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RESEARCH DESIGN | TWO-WAVE SURVEY
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CORRELATION | CORRELATION MATRIX

MHEFEfEZIREERT PHEEENREER %
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“The correlation matrix in Table | coincides almost

Validity assessment

perfectly with the relational structure depicted by
Schwartz’s taxonomy. The three largest negative
correlations for one of the paired values were found
between three pairs of the most far-apart value types:
power and universalism (y = —0.40, p < 0.01), self-direction
and security (y = —0.31, p < 0.01), and stimulation and
conformity (y = —0.29, p < 0.01)”

Power x
universalism

Self-direction x
security

Stimulation x
conformity

y = —0.40 | p < 0.01

y=-0.31]| p<0.01

y=-029 | p<0.01

Table | reports means, standard deviations, correlations, and reliability indicators (n = 272).
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CORRELATION | ORIGINAL TABLE

Table | | Descriptive statistics and correlations

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
1. Gender 053 050 -
2. Number of
siblings 308 134 001 -
3. Sequence of
siblings 210 126 003 0707 -
4, Job experience 329 088 006 0.35%%  021*+* -
5. Entrepreneurial
experience 056 050 —002 017 011 0.16% -
6. Self-efficacy 368 058 0l14%  023%  (l14* 0.22% 009 (0.69)
7. Subjectivenorm 335 075 005 016% 004 0.07 0.34%  0.34%  (0.73)
8. Power 377 063 002 003 005 0.04 0.01 0.01 —0.00 (0.92)
9, Achievement 373 064 009 0.04 0.01 -0.03 0.08 0.03 011 —0.15% (0.87)
10. Hedonism 414 067 -002 —0.00 0.00 —0.01 —0.04 =007 —0.03 0.05 —0.04 (0.84)
11. Stimulation 383 080 010 005 008 -003 0.06 0.13* 016% 006  —016% 005 (0.88)
12. Self-direction 418 061 005 =001 0.01 0.14* 004 0.18%  015* =003 -0.05 0.02 022+ [088)
13. Universalism 397 062 -008 0.11 012 0.05 006  -015% 007 —040% 001 —012% —024% 019 (090)
14. Benevolence 416 061 010 005 002 012 006 009 007 020 _(13¥ 018 024 _025% —0.01 (0.91)
15. Tradition 417 058 004 —-013* —-013* —000 006 004 —-007 0.14%  —022% 004 012¢ 004  —036% 019 (092
16. Conformity 403 062 000 0.02 001 =007 -006 006 =000 =012 =001 =026%F —020%F —022% (1™ 019 018 (091)
17, Security 412 066 —003 0.02 003 001 007 007 —014% 018 027 Q17 35 031 005 009 003 0.15%  (0.89)
18. Entrepreneurial
attitude 380 064 019% 008 0.01 0.03 012 047%F  031% -011 013* =010 020%F 026"  014% 019 —014* -010 017 (0.72)
19, Entrepreneurtial
intention 285 095 012 0.11 0.02 011 0200 035% 04T 008 0.14% =009 017+ 016* 001 =008 =015 -001 =010 0.34%  (0.87)
Number of items 1 1 1 1 1 6 4 4 4 2 3 5 8 5 4 4 5 5 3
Cronhach's o - - - - - 0.79 0.79 0.74 073 0.73 0.86 0.86 0.88 0.86 077 082 087 0.81 091
Composite - - - - - 0.85 082 092 0.86 0.83 087 091 094 093 092 090 092 081 090
reliability

Notes: n =272, Gender is a dummy variable for which 1 1s equal to “male”; entrepreneunial experience is a dummy variable for which 1 is equal to “expenienced”. Numbers in parentheses on the diagonal represent the

square root of the average variance extracted. Offdiagonal elements are correlations between constructs. **p < 0.01; *s < 0.05
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RELIABILITY & VALIDITY | CFA

o E5EE - AVE & CFA HEFEHIEmE

Cronbach’s a all above 0.70
“All of the Cronbach’ s a values for the multi-item constructs
are well above the normally suggested threshold of 0.70,
indicating high degrees of internal consistency for each Composite 081—094
construct.” I’e|labl|lty

“Following Fornell and Larcker (1981), all of the standardized

factor loadings exhibited statistical significance at p < 0.01, and,

along with appropriate composite reliability values (ranging CFA model 1 CFl1=0.96 | RMSEA=0.05
from 0.81 to 0.94) and AVE values, indicated good convergent

validity.”

“The results demonstrate a satisfactory goodness of fit for the measurement model of values.”
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RELIABILITY & VALIDITY | ORIGINAL TABLE

Table Il | Confirmatory factor analysis for measurement model

Model (constructs included) Ve df Ay AGFI CFI NFI SRMR RMSEA
CFA for value types
1. Hypothesized model (10 values) 398.38 230 = 090 096 091 0.04 0.05
2. Five-factor model 1 (5 closely

located values) 1,184.20 265 785.82%¢ 061 0.71 067 0.15 0.13
3. Five-factor model 2 (5 far-apart

values) 1,54048 265 1,142.10%% 057 068 064 0.15 0.13
4. Four-factor model (4 higher order

constructs) 1,315.17 269 91679 062 074 069 009 012
5. Two-factor model (positive and

negative values) 1,512.09 274 1,113.71%¢ 059 069 065 010 013
6. One-factor model (10 values as one

factor) 1,785.01 275 1,386.63** 052 062 058 010 014

CFA for TPB and EI
7. Hypothesized model (4 constructs:

TPB and EI) 274.00 129 - 0.87 093 0.88 0.05 0.06
8. Two-factor model (TPB as one

factor and EI) 77516 134 501.16% 064 069 066 0.11 0.13
9. One-factor model (combining TPB

and EI) 1,12870 135 8b64.70** 053 0.53 050 0.12 0.17

Notes: The changes in Ay and Adf for models 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 are relative to model 1. The changes in
Ay* and Adf for models 8 and 9 are relative to model 7. *¥p < 0.01

Table Il #EEFMi# PDF 55 674 & -
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REGRESSION | SEM PATH COEFFICIENTS

FRECEEGEMBEEHAERENTE
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Self-direction y=022]| p<0.05

“The causal model and the testing results are reported in
the format of standardized regression coefficients, as

shown in Figure 2. The path coefficients from self-direction Stimulation y=0.12| p<0.05
(y = 0.22, p < 0.05), stimulation (y = 0.12, p < 0.05), and

achievement (y = 0.15, p < 0.05) to entrepreneurial attitude
are all positive and significant. Thus, H1, H2, and H3 are

supported.” Achievement y=0.15| p<0.05

“The relationship between entrepreneurial attitude and entrepreneurial intention is found to be consistently positive

in the both the positive-value model (8= 0.25, p < 0.05) and the negative-value model (5= 0.26, p < 0.05).”
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REGRESSION | ORIGINAL FIGURE

Figure 2 | Path estimates for the positive-value model

-0.102*
Q1467 @ 0.194
Hedonism o Entrepreneurial Q249" Entrepreneurial
Attitude Intention

0.122**

0.215** Subjective 0.549
' Norm

Self-Direction

Notes: *p<0.1; **p<0.5;***p<0.01

Figure 2 &EIE M1 PDF 55 674 B -
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MEDIATION | SOBEL & BOOTSTRAPPING

Sobel B Bootstrap B #1@#5EBIERERENBEIR

[RS8 & Self-direction z=2.09 | p<0.05

“To examine the indirect effects of personal values on

Indirect effects

entrepreneurial intention via entrepreneurial attitude, we
used a Sobel (1982) test and a bootstrapping estimation. Benevolence z=-2.28 | p < 0.05
The Sobel test results showed that the pro-attitude values
(for self-direction, z = 2.09, p < 0.05; stimulation, z = 1.95,

p < 0.10; and achievement, z = 1.85, p < 0.10) had a )
positive and indirect effect on entrepreneurial intention.” Bootstrap 95% CI zero was not included

“The role of entrepreneurial attitude as a mediator linking personal values to entrepreneurial intentions

is thus corroborated.”
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MEDIATION | ORIGINAL TABLE

Table Ill | Full mediation fits better than alternative models

Model 7 df Ay AGFI CFI NFI SRMR RMSEA

For the positive-valiue models
1. Full mediated (hypothesized) model

(positive values—attitude—intention) 11.39 10 - 094 099 098 0.02 0.02
2. Control variables only

(control variables—intention) 11572 17 104.33** 070 081 081 0.07 0.15
3. Non-mediated model

(positive values—intention) 10999 12 9860% 060 081 082 0.07 0.17

4. Partially mediated model
(positive values—intention and

positive values—attitude—intention) 61.96 5057 056 0.89 088 0.04 0.17

=1

For the negative-value models
5. Full mediated (hypothesized) model

(negative values—attitude—intention) 17.37 10 - 091 099 097 002 0.05
6. Control variables only

(control variables—intention) 131.74 17 114.37% 068 081 081 0.07 0.15
7. Non-mediated model

(negative values—intention) 12691 12 10954*%% 056 081 081 0.07 0.19

8. Partially mediated model

(negative values—intention and
negative values—attitude—intention) 9473 7 77.36% 038 085 086 0.05 0.22

Notes: The changes in Ay” and Adf for models 2, 3, and 4 are relative to model 1; the changes for
models 6, 7, and 8 are relative to model 5. *¥p < 0.01

Table lll &E B PDF 55 676 & -
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ARTICLE CASE | SYNTHESIS
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