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Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to investigate the developmental antecedents of entrepreneurial self-

efficacy (ESE) and outcome expectations (EOE) through the integration of social cognitive career theory 

(SCCT) with Obschonka’s (2016) biopsychosocial model of entrepreneurship. Specifically, guided by the 

integrated models, I examined the antecedent influence of openness personality, social class and entrepreneurial 

learning experiences (ELE) on ESE and EOE. The design of the study is cross-sectional, the sample size is 376, 

and the data were analysed with regression path analysis. The findings of this study showed the following. 

Firstly, the openness personality trait directly led to entrepreneurial learning experiences, ESE and EOE. 

Openness personality also led to ESE and EOE through positive entrepreneurial emotions (EPE), ESE through 

entrepreneurial personal mastery (EPM), and EOE through entrepreneurial vicarious learning (EVL). 

Furthermore, openness personality led to ESE and EOE through the serial mediation of EVL, EPM, and EPE; 

the serial mediation of EVL and EPE; and the serial mediation of EVL and EPM. Moreover, high social class 

individuals were directly high in EVL and EPM and indirectly high in ESE and EOE through EVL. In addition, 

high social class individuals were high in ESE and EOE through the serial mediation of EVL, EPM and EPE; 

and high in ESE and EOE through the serial mediation of EVL and EPM and through the serial mediation of 

EVL and EPE. This study extends the theoretical literature on the antecedents of ESE and EOE and practically 

shows the developmental antecedents of ESE and EOE from another perspective. 
 

Keywords: learning experiences, outcome expectations, self-efficacy, social cognitive career theory, social class 
 

 
 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 

According to Chen, Greene, and Crick (1998), 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy (ESE) is an individual’s 

perceived ability to perform entrepreneurial action. It is a 

variable that has been found to play crucial roles in many 

areas of entrepreneurial outcomes, such as intentions (e.g., 

Schlaegel &  Koenig, 2014; Lanero, Vazquez, & Aza, 2016), 

growth (e.g., Miao, Qian, & Ma  2017; Brandstätter, 2011), 

success (Şahin, Karadağ, & Tuncer 2019) etc. Another 

variable that has been found to influence several 

entrepreneurial outcomes (e.g., entrepreneurial interest, 

choice, intentions, etc.) is entrepreneurial outcome 

expectations (EOE). It is defined as the expected 

consequences of performing entrepreneurial outcomes. These 

variables are so central to many entrepreneurial outcomes that 

they move together in many entrepreneurial models. For 

example, within the Shapero (1982) entrepreneurial event 

model, they are referred to as feasibility and desirability, while 

Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behaviour refers to them as 

perceived behavioural control and personal attitude. In Lent, 

Brown and Hackett’s (1994) social cognitive career theory 

(SCCT), they are called self-efficacy and outcome 

expectations. Furthermore, Fitzsimmons and Douglas (2011) 

posited that individuals simultaneously high in both variables 

are natural entrepreneurs, whereas those low in both are non-

entrepreneurs. 

Due to the importance of these variables, much attention 

has been paid to their predictors, especially ESE (Adebusuyi 

& Adebusuyi, 2020; Javadian, Opie, & Parise, 2018). For 

instance, Newman et al. (2019) extensive literature review on 

the antecedents of ESE reported that most studies on the 

antecedents of ESE are anchored on Bandura’s (1997) social 

learning theory. This theory comprises personal mastery, 

1Adeola Samuel Adebusuyi 

1Nigeria Police Academy, Wudil Kano  

        Correspondence Author: adedejiadebusuyi@gmail.com 
 

https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Faruk%20%C5%9Eahin
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Hande%20Karada%C4%9F
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=B%C3%BC%C5%9Fra%20Tuncer


Adeola (2023) CJoE (2023) 7 (1) 56-70 
 

57 

 

verbal persuasion, vicarious learning and emotional arousal. 

Lent et al.’s (1994) labelled these variables as learning 

experiences and further posit that they directly and 

simultaneously relate to ESE and EOE. Adebusuyi and 

Adebusuyi (2022) found partial support for the direct and 

simultaneous relation of the learning experience to ESE and 

EOE.  
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However, investigation of the developmental antecedents of 

learning experiences on ESE and EOE is yet to be addressed 

in the literature. Newman et al. (2019) equally spotted this 

knowledge gap and called for research on the developmental 

antecedents of ESE. This paper fills this gap in knowledge by 

investigating the developmental precursors of ESE and EOE 

by integrating the SCCT and Obschonka’s (2016) 

biopsychosocial model of the development of 

entrepreneurship. Investigating the developmental antecedents 

of ESE and EOE is vital because it provides valuable 

empirical insights into early childhood and adolescent 

precursors of an entrepreneurial mindset and career choice. 

 

An overview of SCCT and rationale for the study 
SCCT is a theory that explains how people interact with 

their environment. It posited that individuals have a degree of 

control over the outcomes of their career pursuits, depending 

on the environmental supports and barriers they encounter. 

The ability to exercise control depends on three cognitive 

variables (self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and 

goals/intention) interacting with environmental supports and 

barriers. These cognitive-environmental variables are regarded 

as the proximal parts of the theory. The other parts of the 

theory comprise person inputs (e.g., gender, personality, 

race/ethnicity etc.), contextual affordances (e.g., 

socioeconomic resources) and learning experiences (personal 

mastery, vicarious learning, verbal persuasion and emotional 

arousal). The distal variables are posited to influence the 

proximal variables through learning experiences. 

 

Study outline 

In the following sections, I discussed the following: first, I 

discussed the theoretical frameworks of the paper. The first 

theoretical framework is SCCT, and the second is the 

biopsychosocial model of entrepreneurship. After that, I 

discussed the integration of theories. Next, arising from the 

integrated models, I discussed three headings: Openness 

personality, entrepreneurial learning experiences, ESE and 

EOE; Social class, entrepreneurial learning experiences, ESE 

and EOE and Entrepreneurial learning experiences, self-

efficacy and outcome expectations. Under each heading is an 

indirect subheading in italics. The next section is the 

methodology, comprising Study participants and procedure, 

Research instruments, and Data screening. The next section is 

the results, organized to correspond to the three heading in the 

introduction. The final section comprises the discussion, 

implications of the study, limitations of the study and future 

research, and conclusion. 

 

 

 

 

The Biopsychosocial model of the development of 

entrepreneurship 
The biopsychosocial model of the development of 

entrepreneurship was developed by Obschonka (2016). The 

theory discusses how an individual develops an 

entrepreneurial mindset from childhood. Specifically, the 

theory argues that the early precursors of an entrepreneurial 

mindset of an individual are an interaction between the unique 

biological characteristic of an individual that engenders 

entrepreneurial interest (e.g. personality traits) and the 

supportive environment that values entrepreneurship. He calls 

such a supportive environment ecological support/constraints. 

Examples of such ecological support/constraints include self-

employed parents, peer groups or authoritarian parenting style 

that combines warmth, autonomy and strict rules. 

Furthermore, he argued that the ecological support/constraints 

are influenced by the socioeconomic environment the child is 

raised. This is because socioeconomic status (SES) determines 

the different career options the child will be exposed to. 

Moreover, this model argues that the dynamic interaction 

between the biological characteristics and the ecological 

support/constraints influences the formation of entrepreneurial 

identity, self-concept, status, competence, and self-efficacy. 

Finally, the model posits that there are distal predictors of an 

entrepreneurial mindset. The model argues that macro-cultural 

or regional contexts indirectly influence early entrepreneurial 

development through the interaction of biological and 

ecological support/constraints. 

 

The integrated model. 
Although SCCT describes the process by which ESE 

and EOE develop, the integration of SCCT with the 

biopsychosocial model extends the literature on how 

individuals arrive at ESE and EOE from a different 

perspective. For example, SCCT posits that learning 

experiences directly lead to ESE and EOE. The question is, 

which of the four subscales of learning experiences does an 

individual first acquire and which comes after? 

Vocational/career researchers (e.g., Klassen & Durksen 2014; 

Pfitzner-Eden 2016; Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy 1998; 

Hoy et al. 2005) have begun to think in this direction. The 

inability of the SCCT to answer such developmental questions 

makes the biopsychosocial model of the development of 

entrepreneurship relevant. In this study, I integrate the two 

models, as shown in Figure 1, to investigate the antecedent of 

ESE and EOE from a new perspective and thereby deepen the 

literature on the antecedent of ESE and EOE. 
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Openness personality, entrepreneurial learning 

experiences, ESE and EOE 

Research has investigated the influence of the big-5 

personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, openness, and neuroticism) on 

entrepreneurial outcomes, such as intention, growth, and 

success (Brandstätter, 2011; Şahin et al., 2019). However, the 

trait found most consistently relevant in the entrepreneurial 

context is openness personality (Antoncic et al., 2015; Raine 

& Pandya, 2019; Slavec, Drnovsek, & Hisrich 2017). 

Nonetheless, to my knowledge, no research has related the 

openness personality traits to ELE subscales, as posited by the 

SCCT. In this study, I relate the openness personality trait to 

three (i.e., vicarious learning, personal mastery, and positive 

emotions) of the five subscales of the ELE of Adebusuyi, 

Adebusuyi and Kolade (2021). Taken one at a time, 

individuals high in openness personality are receptive to 

different career options (Lent et al., 2013). Also, they are 

intellectually curious, imaginative, and creative. 

Entrepreneurial vicarious learning (EVL) is about observing 

entrepreneurial models. Since open individuals are receptive 

to different career options and creative, I argue that exposure 

of open individuals to entrepreneurs should produce a liking 

for such  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

careers, which should, in turn, make them have high EVL 

(path 14).  

Also, SCCT posits that individuals high in openness 

personality should be high in entrepreneurial personal mastery 

(EPM, path 8). EPM is defined as past entrepreneurial 

achievement influencing future entrepreneurial performance 

(Adebusuyi et al., 2021). Brown and Hirschi (2013) argued 

that individuals with high openness personality deliberately 

seek out new experiences. Therefore, individuals with an open 

personality who have succeeded in business before should be 

high in EPM because of their confidence in past achievements 

and the motivation to experience new entrepreneurial 

activities. Furthermore, according to SCCT, individuals high 

in open personality should also be high entrepreneurial 

positive emotions (EPE, path 10). Brown and Hirschi (2013) 

argued that individuals with an openness personality trait are 

receptive to their emotions. Because of the creative qualities 

of entrepreneurship, open individuals are attracted to it, and 

since they are receptive to their emotions, I expect open 

individuals to have high EPE.  

Within the vocational literature, openness has been found to 

play a minimal contribution to career exploration and 

decision-making self-efficacy (Brown & Hirschi, 2013; 

Ireland & Lent, 2018; Martincin & Stead, 2015). Similarly, 

within the entrepreneurship literature, although openness 

personality has been found to relate to many entrepreneurial 

outcomes, limited attention has been paid to the direct 

relationship between openness personality and ESE (path 11) 

and EOE (path 9). Most prior studies (e.g., Fuller et al., 2018; 

Prabhu et al., 2012; Zhao, Seibert, & Hills, 2005) have 

concentrated on proactive personality as a direct antecedent of 

ESE, leaving out EOE. However, I argue that there is a link 

between openness personality and ESE and EOE. Firstly, Tran 

and Korflesch (2016) posit a direct relation between openness 

Path 8 

Path 18 Path 16 Path 15 

Path 14 

Path 13 

Path 12 

Path 11 

Path 10 
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Figure 1. Hypothesized framework of the research showing the integration of SCCT and 

the biopsychosocial model of the development of entrepreneurship 
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personality and ESE and social outcome expectations. 

Furthermore, entrepreneurship is a non-traditional career that 

requires creativity and competence in many areas. Open 

individuals are creative and broadminded enough to 

accommodate many things. Clearly, their characteristics align 

with the requirements for ESE. Hence, I expect individuals 

high in openness personality to be high in ESE (path 11). 

Furthermore, open-minded individuals are broadminded, 

flexible, and accepting of various tasks, etc. EOE entails 

flexibility, a variety of tasks, opportunities for learning, etc. 

Since these entrepreneurial outcomes interact with openness 

personality traits, I contend that individuals high in openness 

personality will also be high in EOE (path 9). 

 

 Hypothesis 1: Individuals high in openness personality will be 

directly high in EVL, EPM, EPE, ESE and EOE. 

 

Indirect effects of the openness personality trait on ESE and 

EOE through learning experiences.  
SCCT posits an indirect relationship between 

personality and self-efficacy and outcome expectations 

through learning experiences. Several studies (e.g., Ireland & 

Lent, 2018; Schaub & Tokar, 2005) within the vocational 

literature have investigated this indirect relationship. 

However, no study within the entrepreneurship literature has 

investigated this relationship. Slavec et al. (2017) also spotted 

this gap in the literature and called for the mediating influence 

of learning experiences on the relationship between openness 

personality and ESE. In this section, I argue that the openness 

personality trait will indirectly lead to ESE through EVL (path 

14 → path 2), EPM (path 8 → path 6) and EPE (path 10 → 

path 3). Similarly, as posited by SCCT, I argue that an open 

personality will indirectly lead to EOE through EVL (path 14 

→ path 18), EPM (path 8 → path 7) and EPE (path 10 → path 

4). In addition, guided by the SCCT, I argue that openness 

personality individuals will be high in EOE through the serial 

mediation of EVL and ESE (path 14 → path 2 → path 1), 

EPM and ESE (path 8 → path 6 → path 1), and EPE and ESE 

(path 10 → path 3 → path 1). 

Hypothesis 2: Individuals high in openness 

personality will be indirectly high in ESE and EOE through 

EVL, EPM and EPE. 

Hypothesis 2b: Individuals high in openness 

personality will be high in EOE through the serial mediation 

of EVL and ESE, EPM and ESE, and EPE and ESE. 

Furthermore, from the biopsychosocial model 

perspective, I argue that openness personality leads to ESE 

through the serial mediation of EVL, EPM and EPE (path 14 

→ path 13 → path 5 → path 3). Similarly, openness 

personality lead to EOE through the serial mediation of EVL, 

EPM and EPE (path 14 → path 13 → path 5 → path 4) and 

through EVL, EPM, EPE, and ESE (path 14 → path 13 → 

path 5 → path 3 → path 1). Additionally, openness personality 

leads to ESE through the serial mediation of EVL and EPE 

(path 14 → path 17 → path 3). Also, openness personality 

leads to EOE through the serial mediation of EVL and EPE 

(path 14 → path 17 → path 4) and through the serial 

mediation of EVL, EPE and ESE (path 14 → path 17 → path 

3 → path 1). Finally, as shown in Figure 1, there is a serial 

indirect relationship between openness personality and ESE 

through EVL and EPM (path 14 → path 13 → path 6). Also, 

there is a serial indirect relationship between openness 

personality and EOE through the serial mediation of EVL and 

EPM (path 14 → path 13 → path 7) and through the serial 

mediation of EVL, EPM and ESE (path 14 → path 13 → path 

6 → path 1). 

Hypothesis 3: Openness personality will predict ESE 

and EOE through the serial mediation of EVL, EPM and EPE. 

Hypothesis 4: Openness personality will influence 

ESE and EOE through the serial mediation of EVL and EPE 

Hypothesis 5: Openness personality will influence 

ESE and EOE through the serial mediation of EVL and EPM 

 

Social class, entrepreneurial learning experiences, ESE 

and EOE 

The level of an individual’s SES has been associated 

with providing important career exposure. For instance, Duffy 

et al. (2016) posited that access to financial and material 

resources provides a crucial social network that leads to 

securing decent work. In an entrepreneurial context, 

Obschonka (2016) also posited that the socioeconomic 

environment in which a child is raised determines the learning 

opportunities for early entrepreneurial development. As 

posited by Obschonka (2016), I argue that individuals raised 

in a high SES environment will have access to a successful 

entrepreneur from whom they can vicariously learn (path 16). 

It is possible to be from a low social class background and 

have access to an entrepreneur. However, access to successful 

entrepreneurs who can stimulate interest in an entrepreneurial 

career requires being from a high SES background. 

Furthermore, I argue that high social class individuals are 

more likely to have EPM (path 15). This is because only high-

SES individuals can access the social and material resources 

required for entrepreneurial start-up, growth, and success 

(Audretsch, Bönte, & Tamvada 2013). Conversely, according 

to Kuada (2015), individuals from low-income economies (a 

proxy for low social class) are in survivalist entrepreneurship 

that is crowded and, as a result, has low profitability, growth 

potential and success. Hence, individuals from high social 

class are more likely to have high EPM (path 15). Finally, 

high-social-class individuals are more likely to have high EPE 

(path 12). Growing up in an environment of affluence 

provides access to successful entrepreneurs and resources that 

make entrepreneurial careers attractive to high-social-class 

individuals. Furthermore, Cote (2011) argued that when high 

social class individuals enter entrepreneurship, they are 

optimistic (i.e., high EPE) that it will succeed and yield high 

profitability. Conversely, when low social class enters 

entrepreneurship, they feel less secure about their 

entrepreneurial endeavours and consequently low on EPE. On 

this premise, I argue that high social class individuals should 

be high on EPE. 

Hypothesis 6: Individuals high in social class will also be high 

in EVL, EPM, and EPE. 

 

Indirect effects of social class on ESE and EOE through 

learning experiences.  
Based on the SCCT, learning experiences should mediate 

the relationship between social class and ESE and EOE. 

Therefore, I argue that social class will relate to ESE through 
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EVL (path 16 → path 2), EPM (path 15 → path 6) and EPE 

(path 12 → path 3). Similarly, SCCT posits an indirect 

relationship between social class and EOE through EVL (path 

16 → path 18), EPM (path 15 → path 7), and EPE (path 12 → 

path 4). Further, there is a serial indirect relationship between 

social class and EOE through EVL and ESE (path 16 → path 

2 → path 1), EPM and ESE (path 15 → path 6 → path 1), and 

EPE and ESE (path 12 → path 3 → path 1). 

Hypothesis 7: Individuals high in social class will also be high 

in ESE and EOE through EVL, EPM and EPE. 

From the biopsychosocial model perspective, I argue 

that social class leads to ESE through the serial mediation of 

EVL, EPM and EPE (path 16 → path 13 → path 5 → path 3). 

Also, social class leads to ESE through the serial mediation of 

EVL and EPM (path 16 → path 13 → path 6) and through 

EVL and EPE (path 16 → path 17 → path 3). Similarly, social 

class leads to EOE through the serial mediation of EVL, EPM, 

and EPE (path 16 → path 13 → path 5 → path 4) and through 

the serial mediation of EVL, EPM, EPE, and ESE (path 16 → 

path 13 → path 5 → path 3 → path 1). Furthermore, social 

class leads to EOE through the serial mediation of EVL and 

EPM (path 16 → path 13 → path 7) and EVL, EPM and ESE 

(path 16 → path 13 → path 6 → path 1). Finally, social class 

leads to EOE through the serial mediation of EVL and EPE 

(path 16 → path 17 → path 4) and EVL, EPE and ESE (path 

16 → path 17 → path 3 → path 1).  

           Hypothesis 8: Individuals high in social class will also 

be high ESE and EOE through the serial mediation of EVL, 

EPM and EPE 

Hypothesis 9a: Individuals high in social class will 

also be high in ESE and EOE through the serial mediation of 

EVL and EPM 

Hypothesis 9b: Individuals high in social class will 

also be high in ESE and EOE through the serial mediation of 

EVL and EPE. 

 

Entrepreneurial learning experiences, self-efficacy and 

outcome expectations 

Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive theory posits that ELE 

directly influences ESE. Lent et al. (1994) further posit that 

ELE subscales should directly predict both ESE and EOE. 

What is unclear is, in what order do these ELE subscales lead 

to ESE and EOE? Do individuals acquire these subscales at 

the same time, or do they acquire them one at a time? Using 

the biopsychosocial model of the development of 

entrepreneurship by Obschonka (2016), as presented in Figure 

1, I argue that the first contact an individual has with 

entrepreneurship is through exposure to an entrepreneurial role 

model (i.e., EVL).  
 

Using the idea of Gibson (2004), when an individual 

vicariously learns entrepreneurship from a model of choice, 

they are exposed to specific tasks, skills, performance norms, 

etc., necessary to perform entrepreneurial behaviour and be 

successful. The success of such entrepreneurial behaviour 

strengthens their perception of future entrepreneurial 

endeavours. Consequently, individuals high in EVL will also 

be high in EPM (path 13). Furthermore, Fellnhofer (2017) 

argued that entrepreneurs are passionate (i.e., positive 

emotions) about their work. Exposure to passionate, 

entrepreneurial models can transmit the models’ passion to the 

observing individuals. For example, Soleimanof, Morris, and 

Jang (2021) found that exposure to parents who are passionate 

about their entrepreneurial careers positively influences their 

children’s attitude toward entrepreneurship. Based on these 

prior studies, I argue that individuals high in EVL will also be 

high in EPE (path 17). Finally, as posited by SCCT, 

observation of entrepreneurial models creates the motivation 

and confidence (i.e., ESE) to become an entrepreneur. 

Research (e.g., Abbasianchavari & Moritz, 2021; BarNir, 

Watson, & Hutchins, 2012; Nowi’nski &  Haddoud, 2019) has 

shown that coming from a family of entrepreneurs predicts 

ESE, intention, and behaviour. Similarly, observations of 

entrepreneurial models imply the desirability of 

entrepreneurial outcomes (i.e., EOE). Although less 

investigated within the entrepreneurship literature, individuals 

high in vicarious learning (e.g., Ireland & Lent, 2018; Lent et 

al., 2017) have been found to also be high in outcome 

expectations. In summary, I argue that individuals high in 

EVL will also be directly high in ESE (path 2) and EOE (path 

18).  

 

Moreover, an individual who has had prior entrepreneurial 

success (i.e., EPM) should feel positive emotions about 

entrepreneurship. Empirically, Cardon and Kirk (2013) found 

that confidence in performing entrepreneurial activities leads 

to passion (a positive emotion). On the other hand, Gielnik et 

al. (2015) and Baumeister et al. (2007) showed that although 

emotion leads to behaviour, more often, behaviour leads to 

emotion. On this premise, entrepreneurial personal mastery 

should, in turn, lead to entrepreneurial positive emotion (path 

5). Furthermore, according to Bandura (1997) and Lent et al. 

(1994), personal mastery should have the strongest effect on 

self-efficacy and outcome expectations. Lent et al. posit that 

previous entrepreneurial success produces confidence for 

future entrepreneurial activities. Similarly, the value attached 

to the outcomes of previous entrepreneurial activities increases 

the motivation to expect such outcomes in future 

entrepreneurial endeavours. Consequently, I argue that 

individuals high in EPM will also be high in ESE (path 6) and 

EOE (path 7).  

 

Finally, according to Lent et al. (1994), emotional arousal 

influences an individual’s self-efficacy and outcome 

expectations. In the context of this study, an individual who 

feels positive about entrepreneurship (e.g., love, passion) 

should have a high ESE. Similarly, an individual who feels 

positive emotions about entrepreneurship most likely values 

the outcomes that emanate from it. Hence, I argue that 

individuals high in EPE will be directly high in ESE (path 3) 

and EOE (path 4). 

Hypothesis 10a: Individuals high in entrepreneurial 

vicarious learning, personal mastery, and positive emotions 

will be directly high in ESE and EOE. 

Hypothesis 10b: Individuals high in entrepreneurial 

vicarious learning will be directly high in personal mastery 

and positive emotions. Furthermore, individuals high in 

entrepreneurial personal mastery will be high in positive 

emotions. 
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Indirect effects of learning experiences on ESE and EOE 
From the SCCT perspective, learning experiences indirectly 

lead to EOE through ESE. Specifically, vicarious learning 

leads to confidence to perform entrepreneurial tasks, which 

increases expectations of entrepreneurial outcomes (path 2 → 

path 1). Also, past entrepreneurial success increases 

confidence for future performance, which in turn increases 

EOE (path 6 → 1), and positive emotional arousal about 

entrepreneurship increases confidence to perform 

entrepreneurial activities and, in turn, leads to EOE (path 3 → 

path 1). 

Furthermore, within the biopsychosocial model, I argue that 

the first learning experience acquired is entrepreneurial 

vicarious learning, which leads to personal mastery, and prior 

successful performance of entrepreneurial activities influences 

positive emotional arousal about entrepreneurship. This 

feeling leads to high ESE (path 13 → path 5 → path 3) and 

EOE (path 13 → path 5 → path 4). Furthermore, as shown in 

Figure 1, vicarious learning leads to EOE through the serial 

mediation of personal mastery, positive emotions, and ESE 

(path 13 → path 5 → path 3 → path 1). As was discussed 

earlier, the enthusiasm of entrepreneurs about their ventures is 

contagious. Hence, an individual who vicariously learn from 

such entrepreneurs contracts their positive emotions and 

consequently becomes high in ESE (path 17 → path 3) and 

EOE (path 17 → path 4). Finally, being high in vicarious 

learning leads to EOE through the serial mediation of positive 

emotions and ESE (path 17 → path 3 → path 1). 

 

Hypothesis 11a: Individuals high in entrepreneurial 

vicarious learning, personal mastery and positive emotions 

will be indirectly high in EOE through ESE. 

Hypothesis 11b: Individuals high in entrepreneurial 

vicarious learning will be high in ESE and EOE through the 

serial mediation of EPM and EPE. Furthermore, individuals 

high in entrepreneurial vicarious learning will be high in EOE 

through the serial mediation of personal mastery, positive 

emotions and ESE. 

Hypothesis 11c: Individuals high in entrepreneurial 

vicarious learning will be high in ESE and EOE through EPE. 

Furthermore, individuals high in EVLwill be high in EOE 

through the serial mediation of positive emotions and ESE. 

 

Method 

Study Participants 
The study participants were 376 undergraduate students, of 

which 137 (36.4%) were males, 238 (63.3%) were females, 

and one person (.3%) did not indicate sex. Their ages ranged 

from 16 to 30 (Mage = 21.75; SD = 2.84). In terms of 

ethnicity: Yoruba were 276 (73.4%), Igbos 41 (10.9%), Hausa 

11 (2.9%), all other ethnic groups 44 (11.7%), and 4 (1.1%) 

did not indicate any ethnic groups. For religion: 324 (86.2%) 

were Christians, 45 were Muslims (12%), 5 (1.3%) traditional 

religion and 2 (.5%) did not indicate religion.  

 

Research instruments 
Social class. I used two 1-item scales Autin et al. (2017) 

developed to measure social class. These items include: “How 

would you describe your childhood social class” and “How 

would you describe your current social class?”. Furthermore, I 

used MacArthur’s Subjective Social Status by Adler et al. 

(2000). The scale presented a 10-step ladder to participants 

and asked the participants to think of the ladder as 

representing where people are in society. The top of the ladder 

is 1abelled 10, while the bottom is labelled 1. They were asked 

to indicate where they fell on the ladder. In all, I used three-

item scales to measure social class. These combinations have 

been used in previous studies (e.g. Adebusuyi & Adebusuyi, 

2020; Allan, Autin, & Duffy, 2014; Douglass et al., 2017). 

 

EOE Scale. It is a 14-item scale developed by Lanero et al. 

(2016), comprising two subscales – intrinsic and extrinsic 

EOE. Sample items include: “As an entrepreneur, I would 

obtain work autonomy and independence”, and “As an 

entrepreneur, I would receive good economic compensation”. 

The authors reported a reliability coefficient of .92 for each 

subscale and convergent validity of .64 and .70, respectively, 

for each subscale using average variance extracted (AVE). 

However, for this study, the two subscales were collapsed into 

one and measured on a 7 – point Likert scale from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The reliability of the collapsed 

scale was .95. 

 

ESE Scale. This scale by Moberg (2013) was developed to 

measure the ESE of individuals with little or no 

entrepreneurial experience. Moberg compared three popular 

ESE scales by Chen et al. (1998), DeNoble, Jung, and Ehrlich 

(1999) and McGee et al. (2009) to develop a 20-item scale. It 

comprises five subscales. The reliability coefficients ranged 

from .65 to .85. For this study, however, the scale was 

collapsed into one ESE scale and had a reliability coefficient 

of .95, and the response format was from 1 (less capable) to 6 

(most capable). 

ELE Scale. This is a scale developed by Adebusuyi 

et al. (2021). It is a 24-item scale comprising entrepreneurial 

personal mastery, vicarious learning, verbal persuasion, and 

positive and negative emotions. Sample item includes: “I have 

role models who have explained to me how to be a successful 

entrepreneur”. The instruction reads: “How would you rank 

yourself in the following: on a 6-point scale, from 1 strongly 

disagree to 6 strongly agree”. The reliability of the subscales 

ranged from .76 to .85. 

 

Personality Scale. This is a scale by John and Srivastava 

(1999) to measure the big-5 personality traits. It is a 44-item 

scale where participants rate their level of agreement on a 

scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Sample 

item includes: “I see myself as someone who is ingenious, a 

deep thinker”. John and Srivastava reported that the scale 

correlated with other big-5 scales. For this study, I used the 

openness personality subscale. According to John and 

Srivastava, this subscale has a convergent validity of .85. 

However, given that Adebusuyi et al. (2021) had shown this 

subscale to be problematic, I rechecked the validity and 

reliability of the subscale. The subscale revealed a low 

Cronbach’s alpha of .53. I also subjected the scale to 

exploratory factor (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA). In EFA, using the maximum likelihood (ML) 

extraction method and promax rotations, the scale resulted in 
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two factors instead of the theory-consistent one factor. The 

reversed scored items formed a separate factor. Similarly, in 

CFA, the reverse-scored items showed negative regression 

weight (-.42 and -.49). Consequently, I deleted the two 

reverse-scored items. The results showed a much improved 

Cronbach’s alpha of .77 and a theory-consistent one-factor in 

EFA. Finally, the CFA showed acceptable fitness statistics: 

comparative fit index (CFI) =1.0, root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) =0.00, and standardized root mean 

square residual (SRMR) =0.03.  

Data Screening 
Since the data collected were in a paper and pencil format, I 

manually entered the data into SPSS version 21. I checked the 

data for abnormalities such as non-normality, unengaged 

responses, extreme values, missing data, skewness, and 

kurtosis. I checked for non-normality using histograms and 

boxplots. Extreme values occurred due to the manual approach 

to data entry. I anticipated this; therefore, each questionnaire 

was uniquely labelled so I could return to it when I 

encountered an extreme value. Unengaged responses were 

deleted. Skewness and kurtosis were also within an acceptable 

range of -2 to +2 (Weston & Gore, 2006). Finally, as 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) recommended, full information 

maximum likelihood (FIML) was used to generate data for the 

missing values in the dataset. Statistical scholars (e.g., Singer 

& Willett, 2003; Tabachnick &  Fidell, 2013) argue that it is 

the best approach to handling missing data. 

 

Results 

In this section, I present the results of the hypotheses raised in 

the introduction. Before that, I present in Table 1 the 

descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) and zero-

order correlations of the variables in this study. In Table 1, all 

the variables are positively correlated with each other. The 

pair of ESE and EOE has the highest correlation of r = .67, 

while the pair of EVL and SC has the least correlation of r 

=.21. 
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Hypotheses testing 

I used regression path analysis to analyze the data, 

with 5000 bias-corrected bootstrap samples from Analysis of 

Moment Structure (AMOS) version 23. Next, I checked the 

statistical fitness of the hypothesized model depicted in Figure 

1, as several scholars (e.g. Iacobucci, 2010; Hu & Bentler, 

1999) recommended it. According to Hair, Black, Babin, and 

Anderson (2013) and Bentler and Bonett (1980), the threshold 

for a good model fitness includes RMSEA ⩽0.08, SRMR 

⩽0.10, and CFI ⩾0.9. Consequently, the fitness statistics 

showed the following acceptable indices: χ2
 (3) = 

1.524, p =.206, CFI = .998, RMSEA = .037 and SRMR = 

.011. 

 

Openness personality, entrepreneurial learning 

experiences, ESE and EOE: Hypotheses 1-5 

From Figure 2 and Table 2, individuals high in openness 

personality are found to be significantly high in EVL (β = 

.452), EPM (β = .109), EPE (β = .236), ESE (β = .382) and 

EOE (β = .261) in hypothesis 1. In hypothesis 2a, openness 

personality leads to ESE (β = .345, 95% CI [.191, .545]) and 

EOE (β = .071, 95% CI [.011, .162]) through EPE. Similarly, 

openness personality leads to ESE through EPM (β = .035, 

95% CI [.002, .102]). Also, openness leads to EOE through 

EVL (β = .190, 95% CI [.072, .341]). For hypothesis 2b, I 

only found a serial mediation between openness personality 

and EOE through EPM and ESE (β = .096, 95% CI [.048, 

.178]), and through EPE and ESE (β = .010, 95% CI [.001, 

.030]). Hypothesis 3 showed that EVL, EPM and EPE serially 

led to ESE (β = .052, 95% CI [.021, .106]) and EOE (β = .021, 

95% CI [.005, .057]). Additionally, openness personality led 

to EOE through the serial mediation of EVL, EPM, EPE, and 

ESE (β = .041, 95% CI [.006, .032]). For hypothesis 4, 

openness personality led to ESE (β = .131, 95% CI [.051, 

.243]) and EOE (β = .054, 95% CI [.008, .146]) through the 

serial mediation of EVL and EPE. Additionally, openness 

personality led to EOE through the serial mediation of EVL, 

EPE and ESE (β = .036, 95% CI [.014, .074]). Finally, for 

hypothesis 5, openness personality led to ESE through the 

serial mediation of EVL and EPM (β = .071, 95% CI [.012, 

.145]). Also, openness personality led to EOE through the 

serial mediation of EVL, EPM and ESE (β = .020, 95% CI 

[.004, .045]). 

  

Socioeconomic status, entrepreneurial learning 

experiences, ESE and EOE: Hypotheses 6- 9 

 From Table 2 and Figure 2, the result of hypothesis 6 

showed that individuals high in social class were also high in 

EVL (β = .115,), EPM (β = .193), and EPE (β = .10, p = .041) 

although marginally significant. As shown in Table 2, 

hypothesis 7 showed that high social class individuals were 

only high in EOE through EVL (β = .107, 95% CI [.018, 

.259]) and EPE (β = .064, 95% CI [.000, .199]). However, 

individuals high in social class were indirectly high in ESE (β 

= .138, 95% CI [.025, .310]) through EPM and high in EOE 

through the serial mediation of EPM and ESE (β = .038, 95% 

CI [.009, .090]). The result of hypothesis 8 showed that 

individuals high in social class were also high in ESE (β = 

.029, 95% CI [.006, .079]) and EOE (β = .020, 95% CI [.003, 

.055]) through the serial mediation of EVL, EPM and EPE. 

Furthermore, individuals high in social class were high in 

EOE through the serial mediation of EVL, EPM, EPE and 

ESE (β = .008, 95% CI [.002, .023]). As shown in Table 2, the 

result of hypothesis 9a showed that individuals high in social 

class were also high in ESE (β = .040, 95% CI [.005, .112]) 

through the serial mediation of EVL and EPM. Furthermore, 

individuals high in social class were high in EOE through the 

serial mediation of EVL, EPM and ESE (β = .011, 95% CI 

[.002, .031]). Similarly, for hypothesis 9b, as shown in Table 

2, individuals high in social class were also high in ESE (β = 

.073, 95% CI [.013, .186]) and EOE (β = .015, 95% CI [.002, 

.052]) through the serial mediation of EVL and EPE. 

Additionally, individuals high in social class were high in 

EOE through the serial mediation of EVL, EPE and ESE (β = 

.020, 95% CI [.003, .055]).  

 

Table 2. Path analysis results showing the direct and indirect 

relationship among social class, entrepreneurial learning 

experiences, self-efficacy, and outcome expectations. 

  β LL UP P 

H1 Openness   → EVL .452 .351 .536 .001 

H1 Openness → EPM .109 .004 .209 .040 

H1 Openness → EPE .236 .128 .338 .000 

H1 Openness → EOE .261 .146 .386 .000 

H1 Openness → ESE .382 .278 .478 .001 

H2a Openness → EPE → ESE .345 .191 .545 .000 

H2a Openness → EPE → EOE .071 .011 .162 .012 

H2 Openness → EVL → ESE  .103 -.051 .271 .188 

H2a Openness → EVL → EOE .190 .072 .341 .001 

H2a Openness → EPM → ESE .035 .002 .102 .032 

H2b Openness → EPE → ESE 

→ EOE 

.096 .048 .178 .000 

H2b Openness → EPM → ESE 

→ EOE 

.010 .001 .030 .025 

H3 Openness → EVL → EPM 

→ EPE → ESE → EOE 

.014 .006 .032 .002 

H3 Openness → EVL → EPM 

→ EPE → ESE 

.052 .021 .106 .002 

H3 Openness → EVL → EPM 

→ EPE → EOE 

.021 .005 .057 .010 

H4 Openness → EVL → EPE 

→ ESE → EOE 

.036 .014 .074 .001 

H4 Openness → EVL → EPE 

→ ESE 

.131 .051 .243 .001 

H4 Openness → EVL → EPE 

→ EOE 

.054 .008 .146 .014 

H5 Openness → EVL → EPM 

→ ESE → EOE 

.020 .004 .045 .012 

H5 Openness →EVL → EPM 

→ ESE  

.071 .012 .145 .018 

H6 SC →EVL .115 .014 .207 .024 

H6 SC → EPE .096 -.014 .217 .041 

H6 SC →EPM .193 .102 .279 .000 

H7 SC → EVL → ESE → 

EOE 

.016 -.004 .070 .133 

H7 SC → EVL → ESE .058 -.018 .213 .141 

H7 SC → EVL → EOE .107 .018 .259 .013 

H7 SC →EPM → ESE → .038 .009 .090 .010 
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EOE 

H7 SC → EPM → ESE .138 .025 .310 .015 

H7 SC → EPE → ESE → 

EOE 

.086 -.006 .219 .063 

H7 SC → EPE → ESE .311 -.037 .746 .073 

H7 SC → EPE → EOE .064 .000 .199 .049 

H8 SC → EVL → EPM → 

EPE → ESE → EOE 

.008 .002 .023 .009 

H8 SC → EVL → EPM → 

EPE → ESE 

.029 .006 .079 .012 

H8 SC → EVL → EPM → 

EPE → EOE  

.020 .003 .055 .012 

H9a SC → EVL → EPM → 

ESE → EOE 

.011 .002 .031 .018 

H9a SC → EVL → EPM 

→ESE 

.040 .005 .112 .021 

H9b SC → EVL → EPE → 

ESE 

.073 .013 .186 .012 

H9b SC → EVL → EPE → 

EOE 

.015 .002 .052 .016 

H9b SC → EVL → EPE → 

ESE →EOE 

.020 .003 .055 .012 

H10a EPE → ESE .440 .346 .542 .000 

H10a EPE → EOE .113 .018 .207 .016 

H10a EPM → ESE .097 .011 .180 .024 

H10a EVL → ESE .068 -.036 .173 .201 

H10a EVL → EOE .159 .058 .263 .001 

H10b EVL → EPM .482 .378 .581 .000 

H10b EPM → EPE .162 .061 .267 .005 

H10b EVL → EPE .197 .073 .318 .002 

H11a EPM → ESE → EOE .175 .037 .357 .015 

H11a EPE → ESE → EOE .428 .270 .621 .000 

H11a

` 

EVL → ESE → EOE .049 -.021 .151 .173 

H11b EVL → EPM → EPE → 

ESE → EOE 

.025 .010 .053 .002 

H11b EVL → EPM →EPE → 

ESE 

.089 .036 .171 .003 

H11b EVL → EPM → EPE → 

EOE 

.018 .004 .047 .009 

H11c EVL → EPE → ESE → 

EOE 

.063 .023 .121 .001 

H11c EVL → EPE → ESE .225 .087 .388 .001 

H11c EVL → EPE → EOE .046 .008 .110 .010 

Note LL = lower limit, UP = Upper limit 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Entrepreneurial learning experiences, self-efficacy and 

outcome expectations: Hypotheses 10-11 

From Figure 2 and Table 2, the result of hypothesis 

10a showed that only individuals high in entrepreneurial 

personal mastery (β = .440) and positive emotions (β = .097) 

were directly high in ESE. Conversely, only individuals high 

in EPE (β = .113) and EVL (β = .159) were directly high in 

EOE. For hypothesis 10b, as shown in Figure 2 and Table 2, 

individuals high in EVL were also high in personal mastery (β 

= .482) and positive emotions (β = .197). Additionally, 

individuals high in EPM were found to also be high in EPE (β 

= .162). For hypothesis 11a, only individuals high in EPM (β 

= .175, 95% CI [.037, .357]) and EPE (β = .428, 95% CI [.270, 

.621]) were indirectly high in EOE through ESE. For 

hypothesis 11b, as shown in Table 2, individuals high in EVL 

were high in ESE (β = .089, 95% CI [.036, .171]) and EOE (β 

= .018, 95% CI [.004, .047]) through the serial mediation of 

entrepreneurial personal mastery and positive emotions. 

Additionally, individuals high in EVL were high in EOE 

through the serial mediation of EPM, EPE, and ESE (β = .025, 

95% CI [.010, .053]). Finally, for hypothesis 11c, individuals 

high in EVL were high in ESE (β = .225, 95% CI [.087, .338]) 

and EOE (β = .046, 95% CI [.008, .110]) through EPE. Also, 

individuals high in EVL were high in EOE through the serial 

mediation of EPE and ESE (β = .063, 95% CI [.023, .121]). 
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Discussion 

Openness personality, entrepreneurial learning 

experiences, ESE and EOE: Hypotheses 1-5  
The result of hypothesis 1 supports the theoretical proposition 

of SCCT that personality directly relates to learning 

experiences, self-efficacy, and outcome expectations. More 

specifically, the result of hypothesis 1 supports previous 

empirical works (e.g. Adebusuyi et al., 2021; Ness et al., 

2020; Raine & Pandya, 2019; Rosado-Cubero, Freire-Rubio, 

& Hern´andez, 2022) about the importance of openness 

personality trait in several entrepreneurial outcomes. 

However, in hypothesis 2a, only EPE fully mediates the 

relationship between openness personality and ESE and EOE 

simultaneously. EPM only mediates the relationship between 

openness personality and ESE, while EVL only mediates the 

relationship between openness personality and EOE. This 

result underscores the importance of positive emotions to 

entrepreneurial endeavours. Prior theorizing and empirical 

findings (Fodor & Pintea, 2017; Cardon et al., 2012; Cardon et 

al., 2013) have also underscored the importance of positive 

emotions for entrepreneurial activities. Furthermore, 

hypothesis 2b showed that openness  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

personality leads to EOE through the serial mediation of EPE 

and ESE and through the serial mediation of EPM and ESE. 

This result partly supports the SCCT theoretical proposition 

that personality leads to EOE through the serial mediation of 

learning experiences and ESE. Also, Ireland and Lent’s (2018) 

empirical work on the serial mediation of learning experiences 

and self-efficacy on the relationship between personality and 

outcome expectations corroborates the result of hypothesis 2b. 

As hypothesized by the integration of the SCCT with the 

biopsychosocial model, the result of hypothesis 3 showed that 

openness personality led to ESE and EOE through the serial 

mediation of EVL, EPM, and EPE. This result extends the 

theoretical proposition of Hoy et al. (2005) and the empirical 

work of Pfitzner-Eden (2016) about how the learning 

experiences subscales are connected to predicting self-efficacy 

and outcome expectations. Similarly, hypothesis 4 showed that 

openness personality led to ESE and EOE through the serial 

mediation of EVL and EPE. Finally, hypothesis 5 equally 

showed that openness personality led to ESE and EOE through 

EVL and EPM. In sum, the results of hypotheses 3-5 

investigated the antecedent influence of personality on ESE 

and EOE from a new perspective. These results, according to 

the biopsychosocial model, showed that the interaction of 

biologically related characteristics with supportive 

environmental conditions led to ESE and EOE. 

 

Socioeconomic status, entrepreneurial learning 

experiences, ESE and EOE: Hypotheses 6- 9. 

The result of hypothesis 6 supports the theoretical proposition 

of SCCT that social class directly relates to learning 

experiences. Also, the prior empirical work of Thompson and 

Dahling (2012) corroborates the result of hypothesis 6. For 

hypothesis 7, SCCT argues that high-social-class individuals 

Path 8 = .11 

Path 18 = .16 

 
Path 12 = .10 

Path 16 
= .11 

Path 15 = 
.19 

Path 14 = 
.45 

 
Path 13 =.48 

Path 11 = .38 

Path 10 = .24 

Path 9 = .26 

Path 7 = ns 

Path 6 = .10 

Path 5 = .16 

Path 4 = .11 
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Path 2 = ns 

Path 1 = .35 EVL  
R2 = .24 
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R2 = .27 

Social 
class 
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R2 =.61 
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R2 = .53 

EPM  
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Openness 
personality 

Path 17 = .20 

Figure 2. Path analysis results showing the integration of SCCT and 

the biopsychosocial model of the development of entrepreneurship. Note ns = not significant 
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would be high in ESE and EOE through high learning 

experiences. The result of hypothesis 7 partly supports this 

theoretical proposition, as some parts of the hypothesis were 

significant. The other aspects of hypothesis 7, although not 

significant, were in the hypothesized direction. Thompson and 

Dahling (2012) also found partial support for the indirect 

relation of social class to self-efficacy and outcome 

expectations through learning experiences.  

The results of hypotheses 8 and 9 corroborated the 

biopsychosocial model. High social class individuals were 

found to be high in ESE and EOE through the serial mediation 

of EVL, EPM, and EPE in hypothesis 8. Guided by the 

theoretical rationale of the biopsychosocial model, the 

socioeconomic background of an individual influence the 

vicarious learning opportunities the individual will be exposed 

to. Individuals that are high in social class have access to 

successful entrepreneurial models, whereas low-social class 

individuals are exposed to survival entrepreneurs whose 

businesses have low growth potential and profitability (Kuada, 

2015).  

 

Nowi’nski and Haddoud (2019) found that individuals are 

only inspired by successful entrepreneurs. Since it is only high 

social class individuals that have access to successful 

entrepreneurs, it is therefore clear why high social class 

individuals are high in EVL. From high EVL, the high social 

class individuals had high EPM, corroborating Hoy et al.’s 

(2005) argument that vicarious learning leads to personal 

mastery. Furthermore, following Gielnik et al.’s (2015) 

theoretical and empirical work that suggests entrepreneurial 

behaviour leads to entrepreneurial passion (i.e., positive 

emotion), the result of this hypothesis found that high-social-

class individuals high in EPM were also found to be high in 

EPE. Finally, as posted by SCCT, positive emotional arousal 

leads to increased ESE and EOE.  

 

For hypothesis 9a, I have already discussed how high social 

class individuals have EPM through EVL. Guided by SCCT 

and biopsychosocial reasoning, high social class individuals 

should have high ESE and EOE through the serial mediation 

of EVL and EPM. However, EPM only led to ESE and not 

EOE. Ireland and Lent (2018) also found that personal 

mastery led to only self-efficacy and not outcome 

expectations. For hypothesis 9b, individuals high in social 

class were found to be high in ESE and EOE through the serial 

mediation of EVL and EPE. Soleimanof et al. (2021) found 

that observing passionate (i.e. positive emotion) 

entrepreneurial models positively influenced the observer’s 

entrepreneurial attitude – a variable akin to ESE and EOE. The 

result of hypothesis 9b complements Soleimanof et al.’s 

empirical work by showing the process. 

 

Entrepreneurial learning experiences, self-efficacy and 

outcome expectations: Hypotheses 10-11. 
As posited by the SCCT, individuals high in the learning 

experiences subscales should be directly high in self-efficacy 

and outcome expectations. However, several empirical (e.g. 

Ireland & Lent 2018; Lent et al. 2017) investigations have 

found partial support for the SCCT postulation. Similarly, the 

result of hypothesis 10a found partial support for the learning 

experiences subscale investigated in this study. EVL did not 

directly lead to ESE, and neither did EPM directly lead to 

EOE. In the case of EVL, it seems that more investigation is 

required on the role of vicarious learning in entrepreneurial 

outcomes. For instance, Adebusuyi et al. (2021) and 

Soleimanof et al. (2021) argued that exposure to 

entrepreneurial models does not automatically lead to positive 

entrepreneurial outcomes. Both scholars have tried to advance 

the literature on the role of models in entrepreneurship. 

However, given the non-significant direct influence of EVL on 

ESE, there is still a need to dig deeper into the impact of 

vicarious learning on various entrepreneurial outcomes. 

Gibson (2004) provides a comprehensive elaboration on this 

important variable that entrepreneurship researchers can glean 

from. Guided by the biopsychosocial model of 

entrepreneurship, the result of hypothesis 10b showed that 

EVL directly led to EPM and EPE, and as discussed earlier, 

EPM directly led to EPE. The result of hypothesis 11a, as 

posited by the SCCT, found that EPM and EPE indirectly led 

EOE through ESE. Furthermore, prior studies (e.g., Ireland & 

Lent 2018) found personal mastery and positive emotion to 

indirectly lead to outcome expectations. The result of 

hypothesis 11b showed that individuals high in vicarious 

learning were high in ESE and EOE through the serial 

mediation of EPM and EPE. Notice that although EVL did not 

directly lead to ESE in hypothesis 10a, it served as a distal 

antecedent of ESE in hypothesis 11b. This result suggests that 

the relationship between EVL and ESE might be more 

complex than was previously known. Finally, for hypothesis 

11c, individuals high in EVL were found to be high in ESE 

and EOE through EPE. As was discussed in hypothesis 9b, the 

result of hypothesis 11c corroborates Soleimanof et al.’s 

(2021) discovery that exposure to a passionate, entrepreneurial 

model predicts a positive entrepreneurial attitude. 

 

Implications of the study 

This research has several theoretical and practical 

implications. Theoretically, this research investigates the 

antecedents of ESE and EOE from a different theoretical 

perspective, thereby deepening the literature on the 

developmental antecedents of ESE and EOE. Furthermore, 

since Obschonka (2016) introduced the biopsychosocial model 

of entrepreneurship, to my knowledge, this is the first 

empirical test of the model. Finally, the integration of the 

biopsychosocial model with SCCT, I believe, enriches the 

learning experiences aspect of SCCT. 

 

On the practical implication of the study, this study echoes the 

conclusion of previous studies on the importance of openness 

personality trait to several entrepreneurial outcomes. 

Therefore, counsellors and entrepreneurship educators could 

design an intervention programme that will break the openness 

personality trait characteristics into behavioural components 

that can be taught. Second, only individuals high in social 

class were high in entrepreneurial learning experiences, ESE 

and EOE. Nonetheless, more than 2.47 billion people live in 

poverty, and entrepreneurship has been recommended as the 

panacea to poverty (Bruton, Ketchen, & Ireland, 2013; Sutter, 

Bruton, & Chen, 2019). This implies counsellors, 

policymakers and scholars interested in bringing people out of 
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poverty through entrepreneurship need to design intervention 

programmes that target individuals low in social class. For 

example, Frese, Gielnik, and Mensmann (2016) recommended 

increasing the personal initiative of entrepreneurs in the low-

income economy. Furthermore, this study found that vicarious 

learning is the earliest exposure that individuals have to 

entrepreneurship. Therefore, policymakers need to increase 

individuals’ exposure to successful entrepreneurs. It would 

also be great if successful entrepreneurs were instructors in 

entrepreneurship classes. Such arrangements will benefit both 

the high and low social class individuals in such classes. 

Finally, mentorship/internship programmes should be 

arranged for all young adults and graduates to vicariously 

learn from successful entrepreneurs. 

 

 

Limitations of the study and future research 
This study has several limitations. First, the study is cross-

sectional. Therefore, causal claims cannot be made. 

Consequently, future research should develop longitudinal 

research where the causal paths in this study can be 

tested. Furthermore, notice that the verbal persuasion subscale 

is not included in this study. The reason for its exclusion is 

that I did not find a theoretical basis for its inclusion. 

However, since it is one of the learning experiences sources of 

self-efficacy (although posited to be weak), I think future 

research needs to investigate how verbal persuasion integrates 

with other sources developmentally to produce self-efficacy 

and outcome expectations.  

 

 

References 

Abbasianchavari, A., & Moritz, A. (2020). The impact of role 

models on entrepreneurial intentions and behavior: a 

review of the literature. Management Review 

Quarterly, 17, 1–40. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-

019-00179-0 

Adebusuyi, A. S., & Adebusuyi, O. F. (2020). The influence 

of social class on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and 

outcome expectations. Small Enterprise Research, 

27(3), 259–274. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13215906.2020.1844044 

Adebusuyi, A. S., & Adebusuyi, O. F. (2022). Ethnicity and 

entrepreneurial learning experiences as predictors of 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy and outcome 

expectations. Journal of Enterprising Communities: 

People and Places in the Global Economy. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/jec-11-2021-0157 

Adebusuyi, A. S., Adebusuyi, O. F., & Kolade, O. (2021). 

Development and validation of sources of 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy and outcome 

expectations: A social cognitive career theory 

perspective. The International Journal of 

Management Education, 20(2), 100572. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2021.100572 

Adebusuyi, A. S., Kolawole, S. O., Abu, H. S., Adebusuyi, O. 

F., & Ajulo, A. A. (2021). Predicting entrepreneurial 

and professional career mindsets in young Nigerian 

adults. Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging 

Economies. https://doi.org/10.1108/jeee-02-2021-

0072 

Adler, N. E., Epel, E. S., Castellazzo, G., & Ickovics, J. R. 

(2000). Relationship of subjective and objective 

social status with psychological and physiological 

functioning: Preliminary data in healthy, White 

women. Health Psychology, 19(6), 586–592. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.19.6.586 

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

Processes, 50(2), 179–211. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-t 

Allan, B. A., Autin, K. L., & Duffy, R. D. (2013). Examining 

social class and work meaning within the psychology 

of working framework. Journal of Career 

Assessment, 22(4), 543–561. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072713514811 

Antoncic, B., Bratkovic Kregar, T., Singh, G., & DeNoble, A. 

F. (2015). The big five personality-entrepreneurship 

relationship: Evidence from Slovenia. Journal of 

Small Business Management, 53(3), 819–841. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12089 

Audretsch, D. B., Bönte, W., & Tamvada, J. P. (2013). 

Religion, social class, and entrepreneurial choice. 

Journal of Business Venturing, 28(6), 774–789. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2013.06.002 

Autin, K. L., Douglass, R. P., Duffy, R. D., England, J. W., & 

Allan, B. A. (2017). Subjective social status, work 

volition, and career adaptability: A longitudinal 

study. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 99, 1–10. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2016.11.007 

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. 

New York, NY: W.H. Freeman. 

 

BarNir, A., Watson, W. E., & Hutchins, H. M. (2011). 

Mediation and moderated mediation in the 

relationship among role models, self-efficacy, 

entrepreneurial career intention, and gender. Journal 

of Applied Social Psychology, 41(2), 270–297. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00713.x 

Baumeister, R. F., Vohs, K. D., Nathan DeWall, C., & Zhang, 

L. (2007). How emotion shapes behavior: feedback, 

anticipation, and reflection, rather than direct 

causation. Personality and Social Psychology 

Review, 11(2), 167–203. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868307301033 

Bentler, P. M., & Bonett, D. G. (1980). Significance tests and 

goodness of fit in the analysis of covariance 

structures. Psychological Bulletin, 88(3), 588–606. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.88.3.588 

Brandstätter, H. (2011). Personality aspects of 

entrepreneurship: A look at five meta-analyses. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 51(3), 222–

230. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.07.007 

Brown, S. D., & Hirschi, A. (2013). Personality, career 

development, and occupational attainment. In S. D. 

Brown & R. W. Lent (Eds.), Career development and 

counseling: Putting theory and research to work (2nd 

ed., pp. 299-328). New York, NY: Wile 

Bruton, G. D., Ketchen, D. J., & Ireland, R. D. (2013). 

Entrepreneurship as a solution to poverty. Journal of 

../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1007/s11301-019-00179-0
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1007/s11301-019-00179-0
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1080/13215906.2020.1844044
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1108/jec-11-2021-0157
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.ijme.2021.100572
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1108/jeee-02-2021-0072
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1108/jeee-02-2021-0072
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1037/0278-6133.19.6.586
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-t
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1177/1069072713514811
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1111/jsbm.12089
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2013.06.002
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jvb.2016.11.007
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00713.x
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1177/1088868307301033
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1037/0033-2909.88.3.588
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.paid.2010.07.007


Adeola (2023) CJoE (2023) 7 (1) 56-70 
 

68 

 

Business Venturing, 28(6), 683–689. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2013.05.002 

Cardon, M. S., Foo, M.-D., Shepherd, D., & Wiklund, J. 

(2012). Exploring the heart: Entrepreneurial emotion 

is a hot topic. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 

36(1), 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-

6520.2011.00501.x 

Cardon, M. S., Gregoire, D. A., Stevens, C. E., & Patel, P. C. 

(2013). Measuring entrepreneurial passion: 

Conceptual foundations and scale validation. Journal 

of Business Venturing, 28(3), 373–396. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.03.003 

Chen, C. C., Greene, P. G., & Crick, A. (1998). Does 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy distinguish 

entrepreneurs from managers? Journal of Business 

Venturing, 13(4), 295–316. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/s0883-9026(97)00029-3 

Côté, S. (2011). How social class shapes thoughts and actions 

in organizations. Research in Organizational 

Behavior, 31(31), 43–71. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2011.09.004 

DeNoble, A., Jung, D., & Ehrlich, S. (1999) Entrepreneurial 

self-efficacy: The development of a measure and its 

relationship to entrepreneurial action. In: Reynolds 

PD (ed.) Frontiers 

of Entrepreneurship Research. Stanford, CA: Center 

for Entrepreneurial Studies, pp.7387 

 

Douglass, R. P., Velez, B. L., Conlin, S. E., Duffy, R. D., & 

England, J. W. (2017). Examining the psychology of 

working theory: Decent work among sexual 

minorities. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 64(5), 

550–559. https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000212 

Duffy, R. D., Blustein, D. L., Diemer, M. A., & Autin, K. L. 

(2016). The Psychology of Working Theory. Journal 

of Counseling Psychology, 63(2), 127–148. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000140 

Fitzsimmons, J. R., & Douglas, E. J. (2011). Interaction 

between feasibility and desirability in the formation 

of entrepreneurial intentions. Journal of Business 

Venturing, 26(4), 431–440. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2010.01.001 

Fodor, O. C., & Pintea, S. (2017). The “Emotional Side” of 

Entrepreneurship: A meta-analysis of the relation 

between positive and negative affect and 

entrepreneurial performance. Frontiers in 

Psychology, 8. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00310 

Frese, M., Gielnik, M. M., & Mensmann, M. (2016). 

Psychological training for entrepreneurs to take 

action. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 

25(3), 196–202. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721416636957 

Fuller, B., Liu, Y., Bajaba, S., Marler, L. E., & Pratt, J. (2018). 

Examining how the personality, self-efficacy, and 

anticipatory cognitions of potential entrepreneurs 

shape their entrepreneurial intentions. Personality 

and Individual Differences, 125(125), 120–125. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2018.01.005 

Gibson, D. E. (2004). Role models in career development: 

New directions for theory and research. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 65(1), 134–156. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/s0001-8791(03)00051-4 

Gielnik, M. M., Spitzmuller, M., Schmitt, A., Klemann, D. K., 

& Frese, M. (2015). “I put in effort, therefore i am 

passionate”: Investigating the path from effort to 

passion in entrepreneurship. Academy of 

Management Journal, 58(4), 1012–1031. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0727 

Hoy, A. W., & Spero, R. B. (2005). Changes in teacher 

efficacy during the early years of teaching: A 

comparison of four measures. Teaching and Teacher 

Education, 21(4), 343–356. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2005.01.007 

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes 

in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria 

versus new alternatives. Structural Equation 

Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1–55. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118 

Iacobucci, D. (2010). Structural equations modeling: Fit 

indices, sample size, and advanced topics. Journal of 

Consumer Psychology, 20(1), 90–98. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2009.09.003 

Ireland, G. W., & Lent, R. W. (2018). Career exploration and 

decision-making learning experiences: A test of the 

career self-management model. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 106(106), 37–47. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.11.004 

Javadian, G., Opie, T. R., & Parise, S. (2018). The influence 

of emotional carrying capacity and network ethnic 

diversity on entrepreneurial self-efficacy. New 

England Journal of Entrepreneurship, 21(2), 101–

122. https://doi.org/10.1108/neje-08-2018-0016 

 

John, O. P., & Srivastava, S. (1999). The big five trait 

taxonomy: history, measurement, and theoretical 

perspectives. In L. A. Pervin & O. P. John (Eds.), 

Handbook of personality: theory and research (pp. 

102–138). New York: The Guilford Press 

Klassen, R. M., & Durksen, T. L. (2014). Weekly self-efficacy 

and work stress during the teaching practicum: A 

mixed methods study. Learning and Instruction, 

33(33), 158–169. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2014.05.003 

Kuada, J. (2015). Entrepreneurship in Africa – a classificatory 

framework and a research agenda. African Journal of 

Economic and Management Studies, 6(2), 148–163. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/ajems-10-2014-0076 

Lanero, A., Vázquez, J.-L., & Aza, C. L. (2016). Social 

cognitive determinants of entrepreneurial career 

choice in university students. International Small 

Business Journal: Researching Entrepreneurship, 

34(8), 1053–1075. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242615612882 

Lent, R. W., & Brown, S. D. (2013). Social cognitive model of 

career self-management: Toward a unifying view of 

adaptive career behavior across the life span. Journal 

of Counseling Psychology, 60(4), 557–568. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033446 

Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Hackett, G. (1994). Toward a 

../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2013.05.002
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2011.00501.x
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2011.00501.x
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.03.003
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/s0883-9026(97)00029-3
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.riob.2011.09.004
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1037/cou0000212
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1037/cou0000140
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2010.01.001
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00310
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1177/0963721416636957
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.paid.2018.01.005
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/s0001-8791(03)00051-4
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.5465/amj.2011.0727
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.tate.2005.01.007
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1080/10705519909540118
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jcps.2009.09.003
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.11.004
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1108/neje-08-2018-0016
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2014.05.003
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1108/ajems-10-2014-0076
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1177/0266242615612882
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1037/a0033446


Adeola (2023) CJoE (2023) 7 (1) 56-70 
 

69 

 

unifying social cognitive theory of career and 

academic interest, choice, and performance. Journal 

of Vocational Behavior, 45(1), 79–122. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1994.1027 

Lent, R. W., Ireland, G. W., Penn, L. T., Morris, T. R., & 

Sappington, R. (2017). Sources of self-efficacy and 

outcome expectations for career exploration and 

decision-making: A test of the social cognitive model 

of career self-management. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 99(99), 107–117. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.01.002 

Martincin, K. M., & Stead, G. B. (2015). Five-Factor Model 

and difficulties in career decision making. Journal of 

Career Assessment, 23(1), 3–19. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072714523081 

McGee, J. E., Peterson, M., Mueller, S. L., & Sequeira, J. M. 

(2009). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy: refining the 

measure. entrepreneurship theory and practice, 

33(4), 965–988. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-

6520.2009.00304.x 

Miao, C., Qian, S., & Ma, D. (2017). The relationship between 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy and firm performance: A 

meta-analysis of main and moderator effects. Journal 

of Small Business Management, 55(1), 87–107. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12240 

Moberg, S. K. (2013). An entrepreneurial self-efficacy scale 

with a neutral wording. In A. Fayolle, P. Kyro, ¨ T. 

Mets, & U. Venesaar (Eds.), Conceptual richness and 

methodological diversity in entrepreneurship 

research (pp. 67–94). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 

Ness, R. K. V., Seifert, C. F., Marler, J. H., Wales, W. J., & 

Hughes, M. E. (2020). Proactive entrepreneurs: Who 

are they and how are they different? The Journal of 

Entrepreneurship, 29(1), 148–175. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0971355719893504 

Newman, A., Obschonka, M., Schwarz, S., Cohen, M., & 

Nielsen, I. (2019). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy: A 

systematic review of the literature on its theoretical 

foundations, measurement, antecedents, and 

outcomes, and an agenda for future research. Journal 

of Vocational Behavior, 110(1), 403–419. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.05.012 

Nowi´nski, W., & Haddoud, M. Y. (2019). The role of 

inspiring role models in enhancing entrepreneurial 

intention. Journal of Business Research, 96, 183–

193. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.11.005 

Obschonka, M. (2016). Adolescent pathways to 

entrepreneurship. Child Development Perspectives, 

10(3), 196–201. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12185 

Pfitzner-Eden, F. (2016). Why do i feel more confident? 

Bandura’s sources predict preservice teachers’ latent 

changes in teacher self-efficacy. Frontiers in 

Psychology, 7. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01486 

Prabhu, V. P., McGuire, S. J., Drost, E. A., & Kwong, K. K. 

(2012). Proactive personality and entrepreneurial 

intent. International Journal of Entrepreneurial 

Behavior & Research, 18(5), 559–586. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/13552551211253937 

Raine, A. L., & Pandya, M. (2019). Three keys to 

entrepreneurial success: Curiosity, creativity, and 

commitment. Entrepreneurship Education, 2(3-4), 

189–198. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41959-019-00019-

y 

Rosado-Cubero, A., Freire-Rubio, T., & Hernández, A. 

(2022). Entrepreneurship: What matters most. 

Journal of Business Research, 144, 250–263. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.01.087 

Şahin, F., Karadağ, H., & Tuncer, B. (2019). Big five 

personality traits, entrepreneurial self-efficacy and 

entrepreneurial intention. International Journal of 

Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 25(6). 

https://doi.org/10.1108/ijebr-07-2018-0466 

Schaub, M., & Tokar, D. M. (2005). The role of personality 

and learning experiences in social cognitive career 

theory. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 66(2), 304–

325. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.09.005 

Schlaegel, C., & Koenig, M. (2014). Determinants of 

Entrepreneurial intent: A meta-analytic test and 

integration of competing models. Entrepreneurship 

Theory and Practice, 38(2), 291–332. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12087 

Shapero A (1982) The social dimensions of entrepreneurship. 

In C. Kent, D. Sexton, & K. Vesper (Eds.) The 

encyclopaedia of entrepreneurship. Englewood 

(pp.72–90). Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall,  

Singer, J. D., & Willett, J. B. (2003). Applied longitudinal 

data analysis: Modeling change and event 

occurrence. New York, NY: Oxford University Press 

Slavec, A., Drnovšek, M., & Hisrich, R. D. (2017). 

Entrepreneurial openness: Concept development and 

measure validation. European Management Journal, 

35(2), 211–223. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2016.09.003 

Soleimanof, S., Morris, M. H., & Jang, Y. (2021). Following 

the footsteps that inspire: Parental passion, family 

communication, and children’s entrepreneurial 

attitudes. Journal of Business Research, 128, 450–

461. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.02.018 

Sutter, C., Bruton, G. D., & Chen, J. (2019). Entrepreneurship 

as a solution to extreme poverty: A review and future 

research directions. Journal of Business Venturing, 

34(1), 197–214. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.06.003 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2013). Using multivariate 

statistics (6th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education. 

Thompson, M. N., & Dahling, J. J. (2012). Perceived social 

status and learning experiences in Social Cognitive 

Career Theory. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 

80(2), 351–361. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.10.001 

Tran, A. T. P., & Von Korflesch, H. (2016). A conceptual 

model of social entrepreneurial intention based on the 

social cognitive career theory. Asia Pacific Journal of 

Innovation and Entrepreneurship, 10(1), 17–38. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/apjie-12-2016-007 

Tschannen-Moran, M., Hoy, A. W., & Hoy, W. K. (1998). 

Teacher efficacy: Its meaning and measure. Review 

of Educational Research, 68(2), 202–248. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543068002202 

../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1006/jvbe.1994.1027
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.01.002
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1177/1069072714523081
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00304.x
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00304.x
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1111/jsbm.12240
https://doi.org/10.1177/0971355719893504
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.05.012
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.11.005
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1111/cdep.12185
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01486
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1108/13552551211253937
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1007/s41959-019-00019-y
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1007/s41959-019-00019-y
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.01.087
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1108/ijebr-07-2018-0466
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.09.005
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1111/etap.12087
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.emj.2016.09.003
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.02.018
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.06.003
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.10.001
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1108/apjie-12-2016-007
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.3102/00346543068002202


Adeola (2023) CJoE (2023) 7 (1) 56-70 
 

70 

 

Weston, R., & Gore, P. A. (2006). A brief guide to structural 

equation modeling. The Counseling Psychologist, 

34(5), 719–751. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000006286345 

Zhao, H., Seibert, S. E., & Hills, G. E. (2005). The mediating 

role of self-efficacy in the development of 

entrepreneurial intentions. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 90(6), 1265–1272. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1265 

 

 

../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1177/0011000006286345
../../../../../../../Downloads/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1265

