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ABSTRACT
Self-employment is a feasible and in some contexts the most
available form of employment especially for new entrants into
the labor market. Understanding student’s willingness to go into
self-employment and the factors important to the process of
becoming self-employed is therefore important. This paper
explores the role of entrepreneurial mentoring, attitudes, and psy-
chological capital in development of self- employment intentions
among students. A two-year longitudinal survey of final year
university students (288 German and 498 East African) was
conducted. The follow-up survey (T2) of 103 participants was
conducted within 6 months and 2 years after graduation. Results
suggest that entrepreneurial mentoring, attitudes, and psycho-
logical capital are directly related to self-employment intentions.
Attitudes mediated the relationship between mentoring and
intentions. Furthermore, psychological capital moderated the
effects of mentoring and attitudes on self- employment inten-
tions. East African participants reported higher intentions (T1) and
higher rate of entry into self-employment (at T2) compared to the
German participants. Contrary to our assumption, however,
psychological capital did not have substantial effects on self-
employed entry. The implications of these findings are discussed.

ARTICLE HISTORY
Received 25 September 2017;
revised 30 January 2019;
accepted 8 September 2019

KEYWORDS
Cultural context;
entrepreneurial attitudes
and intentions; mentoring;
psychological capital; self-
employment entry

1. Introduction

The dynamics in the labor market have resulted in an increase in the number
of people engaged in alternative forms of employment such as entrepreneurship and
freelancing. All these can be said to be self-employed individuals. Self-employment
includes ‘employers and own-account workers’ or ‘owners of incorporated and
unincorporated businesses’ (Parker 2004, 6). The self-employed are particularly
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engaged in generating residual income (Patel and Thatcher 2014), moreover, they all
face the risk of economic uncertainty (Dana 2009). Therefore entrepreneurs too can be
regarded as self-employed, however, not all self-employed are entrepreneurs (Patel and
Thatcher 2014). Despite the indication that the self-employed often earn less than their
counterparts in salaried positions (Sev€a, Larsson, and Strandh 2016), it is becoming a
dominant and important form of employment in some contexts, for example in less
developed countries (Falco and Haywood 2016; Gindling and Newhouse 2014). Since
self-employment contributes to creating employment and wealth, it is a key driver of eco-
nomic development (Fritsch and Wyrwich 2014; Praag and Versloot 2008; Valliere and
Peterson 2009), hence the enormous efforts geared towards promoting entrepreneurship
among young people, especially in less developed countries.

Explaining antecedents of entrepreneurial intentions and startup is one of the major
domains in entrepreneurship research, resulting into several theoretical explanations, the
dominant ones being the Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and Shapero’s
Entrepreneurial Events (SEE) model (Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud 2000). Both models
suggest that motivation for entrepreneurial activity is driven by social and personal fac-
tors. In the SEE, engagement in entrepreneurial activity is a function of certain informa-
tion or events, dependent on perceptions of desirability and perceptions of feasibility
(Shapero and Sokol 1982). On the other hand, the TPB proposes that entrepreneurial
intention and behavior are a function of attitudes, perceived behavioral control, and per-
ceived social norms (Ajzen 1991). In both models, there are exogenous variables that have
indirect effects on entrepreneurial intention and activity through perceptions and atti-
tudes (Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud 2000; Zhang, Duysters, and Cloodt 2014).

In the present study, we posit that entrepreneurial mentoring is an exogenous and
socialization factor (Starr and Fondas 1992) whose effect on self-employment inten-
tion and entry is mediated by entrepreneurial attitudes. It has been argued that
although the impact of education on entrepreneurial intention has been investigated,
this strand of research is one that is still evolving (Zhang, Duysters, and Cloodt 2014;
Byabashaija and Katono 2011) moreover the findings tend to be contradictory across
different contexts (Nabi et al. 2017). In this direction, we examine the effects of entre-
preneurial mentoring on attitudes, intentions and entry in two different contexts:
Germany (a developed country with predominantly individualistic culture) and East
Africa (less developed with a predominantly collectivistic culture) (cf. Hofstede,
Hofstede, and Minkov 2010; World Bank 2017).

Previous research on the antecedents of entrepreneurial intentions and startup,
based on the models stated above have also underlined the role of personal factors.
Importantly, research has so far examined the contributions of a few psychological
constructs including personality and cognition (Li~n�an and Fayolle 2015). In addition,
there are new constructs that represent psychological abilities that also affect the way
individuals perceive and respond to reality. The present study particularly focuses on
the role of psychological capital in the development of entrepreneurial intention, and
in the movement from intention to actual self-employment entry.

Psychological capital is a state-like construct that represents four psychological
resources including confidence or self-efficacy, hope, resilience and optimism
(Luthans, Luthans, and Luthans 2004; Luthans and Youssef-Morgan 2017). Recent
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research shows that this construct is related to several work-related variables includ-
ing positive work attitudes (Avey et al. 2011; Newman et al. 2014; Luthans and
Youssef-Morgan 2017). Extant research has so far applied psychological capital to
explaining subjective outcomes of entrepreneurship including satisfaction, and psy-
chological well-being (Baron, Franklin, and Hmieleski 2016; Baluku, Kikooma, and
Otto 2018; Hayek 2012; Hmieleski and Carr 2008). Whereas there is evidence indicat-
ing that some facets of psychological capital including self-efficacy and optimism are
important in entrepreneurial intentions and behavior (e.g. Storey 2011; Trevelyan
2008; Shinnar, Hsu, and Powell 2014; Piperopoulos and Dimov 2015); there is limited
research focusing on the role of psychological capital in the development and imple-
mentation of intentions (e.g. Contreras, Dreu, and Espinosa 2017). Moreover, this
study only focuses on the relationship between psychological capital and intentions.
The present study posits that psychological capital is an intangible resource that mod-
erates the link between antecedents (particularly mentoring and attitudes) and entre-
preneurial intention; and that it plays a role in the implementation of intentions.

In this paper, we do not only focus on entrepreneurial intention, but also the move-
ment from intention to the actual entry. For new businesses to be created, individuals
have to act on their entrepreneurial intentions. This is highlighted in the propensity to
act facet of the SEE (Shapero and Sokol 1982). Despite the essentiality of the movement
from entrepreneurial intention to entry, it remains a major gap (Fayolle and Li~n�an 2014;
Adam and Fayolle 2015). Whereas both intentions and entry are widely studied, they
have rarely been studied together. In this direction, we particularly ‘do continuous men-
toring and one’s amount of psychological resources determine whether an individual will
implement entrepreneurial intentions?’ Beyond psychological resources, financial invest-
ment is important in the course of starting one’s own business; and has the potential of
influencing the movement from intentions to entry given its impact on the exploitation
of entrepreneurial opportunities (Kim, Aldrich, and Keister 2006). Availability or search-
ing for resources is one of the ways of identifying prospecting entrepreneurs (Katz and
Gartner 1988). We, therefore, further investigate the significance of availability or lack of
financial capital in the movement from intention to entry into self-employment.

The paper is structured as follows. In the proceeding section, we present the theor-
etical framework on self-employment intentions and behavior. This part also includes
literature explaining the role of mentoring, culture, attitudes and psychological capital
in the development of self-employment intentions and entry and derives our hypothe-
ses. In the third section, we describe the methodology we employed in conducting
the study. In the fourth section, we present the findings on the association of mentor-
ing, cultural differences, and psychological capital on attitudes as well as on self-
employment intentions and entry. The last section focuses on the discussion of our
results, highlighting the implications of our findings for research and interventions
aimed at promoting self-employment.

2. Theoretical framework

Research on entrepreneurial intentions and processes in recent decades has largely
relied on the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen 1985, 1991); which is by far one of
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the most applied models for predicting social behavior (Ajzen 2011). This research
has demonstrated that entry into entrepreneurship or self-employment follows inten-
tions and is a planned process (Fayolle, Li~n�an, and Moriano 2014; Krueger 2003;
Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud 2000). According to this perspective, behavioral inten-
tion signifies the readiness to engage in a particular action; which intention is deter-
mined by attitudes towards the behavior, subjective norm and perceived behavior
control (Ajzen 1991, 2011). Entrepreneurial intention, therefore, signifies interest in
creating one’s own business (Katz and Gartner 1988; Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud
2000) and is a mediator between exogenous influences and entrepreneurial behavior
itself (Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud 2000). Most of the entrepreneurial intentions
research over the last three decades has largely confirmed this basic assumption
of TPB.

The TPB presents intentions as the mediating mechanism through behavior spe-
cific attitudes, subjective norm and perceived behavioral control affect actual behavior
(Kautonen, van Gelderen, and Fink 2015). However, given the complex tasks and
processes involved in a business startup, the influence relationship between intentions
and entry may not be linear (Kautonen, van Gelderen, and Fink 2015). The TPB
model suggests that the effects of intention on behavior are expected to be high when
perceived control is also high (Ajzen 1991). This signifies the importance of psycho-
logical processes and resources not only in the formation of intentions but also in
implementing the intentions. The TPB already suggests that perceived behavioral con-
trol is not only an antecedent of intention but also plays a critical role in the imple-
mentation of behavioral intentions (Ajzen 2002). A key component of perceived
behavioral control is self-efficacy (Ajzen 2002) which is also among the important
psychological resources that constitute psychological capital (Luthans and Avolio
2014; Harms and Luthans 2012). It is therefore likely that beyond self-efficacy, psy-
chological capital, in general, is an important resource for prospecting entrepreneurs
to translate intentions into action.

It is posited in the TPB that several personal and background factors such as per-
sonality, broad life beliefs, and demographic factors including sex, age, and education
impact on influences that are proximal to intentions and behaviors (Ajzen 2011). In
line with this assumption, we propose that socialization factors, particularly mentor-
ing and culture influence entrepreneurial attitudes, intentions, and behavior, both dir-
ectly and indirectly. The entrepreneurial socialization perspective posits that choice to
become self-employed is influenced by predisposing characteristics and experiences,
yet after the development of a firm decision to become an entrepreneur, socializing
agents such as peers and seniors provide different resources, such as information,
that assist in adjusting to the entrepreneurial role (Starr and Fondas 1992). In support
of this view, Krueger (2007) demonstrates that movement from a novice to an expert
entrepreneur requires a change in knowledge content and knowledge structure.
Although Krueger attributes this change to critical development experiences, entrepre-
neurial education research highlights the contribution of training, role models, and
mentors (Honig 2004; Pretorius, Nieman, and van Vuuren 2005; Van Auken, Fry,
and Stephens 2006). Putting all the above theoretical propositions together, we postu-
late that mentoring is an important means through which individuals become
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entrepreneurially aware leading to positive entrepreneurial attitudes and strong inten-
tion to go into self-employment.

However, the influence of mentoring on attitudes and intentions may be depend-
ent on the amount individuals’ psychological capital and vary among countries given
differences in culture and other contextual issues. We further postulate that move-
ment from self-employment intentions to entry also influenced by mentoring and
psychological capital. Based on the arguments of Katz and Gartner (1988) regarding
the properties of emerging organizations, resources (especially financial capital and
information) are important for engaging in the entrepreneurial process. This is linked
to entrepreneurial intention. Individuals with the intention to start a business require
informational and knowledge support (St-Jean and Audet 2012). Nonetheless, one
cannot implement entrepreneurial intentions and exploit opportunities without finan-
cial resources. Therefore, its effect on entrepreneurial entry cannot be ignored.
Towards this direction, (Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud 2000) observes that entrepre-
neurial intentions, besides being the immediate antecedent of entrepreneurial behav-
ior and mediating the influence of exogenous factors, are also useful in
understanding other antecedents including perceived availability or lack of resources.
In the SEE, perceptions of feasibility are an important factor for intention and action
towards starting a business (Shapero and Sokol 1982; Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud
2000). This includes perceptions of financial visibility. Putting all these propositions
together, we derive the following conceptual model.

2.1. Entrepreneurial attitudes and self-employment

The SEE posits that one of the determinants of a choice to engage in a given behavior
is desirability (Shapero and Sokol 1982). This desirability is a reflection of the attitude
towards a behavior; hence the desirability component of the SEE is similar to the atti-
tude component of the TPB (Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud 2000). Entrepreneurial atti-
tudes have been confirmed as one of the major drivers of entrepreneurial intention
and behavior (Autio et al. 2001; Kautonen, van Gelderen, and Fink 2015;
Fitzsimmons and Douglas 2005; Robinson et al. 1991; Fayolle and Gailly 2015).
Attitudes are a major motivating force and the central facet of the theory of planned
behavior in predicting behavioral intentions (Robinson et al. 1991). The kind of atti-
tude an individual hold towards entrepreneurship forms the basis for evaluating the
expected outcomes which in turn determine the willingness to become self-employed.

There are two streams of research on entrepreneurial attitudes. One stream studies
attitudes as a general concept (e.g. Fellnhofer and Puumalainen 2017; Fayolle and
Gailly 2015). While the other stream focuses on specific attitudes including risk atti-
tude, autonomy, competition, and attitudes towards entry requirements (e.g. Douglas
and Shepherd 2002; McNally et al. 2016; Valtonen 2007). In the present study, our
conceptualization is in line with the earlier stream that studies general attitude
towards entrepreneurship. Much of the literature nonetheless, highlights the role of
risk and autonomy in describing liking or dislike for entrepreneurship. The general
finding that has been replicated in numerous studies is that intentions and entry in
self-employment are associated with a higher risk attitude (Brachert, Hyll, and Titze

JOURNAL OF SMALL BUSINESS & ENTREPRENEURSHIP 5



2014; Hu 2014; Brown et al. 2011; Schwarz et al. 2009; Gupta and York 2008;
Douglas and Shepherd 2002; Skriabikova, Dohmen, and Kriechel 2014). This is
because individuals with lower levels of risk attitude tend to prefer the stability of
income (Di Mauro and Musumeci 2011) in salaried employment, yet income in self-
employment is highly variable.

An increasingly important attitude in relation to choice of careers is autonomy or
independence in the workplace. The self-determination theory posits that autonomy
is one of the psychological needs that drive behavior in occupational situations (Deci
et al. 2001; Deci and Ryan 2000; Ryan and Deci 2000). Therefore, individuals with a
high need for autonomy tend to choose careers or work situations with a higher like-
lihood of satisfying this need. Yet changes in social roles and trends an the emphasis
on self-reliance have increased the importance of freedom in work situations (Van
Gelderen 2010). Consequently, autonomy has become an important consideration
among the expected outcomes of a career or job (Croson and Minniti 2012; Douglas
and Shepherd 2002). Satisfaction of this need is associated with higher satisfaction
among the self-employed (Lange 2012).

Overall, as presented in the TPB, attitudes result from behavioral beliefs, which par-
ticularly regard the likely outcomes of the behavior (Ajzen 1985, 1991). This reflects and
is quite similar to what Shapero and Sokol (1982) label as desirability; that is the attract-
iveness to engage in entrepreneurial activity. We posit that individuals who are attracted
to entrepreneurship will report a stronger intention to start a business of their own, rep-
resenting the willingness to pursue self-employment as a career.

H1. Entrepreneurial attitudes are positively associated with self-employment intentions.

2.2. Intentions as a predictor of self-employment entry

Recent systematic reviews of the literature have highlighted the gap in empirical
research relating to the link between entrepreneurial intentions and entry and calls
for investigations of this link have been made (Li~n�an and Fayolle 2015; Adam and
Fayolle 2015; Fayolle and Li~n�an 2014; Nabi et al. 2017). An important proposition of
the theory of planned behavior is that intentions are the best predictor of the likeli-
hood that an individual will engage in behavior (Ajzen 1991; Ajzen 2011); therefore
mediating mechanism between exogenous influences and entrepreneurial behavior
(Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud 2000). Towards this, the few studies that have examined
the intention-behavior link have found that intentions predict big variances in behav-
ior (e.g. Armitage and Conner 2001). In specific regards to entrepreneurial behavior,
support for self-employment as an intentional behavior has been found by previous
studies (e.g. Kautonen, van Gelderen, and Tornikoski 2013; Kautonen, van Gelderen,
and Fink 2015; Kolvereid and Isaksen 2006). Consequently, it can be said that self-
employment intentions have an influence on the likelihood of one becoming self-
employed in the future. However, research shows that this relationship is stronger in
the long-term than in the short-term (Stenholm 2011; Li~n�an and Fayolle 2015). We,
therefore, hypothesize that

H2. Intentions (at T1) will predict the likelihood of being self-employed (at T2).
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2.3. Mentoring and self-employment

Entrepreneurial mentoring is an intervention that typically aims at increasing startups
and growth of nascent entrepreneurs. This emphasis stems from the assumption that
learning entrepreneurial and business skills increase entry, survival, and success in
business (St-Jean and Audet 2012; Matlay 2008). Mentoring in entrepreneurship
implies that an institution or an experienced entrepreneur supports the development
of a nascent or prospective entrepreneur (St-Jean and Audet 2012). Such support
enhances career growth of the prot�eg�es (Gong, Chen, and Lee 2011) through the
acquisition of the required vital skills (Beckett 2010; Xiao and North 2017). Certainly,
prospective entrants and newly self-employed individuals require constant skills
development and support to keep in pace with the fast changing competitive business
environment; which is indeed very important for a startup performance (Xiao and
North 2017).

Mentoring is often provided in varying forms depending on the needs of the
mentee and competencies of the mentor. Mentoring may include supporting prot�eg�es
through coaching, sponsorships, role modeling, experience sharing, hands-on or
exposure training, linkage to useful business and professional networks, providing
information about opportunities, counseling, friendship, encouragement and persua-
sion as well as giving advice and recommendations (Radu Lefebvre and Redien-Collot
2013; Gong, Chen, and Lee 2011; Rickard and Rickard 2009; Sullivan 2000; Beckett
2010; Kram and Isabella 1985). The entrepreneurial mentoring process is also
regarded as a pathway to strengthening opportunity recognition and startup success
of nascent entrepreneurs through enhanced technical, professional and visionary
skills. Constant interactions with seniors or role models and those who are know-
ledgeable in entrepreneurial processes are likely to improve one’s sense of professional
identity (Radu Lefebvre and Redien-Collot 2013; St-Jean and Audet 2012; Terjesen
and Sullivan 2011), thus positively impacting on entrepreneurial attitudes (Audet and
Couteret 2012). Enhanced professional identity as an entrepreneur not only has the
potential for strengthening attitudes and intentions among prospecting entrepreneurs
but can also directly enhance motivation and effort towards startup.

Recent research and practice have concentrated on entrepreneurship education in
universities and other learning institutions. The thinking is that specialized entrepre-
neurship training attracts students to entrepreneurial activities, hence increasing the
likelihoods of starting business ventures (Ahmed, Chandran, and Klobas 2017;
Fayolle, Gailly, and Lassas-Clerc 2006; Tkachev and Kolvereid 1999). Although such
programs are effective in enabling students to develop entrepreneurial intentions and
consequently business startups (Fayolle, Gailly, and Lassas-Clerc 2006; Tkachev and
Kolvereid 1999; Xiao and North 2017; Garcia, Leles, and Romano 2017; Fayolle and
Gailly 2015), entrepreneurial education is not necessarily superior to other forms of
entrepreneurial training (Ahmed, Chandran, and Klobas 2017). Therefore, in our
measurement of entrepreneurial mentoring, we do not limit ourselves to the formal
education aspect, but also to coaching, role modeling, encouragement, counseling,
exposure, and experience sharing that often occur in less formal arrangements.
Recent research (Huq and Gilbert 2017) has also sought to advance entrepreneurial
training to a combined model of education, mentoring and co-ownership; which
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purportedly results in satisfactory entrepreneurial learning outcomes. A combination
of entrepreneurial training, coaching, and exposure to entrepreneurial role models
increase chances of choosing a career in entrepreneurship via strengthened attitudes
and intention (Autio et al. 2001; Fayolle and Gailly 2015).

One stream in the mentoring literature particularly emphasizes coaching and role
modeling as essential for enhancing skills and attitudes of prot�eg�es. Regarding coach-
ing as a mentoring approach, it plays a double role in facilitating skills acquisition
and catalyzing the entrepreneurial behavior of the prospective entrepreneur (Audet
and Couteret 2012). Concerning role modeling, it is seen as a powerful tool for
enhancing positive attitudes towards entrepreneurship among young people (Lafuente
and Vaillant 2013). Bandura (1969) posited that role modeling involves forming
thoughts, affect and behavior that identifies an individual with the model. This has
the power to enable young people to develop a professional identity (Kram and
Isabella 1985) as prospective entrepreneurs. In addition to learning and aiding and
the development of self-concept, role models are a source of inspiration and behavior
modification (Bandura 1977; Gibson 2004), which may be essential for decisions to
become self-employed. In general, previous studies have revealed that individuals who
participated in entrepreneurship learning or mentoring programs had increased inten-
tions and a higher likelihood of startups (e.g. Bosma et al. 2012; Fayolle and Gailly
2015; Solesvik 2013; Xiao and North 2017). Participation in entrepreneurial training
or having role models impacts on entrepreneurial attitudes and self-efficacy (G€unzel-
Jensen, Moberg, and Mauer 2017; Jabeen, Faisal, and Katsioloudes 2017; Karlsson and
Moberg 2013), which are further linked to intention and behavior (Baluku, Kikooma,
and Kibanja 2016; Byabashaija and Katono 2011; Fitzsimmons and Douglas 2005;
Karlsson and Moberg 2013; Sequeira, Mueller, and McGee 2007). This suggests that
the impact of mentoring on intentions and behavior is not direct, but rather through
mediating mechanisms such as improved attitudes. We, therefore, hypothesize that:

H3a. Mentoring is positively associated with entrepreneurial attitudes.

H3b. Mentoring is positively associated with self-employment intention.

H3c. The association between mentoring and self-employment intention is mediated by
entrepreneurial attitudes.

H3d. Mentoring is positively associated with self-employment entry.

2.4. The impact of context

It has been argued that contextual factors can account for the contradictions in find-
ings relating to the impact of entrepreneurship education on outcome indicators
(Nabi et al. 2017). Culture and economic development contexts are major circumstan-
tial influences that are proximal to entrepreneurial behavior. In the TPB model, these
contexts fit in the components of normative beliefs and perceived control; but also
contribute to perceived desirability and perceived feasibility in the SEE model.

Extant research has identified aspects that constitute entrepreneurial and non-
entrepreneurial cultures. Based on (Franke, Hofstede, and Bond 1991; Hofstede,
Hofstede, and Minkov 2010; Hofstede 1984), entrepreneurial cultures are considered
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to be low on power distance, individualistic, high on masculinity, low on uncertainty
avoidance, and high on long-term orientation (Tlaiss 2014; Vinogradov and Kolvereid
2007; Lee and Peterson 2000; Mueller and Thomas 2001; Minkov and Hofstede
2012). Hence less entrepreneurial cultures tend to be collectivistic, high on power dis-
tance, high uncertainty avoidant, short-term orientated and high on feminism (Eroglu
and Picak 2011; Hofstede and Minkov 2010; Minkov and Hofstede 2012). The differ-
ences in cultural orientations are also presented in the literature as accounting for the
geographical differences in entrepreneurial activity and economic development (Li~n�an
and Fernandez-Serrano 2014; Franke, Hofstede, and Bond 1991; Huggins and
Thompson 2014). In the present study, we examine the impact of entrepreneurial
mentoring on attitudes, self-employment intentions and entry in the contexts of indi-
vidualistic and collectivistic cultures. Specifically, the study was conducted in
Germany which is a highly individualistic and Uganda and Kenya from East African
Community which is relatively low on individualism (Hofstede, Hofstede, and
Minkov 2010). We posit that there are variations among countries in the impact of
mentoring on entrepreneurial attitudes and intentions dependent on the cultural con-
text. This is in line with (Rauch et al. 2013) to study culture as a moderator in entre-
preneurship research and the gap in the extant literature concerning the contextual
influences on the association between entrepreneurial learning and outcome indica-
tors (Nabi et al. 2017).

Previous research associates entrepreneurship or self-employment with individualistic
cultures (e.g. Lee and Peterson 2000; Mueller and Thomas 2001; Tlaiss 2014).
Independence orientation is correlated to autonomy and risk-taking (Omerzel 2016;
Kreiser et al. 2010). Particularly in relation to self-determination theory (Deci et al. 2001;
Ryan and Deci 2000), the need for autonomy could be a motivating force for individual-
istic people to choose a career in self-employment. This offers them more likelihoods of
career satisfaction than other employment alternatives (Kawaguchi 2002; Berglund,
Johansson Sev€a, and Strandh 2015). In relation to the impact of entrepreneurial learning,
a recent study indicated that entrepreneurship education is more important for entrepre-
neurship activity in countries that are high (Oo et al. 2018).

On the other hand, there is an argument that collectivism is not necessarily bad
for entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurial culture research from collectivistic contexts has
illuminated the role of collectivism. Particularly, cohesiveness is highlighted as essen-
tial to implementing innovations (Rowley, Behrens, and Krackhardt 2000) and par-
ticularly has an impact on growth (Rauch et al. 2013). In this way, collectivism can
boost self-employment entry through its association with social capability, creating
networks and ability to pool resources from different networks. However, if establish-
ment of the firm poses challenges to social norms, it could lower chances of entry
into self-employment, given that normative deviance is less tolerated in collectivistic
societies (Wennberg, Pathak, and Autio 2013), yet some level of deviance is necessary
for entrepreneurship (Akhtar, Ahmetoglu, and Chamorro-Premuzic 2013). But there
is no empirical evidence to confirm whether such limitations also impede on the
effect of entrepreneurial learning on entrepreneurial attitudes and intentions.

Regarding the economic development contexts, East Africa comprises of low-
income economies characterized by rapidly growing and young populations (World
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Bank 2017; United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs Population
Division 2017). This poses an unemployment challenge. In such a context, self-
employment is the most common form of employment (Gindling and Newhouse
2014). This implies that individuals may already have high entrepreneurial intentions,
limiting the potential impact of entrepreneurial mentoring on forming intentions
(Nabi et al. 2017). It is hence likely that the impact of entrepreneurial mentoring on
intentions is higher in Germany than in East Africa.

Considering this extant literature on the influence of culture and economic con-
text, we hypothesize that:

H4a. Entrepreneurial attitudes are higher in Germany (individualistic and more
developed context) than in East Africa (collectivistic and less developed context).

H4b. Self-employment intentions are higher in Germany (individualistic and more
developed context) than in East Africa (collectivistic and less developed context).

H4c. The impact of mentoring on entrepreneurial attitudes is higher in Germany
(individualistic and more developed context) than in East Africa (collectivistic and less
developed context).

H4d. The impact of mentoring on entrepreneurial intentions is higher in Germany
(individualistic and more developed context) than in East Africa (collectivistic and less
developed context).

H4e. Implementation of self-employment intentions into actual entry is higher in East
Africa (collectivistic and less developed context) than in Germany (individualistic and
more developed context).

2.5. The role of psychological capital

Entry and success in self-employment require more than financial or material capital.
Entrepreneurs require psychological resources to recognize and effectively exploit
opportunities. In their model of entrepreneurial psychological capital, Pease and
Cunningham (2016) reiterate that entrepreneurs need psychological resources to suc-
cessfully navigate the entrepreneurial process. Psychological capital a positive develop-
mental state comprising of four mental resources; self-efficacy (confidence),
optimism, hope and resilience (Luthans, Luthans, and Luthans 2004; Luthans,
Youssef, and Avolio 2015; Luthans, Youssef, and Avolio 2007c; Luthans and Youssef-
Morgan 2017). Although the entrepreneurial psychological capital model proposes the
inclusion of positive traits such as creativity, proactivity and entrepreneurial orienta-
tion (Pease and Cunningham 2016) , proponents of this construct provide evidence
that only the four aspects (self-efficacy, hope, resiliency, and optimism) meet the cri-
teria for inclusion (e.g. Luthans and Youssef-Morgan 2017).

Although the construct of psychological capital emerged in the area of positive
organizational behavior (Luthans 2002; Youssef and Luthans 2007) and has been
extensively studied in explaining employee behavior and outcomes, its application to
entrepreneurial processes and behavior is by far limited. Moreover, the few studies on
entrepreneurial psychological capital focus on its impact on different facets of success
(e.g. Hmieleski and Carr 2008; Baluku, Kikooma, and Kibanja 2016; Baron, Franklin,
and Hmieleski 2016; Baluku, Kikooma, and Otto 2018). However, some facets of
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psychological capital especially self-efficacy and optimism have been applied to study-
ing entrepreneurial learning outcomes (e.g. Karlsson and Moberg 2013; Laviolette,
Lefebvre, and Brunel 2012; Austin and Nauta 2016; Trevelyan 2008) and explaining
intentions and entry (e.g. Sequeira, Mueller, and Mcgee 2007; Dalborg and Wincent
2015). This suggests that psychological resources are important at the various phases
of the entrepreneurial process including the formation and implementation of inten-
tions to start a business.

The exploratory study of Contreras, Dreu, and Espinosa (2017) is by far the only
research we are aware of that has applied the psychological capital construct to entre-
preneurial intentions. The authors observe that the integrated construct, as well as its
single facets, are related to entrepreneurial intentions. The present study investigates
the role of the construct beyond the direct relations that Contreras, Dreu, and
Espinosa (2017) observe. As a resource, psychological capital could be a conditioning
factor that enables individuals to transform entrepreneurial mentoring and attitudes
into firm intentions to start a business. We, therefore, investigate its moderation
effect on the relationship between entrepreneurial mentoring, attitudes, and self-
employment intentions; as well as its association with entry.

Extant literature on psychological resources that relate to entrepreneurial inten-
tions and entry is dominated by the focus on the aspects of self-efficacy and opti-
mism only. Self-Efficacy or confidence refers to an individual’s belief in personal
capacities to achieve a goal or complete a task (Bandura 1982). In the study of self-
employment, it could be referred to as the confidence that inspires individuals to
undertake the challenging yet risky role of entrepreneurship or face the challenges of
running a business (Luthans, Youssef, and Avolio 2007c; Luthans et al. 2007b; Boyd
and Vozikis 1994). Self-efficacy is necessary at the different stages of the entrepre-
neurial process, starting with developing entrepreneurial intentions, recognizing
opportunities and harnessing the required resources (Culbertson, Smith, and Leiva
2011; Dimov 2010; Contreras, Dreu, and Espinosa 2017). Its role in lowering risk per-
ceptions and fear of failure are particularly considered important (Goel and Karri
2006; Piperopoulos and Dimov 2015).

The importance of optimism is highlighted by the theoretical emphasis on the role of
outcome expectations. For example, the TPB stresses that such expectations heighten the
behavioral attitude consequently influencing intentions and behavior (Ajzen 1985, 1991).
Optimism is a psychological state where individuals are confident of positive results now
or later (Luthans et al. 2007b) and is a driver for action, resilience, and commitment
(Trevelyan 2008). Hence, optimism is necessary for the choice of an entrepreneurial car-
eer, formation of intentions, evaluating opportunities, and startup decisions (Rigotti,
Ryan, and Vaithianathan 2011; Storey 2011; Trevelyan 2008).

Less has been documented on the role of hope and resiliency in self-employment
intentions and entry. Concerning the aspect of hope, it is described as a motivational
state for developing and persisting in pursuit of goals (Luthans et al. 2007b; Rand and
Cheavens 2012; Snyder 2002). This description points to the likely impact on the pro-
cess of translating self-employment intentions into actual entry behavior. Regarding
resiliency, the mental capacity to cope with adversity and uncertainty (Luthans et al.
2007b), is observed to correlate with entrepreneurial intentions (Contreras, Dreu, and
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Espinosa 2017) and success (Baluku, Kikooma, and Kibanja 2016). The ability to cope
with challenges, change, and failure also suggests that resiliency could be an important
resource in making startup decisions and persisting during the startup phase. In sum,
psychological capital could be a powerful resource for nascent and prospecting entre-
preneurs. We, therefore, hypothesize that high psychological capital is required for
translating entrepreneurial mentoring and attitudes into self-employment intentions,
and for implementing intentions.

H5a. Psychological capital is related to self-employment intentions.

H5b. Psychological capital is related to self-employment entry.

H5c. Psychological capital moderates the effects of entrepreneurial attitudes on self-
employment intentions.

H5d. Psychological capital moderates the effects of mentoring on self-employment intentions.

2.6. The impact of financial capital

Whereas we posit that mentoring and psychological resources are essential to the
implementation of intentions therefore predictive of entry into self-employment,
establishing one’s own business involves several processes and activities. Most of these
processes are dependent on financial resources. Previous research shows that individ-
uals go into self-employment because of opportunities or necessity (Xavier-Oliveira,
Laplume, and Pathak 2015; Verheul et al. 2010). However, financial capital is a rele-
vant resource (Xavier-Oliveira, Laplume, and Pathak 2015; Dunn and Holtz-Eakin
2000) which enables individuals to implement their planned entrepreneurial activities.
Although this is disputed by findings of Kim, Aldrich, and Keister (2006), financial
capital at least has an influence on the approach individuals use to become entrepre-
neurs (Basti�e, Cieply, and Cussy 2013). Hence individuals with limited access to
financial resources may have limited possibilities of entry into entrepreneurial roles.
This implies that only those with financial ability have a higher likelihood of exploit-
ing entrepreneurial opportunities, especially when there are other alternative employ-
ment opportunities (Xavier-Oliveira, Laplume, and Pathak 2015). We, therefore,
hypothesize that:

H6. Lack of financial capital reduces the likelihood of entry into self-employment.

3. Methods

3.1. Procedure

We conducted two studies with university students in their final year/semester of
their degree courses in Germany and East Africa (Uganda and Kenya). For the
German sample, final year students at the University of Marburg were requested via
student mailing lists to complete an online questionnaire (T1). For the East African
sample, finalizing students at Makerere University (Uganda), Kisii and Maseno
Universities (Kenya) were contacted in their lecture rooms through their professors
since student mailing lists were not available for these universities. To effectively
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study the link between self-employment intentions and entry, and to overcome some
of the shortcomings of cross-sectional data, we applied a longitudinal design, collect-
ing data on continuous mentoring and entry into self-employment in Study 2. All
participants were contacted via e-mail one to two years later to complete an online
follow-up questionnaire (T2).

3.2. The sample

The sample comprised of students in the final year of their university studies
(Bachelor, Diploma, and Master) from Germany and East Africa. For Germany, par-
ticipants were invited through the student mailing list of Philipps-University
Marburg, which has a population of over 25,000 students. For East Africa, 2000 stu-
dents were asked, in their lecture rooms at three universities (Makerere University,
Kisii University, and Maseno University), to respond to the survey questionnaire.
Overall, a total of 786 students completed the study questionnaire at T1 (55% female);
498 from East African and 288 from Germany. They were on average aged 23.45
years (SD ¼ .62). Most participants had never had any self-employment or business
related experience (75.2%). All participants were in their last semester, thus complet-
ing their degree courses at most in six (6) months’ period from the time of complet-
ing the questionnaire. Majority of the students (75.2%) had never had an experience
in self-employment.

At T2, only students who had participated in Study 1 and indicated their willing-
ness to participate in the follow-up survey (458 East African and 278 German) were
contacted via e-mail. However, only 477 (353 East African and 124 East African) who
had provided valid addresses were contacted to participate in the follow-up survey.
This process yielded 103 complete responses that we were able to match with the
responses of T1; which is a response rate of 21.59%. Although this is lower than the
average response rates of 39% in entrepreneurship research (Rutherford et al. 2017),
it has been found that there is no evidence suggesting that low response rates affect
relationships in entrepreneurship studies (Rutherford et al. 2017). The participants
included 50 from East Africa (24 females & 26 males) representing a response rate of
14.16% and 53 from Germany (30 females & 23 males) representing a response rate
of 42.74%. Among the East African participants, 12 had entered salaried-employment,
18 had entered self-employment, 11 were still unemployed, while nine were still in
school. Among the German participants, 14 had entered salaried employment while
only three were in self-employment, five were unemployed and 21 were still in
school. Those still in school included those who had enrolled for graduate studies or
had not yet graduated (28.2% of the total sample). On average, participants were aged
25.1 years (SD ¼ 3.26). Regarding their school completion time, 18.4% reported to
have graduated 6 months before the follow-up survey (T2), 28.2% had graduated in a
period of six months to one year, while only 25.2% had graduated in a period of one
to two years before the follow-up survey. Moreover, 77.7% did not have previous
experience in self-employment. Overall, the descriptive characteristics of the samples
at T1 and T2; regarding age, gender and previous experience in self-employment
were quite similar, hence we can assume no selection biases at T2.
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3.3. Measures

Descriptive statistics and inter-correlations of all measures used in Studies 1 and 2
are provided in Table 1.

Mentoring: Focus for measuring students’ participation in formal and informal
mentoring relating to self-employment or business in general. The mentoring
questionnaire by Baluku et al. (2018) was adopted. The questionnaire consists of 22
items (sample item: I have been provided with practical suggestions for becoming
self-employment). All the 22 items were adopted for measuring mentoring in
the cross-sectional study (T1). For the follow-up study (T2), seven (7) items were
constructed focusing on continued access to mentoring after graduation (sample
item: Since graduation, I have been guided on practical steps to entering self-employ-
ment or setting up a personal business). Items measured the frequency of access to or
participation in different aspects of entrepreneurial mentoring on a 5-point Likert
type scale; 1 (Never) to 5 (Always). These questionnaires had high internal
consistency (a ¼ .97 for T1, and a ¼ .94 for T2). Although high reliability is
preferred (Webb, Shavelson, and Haertel 2006), it can indicate redundancy of some
items (McCrae et al. 2011).

Entrepreneurial Attitudes: were measured using Schwarz et al. (2009) questionnaire
on general attitudes towards entrepreneurship. It consists of 2 items (a ¼ .65; sample
item: I would rather found a new company than be the manager of an existing one).
These items were measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1 – strongly disagree to 5 –
strongly agree). The questionnaire was preferred because it is short compared to
alternatives such as the entrepreneurial attitude orientation scale (Robinson et al.
1991). Whereas shorter measures especially single-item scales can result into under-
estimation of constructs being measured (Cred�e et al. 2012), it is argued that in some
instances they are preferable in some instances such as self-report surveys (Gosling,
Rentfrow, and Swann 2003; Cred�e et al. 2012). Although the reliability coefficient is
below the recommended threshold of .70 (Nunnally 1978), this threshold is contested
(e.g. Schmitt 1996).

Contextual Influences: To explore the effect of cultural and development con-
text, we compared Germany and East Africa regarding the impact of mentoring
on entrepreneurial attitudes and self-employment intentions. We used (Hofstede,
Hofstede, and Minkov 2010) categorization of countries on the individualism-
collectivism dimension. Accordingly, Germany scores highly on the individualism
dimension (67) compared to East Africa (25 for Kenya; data for Uganda is not
yet available but we assume no differences between Kenya and Uganda, given that
another country in the East African Community - Tanzania has the same scores).
Concerning the development context, Germany is ranked as a high-income

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and partial correlations of variables (T1).
M SD a 1 2 3 4

1. Mentoring (T1) 2.88 1.10 .97 1
2. Entr. attitude 3.76 1.39 .65 .30��� 1
3. Psychological capital 4.39 .61 .87 .21��� .18��� 1
4. S.E. Intentions 4.87 1.95 .97 .46��� .42��� .27��� 1

Note: ��� p < .001, Controls: age, sex, country, and previous self-employment experience.
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economy while the East African countries are considered low-income economies
(World Bank 2017).

Psychological capital: The Psychological Capital Questionnaire (PCQ) in its self-
rater version (Luthans, Avolio, and Avey 2007a) was adopted. This questionnaire
measures four aspects of psychological capital (self-efficacy, hope, resiliency, and opti-
mism) with six items for each dimension, measured on a 6-point Likert scale (1 –
strongly disagree to 6 – strongly agree). Psychometric data from an analysis by
Dawkins et al. (2013) revealed that the PCQ has an overall reliability of Cronbach a
ranging from 0.88 – 0.89. The internal consistency reliability in the present stay was
close to this range (a ¼ .87).

Self-employment intentions: were measured using (Li~n�an and Chen 2009) entrepre-
neurial intentions questionnaire. The items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale rang-
ing from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). The instrument composed of six (6)
items (a ¼ .97, sample item: I am determined to create a business in the future).

To measure self-employment entry (T2), participants were asked to indicate their
present employment status (1 ¼ salaried employment, 2 ¼ self-employment/freelanc-
ing, 3 ¼ unemployed, 4 ¼ still in school/further education).

To measure the control variable (lack of financial capital), we asked participants to
indicate whether their entry into self-employment had been restrained by lack of cap-
ital (0 ¼ no, 1 ¼ yes).

3.4. Analytic strategy

We used the PROCESS macro 2.16 (Hayes 2013) to test our hypotheses. Because
existing evidence shows that entrepreneurial attitudes, intentions, and startup are also
affected by gender (Santos, Roomi, and Li~n�an 2016), age (Hatak, Harms, and Fink
2015) and past experiences (Cassar 2014), we controlled for the effects of these varia-
bles in the analyses of Study 1. With reference to our conceptual model (Figure 1)
and hypotheses, the mediating effects of entrepreneurial attitudes in the relationship
between mentoring and self-employment intentions were computed. In this analysis
(using model 29), differences between Germany and East Africa in the association of
mentoring with entrepreneurial attitudes and self-employment intentions were
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Other contributing factors

• Financial capital

• Country 
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Figure 1. Conceptual model for the study.
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examined. Psychological capital was also included as a moderator of the direct and
indirect effects of mentoring on self-employment intentions.

Common methods bias is one of the challenges in behavioral research that is
believed to relate to four kinds of effects: common rater effects, item characteristic
effects, item context effects, and measurement context effects (Podsakoff et al. 2003).
All these have the potential to limit our findings. To rule out the common methods
bias concern, we used Herman’s single factor score (Podsakoff et al. 2003). The total
variance of the single factor for Study 1 was 35.14% which is less than the 50%
threshold (Podsakoff et al. 2003), hence common methods bias was not a concern for
this study.

Regarding Study 2, self-employment intentions (T1) is considered as the independ-
ent variable, while self-employment entry (T2) is the outcome variable. To examine
the likelihood of being self-employed, as opposed to being salaried employed or
unemployed or enrolling in further education, we applied multinomial regression
analysis. We also examined for the effects of mentoring (measured at T2), lack/non-
lack of financial capital, psychological capital, and differences between Germany and
East Africa. To rule out the common methods concern for this study, we again
applied Herman’s single-factor test. The single factor accounted for a total variance of
30.67%. Hence we are confident that common methods bias had no significant effects
on our findings.

4. Results

Results of the partial correlations in Table 1 (controlling for age, gender, and previous
business related experience) offer preliminary support for the hypotheses. As posited,
mentoring was positively related to entrepreneurial attitudes (H3a) and self-employ-
ment intentions (H3b), yet attitudes were positively related to self-employment
intentions (H1). Our results also show significant relations for psychological capital
with self-employment intentions (H5a); as well as with mentoring and entrepreneurial
attitudes. This suggests that students who participate in entrepreneurial mentoring
are likely to have higher psychological capital, stronger entrepreneurial attitudes, and
higher intentions to establish one’s own business. Table 2 presents MANOVA results
of comparisons of participants on different predictor variables by employment
status (at T2) and country. Despite weaknesses (Everitt 1998), the MANOVA is
an acceptable method for analyzing longitudinal data. These results show that
participants who had gone into self-employment had significantly higher mean self-
employment intention (T1) and continuous mentoring (T2) and lower mean regard-
ing lack of capital (T2) in comparison to those who were unemployed, or who had
gone into salaried employment or who had continued with education. In addition,
East African participants had significantly higher mean scores on intentions (T1)
continuous mentoring (T2) and psychological capital (T1)

The results of the regression analyses are presented in Table 3. Regarding
entrepreneurial attitudes, 27% (T1) of the variance could be predicted; while 68% of
the variance in self-employment intentions could be predicted (T1). At T2, our model
also predicted 61% of the variance in self-employment entry (T2). This pattern of
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results provides further support for the partial correlation results mentioned above.
Mentoring is positively associated with entrepreneurial attitudes (H3a) and self-
employment intentions (H3b). Moreover, the direct impact of mentoring was much
stronger on intentions than on attitudes. On the other hand, there were significant
differences between Germany (coded as 1) and East Africa on both entrepreneurial
attitudes and self-employment intentions. This denotes the influence of culture on
attitudes and intentions; whereby entrepreneurial attitudes and intentions are higher
in the context of high-income and individualistic culture than in the context
of low-income and collectivistic culture. The implication of this finding is explained
in the discussion section. Again, the effects are stronger on intentions (B ¼ �1.29, CI
¼ �1.55 to �1.02) than on attitudes (B ¼ �.55, CI ¼ �.80 to �.32). These
results disapprove H4a and H4b. Concerning psychological capital, our results reveal
positive significant effects on intentions (B ¼ .37, CI ¼ .20 to .53). Therefore, H5a
was confirmed.

The mediational role of entrepreneurial attitudes and the moderating effects of
country differences (culture and economic development) and psychological capital on
self-employment were tested using the PROCESS Macro (model 29). Thus all these
effects were tested simultaneously in one regression model. Our results reveal positive
and significant conditional direct and conditional indirect effects of mentoring
on entrepreneurial attitudes, with a significant index of moderated mediation (Index
¼ .03, Boot CI ¼ .00 to .09). Thus H3c is supported. The effect of mentoring on self-
employment intentions via entrepreneurial attitudes, conditioned by psychological
capital, is stronger at the higher levels of psychological capital compared to the effect
at low and moderate levels. In addition, the effect of mentoring on entrepreneurial
attitudes and intentions were positive and significant for both German and East
African samples. However, the effect is relatively higher for Germany, confirming
that mentoring has a higher impact on self-employment intentions in an individualis-
tic culture and high-income context than in collectivistic culture and low-income
context. Hence H3c and H3d are supported.

Table 2. MANOVA results - differences between employment status categories and countries.

Variable

Employment status Context (differences between countries)

Status M SE F Country M SE F

Self-employment
Intentions (T1)

Self-employed 6.27 .42 7.80��� East Africa 5.91 .20 47.46���
Salary-employed 4.02 .24 Germany 3.65 .26
Unemployed 4.19 .36
Still in school 4.65 .27

Mentoring (T2) Self-employed 3.57 .19 18.18��� East Africa 3.05 .09 64.33���
Salary-employed 2.04 .11 Germany 1.84 .12
Unemployed 1.94 .17
Still in school 2.25 .12

Psychological
capital (T1)

Self-employed 4.78 .21 2.20 East Africa 4.67 .10 2.69���
Salary-employed 4.67 .12 Germany 4.41 .13
Unemployed 4.18 .18
Still in school 4.52 .13

Lack of financial
capital

Self-employed 1.64 .13 1.03 East Africa 1.85 .06 1.84
Salary-employed 1.75 .07 Germany 1.72 .08
Unemployed 1.90 .11
Still in school 1.85 .08

Note: ��� p < .001, Lack of financial capital (0 ¼ no, 1 ¼ yes).
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Specifically, the interaction effect of mentoring with context on entrepreneurial atti-
tudes (B ¼ .27, CI ¼ .07 to .46) is positive and significant, yet the effect is even higher
on self-employment intentions (B ¼ .48, CI ¼ .25 to .70). Figure 2 shows moderation
plots. Whereas mentoring is related to higher self-employment intentions in both sam-
ples, the increase is higher for the German group. At low levels of mentoring, the East
African sample reported higher self-employment intentions than the German one.
However, this is inverted at the high levels of mentoring. This pattern is quite similar for
the interaction effect of mentoring and context on entrepreneurial attitudes (Figure 3).

Regarding the interactive effects of mentoring with psychological capital, our
results reveal negative significant effects on self-employment intention (B ¼ �.16, CI
¼ �.30 to �.02); hence H5c is confirmed. This effect is visualized in Figure 4; which
shows that participants with high psychological capital had higher intentions at all
levels of mentoring. However, entrepreneurial intentions tend to increase more
among those with low psychological capital when the level of mentoring increases.
For the interactive effects of attitudes and psychological capital, there was a positive
significant effect on self-employment intentions (B ¼ .13, CI ¼ .02 to .24), supporting
H5d. Figure 5 visualizes these interaction effects. Whereas self-employment intentions
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Figure 2. Interaction effects of mentoring and country on self-employment intentions.
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Figure 3. Interaction effects of mentoring and country on entrepreneurial attitudes.
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increase with the increased strength of entrepreneurial attitudes for participants with
high psychological capital, the increase in intentions for those with low psychological
capital is lower.

We proposed that once entrepreneurial intentions are formed, there is a high likelihood
that individuals will implement the intentions by starting a business of their own.
However, we propose that movement from intentions to self-employment entry requires
continued mentoring, psychological capital and financial capital. Therefore, in Study 2, we
measured the level of continued participation in mentoring activities; and also whether
participants had joined self-employment or other occupational alternatives after graduating
from college. To test our assumptions, we applied a multinomial regression analysis.

Results in Table 4 show that participants with higher entrepreneurial intentions (at
T1) were more likely to be in self-employment than in salaried employment (B ¼
�1.74, p < .01), or unemployed (B ¼ �1.58, p < .05), or still in school (B ¼ �1.54,
p < .05) at T2. This result supports H2. Similarly, continued entrepreneurial mentor-
ing (mentoring accessed after graduation) predicted the likelihood of going into self-
employment instead of going into salaried employment (B ¼ �2.24, p < .01) or stay-
ing unemployed (B ¼ �2.73, p < .01) or remaining in school (B ¼ �2.05, p < .01);
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Figure 4. Interactions effects of and psychological capital on self-employment intentions.
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Figure 5. Interaction effects of entrepreneurial attitudes (mediator) and psychological capital on
self-employment intentions.
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thus H3d is also confirmed. However, psychological capital did not predict the likeli-
hood of going into self-employment or any of the alternative employment statuses.
Therefore, H5b is not supported. Even though, we observe that the odds were mar-
ginally positive for salaried employment. Concerning differences between Germany
and East Africa, results in Table 4 further show significant variations in the likelihood
of being unemployed or going into self-employment (B ¼ 4.42, p < .01). Particularly,
there were higher odds for a participant in Germany, compared to East Africa, to
remain unemployed than to go into self-employment. Therefore, H4e is confirmed.
Our results also show that lack of financial capital significantly predicted the likeli-
hood of remaining unemployed (B ¼ �3.78, p < .05) or remaining in school (B ¼
�3.02, p < .05) rather than being self-employed, which provides support for H6.
Hence individuals with no financial capital are less likely to enter self-employment,
which could affect the implementation of one’s entrepreneurial intentions or the
effectiveness of mentoring geared toward business start-up.

5. Discussion

The current labor market dynamics, particularly the high youth unemployment,
stresses the importance of promoting self-employment. Young persons should be will-
ing to consider non-traditional employment options. Specifically, self-employment
has increasingly become an essential employment option in situations or places where
there are limited openings in traditional salaried employment, for example, in less
developed economies (Falco and Haywood 2016). Consequently, there are enormous
efforts to increase youth entrepreneurship in less developed countries through

Table 4. Multinomial regression for likelihood of other employment statuses as compared to
self-employment.

Employment statusa/ predictors B (SE)

95% CI for Odds Ratio

Lower Odds Ratio Upper

Salaried employment
Intercept 13.04 (4.98)��
Intentions_T1 �1.74 ( .65)�� .05 .18 .63
Mentoring_T2 �2.24 ( .73)�� .03 .11 .45
Psychological capital_T1 .56 ( .66) .48 1.74 6.33
Country 2.63 (1.52) .71 13.93 273.42
Lack financial capital_T2 �2.42 (1.38) .01 .09 1.33
Unemployed
Intercept 18.14 (5.15)���
Intentions_T1 �1.58 ( .66)� .06 .21 .76
Mentoring_T2 �2.73 ( .82)�� .01 .07 .32
Psychological capital_T1 �.87 ( .68) .11 .42 1.58
Country 4.42 (1.70)�� 2.96 83.21 2336.42
Lack financial capital_T2 �3.78 (1.69)� .00 .02 .64
Still in school/ further education
Intercept 15.42 (4.95)��
Intentions_T1 �1.54 ( .65)� .06 .22 .77
Mentoring_T2 �2.05 ( .73)�� .03 .13 .54
Psychological capital_T1 �.16 ( .64) .24 .85 2.98
Country 1.66 (1.44) .31 5.23 88.03
Lack financial capital_T2 �3.02 (1.43)� .00 .05 .81

Note: R2 ¼ .61 (Nagelkerke), Model v2 (15) ¼ 86.41, p < .001; �p < .05, ��p < .01. Country (East Africa ¼ 0,
Germany ¼ 1). Lack financial Capital (No ¼ 0, Yes ¼ 1).
aReference employment category is ‘self-employment/ freelancing’.
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entrepreneurial education and financial support (e.g. Blattman, Fiala, and Martinez
2014). But how do these intervention influence entrepreneurial intentions and entry?
The present study investigates the mediating role of entrepreneurial attitudes and
the moderating role of psychological capital in the mentoring, intentions, and self-
employment; as well as how such effects vary with context. Our findings indicate that
mentoring, attitudes and psychological capital have substantial effects on entrepre-
neurial intentions. Concerning entrepreneurial entry, we find that intentions, continu-
ous mentoring and financial capital are essential contributors. Moreover, there seem
to be substantial differences between Germany and East Africa in likelihoods of new
graduates going into self-employment.

More specifically, the results of Study 1 confirmed that entrepreneurial mentoring,
a positive general attitude towards entrepreneurship, and psychological capital
combine to enhance intentions to become self-employed. That is, mentoring was
significantly associated with entrepreneurial intentions (H3b); yet this association was
mediated by entrepreneurial attitudes (H3c). There are different ways in which
mentoring enables entrepreneurial startups, including support in the identification
of entrepreneurial opportunities (St-Jean and Tremblay 2011), acquisition of entrepre-
neurship skills (Xiao and North 2017), and stimulating positive perceptions of
entrepreneurship (Lafuente and Vaillant 2013). The present study affirms that partici-
pation in entrepreneurship mentoring is associated with a positive general attitude
towards entrepreneurship and the intent to become self-employed. In line with the
planned behavior theory (Ajzen 1991), attitudes play an important role in the devel-
opment of behavior intentions, and the intensity of intentions. This suggests that
entrepreneurial mentoring activities should not only focus on developing technical
skills of prospecting entrepreneurs, but also identifying and addressing attitudinal
issues. Particularly, mentors should increasingly use motivational approaches to
inspire individuals into self-employment.

There was support for our hypothesis that the association between mentoring and
attitudes as well as the association between mentoring and intention vary between
Germany (a high-income and individualistic cultural context) and East Africa (a low-
income and collectivistic cultural context). The associations of mentoring with both
attitudes and intentions were stronger for Germany than for East Africa (H4c and
H4d). That is, mentoring is more likely to be successful in Germany than in East
Africa suggesting that entrepreneurial mentoring is more effective in individualistic
than in collectivistic cultural contexts. beyond the cultural context, the development
context cannot be ignored. It can facilitate or hinder access to quality of mentorship
as well as the resources needed for entry into self-employment, hence affecting the
strength of the relationship between mentoring, intentions, and entry. Poor quality of
mentoring systems has been cited as a major challenge to the success of entrepreneurial
mentoring (Ting, Feng, and Qin 2017), which is more likely in less developed
countries where there are fewer mentors or successful entrepreneurs to learn from.
The propensity of mentoring to enhance entrepreneurial attitudes and intentions
could also be affected by the availability of startup resources.

Moreover, our findings indicate that the relationship between mentoring and inten-
tions, as well as the relationship between attitudes and intentions, are further
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conditioned by one’s amount of psychological capital. Individuals with higher psycho-
logical capital seem to have stronger positive entrepreneurial attitudes and higher
intention to go into self-employment (H5c and H5d). However, our results indicate
that mentoring is associated with higher intentions among individuals with low psycho-
logical capital. Thus, our results confirm that psychological capital is not only import-
ant for entrepreneurial success (Pease and Cunningham 2016; Baluku, Kikooma, and
Kibanja 2016; Hmieleski and Carr 2008) and wellbeing of the entrepreneurs (Baron,
Franklin, and Hmieleski 2016), but also a resource that is useful in the development of
self-employment intentions (Contreras, Dreu, and Espinosa 2017). Self-employment
involves numerous challenging tasks and processes and a high level of risk, making it
less attractive to individuals with low psychological capital. However, our findings
show that mentoring can strengthen self-employment intentions for such individuals.
Hence, addition to fostering a positive attitude towards entrepreneurship, mentoring
should also focus on strengthening psychological capital of prot�eg�es, which in turn,
strengthens intentions and efforts to establish one’s own business.

Implementation of intentions has been identified as a major gap in entrepreneurial
intentions research (e.g. Fayolle and Li~n�an 2014; Van Gelderen, Kautonen, and Fink
2015). Interventions to strengthen entrepreneurial intentions, such as mentoring, can
only be meaningful if individuals are capable of implementing their intentions (Ajzen
1985). Unfortunately, due to the relatively small number of respondents who partici-
pated in the follow-up survey (T2), we were not able to examine the mediators and
moderators of the association between intentions and self-employment entry.
However, we were able to test factors that substantially determine implementation of
intentions or entry into self-employment. In line with TPB, our findings show that
intentions predict self-employment entry. These findings also support extant research
that has investigated the association between intentions and entrepreneurial behavior
(e.g. Kolvereid and Isaksen 2006; Kautonen, van Gelderen, and Tornikoski 2013).
Our results indicate that students who had stronger entrepreneurial intentions
towards their graduation (T1) were more likely be self-employed (T2). This could
also suggest that developing strong entrepreneurial intentions towards the time of
entry into the labor market increase the likelihoods of going into self-employment
before trying positions in salaried employment.

Van Gelderen, Kautonen, and Fink (2015) propose that in addition to intentions,
other factors that facilitate or hinder the process of entry should be considered. Based
on the socialization perspective (Starr and Fondas 1992), the present study (Study 2)
examined the role of continuous mentoring (mentoring accessed after graduation),
psychological capital and availability or lack of financial capital. Concerning mentor-
ing (H2d), our results indicate that those who had continuous entrepreneurial men-
toring after graduation were more likely to go into self-employment compared to the
likelihood of going into salaried-employment or remaining unemployed. Hence, our
results confirm that mentoring has an impact on both entrepreneurial intention and
actual entry into self-employment. Mentoring should not be a one-off activity.
Continuous mentoring is helpful in transforming intentions into startup behavior.
Starting a business is a complex and stressful task. Therefore, prospecting
entrepreneurs require constant inspiration, skill development, confidence boosts, and
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identifying themselves with the entrepreneurship profession; all of which are
a function of mentoring (St-Jean and Audet 2012; St-Jean 2012).

The present study further demonstrates that entry into self-employment is also
dependent on the availability of financial capital (H6) and that there are variations
between Germany and East Africa (H3e). Results at T2 show that those who reported
lack of capital were more likely to stay in school or remain unemployed. Concerning
differences between Germany and East Africa, individuals in Germany were more
likely to be unemployed than to be self-employed compared to their East African
counterparts. This result points to either the effect of culture or economic conditions.
In line with our assumption regarding the impact of national culture, this finding
confirms that startup could be faster in collectivistic countries. When there is a busi-
ness opportunity, individuals can easily obtain support from family and friends.
However, Germany is considered to have a high ambiguity intolerance tendency
(Raab, Stedham, and Neuner 2005; Weissenstein et al. 2014; Hofstede, Hofstede, and
Minkov 2010), which discourages entrepreneurship.

The differences in self-employment entry between Germany and East African can
also be explained by the economic contexts. East African states have worryingly high
youth unemployment rates (Awiti and Scott 2016; Chigunta 2017; Lakuma, Marty,
and Kuteesa 2016), implying that self-employment is the most available employment
opportunity for the majority of young people graduating from colleges. On the other
hand, Germany reports one of the lowest youth unemployment rates in the world,
and actually the lowest in Europe (see Dietrich and M€oller 2016). This implies that
graduates are more likely to find job placements soon after graduation; hence self-
employment among young people becomes limited to those who are opportunity
driven or seeking autonomy in the workplace.

5.1. Strengths, limitations and future research

The present paper contains some strengths that highlight its contribution to self-
employment intentions and entry research. The major strength of the paper is the
examination of antecedents of both intentions and entry. Most of the previous
research has studied these separately yet the TPB presents entry (behavior) as a func-
tion of intentions, thus presenting a continuous process from the formation of the
intention to establishment of a business. Relatedly, the second strength of the paper
regards the application of the longitudinal approach to examine the association
between intentions and entry into self-employment. It is purported that this is the
best approach to investigating the entrepreneurial process (Li~n�an and Fayolle 2015).
Moreover, we are able to replicate findings of similar studies that have found inten-
tions to predict actual entry behavior (e.g. Kolvereid and Isaksen 2006; Kautonen, van
Gelderen, and Tornikoski 2013). Another important strength is the cross-cultural
sample used. Consequently, the study explains the variations in intentions and entry
between countries. With these strengths, we are confident that our study makes an
important contribution to understanding the entrepreneurial process.

While the study has a number of strengths, it also has some limitations that should
be considered in applying our findings. The first weakness relates to the timeframe
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between T1 and T2. Whereas the longitudinal approach is best for explaining enter-
prise creation process, the time between the measures has to be adequate. It has been
found that the association between entrepreneurial intentions and behavior is stron-
ger in a longer period than in the short-term; see Li~n�an and Fayolle (2015) review of
intentions research. In the present study, the period between measures ranged from
one to two years. This is a period of about six to 18 months after graduation, which
could be considered short for individuals for all those interested in self-employment
to have successfully established their businesses. Another weakness relates to the
measures for mentoring and intentions. These showed very high alpha coefficients.
Although high internal consistency of measures is desired, very high alphas can indi-
cate the possibility of redundancy of items (McCrae et al. 2011). However, this chal-
lenge was also observed in the entrepreneurial intentions questionnaire (Li~n�an and
Chen 2009) which is a widely used measure in entrepreneurial intentions research.
Future research should examine the applicability of this measure in populations that
have a high entrepreneurial propensity. In addition, we only examined the differences
in intentions and entry between Germany and East Africa. Whereas these provide a
good cross-cultural comparison, these are at the extreme ends of the economic devel-
opment continuum, which could inflate the observed differences. We suggest that
future research should compare more countries a stronger cross-cultural comparison.

5.2. Conclusion

The study examined the association between entrepreneurial mentoring, attitudes,
intentions and entry into self-employment; and the role of psychological capital in
this process. Our findings confirm that attitudes mediate the effects of entrepreneurial
mentoring on self-employment intention, while psychological moderates the effects of
mentoring and attitudes on self-employment intentions. Moreover, intentions, men-
toring and availability of financial capital determined self-employment entry.
Differences between countries in the association between mentoring and self-employ-
ment intentions, as well in likelihoods of being self-employed, are observed. This con-
firms the influence of context on the outcomes of entrepreneurial mentoring. It is,
therefore, important to adopt mentoring approaches to the context. Our findings fur-
ther demonstrate that in addition to enhancing positive entrepreneurial attitude, it is
essential to foster the development of psychological capital, which in turn facilitates
transforming mentoring into firm intentions to start a business and implementation
of the intentions.
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