or indirect, with motivation, such and as some authors suggest [133,134]. Based on the above,
the following hypothesis is established as follows:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). The attitude has a direct and positive influence on the motivation to undertake
entrepreneurial activity.

There are several reasons that motivate the entrepreneur to create a company, and all of them
are classifiable in internal or external [135,136]. Among the internal factors or of necessity, the desire
for achievement and the desire for independence and autonomy stand out, and among the external or
opportunity motives, it is worth mentioning the desire to increase income or obtain social status [8,132,137].
Regarding the consequences of motivation, it has been found that internal and external motivation
increases the alertness of entrepreneurs to new opportunities, activates creative problem solving,
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improves cognitive flexibility, leads entrepreneurs to devote considerable effort and it influences the
entrepreneurial intention [130,131].

The consequences of motivation seem to be mediated by self-efficacy, an essential attribute of
the potential entrepreneur that refers to the extent to which a person believes that he or she can
organize and execute actions effectively to produce certain achievements [138–140]. Taking into account
that self-efficacy influences the amount of effort and perseverance in the face of the difficulties and
challenges faced by the entrepreneur, it seems reasonable to think that the motivated person feels more
self-effective than the less motivated person [48,141]. Based on the foregoing, the following hypotheses
suggest that:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Motivation directly and positively influences the self-efficacy to undertake entrepreneurial activity.

Self-efficacy influences the setting of goals, expectations of results [8], and the entrepreneurial
intention, which is a measure of the will and effort that the entrepreneur is willing to make to create
the company [142–144]. This relationship between self-efficacy and intention is particularly important
because the intention is the variable that best predicts entrepreneurial behavior [61].

On the contrary with people who have a high self-efficacy, people with low self-efficacy believe
that they cannot be successful, and therefore, have less intention and less likely to make an effort,
being able to consider that challenging tasks are threats that should be avoided [139]. These processes
seem to be due to the fact that self-efficacy is related to levels of perceived personal competence,
which in turn are linked to the perception of control and the possibility of coping with processes
that assume a certain risk, as is the case of entrepreneurship [120,145]. In view of the foregoing, it is
stated that:

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Self-efficacy influences positively and directly the entrepreneurial intention.

Taking into account the hypotheses, the following a model of the relations between personal factors
and entrepreneurial intention is proposed (Figure 1). It includes variables and partial relationships
that have been verified in other studies. Additionally, in this and other studies, the subjective drivers
influence the variables that lead to the intention and action, mediated by attitude.
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(Based on the review of the literature mentioned in the development of the hypotheses).

Regional differences in entrepreneurial behavior tend to be explained to a greater extent by personal
factors of the entrepreneur than by contextual factors [26]. Therefore, it is personal variables that mainly
lead to variations in the quantity and quality of entrepreneurship at the regional level [146]. Additionally,
some researchers have confirmed the greater homogenizing weight inherent in a generational approach
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to the differentiating effect of the personal variables associated with each country [30]. Therefore,
taking into account the foregoing and considering that young people of generation Y share perceptions,
values and attitudes at a global level [147], the following hypothesis states that:

Hypothesis 7 (H7). There are no significant differences between Poland and Spain in the causal relationships
of the proposed model.

4. Research Method

4.1. Context

This study has been carried out in a public university in Poland and another in Spain, two countries
that have in common their belonging to the EU, but that have a different socio-cultural, political and
economic trajectory. From economical, institutional and cultural perspectives, having a reference point
in data from another country is cognitively beneficial and allows for more adequate and in-depth
judgments. Poland and Spain form a legitimate reference point in many respects [148]. Both countries
belong to large European economies. They are diverse geographically and demographically. They share
a similar story of the transition from closed, centralized economies to market-driven capitalist order [149].
Similarities are also noticeable in particular sectors of the economy and in the role of micro, macro and
medium-sized enterprises which contribute significantly to the employment and added value in both
economies. The reason for comparing Poland and Spain also derives from cultural and institutional
conditions favoring entrepreneurial attitudes, development of social capital, and ultimately affecting
the shape and dynamics of economic processes [148]. In addition, in the comparative research of
generation Y expectations regarding the future workplace carried out on a small group of students from
Poland and Spain, it turned out that the priorities in two countries are very similar: Both Polish and
Spanish students expect a good atmosphere at work, high earnings and work-life balance [48]. In Spain,
entrepreneurial activity has remained stable, since the economic recession, but the economic and labor
impact of established companies has increased markedly (https://www.gemconsortium.org/report).
The 2019 GEM Report of Spain highlights that the entrepreneurial activity in Spain is strongly influenced
by the recovery phase of the economic cycle, and the growth of the propensity to be an entrepreneur by
the Spanish population. The latest report highlights the increase in the perception of opportunities in
the environment (+8%), as well as entrepreneurship by opportunity versus the need (+3% vs. −20.3%).
Also highlighted in this report is an increase in the perception of entrepreneurship abilities (+8.2%),
the decrease in fear of failure (−1.1%) and a decrease in the rate of entrepreneurship (ASD) among young
people aged 18–24 years of 1.6% between 2017 and 2018. In Poland, the Polish government carried
out several legislative actions in 2018 to promote entrepreneurship, and in that same year, the social
perception regarding the creation of new companies improved. Three-fourths of adults in Poland
stated that it is easy to start a business in their country. However, the percentage of new entrepreneurs
has decreased, due to the excellent situation of their labor market. According to the data of the report
prepared by the GEM (https://www.gemconsortium.org/report), in 2018 Poland was characterized by a
somewhat lower (−0.35%) perception of the opportunities generated by entrepreneurship, a lower
fear of failure (−3.29%), a better perception of social status (+8.6%) and opportunity of employment
associated with entrepreneurship (+6.6%), as well as a lower entrepreneurial intention (−0.21%).
There is an increase in entrepreneurship among young people. In both countries, less than 10% of
entrepreneurs are international. Finally, Spain stood out in 2018 for a TEA slightly higher than that
of Poland (6.39% vs. 5.24%, respectively) and a higher perception of entrepreneurship competencies
(48.46% vs. 46.60%, respectively) (www.gemconsortium.org).

https://www.gemconsortium.org/report
https://www.gemconsortium.org/report
www.gemconsortium.org


Sustainability 2019, 11, 6993 9 of 29

4.2. Data Analysis

The study was carried out in the months of September 2018 to May of 2019 using a quantitative
method that was descriptive and causal. The partial least squares structural equation modeling approach
(PLS-SEM) has been used in this study for its advantages in the study of human behavior [150,151],
for its optimal predictive and exploratory potential using reflective indicators, because it does not
require normal distribution of data and because it allows the use of a wide range of sample sizes [152].
As carried out by other authors, the analysis of the data was done independently for Japan and
Spain [153]. It has been used the Partial Least Squares (PLS) model version 3.2.4 [154] to analyze the
measurement model, the structural model and to perform the PLS-MGA multigroup analysis. To carry
out the multigroup analysis, the measurement invariance was analyzed using MICOM; and a new
approach developed for PLS-SEM [51,155–157].

4.3. Sample and Data Collection

The population of the study was young people from Poland and Spain. It has been taken into
account that university students are a good representation of generation Y, as suggested by other
authors [32,158]. Therefore, after realizing a cluster study by degrees and courses, the two final samples
were made through random sampling of students representatively in Spanish and Poland universities.
For a more accurate assessment, the effect size (0.15) and power (0.90) indicator were specified [159,160].
First, the characteristics of the population of both universities were identified, in relation to the number
of students and gender according to the degrees and courses, as well as the sample sizes of both
institutions. As proposed by Ramsey and Hewitt [161], the representativeness of the sample in terms
of age, gender and academic profile were achieved by clearly specifying the level of data quality
and sampling design. This has allowed consistency, diversity, and transparency. Taking all this into
account, the population data distributed by degrees, gender and study programs were requested
from the two universities’ administration, with the corresponding percentages. These percentages
were taken into account in the sampling. Data from both countries concerned the academic year of
2018/2019. In the case of Poland, 1444 students studied at the Faculty of Engineering Management,
including 794 women and 650 men. Students attending the following programs were involved in the
study: Management, Logistics, Service Management and Engineering, Production Management and
Engineering. In Spain, 2279 students studied at the Faculty of Economy, Business and Tourism (957
men and 1322 women). In Poland, the sample was 26% of the population, in Spain approximately 15%.
The days and hours were chosen at random to apply the questionnaire. The process was followed in
two rounds at both universities until the samples with the appropriate characteristics and size were
completed. Performed the Mann-Whitney test, it was found that only two of the fourteen variables
observed had asymptotic bilateral significance greater than 0.05, which is why it is confirmed that the
two samples are independent [162]. Initially, the total sample included 47 more subjects who were
eliminated because they responded with the same score to all the items or because they left some item
unanswered, which indicates that the answer was 93.48%. The subjects (Table 1) were aged between 18
and 24 years old (97%). The percentage of men and women in the samples is similar to that in the
degrees in each of the two countries. Though in the selected Spanish university the total number of
students in 2018 exceeded 20,000, and in the Polish university, more than 13,000. The samples sizes
are more than the minimum requirement and in accordance with the minimum of 100 subjects when
using structural equations (PLS method) [163]. Although the two samples meet the minimum sample
size criteria, they are not the same size. The guideline to consider group sample size differences is
when one group is more than 50% larger than the other [164]. To verify that these are two independent
samples, the Mann-Whitney-U test was applied, whose result was 50,000 and a value of P (asymptotic
significance, 2-sided) less than 0.05 (Pab < 0.05) for every twelve variables observed. It can be safely
concluded that the size of both samples was adequate for the purposes of this study.
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Table 1. Details of the sample

Gender
Country

Total %Spain (%) Poland (%)

Number % Number %

Male 144 42.48% 175 45.81% 319 44.24%
Female 195 57.52% 207 54.19% 402 55.76%

Total 339 100.00% 382 100.00% 721 100.00%

4.4. Measurements

A questionnaire designed ad hoc was used as a tool for collecting data. To carry out the design of
the scale, we proceed with the analysis of the variables, the relationships, and the appropriate measures
for the proposed model, thus, generating content validity. Authors considered the observation from
the recent literature that the variables included in this study were usually measured by means of a
small number of items, thus, avoiding the methodological problems and the costs derived from the
use of multiple indicators [165]. Next, the Delphi technique was used with two groups of experts
to construct, through two rounds, the definitive content of items and relationships. After a pretest,
the final questionnaire included 14 items (see Table 2) designed following the principles of brevity and
simplicity using a Likert scale with 5 response alternatives (1: No agreement to 5: Total agreement).
It also included a control item related to the country to which the subject belonged.

For the design of the two items related to beliefs, previous studies by Fang et al. [166] and
Jahanshahi et al. [25] have been consulted. The reagents associated with the social norm have been
developed from the contributions of Ajzen and Cote [71] and Gächter and Renner [167]. Ajzen and
Fishbein studies have been considered for the design of the items related to the values [70,113].
The items associated with the attitude have been elaborated, starting from the indications of Ajzen and
Fishbein [70] and Tomczy et al. [113]. In the design of the items linked to motivation, we started with
the studies of Fayolle and Liñán [8]. The two items related to self-efficacy are taken into account the
contributions of Cho and Lee [120] and Kim and Jang [144]. Finally, the items related to the intention
have been elaborated from the work of Liñán and Fayolle [61] and Fuller et al. [23]
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Table 2. Descriptive data (in Spain N = 339, in Poland N = 382)

Items 1 % Median Standard Deviation

ES 2 PL 3 ES PL ES PL

EB1: Education must
enable students to
become entrepreneurs

84.96% 83.87% 4.25 4.19 0.86 0.89

EB2: Entrepreneurship
must be encouraged at
universities

87.43% 84.40% 4.37 4.22 0.80 0.89

SN1: Me being an
entrepreneur would be
perceived well by
my friends

85.66% 84.08% 4.29 4.20 0.80 0.92

SN2: My family would
accept that I was
an entrepreneur

85.84% 87.70% 4.29 4.38 0.83 0.83

VA1: Entrepreneurship
has value because it gives
autonomy and freedom

76.99% 78.85% 3.85 3.94 0.97 0.89

VA2: Entrepreneurship
has value because it gives
you work and life
in dignity

76.28% 89.37% 3.81 4.02 0.97 0.87

AT1: Entrepreneurship
has more advantages than
disadvantages

74.69% 81.62% 3.73 4.08 1.03 0.83

AT2: I am in favor of
entrepreneurship and the
creation of companies

89.91% 89.48% 4.50 4.47 0.61 0.69

MO1: I would be
motivated to be an
entrepreneur because I
could achieve more

78.58% 86.28% 3.93 4.31 0.96 0.82

MO2: I would be
motivated to be an
entrepreneur because it
would bring me more
resources and benefits

73.63% 86.86% 3.68 4.34 1.03 0.82

SE1: I think I would be a
successful entrepreneur if
I created a company

71.15% 75.45% 3.56 3.77 0.92 0.89

SE2: I am confident that I
would be able to create
a company

67.96% 81.10% 3.40 4.06 1.22 0.92

IE1: I intend to be
an entrepreneur 65.49% 71.88% 3.27 3.59 1.21 1.03

IE2: I am thinking of
establishing my own
company in the future

67.61% 76.13% 3.38 3.81 1.25 1.07

1 EB: Education beliefs, SN: Social norm, VA: Values, AT: Attitude, MO: Motivation, SE: Self-efficacy,
EI: Entrepreneurship intention. 2 ES: Spain. 3 PL: Poland.
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5. Results

5.1. Descriptive Data

All the items (14) reached an overall score higher than 65% of the maximum possible value
(100%) if all the subjects had valued the item with five points (see Table 2). As suggested in the
GEM reports, it is confirmed that the Poles declare that they have a greater entrepreneurial intention,
are more motivated, attach more importance to values and have a more favorable attitude towards
entrepreneurship than Spaniards. However, the results of the discriminant analysis carried out between
both samples showed that the only significant differences occurred in the items AT1 and MO2, with the
Poles being the ones that tend to score both items higher. The discriminant analysis showed a high
significance of the M. de Box test (P = 0.000), reduced levels of the eigenvalue and the canonical
correlation (0.230 and 0.320, respectively), as well as a high value of the Wilks Lambda test (0.851).

5.2. Identification of Latent Variables

To identify the latent variables or constructs to which the items belong, an exploratory factor
analysis with varimax rotation was first conducted for Poland and Spain, using the principal component
method, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test (KMO), the Bartlett test of sphericity and the Cronbach alpha
reliability statistic. This process is common in studies by other authors [168,169]. After a series of
analyses, a structure of seven factors or latent variables was obtained (see Table 3). The inclusion
of two items in each factor has been accepted because the variables forming the factors have a high
correlation between them (greater than 0.70) and a reduced correlation with other variables [170].
The latent factors or variables of the model are: EB: Education beliefs; SN: Social norm; VA: Values; AT:
Attitude; MO: Motivation; SE: Self-efficacy; EI: Entrepreneurship intention.

Table 3. Measurement model: Basic data 1 (in Spain N = 339, in Poland N = 382)

Construct Items
Loading λ > 0.70 CR 2 > 0.70 AVE 3 > 0.50

Spain Poland Spain Poland Spain Poland

EB: Education
beliefs

EB1 0.937 0.897
0.898 0.857 0.816 0.750

EB2 0.868 0.834

SN: Social norm
SN1 0.894 0.909

0.917 0.913 0.847 0.840
SN2 0.947 0.923

VA: Values
VA1 0.834 0.826

0.819 0.847 0.693 0.735
VA2 0.831 0.888

AT: Attitude
AT1 0.850 0.686

0.789 0.793 0.652 0.661
AT2 0.762 0.924

MO: Motivation
MO1 0.917 0.912

0.872 0.888 0.774 0.798
MO2 0.841 0.875

SE: Self-efficacy SE1 0.895 0.875
0.910 0.883 0.834 0.790

SE2 0.931 0.903

EI: Entrepreneur.
Intention

EI1 0.965 0.919
0.962 0.914 0.926 0.842

EI2 0.960 0.916
1 EB: Education beliefs, SN: Social norm, VA: Values, AT: Attitude, MO: Motivation, SE: Self-efficacy, EI:
Entrepreneurship intention. 2 CR: Composite reliability. 3 AVE: average variance extracted.

5.3. Analysis of the Model in the PLS Context of Structural Equations

First, and to test the six hypotheses of the proposed causal model, the measurement model was
evaluated for Spain and Poland, which relates the observable variables to their latent variable [170].
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The analysis of the measurement model involves studying the reliability (individual and composite) and
the validity (convergent and discriminant) of the relationships between the observed variables (items)
and the latent variables with which they are associated. The study of individual reliability showed that
the observed variables reached the minimum level required (λ ≥ 0.70), in the case of Spain, as well
as Poland (Table 3). Therefore, it was accepted that the indicators were part of their corresponding
constructs [171]. The study of composite reliability (CR), an indicator similar to Cronbach’s alpha
though more appropriate than Cronbach’s in the framework of structural equations, showed all values
were above 0.70, in the case of Poland, as well as Spain (Table 3). This shows that the measurement
model was internally consistent and that all the indicators or variables observed were measuring their
corresponding latent variable [157].

To evaluate the convergent validity of the model, the average variance extracted (AVE) was
calculated, which provides information on the amount of variance that a construct obtains from its
indicators in relation to the amount of variance, due to measurement error. In all cases, the result was
greater than 0.50, so it was found that more than 50% of the variance of the construct was due to its
indicators [171] (Table 3).

Regarding the discriminant validity, this implies that each construct is significantly different from
the rest of constructs with which it is not related according to the theory. To calculate the discriminant
validity and following Fornell and Larcker [172], it was first verified that the square root of average
variance extracted (AVE) (on the diagonal of Table 4) was greater than the variance shared between the
construct and the other constructs of the model (data that are not found in the diagonal of Table 4) [173].

Table 4. Discriminant validity: Criteria of Fornell Larcker (in Spain N = 339, in Poland N = 382)

Spain Poland

EB SN VA AT MO SE EI EB SN VA AT MO SE EI

EB 0.903 0.866
SN 0.055 0.920 0.319 0.916
VA 0.051 0.262 0.833 0.344 0.298 0.857
AT 0.140 0.273 0.488 0.807 0.315 0.348 0.403 0.813
MO 0.150 0.504 0.397 0.474 0.880 0.445 0.455 0.464 0.426 0.894
SE 0.076 0.459 0.330 0.445 0.495 0.913 0.231 0.372 0.275 0.311 0.457 0.889
EI 0.158 0.378 0.277 0.416 0.553 0.703 0.962 0.245 0.240 0.270 0.238 0.479 0.641 0.917

EB: Education beliefs, SN: Social norm, VA: Values, AT: Attitude, MO: Motivation, SE: Self-efficacy,
EI: Entrepren. intention.

Secondly, it was used the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio, which has been established
as a superior criterion [51]. The present study uses the more conservative level of 0.85 to assess
discriminant validity in all cases (Spain and Poland). Finally, the matrix of cross-factor loadings was also
obtained [174]. The factor loadings, or Pearson correlations of the indicators with their own construct,
should be greater than those maintained with the rest of the constructs, as was found. Therefore, the
indicators were more correlated with their own construct than with others. Therefore, it can be said
that the measurement model is valid and reliable.

Regarding the evaluation of the structural model, which relates some constructs with others [170],
the collinearity was analyzed, both for Spain and Poland; the algebraic sign, magnitude and statistical
significance of the structural path coefficients; the R2 values (variance explained); the f2 effect size; The
Q2 indicator, the GoF test (Goodness-of-Fit) (predictive relevance) and the SRMR indicator of global
adjustment of the model [175]. In the first place, it was verified that there was no multicollinearity
between the constructs, since the variance inflation index (IVF) was, in any case, lower than 3.3 [156].
Secondly, it was verified the sign of the causal relationships between the constructs and the weight
of these relations, both in the case of Poland and Spain (Table 5). Regarding the sign of the causal
relationships, it was found that all had the same positive sign as their corresponding hypothesis,
which is why no hypothesis had to be rejected. Regarding the weight of the causal relationships,
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it was found that in Spain, except in the case of the relationship between beliefs (EB) and social norm
(SN), the coefficient paths (β) (standardized regression weights) reached levels above the minimum
acceptable level (β ≥ 0.2) [173], or even at the optimal level (β ≥ 0.3) [176]. The causal relationships with
greater weight in the case of Spain were those that linked self-efficacy (SE) with the entrepreneurial
intention (EI) (H6: β = 0.703) and the relationship between motivation (MO) and self-efficacy (SE)
(H5: β = 0.495) (Table 5). In the case of Poland, the relationships with greater weight were also
those corresponding to the relationship between self-efficacy (SE) and entrepreneurial intention (EI)
(H6: β = 0.641) and the relationship between motivation (MO) and self-efficacy (SE) (H5: β = 0.457)
(Table 5). It is worth highlighting the greater weight of the first two relations (H1 and H2) in the case of
Poland, and the greater weight in the rest of the relations (H3 to H6) in the case of Spain. The analysis
of the significance of the relationships was carried out by bootstrap with 5000 resamples and 5000
permutations [153]. All the relationships were significant except for the one corresponding to the first
hypothesis (H1) in the case of Spain. Therefore, all hypotheses of the proposed model are accepted
except H1 in the case of Spain.

Table 5. Relations data (in Spain N = 339, in Poland N = 382)

Hypo-Thesis Relations
Spain Poland

Paths(β) t P Val. f2 Conf. Paths(β) t P Val. f2 Conf.

H1 EB→SN 0.055 0.879 0.380 0.003 No 0.319 5.809 0.000 0.113 Yes
H2 SN→VA 0.262 4.266 0.000 0.073 Yes 0.298 5.621 0.000 0.097 Yes
H3 VA→AT 0.488 12.109 0.000 0.313 Yes 0.403 7.911 0.000 0.194 Yes
H4 AT→M O 0.474 11.664 0.000 0.290 Yes 0.426 7.199 0.000 0.221 Yes
H5 MO→SE 0.495 12.524 0.000 0.324 Yes 0.457 8.548 0.000 0.263 Yes
H6 SE→EI 0.703 30.724 0.000 0.975 Yes 0.641 19.041 0.000 0.696 Yes

EB: Education beliefs, SN: Social norm, VA: Values, AT: Attitude, MO: Motivation, SE: Self-efficacy, EI:
Entrepreneurship intention.

In Figures 2 and 3 models of the relations between personal factors and entrepreneurial intention,
separately for Poland and Spain (in Spain N = 339, in Poland N = 382).
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EI: Entrepreneurship intention.

In relation to indicator R2 (coefficient of determination) (Table 6), which reports on the amount of
variance explained by the model in each dependent latent variable, R2 values above 0.2 are relatively
high and acceptable by behavioral research standards [153,157] In the case of Spain, the variance of the
dependent variable (EI) is better explained (R2 = 0.494) than in the case of Poland (R2 = 0.436).

Table 6. R2, Q2 and GoF indicators (in Spain N = 339, in Poland N = 382)

Key Construct
Spain Poland

R2 > 0.20 Q2 > 0 R2 > 0.20 Q2 > 0

SN Social norm 0.003 0.002 0.102 0.077
VA Values 0.068 0.044 0.089 0.057
AT Attitude 0.238 0.147 0.163 0.100
MO Motivation 0.225 0.166 0.181 0.131
SE Self-efficacy 0.245 0.195 0.208 0.155

EI Entrepreneurship
intention 0.494 0.436 0.410 0.329

GoF 0.409 0.386

EB: Education beliefs, SN: Social norm, VA: Values, AT: Attitude, MO: Motivation, SE: Self-efficacy, EI:
Entrepreneurship intention.

On the other hand, the f2 indicator assesses the degree to which an exogenous construct contributes
to explain a specific endogenous construct in terms of R2 [159]. The values were adequate and above
the minimum accepted level (0.15), except in the case of the first two hypotheses (H1 and H2), both in
the case of Spain and Poland (Table 6).

Regarding the indicator Q2 (predictive relevance of the dependent constructs), it reached the
values above zero in all cases (Q2 ≥ 0) [177] (Table 6).

Additionally, the GoF test, which represents the geometric mean between the average of the
AVE indicator and the average of R2 in relation to the endogenous constructs [178], was calculated.
The result was higher than the minimum acceptable value (GoF ≥ 0.360) (Table 6), considering the
most unfavorable situation for this test, which is that of samples with high effects [178].
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Finally, the SRMR composite factor model was applied to determine the extent to which the model
fitted the data. In all cases, this indicator was below 0.08, thus, confirming the good of the models
(SRMR Spain = 0.069, SRMR Poland = 0.071) [179]. Therefore, the predictive power of the model is
accepted in the case of both countries.

The results show that the structural model is significant.

5.4. Multigroup Analysis

To test hypothesis 7 (H7), regarding the existence of significant causal differences between the
Spanish and Polish models, a multigroup analysis was carried out. The MGA multigroup analysis
is particularly useful for research in a global context of a comparison between countries or cultures,
as well as in the analysis of segment differences carried out by age or gender [179]. This analysis was
carried out using two nonparametric tests: The MGA test [49], and the permutation test [50]. These
two tests are considered as the most conservative PLS-SEM techniques in the context of the structural
equation model PLS-SEM [152].

Before performing the multigroup analysis, the measurement invariance was first checked in the
context of PLS-SEM. The procedure called MICOM [51] (Table 7) is one of the most appropriate and
is carried out in three steps. The first step is to examine the configuration invariance, which implies
checking that identical indicators have been used in both groups, as well as an identical data treatment
and identical configuration of the algorithm [51]. The second step is to check the invariance of the
composition, which occurs when composite scores are created equally across groups [180]. Finally,
the third step is to check the invariance of means and variances. When the invariance is confirmed in
this third step for the case of means or in the case of variances, but not in both cases, it is concluded
that partial invariance exists. It is when the partial invariance of the measurement for both groups
is achieved for all the constructs of the model when the multigroup comparison can be carried out.
In this study, the stability of the invariance in the first two steps has been confirmed. However, total
invariance has not been achieved, according to the results of step 3 (I and II), which is why it is stated
that there is partial verification of invariance, and therefore, both groups can be compared.

Table 8 shows the path differences obtained in the Spanish and Polish models, as well as the
significance of said differences, both in the MGA analysis and in the permutation test. In the case of
the MGA analysis, a p-value lower than 0.05 or higher than 0.95 indicates a level of significance to be
taken into account between path coefficients associated with a specific hypothesis, which means that
this causal relationship is significantly different between the two countries [49,155]. In the case of the
permutation test, the differences are significant only when the value of p is less than 0.05. According to
both criteria, the only causal relationship that is significantly different between the two countries is that
which refers to the first hypothesis (H1), which has the greatest weight in the case of Poland. There are
no significant differences between Spain and Poland in the case of the causal relationships associated
with the other five hypotheses of the model. Therefore, it can be affirmed that there are no significant
differences between the causal models of both countries, thus, confirming the seventh hypothesis (H7).
However, the weight of the relations between the first two hypotheses is greater in the case of Poland,
in the rest of the hypotheses the weight of the relations is greater in the case of Spain.
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Table 7. Results of invariance measurement testing using permutation (in Spain N = 339, in Poland N = 382).

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 (I) Step 3(II)
Full Measurement

Invariance
EstablishedDim Configural

Invariance

Compositional
Invariance

Partial
Measurement

Invariance
Established

Equal Mean Assessment Equal Variance Assessment

C = 1 Confid.
Interval Dif Confid.

Interval Equal Dif Confid.
Interval Equal

EB Yes 0.999 (0.956,
0.999) Yes 0.148 (−0.139,

0.144) No −0.046 (−0.255,
0.245) Yes No

SN Yes 0.999 (0.996,
0.999) Yes 0.000 (−0.143,

0.149) Yes −0.249 (−0.238,
0.236) No No

VA Yes 0.998 (0.992,
0.998) Yes −0.193 (−0.146,

0.145) No 0.127 (−0.218,
0.221) Yes No

AT Yes 0.997 (0.990,
0.997) Yes −0.203 (−0.152,

0.148) No 0.051 (−0.231,
0.232) Yes No

MO Yes 0.999 (0.999,
0.999) Yes −0.600 (−0.151,

0.148) No 0.346 (−0.231,
0.228) No No

SE Yes 1.000 (0.998,
1.000) Yes −0.475 (−0.144,

0.144) No 0.391 (−0.199,
0.197) No No

EI Yes 1.000 (1.000,
1.000) Yes −0.341 (−0.146,

0.151) No 0.408 (−0.186,
0.187) No No

EB: Education beliefs, SN: Social norm, VA: Values, AT: Attitude, MO: Motivation, SE: Self-efficacy, EI: Entrepreneurship intention.

Table 8. Multigroup analysis (in Spain N = 339, in Poland N = 382)

Hypothesis Relationship Path Coefficient Difference P-Value Difference Supported
Henseler’s MGA Permutation Test

H1 EB→ SN 0.264 1.000 0.001 Yes/Yes
H2 SN→VA 0.036 0.679 0.650 No/No
H3 VA→AT 0.085 0.101 0.187 No/No
H4 AT→MO 0.048 0.250 0.495 No/No
H5 MO→SE 0.038 0.274 0.528 No/No
H6 SE→EI 0.062 0.089 0.102 No/No

EB: Education beliefs, SN: Social norm, VA: Values, AT: Attitude, MO: Motivation, SE: Self-efficacy, EI: Entrepreneurship intention.
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6. Discussion and Theoretical Implications

Taking into account the scores of the items, it can be affirmed that the results of the descriptive
analysis confirm the GEM reports and the affirmations of numerous authors about the importance
that entrepreneurship has for young people, as well as the relevance that university students give to
the creation of a company as a work alternative [37]. Likewise, the data from the GEM reports on the
differences between Poland and Spain regarding entrepreneurship are also confirmed: Young people
in Poland declare that they have a greater entrepreneurial intention, are more motivated, attach more
importance to values and have a more favorable to entrepreneurship than young Spaniards. However,
these differences are not very significant. Additionally, although the items related to the intention have
obtained a high score, they are the variables that have been least valued by the young people of both
countries. This may be due to the combined effect of several factors: Young people are still immersed
in their educational process; the sample included students of the first courses who generally have a
less entrepreneurial intention; and the sample included a representative percentage of women who
display relatively less entrepreneurial intention too.

Following authors earlier research [181], and the suggestions of other authors, which have been
included in the theoretical framework of this study, a new explanatory causal model has been generated
of the entrepreneurial intention of the young people that are complete in relation to the number of
variables that it incorporates. The proposed model complements previous reference models and
includes other variables and different relationships, such as beliefs or motivation. By including the
beliefs in the model, as a variable that initiates the chain of effects that culminate in the entrepreneurial
intention, responds to the predominant thinking in this field. This current demands inclusion in the
models of certain previous sociocultural precursors [111,112,165].

On the other hand, the presented model demonstrates the existence of a series of subjective
variables (beliefs, social norms, values) that are found at the beginning of the model and influence other
variables that are more related to the action and behavior of undertaking (motivation, self-efficacy,
intention). It is noteworthy that not all variables are in the same plane of consciousness by the subject
or are equally manageable by agents and institutions. Subjective variables, such as beliefs, values or
the social norm, are formed to a large extent by processes associated with conditioning and modeling,
and the other variables depend on them. These results lead to the question of the extent to which
entrepreneurship is truly voluntary, intentional and conscious.

In relation to the hypotheses of the proposed model, it should first be noted that the confirmed
influence of beliefs on the social norm (H1) gathered in previous studies [165] has been confirmed in this
study for the case of Poland, but not in the case of Spain. Therefore, in the case of Spain, the subject’s
beliefs about the role of education in entrepreneurship have little influence on the expectations and
preferences perceived by his relatives about his role as an entrepreneur. This unequal result may
be related, in the case of the segment studied and particularly in Spain, with a lower perceived
connection on the part of the subject and/or his close associates between the university academic world
and entrepreneurship.

Secondly, the influence of the social norm on the values associated with entrepreneurship (H2)
has also been confirmed, both in the case of Spain and in Poland, as suggested by other authors in this
and other fields [118,120]. However, this influence is not very high, and is somewhat higher in the case
of Poland. Consequently, the empirically verified compliance principle, by which people tend to adjust
to what others expect of them, is somewhat greater in Poland [127]. The weight of this relationship
suggests that, in addition to the social norm, there are other factors that influence the values [69].

Third, according to the results of this study, the values about entrepreneurship explain to a large
extent the attitudes of young people towards the process of creating new companies (H3) [99,100], to a
greater extent in the case of Spain. This result confirms the proposals and findings of other authors
in other fields in which the positions of people in favor of an object or behavior are closely related
to the assessment made of them [128,129]. On the other hand, once motivation has been included
as an intermediate variable between attitude and entrepreneurial intention, as some authors have
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suggested [101,116], the influence of attitude on motivation is confirmed (H4) [131], particularly in
the case of Spain. It can be affirmed, therefore, that the favorable attitude toward entrepreneurship
exerts a motivational effect in the case of young people [133,134]. This fact is particularly relevant
given the high influence that motivation exerts on entrepreneurship [30,131]. Additionally, the results
show that attitude is a variable that serves as a link between the values, which depend on the social
norm and other subjective variables, and certain variables related to the action, such as motivation and
intention. [126].

Additionally, the results also show a high causal influence between motivation and self-efficacy to
undertake in the case of young people (H5), as has been observed in the literature [46,141]. This influence
is also greater in the case of Spain. Therefore, it can be affirmed that the motivated young person feels
self-sufficient to undertake; that is, he feels more confident and perceives that he will succeed in the
creation of the company [141]. This, in turn, increases their alertness to new opportunities, activates
their creative problem solving, improves their cognitive flexibility and favors the realization of the
effort involved in entrepreneurship [130,131].

The high influence of self-efficacy on the entrepreneurial intention (H6) in the case of young
people has been confirmed in this work, also somewhat more in the case of Spain than in Poland [61].
This difference may suggest the greater relative weight of other variables not included in the model on
the entrepreneurial intention of the young Poles. However, this result must be contrasted with the
data of the GEM, according to which the entrepreneurial intention declared by the Poles is greater than
that of the Spanish. The causal relationship between self-efficacy and the entrepreneurial intention
is very important if one takes into account that the intention is the variable that best predicts the
entrepreneurial behavior and influences the establishment of goals and the effort to be made to create
the company by of entrepreneur [143,144].

Finally, the results of the discriminant analysis and the multigroup analysis indicate that the
differences in the responses to the items and in the causal relationships of the Polish and Spanish
models are not very significant. This may be due to the homogenizing weight inherent in a generational
approach according to which young people of Generation Y share global similar perceptions, attitudes
and values [30,147]. This is important because there is a certain divergence in the literature on the
question of the full homogeneity of Generation Y in all contexts and with respect to all variables [88,89].

7. Conclusions, Implications and Limitations

This study has sought to respond to the concerns and suggestions found in the literature regarding
the need to carry out studies in greater depth and in a comparative generational and regional context
of factors that influence the entrepreneurial intention of young people. This has sought to enrich
theoretical and practical knowledge in this field, particularly in the case of the Generation Y of Spain
and Poland.

Taking into account that the young people of Spain and Poland value very positively all the
observed variables presented, given the high scores of the items, it is concluded that this segment of the
population has a favorable predisposition to entrepreneurship in both countries. This predisposition
favors action in the educational context and through other institutions to promote entrepreneurship,
and thus, contribute to the sustainable development of regions [182–185]. As such, policymakers can
use the findings of this research to establish policies to improve the conditions in the ecosystems for
sustainable entrepreneurship in their regions. Findings can help them achieve their goal of transitioning
to a more sustainable local economy. Specifically, the responses show that there is a potential for action
in this field to improve the influence on the entrepreneurial intention in the teaching and learning
process [186,187].

A new, significant and complete causal model of intention formation has been proposed that is
valid for Spain and Poland, and that has taken as reference the previously existing models, including
other variables and relationships proposed by other authors. The model includes exclusively personal
variables, given the relevance of said variables in the enterprise. The variables of the model can be
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divided into two groups, subjective variables (e.g., beliefs, social norm) and personal action variables
(e.g., motivation, self-efficacy). In the model, the chain of direct and indirect effects that culminates
with the entrepreneurial intention begins with the subjective variables which influence action variables.

The importance of the subjective variables, which derives from the scores obtained by the items
and by initiating the chain of relationships in the proposed model, suggests that the promotion of
entrepreneurship must address social and cultural aspects, in which education plays an important role
(in addition to other agents and institutions). On the other hand, the role of subjective variables allows
us to conclude that entrepreneurship is a less voluntary process and hints at what could be assumed
at first. That is, there is an unconscious and socially determined content in the process of creating a
company. Therefore, a challenge is to bring to light the aspects that empower and stop the venture,
to manage them.

Despite the relevance of subjective variables, it is a practical and useful model to predict the
entrepreneurial intention and influence the entrepreneurship carried out by young people. Therefore,
the proposed model, through the variables and the relationships it includes, suggests the aspects on
which to influence, taking into account that subjective variables are more difficult to manage. Attitude
is a key variable in the model that serves as a link between the subjective variables and the variables
related to the action.

The high similarity of the descriptive and causal results allows us to conclude that young people
from Spain and Poland share, to a large extent, perceptions about entrepreneurship, from which
behaviors will be derived. This indicates the high homogenizing weight of a generational approach,
which may lead to the possibility of carrying out homogeneous measures to promote entrepreneurship
for the entire segment in an educational context and in different regions. Even so, there are also some
differences between both countries that could lead to different measures for both segments.

One of the limitations of this study refers to the selection of the variables under study. There are so
many personal factors on which entrepreneurship depends, in addition to contextual factors, that it is
very difficult to select with certainty the variables to be included in the model. However, this limitation
has been addressed through the inclusion in the proposed model of the personal variables considered
most important in the literature, in addition to incorporating others that have been proposed as a novel
by various authors. The human capital approach predominates in the literature, according to which the
personal variables, which are the object of study, directly influence the intention to undertake, while
the contextual variables influence indirectly through personal variables. Subsequent studies could
analyze the direct effect of contextual variables on personal variables and the indirect effect on the
intention in the youth segment. A second limitation is related to the population to be studied and the
selection of the samples, taking into account that a comparison has been carried out at a regional level
and that differences may exist within each country. This limitation has been addressed, taking into
account the homogenizing effect of generations and the representativeness in this field of university
students. However, students may not turn this intention into actual behavior. Students that have
shown high intention to adopt an entrepreneurial career path may choose to go in another direction.
A further study could be carried out on these students to see if they have turned these intentions into
behavior after graduation.

Another limitation of the research may be insufficient signalization of the relationship between
entrepreneurial intentions and sustainable development. Literature has just begun researching
sustainable entrepreneurship and the complicated interaction between sustainable development and
innovative entrepreneurial activity [188]. To understand sustainable entrepreneurship, researchers
must explore the pursuit of sustainable development opportunities embedded in ecosystems of
entrepreneurship, its interaction with various entities, and its manifestations at the micro, macro and
geographical levels [189–196]. New avenues of scientific reflection on sustainable entrepreneurship
are revealed with the emergence of concepts, such as sustainable innovation [197] or responsible
innovation [198].



Sustainability 2019, 11, 6993 21 of 29

The mentioned limitations and the results of the study can give an idea of what could be some of
the future lines of investigation. Among them, we can highlight the incorporation of other variables and
relationships in the models, including the contextual variables, as well as the realization of longitudinal
studies, the analysis of other population segments, the intergenerational comparison and the study in
other geographical contexts. It could also be interesting to analyze the less conscious nature of the
enterprise and the ways of managing it.
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149. Kobylińska, U.; Biglieri, J.V. Public Sector Innovativeness in Poland and in Spain—Comparative Analysis.
Int. J. Contemp. Manag. 2015, 14, 7–22.

150. Hair, J.F.; Ringle, C.M.; Sarstedt, M. PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet. J. Mark. Theory Pract. 2011, 19, 139–152.
[CrossRef]

151. Hair, J.F.; Sarstedt, M.; Pieper, T.M.; Ringle, C.M. The use of partial least squares structural equation modeling
in strategic management research: A review of past practices and recommendations for future applications.
Long Range Plann 2012, 45, 320–340. [CrossRef]

152. Hair, J.F.; Black, W.C.; Babin, B.J.; Anderson, R.E. Multivariate Data Analysis; Pearson Education Limited:
Halow, UK, 2014.

153. Rasoolimanesh, S.M.; Roldán, J.L.; Jaafar, M.; Ramayah, T. Factors influencing residents’ perceptions toward
tourism development differences across rural and urban world heritage sites. J. Travel Res. 2017, 56, 760–775.
[CrossRef]

154. Ringle, C.; Wende, S.; Becker, J. SmartPLS 3 (Version 3.2.3); SmartPLS GmbH: Boenningstedt, Germany, 2015.
155. Sarstedt, M.; Henseler, J.; Ringle, C. Multigroup analysis in Partial Least Squares (PLS) path modeling:

Alternative methods and empirical results. Adv. Int. Mark. 2011, 22, 195–218. [CrossRef]
156. Hair, J.F.; Sarstedt, M.; Hopkins, L.; Kuppelwieser, V. Partial least squares structural equation modeling

(PLS-SEM): An emerging tool in business research. Eur. Bus. Rev. 2014, 26, 106–121. [CrossRef]
157. Hair, J.F.; Hult, G.T.M.; Ringle, C.M.; Sarstedt, M. A Primer on Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling

(PLS-SEM); Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2014.
158. Bruwer, J.; Saliba, A.; Miller, B. Consumer behavior and sensory preference differences: Implications for

wine product marketing. J. Consum. Mark. 2011, 28, 5–18. [CrossRef]
159. Cohen, J. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences, 2nd ed.; Erlbaum: Hillsdale, NY, USA, 1988.
160. Faul, F.; Erdfelder, E.; Buchner, A.; Lang, A.G. Statistical power analyses using G*Power 3.1: Tests for

correlation and regression analyses. Behav. Res. Method. 2009, 41, 1149–1160. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
161. Taylor, C.A.; Hewitt, A.D. A methodology for assessing sample representativeness. Environ. Forensics 2015,

6, 71–75. [CrossRef]
162. Ayadi, S.; Ghorbel, S.Z. Relevance of the Mann Whitney Wilcoxon test in the survival analysis of newly

established companies in Tunisia (Case of the sfax region). J. Glob. Entrep. Res. 2018, 8, 1–20. [CrossRef]
163. Reinartz, W.; Haenlein, M.; Henseler, J. An empirical comparison of the efficacy of covariance-based and

variance-based SEM. Int. J. Res. Mark. 2009, 6, 332–344. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10534512060410040401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11365-014-0306-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/etap.12089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1265
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16316279
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12186-013-9101-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10124777
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0027855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2012.697143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/17511061111143016
http://dx.doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679190202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2012.09.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0047287516662354
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/S1474-79790000022012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EBR-10-2013-0128
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/07363761111101903
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19897823
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15275920590913877
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40497-018-0093-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2009.08.001


Sustainability 2019, 11, 6993 28 of 29

164. Hair, J.F.; Celsi, M.; Money, A.; Samouel, P.; Page, M. The Essentials of Business Research Methods; Routledge:
New York, NY, USA, 2015.

165. Bergkvist, L.; Rossiter, J. The predictive validity of multiple-item versus single-item measures of the same
constructs. J. Mark. Res. 2007, 44, 175–184. [CrossRef]

166. Fang, W.T.; Ng, E.; Wang, C.M.; Hsu, M.L. Normative beliefs, attitudes, and social norms: People reduce
waste as an index of social relationships when spending leisure time. Sustainability 2017, 9, 1696. [CrossRef]

167. Gächter, S.; Renner, E. Leaders as role models and ‘belief managers’ in social dilemmas. J. Econ. Behav. Organ.
2018, 154, 321–334. [CrossRef]

168. Lehto, X.Y.; O’Leary, J.T.; Morrison, A.M. The effect of prior experience on vacation behavior. Ann. Tour. Res.
2004, 31, 801–818. [CrossRef]

169. Kline, R.B. Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, 3rd ed.; Guilford Press: New York, NY, USA, 2011.
170. Yong, A.G.; Pearce, S. A beginner’s guide to factor analysis: Focusing on exploratory factor analysis. Quant.

Method. Psychol. 2013, 9, 79–94. [CrossRef]
171. Hair, J.F.; Ringle, C.M.; Sarstedt, M. A Primer on Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM);

California SAGE Publications, Inc.: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2013.
172. Fornell, C.; Larcker, D. Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement

error. J. Mark. Res. 1981, 18, 39–50. [CrossRef]
173. Chin, W.W. How to write up and report PLS analyses. In Handbook of Partial Least Squares: Concepts, Methods

and Applications; Esposito, V., Chin, W.W., Henseler, J., Wang, H., Eds.; Springer: Heidelberg, Berlín, 2010;
pp. 655–690. [CrossRef]

174. Chin, W. Issues and opinion on structural equation modeling. MIS Q. 1998, 22, 7–16.
175. Barroso, A.; González, O.R.; Sanguino, R.; Buenadicha, M. Analysis and evaluation of the largest 500 family

firms’websites through PLS-SEM Technique. Sustainability 2018, 10, 557. [CrossRef]
176. Sarstedt, M.; Ringle, C.M.; Smith, D.; Reams, R.; Hair, J.F. Partial least squares structural equation modeling

(PLS-SEM): A useful tool for family business researchers. J. Fam. Bus. Strateg. 2014, 5, 105–115. [CrossRef]
177. Riquel, F.J.; Vargas, A. Las presiones institucionales del entorno medioambiental: Aplicación a los campos de

golf. Rev. Eur. Dire. Econ. Emp. 2013, 22, 29–38. [CrossRef]
178. Wetzels, M.; Odekerken-Schroeder, G.; Van Oppen, C. Using PLS path modelling for assessing hierarchical

construct models: Guidelines and empirical illustration. Mis Quart. 2009, 33, 177–195. [CrossRef]
179. Hair, J.F.; Sarstedt, M.; Ringle, C.M.; Gudergan, S.P. Advanced Issues in Partial Least Squares Structural Equations

Modeling (PLS-SEM); Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2018.
180. Schlagel, C.; Sarstedt, M. Assessing the measurement invariance of the four-dimensional cultural intelligence

scale across countries: A composite model approach. Eur. Manage. J. 2016, 34, 633–649. [CrossRef]
181. Dijkstra, T.K.; Henseler, J. Linear indices in nonlinear structural equation models: Best fitting proper indices

and other composites. Qual. Quant. 2011, 45, 1505–1518. [CrossRef]
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