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Abstract

Entrepreneurs are valuable assets for any country. Rather than being confronted with new obstacles, they should be fostered and nurtured.
Entrepreneurial firms have the power to influence how we live and work, in addition to producing jobs and contributing to economic
progress. Entrepreneurs have the ability to change the world by creating diversified skill sets and profitable businesses that are vital to the
advancement of our economies. How does one go about being a successful business, though? More resources are believed to be needed to
create entrepreneurial environments in higher education that foster progressive ideas and innovation while also providing students with the
practical knowledge and skills they need to navigate the troublesome, difficult, and uncertain situations that come with owning a business.
This article will outline the scales of components from which to measure variables impacting universities’ ability to encourage entrepreneurial
behavior among students, based on the aforementioned significance of universities. This article is based on a survey of 507 students from
different universities and backgrounds in Vietnam. The research methods used are Cronbach’s alpha test and Structural Equation Modeling.
From the research results, it can be seen that the university’s environment plays a significant role in fostering entrepreneurial behavior

among students.
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1. Introduction

Universities today play an important role not just in
imparting knowledge but also in promoting and inspiring
students to pursue entreprencurial endeavors. Numerous
research has discovered that the tendency to start new firms is
linked to the university environment, risk-taking propensity,
and locus of control (Turker & Selcuk, 2009; Schwarz
et al., 2009; Soria-Barreto et al., 2017). Entrepreneurial
intention is an individual’s desire to start a new firm and is
the first step toward entrepreneurial behavior (Krueger &
Carsrud, 1993). In this sense, universities play an essential
educational role in cultivating entrepreneurial attitudes and
intentions (Lacap et al., 2018; Akhter et al., 2020), guiding
students in developing business models, and training human
resources to efficiently meet business demands. Etzkowitz
and colleagues stated the university is a natural and dynamic
organization that can assist students’ entrepreneurial
aspirations and promote their abilities to turn ideas into
tangible entrepreneurial activities (Etzkowitz 2001, 2003;
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Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000; Etzkowitz et al., 2000).
According to Kushwaha and Sharma (2017), educational
institutions can assist individuals to improve their creativity
and innovation. A business university, according to Guerrero
and Urbano (2012), is an institution that promotes a variety
of entrepreneurship-supportive techniques, emphasizing
its crucial societal role in shaping economic growth and
income-generating activities.

2. Literature Review

2.1. University’s Environment

Currently, the field of entrepreneurship education has
been focused on expanding, and becoming more popular
through a priority focus on educational innovations,
especially at the university level (Clark, 1998; Etzkowitz,
2003). In fact, it is possible for university students to learn
some aspects of entrepreneurship at university (Autio et al.,
2001; Johnson etal., 2006; Vesper & Gartner, 1997). Investing
in entrepreneurship education is the best-performing
spending in EU countries. With the opportunity to acquire
and access entrepreneurship education, young people have
the opportunity to build their foundational knowledge,
as well as improve their skills and attitudes towards their
entrepreneurial intentions themselves. Thereby, their
prospects of developing their business ideas and securing
a job improve (European Commission, 2011; Fitzsimmons
& Douglas, 2011; Lifian & Chen, 2009). As mentioned,
the knowledge, skills, and abilities relevant to this field of
entrepreneurship education are essential elements that can
help promote entreprencurship spirit among young people
and increase their ability to join the labor market in the
future. This is further confirmed for students who have the
opportunity to fully and effectively access entreprencurship
education throughout their university career (Etzkowitz,
2001; Guerrero & Urbano, 2012).

After understanding the role of entrepreneurship
education in the university environment, it is extremely
important for students to experience the entrepreneurial
process to exploit similar job opportunities in the future
(Heinonen & Poikkijoki, 2006). Simultaneously, the
importance of teaching and learning techniques in business
schools in ensuring quality uniformity among students
from different backgrounds is also emphasized (Rodrigues,
2004). The empirical support that has been studied to show
that the entrepreneurial behavior of students is positively
affected by the university environment has been provided
by Franke and Liithje (2004), focusing on three aspects of
influence: most to entrepreneurship intentions, including
initiation, development process and active support activities
for students (Souitaris et al., 2007). Thereby, clarifying
the relationship between the phrase “the making of an

entrepreneur” and business universities (Liithje & Franke,
2003), emphasizing the importance of entrepreneurship
education on students’ attitudes and intentions to start their
own business (Autio et al., 2001; Etzkowitz et al., 2000;
Johnson et al., 2006; Robinson et al., 1991). Recently, there
have been theories that educational support plays a pivotal
role in determining students’ entrepreneurial intentions,
arguing that “if the university can provide sufficient
knowledge as well as imparting entrepreneurial inspiration,
young people’s ability to choose a carcer path will be
increased.”

HI1.1: University environment has a direct positive
impact on students’ entrepreneurial attitudes.

H1.2: University environment has a direct positive
impact on students’ entrepreneurial intentions.

2.2. Risk-taking Propensity and Locus of Control

Modern entrepreneurship education studies show that
entrepreneurial intention is closely related to a proactive
personality (Crant, 2000; Thompson, 2009). A person with
a high locus of control believes that the outcome of an
incident is the consequence of his or her own behavioral
action rather than luck (Shahneaz et al., 2020).

The concept of proactive behavior is “Taking initiative
in changing current situations or establishing new ones,”
according to Crant (2000), “involves challenging the status
quo rather than passively responding to current realities”.
Accordingly, Gartner (1990) correlates the concept of the
entrepreneur with distinct personality traits and talents,
one of which is proactive behavior, which is critical in
dealing with uncertainty (Carbonara & Caiazza, 2010) and
efficiently exploiting opportunities (Shane, 2000).

Following this line of research, variables like risk-
taking propensity and locus of control have long been
recognized as important proactive traits that foster
entrepreneurship (Crant, 1996; Liithje & Franke, 2003;
Robinson et al., 1991; Shane et al., 2003). In terms of our
research, we follow the stream of literature that emphasizes
the critical importance of risk-taking tendency (Hmieleski
& Corbett, 2006) and locus of control (Levenson, 1974),
concentrating on three sub-dimensions: (1) Internal
Control, (2) Powerful Others, and (3) Chance (Lumpkin,
1988). Levenson (1974) authenticated these scales to
estimate perceived mastery over one’s individual life and
goals, which includes the abilities to influence events
and actions, attributing success and failure to “internal
variables” directly connected to the exercise of individual
capacities (Internal Control); The expectation that pressure
groups and “important persons” would exert control over
one’s interests and behaviors, influencing one’s decision-
making process (Powerful Others); A person’s belief in
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chance, which refers to a person’s view that their actions
and life are directed by fate and are unintentionally
influenced by external variables that they cannot control
(Chance) (Levenson, 1974; Lumpkin, 1988).

H2.1: Risk-taking propensity directly positively affects
students’ entrepreneurial attitude.

H2.2: Risk-taking propensity directly positively affects
entrepreneurial intention.

H2.3: Internal control directly positively affects students’
entrepreneurial attitudes.

H2.4: Internal control directly positively
entrepreneurial intention.

H2.5: Powerful others directly positively affect students’
entrepreneurial attitude.

H2.6: Powerful others
entrepreneurial intentions.

H2.7: Powerful others directly positively affect internal
control.

H2.8: Powerful others directly positively affect chance.

H2.9: Chance directly positively affects students’
entrepreneurial attitudes.

H2.10: Chance directly positively affects entrepreneurial
intentions.

affects

directly positively  affect

2.3. Entrepreneurial Attitude and Intention

The entrepreneurial purpose is widely regarded in the
entrepreneurship literature (Autio et al., 2001; Krueger
et al., 2000; Lifian & Chen, 2009; Bui et al., 2020) as a
fundamental factor in the choice to establish a firm. TPB
theorists consider perceived behavioral control, subjective
norm, and personal attitude as the key determinants
of individual purpose, which is consistent with this
(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Peterman & Kennedy, 2003;
Schlaegel & Koenig, 2014). When applied to the realm
of entrepreneurship, it is widely accepted that one of
the key antecedents of entrepreneurial purpose is one’s
attitude toward self-employment (Liithje & Franke, 2003;
Krueger et al., 2000; Thompson, 2009). The majority of
studies on entreprencurial intention have focused on this
antecedent because the attitude toward self-employment
typically explains a large part of the variation in business
foundations’ and entrepreneurial activities’ related behavior
(Franke & Liithje, 2004; Heinonen & Poikkijoki, 2006;
Liithje & Franke, 2003; Robinson et al., 1991). According
to Krueger et al. (2000), as the intention is the best predictor
of entrepreneurial behavior, it is critical to understand its
antecedents, such as attitude, which “effectively predicts
intents”. The entrepreneurial purpose is seen as a necessary
and basic requirement for becoming a budding entrepreneur.
While entrepreneurship is defined as the formation of a
new endeavor (Gartner et al., 1992), an individual’s desire

to pursue an entrepreneurial career is critical to this process
(Lee et al., 2011). Furthermore, while the entreprenecurial
intention is seen as the initial stage in a series of acts to
establish an organization (Bird, 1988), Fishbein and Ajzen
(1975) claimed that intentions toward a behavior might be
viewed as crucial indications of that behavior.

H3: Entrepreneurial attitudes have a direct positive
effect on entrepreneurial intention.

The research framework of this study is demonstrated in
Figure 1.

3. Research Method

3.1. Research Design and Data Analysis

The research was put into practice based on the
theoretical model given in Figure 1. The dependent
variable in the study is Entrepreneurial Intention (INT).
The independent variables included the University’s
Environment (UNI), Risk-taking Propensity (RIS), Locus
of Control (CON), and Entrepreneurial Attitude (ATT). In
which, the variable Locus of Control (CON) formed from
three components, they are Internal Control (ICT), Powerful
Others (PWO), and Chance (CH). These components were
measured by a five-point Likert scale ranging from lowest
to highest (1 indicates strong disagreement and 5 indicates
strong agreement) (Zainudin et al., 2016).

The study was designed using a quantitative method.
The research was deployed through an online questionnaire
on Google Forms. A questionnaire is one of the most
popular tools for gathering data valid and reliably related
to a certain topic used for data analysis in social science
studies (Taherdoost, 2018). The collection of non-
probability samples via Google Forms took place from
October 30" to November 5", 2021. The first part of the
questionnaire allows learning of participants’ demographic

Risk Taking University
Propensity Environment
I I
v v
Entrepreneurial Entrepreneurial
Attitude Intention
Locus of
Control
Internal Control Powerful Others Chance

Figure 1: Research Framework
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information including age, gender, university major, and
occupation. This information supports the research in
explanations and explorations about universities’ ability
to stimulate students’ entrepreneurship intention (Miles
& Huberman, 1994). The quantitative method converts
data collected from part two related to independent and
dependent variables into precise assessment measures
supporting logical reasoning and judgments. The two
software utilized for data processing were Analysis of
Moment Structures (AMOS) and Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS). In which, Cronbach’s alpha test
and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) were the two
main methodologies. Cronbach’s alpha reliability refers
to the reliability of the questionnaire’s measurements
(Cronbach, 1951). Structural equation modeling (SEM)
is a technique for identifying, estimating, and assessing
linear models among a set of observed variables (Byrne,
2010). Therefore, the SEM model was applied to test the
hypothesis and evaluate the independent variables’ impact
on students’ entrepreneurial intention.

3.2. Sample Structure

A total of 507 response forms were obtained from
respondents who are studying or used to study in Vietnam
universities at the age of 18 to 23. The percentage of males
participating in the questionnaire was 52.5%, females
46.2%, and others 1.4%. Among the respondents, the 18
to 20 age group accounted for the largest proportion in the
sample structure with approximately 65%, while people
aged from 21 to 23 and above accounted for slightly over
35%. By occupation, the group made up the largest portion
of survey participants was students, with 88.4% recorded.
This is the group with the most incentives to start a business
since they are able to generate many creative and innovative
ideas with great potential. In addition, entrepreneurs and
part-time entrepreneurs also contributed to this study in a
modest percentage of 9.13%. In terms of university majors,
non-business students accounted for 53.3% of the survey
respondents, slightly higher than that of business students,
which was 46.7%. Regarding the year of university, the
majority of Sophomores took part in the survey, making up
34.3% in total. In addition, the group of Freshmen, Juniors,
Seniors, and Graduates accounted for 18.1%, 14.6%, 15.8%,
and 17.2% respectively.

4. Results
4.1. Reliability Test
Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the reliability

coefficient of the scale of the elements in the theoretical
model and the correlation between the observed variables

and the total variables. The correlation between the
observed and the total variables includes (1) University’s
Environment (UNI); (2) Risk-taking Propensity (RIS);
(3) Locus of Control (CON); (4) Entrepreneurial Attitude
(ATT); (5) Entrepreneurial Intention (INT). Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient ranges from 0.838 to 0.956 > 0.6, which
means that the scale is reliable (Table 1). Besides, each
observed variable’s correlation coefficient is also greater
than 0.3 (Nunnally & Burnstein, 1994). Hence, it is
concluded that the scale has high reliability due to the high
correlation of the component variables in the model and the
total variable.

4.2. Structural Equation Modeling

The SEM model shows the links between the
independent and dependent variables. The model fit
results of SEM were accepted according to Hair et al.
(2010) with Chi-square (y*/df) value at 3.77, less than 5;
TLI value at 0.87 and CFI value at 0.88, both greater
than 0.80; and RMSEA value at 0.07, less than 0.08.
Insignificant correlations (at 95% confidence level) were
shown in between UNI/INT, (4 = 0.051; P=0.144 > 0.05);
RIS/INT, (4 = 0.038; P = 0.413 > 0.05); ICT/INT, (1 =
0.014; P = 0.800 > 0.05), PWO/ATT, (A = -0.008; P =
0.911 > 0.05), CH/ATT, (1 = 0.062; P = 0.395 > 0.05).
After evaluating based on statistical data, the rejected
hypotheses were indicated in Table 2.

After detaching the relationships that were not statis-
tically significant, the final SEM model was manifested in
Figure 2.

Entrepreneurial Intention (INT) is directly influenced
by 3 components including Entrepreneurial Attitude (ATT),
Powerful Others (PWO), and Chance (CH). In which, the
ATT has the vital positive impact at 0.83*** which means
when the ATT increases one unit, the INT will increase by
0.83 units. The PWO affects negatively at —0.50***, which
means the INT will decrease 0.50 units if the PWO increases
one unit.

Table 1: Cronbach’s Alpha Test Result

Variables Code | ltems | Cronbach’s a
University’s Environment | UNI 10 0.953
Risk-Taking Propensity RIS 7 0.838
Internal Control ICT 5 0.880
Powerful Others PWO 3 0.877
Chance CH 3 0.881
Entrepreneurial Attitude | ATT 7 0.920
Entrepreneurial Intention | INT 8 0.956
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Table 2: Hypothesis Testing Result

Hypotheses | Relationships A P Results
H1.1 UNI - ATT 0.129 | *** | Accept
H1.2 UNI — INT 0.051 | 0.144 | Reject
H2.1 RIS —» ATT 0.570 | *** | Accept
H2.2 RIS — INT 0.038 | 0.413 | Reject
H2.3 ICT > ATT 0.565 | *** | Accept
H2.4 ICT —» INT 0.014 | 0.8 |Reject
H2.5 PWO — ATT —0.008 | 0.911 | Reject
H2.6 PWO — INT -0.496 | *** | Reject
H2.7 PWO — ICT 0.444 | ** | Accept
H2.8 PWO — CH 0.901 *** | Accept
H2.9 CH —» ATT 0.062 | 0.395 | Reject
H2.10 CH — INT 0.468 | *** | Accept
H3 ATT — INT 0.827 | *** | Accept

Note: ***p-value < 0.001. Significant at the 0.05 level.
A, Standardized Regression Weights.

Entrepreneurial Attitude (ATT) was directly and
significantly impacted by University Environment (UNI)
at 0.13*%**; Risk-taking Propensity (RIS) at 0.57%**;
and Internal Control (ICT) at 0.57***. The study results
indicated that if students have a higher RIS and ICT, their
entrepreneurial attitude will raise a lot.

The Powerful Others (PWO), although, influence the
Entrepreneurial Intention (INT) negatively, affects positively
and significantly Internal Control (ICT) at 0.44*** and
Chance factor (CH) at 0.90***_ Chance (CH) has a positive
effect on Entrepreneurial Intention (INT) and Internal
Control (ICT) has an indirect impact on Entrepreneurial
Intention (INT) through Entrepreneurial Attitude (ATT).
Therefore, the research can consider the increase of the
PWO at a suitable level to enhance the INT factor.

To enhance the Entreprencurial Intention (INT) in
students, the universities should pay more attention to raising
their Entrepreneurial Attitude (ATT) by improving their
Risk-taking Propensity (RIS) and Internal Control (ICT).
Besides, other direct and indirect influencing components
also need noting and improving. They can develop topics
on entrepreneurship and put them into the training program

° 44
5 -85

.
i 6 a2

87/ 8 o )
75 ¥ 724 62 Chi-square= 3088.108;
ON1 ont]  |cong) df= 820; P= .000;
. . . Chi-square/df= 3.766;
TLI= .870; CFl= .882;

@) @ @ @ ©@© @@ () €D © RMSEA= 074

Figure 2: The Final SEM Model
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in the direction of compulsory or elective to match reality;
form start-up clubs at universities; establish a support center
to help students with entrepreneurial issues and with starting
a new business as well; support to find funding sources,
connect and attract investment for students’ startup ideas
and projects.

4.3. The Influence of Differences in Demographics
on Variables ATT and INT

The differences in the mean of Gender, Age, University
Year, and Entrepreneurship Study and their influences on
Entrepreneurial Attitude and Entrepreneurial Intention
were shown in Table 3. The differences were considered
meaningful atthe Significant of0.05, with the Sig. (ANOVA)
and Sig. (Multiple Comparisons), or Sig. (2-tailed) less
than 0.05.

Specifically, by Gender, there are differences between
males and two remaining genders in both ATT and INT
elements. The Sig. (Test of Homogeneity of Variances)
is larger than 0.05 so the LSD method was applied. It is
meaningful in these differences as their Sig. (ANOVA) is less
than 0.05. In the ATT, the mean of males is much higher than
females and others, valuing 3.70, 3.49, and 3.10 respectively.
Similarly, in the INT, the mean of males is 3.74, which is

noticeably higher compared to females (3.57) and others
(2.98). By Age Group, the Sig. (Test of Homogeneity of
Variances) is higher than 0.05 so the LSD method was used.
It is meaningful as their Sig. (ANOVA) is lower than 0.05.
It can be seen that the differences are quite noticeable with
the highest values being contributed by people aged 23 and
above, compared to two other age groups in both ATT and
INT elements. The mean values for the age group of 18 — 20,
21 — 23, and over 23 are 3.52, 3.64, and 4.00 for ATT and
3.61, 3.66, 3.95 for INT.

By university year, In the ATT, because the Sig. (Test
of Homogeneity of Variances) is lower than 0.05 so the
Tamhane method was used while the LSD was used in the
INT as Sig. (Test of Homogeneity of Variances) is greater
than 0.05. The differences are all meaningful because of their
Sig. (ANOVA) is lower than 0.05. The results showed that
freshmen have the mean ATT much less than sophomores,
juniors, seniors, and graduates, with mean values are 3.31,
3.73, 3.65, and 3.64 in turn. The differences in the mean INT
are also significant, with only 3.43 for first-year students
while other groups’ means are 3.68, 3.78, 3.62, and 3.75
respectively. This is due to the fact that to some extent,
freshmen normally lack experiences, specialized knowledge,
social capital, and fear more about risk than remaining
student groups.

Table 3: The Influence of Differences in Demographics on ATT and INT

N | ATT, Mean | INT, Mean Sig. Value

Gender ATT: Sig.(Test of Homogeneity of Variances) = 0.113,
Male 266 3.70 3.74 | Sig(ANOVA)=0.003; ,

INT: Sig.(Test of Homogeneity of Variances) = 0.778;
Other 7 3.10 2.98
Age ATT: Sig.(Test of Homogeneity of Variances) = 0.832,
18-20 328| 352 361 | Sig.(ANOVA)=0.000; ,

INT: Sig.(Test of Homogeneity of Variances) = 0.284;
Over 23 49 4.00 3.95
University year ATT: Sig.(Test of Homogeneity of Variances) = 0.012,
Freshman (First year) 92 3.31 3.43 Sig.(ANOVA,) = 0.003; , ,

INT: Sig.(Test of Homogeneity of Variances) = 0.417;
Sophomore (Second year) 174 3.65 3.68 Sig.(ANOVA) = 0.028;
Junior (Third year) 74 3.73 3.78
Senior (Fourth year) 80 3.65 3.62
Graduated 87 3.64 3.75
Have studied Entrepreneurship ATT: Sig.(Independent sample T-test) = 0.097,
No 355 3.53 357 Sig.(2-'tailed) Equal variances assumed = 0.005;

INT: Sig.(Independent sample T-test) = 0.454,
Yes 152 3.75 3.83 Sig.(2-tailed) Equal variances assumed = 0.001;

Note: Significant at the 0.05 level.
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Last but not least, there are differences between the
group of students who have studied Entrepreneurship related
subjects and the group of students who have not studied.
The differences were meaningful as the Sig.(2-tailed) Equal
variances assumed of both ATT and INT variables were less
than 0.05. Those who have studied these subjects have the
mean ATT and INT at 3.75 and 3.83, higher than those who
have not ever studied at 3.53 and 3.57. It can be seen that
Entrepreneurship related subjects have supported raising
the student’s Entrepreneurial Attitude and Entrepreneurial
Intention. Therefore, universities should consider deploying
these subjects in their training program and extracurricular
program as well.

5. Discussion and Recommendations

Through the research result, it is evident that
Entrepreneurial Intention is influenced by University’s
Environment, Risk-taking Propensity, and Internal Control
through the mediating variable Entrepreneurial Attitude.
Some research has shown that positive attitudes toward
entrepreneurship have a direct impact on entrepreneurial
intentions (Vuong et al., 2020; Mahfud et al., 2020). One
of the most important factors fostering entrepreneurial
attitudes is the entrepreneurial education that focuses on
skills building, encourages creativity, risk-taking, and
develops self-efficacy (Hornqvist & Leffler, 2014). When
it comes to implementing entrepreneurial education, Jones
and Iredale (2010) emphasized the role of the lecturers.
Entrepreneurial education requires both formal and informal
approaches. Therefore, according to Hynes (1996), the
instructor must strike a balance between the conceptual
lessons and the practical applications for students to
develop their understanding, be well-prepared, and give
them more incentives to reach an entreprencurial attitude.
Teacher’s empowerment is also necessary for students to
build their confidence and hence, boost Internal Control.
Once they are willing to take risks and believe that they
have significant controls for what will likely happen, their
entrepreneurial intentions will increase.

Powerful Others, on the other hand, negatively affect
Entrepreneurial Intention. This could be explained by the
fact that people who believe they are being predetermined
by powerful people are less likely to take action, whereas
extremely proactive individuals are more likely to make
constructive efforts to attain their goals (Zampetakis &
Moustakis, 2006; Zampetakis, 2008; Neneh, 2019; Bateman
& Crant, 1993). Highly proactive people are typically able
to make their own decisions and are prepared to take risks
to capture significant rewards. This finding also suggests
that to encourage entrepreneurship, students should be given
more autonomy over their actions. Reducing the impact

of Powerful Others also means increasing Entrepreneurial
Intention.

According to the findings, enhancing Entrepreneurial
Attitude is necessary to increase Entrepreneurial Intention.
Therefore, some managerial implications to encourage the
development of entrepreneurial intention in universities are
given based on the research findings as follows. In terms
of the University Environment, universities must develop
lesson plans that provide practical, up-to-date knowledge
and information, organize training courses, workshops, or
talk shows with entrepreneurs, and international seminars
to assist students in starting a business. Universities could
also provide a supportive atmosphere for students who want
to establish a business by providing start-up financing or
linking venture capitalists with student start-up ideas and
projects. Students will not only find themselves, realize
their skills and shortcomings, but will also learn from the
projects, igniting a desire to work in the corporate world.
Universities must strengthen their curricula concentrating on
boosting students’ entrepreneurial activity, such as setting up
official channels to give students appropriate guidance, to
increase the entrepreneurial intention of students in Vietnam.
Lectures on the risks and barriers that may be experienced
during the process of launching a business are also beneficial
to students’ understanding and preparation as well as
their confidence.

6. Conclusion

The study’s findings, which were based on the SEM
model’s analytical results and contained 507 observational
samples, revealed that the characteristics of University
Environment, Risk-taking Propensity, and Internal Control
all have an indirect impact on Entrepreneurial Intention
via Entrepreneurial Attitude. Through Internal Control, the
Powerful Others factor influences students’ Entrepreneurial
Attitude while negatively influencing their Entrepreneurial
Intention. The findings of the study can aid colleges in
Vietnam in identifying characteristics that stimulate learners
to engage in entrepreneurial activities. Universities should
pay special attention to entrepreneurial attitude, as it is the
most essential factor determining entrepreneurial intent.

Universities should recognize their Internal Control
and Risk-taking Propensity through entrepreneurship
instruction, seminars, and extracurricular activities to
boost students’ entrepreneurial attitudes. The percentage of
students with entrepreneurial intent was 84.2 percent among
507 responses. As a result, universities may be concluded
to be a reliable supply of high-quality human resources,
ensuring that graduates have strong entrepreneurial attitudes
and intentions, as well as the knowledge and skills necessary
to enable firms, particularly start-ups, to expand sustainably.
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